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ABSTRACT - This article interrogates how Geographical Indications (GIs) can 

function as juridical devices for protecting origin-linked products and sustaining 

cultural practices in Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand. Anchored in a doctrinal-

comparative approach, it addresses three research problems: (i) whether existing 

GI statutes and subsidiary instruments adequately secure the interests of indigenous 

and local communities; (ii) what structural and institutional asymmetries persist in 

registration, governance, and enforcement; and (iii) how far ASEAN-level 

coordination of GI standards can be pursued without eroding plural legal and 

cultural orders. Drawing on positivist legal analysis, complemented by critical 

postcolonial insights, the study examines legislative texts, administrative practice, 

and reported disputes to trace the evolution of GI regimes and their socio-legal 

effects in rural and agrarian economies. The inclusion of Thailand alongside 

Malaysia and Indonesia renders a more differentiated understanding of regional 

trajectories and the strategic uses of GIs by state and non-state actors. The analysis 

suggests that GIs retain significant potential to facilitate economic redress and 

cultural endurance but that their implementation remains uneven, with benefits 

often captured by powerful intermediaries rather than small-scale producers. 

Regulatory lacunae, fragile enforcement, and constrained community participation 

reinforce these imbalances. The article concludes by advancing proposals for 

calibrated reform, including plurilateral ASEAN policy alignment, community-

driven certification architectures, and rights-based safeguards, to recalibrate GI law 

as a more equitable mechanism for the protection of origin and culture within the 

region. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Geographical Indications (GIs) transcend the confines of conventional legal nomenclature; they are semiotic emblems 

that encapsulate the intimate nexus between a product and its locus of origin, interweaving the threads of geography, 

human craftsmanship, and collective memory (Mansuy, 2021). Conceptually, GIs are defined as designations identifying 

goods as originating from a specific locality, region, or nation, where distinctive qualities, reputational stature, or singular 

attributes are inextricably tied to that provenance. GIs stand as one of the most venerable yet persistently contested 

domains within the intellectual property (IP) canon, their legal pedigree traceable to the Paris Convention of 1883 (WIPO, 

2025). In early codification, the scholarly and policy discourse surrounding their juridical nature remains unsettled, 

fractured by competing doctrinal interpretations and disparate national practices (Rangnekar, 2004; Gangjee, 2012; 

Coombe, et al. 2014). 

Historically, GIs have been discussed alongside appellations of origin (AOs) and indications of source, each carrying 

nuanced legal distinctions. Under the Lisbon Agreement, an AOs denotes the geographical name of a territory applied to 

goods whose qualities derive exclusively or predominantly from environmental and human factors inherent to that locale 

(Agreement, L., 1958). This stringent nexus between nomenclature, terroir, and inherent quality finds its paradigmatic 

exemplars in roquefort and spirit products whose very identity is coextensive with the landscapes and artisanal traditions 

that produce them (European Commission, 2025). Indications of source, by contrast, impose a lighter evidentiary burden, 

merely affirming geographic provenance without necessitating proof of distinct quality or historical renown. Such 

indications may manifest in names, symbols, or emblems that evoke place in the consumer’s consciousness without 

encoding the deeper qualitative associations demanded of AOs (WIPO, 2025; Agreement, L. 1958). 

The Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) marked a decisive doctrinal shift. 

Article 22.1 until Article 24 of TRIPS articulates a broader and more flexible conception of GIs: protection may attach 

where a product’s quality, reputation, or other characteristic is essentially attributable to its origin (WIPO, 2025A; Cottier, 
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2005). Unlike the Lisbon model’s cumulative requirements, TRIPS adopts alternative criteria, thereby widening the 

protective ambit to encompass intangible dimensions such as reputation (Gervais, 1998). This recognition accords legal 

weight to the “penumbra of associations” surrounding a product historic continuity, artisanal technique, and intangible 

heritage elements that frequently underpin its commercial and cultural value (Rangnekar, 2004A). The celebrated case of 

Basmati rice exemplifies this duality: protection extends both to the geographical signifier linked to the Punjab region 

and to centuries-old cultivation practices that form part of the product’s intangible cultural capital (Ansari, 2024). 

Moreover, the third definitional limb “other characteristics” enables recognition of attributes arising from unique 

natural conditions or distinctive human ingenuity, situating GIs as potent mechanisms for safeguarding traditional 

knowledge based agricultural products (TKBAPs). In this regard, the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) 

affirms that even a localised reputation may suffice to warrant protection, thereby securing community heritage against 

misappropriation or dilution (Dagne, 2010). International instruments such as the Paris Convention and TRIPS Agreement 

thus establish foundational standards, obligating members to prevent the unauthorised appropriation of GIs, while 

conferring heightened safeguards for roquefort and spirits products. Within this framework, GIs emerge not merely as 

legal constructs but as strategic interfaces linking intellectual property law, cultural preservation, and trade governance. 

They constitute, in essence, the codification of authenticity where origin is not a peripheral attribute but the axis upon 

which value, trust, and heritage pivot (Albisu, 2002; Vivas-Egui, 2001; Pacciani et al. 2001; TRIPS 1994). 

GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATION IN ASEAN: FROM TRIPS TO DOMESTIC PRACTISE 

Since the World Trade Organization’s TRIPS Agreement (1994) and the ASEAN Framework Agreement on 

Intellectual Property Cooperation (1995) (ASEAN, 1995) the ASEAN region has undergone a profound transformation 

in the protection of GIs. Jurisdictions once reliant on fragmented safeguards, embedded within unfair competition or 

consumer protection frameworks, which have progressively adopted robust sui generis regimes. This shift is driven by 

agricultural modernisation goals, rural development objectives, and the aspiration to enhance global market 

competitiveness in an increasingly interconnected world. 

GIs registrations conceal an underlying paradox: many of these designations, though formally enshrined in legal 

frameworks, linger in a state akin to “museum artefacts”, which preserved for posterity, however detached from active 

commercial life. Such inertia often arises from top-down, bureaucratically engineered governance models that 

inadvertently sideline the very grassroots producer collectives and cooperative enterprises pivotal to safeguarding quality 

consistency and expanding market reach. Compounding this stagnation is the enduring fragmentation of GIs regimes 

across ASEAN. While the bloc espouses aspirations of economic integration, entrenched commitments to national 

sovereignty, the doctrine of non-interference, and deeply embedded cultural particularisms have thwarted substantive 

policy convergence. Consequently, the absence of harmonised regulatory architecture undermines opportunities for 

reciprocal recognition, shared branding strategies, and the collective bargaining power essential for elevating GIs beyond 

domestic markets. 

Thailand’s Geographical Indication Protection Act B.E. 2546 (2003) serves as among region’s pioneer formal 

adoption of a TRIPS-inspired mechanism. It was primarily motivated by treaty obligations, not deeply rooted in domestic 

policy objectives (Vandergeest & Peluso, 1995); Kelly, et al., 2012). While the Act aims to elevate product quality and 

safeguard local wisdom, in practice these traditional products often become commodified, sometimes at the expense of 

their communal cultural significance (WIPO, 2003). Malaysia, by contrast, has recently reaffirmed its commitment to 

robust GI protection through its Geographical Indications Act 2022, which supersedes the 2000 version. Effective from 

March 18, 2022, the updated legislation aligns Malaysia more closely with international norms, broadens the categories 

eligible for GIs recognition, and fortifies mechanisms against misuse, including criminal sanctions (Marie‐Vivien, 2020; 

Geographical Indications Act, 2022). Since the new Act's implementation, Malaysia has observed a meaningful uptick in 

registrations and growing engagement by rural producers (Cooray, et. al, 2023). Indonesia’s Law No. 20/2016 on Marks 

and Geographical Indications further articulates a sui generis model that foregrounds the role of environmental variables 

in shaping product reputation (E.U. International IP Cooperation (n.d.). This approach similarly seeks to ground GIs 

protection in the specificity of place, though implementation challenges persist (Harding, et. al. 2025). 

These cases underscore the diversity within ASEAN's GIs policy landscape. While Thailand’s early efforts reflect the 

directive influence of international frameworks, Malaysia’s latest reforms demonstrate a proactive recalibration toward 

stronger enforcement and rural inclusion. Indonesia’s jurisprudence contributes further nuance, emphasising 

environmental contributors to GI identity. Collectively, these examples illuminate both the strides and unevenness 

characterising the region’s legal maturation. GIs have considerable potential: they can fortify rural livelihoods, preserve 

cultural identity, and assure authenticity for discerning consumers (Rangnekar, 2004; Cottier, 2005; Reviron, et. al. 2009).  

Geographical indications function as the genetic blueprint of a product’s distinctive essence, embodying the nexus 

between provenance, artisanal practice, and qualitative distinctiveness. Within ASEAN, these designations occupy a 

pivotal position where juridical mandates, commercial imperatives, and cultural patrimony intersect, forging a fertile 

ground for transformative economic and socio-cultural outcomes (Marie‐Vivien, 2020; Tripathi, 2024). Current 

legislative advances possess the capacity to convert GIs from nominal legal classifications into dynamic economic 

instruments that preserve heritage while stimulating market competitiveness (Bramley, 2011; Vitória, 2022). By 

channelling legal precision, policy coherence, and strategic market engagement, ASEAN jurisdictions can infuse these 
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designations with tangible economic vitality, embedding them as living embodiments of tradition within contemporary 

trade ecosystems (Rahmah, 2018). This trajectory consolidates GIs as active levers of regional identity and prosperity 

rather than passive inscriptions consigned to archival obscurity, ensuring that they operate as enduring assets in both 

economic and cultural spheres. 

ECONOMIC VALUE OF GEOGRAPHICALS INDICATONS 

GIs operate as potent instruments for transforming ordinary goods into premium market assets by embedding them 

with a distinctive territorial identity. This identity functions as a market differentiator, elevating products from generic 

commodities into unique offerings that command superior prices. In an era marked by heightened competition, volatile 

market trends, and increasingly discerning consumer preferences, the agricultural and food industries are recalibrating 

their strategies (Hayes et al., 2003). Producers are deliberately shifting away from undifferentiated commodity markets, 

where they are subject to external price fluctuations towards high-value niche markets that provide stability, higher 

margins, and resilience against price shocks. Within this strategic repositioning, GIs emerge as an invaluable mechanism 

for creating territorially defined market segments that strengthen product recognition, elevate perceived quality, and 

secure competitive advantage. 

The economic rationale underpinning GIs derives from the theory of product differentiation, which asserts that 

distinctive characteristics hold the power to attract and retain consumer loyalty. By anchoring products to their 

geographical origin, GIs transform location into an intrinsic attribute of value, turning the territory itself into a brand asset 

(Moschini et al., 2008). This differentiation, socially constructed and externally validated, enables producers to segment 

the market, foster monopolistic competition, and erect entry barriers that shield the GI from external imitation (Pacciani 

et al., 2001). The result is a quasi-monopoly, where exclusivity is safeguarded not merely by consumer perception but 

also by enforceable legal rights. 

The legal architecture surrounding GIs confers proprietary control over the differentiated product, protecting 

authenticity and ensuring exclusivity in the marketplace. This protection deters imitation, preserves the product’s unique 

reputation, and maintains the integrity of the niche market. Furthermore, GIs encourage collective organisation in 

production and marketing, enabling small-scale producers to pool resources and attain economies of scale sufficient to 

sustain brand development and market penetration (Reviron et al., 2009). This collective capacity ensures that the costs 

of maintaining the differentiated identity, ranging from quality assurance to legal enforcement, are met without 

compromising profitability. By doing so, GIs may be do more than preserve heritage; they institutionalise value creation 

(Berenguer, 2004; Tran, 2005). 

Beyond structural advantages, GIs deliver measurable economic gains. GIs expand market access, enhance price 

premiums, and elevate producer incomes. Empirical evidence consistently demonstrates that consumers, particularly in 

mature markets, as consumers are willing to pay more for products that bear credible GI labels, with similar trends 

increasingly visible in emerging economies (Reviron et al., 2009). Such labels enrich the intangible dimensions of 

consumption, infusing products with cultural significance, authenticity, and trust. The premium is not solely a function 

of quality; it is the result of a narrative rooted in place, tradition, and craftsmanship. When effectively managed, GIs can 

transform a region’s agricultural output into enduring symbols of excellence, simultaneously securing economic resilience 

and cultural preservation (Barjolle & Sylvander, 2002). 

In leveraging GIs, producers have possibilities do more than sell a product, they market a heritage. This synergy of 

legal protection, economic strategy, and cultural identity consolidates GIs as a cornerstone of sustainable trade. By 

harnessing their territorial distinctiveness, ASEAN producers can cultivate niche markets that yield enduring prosperity, 

fortify regional identity, and embed authenticity at the heart of international commerce. 

ASSESSING LEGAL EFFICACY AND MARKET PERFORMANCE ACROSS THREE ASEAN 

ECONOMIES 

Case Study: Kafae Doi Chaang, Thailand  

The evolution of Kafae Doi Chaang exemplifies the transformative force of GIs protection in reconstituting 

marginalised agrarian economies into globally competitive enterprises. Once emblematic of illicit opium cultivation, the 

highlands of Doi Chaang were repositioned through the Thai–United Nations Crop Replacement and Community 

Development Project, which replaced narcotic agriculture with high-grade Arabica coffee (Angkasith, 2002). This 

strategic reorientation fostered lawful livelihoods, entrenched sustainable cultivation, and embedded the community 

within legitimate international trade channels. The formal establishment of the Doi Chaang Coffee Original Co. in 2003, 

followed by a 2006 strategic alliance with Canadian partners, catalysed the brand’s entry into premium markets across 

North America, Europe, East Asia, and the ASEAN region (Doi Chaang Coffee, 2003; Noppakoonwong, et al., 2015). 

Today, Kafae Doi Chaang stands as Thailand’s flagship GIs coffee. 

Cultivated between 1,100 and 1,700 metres in Chiang Rai’s Tambon Wawee, the coffee’s sensory distinction derives 

from a fusion of natural and human capital, the geographical surroundings of Kafea cover from steep gradients, sandy-

loam soils, native forest canopy, and high-altitude microclimates combine with artisanal expertise (E.U. 2015). Elite 
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cultivars such as Caturra, Catimor, and Catuai are propagated from certified seed sources to preserve varietal integrity 

and yield excellence. Harvests, occurring between November and March, are processed within the demarcated GIs zone 

under rigorous wet-method protocols, including controlled fermentation, precise drying, hulling, and graded sorting. 

While roasting may be undertaken beyond the origin area, upstream operations remain geographically anchored, ensuring 

authenticity safeguarded by Thai GI registration (2007) and EU PGI status (2015) (Canavari, 2010; E.U., 2015). 

The supply chain integrates vertical efficiency with community engagement. In 2016, 570 growers from five villages 

supplied directly to the company’s central processing facility, enabling coordinated distribution to domestic retailers, 

international buyers, franchise operations, and digital marketplaces (Lilavanichakul, 2019). Governance of the GI is 

secured through a tripartite control mechanism: self-regulation by producers and processors; provincial oversight; and 

external certification by Bioagricert, an ISO 17065 accredited body (Lilavanichakul, 2019). Self-control transcends 

compliance to embody communal reciprocity, with growers sharing seeds, fertilisers, and labour to uphold quality parity. 

Provincial audits, guided by producer-crafted protocols, scrutinise cultivation, harvesting, processing, and traceability, 

with non-compliance prompting formal corrective measures. Independent annual audits verify conformity through on-

site inspections, analytical testing, and labelling checks, with certificates lodged with the Department of Intellectual 

Property (Lilavanichakul, 2019). 

Unlike European GI regimes with entrenched producer cooperatives, Kafae Doi Chaang relies on a hybrid public–

private oversight model. This multilayered governance—rooted in community discipline, state supervision, and third-

party validation, fortifies both product integrity and consumer trust. The brand’s trajectory from illicit crop to global 

emblem of Thai terroir affirms the capacity of GIs to function as instruments of economic renewal, market distinction, 

and cultural preservation ((Lilavanichakul, 2019). Thus, Kafae Doi Chaang’s trajectory illustrates how geographical 

indication protection, when underpinned by coherent governance and market-oriented strategy, can transmute a region’s 

socio-economic identity. From illicit cultivation to an internationally recognised premium coffee brand, its evolution 

underscores the potency of GIs as both economic instruments and custodians of cultural terroir. 

Case Study: Sarawak Pepper, Malaysia 

Sarawak pepper, a premier GIs commodity originating from Malaysia, exemplifies an agricultural product whose 

sensory profile is inextricably intertwined with its territorial provenance. Celebrated for its distinctive pungency and 

refined aromatic complexity, this varietal embodies a confluence of climatic, edaphic, and artisanal cultivation practices 

exclusive to Sarawak (Entebang, et al. 2020). These agro-ecological conditions, coupled with inherited agronomic 

expertise, yield an organoleptic signature that renders Sarawak pepper qualitatively distinct from other global pepper 

cultivars (Entebang, et al. 2020). Notwithstanding this intrinsic distinctiveness, its penetration into international markets 

remains impeded by a pervasive deficit in consumer cognizance concerning its provenance and unique sensorial attributes. 

This lacuna in market awareness circumscribes the commodity’s competitive leverage, constraining value realisation and 

limiting the economic remuneration accorded to primary producers (Entebang, et al. 2020). 

The prevailing deficiency in international consumer recognition operates as a structural impediment to market 

ascendancy. In an era wherein consumer discernment profoundly dictates market trajectories, the absence of widespread 

knowledge regarding the GIs certification of Sarawak pepper diminishes its commercial allure (King, et at. 2022). Absent 

such awareness, the product’s unique selling proposition, rooted in its terroir-driven identity remains inert within the 

competitive matrix of the spice trade. Consequently, purchasing decisions among uninformed consumers gravitate toward 

more familiar or aggressively marketed pepper varieties, thereby attenuating market share and perpetuating a price 

suppression effect deleterious to producer welfare (King, et at. 2022). 

The resultant scenario is a dual erosion of both economic and cultural capital. Economically, undervaluation restricts 

revenue generation, perpetuating a cycle of constrained reinvestment in quality enhancement and brand consolidation. 

Culturally, the insufficient global appreciation of Sarawak pepper undermines the transmission of knowledge systems 

and artisanal practices that constitute an intangible cultural heritage embedded within its production. This interplay 

between economic marginalisation and cultural dilution renders the protection of GIs a matter not merely of trade, but of 

heritage preservation (Entebang, et al. 2020; King, et at. 2022). 

Addressing these entrenched market asymmetries necessitates an orchestrated and multifaceted intervention strategy. 

Foremost, producers and relevant institutional stakeholders must invest in consumer education that elucidates the 

symbiotic nexus between Sarawak’s geographical endowment and the pepper’s sensorial excellence. Such an endeavour 

requires the deployment of persuasive marketing narratives that weave together the product’s agronomic authenticity, 

historical lineage, and socio-cultural significance (Entebang, et al. 2020). Strategic imperatives should encompass 

targeted promotional campaigns in high-value consumer markets, leveraging the emotive appeal of provenance-linked 

storytelling to differentiate Sarawak pepper within a saturated commodity spectrum. Digital platforms, with their capacity 

for precision targeting and narrative immersion, present a potent medium for amplifying brand resonance. 

Complementarily, active participation in international gastronomic exhibitions, culinary symposiums, and premium trade 

fairs could facilitate direct sensory engagement with influential buyers, chefs, and media representatives (Entebang, et al. 

2020; King, et at. 2022). 

By aligning marketing praxis with the codified legal protection of its GI status, Sarawak pepper can transcend its 

current constraints, repositioning itself as both a culinary luxury and a cultural artefact. Such a recalibration not only 
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promises enhanced price premiums and expanded export trajectories but also safeguards the intangible heritage embedded 

within its cultivation. In doing so, Sarawak pepper’s global trajectory can evolve from underappreciated commodity to 

emblematic exemplar of Malaysia’s GI potential. 

Case Study: Kopi Luwak, Indonesia 

Kopi Luwak, an eminent Indonesian coffee, commands global renowned for its singular production process, wherein 

civet cats ingest ripe coffee cherries, ferment them internally, and excrete the partially digested beans. This distinctive 

method, rooted in cultural tradition and artisanal expertise, confers upon Kopi Luwak a prestigious reputation, now 

safeguarded under its designation as a GIs. Nevertheless, the market reality reveals a troubling paradox: despite this 

formal recognition, Kopi Luwak remains highly susceptible to commercial exploitation through the proliferation of 

counterfeit products (Dewi et al., 2022).  

The persistence of fraudulent labelling, wherein inferior or entirely unrelated coffee is marketed under the Kopi Luwak 

name. stems largely from the inadequate enforcement of GIs rights. This regulatory frailty enables opportunistic actors to 

misappropriate the product’s esteemed identity, misleading consumers while inflicting economic injury upon authentic 

producers (Andieni, R. A., & Allagan, T. M. P., 2024). The high market valuation and exclusivity of genuine Kopi Luwak 

render it an enticing target for such misrepresentation, with unscrupulous sellers leveraging the absence of rigorous 

oversight to capitalise on its premium allure. The economic ramifications of weak GIs enforcement are multifaceted. 

Erosion of consumer confidence is perhaps the most insidious consequence, as scepticism over authenticity diminishes 

willingness to pay the premium price that sustains artisanal production. In parallel, the uncontrolled influx of counterfeits 

precipitates market saturation, diluting the very exclusivity and symbolic capital that GIs status is intended to secure. 

Over time, this devaluation compromises the viability of legitimate enterprises that adhere to the labour-intensive, 

tradition-bound methods intrinsic to the product’s identity. 

The Kopi Luwak case thus epitomises the vulnerabilities afflicting GI-protected commodities when enforcement 

mechanisms are deficient. Remedial measures must therefore be both juridically and operationally robust. Foremost is 

the fortification of the legal architecture to incorporate stringent penalties proportionate to the harm caused by GIs 

infringements. Equally vital is the institutional strengthening of regulatory and enforcement agencies, enabling them to 

detect, deter, and prosecute violations effectively (Dewi, 2022; Andieni, R. A., & Allagan, T. M. P. 2024). Beyond 

national frameworks, enhanced interjurisdictional cooperation can amplify the reach and precision of enforcement, 

particularly in transnational markets where counterfeit goods proliferate. Public awareness campaigns, aimed at equipping 

consumers with the knowledge to identify authentic products, serve as a complementary safeguard. Moreover, integrating 

technological innovations such as blockchain-based traceability systems and advanced product authentication methods 

can further fortify the integrity of GI-labelled goods. Protecting Kopi Luwak is not merely a matter of preserving a luxury 

commodity; it represents a broader imperative to safeguard cultural heritage, sustain rural livelihoods, and maintain 

consumer trust in the GIs system as a whole. Effective enforcement, allied with legal, institutional, and technological 

reforms, remains indispensable to ensuring that the economic and cultural value of GI-protected products endures 

unadulterated. 

DISCUSSION: GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATIONS AS CATALYSTS FOR INCLUSIVE 

INDIGENOUS AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES DEVELOPMENT AND CULTURAL 

PRESERVATION 

In Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand, GIs have been promoted as legal instruments capable of linking economic value 

to territorial origin and culturally embedded production systems. The literature on the Global South indicates that GIs can 

support rural restructuring by reinforcing local employment, stabilising producer incomes, and protecting intangible 

cultural heritage, though existing studies remain dispersed and methodologically heterogeneous (Vitória et al., 2022; 

Török et al., 2020). In these three jurisdictions, GIs are formally designed to keep economic rents close to the place of 

origin, with the expectation that they will stimulate local multipliers and endogenous growth. When governance is 

coherent, the effects extend beyond agriculture into related fields such as heritage tourism, artisanal industries, and other 

culture-based activities. Yet, the distribution of these gains is often uneven. Market success at the product level does not 

automatically produce proportional benefits for smallholders and indigenous or local communities. 

Country-level experience illustrates this asymmetry. In Thailand, the GI registration of Doi Chaang coffee elevated 

the product’s status, enhanced consumer confidence, and opened access to international buyers (Lilavanichakul, 2019). 

However, high registration costs, complex Thai-language procedures, and a product-centred regulatory approach that 

diverges from the more integrated European model exposed weaknesses in quality control and limited distinctiveness, 

particularly visible in contested durian exports. Malaysia’s Sarawak pepper gained international recognition through GI 

protection, but limited consumer literacy and weak downstream promotion curtailed its developmental reach (King et al., 

2022). In Indonesia, the high-profile case of Kopi Luwak shows how counterfeit products and lax enforcement corrode 

consumer trust and dissipate authenticity premiums (Dewi et al., 2022). These examples suggest that without integrated 

policy frameworks, effective inspection systems, and credible sanctions, GIs risk remaining underperforming tools rather 

than engines of structural change. 
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The European Union’s regime, especially as shaped by EEC Regulation 2081/92, is often treated as a reference model 

in which protection of origin advances economic and cultural objectives in tandem (Pacciani, 2001). In that system, GIs 

function as collective monopoly rights that define production norms and consolidate the reputational capital of local 

producers (Hajdukiewicz, 2014). The long-standing tradition of produits de terroir indicates that consumers may favour 

provenance-based quality over commoditised substitutes when institutional support is strong and branding is consistent 

(Bérard & Marchenay, 2006). Experience in other regions cautions that the transplantation of European GI legislation 

does not guarantee comparable results. The case of Tequila in Mexico, where GI inspired rules modelled on French 

legislation did not deliver commensurate local gains, underscores the importance of local governance structures, market 

power relations, and supply-chain configurations (Bowen, 2010; Cottier, 2005). Similar concerns apply to Malaysia, 

Indonesia, and Thailand, where GI statutes often reflect international templates while operating within more fragile 

institutional settings. 

At the core of these challenges lies the question of value distribution along the supply chain. Evidence from origin 

products in various jurisdictions shows that traders and intermediaries frequently capture a disproportionate share of GI-

related rents, leaving smallholders with residual benefits (Moschini et al., 2008; Reviron et al., 2009). In developing 

economies, this pattern is reinforced by structural deficits in bargaining power, market access, and organisational capacity 

(Kaplinsky & Fitter, 2001; Jena & Grote, 2010). Legal provisions limiting GI use to bona fide producers and traders in 

the designated region, which are common in Asian frameworks, are necessary but not sufficient to ensure localisation of 

benefits (Rangnekar, 2004). Without parallel investments in marketing capabilities, consumer education, and distribution 

systems, formal eligibility rules cannot prevent the drift of value away from primary producers (Alavoine-Mornas, 1997; 

Albisu, 2002; CIRAD, 2009). 

GIs also raise questions of product integrity and adaptive capacity. By codifying production methods and embedding 

them in marketing strategies, GI schemes can institutionalise quality assurance and protect distinctiveness (Addor & 

Grazioli, 2002). However, inflexible specifications risk locking producers into static practices and limiting their ability to 

respond to shifting market conditions (Barjolle & Sylvander, 2002; Bowen, 2010). For Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand, 

the policy challenge is to maintain the specificity that underpins GI value while allowing incremental innovation in 

techniques and presentation. This balance is closely tied to the cultural dimension of GIs. Products such as Indonesian 

Batik, and similar origin-linked goods, embody the intersection of material culture and livelihood, yet small-scale 

producers often lack technical assistance and institutional backing to exploit GI status effectively (Rahmah, 2018). In this 

context, GIs stand at the interface between intellectual property law and cultural heritage protection. They offer a 

collective, territorially anchored right that can align with indigenous knowledge systems and customary norms, in contrast 

to patent-based models that individualise and time-limit protection (Coombe et al., 2014). However, GIs alone do not 

secure the full range of embedded knowledge, skills, and symbolic meanings. Complementary instruments—such as 

cultural heritage laws, community protocols, and benefit-sharing arrangements—are needed to realise a more 

comprehensive protection architecture. 

The comparative experience of Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand indicates that the fulcrum of GI effectiveness is 

producer-centred governance. State intervention at local, national, and regional levels remains essential for registration, 

standard-setting, and international representation. Yet, long-term sustainability depends on organised producer groups 

that co-draft product specifications, manage internal controls, lead branding initiatives, and engage in consumer education 

(Rangnekar, 2004). Regional initiatives, including the ASEAN Intellectual Property Rights Action Plan 2016–2025, 

recognise the need for capacity-building and skill development in the production sector (Rahmah, 2018; Marie-Vivien, 

2020). Nonetheless, GI implementation in many ASEAN jurisdictions remains predominantly top-down, with limited 

institutional space for producer collectives to steer decision-making. Unlocking the latent economic and cultural potential 

of GIs in Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand therefore requires regulatory recalibration. Frameworks that mandate or 

strongly incentivise collective organisation at, or soon after, registration would more effectively embed GIs within the 

social and cultural matrices from which they derive meaning. Combined with targeted investments in marketing, 

enforcement, and quality assurance, such governance reforms offer a more credible path for GIs to function as instruments 

of both origin protection and inclusive rural development in Southeast Asia. 

CONCLUSION 

In Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand, Geographical Indications exhibit clear potential to function as legal devices for 

localising value and sustaining origin-linked cultural practices, moreover, their socio-economic impact remains 

constrained by structural, legal, and market-related limitations. Comparative experience and existing scholarship 

underline that the formal enactment of GI statutes, including frameworks inspired by European Union law, does not itself 

secure durable reputational capital or equitable benefit-sharing (Coombe et al., 2014; Cottier, 2005; Bowen, 2010). 

Persistent asymmetries along GI value chains, where traders and intermediaries often capture a disproportionate share of 

rents, underscore the vulnerability of smallholders and indigenous producers who face deficits in bargaining power, 

organisation, and market access (Moschini et al., 2008; Reviron et al., 2009; Kaplinsky & Fitter, 2001; Jena & Grote, 

2010). 

For these three jurisdictions, the central challenge is to translate GI protection into a governance architecture that 

simultaneously secures fair distribution, maintains product integrity, and allows adaptive innovation. This requires 
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moving beyond a narrow focus on formal eligibility and regional delimitation towards strategies that embed quality 

assurance in production rules while avoiding rigidity (Addor & Grazioli, 2002; Barjolle & Sylvander, 2002). It also entails 

sustained investment in producer collectives, marketing capabilities, and consumer education, supported by coherent 

policy frameworks and actionable implementation plans at both national and ASEAN levels (Vivas-Egui, 2001, as cited 

in Addor & Grazioli, 2002). Only through such context-sensitive, producer-centred reforms can GIs operate as credible 

instruments for protecting origin and culture while contributing to inclusive rural development in Southeast Asia. 
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