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This document introduces the common template for Case Studies, through some preliminary remarks. Indeed, the WP5 case study template adjusts WP3 and WP4 methodological suggestions with respect to 2 points:

· A greater emphasis on the analysis of the national context vis-à-vis the selected case study ;

· A more precise and comprehensive definition of the “GI system”.

1.
Understanding the linkages with the national context 
Elicitating the relation between the case and its national context is particularly relevant in countries where recognition of GIs is incipient, or does not have a long historical record. Because they are only starting to incorporate GIs into their economic or agricultural policy, often in relation to the WTO / TRIPS framework, these countries’ early choices in terms of GI selection or recognition may reflect the influence of some sensible national issues, policy objectives or of influential actors / drivers.

Situating the case within its country context requires a short review of:

i/ the trade and consumer policy; 
ii/ the general policy regarding IPR; and 
iii/ the place of agriculture in the national economy and the objectives set for rural development.

We suggest that these topics linking the case study with its macro context be presented in the introduction, and later discussed in the conclusions.
This is consistent with the Case Study selection criteria (WP4) that the case study chosen be relevant for  the understanding of the country-wide situation regarding GIs. This relevance must be explained and argued from the beginning, before focusing on the specific product and geographical area. 

2.
Fine-tuning the definition of the “GI system”

The definition of the GI system is key to the whole Case Study approach and analysis.
Two aspects are debatable:
· What is a GI system ?   A GI system cannot be assimilated to a supply chain / value chain system because it also incorporates other horizontal, land-based coordination mechanisms. A modified definition of GI system is proposed below (§ 1.21).
· Which actors are inside the GI system ?  We argue that the position of value –chain and territorial actors vis-à-vis the GI system (inside or outside it) is not predefined, but that it depends from case to case (§ 1.22). For example, a large enterprise might be an outsider in one case, and a GI system insider in another case.   Therefore each case study could include a section in which the research team proposes and justifies a case-specific definition of the relevant set of actors for the GI system.
2.1
What is a GI system ?   - Definition

· SINER-GI D3 Report (Version 7, march 2007) uses a value-chain focused definition:
“the product itself with its technical/legal/normative conception and the actor-network getting on; this level of analyze extends to all the value chain and its organisation  (named here after GI system);”
· WP4 Guidelines (D4, V13, January 2007) also proposes to define a GI-system as:
“the value-creating processes carried out by the actors in the supply chain of the GI product”

[ with the supply chain actors being defined as the “actors who make, modify and/or hold title to the physical GI product or its raw material in any stage of the supply chain (Van der Meulen 1999, p.15)” ]
· These definitions based on supply chains are probably too restrictive. Indeed, while supply chains mostly involve vertical co-ordination,  GIs’ very core notion is related to the existence of some horizontal, land-based coordination. GIs do fit into a value chain perspective, but in the first place they express the fact that local environment, place and know-how exert an influence on the characteristics and reputation of the product.

Part of the GI horizontal co-ordination does take place within the supply chain. But other relevant GI horizontal co-ordination mechanisms are determined and reproduced outside the supply chain and are related to the region and its people’s social capital.

A value chain / supply chain approach does not take on board the networks related to traditional knowledge and apprenticeship, nor the collective learning procedures based on non-supply chain institutions such as the extended family and other social networks. Yet, the production and reproduction of specific local assets (know-how, biodiversity, social organizations and skills, etc.) are what make GI different from a generic product. Therefore, GI studies imply going beyond supply chain studies.

By definition, a GI product relies on local human and natural factors and on the capacity to reproduce them. This capacity to produce and reproduce specific local assets that are incorporated into the GI product relies on both supply and non-supply chain actors and institutions. Local institutions, local governments, NGOs and others may play an essential role in the emergence, operation and recognition of GIs. 

·        An earlier version of WP3 (Version 4, september 2006 ) used a broader definition inspired by the ORMIARD project  (see Sylvander and Kristenssen 2004) :
“We define a GI system (GIS) as the locus of this collective action which creates value.

A GIS is a network involving several types of stakeholders, including producers and consumers, which aims to improve the strategic marketing position of the GIs products by adding value to a specific raw product through processing or marketing. “
·        For the case studies, GI system definition should take on board the need for the “activation, recognition, remuneration and reproduction” 
 of the main specific assets that are incorporated into the GI product: natural resources, social capital and knowledge.
Hence, the WP5 definition of the GI system could be as follows :
	“The GI system is the set of actors who are effectively engaged in creating value and improving the strategic marketing position of the GI product by spontaneous individual or organized collective action, 

and those who are engaged in the activation and reproduction of those local resources (natural resources, knowledge, social capital) which make the GI product specific”.


It should be noted that in some cases outside the European Community, GI initiatives are very new,  or do not correspond to a clearly identified local product which already detains an informal recognition. In some emerging cases, it may be debated whether a “system” really exists, because of the lack of a  shared vision or/ and of a consistent regulation capacity. In such cases, the authors of the case study reports may prefer to talk about the “GI network” or the “GI initiative”, instead of the “GI system”.
In the following text, we will use “GI system” in its broader meaning.
2.2            Which actors are inside the GI system ?  -  Delimitation
WP4 (v.13) proposes to categorize the actors, between:

“ GI system insiders (farmers, wholesalers, processors, packers, distributors, retailers, consumers) who “live” the system” , and

 “ GI system outsiders who “give” to the system”  - including :
· suppliers, who provide the main supply chain actors with the specific or generic means and services needed in the production process

· actors who support the GI system in one way or the other, from local to international level.

· regulating actors, usually public administrators, who are in the position to impose restrictions or demand specific actions, and who may make arrangements in the socio-economic context to stimulate (or inhibit) the GI system in some way.

This proposal provides a useful distinction between a “sphere of action” on one hand, and a “sphere of support” on the other. 
However, we suggest that the kind of actors who are “insiders” and “outsiders” is not pre-defined. It may vary according to the case, for several reasons: 

· As stated by WP4 report : “non-system stakeholders [meaning, non supply-chain actors] of course may have a considerable effect on the performance and even structure of a GI system”.  Actors who have a structuring influence on the GI system, could actually be considered as insiders.
· A definition that would leave out of the GI system actors such as multinational companies or local governments, NGOs, would not be in line with several discussions held in Sinergi meetings and evidence raised in previous reports. Extensive empirical data shows that so-called outsiders have sometimes been central in setting up the idea, defining its rules and conditions of applications, regulating the conflicts, mediating the relations with markets, sanitary officials, political levels…
The relevance of this larger set of actors is acknowledged by the methodological guidelines .The guidelines propose to conduce interviews with all these actors. Without them, a description of the GI system would be incomplete. 

Therefore, we suggest to adopt a case-by case approach to the definition of the GI system insiders, rather than a general one. For each case study, the authors need to specify which is the case-specific configuration of actors within the GI system. 
                 
[image: image2]
Concretely this means that may be considered part of the GI system:

· restaurateurs

· tourism operators

· local governments

· NGOS development projects

· Enterprises that take part in the supply chain although not being specialized on the GI product
· Others;
as long as they participate in the activation, recognition, remuneration and reproduction of the place-based specific resources (environment, social capital, knowledge).
Example : Unilever and the Phu Coq fish sauce GI in Vietnam
Nhoc mam bottling activity is obviously a very small part of Unilever’s global activity. Nevertheless, Unilever is an essential actor of the Phu Coq GI system. Indeed,  Unilever has signed a 10 year contract with Quoc Dong, a local consortium of 17 fish sauce producers,. Unilever has pledged an advance payment of USD 833,000 to Quoc Dong for investment in a bottling plant on the island run according to international hygiene standards.)
- -°- -
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