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Part 1: 
Results from the FLES workshop meetings 

 
This section was written by the Convenor, Ulrich Blum, and summarizes the results of four meetings 
of the FLES Working Group as documented in the respective minutes which were meticulously 
prepared by Katherine Morris. It also includes all comments made when circulating preliminary 
versions among members and continuously improving them in nearly 30 steps.  
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0.  Executive Summary 
 
Following the decisions of the respective General Assemblies of CEN and CENELEC in June 2005, it 
was agreed to establish a joint Working Group to look at the position for CEN and CENELEC in the 
Future Landscape of European Standardization (FLES). Following the meetings of this Working 
Group in February and March 2006, it was decided that a Whitebook should be drawn up identifying 
how to proceed further with this work. The overall aim was to identify the challenges and opportunities 
of the Future Landscape of European Standardization and, taking account of the results, to agree how 
CEN and CENELEC can cooperate more closely in order to give a clear message to the outside world 
about the strong profile and the economic potential of a European Standardization System. This work 
may also have implications for the future structure of the European Standardization System1. The first 
actions will involve an increase of internal efficiency; the second actions will provide a response to the 
challenge of the long-term competitiveness of European standardization vis-à-vis the global economy, 
other countries and regional integration areas.  Patterns in the international division of labour are 
changing greatly, technologies are migrating and system / solution approaches are being increasingly 
demanded by customers. It is this latter aspect that puts pressure on the European system, as do the 
requirements established by the European Community that standardization should be used as an 
instrument for economic integration, as well as market liberalization through the New Approach2. 
 
At this stage in the process, the addressees of the Whitebook are the General Assemblies of CEN 
and CENELEC, with a view to a decision being taken at the respective CEN and CENELEC General 
Assemblies to be held in Cyprus in 2007 as to the way in which to involve a wider target audience, for 
example, industry, the European Commission/EFTA, public authorities, consumers, 
environmentalists, Small and Medium-size Enterprises (SMEs), associations and all other 
stakeholders. It is towards Europe and these stakeholders that CEN and CENELEC must direct their 
actions. It is evident and appropriate that the third European Standardization Organization, ETSI, 
should be invited and encouraged to join this initiative at an opportune stage.  
 
 
Against the background of a long-term vision, the Future Landscape of European Standardization 
reaches beyond the Future Landscape of CEN and CENELEC because it involves horizontal and 
vertical interaction: horizontal with respect to ETSI and to fora and consortia standards; vertical with 
respect to National Standardization Bodies (NSBs) and ISO, IEC. This does not imply that CEN and 
CENELEC and their respective General Assemblies should wait until work is done by others in this 

                                                 
1The ‘European Standardization System’ involves the three European Standardization Organizations as 

recognized by the European Commission (EC) and European Free Trade Association (EFTA), ie CEN, 
CENELEC and ETSI. 

2  Because of the new approach, the European Commission is an important stakeholder. 
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matrix. The overarching task is to develop a vision and a feasible concept of the European 
Standardization System and, by consequence, for the future development of CEN, CENELEC (and, 
ultimately, ETSI) and their common brand, the EN, and by doing so in a proactive way and by 
involving all other partners. 
 
The European Standardization System (ESS) is an open system that welcomes all those who adhere 
to its rules. These rules relate to procedures and the legitimacy of standardization. In addition, 
structural openness to account for external dynamics implies that a ‘sting’ must exist that enables the 
system to internally question its efficiency and effectiveness, especially with respect to serving its 
stakeholders. Furthermore, a red telephone (a central system’s head) must exist to which issues – 
from the choice of responsibilities for Technical Committees in areas of converging technologies to 
technological roadmaps – can be addressed. 
 
In considering the Future Landscape of European Standardization, one has to keep in mind that both 
CEN and CENELEC are independent private non-profit associations, serving the whole community of 
stakeholders and that the cost of standardization is mainly supported by industry. The contributions of 
the EC and EFTA amount to 19,52% of the budget in CEN and 3% of the budget in CENELEC. The 
main effect of closer cooperation between CEN and CENELEC, as proposed here, lies in the 
synergies that can be captured on all levels – horizontal and vertical – from which all stakeholders, 
especially industry, should profit. 
 
The work of CEN and CENELEC within European standardization is to the benefit of Europe and its 
citizens. However, significant economic changes related to what is known as ‘globalization’ and the 
significant developments this entails create new challenges. CEN and CENELEC must therefore 
decide whether to retain their present approaches and risk a shrinking market segment in 
standardization, or whether to review their scopes and ways of working. The most important issues 
are the increased choices open in standardization, especially to large enterprises, in the sense of 
choosing a type of standard (formal, forum, and consortium) and where to standardize (choice of 
NSBs, CEN / CENELEC, ISO/IEC or consortia/fora standardization organizations respectively). In 
addition, the ongoing extension of the EC’s New Approach and the role of conformity assessment 
must be taken into consideration as it generates a public mandate for standardization and enables 
private activities which would otherwise be executed by public authorities.  This puts pressure into the 
existing system which is accentuated by the fact that the European Commission and EFTA have also 
recognized ETSI as a standardization body developing a limited number of European Standards (i.e. 
around 2%), but mainly deliverables with limited consensus.  This implies that ETSI should be brought 
into the FLES process, that the visibility of CEN/CENELEC Workshop Agreements / CWAs should be 
improved and that the scope of European standardization must be broadened if required by 
stakeholders. 
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Among the major requirements of such a strategy is that of increasing the visibility of European 
standardization beyond those stakeholders which are already intensively involved. All over Europe, 
awareness building and promotion of standardization is needed. It appears that not all is well within 
the current existing stakeholders as the ESOs and their member bodies are facing declining interest 
from the main stakeholder, industry, in terms of participation. The willingness of authorities to 
participate is also declining. The first priority must be to encourage these main stakeholders back on 
board so that they can utilize, participate and contribute to European standardization. The awareness 
building, promotion and potential branding must therefore concentrate on benefits of standardization 
to industry, the economy and authorities, as well as to the processes offered by the ESOs and the 
umbrella of an ESS. 
  
The trademark or brand ‘EN’ exists but is generally known only to those inside the European region 
and to some interested parties in other parts of the world. Over the past 20 to 30 years, the role of 
European standardization has to a large extent been to enhance European integration, something 
that it has formidably achieved. It is now time to enlarge the scope, i.e. by turning the existing internal 
value of the European approach known to all stakeholders to an external value that reaches out to the 
general public and into other regions or countries. The FLES Working Group is convinced that 
institutional competition, i.e. competition amongst different types of standards which are partly related 
to large economic regions of the world, sometimes known as TRIADE, will change the rules of the 
game of future standardization. Thus, a much more systems’ and solution-oriented approach is 
needed. 
 
The FLES Working Group feels that the following elements must be included and tasks fulfilled in any 
strategy to develop the European Landscape of Standardization in such a way to increase the 
competitiveness of the system and of Europe. 
 
Addressees of European standardization: 

• It is Europe that benefits from European standardization, i.e. its societies at large and the 
national economies, generally industry and, in more detail, SMEs (Small and Medium-Size 
Enterprises) and GMEs (Global Medium-Size Enterprises) which have problems putting up 
technology platforms on their own; furthermore, they are decisive producers of innovation 
which must be included in the system. In addition, other interested parties like national 
authorities, consumers, environmentalists and workers are significant.  It should also be noted 
that the European Standardization System is important for third countries wishing to trade with 
Europe and with whom European businesses are keen to trade.  

 
Important tasks to be fulfilled in the area of Branding and Visibility: 



 8

• Securing the European standardization identity, i.e. the application in the CEN and CENELEC 
Member countries of all European Standards, including International Standards, which implies 
the withdrawal of any conflicting national standards. 

• Ensuring the effective branding of European standardization through the trademark or brand 
‘EN’, deciding how to promote this outside the European system and, thus, increasing its 
visibility globally; the aim is to expand the visibility of European standardization, i.e. the 
openness and quality of standards’ creation, the quality of its products and systems offered, 
which are already known to stakeholders, to consumers and to foreign countries as a symbol 
of excellence.  

• Promoting European standardization by further raising the profile of the brand ’EN’ because it 
ensures that uniform European Standards are used throughout Europe, with competing 
national standards being withdrawn, that patents are secured, that access of enterprises, 
especially SMEs, is guaranteed and that conformity to legislation is given. 

 
Important tasks to be fulfilled in the area of Internal Organization: 

• Establishing the precise needs for European standardization within the context of CEN and 
CENELEC by a study of the portfolio of standards offered by the two institutions, including, in 
particular, the importance of the direct adoption of International Standards according to the 
Vienna and Dresden Agreements and support for the New Approach Directives of the EC. 

• Benchmarking sectoral standardization processes and procedures in the areas of formal, fora 
and consortia standards in order to optimize existing structures within CEN and CENELEC 
and potential European Standards arising from open CWAs but possibly also closed industry 
standards that rely on expert knowledge of the formal standardization infrastructure. 

• Deciding how to make the brand define a holding structure below which sectorally-oriented 
standardization is organized and implemented according to best practice in coherence with the 
international organizations, IEC/ISO, e.g. construction and electrical appliances in a classical 
manner or health and security systems in a more integrated approach into which different 
technologies may merge; 

• Improving the bodies which make binding decisions for both CEN and CENELEC (i.e. JPG, 
JWG…), especially regarding their newly evolving division of tasks, e.g. when deciding on 
Technical Committees (TCs) in areas of converging technologies. These bodies must exploit 
operational synergies where possible. 

 
Important tasks to be fulfilled in the area of Knowledge Capital and Competition: 

• Securing and further developing the intellectual capital, mostly expert knowledge, inside the 
system, which is mostly an investment made by industry in order to serve stakeholders, 
especially industry, and promote Europe as a knowledge economy; 
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• Maintaining the competitiveness of standardization in general; in a global world, industry, 
especially large firms, have the choice of how to standardize (formal, forum, consortia), which 
organization to choose (choice of NSBs, CEN / CENELEC, ISO/IEC or consortia/fora 
standardization organizations respectively) and which technological platform to generate. 
Thus, although standardization bodies do not compete directly, an element of rivalry is 
introduced into the system. This is enhanced because of changes in economic dynamics, 
especially converging technologies.  

• Deciding upon the deliverables, especially the present and future role of CEN/CENELEC 
Workshop Agreements (CWAs) and the respective products of the NSBs.  

• Expanding the scope of standardization by entering the market of consortia and fora 
standards, e.g. by upgrading existing Workshop Agreements (CWAs) in order to enable a 
solution-oriented systems approach insofar as formal and fora standards interact and 
complete the value chain of IPRs3 ranging from R&D, patents to standards and even beyond if 
the copyright on the document is included. 

• Emphasizing the potential for standardization in new areas, i.e. health, certain converging 
technologies, etc, in which efficient and self-financing sector structures may additionally be 
founded according to set benchmarks established (see above) and deciding upon the 
financing of these new institutions. 

• Improving the ability to use standardization also as a means of generating roadmaps. 
Traditionally, formal standards are important descriptors of technological trajectories. In most 
of the cases, large enterprises are important promoters which establish the respective 
markets; this is of special importance for SMEs which rely on such platforms as they are not 
able to set them up on their own. 

 
 
Important tasks to be fulfilled in the area of Political Agenda: 

• Strengthening relations with EC/EFTA and defining responsibilities. 
• Defining the political role with respect to EU and EFTA countries, especially with respect to the 

European Commission, in order to generate coherent policy requirements and decide upon 
the financing of Technical Committees in those areas in which either global technologies do 
not have industries in Europe or in which innovative areas of public interest are to be opened. 

• Exporting the European model, especially its links and its continuous networking with national 
and international standardization bodies, to other areas of the world with the support of the 
European Community and EFTA; this would strengthen the competitiveness of European 
industry because of positive network effects and it would also resolve some of the IPR 

                                                 
3  Our view is that codified knowledge which is secured as a property right plays an important role in the 

standardization process. Standards are IPRs that partly rely on other IPRs such as patents which are 
accessible to users at reasonable prices. All standards are codified and then secured by copyright, i.e. the 
user has to pay a lump sum to have the right to exploit the standard. 
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problems presently troubling relationships, especially with some emerging countries. 
Furthermore, it emphasizes the ’New Approach’ as a means of promoting private initiatives in 
areas historically ruled by public authorities, i.e. it supports liberalization and privatization 
policies. Thus, support of the European Commission and EFTA would be very welcome. 

 
 
It is the stakeholders, especially business, who should make the final decision on whether 
convergence between CEN and CENELEC (and, ultimately, ETSI) is reached from setting an agenda 
that enhances cooperation and, potentially, integration or whether market forces should drive 
systems' convergence, or a mix of the two.  
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1. Introduction to the Future Landscape of European Standardization 
 
By assignment from the supreme decision-making bodies in CEN and CENELEC – their respective 
General Assemblies – a joint Working Group has worked in 2006 to map out the framework and 
challenges of the two main European Standardization Organizations. The Working Group on the 
Future Landscape of Standardization (FLES), which has enjoyed broad representation from the two 
organizations, analysed the situation at four meetings and decided to report its preliminary findings in 
a Whitebook.4.   
 
The nature and contents of the task and the timing of its implementation is not accidental. The 
landscape of European standardization is currently changing and, in many ways, the task ahead will 
be different from the one that has prevailed since the two standardization bodies were established.  
  
There are several reasons for this. 
 
First, the contribution of the standardization organizations to realizing the vision of a common, single 
European market is close to having been completed - and successfully so. The provision of the 
necessary portfolio of European Standards will soon be in place and the nature of the task is currently 
changing from being a development task to being increasingly aimed at (innovatively) maintaining the 
appropriate volume of standards. This in itself changes relations on the political level, i.e. with the 
European Commission/EFTA and with national governments. However, it will also affect cooperation 
with the users of the European Standardization System, whether this takes place in the Technical 
Committees, in other committees or elsewhere. 
 
Currently, the global challenge is seriously confronting Europe with a new international division of 
labour, as well as a new trading pattern. Together these require considerable transitional measures 
from national economies. The world is becoming Europe’s marketplace at an unprecedented rate, and 
what ruled yesterday is, in many cases, not relevant or useful tomorrow. In this perspective, standards 
are faced with new challenges, which, however, also offer new opportunities. This is an important 
reason why a preference for standardization at the international level, i.e. ISO and IEC exists. 
 

                                                 
4  In this document the distinction is drawn between four types of standards: corporate or enterprise standards 

that are solely used by the firm involved; standards produced by a closed consortium where only participants 
are allowed to share the results because, for instance, underlying patents are not accessible to outsiders; 
open forum standards produced by a group of interested stakeholders who open the outcome to outsiders 
against as reasonable fee; (European) formal standards that are produced with the inclusion of all interested 
parties, representatives of consumer or safety interests, and which are open to all; their use is free with the 
exception of paying a copyright fee on the publication. Especially consortia, fora and formal standards are 
crucial for the discussion on Future Landscape. 
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It is becoming more and more clear that there is increasing convergence between the electrotechnical 
and non-electrotechnical areas of formal standardization represented by CEN and CENELEC. This is 
due to several factors but, in particular, a shift towards increasingly complex products. In addition, the 
appearance of new technologies will intensify this trend. ICT has shown the way, but bio- and 
nanotechnologies, which have been proclaimed in many European countries as the platform for the 
renewal that is to compensate for the loss of European jobs, which are moving increasingly towards 
the East, will shift the familiar picture. Finally, it is a trend for the market to increasingly demand total, 
intelligent, standard-borne solutions, together with the standardization of components and products. 
Stakeholders, especially industry, will have to decide whether institutional reforms are necessary to 
cover the systems’ and solution-oriented approach required to overcome sectoral borders. 
 
The dominance of CEN and CENELEC on the European standardization stage in the future should 
not be taken for granted. An increasingly clear global perspective – politically and commercially – will 
change the framework conditions. Besides, the market positions of CEN and CENELEC, which were 
built up in parallel with the realization of the single market, are coming to an end. This is 
accompanied, among other things, by growing competition from other standardization forums 
because of a free choice of where and in what system to standardize. 
 
The EU itself has changed during recent years, from six founder member countries to 25 members 
now. Similarly CEN and CENELEC have expanded, and the majority of their new members are 
standards’ users more than standards’ makers. They are willing to be involved in the governance of 
the ESOs in order to reduce costs, mainly in the management and the process making fields. 
 
It is this total challenge picture that has set the stage for the joint CEN/CENELEC Working Group.  It 
is also because of this perspective that a broad representation from both organizations has, for the 
first time, seriously and jointly been able to take a view of the future and has drawn up a common 
proposal for a way forward. 
  
Many years of operation of the two organizations with their respective objectives, corporate cultures 
and international anchors and, in addition, their differences in size, will naturally produce some 
barriers which will have to be overcome. The meetings of the FLES Working Group alone cannot 
suffice in this reality. Nevertheless, the meetings have shown that through dialogue and better mutual 
understanding of each others' points of departure, there is a chance that the two organizations – in a 
closer and more formalized working relationship – will be able to come up with solid responses to the 
challenges which the two parties agree are facing European standardization. In order to be efficient, it 
is necessary to conduct a serious benchmarking study of the processes within each organization, 
especially with respect to performance in different sectors of industry, before proceeding to a global 
study. 
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Discussions in the FLES Working Group have shown that there are no prospects of achieving durable 
and effective solutions by aiming determinedly at a common CEN and CENELEC in the very near 
future. On the other hand, there seems to be a prospect of success if the two organizations are able 
to set up and institutionalise a formal working relationship in a number of specific areas in which 
earlier attempts have not been successful. Hence, it has been found that the dialogue conducted 
during the FLES meetings based on an exchange of views relating to tomorrow's realities has brought 
the two parties closer to a common perception of the potential strength of standing together rather 
than continuing with more individual positioning. However, as has been pointed out by some NSBs, 
the existing strengths of the distributed system must be maintained in order to guarantee support from 
stakeholders, especially industry. 
 
Thus, it is important to give the continued process the necessary time. Durable solutions based on the 
current situation seem to be available only through the maintenance of a mutual relationship of trust. 
Such a relationship is not established merely by dialogue, but also requires jointly experienced 
victories in the form of successful collective projects. Another factor is that such a process of 
cooperation has to be conducted in a way which does not disturb the organizations’ servicing the 
market or their existing customers. This also relates to the relationship between standards’ producers 
and standards’ users: certain areas of standardization and certain technologies are driven by a limited 
group of NSBs that sets the pace. Given a changing pattern of the international division of labour and, 
thus, the location of production and technologies, an asymmetry must be avoided on the European 
level that limits the future joint European standardization effort.  
 
Hence, one can say that the Working Group has come to the conclusion that the road ahead consists 
of deploying a strategy of ’evolution based on evidence‘ rather than of ’revolution‘; this evolution 
should exploit the present momentum generated by the members of this Working Group that enables 
European standardization to culturally close ranks. 
 
Against this background, a number of fixed points and conditions emerge, which together form the 
framework within which the future closer relationship will develop. Based on the discussions of the 
Working Group, the following preliminary picture appears: 
  
There seems to be an obvious need for a more unambiguous signal to the market in the form of a 
stronger common trademark or brand and further work will have to be undertaken to establish the 
necessary details. But is seems evident that branding and visibility will have to be introverted in 
relation to Europe, as well as extroverted in relation to the rest of the world. 
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If one imagined, in the long run, the emergence of one standardization body, it would be difficult to 
imagine that the unit organization would not in some way or another be able to organizationally reflect 
the sector-wise pattern of the standardization world. Notwithstanding the unit organization, there 
should be a way of organizationally accommodating the specific needs of the individual sectors – 
health, machinery, electro-technology, environment, etc., based on best practice approaches in 
standardization. Based on the same line of thought, it is the view of the FLES Working Group that 
CEN and CENELEC will have to pair up sector-wise in a future closer working relationship. There will 
be areas – sectors or task fields – in which the two organizations do not have common professional 
interfaces and in which a formalized working relationship would not make sense. On the other hand, 
there will no doubt be areas in which the two parties will gain a stronger market position through a 
visible and formalized working relationship. This could either come from an overlapping of 
electrotechnical areas/IT and other technologies in known areas, or it could emerge in completely new 
standardization areas, either as regards technology or contents. It is important to include ETSI in 
these considerations and jointly define the working rules in these areas of overlapping interests.  
 
Finally, the FLES Working Group has touched on the theme of closer collaboration between the 
central offices of the two organizations. The discussions on this showed that such an effort should at 
present only be fuelled by the wish for smoother operations and better service to those who are 
customers of the central offices. Hence, gains should be obtained through economies of scale and 
efforts should not be regarded as a step towards a closer integration of the two organizations.  Only 
time will show whether the previously mentioned ’institutional strengthening’ derived from a tangible 
professional partnership will also lead to a closer involvement of the two central offices. 
 
The challenges ahead for European Standards in the years to come, the prospect of reaping benefits 
from concerted action, and the favourable progress of the work of the Working Group, all lead to the 
recommendation that momentum be maintained in this area. In the opinion of the Working Group, this 
can be achieved if work is continued towards concretising a closer and more formal working 
relationship between CEN and CENELEC on the premise and basis summed up above and taking the 
findings in the Whitebook into account. In this first stage, it proved an advantage that the FLES 
Working Group had been recruited on a broad basis in the CEN/CENELEC landscape. However, 
further work is of such a nature that representatively composed, smaller groups would make an 
appropriate forum for the tasks ahead.  
 
 

 

Whilst this Whitebook was drafted for CEN and CENELEC as primary addressees, from the start it 
was also intended to convince stakeholders of the challenges ahead and, thus, promote a discussion 
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on institutional reform. The Whitebook therefore includes arguments that are important from a more 
external perspective. 
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2. Facing the Challenge of Enhancing Europe’s Competitiveness 

2.1 Task of the Whitebook: Visibility of Formal Standardization, the Univocal Voice, and 
Innovation Dynamics 

This Whitebook aims at three main points of interest which are important in preserving what has been 
achieved, continuously improving these assets and the level of efficiency in European 
standardization, as well as ensuring effective involvement at global level with the international 
standardization bodies and the WTO.   
 

2.1.1 Expert Knowledge and the Knowledge Economy 

Europe can only maintain its living standards if the knowledge-content of its tradable products, 
commodities and services continuously rises and is secured. This is a fact recognized by the 
European Commission when setting the Lisbon Agenda for 2010. International standardization is 
partly the outcome of European technological competence insofar as, following the Vienna and the 
Dresden Agreements, standardization is coordinated with the international bodies ISO and IEC where 
possible and feasible. European standardization is a harmonization of preferable international 
standardization where it translates standards into European languages and addresses specific 
European needs.  This is a very special gift for European countries, enabling Europe to grow. It is an 
important part of the knowledge economy and the value chain of knowledge production from R&D to 
the codification in patents and standards and final dissemination. The Whitebook will document the 
decisive contribution of European formal standardization to European integration and competitiveness 
which is necessary to increase its visibility beyond those stakeholders directly involved, for instance 
the general public. 
 

2.1.2 Standardization and the Knowledge Economy 

The quality of standardization must be preserved by a recognition and preservation of assets.  Formal 
standardization has been an important driver of European integration. Europe needs CEN and 
CENELEC’s expertise in standardization for its integration policies. CEN and CENELEC are 
representatives of European standardization. International standardization, to which the European 
National Standardization Bodies and their respective industries heavily contribute, plays an essential 
role in free trade. The language of trade is no longer always European, but global, and steadily 
shifting towards emerging markets. The more intellectual content becomes important for 
competitiveness in global markets, the more an integrated view of different standardization products is 
needed. The Whitebook attempts to show the huge European effort and competence in European 
standardization and promote a univocal approach to the European standardization landscape. 
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2.1.3 Standardization and SMEs 
SMEs must be involved in standardization as their competitiveness is crucial for many local and 

regional markets; in many cases they are the incubators of innovation and provide jobs for a large 

proportion of the European workforce. In particular, those SMEs which penetrate foreign markets and 

which could be called GMEs (Global Medium-Size Enterprises) must be included in the knowledge 

economy. Their dependence on strong and efficient work at the national level in Technical 

Committees implies the necessity to gain access, i.e. through national mirror committees. 

Furthermore, formal standardization provides an antitrust-free environment for the exchange of 

technology and the creation of platforms that promote economic dissemination. Its incentives include 

the inside knowledge gained within the Technical Committees setting standards, thus allowing 

industrial partners to take proactive measures at home.  For other stakeholders included in the 

process, however, there are also advantages, i.e. making points of interest known which is especially 

important with respect to users. Furthermore, the faster dissemination of an accepted technology in 

most cases overcompensates the loss of monopolistic power. Thus, standards, especially formal 

(public) standards catalyze knowledge and enable market penetration. This would be endangered if 

the legitimacy were reduced through the inability of SMEs to contribute. 

Formal standardization is thus a crucial driver of innovation dynamics across a differentiated group 
spectrum of enterprises in terms of size, location and products. This Whitebook thus supports the idea 
of access for all interested parties to formal standardization. 
 

2.2 Demographic and Technological Side Conditions 

Important challenges have emerged in the world economy relating to a dynamic reorganization of the 
division of labour that has remained stable for many years because of the Iron Curtain. Some are the 
result of fundamental social developments that are being felt, especially in the field of demography 
and migration. If these developments overlap, new economic structures emerge which may offer new 
challenges which standardization has to meet. 
 
Let us first turn to changes and, thus, challenges arising from shifts in the global division of labour. 
Globally, the most important development stems from the rise of China as a centre of economic, 
especially technological, activity. From a more local perspective, the economic challenges also result 
from European Enlargement to the East and the formidable economic dynamics in these countries 
which profit tremendously from the knowledge transfer of International Standards. Economic 
dynamics in home markets in emerging markets by far outpace those of early-industrialized countries. 
As a consequence, lower economies of scale, especially with respect to knowledge and the use of 
intellectual property, may severely disadvantage ’old’ Europe unless proactive strategies to include 
Asian countries in the global economic institutions are taken. 
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This includes the safeguarding of IPRs as an important goal to consider within the Lisbon Agenda for 
2010. Looking to Europe’s Eastern countries, the tradition in standardization must be taken up as 
technologies migrate to these new areas and must be incorporated into the system. Once 
manufacturing moves out of early industrialized countries into other European countries, the question 
arises as to what extent they will take over the well-established standards. Within the European 
context, a limited absorptive capacity of countries receiving foreign direct investments (FDI) could 
undermine Europe’s knowledge base once R&D follows production – which it has historically done in 
most cases.  Thus European standardization must overcome the partial division into ‘producer 
countries’ and ‘user countries’. 
 
The second challenge relates to social and demographic changes, i.e. the simultaneous decline and 
ageing of the population in Europe, but also in other parts of the world.  This might generate 
opportunities for the penetration of new standardization areas that are related more to cultural and 
‘value of life’ standards, and which could, at a later point in time, be exported to other regions. In fact, 
Europe has often been an innovator in opening new fields of standardization – thus ‘setting standards’ 
with global success, for instance in relation to environmental issues.  
 

2.3 The Institutional Vision 

The aim of this Whitebook is to define a Future Landscape of European Standardization in terms of 
type of organization, cooperation, how we work with standards, and issues related to patents and 
copyright.  We thus encompass the whole value chain of production and dissemination of intellectual 
property right in which standards are an important part. This holistic view is justified because, in 
advanced societies, knowledge will become the core factor of competitiveness.  
 
Following this view, changes cannot be avoided; however, the detailed changes lie ahead and must 
emerge out of the needs of stakeholders. It would be a pretence of knowledge to promote something 
that has to develop through ever closer interaction. The main questions will be related to where to 
develop and where to sacrifice in order to ensure a better world from a European perspective and to 
face the challenges ahead. 
 

2.4 Relations between Standardization Organizations in the Present System 

The spectrum of standardization products of NSBs, CEN / CENELEC and ISO / IEC may have to be 
broadened because of the shortening of product lifecycles, the pressure to speed up R&D, and the 
difficulty in shortening the development time for generating formal standards because of the 
procedures required to achieve full consensus. During discussions, it must be decided whether CEN / 
CENELEC should intensify their offer in respect of setting up Workshop Agreements. There must also 
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be consideration of the implications of increasing pressure to alter the existing IPR policies within the 
formal bodies (indeed policies that are shared by most standards consortia) – at present, these 
policies are identical for formal standards and CWAs.  This does not imply the creation of a monopoly 
that offers all standards (formal, forum, and consortium) exclusively. However, it means that within a 
competitive framework, it may be important to be in the market for non-formal standards in a world in 
which standards migrate from company via consortium, forum to formal and where a solution 
orientation and the necessary values require the inclusion of more than formal standards. In fact, the 
tradition of electrical standardization is a perfect example – it is systems based and solution oriented 
(safety, health) and includes value statements (value of life). This successful scope gives an 
indication of the reasons for success and the prospective road ahead for European standardization.  
 
A strong and perseverant European approach to formal standardization on the international level 
generates important gains for Europe. This needs to be assessed if there is to be a reflection about 
the way CEN and CENELEC work in future. In CENELEC, for instance, most work is done at 
international level, i.e. 64% of ENs come from IEC, 7 % are based on IEC and 29% are pure 
European standardization.  It is suggested that there should be a stress on the European level 
becoming more effective at international level and that the vertical approach should be improved, i.e. 
CENELEC/IEC and CEN/ISO. This improved impetus may then resolve the question raised in this 
context, as to whether it will remain desirable to take over IEC standards if these were heavily 
influenced by emerging markets to accommodate their technology.  To prevent such a development, 
the European system must be a leader compared to others. This cannot be achieved by industry 
alone but relates to the interaction with the political support, especially EU and EFTA, which has to be 
defined. Furthermore, a consciousness must be developed in the ’producer’ and the ‘user’ countries 
of Europe that, through migrating technologies, roles may change and new responsibilities must be 
taken up. A special asset stems from the fact that in Europe the regulator is viewed as a partner 
because European regulations are supported by standards within the framework of the ‘New 
Approach’.  There is therefore a need to work together and concentrate on this strength to ensure the 
right product and to convince others of the benefits of the system.   
 
If the EU did not exist, membership in ISO and IEC would be sufficient for the majority of 
CEN/CENELEC members, especially in the electro-technical field.  In the current situation, however, 
the relationship between CEN and CENELEC is crucial.  There is a will for change and discussion of 
current governance practices in both organizations, coming mainly from the new member countries, in 
order to improve effectiveness and efficiency and moreover to reduce management costs. This may 
imply bringing together the different European standardization organizations and adjusting their scope 
of products to better serve stakeholders and customers. In fact, despite position papers from 
Orgalime and CECAPI (supported by the 10 ‘independent’ members of CENELEC) stating that a 
merger should not be entered into at this time as it could divert resources from key areas, the 
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Orgalime paper also pointed out that the back office should be merged as much as possible in order 
to establish common services, operating systems and proper cooperation at TC level to ensure cost 
effective organization and to avoid duplication.  
 
The economics of a comparative institutional approach compares different types of organizations with 
each other; given that the market or external forces put institutions, such as the NSBs, CEN / 
CENELEC and ISO / IEC, under pressure, if they do not adjust accordingly, a loss in public interest 
and support, as well as stakeholder and client acceptance, may undermine the credibility of the entire 
system. Changes in technology maps and converging developments (e.g. ICT) may necessitate the 
adaptation of existing processes and products, such as developing closer cooperation and making 
CEN/CENELEC Workshop Agreements (CWAs) more attractive. A vision for the future must be 
developed, taking as its starting point the position in which CEN and CENELEC wish to end up in 
order to maintain their influence. Converging technologies on the horizontal level, the interaction 
between consortia and fora standards on the one hand and formal standards on the other hand 
suggest that more cooperation is needed because in complex systems, these interact and often 
formal standards evolve, in a ‘genealogical’ sense, out of industry standards.  This might, for reasons 
of flexibility, lead to a decentralized system with a central holding structure that generates a strong 
brand and visibility.  
 

2.5 SWOT-Evaluation of the Present System 

In assessing the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats for CEN / CENELEC, the need for 
an improvement of the role of the Joint Presidents' Group of CEN, CENELEC and ETSI has been 
identified. 
 
In terms of the overall costs of standardization, it is clear that those related to the NSBs and to CEN / 
CENELEC are small in comparison to those incurred by industry, technical experts and other 
interested parties. However, the respective General Assemblies of CEN and CENELEC should take 
the initiative to instigate work to prepare a proposal for real operational synergies in terms of cost 
reduction, threats, opportunities, risks and gains, based on the work already begun in the CEN / 
CENELEC Operating Alliance project. This may imply that: 
• there could be some mapping of current cooperation to identify where improvements could be 

made – also taking into account ETSI.  In addition, there could be a cooperation committee of 
representatives from CEN and CENELEC which could meet to decide what could be developed 
together on common strategic issues. This could be formal or informal but should be mandated by 
CEN and CENELEC. CEN and CENELEC could try the approach of closer collaboration beyond 
the positive progress already achieved with a view to the possibility of taking further steps at a 
later date. It is crucial to bring ETSI in, once aspects related to the NSB-based governance 
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structure of CEN and CENELC have been resolved and once the role, especially the overlapping 
interest of CWAs and industry standards, has been resolved. 

• there is a need to measure to what extent CEN and CENELEC respond to customers’ needs and 
to ensure that opportunities are not missed – and these could differ between the two 
organizations.  In this respect, the strengthening of the existing cooperative tools is essential and 
may include the rationalization of the current portfolios of documents.  The need for a European 
strategy with a global reach/approach is suggested, taking into account issues for small countries, 
i.e. problems of representation in certain fields of technology, and that stakeholders should be 
represented at the governance level. This seems especially necessary with a view to the changing 
pattern of countries that mostly only use standards, a development which is driven by migrating 
production and technologies. 

 
As part of its work to establish Common Objectives, the Joint Presidents’ Group of CEN, CENELEC 
and ETSI undertook a SWOT analysis.  This recognized that whilst the three organizations were 
independent and well recognized in their specific sectors, the current evolution to an increasingly 
global scene and converging technologies leads to a need for the ESOs to join forces and seek for 
commonalities.  On the basis of this SWOT analysis, a number of Common Objectives have been 
determined and been approved by each organization.  
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3 The Basis of the Shared Vision 

3.1 Theoretical Underpinnings and the Political Economy of Standardization 

Standardization systems are analyzed from a theoretical and a political perspective. The first covers 
those aspects that show how the standardization system influences the economy. The most important 
aspects are the effect of standards as part of the codified knowledge base of an economy, their 
effects on transaction costs and, finally, the ability to generate a framework of activity in the public 
interest that can be handed over to the public as a means of fostering market liberalization and 
especially promoting SMEs which often take over these formerly public activities. In general, theory 
supports the conjecture that open and formal standardization enhances the competitiveness of the 
individual firm as well as that of the whole economy. 
 
The second aspect covers the role of the standardization system, its ‘architecture’ within a national or 
international setting and the way it is organized and governed. This is the place where the role and 
influence of stakeholders, the procedures of standardization and consent finding or the interaction 
among institutions are discussed. Whereas the theoretical role of standardization is rather clear, the 
practical implementation is important in terms of technological efficiency and wealth creation. 
 
In the following sections and subsections, the standardization system will be analyzed from the more 
theoretical and the more political side. However, theoretical aspects may spill over into the political 
area so as to relate political issues to their theoretical basis. We will finally point to the strategic 
position of European standardization. 
 

3.2 The Importance of Standardization from a Theoretical Perspective 

3.2.1 Knowledge Infrastructure 

First of all, standardization systems – be they consortia, forum-based or formal – are part of the 
infrastructure of the knowledge society and reduce transaction costs.  This leads to two important 
effects: an economy can be more decentralized and, thus, promote efficient, decentralized decision 
making which implicitly improves the prospects of SMEs; furthermore, technological platforms are 
established that allow a faster dissemination of technology. Formal standardization bodies provide a 
dissemination platform for goods and services with well-defined properties and a guarantee for 
systems’ compatibility. Standardization reduces investment risk by providing (best) technologies, the 
effectiveness and efficiency of which in the economic process is guaranteed for a reasonable period. 
This is easily achieved in as far as standardization is imbedded in the system of intellectual 
property-rights formation and development; thus, they lay out a roadmap and provide potential for 
technological leadership. This puts responsibility on government which has an important role in 
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guaranteeing (underlying) property rights. And it admits that intellectual property rights which include 
standards of all kinds are just the tip of an iceberg, i.e. below the waterline, a rich system of formal 
and informal rules exists that guarantees the working of the system. We name market surveillance, 
certification and accreditation, as well as the legal system, as aspects that characterize mature 
economies and guarantee the reliability of the European Standardization System. 
 
Secondly, standardization possesses very distinct sectoral functions and procedures – and this is 
again true for consortia, forum-based or formal standards. As a consequence, a sectoral and industry-
oriented approach has traditionally been very successful. There is a challenge to extend this system 
to fields of converging technologies and to new areas where needs for standardization arise and 
where European technological and economic leadership can be enhanced. Different types of 
standards (consortia, forum or formal) have different production times, i.e. require different ‘times to 
market’ and these must be compatible with product lifecycles in the respective industry together with 
the necessary protection of the users and compatibility with the other products. In addition, the 
changing pattern of the international division of labour makes technologies migrate: standardization 
systems codify knowledge and make it accessible. 
 
Thirdly, standardization systems thus increase absorptive capacity, i.e. the ability to understand and 
make use of new technologies and other ideas of enterprises with respect to those formal standards 
produced at ‘home’; this is an advantage from which society is used to benefiting. This is especially 
important for small countries. Furthermore, standardization systems increase the absorptive capacity 
of society with respect to standards ‘not invented here’.  As codified knowledge, they prevent the loss 
of technological competence also in areas where our own research has been thinned out or has 
disappeared altogether. Thus ‘white spots’ will not emerge.  
 
Finally, the legislator is a crucial supportive element vis-à-vis regulation issues that give freedom to 
private initiative within the ‘New Approach’ structure. 
 

3.2.2 Competition Basis of Formal, Forum, Consortia and Corporate Standards  

The analysis of the competitive effects of standards has to depart from the above-mentioned role in 
the information and knowledge process of the firm, the nation, the world economy. Standardization is 
one important procedure of knowledge codification. Standardization starts inside the firm in those 
institutional structures that are responsible for knowledge creation and knowledge use. If these 
specifications prove successful, they may, as certain corporate standards do, develop into consortia / 
fora standards or later into formal standards depending on the involvement of public interests. 
Competing or single consortia standards may develop into formal standards once the expansion into 
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public fields of involvement becomes viable and profitable. Formal standards are often the basis of 
second-generation corporate or consortia specifications. 
 
Large and globally active companies, in particular, have a product and an institutional choice as to 
where to standardize. This implies that a matrix of choices develops: competition exists at the same 
time with respect to institutional choice, i.e. forum or formal standard, or regional, i.e. the platform 
upon which to start standardization. Although standardization institutions do not compete directly, this 
generates an indirect momentum of competition. 
 
A speedy realization ranks among the most important perceived competitive advantages of 
corporate or consortia standards. However, there exists a fundamental risk of market failure because 
of public rejection or inferiority with respect to another competing standard.  Formal standards may be 
slower to develop; however, they offer an accepted basis with respect to public and third party 
interest due to the principles of openness, transparency and consensus through which they are 
developed and the fact that they are referred to in legislation. This enhances certain legal advantages 
and provides an antitrust-free platform for cooperation. It reduces risk and provides a potential for vast 
and uncontested dissemination. Open forum standards take an intermediate position. They are 
initiated by stakeholders and share the advantage of speed of development known from consortia 
standards. They are an appropriated specification if third party interests, for instance in terms of 
safety and security, are not affected. This risk-reward context generates an important support for 
formal standardization. Within this context, differences in ‘time to market’ of standards (consortia, 
forum, formal) must be explained by specifics in public involvement and industry differences, i.e. 
the involvement of small groups of large corporations vis-à-vis SMEs. Increased time to generate a 
standard is justified if the respective reward is sufficiently large, especially because consensus must 
be achieved, which is more difficult in certain areas than in others. Thus, institutional comparison of 
the ’competitiveness of standardization procedures’ must account for this fact. 
 
Different types of standards develop in an evolutionary and dynamic system. Often, a sort of 
genealogical tree emerges and the development of the content of specifications can be monitored in 
a biography-type approach.  This lack of homogeneity induces imperfect competition among the 
different types. Rarely do we find a situation in which a consortium standard is in full competition with 
a formal standard. For instance, a data protocol for a cellular telephone only needs a consortium or a 
forum standard. Radiation limits, however, are subject to public norms because of very strong third 
party interests and therefore require formal standardization. Thus, besides certain competition an 
important and sizable cooperation exists, especially with respect to the underlying knowledge base.  
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3.3 Important Properties of European Formal Standardization  

3.3.1 Success Factors of Formal European Standardization  

First it is important to note that, when speaking about the European standardization model, it is the 
international system which Europe has adopted but which has benefited from the European approach, 
i.e. that, once adopted, European Standards are implemented within all the member countries of CEN 
and CENELEC and that conflicting national standards are withdrawn.  The economic argument for the 
European model is that there is one standard to which every manufacturer can manufacture, resulting 
in reductions in costs.  Formal standards are not paralleled by forum or consortia standards but, in the 
European tradition, may be complementary, i.e. for New Approach directives. From the perspective of 
the national economy, external benefits can thus be deeply exploited and comparative advantages of 
national firms are generated. This is contrary to other countries or regions with competitive choice but 
a potential risk of monopoly once one standard dominates another standard and, thus, tightens the 
market. 
 
Formal standards and, to a lesser degree, forum standards generate a cost-efficient dissemination 
of technologies leading to a ready-to-use knowledge pool. This includes the costs of problem and 
technology identification, roadmaps (development paths or trajectories), the verification of rights of 
third parties and production feasibility. Thus, search costs are lowered. Finally, the ability of SMEs 
and GMEs not only to compete but also to cooperate with large corporations rests on public standards 
and standards produced in fora. Technological leadership, i.e. the ability to define the product 
lifecycle, in many cases involves the exploitation of a cooperation benefit in a very complex group 
structure. This implies that a complex interaction among different types of standards, i.e. corporate, 
fora, formal, might become an important success factor. This is an important internal benefit for 
SMEs because they cannot shoulder large research costs. The improvement of the absorptive 
capacity is of crucial importance to their innovation capacity – i.e. their ability to compete head on with 
large firms – and generate market niches of global relevance. For instance, European Global 
Medium-size Enterprises (GMEs) heavily benefit from formal standards which support their global 
technological platforms. This dissemination of public standards was a prerequisite for their expansion 
in foreign markets and their ability to launch direct investments. 
 
In short: European NSBs, as well as CEN and CENELEC, ensure that the standardization process 
remains open to all interested parties and that there is no discrimination among different sizes and 
structures of enterprises. Specifically, these properties are necessary preconditions for GMEs to be 
successful in global markets as they create their platforms – and this cannot, contrary to big business, 
be shouldered by GMEs alone.  
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3.3.2 Knowledge Transfer, New Division of Labour and Migrating Technologies 

Converging technologies necessitate an expert overview and an integration capacity to maintain a 
flexible and often one-stop interface. CEN and CENELEC guarantee access to a full spectrum of 
experts. Finally, the market-integration phrase: ‘one standard, one test, accepted everywhere’, as it is 
presently achieved, must remain an aim also under conditions of changes in the spatial division of 
labour and migrating technologies. This can only be done with strong national and supranational 
bodies. As manufacturers want products accepted everywhere, the goal should be to deliver up to 
date standards for conformity assessment to support legislation.  
 
An intensified level of competition based on clearly defined technological platforms and the integration 
of markets ensures all European countries benefit.  The increased speed of knowledge transfer in 
both directions (out of Europe, into Europe) makes it especially important to have a standardization 
system that supports European competitiveness. The uniqueness of the CEN / CENELEC network, in 
cooperation with ISO and IEC, opens standardization to all European countries and promotes 
collective knowledge.   
 

3.3.3 Promoting Economic Competitiveness of Europe 

The European tradition in standardization also enables CEN and CENELEC to cope with 
dominating markets and dominant standardizers in some areas. Thus, market power is limited 
which, at first glance, seems to be to the disadvantage of dominant firms or dominant consortia; 
however, there remains a very clear advantage from fast dissemination – the technological roadmap 
aspect – and being free from the threats of antitrust inquiries. There is a conviction about how 
European standardization works and this could be exported to other regions as an example of how 
they could also function. 
 
Soft factors, such as safety and security, environment and consumer interests, have a specific 
cultural value in Europe; in the long run, a development in these areas that anticipates a similar 
cultural development in other areas creates a competitive advantage. This may be ever more 
necessary as competing trademarks, including that of ‘fair trade’, or others, invade the marketplace 
and compete with ‘classical’ formal standards. Formal standardization should be pro-active in the 
respective markets. 
 
A well-defined societal position, whether to absorb an International Standard or to create one’s own 
becomes increasingly important under the auspices of a unified CEN / CENELEC approach. 
Especially if social values are concerned, the taking over of International Standards may be 
challenged. A socially beneficial competition for best solutions is only efficient if a strong CEN / 
CENELEC position exists. 
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3.3.4 The Role of the Public and Economic Liberalization and Integration 

Formal standardization has always been in the nation states’ interest as they benefit from 
standardization. This economic growth effect is the major argument for government to support formal 
standardization activities: generating wealth, promoting technology and, at the bottom line, also 
creating public income for the state. In fact, as we know from thorough research, the rewards of 
standardization vastly exceed the necessary investment of all stakeholders.  
 
As long as production and corporate decision-making was (more or less) national, the national 
definition of intellectual property rights (IPRs) was sufficient and successful. The more the world 
economy integrated, the more enterprises were forced to secure their IPRs. This encouraged 
international agreements on patents, copyright and trademarks. As national technologies were 
exported historically, a globally integrated approach to standardization only became necessary in the 
case of the electrical industry for reasons of security and safety (IEC was founded in 1906), which 
implies the ability to handle the technology at the place of use. This partly explains the parallel 
structures in formal standardization which remain in existence. The globalization of public 
standardization in other sectors by and large followed the integration of the world economy.  
 
As discussed before, standardization generates competition platforms that minimize government 
antitrust involvement. This minimizes in most cases unpleasant economic-policy involvements. Today, 
this ranks among the most decisive arguments: standardization enables government to hand over 
public work to the private sector which reduces responsibilities and, in most cases, because of 
efficiency gains increases productivity (‘New Approach’). On the corporate level, the expansion of 
markets generated by these platforms (dissemination and network effects) is usually more profitable 
than the risky exploitation of monopoly power. Formal standardization also stabilizes behaviour, sets 
institutional rules and reduces societal risk. One important aspect – but not the only one – is the 
stabilization of markets. 
 
Standardization thus simplifies or replaces direct government involvement, thereby helping to 
reduce unnecessary regulation. This is especially important once standardization is not only oriented 
towards products, processes and interfaces but also comprises systems and an orientation towards 
solutions; the latter very often comprise soft standards, i.e. standards relating to a considerable 
extent to values, and, thus value statements. These have increased their presence in the market 
place because there seem to be specific needs in advanced societies. Thus, notwithstanding the 
important interest of industry, formal standardization reaches beyond industry’s interest far into the 
public agenda. This requires an institutional arrangement that defines the role of the public, the state 
(or supranational organisms) in formal standardization. 
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3.4 The Strategic Challenges to European Standardization 

3.4.1 The Strategic Position  

The strength of CEN and CENELEC in European standardization rests on a clear strategic position 
that will allow them to be an uncontested authority on European standardization issues. This is a 
precondition for developing a reputation for CEN and CENELEC products, reliability for their activities 
and authority as political partners. This implies that a symmetry between standards‘ producers and 
standards’ users must be found – this may relate to participation, voting rules and cost-sharing for the 
products, taking into account the economic and industrial weight of each member to define the 
effective importance in the decision making process. Again, this implies that the migration of 
technologies within Europe must be accounted for as some countries may acquire and others may 
lose technological expertise over time and, thus, change from producers to users. Discussions on 
these institutional adaptations must ultimately face this long-term effect. 
 
CEN and CENELEC must, at the same time, be the European association of members of ISO and 
IEC, enabling all European stakeholders to participate in international standardization. They must 
remain the partners of the European Commission and EFTA for all questions governing European 
standardization issues. They are the institutions with the ‘red telephone’ to call if needed. 
 

3.4.2 The Choice of Standards and the Challenge of Incentive Compatibility  

CEN and CENELEC should be organizations with high reputations whose activities are visible and 
well-known; participation must be incentive-compatible for all parties involved, especially industry.  
 
A large spectrum of standards exists to fulfil the needs of industry and the public. On the one hand, 
consortia standards are in demand because they are produced faster and can be more market 
relevant than formal standards.  On the other hand, they are considered to be entirely different as 
they imply different processes and it is industry’s choice and strategic decision as to the system they 
choose to use according to their own interests.  The latter view would imply that the system is only 
failing if industry wants standards drafted through the European system and cannot obtain them due 
to time to market issues.  Consortia should not, therefore, be seen as in competition with formal 
standards but as complementary.   
 
Thus, a wide and differentiated spectrum of clearly defined standardization products must be openly 
visible. These should include formal standards, standards produced in open forums, and consortia 
standards. The choice of type of standardization depends on the product, the stakeholders involved 
and the environment. The necessity to offer closed standards may emerge if groups of enterprises 
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want to use the strength of the European system to develop well-defined specifications as part of their 
competition strategy. This may be of special importance under conditions of accelerating 
technological development, technology convergence and matching problems between technology 
cycles vis-à-vis the market and very fast product lifecycles. However, the decision to enter into such a 
field must be carefully balanced against the basic principles of openness and transparency and 
ensure that it does not raise conflicts of interest. 
 
The basis for consortia is the direct participation of industry, with no national coordination and 
positions; thus, this process helps industry to participate directly in the standardization system. CEN 
and CENELEC products with similar properties, such as CWAs, are not sufficiently well known (and 
sufficiently used), and more could be done to promote the tools already in place.  Furthermore, 
industry also has the opportunity to participate directly in the standardization process for ENs through 
national mirror committees or through the direct involvement of industry experts.  This enables SMEs 
and all other European-based stakeholders to play a role in the process which they are unable to do 
in consortia. Furthermore, as global companies are forced to use the most efficient and cost effective 
approaches and, on a short term basis, consortia appear to offer this advantage, this issue must be 
addressed by formal standardizers.  A major strength of CEN / CENELEC would therefore be to 
provide the relevant solution whilst ensuring time and cost efficiency. 
 

3.4.3 Promoting the Competitive Edge 

In CEN and CENELEC formal standards and all future institutionalized standards, such as CWAs and 
potential closed industry standards, all underlying patents and licensing schemes must be ruled in a 
legally binding way. The main attractiveness for participants and users should rest on the availability 
of professional expert knowledge. Two aspects are intriguing: (i), white spots, i.e. areas where 
Europe has lost competence because production has out-migrated (see 3.2.1) or where competence 
has never been achieved and, (ii), the scarcity of experts, for instance for reasons of demography.  
 
The scarcity of experts and problems of anti-trust may become ever more important. This could 
lead to an integrative approach towards formal and consortia standards in the system by offering a 
chain of products and sending out the message that CEN and CENELEC have their own experts from 
industry who can cover all areas, therefore, if industry uses the system, it will be offered the right 
solution.  It is up to CEN and CENELEC to attract these experts. This could be decisive for the future 
influence of formal European standardization.  
 
The organizational setup of CEN and CENELEC should be task oriented and reflect the necessities 
defined by products, stakeholders and other side conditions as mentioned above. Thus, 
standardization processes should be organized in a way that reflects different structures of tasks with 
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participation taken from national member organizations, industry federations and their 
representatives, corporations and other third parties; in a dynamic social and economic environment, 
new stakeholders will enter and must be included (old might also exist). Coordination should be 
handled by the CEN / CENELEC central offices which select, for any individual standardization 
request, an issue manager with the help of an expert body. 
  

3.4.4 Criteria for the Future Success of National (Formal) Standardization in Europe 

The political will to integrate the European economies generated CEN and CENELEC as intermediate 
levels because public standardization was considered as a means of political integration. This was 
a decision against outright competition among national standardization bodies and their public 
standards on the one hand, and a regulation of public standards through a centralized body. Thus, 
European standardization, as part of an integrated European approach to IPRs, is inevitable. Two 
aspects have to be included: the ‘upstream side’ which includes patents and licensing schemes, and 
the ‘downstream side’ which includes the copyright agreements governing the dissemination and use 
of codified standards.  
 

3.4.5 Responsibilities of the European Commission and EFTA and their Future Interaction  
with CEN and CENELEC 

The efforts of EC/EFTA to create a coherent European agenda are appreciated but more must be 
done to help establish an institutional system at the European level to support this. The efforts made 
to export the European standardization model should be redoubled. This necessitates that EC/EFTA 
should help to ensure a stable financing for CEN / CENELEC as partners within European 
standardization, in particular by simplifying the administrative process and making prompt and 
proportionate payments in those areas where the two institutions solely serve the public interest.  
 
The EC/EFTA should continue to develop the New Approach and to use European standardization as 
a tool in support of their policies, which seek to enhance European competitiveness by reducing 
bureaucracy and overregulation, whilst promoting co-regulation. 
 
The securing of intellectual property rights relating to European Standards, i.e. standards 
themselves, underlying patents and copyright on codified standards, is of special importance to some 
industry segments lacking market and political power in foreign markets with formally or de facto 
unsecured IPRs. The help of EC/EFTA to achieve this is vital for improving competitiveness. 
EC/EFTA should continue their efforts to strengthen the system of market surveillance as an 
important instrument to verify the proper use of standards if declared by producers or sellers. This will 
increase confidence in CE Marking by ensuring that in all countries non-complying products and those 
which violate IPRs are not permitted to enter the market. 
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The early detection of emerging technologies fit for European standardization is a high priority for 
CEN/CENELEC and the development of a coherent and shared technological policy by EC/EFTA 
would greatly enhance the chances of success. 
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4. Getting Started: Establishing a Future Position 

4.1 The Importance of Intellectual Property Rights 

It is considered important to assess the chain management of IPR, going from patents through 
standardization to the copyright of documents and standards, each with its own genealogical and 
biographical property.  There is an ongoing reorganization and renewal of the standardization system 
which coincides with changes in the speed of research cycles (market of technologies) and product 
lifecycles (market of goods).  This is of natural interest to standards’ users and producers and must be 
carefully assessed as their role may change in the future because of migrating technologies, i.e. 
changes in the pattern of the international division of labour followed by changes in regional-sectoral 
research intensities. Given the necessity to sell bundles of goods to industry and to consumers, there 
is a need to offer the corresponding ‘bundles of standards’ in order to be up-to-date with the needs of 
industry and stakeholders. Thus, the interaction among different IPRs becomes complex once 
standardization becomes more systems and solution oriented and the bundles, at the same time, are 
constituted of forum, consortia and formal standards (i.e. the bundle ’mobile communication’). In this 
sense, European standardization will become less input and more output oriented with solutions 
standing in the centre. 
 

4.2 Misfits and Mismatches of Standardization vis-à-vis Technological and Product 
Lifecycles, and vis-à-vis Migrating Technologies 

There exists a huge economic benefit5 in standardization and a need to measure and assess 
solutions which have been found and to identify new potential. In order to keep the competitive edge 
in Europe, it is important to identify where important technologies are being developed.  The role of 
the (European) Patent Office as a body that, through its thorough documentation, is a basic platform 
in the transfer of technologies must be taken into consideration. It may be important to conceptualize 
future standards at very early stages in the technology cycle by using the openly available patent 
information. It has to be discussed whether areas such as quality assessment in material sciences 
and quality of life considerations can give Europe a competitive edge.  
  
Migrating and newly emerging technologies imply that the mix of countries / NSBs that are producers 
and users and those that are by and large users changes. Important questions to be answered relate 
to the future structure of membership on the European level, the degree of involvement, the structure 
of membership fees and the governance of the organizations. 
 

                                                 
5  See, for instance, the DIN study on standardization: www.din.de  
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4.3 The Role of Stakeholders 

The importance for CEN and CENELEC of addressing sector needs and listening to stakeholders is 
clear; however, the definition of a stakeholder is complicated as they are subject to constant 
evolutions. Business is a crucial stakeholder as it has a dominant position in financing the system and 
in the input of ideas. Different types of standards have different structures of stakeholder; consortia 
and fora are somewhat more narrow – and, thus, potentially faster in their procedures of developing 
and implementing standards because of the very close interest of the underlying industry partners. 
The generation and implementation of formal standards may be more time-consuming because of the 
complexity of stakeholders, but it generates a generally accepted product which, in case of the New 
Approach, contributes to public legislation. It might become important to include future stakeholders in 
the discussions on European standardization, especially if roadmaps are to be created.  There is 
much work to be done in the service sector and in fields of new and emerging technologies, but it is 
also important to maintain and update the existing collection of standards in traditional areas.  Whilst it 
is known that European industry will change with the further integration of products, it is felt difficult to 
predict the needs of future stakeholders and it is therefore a challenge to find a way through this 
issue.   
 

4.4 The Univocal Voice 

4.4.1 From Close Working Relations to a European Brand 

The vision for the future would be of one system for a range of customer-focused processes, enabling 
products to be developed in an efficient way.  There are three priorities: to continue what is already 
being done at the level of the CEN and CENELEC central offices in order to find synergies; to work on 
presenting ‘one face’ to the customer so as to strengthen the product and not lose out due to the 
complexity of the system; and to make an inventory and analysis of competitors from which some 
ideas for the future might be gained. An unambiguous position is essential for a positive branding 
strategy. 
 
The close working relationship between the CEN and CENELEC members at national level should be 
the vision Europe will see.  Erroneous stakeholder perceptions should be addressed through effective 
communication as a prerequisite to building a positive brand.  
 
At the moment, a stronger umbrella with a joint brand must be put up from the NSBs and CEN / 
CENELEC, and ultimately ETSI. This goes beyond questions such as cost reduction and 
improvements in efficiency.  In looking to the future stakeholders, all are using standardization to 
improve the health and welfare of citizens. The processes for standardization should be brought 
under one umbrella and under one European voice.  It should also be a tool for the EU and EFTA in 
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boosting the European economy to be the best in the world.  There is a need for a strong brand name 
for the product and also for the system itself.  ‘If you stop advertising and marketing to save money, 
then you can stop your clock to save time’ (Henry Ford). Of course, this umbrella should also cover 
newly developing sectors because of converging technologies and a more holistic approach in the 
sense of systems and solution orientation. 
 
In relation to the question about brand names, it is generally felt that the names ‘CEN’ and 
‘CENELEC’ are not well-known and that the term ‘European Standards (ENs)’ is recognized by more 
people, although they may not be aware of their real value. However, ENs do not exist in their own 
right but only as national implementations.  At national level, it is felt that there is a similar situation 
with national standards having some brand name value but, with one or two exceptions, the standards 
organizations not being very visible. ENs have to be promoted, where appropriate, as a European 
adoption of International Standards and as instruments to support New Approach directives of the EC, 
thus becoming an intrinsic element of market liberalization. This implies that branding first has to 
relate to the European Standardization System as a system with guaranteed properties for the benefit 
of Europe. 
 
The EN is a strong brand but in Europe the brand is not linked to the name of the organization.  In 
Germany, for example, ‘DIN’ is also part of name of standard; everyone knows DIN because of the 
standardized formats of paper. In a similar way, ISO is a well-known brand but is mainly identified with 
its quality management system. In speaking of expectations about how European standardization will 
develop in the future, input should be gained from all interested partners.  The umbrella approach is 
essential but must allow sufficient flexibility to meet the needs of sectors, for instance as the market 
knowledge of standards’ brands is entirely different between the investment goods’ industry and the 
consumer goods’ industry. 
 
Given a strong umbrella brand, greater visibility will be achieved. Whilst there are costs associated 
with building a new brand, this is not being done from scratch. There is a capital of trust for CEN and 
CENELEC and this is similar to many other cases where a brand has replaced or capitalized on some 
former brands.  This would also send a strong message to the market. It may be important to start this 
vision of a univocal voice now. In the words of that Alexis de Tocqueville: ‘The only way not to suffer 
from a revolution is to design and implement one’. Thus, if no actions are taken, some other products 
or organizations might take this place.   
 

4.4.2 From a Support of European Integration to a Genuine European Role 

European standardization through CEN and CENELEC has played a key role in European integration 
and New Approach policies. At national level, the government, an important stakeholder and legally 
bound to support the European standardization process, generally sits on standards policy and 
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strategy committees. An increased attendance of governmental experts in national technical mirror 
committees to explain their requirements and promote national interests at the same level as other 
stakeholders would contribute to a better promotion of European Standards.  This would also 
reinforce the weight of ENs as a tool in reducing regulation and ensure that the EU/EFTA and national 
authorities do not take adverse positions against a standard. The European Commission and EFTA 
set side conditions that change the agenda of CEN / CENELEC. Thus, it must be ensured that the 
standardization process remains relevant and meets the needs of industry and stakeholders, which 
propose the majority of work items. This necessitates finding new institutional arrangements to 
strengthen the partnership with the European Commission and EFTA. 
 

4.4.3 From a Narrow to a Broad View of Standardization 

Initially, the political will to create European standardization was supported by the European 
Commission. Business has always taken over most of the responsibilities. Thus, a new 
institutionalized approach to cooperation is needed.  The scope of European standardization is open 
for more. An increased importance is seen in areas in which global technologies important for Europe 
do not have a foothold in industry and in areas of long-term public interest. 
 

4.4.4 From National to European, from Present to Future Stakeholders 

In the case of one umbrella covering all sectors, it is important to take care of all interests (industry, 
government, consumers, environmentalists, SMEs, etc).  Anything which would contribute to cost 
savings and increased efficiency, whilst reducing the duplication of work, would benefit the standards 
body and, in turn, its customers.  Bringing CEN and CENELEC closer together, combining or 
adjusting processes and ways of working, should be foreseen for the future.  The vision would be to 
see one European Standardization System based on NSBs dealing with all sectors, comprising all 
stakeholders.   
 
The present CEN and CENELEC system is based on participation through NSBs, responding to the 
needs of all interested parties and providing added-value and consensus-based standards.  It should 
be an effective tool for competition at the European and international levels, responding to the 
different levels of stakeholder. As mentioned, new pressures arise because of value and 
systems/solution orientation. This implies that bundles of standards increase their importance in the 
market place. This opens choices especially for large companies on how and from where to 
standardize. Structural reform must address this increased level of complexity and competitiveness. 
This will also effect the approach to international cooperation which somewhat differs in intensity 
between CENELEC where most work is (first) done on the international level and CEN where national 
and European work – at least in certain sectors – still plays an important role. 
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5. Getting there: the Mission and the Decisions 

5.1 General Responsibilities of CEN and CENELEC 

CEN and CENELEC must see themselves as the nucleus of the European Standardization System 
which must take up, in its field, the challenges of the global economy, advanced information and 
communication systems and the importance of knowledge as the core-competence to promote 
economic wealth in Europe. It must realize, and thus promote proactive policies, so that the European 
system is not only challenged by consortia but to a much larger – and much controllable degree – by 
standardization in other regions (which includes the respective IPR policies in these areas).  This has 
far reaching consequences, which we name here explicitly: 
• CEN and CENELEC must promote European standardization and adapt to the European 

Landscape although this not only affects the two institutions but also includes other new and 
existing institutions that relate to standardization: in a vertical sense, these are the NSBs and ISO 
/ IEC, on a horizontal level, forum and consortia standards, and in a regional sense the 
establishing of a quality and a reputation in formal standardization which makes European 
standardization incontestable.  

• Thus, CEN and CENELEC should make an integrated effort to set up well-defined products that 
follow their historical core competences, especially in areas newly open for standardization, such 
as converging technologies. With respect to a more solution and systems oriented approach, 
agreements on forum standardization in the sectors they cover and the service offered to industry 
willing to produce consortia standards. 

• There have always been two approaches to integration: competition and harmonization. The 
first creates the level-playing field by enforcing efficiency, the latter by setting à-priori common 
rules, in reality, a mix of strategies is always used.  It is the stakeholders, especially business, who 
should make the final decision on whether convergence between CEN / CENELEC is reached 
from setting an agenda for closer improved cooperation or whether market forces should drive 
systems’ convergence, or a mix of the two. They must make the final decision and respond to 
questions, such as how much the standardization system of Europe should be an integrated and 
offer a multi-product system, i.e. should it be loose or should there be interaction. Furthermore, 
the role vis-à-vis other economic areas must be jointly defined, especially with respect to changes 
in the worldwide division of labour which also put European technology under pressure.  

• CEN and CENELEC should create a body and / or a network of experts which is competent for 
patents, licenses and roadmaps and which supports the different standardization products; this 
goes beyond clearing access for standards to IPRs; it requires a proactive and innovative position 
in developing new areas of standardization in those areas where market potential exists. In the 
strive for excellence, this must be maintained and further developed as a key asset. 

• They must improve, when appropriate, the present joint body for making binding decisions for 
both organizations, especially regarding their newly evolving division of tasks. 
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5.2 Promoting EN as the Ultimate Brand  

EN is the true trademark and brand of European formal standardization, supported by the EU and 
EFTA for the benefit of Europe, its industry and citizens. It therefore has an impressive internal value 
for the organizations which create ENs, for business, the European Commission/EFTA; this value has 
to be expanded to all stakeholders and the external public. This implies that the interest of industry 
must be generated to promote such a development as being in its ultimate interest for sales in 
Europe, but also abroad.  
 
The vision is to institutionalize a flexible, coherent, sector-focussed confederation of national 
organizations under this brand, with harmonized governance structures. Such a European 
Standardization System would develop market-relevant standards and support products in an efficient 
and timely way. National Standards Bodies and sectoral structures (ETSI, CWA-type standardization 
or other institutions included that provide industry standards) would relate to these changes. 
 

5.2.1 Implications of EN to Be Promoted 

European formal standardization implies that uniform European Standards are used throughout 
Europe, that competing European and national standards are withdrawn and that a successful 
national implementation – also in terms of language, has been made. As a consequence, a consistent 
system of standardization exists that covers a large economic area and which is unique in the world. 
In this system, all underlying intellectual property rights (IPRs) are well defined, secured and 
accessible at reasonable prices. The procedures of formal standardization, especially the accessibility 
to SMEs and GMEs in the production of standards, must be guaranteed. Using formal standards 
avoids antitrust problems. In addition, they conform to legislature, especially as a basis of ’New 
Approach’-type policies. 
 

5.2.2 The Path to Best-Practice Standardization 

It is necessary to benchmark standardization procedures in the field of formal, fora and consortia 
standardization with a clear view of sectoral differences. This sector-focussed approach implies that 
autonomy on technical issues (e.g. products, timescales) must be accounted for and that the business 
model that needs to be defined is appropriate to sector needs. A joint clearing body should be 
established by CEN and CENELEC which would decide where to develop standards, especially in 
newly developed areas such as converging technologies, advanced societal fields or where the 
European Commission and EFTA feel the necessity for such standards; benchmarks can then be 
established for all fields of formal standardization. This enables the setting of constitutional rules for 
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formal standards’ creation in an effort to clearly define standardization procedures given the product, 
the stakeholders and the side conditions. 
 
Given the fact that European standardization must expand its products because of an increasing 
momentum for a systems’ and a solution-related approach, new structures cannot be ruled out. They 
may involve, for instance, Technical Committees that cover areas of converging technologies, but 
also integrated bodies that offer bundles of standards that include formal, consortia and fora 
standards. As a consequence, a broadened platform of European Standards should be developed 
which includes as well CEN/CENELEC Workshop Agreements as it would offer to stakeholders, 
where useful, ‘closed’ industry standards. The excellence of CEN’s and CENELEC’s expert bodies 
will be a crucial factor in implementing such a broadening of the agenda. It may be in the interest of 
the European Commission and of EFTA to get involved in such a system in order to promote 
sustainability in certain key areas, such as the efficient dismantling of atomic power plans, re-
cultivation activities in areas subjected to strip-mining etc. The best legal entity to develop under the 
roof of EN as a final outcome of such a development would thus be market driven, i.e. be influenced 
by the stakeholders of the system and their requirements.  
 

5.3 Defining the Political Role 

The general cooperation between CEN and CENELEC on the one hand and the European 
Commission/EFTA on the other hand must be well defined. Some specific areas of interest are 
proposed here: 

• The importance of financing cooperation in Technical Committees in areas in which 
Europe has no technological position but is pure user must be discussed. 

• The establishing of Technical Committees in areas vital to the public interest but without 
direct private sector profitability must be decided upon. 

• A coherent policy with respect to the financing of standardization activities in the primary 
interest of the European Commission and EFTA must be settled. 

 
In general, financing should be based on national members; EC/EFTA funding should be limited in 
order not to create dependencies and it should be strictly project-based or related to specific tasks. 

 

5.4 Developing a Technological Roadmap 

Technological roadmaps are an important element in the process of disseminating technologies and 
products. European standardization and its Technical Committees should find an augmented role in 
this field. In fact, because of the platform generated by standards and its assured quality, 
dissemination is eased. Thus, the interaction between standardization and platforms is mutually 
reinforcing. Once these platforms, which are defined by market forces, attain a certain level of 
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acceptance, they result in something which may be called an implicit roadmap. Explicit roadmaps may 
be produced if dominant firms join in to generate platforms. All in all, these common views on 
technological development paths reduce transaction costs and, thus, improve competition. 
 

5.5 Exporting the Concept 

It should be made clear that undertaking standardization the European way is the best way as it 
solves many problems mentioned under section 3.2.1. In addition, if other nations and trade areas 
adopted the system, many problems would be solved instantaneously such as IPR problems. 
 
 




