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When Did GIs Became Part of the Trade Discussion? 
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GIs as Trade Conflicts
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GIs as Trade Conflicts



GIs and Trade post-TRIPS: FTAs with Specific IP Provisions

Source: WTO RTA Database
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Percentage of RTAs with IP Provisions
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		Period of entry into force		RTAs with IP		RTAs with high IP content		RTAs without IP

		Before 1995		16		6		18

		1995-99		10		2		22

		2000-04		38		9		9

		2005-09		67		19		11

		2010-2014		57		22		5

		2015-17		15		8		0
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RTAs with IP
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		Period of entry into force		RTAs without IP		Negligible		Moderate		High		Total Of RTA_name

		Before 1995		18		7		3		6		34

		1995-99		22		5		3		2		32

		2000-04		9		13		16		9		47

		2005-09		11		24		24		19		78

		2010-2014		5		16		19		22		62

		2015-17		0		3		4		8		15

												Period_entry		Total Of RTA_name		High		Moderate		Negligible		None

												Before1995		34		6		3		7		18

												1995-99		32		2		3		5		22

												2000-04		47		9		16		13		9

												2005-09		78		19		24		24		11

												2010-2014		62		22		19		16		5

												2015-17		15		8		4		3

														268		66		69		68		65
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										Period of entry into force		RTAs with IP		RTAs without IP

										Before 1995		16		18

										1995-99		10		22

										2000-04		38		9

										2005-09		67		11

										2010-2014		57		5

										2015-17		15		0

		Period_entry		Total Of RTA_name		High		Moderate		Negligible		None		RTAs with IP								Period_entry		Total Of RTA_name		High		Moderate		Negligible		None

		Before1995		34		6		3		7		18		16								Before 1995		34		6		3		7		18

		1995-99		32		2		3		5		22		10								1995-99		32		2		3		5		22

		2000-04		47		9		16		13		9		38								2000-04		47		9		16		13		9

		2005-09		78		19		24		24		11		67								2005-09		78		19		24		24		11

		2010-2014		62		22		19		16		5		57								2010-2014		62		22		19		16		5

		2015-17		14		8		4		3		0		15								2015-17		15		8		4		3

																								268		66		69		68		65

				268		66		68		69		65
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RTAs with IP
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		data from table 1 input query

												CountOfRTA_name		IP defined as investment		Non-violation complaints		Exhaustion		Border measures		Enforcement procedures		Assistance, cooperation		Nat'l or MFN treatment		References to WIPO treaties		TRIPS reaffirmation		Commitment to IP protection

												202		39%		10%		19%		50%		62%		81%		44%		54%		66%		79%

														79		20		38		100		125		163		89		109		133		160
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Percentage of RTAs with IP provisions

RTAs with IP provisions



		rtas notified and in force , excluding accessions		IP Provisions		No IP Provisions

		267		202		65





		





		





		



RTAs in force and notified to WTO as of March 2017





GIs and FTAs 





For example 
…



The FTAs GI “Maze” 



Conclusions 
• GIs are increasingly relevant for national and local development in a larger 

number of countries
• This is translated in growing relevance of GIs as tools to promote 

international trade
• Market access is an important part of the GI debate
• GI protection has been steadily increasing in the world, in particular in 

developing countries
• Few GIs remain very controversial, but specific case-by-case solutions 

have been negotiated in several FTAs



https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/geog
raphical-indications-at-the-crossroads-of-
trade-development-and-
culture/3E2DD2994578FC243041D3EEFF
EC39B3

Open Access Book!
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Irene.Calboli@gmail.com
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