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ABSTRACT 

FARIA, SARAH M., M.A., August 2010, Latin American Studies 

Producers’ Perspectives towards the Geographical Indication Recognition Process in 

Brazil - An Analysis of Difficulties Found in the Process and Possible Improvements  

(156 pp.) 

Director of Thesis: Catherine N. Axinn 

  

Geographical Indication is an important Intellectual Property Right, recognized by 

all members of the World Trade Organization. Such a property right receives different 

treatment from each member of the WTO. Although the TRIPS Agreement regulates it, 

such regulation is done only on a general basis, which gives countries enough autonomy 

to decide on major elements regarding Geographical Indications within their borders.  

In Brazil, Geographical Indications are regulated by the National Law of Property 

Rights, number 9.279/96. The importance of Geographical Indication to Brazilian 

producers and how the process is done in Brazil is explored in this study. More 

specifically the research question is: How do producers perceive the difficulties and the 

time consumed by the process of Geographical Indication recognition? 

A survey is used as a tool to better understand producers’ perspectives of the 

process as it is done in Brazil. Some of the main points explored in the survey deal with 

the awareness of producers about Geographical Indication, time consumed by the 

process, difficulties found in the process, and how interactions between applicants and 

governmental institutions may affect the development of the process.  
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According to respondents of the survey, for example, better integration and 

organization among members of the associations, who wish to have their product 

protected by Geographical Indication, is essential for the process. Stronger partnerships 

and interactions of the associations with governmental institutions, such as SEBRAE and 

MAPA, have been perceived by the respondents as very helpful as well. 

The data collected and the literature help to answer the research question of this 

study. By using data collected from the surveys, as a primary source of information, this 

study is concluded with suggestions of how to improve the process of Geographical 

Indication recognition in Brazil.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 
As the world’s economy becomes more and more interdependent, it is very 

important that a well-acknowledged global institution be responsible for controlling and 

regulating its commercial trade. The World Trade Organization (WTO) was established 

in 1995 to play this significant role, as well as to attempt to prevent problems such as 

commercial disputes between countries, protectionism and other trade barriers. Hoekman, 

Mattoo and English describe the main function of the WTO as being a forum for 

international cooperation in trade-related policies (41). These authors view the WTO as a 

market where its state members “come together to exchange market access commitments 

on a reciprocal bases” (42). The WTO itself declares that one of its core activities is to 

help developing countries become inserted in the global trade system:  “Those developing 

countries which trade successfully tend to be those which have made the most progress in 

alleviating poverty and raising living standards” (Word Trade Organization). 

The most important tools used by this organization, in order to achieve its 

objectives, are International Rounds and International Agreements. Both of these tools 

are extremely important and influence trade all over the world.  The Rounds serve as a 

basis for negotiations, both bilateral and multilateral. Agreements provide legal ground 

rules for trade and are recognized all over the world and used by most of the WTO’s 

members.  These agreements cover different trade topics, such as services, goods, 

investments and the environment (World Trade Organization). 

 The Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights, called TRIPS, is one 

of these relevant international agreements created by the WTO in order to protect 

intellectual property rights. Property rights are generally defined as, “Rights of 
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individuals and companies to own and use property as they see fit and to receive the 

stream of income that their property generates” (Morgenson and Harvey 226). In order to 

better categorize the property rights, the WTO has described eight different elements that 

are accepted as types of Intellectual Property Rights:  

• Copyrights 

• Related Rights  

• Trademarks 

• Geographical Indications  

• Industrial Designs 

• Patents 

• Integrated Circuits  

• Undisclosed Information and Anticompetitive Licenses  

Definitions of each of these Property Rights are given in detail in the TRIPS 

Agreement, Part II (see APPENDIX A). 

This study explores the use of Geographical Indication in Brazil. It focuses on 

how the process of Geographical Indication recognition is done in Brazil and what the 

producers’ perspectives towards the whole process is regarding both the time consumed 

and the level of difficulty involved. It also examines how the producers perceive the 

benefits of having their product protected by a recognized Geographical Indication. The 

relevance of this study relies on the significant impact that Geographical Indication has 

on the economies of different countries, especially on developing nations. This 

Intellectual Property Right has also been seen as a tool for social inclusion and 

competitive advantage. 
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1.1 About Geographical Indications 

 
 Geographical Indications have been defined by a number of authors and entities. 

According to June Francis and David Robertson, the US Patent and Trademark Office 

defines it as “indications which identify a good as originating in the territory of a 

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

characteristics of the good is essentially attributable to its geographical origin” (2). 

However, another very straightforward description is given by Kevin Murphy. He states 

that Geographical Indications have a more important role than just pointing out the 

country of origin of a good. Murphy affirms that Geographical Indications “denote a 

guarantee of quality and distinctiveness derived from a combination of unique regional, 

environmental, and human influences, such as climate, soil, plants and special methods of 

production – particularly traditional, collectively observed farming and processing 

techniques” (1185). 

Caldas, Cerqueira and Perin have listed some significant positive effects of 

Geographical Indications in their article, such as:  

• Implementation of sustainable strategies and improvement of participative 

territorial management   

• Increase of intra-territorial social inclusion, reinforcing positive actions 

and empowering actions  

• Decrease in migratory flow, given the fact that family agriculture, small 

and medium production units compose the local production force and 

regional development 
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• Appreciation of goods according to their cultural and territorial identity, 

adding to a virtuous cycle of local culture and history reaffirmation 

(Caldas, Cerqueira and Perin). 

The United States Patent and Trademark Office states that Geographical 

Indications are a subset of Trademarks, and that their protection in the United States is 

made through the Trademark and Patent system, which is already in place, and familiar to 

foreign and domestic businesses (United States Patent and Trademarks Office). However, 

the attitude towards Geographical Indications from the International Trademark 

Association (INTA) is different. The INTA states that under the TRIPS Agreement, 

Geographical Indications are not superior or inferior to other kinds of Intellectual 

Property Rights, referring to Trademarks and Patents (International Trademark 

Association). 

Some people also get confused about the nature of Geographical Indications and 

Country of Origin Effects. Robert Peterson and Alain Jolibert argue that several results 

can come out of a good’s country of origin (895). For instance, research has shown that 

consumer behavior and product quality evaluation, as well as consumer attitudes towards 

the brands and consumption intention, might change according to country of origin 

(Peterson and Jolibert 890-95). Although Country of Origin Effects are generally 

positive, as defended by Agrawal and Kamakura (266), it is suitable to remember that its 

definition is not the same as Geographical Indication. 

The conflicting perspectives cited above, one from the United States Patent and 

Trademark Office and the other from the International Trademark Association, can be 

seen as one sign of the confusion and misunderstanding regarding the subject of 
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Geographical Indication. As a result, situations where there is a clear definition of which 

Intellectual Property Right is being used by which country/region to protect its product 

are rare in many countries.  

Consequently, various claimants have to appeal to the WTO for recognition of 

their goods’ Intellectual Property Right, including Geographical Indications. Some 

countries have to ask for WTO intervention in order to revoke possible irregular Patents 

and Trademarks that jeopardize their markets, or in order to obtain other types of market 

protection. When countries decide to take this position, requesting the interference of the 

WTO, such action can sometimes create a hostile atmosphere in the International arena. 

Nevertheless, undefended Intellectual Property Rights, such as Geographical Indications, 

are one of the reasons why foreign companies and people may be benefitting financially 

from “ownership” of goods originating in and/or native to a specific country, to the 

detriment of the native country.  

Francis and Robertson deal with the inappropriate protection of Geographical 

Indications insisting that “… it is a question of trade justice given developing countries 

stand to gain significantly from the protection this would afford agricultural sectors and 

traditional industries” (2). They also use, suitably, a quote from the Minister of 

Agriculture and Rural Development from Ethiopia to highlight their point: “Absence of 

Geographic Indication Laws and Relevant Policies hindered the country from efficiently 

utilizing its agricultural products” (3). Although the details given above deal with how 

poorly Geographical Indications might work, it is also true that there are very successful 

cases of products receiving protection under this Property Right.  
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 France and Italy, for instance, have been claiming the significance of various 

Geographical Indications for centuries, and because of that, they have been successful in 

protecting some of their goods, such as wines and spirits. Good examples of their success 

are the wine from Champagne, the cheese from Roquefort, or the ham from Parma. Their 

success fundamentally relies on the fact that this protection is respected and recognized 

by the majority of the WTO members, all over the globe, affecting their Balance of 

Payments (BOP). France, for example, is the only country that holds the right to produce 

the spirit called Champagne, exporting US$537,750,000 dollars worth of Champagne to 

the US in 2006 (Radar Comercial).  

The European Union has more than three thousand products protected by 

Geographical Indication associated with local production arrangements (Instituto 

Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatística). Cruz et al. have stated that European countries are 

examples to be followed, regarding geographical indications, especially when it comes to 

the aggregate value of the product, increases in producers’ revenue, as well as producers’ 

competitiveness. Moreover, they highlight Geographical Indication’s tradition on that 

continent, where technical and legal regulations have existed since the14th century, 

revealing its significance to protected goods and its sectors, particularly to international 

trade (1).  

 

1.2 Geographical Indications in Brazil 

 
In Brazil, Geographical Indication is granted according to the National Industrial 

Property Law number 9.279, clause 182, as of May 14th 1996, which specifies the 
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Instituto Nacional da Propriedade Intelectual (INPI), the Brazilian National Institute of 

Property Rights, as responsible for all the conditions of Geographical Indication 

registration. This regulation exists due to the fact that Brazil has signed the Paris 

Convention, the Madrid Agreement and TRIPS, all of them International Agreements 

regarding aspects of Geographical Indication. 

This Brazilian law clarifies that Geographical Indications may consist of an 

Indication of Source or a Denomination of Origin (clause 182). Denomination of Origin 

is the case of Champagne, Parma and Cognac, for example. It is given when there is a 

very well defined geographical region that has specific physical characteristics related to 

the area, such as soil, sunlight, plant life, rainfall and temperature for example, which are 

relevant to the production of the protected product. The other subdivision of 

Geographical Indication, Indication of Source, is given when there is a region that is well 

known for the production of a product, which might involve history and traditional 

business from the area, but does not depend on physical characteristics (clause 182). 

Good examples of Indication of Source are chocolates and watches from Switzerland.  

Furthermore, the Brazilian Law states that Geographical Indications shall not 

protect goods or services whose geographical name is in common use. An example of a 

name that became common use to designate a product and therefore cannot be considered 

as Geographical Indication is cheddar relating to the cheese produced in Cheddar, 

England.  In Brazil, an example of a situation in which a name of a product has become 

common use is cheese from minas (queijo de minas), which was originally produced in 

the state of Minas Gerais, but nowadays is produced all over the country under the same 

name (Garcia 9). In the clause 182 of this Brazilian law, the regulation proscribes that 
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Geographical Indication can only be used by service providers or producers that meet all 

quality requirements and, of course, that are established within the geographical area 

pertaining to Geographical Indication.  

In regulating national Geographical Indications, legislators in Brazil take into 

consideration many aspects of the TRIPS Agreement.  However, according to Kelly 

Bruch, Brazilian legislators restrict the Geographical Indication definition in the sense 

that it requires the use of a geographical name, while TRIPS permits it to be any name, as 

long as it recalls a geographical location (Bruch).  On the other hand, the Geographical 

Indication definition was expanded by Brazilian legislators regarding the object of 

protection of this property right. TRIPS regulates only the protection of goods, whereas 

Brazilian National Property Right Law protects not only goods, but services as well 

(Bruch).  

Article 124 of this Brazilian law, clarifies that it is not possible to register either a 

Geographical Indication or its imitation as a Trademark, which might be cause for 

confusion. It also states the impossibility of registering a Trademark that might lead to 

untruthful indication regarding quality, origin, or source of a service or good. 

Additionally, law 9.279/1996, article 192 and article 194 specify punishments for those 

who misuse Geographical Indications. Normative acts of the INPI regarding 

Geographical Indications are found in the INPI website, which should guide producer’s 

associations through the whole process.  

The whole process, as it is done in Brazil, was described in a simplified way by 

Fernanda Peregrino. According to her, the recognition of Geographical Indication is a 

result of a group effort in which producers of the same product, from the same region, 
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who are aware of the value of their product, organize themselves in order to defend the 

official recognition of the product’s uniqueness. Through their organization, they aim to 

get a certificate that will distinguish their product from other similar products in the 

market (Peregrino). Good Brazilian examples of strong producers’ associations that went 

through this process and have their product protected by Geographical Indications are 

Vale dos Vinhedos and Vale dos Sinos, producers of wine and leather, respectively. 

According to Peregrino, the first step toward Geographical Indication recognition 

is the communication between the interested producers (Peregrino). This communication 

should get them organized enough to institutionalize an entity that will support the 

Geographical Indication. The second step is to search for documents and proof that will 

demonstrate the relevance, both historical and cultural, of that product to the region. 

Peregrino affirms that it is absolutely necessary to have concrete evidence of such 

recognition/relevance that can be proven with interviews, photographs, newspapers, 

journal articles and bibliography, among other sources. Generally expert support is 

desirable (Peregrino). 

Peregrino describes as a third step, the action of the producers’ association in 

developing a system of product quality guarantee which will serve mainly as self-control. 

This system, called Regulamento Técnico de Produção (Technical Production 

Regulation), should define and register the elements of the production process as well as 

describe verification methodology. It should also describe the final products’ 

characteristics and how the presentation to the final consumer will be made. And of 

course, the production should always take into consideration the requirements established 

by municipal, state and federal laws (Peregrino). 
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After the Technical Production Regulation is done, there is the need to create a 

Regulatory Board, which will be responsible for managing, preserving and maintaining 

the regulated Geographical Indication. The Regulatory Board should be able to orient and 

control the production, as well as its quality. Furthermore, she affirms that the Regulatory 

Board should represent the participation of every member in the production chain 

(Peregrino).   

Finally, after these steps, all members should agree on which entity’s name will 

be used in the application for the Geographical Indication, and who will consequently 

hold the custody of the Geographical Indication as an Intellectual Property Right.  

Peregrino sees the application for Geographical Indication recognition as an extremely 

technical and onerous process. In her opinion the use of an expert consultant is highly 

recommended because the consultant should be able to evaluate the application’s 

pertinence.  According to her, a consultant can also help to reassure members of the 

association that the technical content is fulfilled, as well as the essential requirements, 

increasing the chances of success in the process of Geographical Indication recognition 

(Peregrino).     

Other authors have also written about how the process of Geographical Indication 

recognition is done in Brazil. Soratto, Varvakis and Horii, for example, have described in 

details the process of the Geographical Indication recognition of the product cachaça, 

typical liquor from Brazil. Similar to Peregrino’s description, these authors have written 

that the first step of the process is directly related to the producers’ preparation of 

documents and the analysis of those documents by the INPI.  They also state that during 

the process, the producers’ associations have to deal with the costs of the processes and 
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with its requirements. These requirements might involve procedures such as: assimilate 

the legislation that regulates the process, improve the productions’ physical structure and 

its standardization. It is advisable that the producers and their associations keep contact 

with governmental institutions, because such interactions might result in possible 

technical and financial support (Soratto, Varvakis and Horii 682).  

To this date, the INPI has recognized six different Geographical Indications 

(Figure 1): 

• Cachaça, a type of liquor from Paraty 

• Wine from Vale dos Vinhedos 

• Meat from Pampa Gaúcho da Campanha Meridional 

• Coffee from Cerrado Mineiro 

• Leather from Vale dos Sinos 

• Grapes and Mangos from Vale do São Francisco 
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Figure 1  Granted Brazilian Geographical Indications 
  

The first Brazilian product to have its Geographical Indication recognized by the 

INPI was the Wine from Vale dos Vinhedos. According to Silvana Gollo and Alberto 

Castro, the wine production from a region of a southern state of Brazil, Rio Grande do 

Sul, is responsible for over 90% of the national wine production and for such great 

development shown lately by this sector (7). Vale do Vinhedos is located within this 

region, where most wineries are. Gollo and Castro state that wineries in the Vale dos 

Vinhedos’ region have been working together to improve modernization, quality and 

competitiveness (7). This cooperation resulted in the first national Geographical 

Indication, more specifically Indication of Source, in 2002, recognized by the INPI. 

Cachaça - Paraty 

 Wine - Vale dos     

Vinhedos 

 Meat - Pampa Gaúcho 

da Campanha Meridional   

 Coffee  - Cerrado Mineiro  

Grapes and Mangos - 

Vale do São Francisco 

 Leather -Vale dos Sinos 
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These authors affirm that this recognition has granted the protected wines a unique 

identity, which expresses their quality and distinctiveness (9). 

 The Wine Producers Association in Vale dos Vinhedos (APROVALE), according 

to their website, was established in 1995 and then it consisted of only six wineries (Vale 

dos Vinhedos). The process of recognition of this wine’s Geographical Indication started 

with the submission of an application to the INPI in 1997 and carried on for five years of 

fulfilling requirements. Their website states that an historical survey, a geographical map 

and a study of the potential of the region’s grape and wine were results of the work done 

during the process. A Regulatory Board was established in 2001 in order to maintain and 

preserve the regulated Geographical Indication as well as to manage it (Vale dos 

Vinhedos). Later, with the purpose of reassuring the quality and origin of wines produced 

in Vale dos Vinhedos to its consumers, a self-regulation system was created. 

 Also, during the process, the website explains that geographical delineation, 

which is the process of specific discrimination of the physical geographical area, was part 

of the study of a local university, Universidade de Caxias do Sul - UCS, together with 

Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuária - EMBRAPA. This delineation was 

important because it took into consideration the climate, soil maps and topographical 

features, which helped to outline the profile of Vale dos Vinhedos. It was also during this 

process that member wineries expanded their community’s tourism structure related to 

enology and viticulture and improved their grapes’ and wines’ quality through different 

mechanisms (Vale dos Vinhedos).  

Once the Geographical Indication was granted in 2002, the stamp that certifies 

Vale dos Vinhedos’ wine origin was used for those wines as well as sparkling wines that 
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are produced and bottled locally. Besides being submitted to meticulous tests developed 

by technicians and experts from APROVALE and EMBRAPA, there is a control number 

in the stamps that is applied to the bottle as a seal, which distinguishes Vale dos 

Vinhedos’ wines from others (Vale dos Vinhedos).  

In order to demonstrate details about the process of Geographical Indication 

recognition of the Wine from Vale dos Vinhedos, specifically, the only source used here 

was the website of the association Vale dos Vinhedos. The reason why only their website 

was used as a source to describe their process is because all the information found there 

was not only primary, but it was also very clear and complete. 

 The other five Brazilian products that have their Geographical Indication 

recognized went though similar processes. According to Maria Auxiliadora Silva, the 

cachaça from Paraty - Rio de Janeiro, for example went through a ten year process, 

which started with dedicated work from Paraty cachaça producers together with 

SEBRAE - Serviço de Apoio a Micro e Pequenas Empresas and MAPA - Ministry of 

Agriculture. She has declared that this joint work, from the association and governmental 

institutions was relevant to the process (Silva). 

 Silva also describes that in the case of cachaça, three producers contacted 

SEBRAE first, and in 2004 one of them got the seal of quality excellence from the 

Ministry of Agriculture. After that, other producers joined the effort, always bringing 

new techniques to guarantee their products’ quality, and that led to the creation of the 

producers’ association called Associação de Produtores e Amigos da Cachaça Artesanal 

de Paraty (Silva). 
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According to Aline Simo, the soil from the Paraty region is considered ideal for 

sugar cane plantations and this is one of the reasons why Paraty became the biggest 

producer of cachaça during the colonial period. Simo states that initially such liquor was 

considered a drink only for slaves, however, the cachaça production expanded so much 

that in the 17th century the Portuguese monarch, D. Joao IV, tried to prohibit its 

production because it was creating competition with Portuguese wine. The name Paraty, 

relating to the Brazilian liquor, was mentioned in several letters written in the 17th and 

18th century as well as in books from the same period (Simo). One of the examples given 

by Simo is from the Historic and Geographical Dictionary of Imperial Brazil written by 

J.C.R. Milliet de Saint - Adolphe in 1863. Saint-Aldolphe, affirms that cachaça from 

Paraty had superior quality and was sold for a better price (244). This historiographer 

also wrote about the fact that up to 150 different production spots of such liquor were 

found in the Paraty district (244). Other examples, given by Simo, suggest that the 

production of cachaça in Paraty was important to the region and that it has contributed to 

development in the region. 

 

1.3  Problems regarding Geographical Indications’ recognition in Brazil  

Although Geographical Indications are known for the benefits they bring to their 

production region, to this date as mentioned earlier in this paper, there are only six 

successful cases of Brazilian products protected by this intellectual property right. When 

compared with the potential Brazil has, given the quality and uniqueness of some 

products produced there, these cases are very few. 
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According to Gollo and Castro, this low number of granted Geographical 

Indications in Brazil has a simple explanation. A study done at City University of London 

has shown that Brazil, where multinationals have the most problems with piracy and 

falsifications, is among the top five worst countries regarding Intellectual Property 

protection (Gollo and Castro 9). They argue that Brazil and other developing countries, 

for example India, are more likely to have more difficulty attracting high technology 

investments if they do not improve Intellectual Property protection. These authors 

conclude by saying that the small number of applications for Geographical Indication 

recognition is due to the fact that, in general and culturally, practices regarding 

Intellectual Properties are not given proper value (9).  

Controversially, on the other hand, sometimes developing countries, like Brazil 

and India, have more difficulty guaranteeing a universal protection to their goods’ 

Intellectual Property Rights under the TRIPS Agreement, not only Geographical 

Indication protection, but all other Property Rights as well. One of the reasons for this 

fact is that some of these goods have already had their Patents or Trademarks registered 

by foreign companies. In cases like this, the Brazilian Minister of Foreign Affairs is 

involved and a dispute at the World Trade Organization might occur. Luis Sucupira 

points out that Rapadura, a product produced all over Brazil that is semi-manufactured 

and made out of sugar-cane, had its name “Rapadura” trademarked by a German 

businessman (Sucupira). The same happened with the berry Açaí. This fruit, grown in the 

Amazon region, was trademarked by a Japanese company in Japan as well as in the 

United States. As a result, Brazil and Brazilian companies were not allowed to take 

economic advantage of those goods through exportation without paying royalties to those 
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who own the Trademark.  In both of these cases, Brazil involved the WTO and the 

Trademarks were revoked (Sucupira).   

The Brazilian failure to protect and take advantage of specific goods, such as 

Açai, Cupuaçu (another tropical fruit) and Rapadura, which are products produced in 

Brazil, is important. According to Sucupira, this economic loss is specifically relevant for 

those who are directly involved in the production, sales and export of those goods. 

Sucupira emphasizes that the cases cited above are simply examples, and that this 

circumstance happens more frequently than estimated, signifying a disadvantage in 

international trade for developing countries. He defends the idea that if these products 

were properly protected the revenue resulting from their sale might stay in Brazil and be 

useful in developing the areas of their origin (Sucupira).   

According to Gollo and Castro, the federal government has been acting together 

with the major agricultural research center in Brazil - EMBRAPA, and the Ministry of 

Agriculture - MAPA, in order to improve awareness of Intellectual Property, more 

specifically, Geographical Indications (9). These governmental institutions have been 

acting through measures that encourage conscious procedures among producing sectors. 

EMBRAPA has already identified several geographical areas with all the conditions to be 

productive centers of superior quality products. This institution has also been able to 

assist producers, together with SEBRAE, with procedures regarding the formation of 

associations, cooperatives and other joint efforts considered necessary to the 

formalization of the application to Geographical Indication recognition (8).   

In addition to potential cases of Geographical Indication that have not yet started 

the process towards recognition, there are several cases of denied and interrupted 
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requests. Some of the requests are interrupted or postponed until needed requirements are 

met. Denied processes are especially relevant to this study because they could 

demonstrate the main reasons why INPI has blocked the recognition of Geographical 

Indication to associations and organizations. Examples of denied applications for 

Geographical Indications are coffee from Terras Altas (Minas Gerais) and from Alto 

Paraiso (Goiás). Among the interrupted processes, there is mineral water from Terra Alta 

(Minas Gerais) and from Serra Negra (São Paulo), Colored Cotton from Paraiba and 

Electronic devices from Santa Rita do Sapucai (Minas Gerais). Cruz et al. have listed 

different reasons why the INPI has not approved these processes. The two main reasons, 

according to them, are lack of proof of applicant legitimacy and lack of proof of basic 

requirements to the characterization of the area as Indication of Source or as 

Denomination of Origin (12). 

This study aims to understand the process of Geographical Indication according to 

the producer’s perspective and analyze how this process can be improved, making the 

applications more effective. In order to achieve the aim of this study, its main question is: 

What are the producers’ perspectives towards Geographical Indication recognition? The 

answer to this question will be pursued using available literature about this topic and data 

collected from surveys with relevant subjects. Answering this question will help to fulfill 

the objective of this study, which is to make suggestions on how to improve the process 

of Geographical Indication recognition from the producers’ perspective. 

The next chapter considers the available literature around Geographical 

Indications. Topics such as its history, troubles and benefits and Brazil’s situation 

regarding Geographical Indication are discussed. Chapter 3 explains the methodology 

used, how the survey was designed and how its subjects were selected. Chapter 4 
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analyzes the data collected from the survey respondents and their profiles. Their 

perspectives towards the difficulties of the processes are shared. The last Chapter of this 

study expresses conclusions about the collected and analyzed data, and suggests possible 

improvements in the Geographical Indication recognition process, taking into 

consideration producers’ remarks and opinions 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 History of Geographical Indications 

  Stories that highlight the significance of special products from determined 

geographical areas are ancient, and date long before the first legal agreement on 

Geographical Indication. According to Alexandre Machado particular products from 

specific areas have been labeled as such and distinguished “since the beginning of the 

Roman Era, when the Tribunes and even Caesar himself, used to receive bottles of wine 

with the indication of their sourcing area and the production control of the desired spirit” 

(1). Machado states that death was the punishment for people who brought Caesar the 

“wrong” wines (1).   

 There are authors that would even defend the idea that Geographical Indication 

has been referenced in the Bible. According to Bruch, the importance of Indication of 

Source is found in the Song of Solomon I, 14 and Song of Solomon III, 9 and Kings V, 6 

when those passages cite grapes and wine from En-Gedi and cedar from Lebanon 

(Bruch).  

 Although there are different perspectives on the examples cited above, the fact is 

that Geographical Indications became relevant to both consumers and producers a long 

time ago, but the first time Geographical Indication appeared as a judicial term was in 

France in 1824 (Lindquist 312).  

 Leigh Lindquist, in her article, interestingly called Champagne or Champagne? 

An examination of U.S. Failure to Comply with the Geographical Provisions of the 

TRIPS Agreement, states that in 1824, in order for France to control the quality of its 

wine, France’s main spirit, it became the first country to legislate regulations regarding 
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Geographical Indications, as well as the first country to impose penalties on those who 

misused the term (312). Yet, Caldas, Cerqueira, and Perin state it was only in the year 

1935 that a denomination of origin’s juridical system was approved and the INAO - 

Institute National de las Appellation de Origine was created (12).   

 At an international level, the first legal multilateral agreement over Protection of 

Industrial Property dealing with Geographical Indications concepts took place at the Paris 

Convention in 1883, where more than one hundred countries were represented.  The Paris 

Convention defined Geographical Indications through industrial property in its Article 1.  

Although the Paris Convention is more than one hundred years old, today it is still 

applied and associated with Intellectual Property Rights (Intellectual Property and 

Technology Information Update). 

 In 1891, the Madrid Agreement was the next multilateral effort made to protect 

Geographical Indications. Murphy stated that this Agreement did not allow any 

misleading use of Geographical Indications by member states (1201). It also prohibited 

the use of a geographical indicator name to be used as a generic characteristic for a 

product such as Parma-style ham. Although this agreement was not signed by the United 

States, it did include 31 other signatories (Murphy 1202).  

 Finally in 1958, during the Lisbon Agreement for the Protection of Appellations 

of Origin and Their International Registration, known simply as “Lisbon Agreement,” the 

subject was once more discussed and brought into the international circle (Murphy 1202). 

According to Murphy, this agreement launched a protective definition for Geographic 

Indicators and also established that the registration of Geographic Indicators should be 

centered in a unique international institution, the WIPO (1203). He emphasizes that 
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goods which “receive protection under the national laws of their country of origin are 

eligible for registration” (1203). Again, the United States was not among the Members 

who signed this agreement.  

  

2.2 United States’ position regarding Geographical Indications 

 Signing neither the Madrid Agreement nor the Lisbon Agreement has caused 

the United States copious problems regarding property rights, more specifically in 

international litigations. Many authors have written against the United States’ position. 

However, according to Phillip Knoll, the United States acted correctly by not signing 

such agreements (309). Using the case of the product champagne, Knoll defends the idea 

that the legal justification used by the French to defend the right that only French 

producers can use the name champagne to distinguish their sparkling wine is not 

justifiable (309). In his work Knoll supports the idea that American manufacturers should 

not have such a disadvantage, due to the fact that their product has the same 

characteristics and quality (309-10).  

 As a way to prevent undesirable ideas, like the one defended by Knoll, against 

the Geographical Indication of French’s Champagne to spread, the Comité 

Interprofessionnel du Vin de Champagne - CIVC created the Champagne Bureau, 

established in Washington, DC (Office of Champagne USA). According to this 

institution’s website, they “work to educate American consumers about the uniqueness of 

the wines of Champagne and expand their understanding of the need to protect the 

Champagne name in the United States” (Office of Champagne USA).  As another way to 

reach American consumers, this institution has also invested in publicity in high profile 
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magazines, as seen in the December 29th, 2008 edition of Time Magazine,  where the 

slogan “Masquerading as Champagne might be legal, but it isn’t fair” draws attention to 

the problem (see Appendix D) . In one of these publicity advertisements, the Office of 

Champagne, in the USA, explains that due to an ambiguity in the American law, some 

U.S wines are able to “masquerade” themselves as Champagne (Office of Champagne 

USA). This advertisement further states that even American wine regions such as Walla 

Walla Valley and Napa Valley are mislabeled, and then it encourages the reader to sign a 

petition to demand an end to misused wine regions’ names (Office of Champagne USA). 

 During negotiations in 2006, the Alcohol and Tobacco Tax Bureau and Trade 

Bureau (TTB) made public an agreement between the European Union and the US 

regarding several issues related to international trade, including the case of champagne: 

“the U.S. made a commitment to seek to change the legal status of [terms like 

Champagne] to restrict their use solely to wines originating in the applicable EU member 

state, with certain exceptions” (Alcohol and Tobacco Tax Bureau and Trade Bureau). 

 The fact that the United States, as a key international player and influence, did 

not sign some of the important International Agreements on Property Rights is a problem 

indeed; however, the United States was not the only member state not to sign.  Some of 

these agreements, in fact, had only a few states signing the commitment.  

 According to Murphy, the major difficulty that those Agreements faced was the 

variety of conflicting concepts concerning Intellectual Property among different member 

states, including the different nature of jurisprudence across countries (1229). In addition, 

Murphy draws attention to the fact that in the first attempts to protect Geographical 

Indication, developing countries were never actively involved in the agreements (1206). 
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This fact itself suggests that the Agreements would collapse or fail. Because the focus is 

an international topic, all countries, regardless of their economic position, should be 

updated and aware of the politics and regulations involving Geographical Indications.  

 Another reason for the ineffectiveness of these agreements is made clear 

through an example given by Murphy: the diversity of ideals among members is the 

difference in patterns of behaviors between European Intellectual Property Law and 

American Intellectual Property Law (1204). The former is most likely to represent the 

producers’ interests and needs, and the latter endeavors to represent and defend consumer 

benefits.  

 

2.3 Other problems regarding protection of Geographical Indications 

 Felix Addor and Alexandra Grazioli have also written about the poor efficiency of 

Geographical Indication protection.  According to them, the protection of Geographical 

Indications is far from being satisfactory at the international level (865). Although it is 

true that many countries have created their own regulations on this matter, these norms 

are applicable only in the country where it was created and are not sufficient in a 

worldwide economy. Given the fact that goods often travel beyond national borders, a 

global protection of Geographical Indications has to be established as soon as possible 

(Addor and Grazioli 866). These authors say that state members, who are working with 

the WTO to have their Geographical Indications granted by TRIPS, no matter if they are 

developed, developing or least developed countries “are no longer willing to tolerate their 

GIs being illegitimately used by producers and manufacturers who are not located in the 
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designated regions, as it means a considerable loss of reputation and long-term income 

for the producers and manufacturers within their territories” (866). 

 

2.4 Brazilian Law regarding Geographical Indications 

 Brazil, as mentioned earlier, has also created its own law regarding Geographical 

Indications and has defined the INPI as the responsible organization to deal with this 

matter. Brazilian Law number 9.279/96 deals with Property Rights in general, but it also 

establishes specific regulations for Geographical Indication, including how the legal 

registration should be done by the INPI. According to Ney Lopes the Brazilian Law is 

updated and well coordinated with the TRIPS agreement. He states that after Brazilian 

law number 9.279/96 was created, legislators have been approving decrees that keep 

Brazilian legislation modernized towards Property Rights (Lopes).  

 The INPI was created long before Brazilian law 9.279 indicated that this institute 

was to regulate Property Rights in Brazil. In fact, it was created in 1970 as a federal 

institution related to the Ministry of Development, Industry and International Trade, 

during the Brazilian industrialization process. Its main objective was only to grant 

Trademarks and Patents (Instituto Nacional da Propriedade Intelectual). 

 Nowadays, the INPI has developed into a modern institution that has taken on 

itself the responsibility of restructuring Intellectual Property protection in Brazil. It has 

been using its given autonomy as a tool to promote competitiveness and improve quality 

of products in order to increase Brazilian technological and economic development 

(Instituto Nacional da Propriedade Intelectual). Still, according to the INPI website, 
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through institutional cooperation the INPI has been combining efforts with EMBRAPA, 

SEBRAE and MAPA to encourage national competitiveness in different areas.  

 

2.5 Relevant institutions to the Geographical Indication recognition process 

 EMBRAPA is the Brazilian Agricultural Research Corporation. It is the main 

institute for agricultural research in Brazil. Created in 1973, it is directly related to the 

Ministry of Agriculture. Its mission “is to provide feasible solutions for the sustainable 

development of Brazilian agribusiness through knowledge and technology” (Empresa 

Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuária). The partnership between EMBRAPA and INPI is 

very fruitful. According to Robson Cipriano, these two well-known and respected 

institutions committed to a strategic plan in 2006, which consisted of working together in 

a more closely and integrated manner (Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuária). 

Cipriano cites Roberto Jaguaribe, president of the INPI, as saying, “[EMBRAPA and 

INPI] are two essential organizations to Brazilian progress, and need to work together 

more” (Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuária). Since 2006 the two institutions 

have been working together and have been able to support, to some extent, Brazilian 

producers. MAPA, the ministry to which EMBRAPA is connected, has also been 

working with the INPI and EMBRAPA. Among other actions, they have been organizing 

seminars and conferences. Such events aim to increase and share knowledge and 

technology among agricultural producers (Empresa Brasileira de Pesquisa Agropecuária). 

 SEBRAE, the Brazilian Service of Support for Micro and Small Enterprises, also 

has an important role in Brazilian business and works in partnership with the INPI. 

SEBRAE was created in 1972 with the objective to promote the sustainable development 
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of small and micro entrepreneurs’ businesses (Serviço Brasileiro de Apoio às Micro e 

Pequenas Empresas). Among other things, SEBRAE is an important agent for 

entrepreneurship in Brazil. It helps to legalize some of the informal Brazilian business 

practices, making the economy that those businesses generate more formal.  According to 

SEBRAE’s website, this institution assists small and micro producers to have access to 

credit, to programs for technological innovation, and stimulation to cooperative work: 

“SEBRAE believes in the dissemination of knowledge as the main tool for the 

qualification and for the survival of Brazilian entrepreneurs” (Serviço Brasileiro de 

Apoio às Micro e Pequenas Empresas). This is one of the reasons why, together with the 

INPI, this institution is so relevant in some of the Geographical Indications’ processes in 

Brazil.  

 The INPI, together with important institutions such as the ones mentioned above, 

works to improve the process of obtaining Geographical Indication in Brazil. The process 

to get a Geographical Indication recognized in Brazil was described in a very simplified 

and generalized manner earlier in this paper; however, more detailed information about 

successful processes will be given. At the INPI website it is possible to find a detailed 

diagram that explains the flow of the process (see Figure 1).  Since the diagram is in 

Portuguese, for the purpose of this study, another diagram was created on English based 

in the one available at the INPI website (see Figure 2).  
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Figure 2 Diagram of the Geographical Indication recognition process at the INPI (Instituto Nacional da Propriedade Intelectual)



 

Figure 3 DDiagram in Englissh based in the Poortuguese version available at the INNPI website 
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2.6 Steps of the Process of Geographical Indication Recognition 

 Gollo and Castro have written about the important steps towards obtaining 

Geographical Indication recognition, following the example of some successful 

processes: wine from Vale dos Vinhedos, coffee from Cerrado, meat from Pampa 

Gaúcho and cachaça from Paraty (10). According to those authors, the procedure 

regarding the creation of a strong and solid producer’s association is key to the process, 

because this association will be the requesting applicant at the INPI (10).  

 In the case of the wine from the South of Brazil, the APROVALE Corporation 

was started in 1995 by local wineries, and indicates among its objectives the development 

of and incentives for winery research, as well as improvement of its wine (Gollo and 

Castro 10). The corporation aims for the development of actions that will promote the 

organization and the preservation of the physical area of Vale dos Vinhedos. It also aims 

to stimulate and promote improvements in the local culture and social aspects of the 

community, such as education and employment (Vale dos Vinhedos). 

 In the case of meat from the Brazilian region Pampas Gaúchos, the association of 

producers, called APROPAMPA, was responsible for the application for the 

Geographical Indication request at the INPI (Gollo and Castro 10).  Some of 

APROPAMPA’s objectives are to preserve the biodiversity of the region and to examine 

the certified meat. This examination is done through an accurate traceability of the cattle 

by using bar-codes in the meat labeling, thus allowing the final consumer to get 

information on the cattle’s origin (Gollo and Castro 10). 
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 After the creation of a corporation that represents a producer’s interests, carrying 

clear objectives and responsibilities, the next step according to Gollo and Castro is the 

delineation of the geographical area (10).  They reported that in the case of wine from 

Vale dos Vinhedos, research on the area was conducted by EMBRAPA together with the 

University of Caxias do Sul. The study determined that the geographical area for the 

Indication of Source of Vale dos Vinhedos includes a total of a little more than 81 square 

kilometers within the limits of Bento Goncalves, Garibaldi and Monte Belo do Sul (Gollo 

and Castro 10). The following map is a result of the research and study made in the area 

(Figure 4).  
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  Figure 4 Map of the region of Vale dos Vinhedos (Source: Vale dos Vinhedos) 
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 The delineation of the geographical area for the coffee from the Cerrado was not a 

simple procedure. In order to delineate the boundaries, the association had to use 

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and satellite technology to define its specific 

characteristics (Gollo and Castro 10).The climate, soil, altitude and sunlight were all 

taken into consideration. CACCER, the association responsible for the request, has 

created the following map which demonstrates the area delineated according to the 

Geographical Indication and the different coffee producers of Cerrado region (see Figure 

5). 

  

 Figure 5 Map of the area of Cerrado Mineiro (Source: CACCER)  
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 The whole region aggregates more than 55 municipalities and close to four 

thousand private properties. According to Gollo and Castro, the state of Minas Gerais is 

the main producer of coffee in Brazil, and the Cerrado region alone is responsible for 

twenty five percent of the state’s production (10). These authors affirm that every single 

one of the private properties, called fazendas, had to go through the process of analysis 

done through the Geographical Information System in order to make an accurate 

delineation of the area affected by the Geographical Indication (10).  

 Turning in the required documentation to the INPI is the subsequent action 

required for the process. Gollo and Castro, using as examples the processes of wine, 

coffee, meat and cachaça, have described this phase using three sub-phases: 

• Producers must obtain documents to fulfill the basic requirements. These 

documents have to prove two things: that the geographical area is known 

for the production of the specific good and that the producers, represented 

by the association, are established and effectively producing within the 

delimitated area (Gollo and Castro 10).  

• Producers must institutionalize the organization responsible for the 

application at the INPI. In the cases here described, the institutions were 

precisely the producer’s associations. The recognition of Indications of 

Source requires a strategy of cooperation among the producers, because it 

aims to benefit the collectivity, which will be able to have the right to use 

the geographical name of the region (Gollo and Castro 10). 
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• And finally, producers must submit the requests for processing, which, 

according to Gollo and Castro, are part of the operational procedure (10). 

The submissions of the requests are made in specific forms, and must have 

descriptions and information on the geographic area and the product and 

their details. It also involves a proof of payment of fees to the INPI. Then, 

the request goes through analysis that will check whether the geographical 

name has not become a common use for that product (Gollo and Castro 

10). 

After the requests were approved for Geographical Indication of wine, cachaça, 

meat and coffee, they were published in the Industrial Property Magazine (Revista da 

Propriedade Intelectual – RPI). Gollo and Castro state that there is a period of 60 days in 

order to allow possible objections against it. The ultimate approval of the request is only 

effective until those 60 day have gone without registration of objections.  In the cited 

cases, since there were no objections, the request was finished as far as administration 

goes (11).  

Each of those associations, representing wine, meat, coffee and cachaça, as 

further described by Gollo and Castro, had to create a Regulatory Board of Geographical 

Indications (11). As mentioned before, this board is responsible for the management, 

maintenance and preservation of the Geographical Indication. It is also responsible for 

controlling the production and quality of the certified products. This Regulatory Board 

has to be constituted of members elected during a general assembly, and they have to be 

chosen from among participating producers. 
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According to Gollo and Castro, producers and companies which are members of 

the association have to send their products annually in order to get a renewal of the 

Geographical Indication (12). This is seen by these authors as a criterion that helps to 

maintain the quality standard of the product. The criteria used to analyze the product will 

be defined by each association. Furthermore, they affirm that the goods also have to go 

through different tests designed by technicians and experts, generally from EMBRAPA 

or INPI.  After passing these tests, products gain the right to use the seal of Geographical 

Indication (Gollo and Castro 12).  

Gollo and Castro describe different examples of how these products go through 

examination for acquiring the seal (12). First the authors give the example of coffee from 

Cerrado. The coffee is analyzed according to its aroma, colour, and texture. Coffee 

producers are classified according to criteria that involve up to 35 elements and they are 

expected to follow a code of conduct in order to obtain the seal (Gollo and Castro 12). 

Next, they show that in the case of the meat from Pampa Gaucho, for example, only two 

British breeds of cattle are acceptable in the Geographical Indication of this product. And 

to be even more specific, these authors cite that these cattle can only be fed on pastures of 

that region (Gollo and Castro 12).  

All these requirements might make the process of Geographical Indication more 

difficult and more time consuming, but they also ensure that it is specific and that the 

producer and the consumer are protected. Some authors disapprove of the whole system 

involving the recognition of a Geographical Indication. Blume and Pedroso, for example, 

insist that the way this system works is not solely based on ethical principles dealing with 
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product quality, as it should be, but it also wrongly takes into consideration economic 

principles (11). All the requirements and impositions are seen by these authors as a 

strategy of stronger players to better position themselves in the market, as well as to 

protect the market against new players. Blume and Pedroso conclude their thought by 

stating that this whole process can be seen as a non-tariff barrier to protect some 

producers (14).  

 

2.7 Benefits of Geographical Indications 

Although Geographical Indication regulations have their faults, numerous authors 

in the field have written about the benefits they bring.  Even Blume and Pedrozo, who see 

Geographical Indication as a non-tariff barrier, cite facts that prove positive changes 

brought by Geographical Indications for the specific area of Vale dos Vinhedos. 

According to them, the geographical area of Vale dos Vinhedos has appreciated in value 

from 200% to 500% in only five years and the technological standard in the wine 

industry has substantially increased (12). In addition to that, as far as regional 

development goes, the impacts brought by Geographical Indications extend past rural 

areas, stimulating other sectors of the local economy, such as tourism, civil construction 

and the tertiary sector as a whole (Blume and Pedrozo 12).  

It is worth highlighting that many other authors have written on the benefits of 

Geographical Indication to the specific area of the wine production from Vale dos 

Vinhedos. Silvana Gollo describes the following aspects as two very positive results of 

Geographical Indication recognition: affirmative changes on the organizational level and 



   48 
   
gain of dynamics at the local economy through generation of employment and revenue. 

She suggests that the process of applying for the Geographical Indication has developed a 

sense of cooperation among members and stimulated collaboration towards their goal 

(260). Gollo also states that it was possible to notice that collaboration among wineries 

encouraged innovations in the product, production and distribution (277). Innovation in 

the product involved mainly investments in their raw product, the grape, while innovation 

in the production involved improvements in plantation agriculture and implementation of 

modern technologies for bottling (264).    

Moreover, Gollo also noted that stakeholders in wine producing companies from 

Vale dos Vinhedos have also benefited from the actions related to obtaining Geographical 

Indication in the area (304). Stakeholders of such companies were even more satisfied 

with the efforts of producers towards increasing the quality of their product when in 2007 

the Brazilian Geographical Indication was approved by the European Community (Vale 

dos Vinhedos).  In February 2007, wine from Vale dos Vinhedos was the first Brazilian 

product to have its geographical Indication recognized internationally (Vale dos 

Vinhedos).   The organization mainly responsible for this achievement is the association 

of producers, APROVALE, which worked together, gained knowledge and expanded 

their space in the domestic, as well as in the international market (Gollo 183).  

Caldas et al. have also discussed the benefits that the recognition of Geographical 

Indication brings the producers. According to them, Indication of Source and 

Denomination of Origin are tools to assure producers’ credit, standardization of 

production, competitiveness in the market, trust and increase of self esteem (6). On the 
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other hand, it is the producer’s responsibility to produce superior quality products, attract 

the consumers and encourage the consumer’s trust and loyalty concerning the origin of 

the product (Caldas et al. 8). More than just citing producer responsibilities, these authors 

have listed some of the main duties of the producers and their associations:  

• Be aware of international and domestic markets in order to avoid 

falsifications  

• Organize a unified marketing plan 

• Work with guarantee seals and barcodes 

• Control origin certifications 

• Represent as an institution the Geographical Indication (8). 

Although the duties described above do not seem too complicated, some 

producers’ associations have a hard time committing to some of them. Even when these 

duties bring along benefits as a result of compliance to the associations, they also require 

a well defined plan of cooperation between producers. The accomplishment of all the 

requirements established by the INPI, which are many and are expected to be observed 

by all the producers of an association, may become one of the factors in the poor 

performance of applications for Geographical Indications recognition.  

In addition to bringing direct benefits to producers, Geographical Indication 

recognition also attaches the idea of superior quality to the product. Machado, for 

example, has written about how Geographical Indication adds value to the product (1). 

According to him, when one thinks of a product with unique quality, one also identifies 

the product’s origin, “thus most probably facing a quality certified product, which attests 
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to its place of origin and guarantees rigid control over its unique characteristics” (1). He 

goes even further in this affirmation, assuring that one would be willing to pay a higher 

price for a product with Geographical Indication recognition due to consumer trust in the 

production quality control (2). 

The APROVALE association website, from the producers of wine of Vale dos 

Vinhedos, has also listed Geographical Indications’ positive repercussion in the market 

for products that are entitled to this property right. According to this association, 

Geographical Indications add value to the product and facilitate its inclusion in the 

market (Vale dos Vinhedos). Besides that, it also takes the certified product to a position 

of less competition even when compared with products with a lower price and lower 

quality (Vale dos Vinhedos). Furthermore, APROVALE states that the demand for the 

certified product is improved and becomes more stable, due to the fact that it creates trust 

among consumers that are aware of the product quality and local characteristics. 

According to their website, this certification allows consumers to perfectly identify the 

certified products among others (Vale dos Vinhedos).  

Another website, Gazeta das Cidades, is also an advocate of the benefits 

Geographical Indication brings to certified products. This websibe, after briefly 

describing the recognition process for the cachaça from Paraty, states that some of the 

outcomes of the Geographical Indication recognitions are: the creation of loyalty of 

customers, who, under the seal of the certification, know that they will find the promised 

quality; an improvement in the inclusion of the product in the market because its quality 
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is guaranteed by a collective propriety; and the promotion of the institutional guarantee of 

the products’ reputation and superiority (Gazeta das Cidades). 

The World Intellectual Property Organization, WIPO, has also listed those 

benefits. In one of its symposiums on Geographical Indications, Surip Mawardi has 

talked about those benefits during his presentation on “Establishment of Geographical 

Indication Protection System in Indonesia, Case in Coffee.” This reference is suitable 

here, because, like Brazil, Indonesia is a developing country and faces problems with 

Geographical Indication and protection of property rights as a whole. In his work 

Mawardi has written that the Protection Law on Products with Geographical Indication is 

important and therefore its application is justified because of the following benefits it 

bears:  

• Geographical Indications can be used in the domestic and in the 

international market in a product’s marketing strategy 

• Geographical Indications promote an improvement in the producers’ 

livelihood, as it adds more value to the certified product 

• Geographical Indications is a tool that rural areas have to develop 

themselves using the good reputation of their product’s quality 

• Geographical Indications can improve the reputation of the product in 

global trade 

• Geographical Indications is seen as an action to evade unfair competition 

(Mawardi 3). 
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In a more generalized way, at the INPI website, this Brazilian Institution has also 

listed some advantages that Geographical Indications may create for producers and their 

community. Those advantages do not vary much from the ones already cited. Among the 

INPI’s list of Geographical Indication benefits there are: increase of the product’s price; 

increase of the value of the land of the productive region; preservation of product’s 

particular characteristics; stimulation of investment in the production region; 

improvement in technological standards; improvements in job offerings;  establishment 

of trust between consumers; improvement of product’s acceptance in the domestic and 

international market; promotion of institutional guarantees of product quality and 

reputation (Instituto Nacional da Propriedade Intelectual).   

Cruz et al. have also written about Geographical Indication benefits, as a tool to 

increase competitiveness and local development (6).  They affirm that Geographical 

Indication is a global trend and as such it has been incorporated as an aspect of the 

international trade dynamics that deals directly with competitiveness (7). According to 

them local development is a result of changes made by local players who seek for the 

enrichment of human resources and for the progress of material resources. These authors 

have stated that Geographical Indication can be characterized as one of those changes 

implemented by local producers (7). They also draw attention to the fact that, historically, 

Europe has had many different regions being locally developed through their association 

with Geographical Indications (1).  Caldas, Perin and Cerqueira, as experts in the subject, 

have also stated that Geographical Indication, as a global trend, has been gaining force 

due to the fact that consumers are more demanding and conscientious (6). 
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2.8 Brazil’s situation regarding Geographical Indications 

Although there are many descriptions and proof of positive results from 

Geographical Indication recognition, Brazilian Producers are not completely aware of 

such benefits. The number of applications is very low, as previously mentioned, mainly 

because of the lack of interest in Property Rights protection in general. Sucupira, in his 

article, states that the Brazilian government has not been able to act properly in order to 

protect its Property Rights (Sucupira).  He does not focus on Geographical Indication; 

instead he draws attention to the fact that Brazil has a lot to learn from other countries 

when it comes to Intellectual Property. Investments in research and development are very 

low, and, when compared with other countries, Brazil has a very low percentage of 

requests at the World Intellectual Property Organization (Sucupira). 

Another reason for the low number of granted Geographical Indications, 

according to Cruz et al., is the fact that producer associations are not organized enough 

(11). These authors contend that Geographical Indications need harmony and balance 

from economic and social players in order to work well, and that it is essential to have the 

productive chain well organized and all of its players in harmony. Among these players, 

there are the small, medium and large producers, cooperative representatives, association 

representatives, the technicians, government representatives and the community of the 

geographical area where the production of the certified product takes place.  

Cruz et al. reaffirm that only the INPI, as the institute responsible for analyzing 

the requests, has the power to grant the solicitations of Geographical Indications (13). 

According to those authors, it would be appropriate to have other institutions analyze the 
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process together with the INPI. Because such a process is reviewed by the INPI alone, a 

co-analysis is advisable (13). An examination of the processes, together with the INPI, 

could minimize its power and could lead to the main reasons why this government 

institute grants the Geographical Indication or denies its recognition. 

A list of possible decisions, judgments or conclusions by INPI regarding the 

requests for Geographical Indication recognitions can be found at the INPI’s website. For 

example:  

•  Code 305 means that the application has to have a requirement 

accomplished, according to observations made by the INPI, in order to 

continue with the process.  

• Code 325 stands for interrupted process for lack of submitting all the 

needed materials, and therefore the request was denied.  

• Code 340 stands for the time period of 60 days, after the request of 

Geographical Indication was published, during which the INPI accepts 

objections, before its ultimate approval is effective. 

• Code 375 stands for request for Geographical Indication denied.  

• Code 415 means that process was interrupted because of applicant’s 

desistance. 

• Code 373 stands for granting the request for Geographical Indication 

recognition. After the date that INPI publishes this decision, there is a 60 

day period for the applicant to make and verify the payment of fees 

(Instituto Nacional da Propriedade Intelectual).  
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(For complete list of INPI Codes related to Geographical Indication process, see 

Appendix C.) 

Although this study focuses on the Brazilian process of Geographical Indications 

at the INPI, according to Cruz et al., until 2008, 10 international requests were being 

processed by the INPI (13). Four out of those 10 processes of the international requests 

for Geographical Indication recognitions were granted while the same thing happened to 

only 4 out of 14 applications of Brazilian requests (13). Those authors stated that 

although the number of granted requests to international and national is similar, the 

number of national requests that has been either interrupted or denied is elevated when 

compared to international requests. However the number of national granted 

Geographical Indications has increased taking into consideration that two other products 

have had their requests approved: grapes and mangos from Vale dos Sao Francisco on 

July 7th of 2009, and leather from Vale dos Sinos on May 19th 2009 (Instituto Nacional da 

Propriedade Intelectual).  

For the purpose of this study, the literature analyzed above first looked at the 

history of Geographical Indications and then discussed different legal procedures and 

international agreements. More specifically, this literature review has given special 

attention to how the process works in Brazil and the important players involved in the 

process. Examples of successful processes for Geographical Indication recognition in 

Brazil were described and examined in detail. The next chapter of this study demonstrates 

how data have been collected and discusses the different methodologies utilized in this 

work.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

 

 This study focuses on processes of Geographical Indication recognition in Brazil 

and how they are perceived by producers. The research question that this study aims to 

clarify is: “What are the producers’ perspectives towards the Geographical Indication 

recognition Process?”  In order to better understand such processes, primary data were 

collected in the form of a survey. The data collected from the surveys will be examined 

using qualitative analyses. Before launching the survey the researcher defined the 

subjects and categorized them into five different groups: 

• Group 1 – Associations and Organizations of producers that have had their 

products’ Geographical Indication request granted by the INPI 

• Group 2 – Associations and Organizations of producers that have had their 

products’ Geographical Indication request denied by the INPI 

• Group 3 – Associations and Organizations of producers that have 

submitted the request for their products’ Geographical Indication 

recognition, but are still in the process without a final decision from the 

INPI 

• Group 4 – Associations and Organizations of producers that have not yet 

submitted the request for their products’ Geographical Indication 

recognition, but intend to do so  

• Group 5 – Associations and Organizations of producers that have no 

interest in requesting their products’ Geographical Indication recognition 
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The choice of possible and relevant subjects, who are part of this research, was 

made through three main sources. The first source used was the list of requests for 

Geographical Indication available at the INPI website (Instituto Nacional da Propriedade 

Intelectual). This list has details of when the request was submitted, the country and 

region from which the request came, and name of applicant and the product it aims to 

protect with the Geographical Indication (See Appendix D). In this list can be found 

requests submitted by both domestic and international applicants for the INPI analyses. In 

this list there is also the code for the updated status of the process which helps the general 

public and even the applicants to follow their processes. 

The second source of possible subjects for this research was documents written by 

experts in this matter, in which they cite names of associations and organizations that 

could, potentially, have Geographical Indication protection granted. Rubens Fontes, a 

scientist who works at the MAPA, has written about potential Brazilian Geographical 

Indications. In one of his presentations, Fontes has cited different potential Geographical 

Indications from each of the Brazilian states. Among several examples Fontes has cited 

products such as Açaí de Codejás (Acai berry) from Amazonas, and Lingüiça de 

Maracajú (a special type of sausage) from Mato Grosso do Sul (Ministério da 

Agricultura, Pecuária e Abastecimento). Another expert in the subject, José Carlos 

Ramos, from the MAPA coordination of incentives for Geographical Indications, has also 

been a presenter for MAPA on this matter. Ramos has cited as potential products to be 

protected by Geographical Indications the following: apples from São Joaquim (RS), 
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cheese from the Canastra region (MG), honey from Bailique (AP), and many others 

(Ministério da Agricultura, Pecuária e Abastecimento).  

The third and last source used to find possible subjects for this research were the 

websites of different federations, associations and organizations, such as the Federation 

of Commercial, Industrial and Agricultural Associations of the state of Goiás (Federação 

das Associações Comerciais, Industriais e Agropecuárias do Estado de Goiás - FACIEG), 

or the Federation of Agriculture and Cattle of the State of Minas Gerais (Federação da 

Agricultura e Pecuária do Estado de Minas Gerais – FAEMG). The use of websites of 

federations and associations, instead of published articles, made the search for possible 

subjects more effective because of its dynamicity. The major part of the visited websites 

offered contact emails and telephone numbers.   

The definition of possible subjects was made after the preparation of the survey 

(see Appendix E). Its preparation was only possible after closely analyzing part of the 

available literature about Geographical Indications. The researcher included in the survey 

relevant elements from any process of Geographical Indication recognition. Both 

administrative and practical issues were taken into consideration. In order to better 

understand the producers’ perspectives towards the process of obtaining Geographical 

Indication recognition, several items related to time and level of difficulty were included 

in the survey.  

This survey is basically divided in three different sections. The first section of the 

survey, which includes blocks 1 and 2, aims to learn the subjects’ status in the 

Geographical Indication recognition process, its relationship to important government-



   59 
   
related institutions other than the INPI, and its members’ awareness of Geographical 

Indication (see Figure 6).  

 
Figure 6  First question of the survey, part of Block 1 

 

The first question of the survey served the purpose of classifying the subjects into 

one of the five different groups defined earlier in this chapter. It also led the subjects to 

the subsequent set of questions which varied depending on their status, because it 

inquires about the duration of the process or the estimated duration of the process.  

After the subjects answered the first block, according to their status, the following 

blocks were identical for all subjects, no matter their group. It asked about the 

represented products, the size of the associations and about their members’ awareness of 

Geographical Indication (see Figure 7). 
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Figure 7  Block 2 
 

In addition to that information, Block 2 also requested details about the subjects’ 

connections with the INPI and other important institutions: MAPA and SEBRAE (See 

Figure 8).  

Figure 8  Continuation Block 2 
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 The second section of the survey, Block 3, is subdivided into three main branches. 

The first one is intended to learn how the producers’ associations/organizations perceive 

some benefits of Geographical Indications and their perceptions of general administration 

issues, such as the government role in the processes (see figure 9). 

 
Figure 9  Examples of statements in the first part of Block 3 
 
  

The second and third branches of Block 3 looked at the main roadblocks 

perceived in the Geographical Indication processes. The time consumed by and level of 

difficulty of each of these roadblocks were rated by the subjects, according to their 

viewpoints (see Figures 10 and 11).  

 



 
 

Figure 10  Exammples of statements in the ssecond part off Block 3 
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Figure 11  Examples of statements in the second part of Block 3 
  

 The third and last section of the survey, Block 4, is the part of the survey where 

the participants are encourage to make suggestions of how to improve the process of 

Geographical Indication. This section of the survey allows the subjects to decide if they 

want to identify themselves to the researcher and whether they would like to receive or 

not the results of this study. It also allows them to give their opinion about the survey 

itself, providing some feedback to the researcher (see Figure 12).  
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Figure 12  Block 4 
   

The four blocks of the survey were designed to understand the subjects’ 

perceptions of the Geographical Indication process as a whole and some important facts 

from their profiles which could interfere in the process. The tool used for the application 

of this survey was the Qualtrics Research Suite. The survey software offered by Qualtrics 

was provided to the researcher by Ohio University. It permitted the researcher to build 

and send the survey electronically through a link.   
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After the approval of the survey by Ohio University’s Institutional Review Board 

– IRB on February 11, 2010, a cover letter containing the electronic link to the survey 

was sent by e-mail to the chosen subjects (see Appendix F and D). The survey was 

available to its subjects from February 21st, 2010 until April 21st, 2010 allowing 

participants 60 days for its completion. 

Both the survey and the cover letter were designed in English and then translated 

into Portuguese. An appropriate translation was done by two different methods. First a 

back-translation was done, which means that the documents were translated from English 

to Portuguese and then translated back into English. Then a simultaneous translation was 

applied into the documents, which, were also reviewed by an independent Portuguese 

speaker to ensure that the translation was done correctly. 

The data collected from this survey will be analyzed qualitatively, using the three 

main components of this kind of analysis, listed by Anselm Strauss and Juliet Corbin 

(11): 

• Data 

• Procedures 

• Written or verbal reports 

  In order to achieve the objectives of this research a few different tactics described 

by Matthew Miles and Michael Huberman are used. Clustering is one of them. According 

to these authors, such a tactic can be applied at many levels to qualitative data (216). This 

study will try to better understand the difficulties perceived by the producers in the 

Geographical Indication process by grouping their answers, then conceptualizing objects 
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that have similar patterns or characteristics. Plausibility, as a tactic, will also be applied in 

the qualitative analysis of this survey. Although Miles and Huberman defend plausibility, 

they alert its users: “Trust your “plausibility” intuitions, but don’t fall in love with them. 

Subject the preliminary conclusions to other tactics of conclusion drawing and 

verification” (217). 

Following these authors’ advice, the researcher will use plausibility, 

supplemented by clustering, and one more tactic: making conceptual/theorical coherence. 

According to Miles and Huberman this tactic “involves connecting a discrete fact with 

other discrete facts, then grouping these into lawful, comprehensive and more abstract 

patterns” (228). 

Statistics are used in this qualitative analyzes as well. The consistencies of the 

answers, which are the results of the subjects’ judgment in the survey, are based on 

statistics. The statistics of these patterns will help to visualize the collected data and will 

protect the researcher against bias (Miles and Huberman 215).  Using the methodology 

described in this chapter, the next section of this study analyzes all the data collected 

from the different groups of subjects. 
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 

 

 This chapter was developed using the methodology described in the last chapter. 

It discusses the various responses collected from the surveys answered by subjects from 

the different groups, in order to understand their perspectives of the process of 

Geographical Indication recognition.  The total number of participants who replied to this 

survey is 13. The number of subjects to whom the research was sent in each group varied. 

The number of responses from each group also varied (see Table 1). From the first group, 

for example, 3 out of 6 possible respondents, who have had their Geographical Indication 

granted, answered the survey. For the second group, however, out of 9 possible 

respondents, there were no replies. Group 2 is the only group which is not represented 

here. All the other groups had at least 2 participants.  

 

Table 1 Report of Sent and Replied Surveys, per group 
 

Group Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5 
 

Total 
 

Sent Surveys 6 9 8 30 
(total for Groups 4 and 5) 53 

Responded Surveys 3 0 4 2 4 
 

13 
 

 

This analysis studies the groups’ profiles, then it considers the replies from each 

group, separately, but it also takes into consideration some of the similarities between the 
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participants’ perceptions across the different groups. The next chapter reflects on the 

findings and concludes this research. 

 

4.1 Groups’ Profiles and Section 1 of the Survey 

 
This survey, as mentioned in the methodology chapter, had 3 main sections. The first 

section divided the participants into groups, and led them into specific questions, 

according to their status regarding the process. For example, if the participant marked 

being part of Group 1, then, the next question asked about how long the process took. 

However, if the participants of Group 2 had replied to this survey, in its first part, besides 

asking how long the process took to be accomplished, their next question would be 

whether or not the INPI gave reasons for the denial of the request, and if so, what they 

were. For the other 3 groups, the question that followed was about the estimated duration 

of the process. Then all of the Groups continued with the section of the survey, answering 

about their size, their members’ awareness towards Geographical Indications and their 

relationship to some governmental institutions.  

 

4.1.1 Profile of Group 1  

 Group 1, those subjects who already have the Geographical Indication protection 

for their products, had 3 participants. The size of the associations, that composed this 

group, varied. The largest one has more than 500 members and its product is primary, 

whereas the other two are relatively small, one has less than 50 members and the other 

has less than 10 members, but both represent manufactured goods. The largest association 
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does not believe that all of its members are aware of the benefits that the Geographical 

Indication recognition has brought; on the other hand, the two smaller ones do believe 

that all of their members are conscious of the benefits brought by this Geographical 

Indication. 

 The three respondents from Group 1 have had direct interaction with the INPI, 

SEBRAE and MAPA. And all of them have described at least one situation of extreme 

importance where SEBRAE has acted together with the association during the process of 

gaining recognition of the Geographical Indication. In addition to that, they have said in 

the survey that their processes lasted from 20 to 60 months to be completed, given that 

within this group of respondents, the first applicant to have its request granted by the 

INPI was also the one whose process lasted the longest.  

 

4.1.2  Profile of Group 2 

 Unfortunately, Group 2, who has had their requests denied by the INPI is not 

represented here because no on replied to the survey.  

 
 

4.1.3 Profile of Group 3 

 Group 3 is represented here by 4 participants. The participants from this group are 

going through the process of Geographical Indication recognition right now. Out of the 4 

associations in this group, 3 of them have between 11 and 50 members, and only one of 

these associations believes that its members are unaware of the benefits of Geographical 

Indication. The other association is relatively large, with 101 – 200 members, and this 
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association also believes that its members are unaware of the benefits of Geographical 

Indication. 

 All of members of this group, as was true for Group 1, have had interactions with 

the INPI, SEBRAE and MAPA. As far as the duration of the processes goes, they have 

expectations to see it completed within 36 months. The associations in this group that 

replied to this survey represent only primary goods.  

 

4.1.4 Profile of Group 4 

This group of subjects has had the least number of participants, only 2 

associations replied to the survey. The smaller one has less than 50 members, and 

believes that all of them are aware of the benefits of Geographical Indication protection. 

This association represents a manufactured product, and has no expectation of when the 

application for recognition of Geographical Indication will be submitted to the INPI, 

however it already have had contacts not only with the INPI, but also with SEBRAE and 

MAPA. It believes a process lingers for more than 10 years.    

 The other association which is part of Group 4 is larger, with 51 -100 members, 

and does not believe that all of the members are aware of Geographical Indications’ 

benefits. This association represents a primary product and intends to submit the 

application for Geographical Indication recognition within six months at the most, 

believing that its process does not take longer than one year. Like the other association 

which is part of this group, this one also has had interactions with several different 

governmental institutions.  
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4.1.5 Profile of Group 5 

This group has 4 respondents and all of whom represent primary products. Two 

associations, part of Group 5, responded the whole survey. The other two associations 

answered only Blocks 1 and 2.  Three out of 4 respondents from this group have between 

11-50 members, and these three associations believe that their members are aware of 

Geographical Indications’ benefits.  The other association has between 101-200 

members, and despite its relatively larger size, it also believes that its members are aware 

of Geographical Indication benefits.  The reasons given by them to justify their lack of 

interest in applying for a Geographical Indication, although they are aware of its benefits, 

involve elements such as: 

• Low price of the product does not motivate producers to invest in a 

Geographical Indication process 

• Certification of a quality organic product already serves the purpose of 

guaranteeing origin and traceability 

• The type of product represented by the association is transgenic, and 

therefore could not receive Geographical Indication protection  

 
Although none of the associations which are part of Group 5, have interest in 

applying for Geographical Indication protection for their products, all of them had 

contact INPI, MAPA and SEBRAE for different reasons.  
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4.2 Section 2 of the Survey and General Means 

The second section of the survey is a questionnaire, composed by 3 questions, 

which considered the following topics: 

• General benefits and problems of the process of Geographical Indication 

• Time consumed by the process of Geographical Indication 

• Difficulties found in the process of Geographical Indication 

 

Each question of the second part of the survey (Questions 18 through 20) was 

composed of a variety of statements, which the participants were asked to rate their 

perception. Question 18 of the survey had 13 statements, Question 19 had 20 statements 

and Question 20 had 16 statements. Participants could choose to rate their perception in a 

scale from 1 through 5, which was according to the following: 

• strongly agree 

• agree 

• neutral 

• disagree 

• strongly disagree 

In this scale, the weight of each response varied: strongly agree counting for 1, 

agree counting for 2, neutral counting for 3, disagree counted for 4 and strongly disagree 

counted for 5. The means for each statement per group can be seen in the following tables 

(Tables 2, 3 and 4), providing a more general view of the data. The statements that had a 

large variability of rating within the participants of the same group have its means in 
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italic.  In the same way, answers that were unanimous within the groups appear on the 

tables underlined and bold. 

Please see APPENDICES G, H and I for the complete data, from each group for 

Questions 18, 19 and 20.  

Question 18 considered benefits and general problems of the process of 

Geographical Indication recognition. The data collected, according to each group is 

demonstrated in Table 2, using the means for each group (see Table 2): 

Table 2 Group means for statements from Question 18 of the Survey, about general benefits and 
problems of the Geographical Indication process (the lower the mean the stronger the agreement). 

  STATEMENT Group 
1 

Group 
3 

Group 
4 

Group 
5 

1 Geographical Indication increases the competitiveness of a product 
in the domestic market. 2 1.25 1.5 2.5 

2 Geographical Indication increases the competitiveness of a product 
in the international market.. 2 1.25 1.5 2.5 

3 Geographical Indication adds value to the product it protects. 2.67 1.75 1.5 3 

4 Geographical Indication promotes social inclusion. 2.67 2.5 3 3.5 

5 Geographical indication promotes economic inclusion. 3 1.75 3 3 

6 Geographical Indication promotes economic development to the 
region where the product is produced. 1.67 1.5 2 2.5 

7 Geographical Indication is a quality guarantee of a product. 2 2.25 3 4.5 

8 The distribution and use of guarantee seals among producers is 
difficult to control. 2.67 2.75 3 1.5 

9 
Geographical indication should be granted only for products that are 

represented by organizations and associations, in order to avoid 
unfair competition. 

1.67 2.75 3 1.5 

10 The use of seals of origin is enough to distinguish products with 
Geographical Indication from those without Geographical Indication. 4 3 4 1.5 

11 Seals help to stabilize the demand for the product, since these stamps 
promote consumer loyalty. 3 3.5 2.5 3.5 

12 The government’s actions toward Geographical Indication are 
satisfactory. 4 4 3 3.5 

13 The recognition of a Geographical Indication by the INPI does not 
mean that the same recognition will come from other markets. 1.33 3.5 2 1.5 
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Table 3 Group means per statements from Question 19 of the Survey, about difficulties of the process 
(the lower the mean the stronger the agreement). 

  STATEMENT Group 
1 

Group 
3 

Group 
4 

Group 
5 

1 
The fact that the relevant geographic area for the production must be 

very well defined makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult. 

4 3 3 2.5 

2 
The need for a uniform production by all members of the association 

makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition more 
difficult. 

4 3.33 4 2 

3 
The control of production quantity within the limits defined by the 

INPI makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition more 
difficult. 

4 3.33 4 2.5 

4 The need to maintain the quality level of production makes the 
process of Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 3.33 3.33 3 3 

5 
The need to maintain technological control at all points of 

production makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition 
more difficult. 

3.33 2 2.5 2.5 

6 
The need for qualified professionals at point of production in order 
to maintain quality makes the process of Geographical Indication 

recognition more difficult. 
3.33 2.67 3 3.5 

7 
The training of all producers (members of the association) in order to 

achieve a leveling of production quality makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 

3.67 2 3 3.5 

8 
The requirement of evidence of cultural and historical importance of 

the product for the region makes the process of Geographical 
Indication recognition more difficult. 

4 3.33 4 2 

9 The lack of a strong association / organization makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 2 1.67 1.5 3.5 

10 The lack of organization in business makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 2.67 2.67 2 2 

11 The indivualist culture in Brazilian business makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 2 2.67 2.5 2.5 

12 
The lack of strong partnerships with institutions such as EMBRAPA 

and SEBRAE makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult. 

3.67 2 1.5 4 

13 
The need to comply with packaging regulations required by 

Government Institutions such as ANVISA, makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 

2.67 2.33 3 2.5 

14 
The application of heavy penalties for members who do not meet the 
requirements of production level makes the process of Geographical 

Indication recognition more difficult. 
4.33 2.33 4 3.5 

15 The presence of high costs makes the process of Geographical 
Indication recognition more difficult. 3 3.33 3 1.5 

16 Reaching the deadlines imposed by the INPI makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 3.33 4 3 2 

17 Problems with comprehension of the required forms make the 
process of Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 3.67 4 3 2 

18 The need for a unified marketing plan makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 2 3 2 2 

19 Bureaucracy in general makes the process of Geographical 
Indication recognition more difficult. 1.33 2 2.5 2.5 

20 
The lack of clear and comprehensive regulations on the subject 

makes the process of obtaining Geographical Indication recognition 
more difficult. 

2.67 2.67 2 2 
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Question 20 served the purpose of helping to understand the producers’ 

perspective towards the process of Geographical Indication. The respondents were asked 

to rate their level of agreement with the statements, just like in Question 19. However, 

this question was directly related to the time consumed in the process (see Table 4). 

 

Table 4 Group means for statements from Question 20 of the Survey, about the Time consumed by 
the Process (the lower the mean the stronger the agreement). 

  STATEMENT Group 
1 

Group 
3 

Group 
4 

Group 
5 

1 
The fact that the relevant geographic area of production of a product 

should be very well-defined adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 

2.67 2.67 2 2 

2 The need for a uniform production by all members of the association 
adds time to the process to obtain a Geographical Indication. 3.67 2.33 3 2 

3 The need to maintain the level of production quality adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication. 4 2.33 2 3.50 

4 
The need to maintain technological control at all points of 

production adds time to the process of obtaining Geographical 
Indication. 

3.67 2.33 2 3 

5 
The need for qualified pr 

ofessionals in all producing points, in order to maintain quality, adds 
time to the process of obtaining Geographical Indication. 

3.33 2.33 2 3 

6 
Training all producers (members of the association) in order to 

achieve a leveling of production quality adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication. 

2.33 2.33 2 4 

7 
The requirement of evidence of cultural and historical importance of 

the product for the region adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 

3.33 3 4 2.50 

8 The lack of a strong association / organization adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication. 2 2.33 1.50 2.50 

9 The lack of organization in business adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication. 2.67 2.33 1.50 2 

10 In business, the individualistic culture of Brazil adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication. 2 2.67 1 2.50 

11 
The lack of strong partnerships with institutions such as EMBRAPA 

and SEBRAE adds time to the process of obtaining Geographical 
Indication. 

2 2.33 1 3.50 

12 
The need to comply with packaging regulations required by 

Government Institutions such as ANVISA adds time to the process 
of obtaining Geographical Indication. 

2.33 2.33 3 2.50 

13 Problems with the comprehension of the required forms add time to 
the process of obtaining Geographical Indication. 3.33 3.67 2 2.50 

14 The need for a unified marketing plan adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication. 1.67 3 2 2 

15 Bureaucracy in general adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 1.67 2 1.50 2 

16 The lack of clear and comprehensive regulations on the subject adds 
time to the process of obtaining Geographical Indication. 2 2.67 2 2.50 
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4.3 Section 3 of the survey and improvements suggested by Groups 

 In the last section of the survey, participants were asked to suggest how the 

process of obtaining Geographical Indication recognition could be improved. Their 

suggestions are listed below, per group: 

  

Participants of Group 1 suggested: 

• More agility and support from the INPI during the processes 

• Less bureaucracy from the INPI involving the processes 

• More promotion and information about Geographical Indication to 

consumers 

• A bigger and more effective cultural promotion about Geographical 

Indication, since it requires a considerable amount of time to be 

assimilated 

• Better and clearer legislation around this subject, especially regarding the 

functions and obligations of the institutions involved. 

  

Participants from Group 3 suggested: 

• Training of qualified technicians, who comprehend the whole process, in 

order to help the applicants 

• More governmental investment and encouragement concerning 

Geographical Indication certifications 



   77 
   

• Consciousness of the importance of Geographical Indications 

certifications 

• More advertising about Geographical Indications to increase general 

public awareness of its importance 

• Educational programs to increase awareness of Geographical Indications 

 

 Participants from Group 4 suggested: 

• More advertising about Geographical Indications 

• More proficient and competent experts on the subject inside the 

governmental institutions to improve applicants’ orientation 

• Restriction of quantity of production of products protected by 

Geographical Indications 

 

Participants from Group 5 suggested: 

• Simplification of requirements made from the INPI would help, especially 

those related to the delineation of the Geographical area 

• Decrease of the general bureaucracy involved in the process 

• Governmental institutions should no longer be responsible for the process 

In addition to suggestions, in this last section f the survey, participants also chose 

whether or not to identify themselves and whether or not they would like to receive the 
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results of this study. All of the participants, no exception, would like to receive the results 

of this study. 

 

4.4 Analysis of the relevant data 

  
 Now that the profile of each group has been described, their perceptions about the 

process of Geographical Indication are discussed next, taking in consideration the 

relevant data collected from the surveys in order to analyze their response.   

 

4.4.1 Group 1 – Geographical Indication request granted by the INPI 

Respondents from Group 1, who had their Geographical Indication request 

granted by the INPI, had similar opinions in various matters. For this group, the size of 

the associations was relevant for two reasons. The first reason is because the awareness 

of their members about Geographical Indications varied according to its size. The smaller 

associations, one with less than 10 members and the other with 11 – 50 members, 

believed that all of their members were aware of Geographical Indications’ benefits, 

whereas the bigger one, with more than 500 members, had the contrary perception.  

 The second reason why the size of the associations was relevant for this group is 

because of their opinion about the guarantee seals. The only association with less than 10 

members disagreed with the statements that affirmed that the distribution and use of 

guarantee seals is hard to control (question 18, statement 8) and that seals help to stabilize 

the demand for the product, since these stamps promote consumer loyalty (question 18, 

statement 11). The fact that this association, with the smallest number of members 
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disagreed with these two statements, while the other two associations of this group agreed 

with them, could indicate two things: 

• Smaller associations have less strength to make the seal work as a 

marketing tool 

• Associations have less trouble in controlling the distribution of quality 

guarantee seals among a smaller number of associates 

Interesting enough, all of the respondents from Group 1 disagreed with the 

following affirmations: 

• The fact that the relevant geographical area for the production must be 

very well defined makes the process of Geographical Indication 

recognition more difficult (question 19, statement 1) 

• The need for a uniform production by all members of the association 

makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition more difficult 

(question 19, statement 2) 

• The requirement of evidence of cultural and historical importance of the 

product for the region makes the process of Geographical Indication 

recognition more difficult (question 19, statement 8)  

• The need to maintain the level of production quality adds time to the 

process of obtaining Geographical Indication (question 20, statement 3) 

Their unanimous disagreement with those four statements is to some extent 

unexpected because they represent strict requirements of the process. However, since this 

group’ participants already have their products protected, their disagreement with the 
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statements above could be a reflection of two factors. The participants may had already 

been dealing with those requirements for some time, or perhaps they might just believe 

that the accomplishment of the requirements implied in those statements are in fact 

helpful and needed to ensure the uniqueness of their product. 

Although this group disagreed with the arguments listed above, it is interesting to 

note that it agrees or strongly agrees that the bureaucracy in general adds time to the 

process and makes it more difficult (question 19, statement 19 and question 20, statement 

15).  This fact is interesting because some people would see all the requirements 

described in the arguments above as some kind of bureaucracy, whereas if these 

requirements are common practice in the industry the perception towards them would be 

different. If the requirements described above were viewed as bureaucracy by this first 

group’s participants, then, it would make their perception incoherent. However, how the 

bureaucracy is seeing by the producers is not defined in this study, leaving room for 

plenty of discussion.   

Concerning the duration of the processes, within this group of respondents, the 

first association to have successfully acquired the Geographical Indication for its product 

also was the one whose process took the longest to be accomplished, 60 months. The 

duration of the other two processes, from the other respondents of this group, were 

smaller successively. This fact may lead to three hypotheses:  

1. Applicants within this group became more efficient in submitting their 

applications and accomplishing INPI requirements because they could 
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better understand the process, learning from experiences of previous 

applicants 

2. The first product to have its Geographical Indication granted had more 

characteristics and variables to be taken into consideration resulting in a 

more delicate and time consuming process 

3. The duration of the processes decreased because INPI got more familiar 

with its procedures and as a result it took less time to examine the 

processes that followed the first ones  

If this last hypothesis about the duration of the process of Geographical Indication 

recognition is accurate, then it could be good news for future applicants. It would mean 

that they should expect a decrease of the duration of the process because technicians and 

experts of INPI became more proficient in analyzing the requests.  

On the other hand, if the second hypothesis is right, the kind of product that the 

association represents could be a factor that determines the average duration of the 

process.  The first association, which had its product protected by Geographical 

Indication, represented a distillated alcoholic beverage and waited 60 months to have its 

request approved. According to the studied literature, another association, in this case 

APACAP which is the association of producers of cachaça, also a distillated alcoholic 

beverage, requested the Geographical Indication recognition and went through a 10 year 

process. The length of these two processes is considerably longer than an estimated 

duration. This fact could indicate that the duration of Geographical Indication recognition 
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process depends on the type of the product, which in these two cases cited above was 

distillated alcoholic beverages. 

The three associations of producers, respondents from this Group, agreed that the 

government actions towards Geographical Indications are not satisfactory. Nevertheless, 

regarding their relationship with governmental institutions besides the INPI, all of them 

had contact with at least MAPA and SEBRAE. All of them agreed that the lack of a 

strong partnership with those institutions might slow down the process and even make it 

more difficult. According to them, SEBRAE had a major role in the process. The three 

associations of this group have mentioned more than one interaction with SEBRAE. 

Among the interactions they have listed are:  

• Participation of the association in different events organized by SEBRAE 

• Partnership with SEBRAE regarding the improvement of their members’ 

production quality 

• Commercial promotion of the products represented by the associations 

assisted by SEBRAE 

• Elaboration of their strategic planning process supervised by SEBRAE, 

• Incentives received from SEBRAE during the whole process of 

Geographical Indication recognition.  

Thus, SEBRAE has become a major player in the process of Geographical 

Indication recognition, as a collaborator and a provider of assistance to the producers’ 

associations.  
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A respondent from this group besides making suggestions to improvement the 

process also claimed that the lack of general public awareness regarding Geographical 

Indication is a major roadblock of the process. This association stated that since 2002 

their product has been protected by Geographical Indication, however, this protection 

does not have a legal support in the product’s sector. Furthermore, this participant added 

that there is no clear legislation about its players’ functions, rights and obligations.  

In this group, all participants also agreed that the individualistic culture of Brazil 

in business adds time and makes the process more difficult (question 19, statement 11 

and question 20, statement 3), suggesting that a more cooperative sort of relationship 

among producers is needed and might make the difference during the process of 

Geographical Indication recognition. 

 

4.4.2 Group 2 – Geographical Indication request denied by the INPI 

 As said earlier in this study, subjects that had their request denied were classified 

as Group 2. Nine surveys were sent to the associations in that situation regarding their 

request to the INPI. Unfortunately, the survey had no replies from participants of this 

group.  

 The fact that there were no responses from this group is very significant for two 

main reasons. First: answers from this group would be extremely meaningful to this study 

and to its achievement of understanding the difficulties of the process of Geographical 

Indication recognition. If there were participants from this group replying to the survey, 

their answer would be even more essential than the other groups, because they would 
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show more clearly where the processes failed, leading to concrete conclusions of its’ 

difficulties.  

And the second reason why this lack of responses, from this group specifically, is 

so significant is because it suggests that either these subjects were not comfortable 

enough to discuss this matter or that this matter no longer interests them. 

 

4.4.3  Group 3 - Geographical Indication recognition being analyzed  

The subjects that make up this group are the ones who have submitted their 

request to the INPI, still have their process ongoing, and are waiting for a final decision 

from that institution. Eight surveys were sent and 4 associations replied. This good 

response rate could be explained by the fact that they have the most interest in the results 

of this study, also by the fact that right now they are dealing with the process and are 

attentive to anything regarding Geographical Indications.  

On the topic of the duration of the process, only one out of the 4 respondents, 

believe that the whole process will take more than 3 years to be accomplished. The other 

three believe that the whole process should only take from 12 to 36 months.  

The four associations that replied to the survey have also all had some type of 

contact with SEBRAE and MAPA. Once again, SEBRAE was cited for its’ important 

help and incentives during the whole process. One of the subjects of this group has stated 

that SEBRAE’s assistance even included financial aid. Furthermore, MAPA was also 

cited by one of the subjects as the institution which helped to initiate and fund the 

process. Another subject stated that the only time that MAPA was ever involved in the 
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process was during the delineation of the geographical area. The fourth respondent, in 

addition to SEBRAE and MAPA, cited EMBRAPA as a governmental institution who 

helped the association with well trained personnel who educated their members about 

Geographical Indications. This subject, specifically, affirmed: “SEBRAE and our 

association are partners in everything that we do. It was our facilitator since the creation 

of the cooperative, and supports us with planned actions in the market.”  

Those statements, described above, relating to the different interactions with 

important governmental institutions, show that there is not a particular way to approach 

those institutions when seeking their support during the process. They also suggest that 

the help that those institutions provide is given regardless their functions as players in the 

process of Geographical Indication recognition.      

All of the respondents from this group either agree or strongly agree with the 

following statements: 

• Geographical Indication increases the competitiveness of a product in the 

domestic market (question 18, statement 1) 

• Geographical Indication increases the competitiveness of a product in the 

international market (question 18, statement 2) 

• Geographical Indication promotes economic inclusion (question 18, 

statement 5) 

• Geographical Indication promotes economic development to the region 

where the product is produced (question 18, statement 6) 
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All these benefits, acknowledged by the statements above and described in the 

literature review of this study, which have the participants’ agreement, could represent 

and justify the simple conclusion that those are some of the reasons why they have 

submitted their request to the INPI, in spite of all the bureaucracy and hard work it 

requires.  

This group as a whole, just like Group 1, also agrees that bureaucracy adds time 

and difficulty to the process. However, it is interesting to see that subjects in Group 3, 

unlike Group 1, agreed with those statements that affirm that some requirements by the 

INPI add time and difficulty to the process. In this case, the status of the Group regarding 

their request application at the INPI is likely to have made a difference in their answer.    

 

4.4.4 Group 4 – Associations that have not yet requested Geographical Indications, but 

intend to do so 

Innumerous surveys could have been sent to Groups 4 and 5. However, only 30 

surveys were sent. Out of these 30 surveys, there were 6 replies. These 6 respondents 

were only classified after the survey was completed and then the Groups 4 and 5 were 

formed. Two out of these 6 respondents are part of Group 4, which means that they have 

not yet applied for Geographical Indication recognition, however they do wish to do so 

soon.  

The size of the associations, part of this group, also made the difference about 

their members’ perception towards Geographical Indications. As expected, the smaller 
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association believes that all of its members recognize the benefits of Geographical 

Indications, while, the larger one has the contrary opinion.  

Although these associations have not yet started the process of Geographical 

Indication recognition of their products, both of them have had some contact with INPI, 

MAPA and SEBRAE. One of them has stated that those institutions have been contacted 

by the association when they needed some type of information or consultancy. The other 

participant stated the following in the survey: “we are producers of [a food product] and 

we do not know how to work these kinds of projects nor do we know the legislation well, 

that is why we need partners to guide, orient and enable us, so we can improve our 

product and as a consequence obtain a better position in the market” 

Once more, the declarations from these two associations demonstrate the 

importance of governmental institutions such as SEBRAE and MAPA to producers’ 

associations and cooperatives, even when the process of Geographical Indication 

recognition has not yet started. 

These two associations have demonstrated contrasting perceptions towards some 

of the benefits of Geographical Indication. Only one of the associations, for example, 

agrees that Geographical Indication promotes social and economic inclusion (question 

18, statements 4 and 5). The other respondent strongly disagrees with that statement, 

which is an unexpected result, if we take into consideration the literature about this 

matter. They have completely divergent opinions on the majority of the statements. The 

following statements are examples of areas where they disagree: 
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• Geographical Indication is a quality guarantee of the product (question 

18, statement 7) 

• The distribution and use of guarantee seals among producers is 

difficult to control (question 18, statement 8) 

• Geographical Indication should be granted only for products that are 

represented by organizations and associations, in order to avoid unfair 

competition (question 18, statement 9) 

• The governments’ actions toward Geographical Indication are 

satisfactory (question 18, statement 12) 

The disparity of these associations point of view can be result of different factors. 

One reason for this difference in perceptions could be because of the type of product they 

represent. One of them represents a primary product, which, in order to obtain the 

recognition of Geographical Indication requires more information about the soil the 

product is planted in, for example. The respondent from this association even declared 

that an improvement in the process could be the simplification of the process, defending 

the idea that “which side of the river the product is from should not be taken into 

consideration.” 

On the other hand, the other respondent of this group represents a semi-

manufactured product. In this case, for example, the producers of the product give a 

higher importance to the guarantee seals, because it is seen by its final consumer and as a 

result, it is perceived as a marketing tool. The respondent from this association also used 

the open ended question about how to improve the process in order to give his opinion 
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about the fact that the Geographical Indication, more than delineating the productive 

geographical area, should also help to limit the production quantity of the protected 

product, in order to make it even more unique. 

 

4.4.5  Group 5 – Associations with no interest to apply for Geographical Indication 

recognition.  

 There were 4 respondents from Group 5. This group represents the associations 

that have not yet applied for the process of Geographical Indication recognition, and who 

do not have the interest to do so. The two respondents of this group, who replied to the 

second section of the survey, strongly agreed with the statement that the presence of high 

costs makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition more difficult (question 

19, statement 15). They also agreed that the need for a unified marketing plan adds time 

and difficulty to the process of obtaining Geographical Indication recognition (question 

19, statement 18 and question 20, statement 14). Since a unified marketing plan also 

implies costs, the agreement among these participants about the statements cited above 

could suggest that the costs are one of the main roadblocks to the process. 

 One feature that this group has in common with the other groups is the fact that 

although they have no plans to request the Geographical Indication protection for the 

product they represent, all of the participants have had some type of contact with INPI, 

MAPA and SEBRAE. Regarding the bureaucracy in the process, this group also has the 

same opinion of Group 1, and has the perception that bureaucracy adds time to the 

process and makes it more difficult (question 19, statement 19 and question 20, statement 
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15). One of the respondents suggested that in order to make it less bureaucratic, the 

whole process should not be analyzed by governmental institutions. This suggestion is 

questionable, since the process is regulated by a national law, and therefore it should be 

verified by the federal government, or its representative, in this case, the INPI. 

 

4.6 Similar perceptions among participants across the different groups 

 
 All the groups of subjects have been represented here, with the exception of group 

2. All the other groups, Group 1, 3, 4 and 5, have similar perceptions of the importance of 

the INPI, MAPA and SEBRAE. These institutions, especially SEBRAE, seem to be 

important producers’ supporters, providing relevant assistance during the process of 

Geographical Indication Recognition, and even before submitting the request.  

 Another point of similar perception across these groups is regarding the 

bureaucracy of the process. All of them agreed that bureaucracy in general is a roadblock 

in the process, adding time and making the process more difficult. The problematic point 

of this affirmation is that bureaucracy was not defined in the survey. Some parts of the 

recognition process, which could be considered as bureaucracy, were perceived by some 

of the participants as such, but others did not perceived it the same way by others.  

 

4.7 Taxonomy of bottlenecks/roadblocks 

 The difficulties perceived by the participants could be classified as different types 

of transaction costs. The classification of the difficulties is important because it will 



   91 
   
demonstrate what the costs of the process of Geographical Indication are, how they could 

be diminished or annulled and if they are worthwhile dealing with.  

 

4.7.1 Incomplete Information   

 Incomplete information regarding Geographical Indications in general, and its 

recognition process, is a difficulty perceived by the participants in this study, as shown in 

the data collected. Lack of clear regulations and lack of clear definitions of the rights and 

responsibilities of players involved in the process are examples of incomplete 

information about Geographical Indication. A solution to incomplete information could 

come from the public sector as well as from the private sector.  

 The public sector, through governmental institutions, could work on clearer 

regulations and educational programs regarding Geographical Indications. On the other 

hand, the private sector could also help to fix this problem. A specialized company in this 

matter or private consultancy programs that would sell services to help obtain 

Geographical Indications could be a solution as well, assisting applicants to a more 

effective process.    

 

4.7.2 Enforcement and Organizational Costs 

 The costs of the process of Geographical Indication recognition have been seen by 

the participants of this study as a difficulty. Besides the cost of the application itself, 

charged by the INPI, there are other marginal costs that add to the total cost. Costs such 
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as making a unified marketing plan and reaching the required technological standards are 

examples of organizational costs.  

 It can be very difficult for a private company to deal with all the costs involved in 

the process of Geographical Indication recognition by itself. For this reason, the fact that 

Geographical Indications are granted to collective organizations, such as associations or 

cooperatives, is good, because the total costs can be divided by all the interested 

members. However, the costs can still be very high and this might be a point of 

discouragement to possible applicants. The idea that the Geographical Indication 

recognition might not offer enough economic gains if compared to the cost it brings can 

be the reason why, in Brazil, there are so few requests for this Intellectual Property Right.  

 Another point that could discourage possible applicants is the lack of enforcement 

of the law of Intellectual Property Rights in Brazil. An association that goes through the 

whole process of Geographical Indication recognition, dealing with all its difficulties, 

should be assured that its product will be protected by Geographical Indication as an 

Intellectual Property Right. However, in Brazil, piracy is a social and economic problem 

which is not well controlled by the government. This enforcement cost, to ensure the 

protection of Geographical Indication, cannot be solved by the private sector or by the 

interested part of the society. It requires a major public intervention, which will take a 

massive governmental investment and a long time to be accomplished.     
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4.7.3 Strategic Behavior 

 As mentioned above, Geographical Indications can only be granted to collective 

organizations. The seals used to differentiate the product that has a Geographical 

Indication from the ones that do not have it in the market are the same for all the producer 

members of the association or cooperative that applied for the recognition. For this 

reason, producers of a product that has a Geographical Indication, but who are not 

members of the association, could prefer not to be labeled as part of the group. A 

producer that already has a good share of the market might just prefer to stand out and 

not be part of any group, having its product differentiated in the market by other means 

than Geographical Indication, such as brand recognition.   

 For example, if a Geographical Indication was ever granted to the association of 

producers of cachaça of Minas Gerais, the producer of one of the most well-know 

cachaças of Brazil, called Havana, probably would not want to use the Geographical 

Indication recognition. The producer of Havana already has its own marketing plan and a 

product that is already well known by consumer, as a high quality product. In this case, 

the use of the Geographical Indication could interfere negatively in its price as well as its 

sales, because it would compare its quality to the all the other ones with the seal, which 

would not be helpful to the producer of Havana.  

  

The next chapter of this study reviews the importance of Geographical Indications 

to a country and its regions. Then, as a result of the primary research made with 

producers’ associations and organizations and its analysis, I am be able conclude some 
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major points about the whole process of Geographical Indication recognition and the way 

producers perceive it. More than that, suggestions for improvement in the process are 

made. Those suggestions should be helpful for future applicants and it might also help the 

INPI to identify some of the producers’ frustrations. The constraints of this research are 

also described in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 

 

During a worldwide symposium on Geographical Indications, organized by the 

WIPO in 2003, Anna Lôrincz-Fejes, deputy head of the Hungarian Patent Office, has 

stated: 

…geographical indication is essential for quality assurance and thus 

consumer protection.  Unlike trademarks, geographical indications cover 

goods that owe their quality, reputation or other characteristics to their 

geographical origin.  Therefore, quality assurance aims at ensuring the 

presence and continuity of the link between the product and the 

geographical origin, i. e. place of production, and not the manufacturer, as 

in the case of trademarks.  Consequently, geographical indications are not 

chosen arbitrarily and they cannot be substituted (3). 

 

Lôrincz-Fejes, during this same symposium, has listed many benefits of 

Geographical Indications recognition involving a product’s economic and cultural value, 

which relates directly to part of the literature review of this study. 

Given Geographical Indications’ importance, this study, using a survey as tool, 

contacted Brazilian producers’ associations and organizations in order to better 

understand their perception of the process. Some of the respondents have submitted a 

request for Geographical Indication recognition of their product and some have not. With 

this survey, the aim of this study was accomplished because it fostered better 
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understanding and comprehension about details of the viewpoints of producers towards 

the process of Geographical Indication recognition in Brazil.  

However, some points hindered the results of this study. One of the main points 

that reduced the strength of this research and its conclusions was the fact that there were 

no replies from subjects in Group 2, who have had their requests denied. Their replies 

were much anticipated, but unfortunately, were not received. Another point that could 

have been improved is the number of subjects from Groups 4 and 5, who have not yet 

applied for their products’ Geographical Indication recognition.  Only 30 surveys were 

sent to organizations in these two groups, with the expectation of a better response rate. A 

bigger sample from these groups would be interesting to this study. 

In spite of these constraints described above, based on the qualitative analysis of 

the surveys that I did receive, I was able to explore the respondents’ views and some of 

their complaints.  Using their replies, the following statements can be considered accurate 

and demonstrate some of their frustration regarding the process of Geographical 

Indication recognition: 

• Governmental investments and actions regarding Geographical Indications 

are insufficient 

• Lack of organization of Brazilians in business makes the process more 

time consuming and difficult 

• Individualistic culture of Brazilians in business makes the process more 

time consuming and more difficult 
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• There is a necessity to increase the general public awareness of 

Geographical Indication as an Intellectual Property Right. This is a 

concern among the majority of the respondents 

• Bureaucracy, in general, adds time and makes the process more difficult. 

  

Concerning this last statement, as mentioned in the analysis chapter, what is 

perceived as bureaucracy by the respondents of the survey was not clear enough. Some of 

the requirements of the process by the INPI, which apparently would be taken as time 

consuming and hard to deal with, were not considered as such by a large number of the 

respondents. Some examples of those requirements are: reaching deadlines imposed by 

the INPI, extremely well defined delimitation of the geographical area of production, 

proof of tradition and cultural importance of the product to the region, high quality 

standards and technological control at all points of production, etc. Requirements from 

other governmental institutions, for example ANVISA, which has strong regulations for 

packaging and handling, were not seen as difficulties or time consuming by the majority 

of the respondents of the survey either. For the reasons expressed here, it is difficult to 

determine which steps of the process really are responsible for such bureaucracy, 

perceived by respondents to be a result of a more difficult and slower process.  

Although there are many complains and frustrations by the associations around 

the Geographical Indication process, the subjects do agree, positively, with some aspects 

regarding the benefits of Geographical Indication recognition. Just like the literature 

suggested, the respondents of the survey confirm that Geographical Indications indeed 
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promote economic development of the region where the product is produced and increase 

the competitiveness in the domestic, as well as in the international, market. 

The analysis of the data collected and the literature also suggest that in order to 

have more effective applications for Geographical Indications recognitions, Brazilian 

producers need to change some elements of their business behavior. Many authors have 

written about the importance of group effort and about the need for cooperation among 

members of the associations in order to have a successful application. For this reason and 

because of the respondents’ perceptions, both the lack of organization and the 

independent and non-cooperative Brazilian culture in business are roadblocks in the 

recognition of Geographical Indications. A stronger integration among members of 

associations and cooperatives creates stronger units, and can result in increased chances 

of a successful process for Geographical Indication recognition. 

Integration and increased interaction among members of associations and 

cooperatives is suggested to improve the process of Geographical Indication, but 

integration and interaction with governmental institutions is also important. Respondents 

have had interactions with relevant governmental institutions before, during and after the 

process of Geographical Indication recognition. Even respondents who have not yet 

applied or have no interest in applying for Geographical Indication recognition have had 

contact with institutions such as the INPI, MAPA and SEBRAE. These institutions not 

only provide incentived and motivate associations and their members, but they are 

helpful in many different ways. They can be contacted by the applicants for a simple 

consultancy or for financial support. According to the respondents of the survey, 
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SEBRAE especially is an extremely important institution for the process of Geographical 

Indication recognition. No association that intends to apply for Geographical Indication 

protection should start the process without contacting SEBRAE first. Their consultancy 

generally has a low cost and this institution has a branch in every state of Brazil, which 

makes the contact with it even more accessible. 

Some of the transactional costs of the process of Geographical Indication were 

also taken into consideration in this study and classified in different categories. 

Incomplete information about Geographical Indications, strategic behavior, enforcement 

and organizational costs were briefly analyzed.  The classification of transactional costs 

makes it possible to elaborate on ways to diminish or annul them. For example, a 

specialized consultancy company that sells services related to Geographical Indications 

could be one of the solutions to some of the transactional costs of the process. Its role 

would be to deal directly with incomplete information by providing education to 

organizations and facilitating the process for the applicants.  

For future research on the process of Geographical Indication recognition matter 

in Brazil, I believe that there are two main points to be worked on. The first one is: How 

do associations that have had their requests for Geographical Indication denied perceive 

the process? The study of this research question could definitely help future applicants to 

have more successful processes. 

The other point for future research is the definition of bureaucracy in terms of the 

Geographical Indication process. An obvious conclusion of this study is that bureaucracy 

in general does add time and makes the process more difficult. However, future research 
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should clarify what is perceived as bureaucracy by the applicants. Such research would 

assist the INPI to understand the applicants’ frustrations, and enable it to diminish this 

roadblock within the process of Geographical Indication recognition.  

These suggestions for a better and more effective process of Geographical 

Indication recognition, as well as topics for future research around this matter discussed 

above conclude my thesis. It is hoped that the topics discussed and analyzed here will be 

useful to future applicants. If somehow this work can assist one or more associations and 

cooperatives to have a more effective request for Geographical Indications, then this 

study will be considered successful, because Geographical Indications can only bring 

benefits to Brazil. This Intellectual Property right is proven to have economic and social 

relevance and therefore should have more attention from all realms of society.   
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APPENDIX A – PART II OF THE TRIPS AGREEMENT (WTO) 

 
Article 18 

 
Term of Protection 

 
 Initial registration, and each renewal of registration, of a trademark shall be for a 
term of no less than seven years.  The registration of a trademark shall be renewable 
indefinitely. 
 

Article 19 
 

Requirement of Use 
 
1. If use is required to maintain a registration, the registration may be cancelled only 
after an uninterrupted period of at least three years of non-use, unless valid reasons based 
on the existence of obstacles to such use are shown by the trademark owner.  
Circumstances arising independently of the will of the owner of the trademark which 
constitute an obstacle to the use of the trademark, such as import restrictions on or other 
government requirements for goods or services protected by the trademark, shall be 
recognized as valid reasons for non-use. 
 
2. When subject to the control of its owner, use of a trademark by another person 
shall be recognized as use of the trademark for the purpose of maintaining the 
registration. 
 

Article 20 
 

Other Requirements 
 
 The use of a trademark in the course of trade shall not be unjustifiably 
encumbered by special requirements, such as use with another trademark, use in a special 
form or use in a manner detrimental to its capability to distinguish the goods or services 
of one undertaking from those of other undertakings. This will not preclude a requirement 
prescribing the use of the trademark identifying the undertaking producing the goods or 
services along with, but without linking it to, the trademark distinguishing the specific 
goods or services in question of that undertaking. 
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Article 21 
 

Licensing and Assignment 
 
 Members may determine conditions on the licensing and assignment of 
trademarks, it being understood that the compulsory licensing of trademarks shall not be 
permitted and that the owner of a registered trademark shall have the right to assign the 
trademark with or without the transfer of the business to which the trademark belongs.   
 
 

SECTION 3:  GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS 
 
 

Article 22 
 

Protection of Geographical Indications 
 
1. Geographical indications are, for the purposes of this Agreement, indications 
which identify a good as originating in the territory of a Member, or a region or locality 
in that territory, where a given quality, reputation or other characteristic of the good is 
essentially attributable to its geographical origin. 
 
2. In respect of geographical indications, Members shall provide the legal means for 
interested parties to prevent:   
 

(a) the use of any means in the designation or presentation of a good that 
indicates or suggests that the good in question originates in a geographical 
area other than the true place of origin in a manner which misleads the 
public as to the geographical origin of the good; 

 
(b) any use which constitutes an act of unfair competition within the meaning 

of Article 10bis of the Paris Convention (1967). 
 
3. A Member shall, ex officio if its legislation so permits or at the request of an 
interested party, refuse or invalidate the registration of a trademark which contains or 
consists of a geographical indication with respect to goods not originating in the territory 
indicated, if use of the indication in the trademark for such goods in that Member is of 
such a nature as to mislead the public as to the true place of origin. 
 
4. The protection under paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 shall be applicable against a 
geographical indication which, although literally true as to the territory, region or locality 
in which the goods originate, falsely represents to the public that the goods originate in 
another territory. 
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Article 23 
 

Additional Protection for Geographical Indications  
for Wines and Spirits 

 
1. Each Member shall provide the legal means for interested parties to prevent use of 
a geographical indication identifying wines for wines not originating in the place 
indicated by the geographical indication in question or identifying spirits for spirits not 
originating in the place indicated by the geographical indication in question, even where 
the true origin of the goods is indicated or the geographical indication is used in 
translation or accompanied by expressions such as "kind", "type", "style", "imitation" or 
the like.1 
 
2. The registration of a trademark for wines which contains or consists of a 
geographical indication identifying wines or for spirits which contains or consists of a 
geographical indication identifying spirits shall be refused or invalidated, ex officio if a 
Member's legislation so permits or at the request of an interested party, with respect to 
such wines or spirits not having this origin. 
 
3. In the case of homonymous geographical indications for wines, protection shall be 
accorded to each indication, subject to the provisions of paragraph 4 of Article 22. Each 
Member shall determine the practical conditions under which the homonymous 
indications in question will be differentiated from each other, taking into account the 
need to ensure equitable treatment of the producers concerned and that consumers are not 
misled. 
 
4. In order to facilitate the protection of geographical indications for wines, 
negotiations shall be undertaken in the Council for TRIPS concerning the establishment 
of a multilateral system of notification and registration of geographical indications for 
wines eligible for protection in those Members participating in the system. 
 
 

Article 24 
 

International Negotiations;  Exceptions 
 
1. Members agree to enter into negotiations aimed at increasing the protection of 
individual geographical indications under Article 23.  The provisions of paragraphs 4 
through 8 below shall not be used by a Member to refuse to conduct negotiations or to 
conclude bilateral or multilateral agreements.  In the context of such negotiations, 
Members shall be willing to consider the continued applicability of these provisions to 
individual geographical indications whose use was the subject of such negotiations. 
                                                 
1 Notwithstanding the first sentence of Article 42, Members may, with respect to these obligations, instead 
provide for enforcement by administrative action. 
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2. The Council for TRIPS shall keep under review the application of the provisions 
of this Section;  the first such review shall take place within two years of the entry into 
force of the WTO Agreement.  Any matter affecting the compliance with the obligations 
under these provisions may be drawn to the attention of the Council, which, at the request 
of a Member, shall consult with any Member or Members in respect of such matter in 
respect of which it has not been possible to find a satisfactory solution through bilateral 
or plurilateral consultations between the Members concerned.  The Council shall take 
such action as may be agreed to facilitate the operation and further the objectives of this 
Section. 
 
3. In implementing this Section, a Member shall not diminish the protection of 
geographical indications that existed in that Member immediately prior to the date of 
entry into force of the WTO Agreement. 
 
4. Nothing in this Section shall require a Member to prevent continued and similar 
use of a particular geographical indication of another Member identifying wines or spirits 
in connection with goods or services by any of its nationals or domiciliaries who have 
used that geographical indication in a continuous manner with regard to the same or 
related goods or services in the territory of that Member either (a) for at least 10 years 
preceding 15 April 1994 or (b) in good faith preceding that date. 
 
5. Where a trademark has been applied for or registered in good faith, or where 
rights to a trademark have been acquired through use in good faith either: 
 

(a) before the date of application of these provisions in that Member as 
defined in Part VI;  or 

 
(b) before the geographical indication is protected in its country of origin;   

 
measures adopted to implement this Section shall not prejudice eligibility for or the 
validity of the registration of a trademark, or the right to use a trademark, on the basis 
that such a trademark is identical with, or similar to, a geographical indication. 
 
6. Nothing in this Section shall require a Member to apply its provisions in respect 
of a geographical indication of any other Member with respect to goods or services for 
which the relevant indication is identical with the term customary in common language as 
the common name for such goods or services in the territory of that Member.  Nothing in 
this Section shall require a Member to apply its provisions in respect of a geographical 
indication of any other Member with respect to products of the vine for which the 
relevant indication is identical with the customary name of a grape variety existing in the 
territory of that Member as of the date of entry into force of the WTO Agreement. 
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7. A Member may provide that any request made under this Section in connection 
with the use or registration of a trademark must be presented within five years after the 
adverse use of the protected indication has become generally known in that Member or 
after the date of registration of the trademark in that Member provided that the trademark 
has been published by that date, if such date is earlier than the date on which the adverse 
use became generally known in that Member, provided that the geographical indication is 
not used or registered in bad faith. 
 
8. The provisions of this Section shall in no way prejudice the right of any person to 
use, in the course of trade, that person’s name or the name of that person’s predecessor in 
business, except where such name is used in such a manner as to mislead the public. 
 
9. There shall be no obligation under this Agreement to protect geographical 
indications which are not or cease to be protected in their country of origin, or which 
have fallen into disuse in that country. 
 
 

SECTION 4:  INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS 
 
 

Article 25 
 

Requirements for Protection 
 
1. Members shall provide for the protection of independently created industrial 
designs that are new or original.  Members may provide that designs are not new or 
original if they do not significantly differ from known designs or combinations of known 
design features.  Members may provide that such protection shall not extend to designs 
dictated essentially by technical or functional considerations. 
 
2. Each Member shall ensure that requirements for securing protection for textile 
designs, in particular in regard to any cost, examination or publication, do not 
unreasonably impair the opportunity to seek and obtain such protection.  Members shall 
be free to meet this obligation through industrial design law or through copyright law. 
 
 

Article 26 
 

Protection 
 
1. The owner of a protected industrial design shall have the right to prevent third 
parties not having the owner’s consent from making, selling or importing articles bearing 
or embodying a design which is a copy, or substantially a copy, of the protected design, 
when such acts are undertaken for commercial purposes.  
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2. Members may provide limited exceptions to the protection of industrial designs, 
provided that such exceptions do not unreasonably conflict with the normal exploitation 
of protected industrial designs and do not unreasonably prejudice the legitimate interests 
of the owner of the protected design, taking account of the legitimate interests of third 
parties. 
 
3. The duration of protection available shall amount to at least 10 years. 
 
 

SECTION 5:  PATENTS 
 
 

Article 27 
 

Patentable Subject Matter 
 
1. Subject to the provisions of paragraphs 2 and 3, patents shall be available for any 
inventions, whether products or processes, in all fields of technology, provided that they 
are new, involve an inventive step and are capable of industrial application.2  Subject to 
paragraph 4 of Article 65, paragraph 8 of Article 70 and paragraph 3 of this Article, 
patents shall be available and patent rights enjoyable without discrimination as to the 
place of invention, the field of technology and whether products are imported or locally 
produced. 
 
2. Members may exclude from patentability inventions, the prevention within their 
territory of the commercial exploitation of which is necessary to protect ordre public or 
morality, including to protect human, animal or plant life or health or to avoid serious 
prejudice to the environment, provided that such exclusion is not made merely because 
the exploitation is prohibited by their law. 
 
3. Members may also exclude from patentability: 
 

(a) diagnostic, therapeutic and surgical methods for the treatment of humans 
or animals; 

 
(b) plants and animals other than micro-organisms, and essentially biological 

processes for the production of plants or animals other than non-biological 
and microbiological processes.  However,  Members shall provide for the 
protection of plant varieties either by patents or by an effective sui generis 
system or by any combination thereof.  The provisions of this 

                                                 
2 For the purposes of this Article, the terms "inventive step" and "capable of industrial application" may be 
deemed by a Member to be synonymous with the terms "non-obvious" and "useful" respectively. 
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subparagraph shall be reviewed four years after the date of entry into force 
of the WTO Agreement. 

 
 

Article 28 
 

Rights Conferred 
 
1. A patent shall confer on its owner the following exclusive rights: 
 

(a) where the subject matter of a patent is a product, to prevent third parties 
not having the owner’s consent from the acts of:  making, using, offering 
for sale, selling, or importing3 for these purposes that product; 

  
(b) where the subject matter of a patent is a process, to prevent third parties 

not having the owner’s consent from the act of using the process, and from 
the acts of:  using, offering for sale, selling, or importing for these 
purposes at least the product obtained directly by that process. 

 
2. Patent owners shall also have the right to assign, or transfer by succession, the 
patent and to conclude licensing contracts. 
 
 

Article  29 
 

Conditions on Patent Applicants 
 
1. Members shall require that an applicant for a patent shall disclose the invention in 
a manner sufficiently clear and complete for the invention to be carried out by a person 
skilled in the art and may require the applicant to indicate the best mode for carrying out 
the invention known to the inventor at the filing date or, where priority is claimed, at the 
priority date of the application. 
 
2. Members may require an applicant for a patent to provide information concerning 
the applicant’s corresponding foreign applications and grants. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
3 This right, like all other rights conferred under this Agreement in respect of the use, sale, importation or 
other distribution of goods, is subject to the provisions of Article 6. 



   113 
   

Article 30 
 

Exceptions to Rights Conferred 
 
 Members may provide limited exceptions to the exclusive rights conferred by a 
patent, provided that such exceptions do not unreasonably conflict with a normal 
exploitation of the patent and do not unreasonably prejudice the legitimate interests of the 
patent owner, taking account of the legitimate interests of third parties. 
 
 

Article 31 
 

Other Use Without Authorization of the Right Holder 
 
 Where the law of a Member allows for other use4 of the subject matter of a patent 
without the authorization of the right holder, including use by the government or third 
parties authorized by the government, the following provisions shall be respected: 
 

(a) authorization of such use shall be considered on its individual merits; 
 

(b) such use may only be permitted if, prior to such use, the proposed user has 
made efforts to obtain authorization from the right holder on reasonable 
commercial terms and conditions and that such efforts have not been 
successful within a reasonable period of time.  This requirement may be 
waived by a Member in the case of a national emergency or other 
circumstances of extreme urgency or in cases of public non-commercial 
use.  In situations of national emergency or other circumstances of 
extreme urgency, the right holder shall, nevertheless, be notified as soon 
as reasonably practicable.  In the case of public non-commercial use, 
where the government or contractor, without making a patent search, 
knows or has demonstrable grounds to know that a valid patent is or will 
be used by or for the government, the right holder shall be informed 
promptly; 

 
(c) the scope and duration of such use shall be limited to the purpose for 

which it was authorized, and in the case of semi-conductor technology 
shall only be for public non-commercial use or to remedy a practice 
determined after judicial or administrative process to be anti-competitive; 

 
(d) such use shall be non-exclusive; 

 
(e) such use shall be non-assignable, except with that part of the enterprise or 

goodwill which enjoys such use; 
                                                 
4 "Other use" refers to use other than that allowed under Article 30. 
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(f) any such use shall be authorized predominantly for the supply of the 
domestic market of the Member authorizing such use; 

 
(g) authorization for such use shall be liable, subject to adequate protection of 

the legitimate interests of the persons so authorized, to be terminated if 
and when the circumstances which led to it cease to exist and are unlikely 
to recur.  The competent authority shall have the authority to review, upon 
motivated request, the continued existence of these circumstances; 

 
(h) the right holder shall be paid adequate remuneration in the circumstances 

of each case, taking into account the economic value of the authorization; 
 

(i) the legal validity of any decision relating to the authorization of such use 
shall be subject to judicial review or other independent review by a 
distinct higher authority in that Member; 

 
(j) any decision relating to the remuneration provided in respect of such use 

shall be subject to judicial review or other independent review by a 
distinct higher authority in that Member; 

 
(k) Members are not obliged to apply the conditions set forth in 

subparagraphs (b) and (f) where such use is permitted to remedy a practice 
determined after judicial or administrative process to be anti-competitive.  
The need to correct anti-competitive practices may be taken into account 
in determining the amount of remuneration in such cases.  Competent 
authorities shall have the authority to refuse termination of authorization if 
and when the conditions which led to such authorization are likely to 
recur; 

 
(l) where such use is authorized to permit the exploitation of a patent ("the 

second patent") which cannot be exploited without infringing another 
patent ("the first patent"), the following additional conditions shall apply: 

 
(i) the invention claimed in the second patent shall involve an 

important technical advance of considerable economic significance 
in relation to the invention claimed in the first patent; 

 
(ii) the owner of the first patent shall be entitled to a cross-licence on 

reasonable terms to use the invention claimed in the second patent;  
and 

 
(iii) the use authorized in respect of the first patent shall be non-

assignable except with the assignment of the second patent. 
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Article 32 
 

Revocation/Forfeiture 
 
 An opportunity for judicial review of any decision to revoke or forfeit a patent 
shall be available. 
 
 

Article 33 
 

Term of Protection 
 
 The term of protection available shall not end before the expiration of a period of 
twenty years counted from the filing date.5 
 
 

Article 34 
 

Process Patents:  Burden of Proof 
 
1. For the purposes of civil proceedings in respect of the infringement of the rights 
of the owner referred to in paragraph 1(b) of Article 28, if the subject matter of a patent is 
a process for obtaining a product, the judicial authorities shall have the authority to order 
the defendant to prove that the process to obtain an identical product is different from the 
patented process.  Therefore, Members shall provide, in at least one of the following 
circumstances, that any identical product when produced without the consent of the 
patent owner shall, in the absence of proof to the contrary, be deemed to have been 
obtained by the patented process: 
 

(a) if the product obtained by the patented process is new; 
 

(b) if there is a substantial likelihood that the identical product was made by 
the process and the owner of the patent has been unable through 
reasonable efforts to determine the process actually used. 

 
2. Any Member shall be free to provide that the burden of proof indicated in 
paragraph 1 shall be on the alleged infringer only if the condition referred to in 
subparagraph (a) is fulfilled or only if the condition referred to in subparagraph (b) is 
fulfilled. 
 
3. In the adduction of proof to the contrary, the legitimate interests of defendants in 
protecting their manufacturing and business secrets shall be taken into account.   
                                                 
5 It is understood that those Members which do not have a system of original grant may provide that the 
term of protection shall be computed from the filing date in the system of original grant. 
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SECTION 6:  LAYOUT-DESIGNS (TOPOGRAPHIES) OF INTEGRATED CIRCUITS 
 
 

Article 35 
 

Relation to the IPIC Treaty 
 
 Members agree to provide protection to the layout-designs (topographies) of 
integrated circuits (referred to in this Agreement as "layout-designs") in accordance with 
Articles 2 through 7 (other than paragraph 3 of Article 6), Article 12 and paragraph 3 of 
Article 16 of the Treaty on Intellectual Property in Respect of Integrated Circuits and, in 
addition, to comply with the following provisions. 
 

Article 36 
 

Scope of the Protection 
 
 Subject to the provisions of paragraph 1 of Article 37, Members shall consider 
unlawful the following acts if performed without the authorization of the right holder:6  
importing, selling, or otherwise distributing for commercial purposes a protected layout-
design, an integrated circuit in which a protected layout-design is incorporated, or an 
article incorporating such an integrated circuit only in so far as it continues to contain an 
unlawfully reproduced layout-design. 
 
 

Article 37 
 

Acts Not Requiring the Authorization of the Right Holder 
 
1. Notwithstanding Article 36, no Member shall consider unlawful the performance 
of any of the acts referred to in that Article in respect of an integrated circuit 
incorporating an unlawfully reproduced layout-design or any article incorporating such 
an integrated circuit where the person performing or ordering such acts did not know and 
had no reasonable ground to know, when acquiring the integrated circuit or article 
incorporating such an integrated circuit, that it incorporated an unlawfully reproduced 
layout-design.  Members shall provide that, after the time that such person has received 
sufficient notice that the layout-design was unlawfully reproduced, that person may 
perform any of the acts with respect to the stock on hand or ordered before such time, but 
shall be liable to pay to the right holder a sum equivalent to a reasonable royalty such as 
would be payable under a freely negotiated licence in respect of such a layout-design. 
 
                                                 
6 The term "right holder" in this Section shall be understood as having the same meaning as the term 
"holder of the right" in the IPIC Treaty. 
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2. The conditions set out in subparagraphs (a) through (k) of Article 31 shall apply 
mutatis mutandis in the event of any non-voluntary licensing of a layout-design or of its 
use by or for the government without the authorization of the right holder. 
 
 

Article 38 
 

Term of Protection 
 
1. In Members requiring registration as a condition of protection, the term of 
protection of layout-designs shall not end before the expiration of a period of 10 years 
counted from the date of filing an application for registration or from the first commercial 
exploitation wherever in the world it occurs. 
 
2. In Members not requiring registration as a condition for protection, layout-designs 
shall be protected for a term of no less than 10 years from the date of the first commercial 
exploitation wherever in the world it occurs. 
 
3. Notwithstanding paragraphs 1 and 2, a Member may provide that protection shall 
lapse 15 years after the creation of the layout-design. 
 
 

SECTION 7:  PROTECTION OF UNDISCLOSED INFORMATION  
 
 

Article 39 
 
1. In the course of ensuring effective protection against unfair competition as 
provided in Article 10bis of the Paris Convention (1967), Members shall protect 
undisclosed information in accordance with paragraph 2 and data submitted to 
governments or governmental agencies in accordance with paragraph 3. 
 
2. Natural and legal persons shall have the possibility of preventing information 
lawfully within their control from being disclosed to, acquired by, or used by others 
without their consent in a manner contrary to honest commercial practices7 so long as 
such information: 
 

(a) is secret in the sense that it is not, as a body or in the precise configuration 
and assembly of its components, generally known among or readily 

                                                 
7 For the purpose of this provision, "a manner contrary to honest commercial practices" shall mean at least 
practices such as breach of contract, breach of confidence and inducement to breach, and includes the 
acquisition of undisclosed information by third parties who knew, or were grossly negligent in failing to 
know, that such practices were involved in the acquisition. 
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accessible to persons within the circles that normally deal with the kind of 
information in question;  

 
(b) has commercial value because it is secret;  and  

 
(c) has been subject to reasonable steps under the circumstances, by the 

person lawfully in control of the information, to keep it secret. 
 
3. Members, when requiring, as a condition of approving the marketing of 
pharmaceutical or of agricultural chemical products which utilize new chemical entities, 
the submission of undisclosed test or other data, the origination of which involves a 
considerable effort, shall protect such data against unfair commercial use.  In addition, 
Members shall protect such data against disclosure, except where necessary to protect the 
public, or unless steps are taken to ensure that the data are protected against unfair 
commercial use. 
 
 

SECTION 8:  CONTROL OF ANTI-COMPETITIVE PRACTICES  
IN CONTRACTUAL LICENCES 

 
 

Article 40 
 
1. Members agree that some licensing practices or conditions pertaining to 
intellectual property rights which restrain competition may have adverse effects on trade 
and may impede the transfer and dissemination of technology. 
 
2. Nothing in this Agreement shall prevent Members from specifying in their 
legislation licensing practices or conditions that may in particular cases constitute an 
abuse of intellectual property rights having an adverse effect on competition in the 
relevant market.  As provided above, a Member may adopt, consistently with the other 
provisions of this Agreement, appropriate measures to prevent or control such practices, 
which may include for example exclusive grantback conditions, conditions preventing 
challenges to validity and coercive package licensing, in the light of the relevant laws and 
regulations of that Member. 
 
3. Each Member shall enter, upon request, into consultations with any other Member 
which has cause to believe that an intellectual property right owner that is a national or 
domiciliary of the Member to which the request for consultations has been addressed is 
undertaking practices in violation of the requesting Member's laws and regulations on the 
subject matter of this Section, and which wishes to secure compliance with such 
legislation, without prejudice to any action under the law and to the full freedom of an 
ultimate decision of either Member.  The Member addressed shall accord full and 
sympathetic consideration to, and shall afford adequate opportunity for, consultations 



   119 
   
with the requesting Member, and shall cooperate through supply of publicly available 
non-confidential information of relevance to the matter in question and of other 
information available to the Member, subject to domestic law and to the conclusion of 
mutually satisfactory agreements concerning the safeguarding of its confidentiality by the 
requesting Member. 
 
4. A Member whose nationals or domiciliaries are subject to proceedings in another 
Member concerning alleged violation of that other Member's laws and regulations on the 
subject matter of this Section shall, upon request, be granted an opportunity for 
consultations by the other Member under the same conditions as those foreseen in 
paragraph 3.  
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APPENDIX C - LIST OF CODES OF ADMINISTRATIVE CONCLUSIONS OF THE 

INPI 
 
305  Cumpra a EXIGÊNCIA, observando o disposto no complemento.  

315  Recolha e/ou complemente a RETRIBUIÇÃO devida, no exato valor 
fixado na tabela de retribuições de serviços, em vigor na data da 
comprovação do cumprimento desta exigência junto ao INPI, observando 
o disposto no complemento. Recolha, também, a retribuição estabelecida 
para CUMPRIMENTO DE EXIGÊNCIA.  

325 ARQUIVADO o pedido de Registro de Indicação Geográfica, POR 
FALTA DE CUMPRIMENTO / RESPOSTA À EXIGÊNCIA.  

335 PUBLICADO o depósito do pedido de Registro de Indicação Geográfica, 
observando o disposto no complemento. Inicia-se, nesta data, o prazo de 
60 (sessenta) dias para manifestação de terceiros.  

340 MANIFESTAÇÃO(ÕES) de terceiros(s) indicado(s) no complemento, 
face à publicação do pedido de Registro de Indicação Geográfica.  

373 DEFERIDO o pedido de Indicação Geográfica. Inicia-se, nesta data, o 
prazo de 60(sessenta) dias para que o requerente comprove, junto ao INPI, 
o recolhimento da RETRIBUIÇÃO RELATIVA À EXPEDIÇÃO DE 
CERTIFICADO DE REGISTRO, no exato valor previsto na tabela de 
custos de serviços prestados pelo INPI, vigente à época do 
recolhimento.  

375 INDEFERIDO o pedido de Registro de Indicação Geográfica, observado 
o disposto no complemento.  

380 PEDIDO DE RECONSIDERAÇÃO INTERPOSTO contra a decisão 
de indeferimento do pedido de Registro da Indicação Geográfica. 

385 PEDIDO DE RECONSIDERAÇÃO CONHECIDO E PROVIDO. 
DEFERIDO o pedido de Registro de Indicação Geográfica. Inicia-se, 
nesta data, o prazo de 60(sessenta) dias para que o requerente comprove, 
junto ao INPI, o recolhimento da RETRIBUIÇÃO RELATIVA À 
EXPEDIÇÃO DE CERTIFICADO DE REGISTRO, no exato valor 
previsto na tabela de custos de serviços prestados pelo INPI, vigente à 
época do recolhimento. 

390 PEDIDO DE RECONSIDERAÇÃO CONHECIDO. NEGADO 
PROVIMENTO. MANTIDO O INDEFERIMENTO do pedido de 
Registro de Indicação Geográfica, tendo em vista o disposto no 
complemento. ENCERRADA A INSTÂNCIA ADMINISTRATIVA. 

395 Comunicação de CONCESSÃO DE REGISTRO de reconhecimento de 
Indicação Geográfica. O certificado de Registro estará à disposição do 
Titular na recepção do INPI, após 60 (sessenta) dias a contar desta data. 
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Poderá, a pedido, ser remetido a qualquer Delegacia/Representação do 
INPI/MDIC. 

405 Retificação da COMUNICAÇÃO DE CONCESSÃO DE REGISTRO 
de reconhecimento de Indicação Geográfica, conforme indicado no 
complemento. O certificado de Registro estará à disposição do Titular na 
recepção do INPI, após 60 (sessenta) dias a contar desta data. Poderá, a 
pedido, ser remetido a qualquer Delegacia/Representação do 
INPI/MDIC. 

410 NÃO CONHECIDA A PETIÇÃO indicada, observando o disposto no 
complemento.  

412 PREJUDICADA A PETIÇÃO indicada.  

413 ARQUIVADA A PETIÇÃO indicada.  

414 INDEFERIDA A PETIÇÃO indicada.  

415 ARQUIVADO o pedido de Registro de Indicação Geográfica, por 
DESISTÊNCIA do requerente.  

417 RECONHECIDO O OBSTÁCULO ADMINISTRATIVO. 
DEVOLVIDO O PRAZO, conforme requerido, que começará a fluir a 
partir da data de sua publicação na RPI, observando o disposto no 
complemento.  

420 HOMOLOGADA A DESISTÊNCIA requerida através da petição 
indicada.  

423 ANULADO(S) o(s) despacho(s) abaixo indicado(s). 

425 NOMEADO PERITO, para saneamento de questões técnicas.  

430 SOBRESTADO o exame do pedido de Registro de Indicação Geográfica, 
observando o disposto no complemento. 

435 Pedido de Registro de Indicação Geográfica SUB-JUDICE, 
NOTIFICAÇÃO DE PROCEDIMENTO JUDICIAL, observando o 
disposto no complemento. Após o trânsito em julgado da ação judicial 
a notícia da decisão será publicada no código a ela relativo.  

440 Registro de Indicação Geográfica SUB-JUDICE, NOTIFICAÇÃO DE 
PROCEDIMENTO JUDICIAL, observando o disposto no 
complemento. Após o trânsito em julgado da ação judicial, a notícia da 
decisão será publicada no código a ela relativo. 

445 DECIDIDO JUDICIALMENTE, conforme indicado no complemento. 
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APPENDIX D – REQUESTS FOR GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATION AT THE INPI 
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APPENDIX E – SURVEY 

English
 

Block 1 

What is the current status of your organization / association in relation to the application for 
recognition of Geographical Indication?  

THE APPLICATION FOR RECOGNITION OF GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATION OF 
THE PRODUCT REPRESENTED BY MY ORGANIZATION / ASSOCIATION HAS BEEN 
ACCEPTED.  

THE APPLICATION FOR RECOGNITION OF GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATION OF 
THE PRODUCT REPRESENTED BY MY ORGANIZATION / ASSOCIATION HAS BEEN 
DENIED.  

THE APPLICATION FOR RECOGNITION OF GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATION OF 
THE PRODUCT REPRESENTED BY MY ORGANIZATION / ASSOCIATION IS IN 
PROGRESS.  

MY ORGANIZATION / ASSOCIATION NOT YET APPLIED FOR RECOGNITION 
OF GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATION OF THE PRODUCT THAT IT REPRESENTS, 
HOWEVER WISHES TO DO SO SOON.  

MY ORGANIZATION / ASSOCIATION HAS NOT YET APPLIED FOR 
RECOGNITION OF GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATION OF THE PRODUCT THAT IT 
REPRESENTS, AND HAS NO INTEREST TO DO SO.  

Block A (GROUP 1)

Please indicate when the process began, and when it ended:  

BEGIN DATE  

END DATE  

IF YOU DO NOT KNOW THE EXACT DATE, PLEASE INDICATE 
ABOUT HOW LONG THE PROCESS TOOK TO BE COMPLETED, ON 
AVERAGE. 
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Block B (GROUP 2) 

Please indicate when the process began, and when it ended:  

BEGIN DATE  

END DATE  

IF YOU DO NOT KNOW THE EXACT DATES OF THE PROCESS PLEASE 
INDICATE ABOUT HOW MANY MONTHS IT TOOK TO BE 
COMPLETED. 

 

Did the INPI provide an explanation about why your request was denied?  

YES  NO 

  

What was the reason given by the INPI to refuse the application to recognize the Geographical 
Indication?  

DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS. (NOT SPECIFIED BY INPI)  

LACK OF EVIDENCE FOR LEGITIMACY AND REPRESENTATION OF THE 
APPLICANT, LACK OF EVIDENCE OF GEOGRAPHICAL AREA AS THE CENTER OF 
PRODUCTION, LACK OF ESTABLISHMENT OF PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES AND 
COULD NOT PROVIDE CHARACTERISTICS OF PHYSICAL AREA RELATED TO THE 
QUALITY OF PRODUCT.  

LACK OF DOCUMENTATION TO PROVE THE LEGITIMACY OF 
REPRESENTATION OF THE APPLICANT, THE GEOGRAPHICAL AREA 
DELIMITATION, OR THE RECOGNITION OF THE GEOGRAPHICAL NAME OF THE 
AREA AS CENTER OF PRODUCTION.  

OTHER  

Please indicate which was the reason given by the INPI 
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Block C (GROUP 3)

Please indicate when the process began, and when it ended (Month / Year):  

BEGIN DATE 

IF YOU DO NOT KNOW THE EXACT DATE, PLEASE INDICATE 
ABOUT HOW MANY MONTHS AGO THE PROCESS WAS 
STARTED. 

 

On average, how long do you believe that this process will last?  

LESS THAN 1 YEAR  

BETWEEN 1 AND 2 YEARS  

BETWEEN 3 AND 5 YEARS  

BETWEEN 6 AND 10 YEARS  

MORE THAN 10 YEARS  

 

Block D (GROUP 4)

What is the expected date to start this process?  

WITHIN 6 MONTHS AT THE MOST  

WITHIN 6 MONTHS TO 1 YEAR  

WITHIN 1 TO 2 YEARS  

NO ESTIMATE  
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On average, how long do you believe that this process will last?  

LESS THAN 1 YEAR  

BETWEEN 1 AND 2 YEARS  

BETWEEN 3 AND 5 YEARS  

BETWEEN 6 AND 10 YEARS  

MORE THAN 10 YEARS  

 

Block E (GROUP 5) 

On average, how long do you believe that this process will last?  

LESS THAN 1 YEAR  

BETWEEN 1 AND 2 YEARS  

BETWEEN 3 AND 5 YEARS  

BETWEEN 6 AND 10 YEARS  

MORE THAN 10 YEARS  

Please indicate the main reasons why your organization / association has no interest in the 
recognition of the Geographical Indication of the product represented.  
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Block 2 

What is the product represented by your organization / association?  

 

Currently, your organization / association has how many members?  

LESS THAN 10  

BETWEEN 11 AND 50  

BETWEEN 51 AND 100  

BETWEEN 101 AND 200  

MORE THAN 500  

 

Do you believe that members of your organization / association are aware of the benefits 
arising from the recognition of a product's Geographical Indication?  

YES  NO 

  

 

Has your organization / association had contact with any of the institutions below?  

     YES NO  

INPI - NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY      

SEBRAE - BRAZILIAN SUPPORT 
SERVICE TO MICRO AND SMALL 
BUSINESS  

    

MAPA - MINISTRY OF 
AGRICULTURE, FISHERIES AND 
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SUPPLY  

If possible, please describe the reason for contact.  

 

Block 3 

Please indicate to what degree you agree with each of the following statements:  

     
STRONGLY
AGREE  AGREE  NEUTRAL DISAGREE  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

Geographical Indication 
increases the 
competitiveness of a 
product in the domestic 
market.  

       

Geographical Indication 
increases the 
competitiveness of a 
product in the 
international market.  

       

Geographical Indication 
adds value to the 
product it protects.  

       

Geographical Indication 
promotes social 
inclusion.  

       

Geographical indication 
promotes economic 
inclusion.  

       

Geographical Indication 
promotes economic 
development to the 
region where the 
product is produced.  
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Geographical Indication 
is a quality guarantee of 
a product.  

       

The distribution and use 
of guarantee seals 
among producers is 
difficult to control.  

       

Geographical indication 
should be granted only 
for products that are 
represented by 
organizations and 
associations, in order to 
avoid unfair 
competition.  

       

The use of seals of 
origin is enough to 
distinguish products 
with Geographical 
Indication from those 
without Geographical 
Indication.  

       

Seals help to stabilize 
the demand for the 
product, since these 
stamps promote 
consumer loyalty.  

       

The government' s 
actions toward 
Geographical Indication 
are satisfactory.  

       

The recognition of a 
Geographical Indication 
by the INPI does not 
mean that the same 
recognition will come 
from other markets.  
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Taking into consideration the level of difficulty presented by the process, indicate to which 
degree you agree with each of the following statements:  

     
STRONGLY 
AGREE  AGREE  NEUTRAL  DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

The fact that the 
relevant geographic 
area for the 
production must be 
very well defined 
makes the process 
of Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

The need for a 
uniform production 
by all members of 
the association 
makes the process 
of Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

The control of 
production quantity 
within the limits 
defined by the INPI 
makes the process 
of Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

 

 

 

 

       



   132 
   

The need to 
maintain the quality 
level of production 
makes the process 
of Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

The need to 
maintain 
technological 
control at all points 
of production 
makes the process 
of Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult. 

       

The need for 
qualified 
professionals at 
point of production 
in order to maintain 
quality makes the 
process of 
Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  
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The training of all 
producers 
(members of the 
association) in order 
to achieve a 
leveling of 
production quality 
makes the process 
of Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

The requirement of 
evidence of cultural 
and historical 
importance of the 
product for the 
region makes the 
process of 
Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

The lack of a strong 
association / 
organization makes 
the process of 
Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

The lack of 
organization in 
business makes the 
process of 
Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult 
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The indivualist 
culture in Brazilian 
business makes the 
process of 
Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

The lack of strong 
partnerships with 
institutions such as 
EMBRAPA and 
SEBRAE makes the 
process of 
Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

The need to comply 
with packaging 
regulations required 
by Government 
Institutions such as 
ANVISA, makes 
the process of 
Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  
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The application of 
heavy penalties for 
members who do 
not meet the 
requirements of 
production level 
makes the process 
of Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

The presence of 
high costs makes 
the process of 
Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

Reaching the 
deadlines imposed 
by the INPI makes 
the process of 
Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

Problems with 
comprehension of 
the required forms 
makes the process 
of Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

 

 

 

       



   136 
   

The need for a 
unified marketing 
plan makes the 
process of 
Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

Bureaucracy in 
general makes the 
process of 
Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

The lack of clear 
and comprehensive 
regulations on the 
subject makes the 
process of obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication 
recognition more 
difficult.  

       

Now, considering the time consumed by the process, indicate to what degree you agree with 
each of the following statements:  

     
STRONGLY 
AGREE  AGREE  NEUTRAL  DISAGREE  STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

The fact that the 
relevant geographic 
area of production of a 
product should be very 
well-defined adds time 
to the process of 
obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  
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The need for a uniform 
production by all 
members of the 
association adds time 
to the process to obtain 
a Geographical 
Indication.  

       

The need to maintain 
the level of production 
quality adds time to 
the process of 
obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  

       

The need to maintain 
technological control 
at all points of 
production adds time 
to the process of 
obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  

       

The need for qualified 
professionals in all 
producing points, in 
order to maintain 
quality, adds time to 
the process of 
obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  
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Training all producers 
(members of the 
association) in order to 
achieve a leveling of 
production quality 
adds time to the 
process of obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  

       

The requirement of 
evidence of cultural 
and historical 
importance of the 
product for the region 
adds time to the 
process of obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  

       

The lack of a strong 
association / 
organization adds time 
to the process of 
obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication. 

       

The lack of 
organization in 
business adds time to 
the process of 
obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  

       

In business, the 
individualistic culture 
of Brazil adds time to 
the process of 
obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  
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The lack of strong 
partnerships with 
institutions such as 
EMBRAPA and 
SEBRAE adds time to 
the process of 
obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  

       

The need to comply 
with packaging 
regulations required by 
Government 
Institutions such as 
ANVISA adds time to 
the process of 
obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  

       

Problems with the 
comprehension of the 
required forms adds 
time to the process of 
obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  

       

The need for a unified 
marketing plan adds 
time to the process of 
obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  

       

Bureaucracy in general 
adds time to the 
process of obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  
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The lack of clear and 
comprehensive 
regulations on the 
subject adds time to 
the process of 
obtaining 
Geographical 
Indication.  

       

In your opinion, how can the process of recognition of Geographical Indication be improved? 

 

Block 4 

Would you like to receive the results of this study?  

YES  NO 

  

Please fill out the following information: 

Name 

Position 

E-mail 

Telephone 

Name of your organization/association

Any comments/suggestions regarding this survey?  

 

Survey Powered By Qualtrics 
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APPENDIX F – COVER LETTER ENGLISH 

Ohio University  

Center for International Studies 

Athens, OH - USA 

  

Mr. /Mrs. ___________,             

  

Geographical Indication is considered to be a very important tool used to increase 

the competitiveness of a product, both in the domestic as well as in the international 

market. Besides increasing competitiveness, this Intellectual Property has shown to be an 

instrument of social inclusion and economic development for the region. Currently there 

are six Brazilian products protected by Geographical Indication: 

-       Cachaça from Paraty 

-       Wine from Vale dos Vinhedos 

-       Meat from Pampa Gaúcho da Campanha Meridional 

-       Coffee from Cerrado Mineiro 

-       Lather from Vale dos Sinos 

-       Grapes and Mangos from Vale do São Francisco. 

Other products also might be eligible to be protected by Geographical Indication 

and to obtain this competitive advantage; however, the process requires time and 

attention from producers and associations. My aim is to research different recognition 

processes of Geographical Indication and investigate the opinion of the producers 

regarding the difficulties found in the process as well as the time consumed by it. 

According to the results found by this research, suggestions for more effectiveness in the 

process will be made, and this study will became useful for the producers. 

I, as a researcher, am interested in learning about the Geographical Indication 

recognition process, more specifically, through the producer’s perspective. For the 

reasons given above, I request the participation of your organization/association and the 

representation of its members in this study. It is important to highlight that your 
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participation is completely optional and that your consent to use the data for research 

purposes will be implied by the completion and return of the survey. In order to 

participate in this research, the representative, chosen by your association/organization 

has to be eighteen years of age or older. The survey should not take more than 20 minutes 

to be completed. Please, reply to the survey within seven days from today’s date. 

 Contact me if you have any doubts at all about this study. You can reach me at 

sf318808@ohio.edu, or by phone (1) 740-8569586 (United States)/ (55) 31-32713070 

(Brazil). As soon as this study is complete results will be shared with you.  If you have 

any questions regarding your rights as a research participant, please contact Jo Ellen 

Sherow, Director of Research Compliance, Ohio University, (740)593-0664. 

 

In order to answer the survey, please use the following link: 

http://uohio.qualtrics.com//SE?SID=SV_39SwXYnYjptpJT6&SVID=Prod 

                  

Thank you for your attention,  

  

 Sarah Mendonça de Faria 

           Primary Investigator                             
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APPENDIX G – COVER LETTER PORTUGUESE 

 

Universidade de Ohio 

Centro de Estudos Internacionais 

Athens, OH – Estados Unidos 

Prezado(a) Senhor(a),             

 

Indicação Geográfica é considerada uma ferramenta muito utilizada para aumentar a 

competitividade de um produto, tanto no mercado interno como no mercado 

internacional. Além do aumento de competitividade, esta propriedade intelectual também 

tem se mostrado um instrumento de inclusão social e desenvolvimento econômico 

regional. 

 

Atualmente, existem seis produtos brasileiros protegidos por Indicação Geográfica: 

-       Cachaça de Paraty 

-       Vinho do Vale dos Vinhedos 

-       Carne do Pampa Gaúcho da Campanha Meridional 

-       Café do Cerrado Mineiro 

-       Couro do Vale dos Sinos 

-       Uvas de mesa e Manga do Vale do São Francisco. 

 

Outros produtos também podem obter esta vantagem competitiva; no entanto, o processo 

requer tempo e atenção dos produtores e suas associações. A minha proposta é pesquisar 

os diferentes processos de reconhecimento de Indicação Geográfica no Brasil e investigar 

a opinião dos produtores em relação às dificuldades encontradas e o tempo 

despendido durante o processo. De acordo com os resultados encontrados por esta 

pesquisa, sugestões para maior efetividade nos processos de Indicação Geográfica serão 

feitas, tornando este estudo útil aos produtores. 
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Eu, como pesquisadora, estou interessada em aprender sobre este processo, 

especificamente  através da perspectiva dos produtores. Pelas razões expostas acima, 

solicito a participação de sua organização/associação e a devida representação de seus 

membros neste estudo. É importante notar que a sua participação é totalmente opcional, e 

que o seu consentimento de utilização dos dados para fins de pesquisa se dá a partir do 

momento que a mesma for respondida e devolvida. Para fazer parte deste estudo é 

necessário que a idade do representante, escolhido por sua organização/associação, seja 

de no mínimo 18 anos. Para completar a pesquisa o representante deve levará cerca de 20 

minutos. Peço a gentileza que o faça dentro de sete dias, a partir da data de hoje. 

 

 Caso tenha dúvidas sobre este estudo ou queira discutir sobre a pesquisa, você pode 

entrar em contato comigo através do e-mail sf318808@ohio.edu, ou pelo telefone (1) 

740-8569586 (Estados Unidos)/ (55) 31-32713070 (Brasil). Assim que este estudo for 

concluído, os resultados serão compartilhados. Se tiver dúvidas sobre seus direitos como 

participante da pesquisa, sobre seu teor e objetivo, bem como meu compromisso com 

suas respostas, por favor contate Jo Ellen Sherow, Diretora do setor de Conforme de 

Pesquisas, na Universidade de Ohio, +1 (740)593-0664. 

 

Para começar a responder a pesquisa, basta utilizar o seguinte link: 

http://uohio.qualtrics.com//SE?SID=SV_4TVbYo5hr38LS6&SVID=Prod 

                    

 Desde já agradeço a sua colaboração 

 

Sarah Mendonça de Faria 

Investigadora Primária       
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APPENDIX H – TABLES OF MEANS PER GROUP FOR QUESTION 18 FROM THE 

SURVEY 

QUESTION 18 

 
GROUP 1  1  2  3  4  5   

#   Total  Means

1 
Geographical Indication increases the 

competitiveness of a product in the domestic 
market. 

  3.00       3 6.00 2.00 

2 
Geographical Indication increases the 

competitiveness of a product in the international 
market. 

  3.00       3 6.00 2.00 

3  Geographical Indication adds value to the product it 
protects.   2.00   1.00   3 8.00 2.67 

4  Geographical Indication promotes social inclusion. 1.00   1.00 1.00   3 8.00 2.67 

5  Geographical indication promotes economic 
inclusion.   1.00 1.00 1.00   3 9.00 3.00 

6 
Geographical Indication promotes economic 

development to the region where the product is 
produced. 

1.00 2.00       3 5.00 1.67 

7  Geographical Indication is a quality guarantee of a 
product.   3.00       3 6.00 2.00 

8  The distribution and use of guarantee seals among 
producers is difficult to control.   2.00   1.00   3 8.00 2.67 

9 
Geographical indication should be granted only for 
products that are represented by organizations and 
associations, in order to avoid unfair competition. 

1.00 2.00       3 5.00 1.67 

10 
The use of seals of origin is enough to distinguish 
products with Geographical Indication from those 

without Geographical Indication. 
      3.00   3 12.00 4.00 

11  Seals help to stabilize the demand for the product, 
since these stamps promote consumer loyalty.   1.00 1.00 1.00   3 9.00 3.00 

12  The government' s actions toward Geographical 
Indication are satisfactory.     1.00 1.00 1.00 3 12.00 4.00 

13 
The recognition of a Geographical Indication by the 
INPI does not mean that the same recognition will 

come from other markets. 
2.00 1.00       3 4.00 1.33 
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  QUESTION 18 

 
GROUP 3  1  2  3  4  5   

#   Total  Means

1 Geographical Indication increases the competitiveness 
of a product in the domestic market. 3.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4 5.00 1.25 

2 Geographical Indication increases the competitiveness 
of a product in the international market. 3.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4 5.00 1.25 

3 Geographical Indication adds value to the product it 
protects. 2.00 1.00 1.00   0.00 4 7.00 1.75 

4 Geographical Indication promotes social inclusion.   2.00 2.00   0.00 4 10.00 2.50 

5 Geographical indication promotes economic inclusion. 1.00 3.00       4 7.00 1.75 

6 
Geographical Indication promotes economic 

development to the region where the product is 
produced. 

2.00 2.00       4 6.00 1.50 

7 Geographical Indication is a quality guarantee of a 
product. 1.00 2.00   1.00   4 9.00 2.25 

8 The distribution and use of guarantee seals among 
producers is difficult to control.   2.00 1.00 1.00   4 11.00 2.75 

9 
Geographical indication should be granted only for 
products that are represented by organizations and 
associations, in order to avoid unfair competition. 

1.00 1.00   2.00   4 11.00 2.75 

10 
The use of seals of origin is enough to distinguish 
products with Geographical Indication from those 

without Geographical Indication. 
  2.00   2.00   4 12.00 3.00 

11 Seals help to stabilize the demand for the product, 
since these stamps promote consumer loyalty.   1.00   3.00   4 14.00 3.50 

12 The government' s actions toward Geographical 
Indication are satisfactory.       4.00   4 16.00 4.00 

13 
The recognition of a Geographical Indication by the 
INPI does not mean that the same recognition will 

come from other markets. 
  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 4 14.00 3.50 
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  QUESTION 18 

 
GROUP 4  1  2  3  4  5   

#  
Tota
l 

Mean
s 

1  Geographical Indication increases the competitiveness of a 
product in the domestic market. 1.00 1.00       2 3.00 1.50 

2  Geographical Indication increases the competitiveness of a 
product in the international market. 1.00 1.00       2 3.00 1.50 

3  Geographical Indication adds value to the product it 
protects. 1.00 1.00       2 3.00 1.50 

4  Geographical Indication promotes social inclusion. 1.00       1.00 2 6.00 3.00 

5  Geographical indication promotes economic inclusion. 1.00       1.00 2 6.00 3.00 

6  Geographical Indication promotes economic development 
to the region where the product is produced.   2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

7  Geographical Indication is a quality guarantee of a product.   1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

8  The distribution and use of guarantee seals among 
producers is difficult to control.   1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

9 
Geographical indication should be granted only for 
products that are represented by organizations and 
associations, in order to avoid unfair competition. 

  1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

1
0 

The use of seals of origin is enough to distinguish products 
with Geographical Indication from those without 

Geographical Indication. 
      2.00   2 8.00 4.00 

1
1 

Seals help to stabilize the demand for the product, since 
these stamps promote consumer loyalty.   1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

1
2 

The government' s actions toward Geographical Indication 
are satisfactory.   1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

1
3 

The recognition of a Geographical Indication by the INPI 
does not mean that the same recognition will come from 

other markets. 
  2.00       2 4.00 2.00 
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  QUESTION 18 

 
GROUP 5  1  2  3  4  5   

#   Total Means

1 Geographical Indication increases the competitiveness of 
a product in the domestic market.   1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

2 Geographical Indication increases the competitiveness of 
a product in the international market.   1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

3 Geographical Indication adds value to the product it 
protects.     2.00     2 6.00 3.00 

4 Geographical Indication promotes social inclusion.     1.00 1.00   2 7.00 3.50 

5 Geographical indication promotes economic inclusion.   1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

6 Geographical Indication promotes economic development 
to the region where the product is produced.   1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

7 Geographical Indication is a quality guarantee of a 
product.       1.00 1.00 2 9.00 4.50 

8 The distribution and use of guarantee seals among 
producers is difficult to control. 1.00 1.00       2 3.00 1.50 

9 
Geographical indication should be granted only for 
products that are represented by organizations and 
associations, in order to avoid unfair competition. 

1.00 1.00       2 3.00 1.50 

10 
The use of seals of origin is enough to distinguish 

products with Geographical Indication from those without 
Geographical Indication. 

  1.00   1.00   4 6.00 1.50 

11 Seals help to stabilize the demand for the product, since 
these stamps promote consumer loyalty.     1.00 1.00   2 7.00 3.50 

12 The government' s actions toward Geographical Indication 
are satisfactory.     1.00 1.00   2 7.00 3.50 

13 
The recognition of a Geographical Indication by the INPI 
does not mean that the same recognition will come from 

other markets. 
1.00 1.00       2 3.00 1.50 
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APPENDIX I – TABLES OF MEANS PER GROUP FOR QUESTION 19 FROM THE 

SURVEY 
 
 QUESTION 19          

 GROUP 1 1 2 3 4 5  
#  Total Means 

1 
The fact that the relevant geographic area for the production must be 

very well defined makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult. 

      3.00   3 12.00 4.00 

2 
The need for a uniform production by all members of the association 

makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition more 
difficult. 

      3.00   3 12.00 4.00 

3 
The control of production quantity within the limits defined by the 

INPI makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition more 
difficult. 

    1.00 1.00 1.00 3 12.00 4.00 

4 The need to maintain the quality level of production makes the 
process of Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00   2.00   3 10.00 3.33 

5 
The need to maintain technological control at all points of 
production makes the process of Geographical Indication 

recognition more difficult. 
  1.00   2.00   3 10.00 3.33 

6 
The need for qualified professionals at point of production in order 
to maintain quality makes the process of Geographical Indication 

recognition more difficult. 
  1.00   2.00   3 10.00 3.33 

7 
The training of all producers (members of the association) in order 

to achieve a leveling of production quality makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 

    1.00 2.00   3 11.00 3.67 

8 
The requirement of evidence of cultural and historical importance of 

the product for the region makes the process of Geographical 
Indication recognition more difficult. 

      3.00   3 12.00 4.00 

9 The lack of a strong association / organization makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 1.00 1.00 1.00     3 6.00 2.00 

10 The lack of organization in business makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   2.00   1.00   3 8.00 2.67 

11 The indivualist culture in Brazilian business makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   3.00       3 6.00 2.00 

12 
The lack of strong partnerships with institutions such as EMBRAPA 

and SEBRAE makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult. 

  1.00   1.00 1.00 3 11.00 3.67 

13 
The need to comply with packaging regulations required by 

Government Institutions such as ANVISA, makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 

  1.00 2.00     3 8.00 2.67 

14 
The application of heavy penalties for members who do not meet the 
requirements of production level makes the process of Geographical 

Indication recognition more difficult. 
      2.00 1.00 3 13.00 4.33 

15 The presence of high costs makes the process of Geographical 
Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00 1.00 1.00   3 9.00 3.00 

16 Reaching the deadlines imposed by the INPI makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00   2.00   3 10.00 3.33 

17 Problems with comprehension of the required forms makes the 
process of Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.     1.00 2.00   3 11.00 3.67 

18 The need for a unified marketing plan makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 1.00 1.00 1.00     3 6.00 2.00 

19 Bureocracy in general makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult. 2.00 1.00       3 4.00 1.33 

20 
The lack of clear and comprehensive regulations on the subject 

makes the process of obtaining Geographical Indication recognition 
more difficult. 

  2.00   1.00   3 8.00 2.67 
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QUESTION 19  

 GROUP 3 1 2 3 4 5  
#  Total Means 

1 
The fact that the relevant geographic area for the production must be 

very well defined makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult. 

  1.00 1.00 1.00   3 9.00 3.00 

2 
The need for a uniform production by all members of the association 

makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition more 
difficult. 

  1.00   2.00   3 10.00 3.33 

3 
The control of production quantity within the limits defined by the 

INPI makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition 
more difficult. 

  1.00   2.00   3 10.00 3.33 

4 The need to maintain the quality level of production makes the 
process of Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00   2.00   3 10.00 3.33 

5 
The need to maintain technological control at all points of 
production makes the process of Geographical Indication 

recognition more difficult. 
  3.00       3 6.00 2.00 

6 
The need for qualified professionals at point of production in order 
to maintain quality makes the process of Geographical Indication 

recognition more difficult. 
  2.00   1.00   3 8.00 2.67 

7 
The training of all producers (members of the association) in order 

to achieve a leveling of production quality makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 

  3.00       3 6.00 2.00 

8 
The requirement of evidence of cultural and historical importance of 

the product for the region makes the process of Geographical 
Indication recognition more difficult. 

  1.00   2.00   3 10.00 3.33 

9 The lack of a strong association / organization makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 1.00 2.00       3 5.00 1.67 

10 The lack of organization in business makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   2.00   1.00   3 8.00 2.67 

11 The indivualist culture in Brazilian business makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   2.00   1.00   3 8.00 2.67 

12 
The lack of strong partnerships with institutions such as EMBRAPA 

and SEBRAE makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult. 

  3.00       3 6.00 2.00 

13 
The need to comply with packaging regulations required by 

Government Institutions such as ANVISA, makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 

  2.00 1.00     3 7.00 2.33 

14 
The application of heavy penalties for members who do not meet the 
requirements of production level makes the process of Geographical 

Indication recognition more difficult. 
  2.00 1.00     3 7.00 2.33 

15 The presence of high costs makes the process of Geographical 
Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00   2.00   3 10.00 3.33 

16 Reaching the deadlines imposed by the INPI makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.       3.00   3 12.00 4.00 

17 Problems with comprehension of the required forms makes the 
process of Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.       3.00   3 12.00 4.00 

18 The need for a unified marketing plan makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00 1.00 1.00   3 9.00 3.00 

19 Bureocracy in general makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult.   3.00       3 6.00 2.00 

20 
The lack of clear and comprehensive regulations on the subject 

makes the process of obtaining Geographical Indication recognition 
more difficult. 

  2.00   1.00   3 8.00 2.67 
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QUESTION 19  

 GROUP 4 1 2 3 4 5  
#  Total Means 

1 
The fact that the relevant geographic area for the production must be 

very well defined makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult. 

  1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

2 
The need for a uniform production by all members of the association 

makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition more 
difficult. 

      2.00   2 8.00 4.00 

3 
The control of production quantity within the limits defined by the 

INPI makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition more 
difficult. 

      2.00   2 8.00 4.00 

4 The need to maintain the quality level of production makes the 
process of Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

5 
The need to maintain technological control at all points of production 

makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition more 
difficult. 

1.00     1.00   2 5.00 2.50 

6 
The need for qualified professionals at point of production in order to 

maintain quality makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult. 

  1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

7 
The training of all producers (members of the association) in order to 

achieve a leveling of production quality makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 

  1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

8 
The requirement of evidence of cultural and historical importance of 

the product for the region makes the process of Geographical 
Indication recognition more difficult. 

      2.00   2 8.00 4.00 

9 The lack of a strong association / organization makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 1.00 1.00       2 3.00 1.50 

10 The lack of organization in business makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

11 The indivualist culture in Brazilian business makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

12 
The lack of strong partnerships with institutions such as EMBRAPA 

and SEBRAE makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult. 

1.00 1.00       2 3.00 1.50 

13 
The need to comply with packaging regulations required by 

Government Institutions such as ANVISA, makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 

  1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

14 
The application of heavy penalties for members who do not meet the 
requirements of production level makes the process of Geographical 

Indication recognition more difficult. 
      2.00   2 8.00 4.00 

15 The presence of high costs makes the process of Geographical 
Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

16 Reaching the deadlines imposed by the INPI makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

17 Problems with comprehension of the required forms makes the 
process of Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

18 The need for a unified marketing plan makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

19 Bureocracy in general makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult.   1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

20 
The lack of clear and comprehensive regulations on the subject makes 

the process of obtaining Geographical Indication recognition more 
difficult. 

  2.00       2 4.00 2.00 
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QUESTION 19  

 GROUP 5 1 2 3 4 5  
#  Total Means 

1 
The fact that the relevant geographic area for the production must be 

very well defined makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult. 

  1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

2 
The need for a uniform production by all members of the association 

makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition more 
difficult. 

  2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

3 
The control of production quantity within the limits defined by the 

INPI makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition more 
difficult. 

  1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

4 The need to maintain the quality level of production makes the 
process of Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

5 
The need to maintain technological control at all points of 

production makes the process of Geographical Indication recognition 
more difficult. 

  1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

6 
The need for qualified professionals at point of production in order 
to maintain quality makes the process of Geographical Indication 

recognition more difficult. 
    1.00 1.00   2 7.00 3.50 

7 
The training of all producers (members of the association) in order to 

achieve a leveling of production quality makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 

    1.00 1.00   2 7.00 3.50 

8 
The requirement of evidence of cultural and historical importance of 

the product for the region makes the process of Geographical 
Indication recognition more difficult. 

  2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

9 The lack of a strong association / organization makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.     1.00 1.00   2 7.00 3.50 

10 The lack of organization in business makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

11 The indivualist culture in Brazilian business makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

12 
The lack of strong partnerships with institutions such as EMBRAPA 

and SEBRAE makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult. 

      2.00   2 8.00 4.00 

13 
The need to comply with packaging regulations required by 

Government Institutions such as ANVISA, makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 

  1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

14 
The application of heavy penalties for members who do not meet the 
requirements of production level makes the process of Geographical 

Indication recognition more difficult. 
    1.00 1.00   2 7.00 3.50 

15 The presence of high costs makes the process of Geographical 
Indication recognition more difficult. 1.00 1.00       2 3.00 1.50 

16 Reaching the deadlines imposed by the INPI makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 1.00   1.00     2 4.00 2.00 

17 Problems with comprehension of the required forms makes the 
process of Geographical Indication recognition more difficult. 1.00   1.00     2 4.00 2.00 

18 The need for a unified marketing plan makes the process of 
Geographical Indication recognition more difficult.   2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

19 Bureocracy in general makes the process of Geographical Indication 
recognition more difficult.   1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

20 
The lack of clear and comprehensive regulations on the subject 

makes the process of obtaining Geographical Indication recognition 
more difficult. 

  2.00       2 4.00 2.00 
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APPENDIX J – TABLES OF MEANS PER GROUP FOR QUESTION 20 FROM THE 

SURVEY 
 

QUESTION 20 

 GROUP 1 1 2 3 4 5  
#  Total Means 

1 
The fact that the relevant geographic area of production of a product 

should be very well-defined adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 

  2.00   1.00   3 8.00 
2.67 

2 The need for a uniform production by all members of the association 
adds time to the process to obtain a Geographical Indication.     1.00 2.00   3 11.00 3.67 

3 The need to maintain the level of production quality adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication.       3.00   3 12.00 4.00 

4 The need to maintain technological control at all points of production 
adds time to the process of obtaining Geographical Indication.     1.00 2.00   3 11.00 3.67 

5 
The need for qualified professionals in all producing points, in order 

to maintain quality, adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 

  1.00   2.00   3 10.00 
3.33 

6 
Training all producers (members of the association) in order to 

achieve a leveling of production quality adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication. 

  2.00 1.00     3 7.00 
2.33 

7 
The requirement of evidence of cultural and historical importance of 

the product for the region adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 

  1.00   2.00   3 10.00 
3.33 

8 The lack of a strong association / organization adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   3.00       3 6.00 2.00 

10 The lack of organization in business adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication.   2.00   1.00   3 8.00 2.67 

9 In business, the individualistic culture of Brazil adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   3.00       3 6.00 2.00 

11 
The lack of strong partnerships with institutions such as EMBRAPA 

and SEBRAE adds time to the process of obtaining Geographical 
Indication. 

  3.00       3 6.00 
2.00 

12 
The need to comply with packaging regulations required by 

Government Institutions such as ANVISA adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication. 

  2.00 1.00     3 7.00 
2.33 

13 Problems with the comprehension of the required forms adds time to 
the process of obtaining Geographical Indication.     2.00 1.00   3 10.00 3.33 

14 The need for a unified marketing plan adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication. 1.00 2.00       3 5.00 1.67 

15 Bureocracy in general adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 1.00 2.00       3 5.00 1.67 

16 The lack of clear and comprehensive regulations on the subject adds 
time to the process of obtaining Geographical Indication. 1.00 1.00 1.00     3 6.00 2.00 
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 QUESTION 20         

 GROUP 3 1 2 3 4 5  
#  Total Means 

1 
The fact that the relevant geographic area of production of a product 

should be very well-defined adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 

  2.00   1.00   3 8.00 2.67 

2 The need for a uniform production by all members of the association 
adds time to the process to obtain a Geographical Indication.   2.00 1.00     3 7.00 2.33 

3 The need to maintain the level of production quality adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   2.00 1.00     3 7.00 2.33 

4 
The need to maintain technological control at all points of 

production adds time to the process of obtaining Geographical 
Indication. 

  2.00 1.00     3 7.00 2.33 

5 
The need for qualified professionals in all producing points, in order 

to maintain quality, adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 

  2.00 1.00     3 7.00 2.33 

6 
Training all producers (members of the association) in order to 

achieve a leveling of production quality adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication. 

  2.00 1.00     3 7.00 2.33 

7 
The requirement of evidence of cultural and historical importance of 

the product for the region adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 

  1.00 1.00 1.00   3 9.00 3.00 

8 The lack of a strong association / organization adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   2.00 1.00     3 7.00 2.33 

10 The lack of organization in business adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication.   2.00 1.00     3 7.00 2.33 

9 In business, the individualistic culture of Brazil adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   2.00   1.00   3 8.00 2.67 

11 
The lack of strong partnerships with institutions such as EMBRAPA 

and SEBRAE adds time to the process of obtaining Geographical 
Indication. 

  2.00 1.00     3 7.00 2.33 

12 
The need to comply with packaging regulations required by 

Government Institutions such as ANVISA adds time to the process 
of obtaining Geographical Indication. 

  2.00 1.00     3 7.00 2.33 

13 Problems with the comprehension of the required forms adds time to 
the process of obtaining Geographical Indication.     1.00 2.00   3 11.00 3.67 

14 The need for a unified marketing plan adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication.   1.00 1.00 1.00   3 9.00 3.00 

15 Bureocracy in general adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication.   3.00       3 6.00 2.00 

16 The lack of clear and comprehensive regulations on the subject adds 
time to the process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   2.00   1.00   3 8.00 2.67 

 

  



   155 
   

 QUESTION 20    

 GROUP 4 1 2 3 4 5  
#  Total Means 

1 
The fact that the relevant geographic area of production of a 

product should be very well-defined adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication. 

  2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

2 
The need for a uniform production by all members of the 

association adds time to the process to obtain a Geographical 
Indication. 

  1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

3 The need to maintain the level of production quality adds time to 
the process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

4 
The need to maintain technological control at all points of 

production adds time to the process of obtaining Geographical 
Indication. 

  2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

5 
The need for qualified professionals in all producing points, in 
order to maintain quality, adds time to the process of obtaining 

Geographical Indication. 
  2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

6 
Training all producers (members of the association) in order to 

achieve a leveling of production quality adds time to the process 
of obtaining Geographical Indication. 

  2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

7 
The requirement of evidence of cultural and historical importance 
of the product for the region adds time to the process of obtaining 

Geographical Indication. 
      2.00   2 8.00 4.00 

8 The lack of a strong association / organization adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication. 1.00 1.00       2 3.00 1.50 

10 The lack of organization in business adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication. 1.00 1.00       2 3.00 1.50 

9 In business, the individualistic culture of Brazil adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication. 2.00         2 2.00 1.00 

11 
The lack of strong partnerships with institutions such as 

EMBRAPA and SEBRAE adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 

2.00         2 2.00 1.00 

12 
The need to comply with packaging regulations required by 
Government Institutions such as ANVISA adds time to the 

process of obtaining Geographical Indication. 
  1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

13 Problems with the comprehension of the required forms adds time 
to the process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

14 The need for a unified marketing plan adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication.   2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

15 Bureocracy in general adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 1.00 1.00       2 3.00 1.50 

16 The lack of clear and comprehensive regulations on the subject 
adds time to the process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   2.00       2 4.00 2.00 
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 QUESTION 20         

 GROUP 5 1 2 3 4 5  
#  Total Means 

1 
The fact that the relevant geographic area of production of a 

product should be very well-defined adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication. 

1.00   1.00     2 4.00 2.00 

2 
The need for a uniform production by all members of the 

association adds time to the process to obtain a Geographical 
Indication. 

1.00   1.00     2 4.00 2.00 

3 The need to maintain the level of production quality adds time to 
the process of obtaining Geographical Indication.     1.00 1.00   2 7.00 3.50 

4 
The need to maintain technological control at all points of 

production adds time to the process of obtaining Geographical 
Indication. 

  1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

5 
The need for qualified professionals in all producing points, in 
order to maintain quality, adds time to the process of obtaining 

Geographical Indication. 
  1.00   1.00   2 6.00 3.00 

6 
Training all producers (members of the association) in order to 

achieve a leveling of production quality adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication. 

      2.00   2 8.00 4.00 

7 
The requirement of evidence of cultural and historical importance 
of the product for the region adds time to the process of obtaining 

Geographical Indication. 
  1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

8 The lack of a strong association / organization adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

10 The lack of organization in business adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication.   2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

9 In business, the individualistic culture of Brazil adds time to the 
process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

11 
The lack of strong partnerships with institutions such as 

EMBRAPA and SEBRAE adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication. 

    1.00 1.00   2 7.00 3.50 

12 
The need to comply with packaging regulations required by 

Government Institutions such as ANVISA adds time to the process 
of obtaining Geographical Indication. 

  1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

13 Problems with the comprehension of the required forms adds time 
to the process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 

14 The need for a unified marketing plan adds time to the process of 
obtaining Geographical Indication.   2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

15 Bureocracy in general adds time to the process of obtaining 
Geographical Indication.   2.00       2 4.00 2.00 

16 The lack of clear and comprehensive regulations on the subject 
adds time to the process of obtaining Geographical Indication.   1.00 1.00     2 5.00 2.50 
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