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Chapter 3

Standards Setting in Comparative Perspective:
The European Experience

Introduction
Dissatisfaction with the U.S. standards setting

process has led to several reports and recommenda-
tions, but little action. Failure to respond is partially
due to the way the standards debate is posed. The
issues are polarized, and the solutions cast in all or
nothing terms. One side argues that the U.S.
standards system works fine and should remain in
private sector hands. The other contends that it’s
failing and should be taken over by government. No
hybrid solutions, which call for sharing responsibil-
ity between government and the private sector, are
proposed. l

Looking comparatively at the systems in other
countries, however, it is clear that there are a variety
of ways to organize standards processes, with
government playing a greater role in some and a
lesser role in others. The case of Europe is particu-
larly illustrative. Although European countries share
much in common, each approaches standards devel-
opment somewhat differently, reflecting their differ-
ences in history and culture. Their collective experi-
ences provides diverse options that have not been
considered by U. S. policymakers. The European
experience is also revealing, because standards
organizations in all these counties are, themselves,
reevaluating their own strengths and weaknesses in
the light of European economic integration.

Nation by Nation Comparisons;
Germany, France, and
The United Kingdom

As in the United States, the move towards
simplification and standardization accelerated after
the First World War. While there was only one
standards organization in Europe before the war—
the British Engineering Standards Association—by
1928 there were 16.2 Advancing technology and the
demand for interoperable parts drove the need for
standardization, paralleling experience in the United
States. Europeans also adopted the consensus ap-
proach, with standards evolving through negotia-
tions among interested parties in an open process of
give and take.3

However, in contrast to the United States, where
the market was large enough to sustain mass
production, Europeans were dependent on inter-
country trade for large-scale production. From the
beginning, therefore, European standards organiza-
tions were viewed as part of the industrial infrastruc-
ture, and European standards organizations geared
their operations towards trade promotion. Moreover,
European governments generally pursued active
industrial policies, and thus they played a greater
role in standards development than was typical in the
United States. But the relationship between govern-
ment and the private sector, and the extent of
government involvement in standards, differed from

1‘IMS  phenomenon is not limited to the area of standards. As Peter =LZenstein  noks:
But America’s mtional debate on industrial policy betrays the strength of a liberal ideology. We conceive of the political

alternatives that confront us as polar opposites: market or plan. The biases of our ideology are reinforced by a veritable mtional
obsession with Japa.q a country that American businessmen inparticularview as a statist antidote to America’s ideological celebration
of market competition.

Our political debate typically pits the proponents of government against the advocates of market competition. Fundamentally, the
debate concerns the character of state involvement in the economy.

Peter Katzenste@ Small States in World Markets: Industrial Policy in Europe @hac&  NY: Cornell University Press, 1985.), p. 19.
2 victors.  nabasz,  ‘‘Simp~lcationand Standarbtion  in ~~pe,”  Notesfiom  the Annuls: Standards in Indus~  (New  York, NY:  The  American

Academy of Political and Social Science, 1928), p. 25.
3 ~orenm  Nicolas,  ~th the Coopemtion  of Jacques Repussmd,  co-n StandUrds  for Enterprises. ~uefnboug:  office of OffiCial Publications

for the European Community, 1988).
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62 . Global Standards: Building Blocks for the Future

country to country. European national standards
organizations can be differentiated according to the
following characteristics (see table 3-l).

●

●

●

●

types of financial support-e. g., voluntary
contributions from industry, sale of standards
and standards related services, and public
subsidies;
degree of centralization;
dependency on the public sector; and
size of standards organization and scope of
activities.

Germany

German standardization is based on a corporatist
approach to government-industry relations.5 In con-
trast to the United States, where there is no agreed on
national standards policy, in Germany, standards are
intended to serve the public good.6 Moreover,
German national standards policy is neither formu-
lated through competition among standards devel-
opment organizations, nor imposed by government.7

Rather, German standards policies evolve through
negotiations among economic interests and other
key interest groups in society. However, in contrast

to the United States where such groups participate in
an ad hoc fashion, in Germany they are organized
nationally through peak associations.8 German stand-
ardization efforts are similarly centralized, operating
through a nationally recognized standards organiza-
tion, the Deutsche Institute für Normung e.V. (DIN).

This pattern of German standardization was set in
May 1917 with the establishment of the Normal-
ienausschus für den Maschinenbau. Although origi-
nally focused on machine parts, this standards body
rapidly expanded its activities to other industries.
Six months after its inception, its name was changed
to the Normenausschuss der Deutschen Industries to
reflect its broader mission. Like other national
standards organizations that emerged at the same
time, the Normenausschuss operated on a committee
basis, with all parties represented and each free to
comment on draft standards. It received some
funding from the Reichs Kuratorium für Wirtschaftli-
chkeit, an industry association that was itself sup-
ported by government grants. Additional financing
came from technical societies, trade associations,
government departments, and contributing indus-

4 Ibid., p. 26.
5 ~or~g to Katzenstein:

Democratic co~oratism is distinguished by three traits: an ideology of social partnership expressed at the national level; arelat.ively
centralized and concentrated system of interest groups; and voluntary and informal coordination of conflicting objectives through
continuous political bargaining between interest groups, state bureaucracies and political parties. These traits make for low-voltage
politics.

Peter Katzenste@  op. cit, footnote 1, p. 32.
For geneml  discussions of Germanpolitics and industrial policy, see, W. S@ewk,  ZndusttiaZRelations  in West Germany (London: Heinemamq 1984);

See also K. Dyson, “West Germany: The Search for a Rationalist Consensus,” J. Richardson (cd.), Policy Styles in Western Europe (hmdon: Allen
& Unwiq 1982).

6 ~s is typical of German government-industry relations in general. As described by Paterson and Whitston:
. . .there appears to be in the Gerrnau case a sense of organic unity, a commitment to action in the national interest which extends
the interests of individuals or particular groups. The importance of this orientation is that it allows the state to facilitate action by other
actors which promotes the achievement of long term mtional goals.

William Patemon and Colin whitsto~  “Government-Indusby  Relations in the chemical Industry: An Anglo-German Comparison,” Stephen Wilks
and Maurice Wright (eds.), Comparative Government-Zndustry  Relations (Oxford: Clarendon  Press, 1987), p. 38.

7 AS describ~  by Paterson and Wh.itston:
. . .the State in the Federal Republic acts in a variety of ways as a supporting, facilitating, encouraging force in the formation and
preservation of broad, encompassing, internally heterogeneous interest organizations. Ironically, but hardly unintended, the
interventionist policy of the German state on the organizational forms of social interests enables it in many cases to abst.ainfrom direct
economic intervention since it provides interest groups with a capacity to fiid viable solutions between and for themselves.

Ibid.
s AS noted by Anheir:

The organization of trade and industry is one of the major aspects of Germany’s centralized society. All firms are represented by
tbree types of associations; industrial business associations, employers’ associations, and chambers of commerce and industry. A key
characteristic of the West German landscape of economic organimations is the grouping of decentralized constituencies into more
central units to form “peak associations. ”
. . .Together economic associations (lWrtschaftsverbande) provide the prototypical example of liberal corporatism.

Hehnut K. Anheir, “West Germany: The Ambiguities of Peak Associations,” Robert Wutbnow (cd.), Between States andh4arkets:  The Voluntary
Sector in Comparative Perspective (Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press, 1991), pp. 68-71; See also, Peter J. Katzensteti  Policy and Politics in
West Germany:The  Growth ojthe Semisovereign  State (Philadelp~  PA: ‘Ikmple  University Press, 1987); and Peter J. Katzenstein  (cd.), Industry  and
Politics in West Germany: Toward the Third Republic (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1989).
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Table 3-l—Comparative Table of Some European Standards Institutions
(the figures are taken from ISO and Cen documents and refer mainly to 1986)

Annual CEN secretariat (out of 82
Standards Number of pages output of technical committees)

Country institution Status a Staff of standards standards (1987 figures)

Germany (FR).... . . . . . . . DIN 2 596 120,000 1,400 34
(25,700)

Denmark. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . DS 1 65 15,000 250 6
(2,355)

Spain. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Aenor 1 70 78,200 850 0
(6,589)

France. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Afnor 1 446 138,344 1,100 17
(13,366)

Italy. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . UNI 1 48 30,000 270 3
(6,41 1)

Netherlands. . . . . . . . . . . . . NNI 2 100 55,000 110 2
(5,500)

United Kingdom.. . . . . . . . BSI 1 1 ,200b 125,000 660 10
(9,360)

aStatus: 1. Organization under private law but given a public service function by the State.
2. Private organizations.

bAbout half the staff is engaged on testing laboratory and certification work.
CThe approximate number of standards is given in brackets.
dOrder of magnitude.

SOURCE: Florence Nicolas, with the cooperation of Jacques Repussard, Common Standards for Enterprises (Luxembourg: Official Publications for
the European Communities, 1988), p. 26.

trial firms.9 German standards were well respected officially released, standards are reviewed by the
in Europe, and the Deutscher Normenasschuss was Standards Examination Office to assure that there
very productive. With both large and medium firms are no overlaps. There are 8 basic principles that
actively participating, it produced more than 2,100 govern DIN’s operations:12

standards in its first 10 years.10

DIN plays a similar role in Germany today. DIN
is a consensus organization with a central adminis-
tration that manages the administrative and financial
activities of DIN as well as the various committees
that actually develop standards. These committees
are comprised of representatives from producer
groups, the academic community, user groups and
organizations (including consumer advocate
groups), government, and trade unions. 11 The gen-
eral membership, made up of all these groups, elects
a president who appoints the director of DIN. As in
most consensus processes, the standards go through
a period of review and comment before they are

—

1.

2.
3.
4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

In

voluntarism: standards are recommended, not
imposed;
publicness: standards processes are open;
participation of all interested parties;
unity and consistency: standards form a uni-
fied whole;
keeping to the point: standards transcribe the
state of the art;
geared to economic factors: market factors are
taken into account;
geared to benefit the community as a whole;
and
internationalism: focus on trade.

contrast to the United States where standards
formally adopted. In Germany, an additional step is organizations are often taken for granted, DIN is an
followed: once agreed on, but before they are important presence in Germany. DIN employs over

9 Associations of trade and businesses have a long history in Germany, going  backto  the guildlike craft societies of the Middle Ages. Such associations
continue to provide the basis for interest group representation in the public sector. Anheir, op. cit., footnote 7.

10 K~abaSz,  op. cit., footnote 2, p. 28.
11 cml Cwgfi, l~formtio~  T~Ch~olo~~ Sta@~&~tiOn:  Th~O~, process,  and organizations @oSto~ MA: Digital Press, 1989), pp. 190-191.
lzDr.  He~ut Reihle~ Dfi@or of DIN, speech to the General Meeting of the 1991 Ge~ Foundry Convention Berlin, June 21, 1991: See also

DIN, One World, Free Trade, Free Standards (Berlin: Deutsche Institute fiir Normung, rid.).
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900 people, and has offices in 40 locations nation-
wide. Many Germans are aware of the importance of
standards, and knowledgeable about DIN’s role in
their development. Moreover, the Germans have an
excellent reputation for standards development, so
many other European countries look to Germany for
standards. 13

One reason for DIN’s prominence is its formal
status. In 1975, the government of Germany signed
a contract with DIN, designating it as the national
standards organization of Germany and the official
representative of Germany in international standards
organizations. Because DIN has a monopoly on
standards development and standard sales, the na-
tional resources available for standardization can be
utilized to the fullest. In exchange for the govern-
ment’s political and financial support, DIN “under-
takes to consider the public interest in all of its work
in the preparation of standards, ” and “to give
preferential treatment to requests from the Federal
Government to carry out work on standards projects
which the Federal Government considers of public
interest. ” Although DIN standards are voluntary,
they too have a special status, serving as the basis for
regulatory law.

DIN also has strong support from the business
community. Because German business is well or-
ganized, participation in standards development also
tends to be high.14 Moreover, businesses have a
strong incentive to adopt DIN standards, since the
use of DIN standards shifts liability to the user, and
insurance companies often refuse to grant policies to
those whose products fail to carry the DIN testing
and inspection marks .15 German businesses also
benefit from DIN’s export oriented policies.

Because trade is essential to the German econ-
omy, DIN is very active in international standards
development. DIN members hold the secretariat of
15 percent of all International Organization for
Standardization (ISO) and IEC technical committees
and subcommittees, and 40 percent of those in
Comité Européen de Normalisation and Comité
Européen de Normalisation Electrotéchnique (CEN-
LEC). Moreover, the resources devoted to interna-
tional and regional standardization have been stead-
ily on the rise (see figure 3-l). DIN is able to make
this commitment to international standards in part
because of the support it receives from the German
government. In addition to the income that DIN
receives from members dues, standards sales, and
related activities, DIN also receives a subsidy from
the public sector, which constitutes approximately
15 percent of its total budget (see figure 3-2). These
funds are generally targeted to activities that pro-
mote industry, increase competitiveness,
protect against the risks of technology.l6

France

or that

Standardization in France also reflects French
political culture and the way in which authority has
traditionally been divided between the state and the
private sector. Whereas in the United States, stand-
ardization bodies took advantage of the penchant for
voluntary associations, in France the opposite was
the case. From the time of the French Revolution,
voluntary associations in France were looked on, not
as the basis for a democratic order, but rather as
narrow interests impeding public welfare and the
good of the nation, which it was believed could only
be embodied in the state.17 This perspective can be
clearly seen, for example, in a speech made to the

13 A,s descfibed  to (YIA staff in Sweden, ‘We are a small country dependent upon trade, so why not let tie Ge~who do an outstanding job-set
the standards for us.” Or, as one member of the French standards community noted, “The French are individualists; they can’t make good standards.
We are happy to use German standards. Setting standards comes mturally to them.”

14 AS noted  by ~eim:
For most fins, joining business and interest groups is both necessary and useful. The size distribution of West German Industries

shows that the great majority have between 2 and 20 employees. Only 891 of 360,463 manufacturing firms have more than 1,000
employees, and about 1,200 employ between 500 and 999 people. They are in a weak bargaining position vis h vis political authorities
unless they join together.

Anhe@ op. cit., footnote 7.
15 cm~, op. cit., fOOmOte  10, P- 191.

IGReWen,  op. cit., footnote 11.

17 As described by Veugelers and Lament:
During the Revolution the state pursued a persistent struggle against bodies such as guilds, the nobility, and political clubs, which

stood between the citizen and the republic. Since then both the Left and the Right have at various times viewed with suspicion the
church  voluntary associations, decentralization, and ethnic pluralism.

Jack Veugelers  and Michele Lament, “France: Alternative Locations for Public Debate.” Robert Wuthnow (cd.), Between States and Markets.’ The
Voluntary Sector in Comparative Perspective (Princetom  NJ: Princeton University Press, 1991), p. 140.
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Figure 3-l—Resources Devoted by Deutsche Institute fur Normung (DIN)

Bilateral cooperation
with other countries

60%

National
5 0 % - standardization

4 0 %- Worldwide
standardization

30%- -
+

20%- - standardization

Bilateral

10%- relations

*

1984 1986 1988 1990

Resources devoted by DIN to the various levels of standardization in percent of total budget.

KEY: DIN=European Committee for Standardization; CENELEG=European Committee for Electrotechnical Standard-
ization; IEC=International Electrotechnical Commission; ISO=lnternational Organization for Standardization

SOURCE: Deutsche Institute fur Normung, 1991.

French Constituent Assembly in 1791 that called for guilds in the state but only the individual interest of
an end to all voluntary associations: each citizen and the general interest. No one shall be

allowed to arouse in any citizen any kind of
It should not be permissible for citizens of certain intermediate interests and to separate him from the

occupations to meet together in defense of their public weal through the medium of corporate inter-
pretended common interests. There must be no more ests.18

18 R~~d  B~~@  Kj~g~ or p~o~z~:  POwer ad the  ~a~te  ~0 Rule  (Berkeley  ~d LOS Angeles:  University of California Press, 1978), p. 372.
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Figure 3-2-Budget of Deutsche Institute fur Normung (DIN)

Revenues, million DEM

I 67% \

I
::, : ,, ,: : ,, ..,

Members fees ,,

. :.sponsorship by,  ,.

Expenses for
production of
publishing

1989 - 89 DEM

1990 - 100 DEM

1991 - 140 DEM

Expenditures, million DEM

( Pesonnel expenses

products

SOURCE: Deutsche Institute fur Normung, 1991.

Mirroring the dominant role ascribed to the state Presidential decree. The first standards organization,
in French politics,l9 standardization in France emerged the Association Francaise de Normalisation (AFNOR),
at the national level, with one stroke, from a was founded on June 10, 1918. Unlike the national

19 J7~~ di.sCu~~iOn~,  we J+ ~w~d,  cCMObi~atiOnof private interests in tie s~i~ of pubfic  ~bitions: the Aeht  element in the dual French policy
style,” J. Richardson (cd.), PoZicy Styles in Western Europe (London: Allen& Unwiq 1982); See also J. Hayward, Governing France: The One and
Zndivisibie  Republic (London: Weidenfeld  & Nicolso~ 1983); and D. Greew  “Strategic management and the state:France,”  K. Dyson and S. Wilks
(eds.),lndustrial  Crisis: A Comparative Study of the State andIndustry  (Oxford: Martin Robertso~ 1983).
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standards bodies in Germany and the United King-
dom, which were private sector organizations, the
Association Française de Normalisation was at-
tached directly to the Ministries of Commerce, War,
Naval Affairs, Public Works, and Labor. Included
among its members were the Academy of Science,
the Society for the Encouragement of National
Industry, the Society of Civil Engineers, the Society
of Electrical Engineers, and the Society of mining
Engineers as well as other technical societies.20

AFNOR continues to be linked with government
today. Although reconsititued as a private organiza-
tion in 1926, AFNOR’s status was again changed in
1984, when the French Government declared stand-
ardization a public service and entrusted AFNOR
with responsibility for sourcing, coordinating, ap-
proving, and promoting standards; training in the use
of standardization; and controlling the use of the NF
label—a trademark that shows compliance with a
French national standard. AFNOR was also named
to represent France at international meetings.

A High Council for Standardization was created
in 1984 to oversee the French standardization
process. It is convened under the authority of the
Minister for Industry and Research and presided
over by the chair of AFNOR. Included among the
Council’s 51 members are representatives from
government, local communities, the various sectors
of the economy (industrial, agricultural, services,
and commercial), and unions, as well as standards
participants, academicians and scientists. The Coun-
cil advises the Minister of Industry and Research on
the future direction of standards and comments on
AFNOR’s general program.21

AFNOR’s board of directors also includes senior
civil servants appointed from the government minis-
tries that have a strong interest in standards. Other
board members are elected by the board from the
AFNOR membership for 3-year terms, other gener-
ally elected members who serve as representatives
with 3-year terms, and experts appointed by the
various ministries.

22 The Bored manages AFNOR’s

day-to-day operations and approves AFNOR stand-

ards. It is supported by committees that deal with
finances, consumer interests, international affairs,
and certification.23

Responsible for managing and coordinating the
entire French standards process, AFNOR pursues 6
basic missions:24

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

evaluating standardization needs;
setting up standardization strategies;
allocating standards resources;
leading and coordinating the standards system;
participating in European and international
standardization; and
motivating AFNOR’s partners.

AFNOR’s work is carried out by two different
kinds of groups. Organization/follow-up working
groups are concerned with administrative matters—
defining standardization tasks, assigning them to
appropriate groups, and setting up and guiding the
standardization efforts. Technical development/
standards creation working groups, made up of
experts, are charged with creating the standards.25

The United Kingdom

Standards setting in the United Kingdom most
closely resembles the U.S. standards setting process.
This similarity stems from sharing a pluralist politi-
cal culture. However, the British standards system
differs from the U.S. system in two major ways—the
emphasis placed on trade and international stand-
ards, and the formal relationship existing between
the British Standards Institution (BSI) and the
national government. These differences suggest that
some changes in the U.S. system could be made
without underminingg the traditional approach to
standards development.

The British Engineering Standards Association,
established in 1901, was the first national standards
organization to be established in Europe. Engineer-
ing groups were the major source of standards
development, as they were in the United States. The
procedures for developing standards were almost
identical to those used in the United States, although

20 K~abasz,  op. cit., P. 28.
21 ca~, op. cit.,  footnote 10, P. 192.

Z Ibid.

~ Ibid.
mAFNOR: Stan&rds and Strategies (Paris: AFNOK rid.).

= Ibid.
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there was no government organization correspond-
ing to the Division of Simplified Practice of the U.S.
Department of Commerce to facilitate the work of
simplification. 26

The British Engineering Standards Association
was granted official status in April 1929, when His
Majesty King George IV conferred on it a royal
charter.27 Supplementary charters were granted in
1931 (when its name was changed to the British
Standards Institution (BSI)), 1968, 1974, 1981, and
again in 1989. The Charter identifies four major
purposes for BSI

●

●

●

●

to coordinate the efforts of producers and users
for the improvement, standardization, and sim-
plification of engineering and industrial materi-
als;
to set up standards of quality and dimensions,
and prepare and promote the general adoption
of British Standard Specifications and sched-
ules;
to register, in the name of the Institute, marks of
all descriptions, and to prove and affix or
license the affixing of such marks; and
to take such action as appears desirable or
necessary to protect the objects or interests of
the Institution.28

In accordance with its bylaws, BSI is a voluntary
organization, with membership open to all interested
parties ranging from nationalized industries all the
way to professionals and consulting engineers.

Standards Policy Committees established by the
Board of the Institute appoint technical committees,
as needed, to develop standards. In developing
standards, these technical committees follow the
consensus procedures practiced by other national
standards organizations.29 BSI is supported by
membership dues, the government, and revenues
from the sale of standards and standards activities.

British standardization has been global in per-
spective from the start. This emphasis was required
for trading with the Empire. To meet the needs of its
colonies, for example, the British developed four
telegraph pole standards, one for every climate.
Moreover, funds were appropriated from the outset
to have British standards translated into foreign
languages, with the hope that such standards would
increase British trade.30

Today, the British continue to link standards
policy and trade policy. Noting the relationship
between standards and competitiveness, for exam-
ple, a 1982 White Paper, developed by the Depart-
ment of Trade, called on the British Government to
lend greater support to British standards efforts by
establishing a formal memorandum of understand-
ing with BSI.31

With funding from the government, BSI now
provides export support to its members through the
Technical Help to Exporter Section (THE). This
group identifies the appropriate standards and regu-
lations for almost any product in almost any country

26 K~abasz,  op. cit., foolnote 2, W. *8-29.
27 Iti5nOtmu~ual~Bfitish  politic.  for ~ovementto look to the pfivate  sector  to cm out public  sector tasks. This  badition  was  rdready ill evidence,

for example, in the sixteenth century when local parishes were empowered to levy “poor rates, ” for the maintenance of workhouses, houses of correction
and almhouses. As described by James:

The subsidies [from government] facilitate private and private-sector grovv@ but they also enable the government to extract
concessions inre~ in the form of regulations over inputs, outputs, and other characteristics that satisfy diverse constituencies. The
subsidies, and the regulations and market forces that accompany them, have the effect of raising costs. . . .Thus, the very factors that
originally created the demand for a private sector also set inmotionforces making the private sector more like the public; as the private
sector grows, with government funding and regulating, it becomes quasi-governmental.

E. James, ‘The Nonprofit Sector in Comparative Perspective,” W.W. Powell, The Nonprojit  Sector: A Research Handbook (New Have%  CT: Yale
University Press, 1987), p. 413.

M British  Stantids ~ti~tion (BSI), Royal Charter and Bye-laws 1981, Amended 1989.

29 Ibid.
30 K~abasz, op. cit., fOOtiOte  2.

31 AS described in the White paper:
If standards-rnaldng  and related activities are to contribute more effectively to industrial and trade policy objectives, there must

be close co-ordination between the Government and the British Standards Institution (BSI) as the national Standards authority,
Government representation on BSI’S Board already includes the Department of Trade, the Minister of Defense, the Department of
the Environment and the Department of Indus~. However, both the Government and BSI consider tha~ if the status of standards in
this country is to be enhanced significantly, there is a further need for a more formal and detailed understanding between them on
their roles and obligations under the standards system. Consequently, the Government and BSI have agreed to draw up a memorandum
of understanding.

Department of Trade, Standards, Quality and International Competitiveness, presentedto Parliament by the Secretary of State for Trade, by
Command of Her Majesty, July 1982 (London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1982).



Chapter 3--Standards Setting in Comparative Perspective: The European Experience . 69

in the world to assist its members. Drawing on a pool
of 100 external translators, THE produces approxi-
mately 1,000 new standards translations each year.32

BSI also conducts seminars and conferences to help
its members understand and prepare for the single
European market33 (see figure 3-3).

BSI is also involved in a number of programs in
developing areas. Working with AFNOR through
the program RESOURCE, BSI serves as consultant
to the European Economic Community (EEC and
Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN)
program on Industry Standards and Quality Assur-
ance. In addition, it has provided advisory and
consultancy services in Saudi Arabia, Bahrain,
Yemen, Tunisia, Turkey, Hong Kong, Taiwan,
Singapore, Malaysia, Thailand, Brunei, Brazil, Mex-
ico, and Mauritius.34

With an eye to future trading opportunities, BSI is
focusing more on regional and international stand-
ards setting. The amount of effort devoted to
European standardization has greatly increased over
the past few years. Between 1989 and 1990, for
example, the number of man days spent on European
work rose from 15,000 to 21,000, while the input to
European Committees increased from 2,179 man
days to 9,034. BSI is also active in ISO and the IEC.
In 1990, it held 114 secretariats in ISO, and 24 in the
IEC.35

Towards European Standardization
The United States is not alone in rethinking its

standards setting processes in the light of a changing
global environment. Discouraged, somewhat, by the
slow pace of European integration, the EC Commis-
sion proposed major reforms in 1985, which were
intended to speed up the process.36 These proposals
comprised 287 specific actions that together would
create a “Europe without boundaries. ” When car-
ried out, all barriers to the free flow of people, goods,

Figure 3-3—British Standards Institution (BSI)
Conferences and Seminars

NOTE: British Standards Institution conferences and seminars in 1992
covered the country.

SOURCE: British Standards Institution Annual Report and Accounts,
1989-90, p. 4.

services, and capital among EC countries will be
eliminated. 37 A key mechanism for speeding the
pace of integration is the harmonization of European
standardization and certification processes.

European Standards Bodies: The Role
of CEN, CENELEC and ETSI

European standardization began in 1965 with the
establishment of the Comité Européen de Normali-
sation (CEN) and the Comité Européen de Normali-
sation Electrotéchnique (CENELEC), which to-
gether are referred to as the Joint European Stand-
ards Institute. As nonprofit international associa-
tions, these two organizations resemble national
standards bodies, with a few major exceptions. The
members of CEN and CENELEC are the 16 nation

32“wOr&g with Foreign Words,” BSZ News,  June 1990, p. 18.
33 Be~een 1989.1990,  for ~xwple,  BSI held fou conferences on the design and insp~tion  to AS~ pressure  vessel  codes, one on mOtOr VehiCleS,

and one on electrical equipment exports to Europe. In addition, the lkchnical  Help To Exporters Section took part in the Manufacturers Agents National
Association of the U.S.A road show, which looked at the United States as a potential market. BSIAnnualReport  andAccounts  1989-1990 (kmdon: BSI,
1990), p. 9.

~ Ibid.
35 fCBSI meets European chaUenge, “ BSINews,  June 1990, p. 5.
36 CEC, Completing the 1nter~l Mar&: White Paperfiom the Commission to the European Council COM (85) 31O fid.

37 Most of~e fit- -ketmemues o~~ed  by the Commission in 1985  ~ve  been drafted ad tabled, and two-~ds  of these have been adOpted
by the EC Council. Less successfid,  however, has been the record of implementation. As of June, 1991, only 1/4 of all di.reetives had been implemented.
See Professor Hehnut Reihleq “Standardization & Certification in Europe-1992 and Beyond,” ASZ Standardization News, June 1991, p. 38.



70 . Global Standards: Building Blocks for the Future

Figure 3-4-Deutsche Institute fur Normung (DIN)
Working Towards Europe

/ DIN (Germany) ~ : )

~~FNOR (France), . ,. ——
39”/0

L Remaining F
L 15 member bodies

CEN and CENELEC produce three kinds of
documents: European standards (EN), harmoniza-
tion documents (HD), and European prestandards
(ENV). When an EN is issued, governments must
make it a national standard, withdrawing any
competing national standards. However, national
governments can continue to maintain or issue
national standards on a subject pertaining to an HD,
so long as it is technically equivalent. ENVs are
applied provisionally, for a period of no longer than
5 years, so member governments can maintain
conflicting standards until the ENV is converted to
an EN or HD.40

KEY: AFNOR=Association francaise de normalisation; BSl=British Stand-
ards Institution; DIN= Deutsches Institut für Normung eV.

SOURCE: Deutsche Institute fur Normung, 1991.

states of Europe, who have committed themselves to
adopt European standards in place of national
standards (see figure 3-4). Moreover, standard deci-
sions are made, not on the basis of consensus, but
rather on the basis of a qualified majority .38

The organization of CEN is similar to CENELEC.
It is governed by a general assembly that is
comprised of all 16 member nations (see figure 3-5).
This group meets annually to establish policy.
Day-to-day operations are in the charge of the
Secretary General, who is aided by a technical
coordinating committee and a management commit-
tee. Planning committees assure that CEN’s sched-
ule mirrors the Community’s priorities. Standards
are developed in technical committees, where efforts
are made to reach unanimous decisions. A subordi-
nate body, known as CENSER, deals with certifi-
cates of conformance to CEN standards.39

Since 1986, approximately 30 standardization
mandates related to EEC legislation (calling for
about 800 European standards) have been assigned
to CEN and CENELEC.41 To meet these needs, they
have greatly intensified their operations. Thus, the
number of Technical Committees and working
groups has doubled between December 1987 and
December 1989, and the number of draft European
Standards rose from 220 in 1986 to 950 in 1989.42

Despite these efforts, the European standards
processe is viewed as proceeding too slow.

Speed in standards development is especially
important in telecommunications and information
technologies, since these technologies will play a
major role in linking the nations of Europe.43 To
meet this need, the EC established a special stand-
ards body, the European Telecommunications Stand-
ards Institute (ETSI) in March 1988. ETSI’S organiz-
ational structure is designed to accelerate standards
development. For example, standards are adopted
not on the basis of a consensus procedure, but

38 Votig is we@t~.  For  EEC rnem~n the We@ting coefllcients  provided in Article 148 of the Treaty of Rome for EEC Members  are used.
Coefficients for the EF’E4  countries were decided by common agreement taking into account political and economic considerations. As described by
Florenee  Nicolas:

In the context of European standardization the qualifled  majority rule does not mean a simple two-thirds majority; there are other
additional conditions for the adoption of a European document in order to ensure that the standard is the outcome of an agreement
involving the largest possible number of countries. Consequently, the number of countries voting agains~ tie number of abstentions
and the number of votes against are taken into account. Finally, there is an appeal procedure designed to ensure that the decisions taken
are fair.

Florence Nicolas, op. cit., footnote 3, p. 30.
3gIbid.

m Ibid., pp. 30-31.
41 Lucy Kalloway, ‘‘Tkchnical Standards Machinery Grinds Exceedingly Slow,” Financial Times, May 14, 1990, p. 4.
42 co~ssion  &wn Paper on the  Development  of E~ope~  s~~~tion: Action for Faster ‘&hologic~  htqption  hI Ewope,  Brussels, ~t.I

, 8, 1990, COM (90) 456 final, hereafter refereed to as Green Paper.
1 43 For the ~tio~e  ~~d the c~tion  of ETSI, see Commission on the E~ope~  Comm@ties,  Green  Paper  On  the  Development Of the COm.?nOn
, Market for Telecommunications Services and Equipment, COM (87) fti, Brussels, June 30, 1987, pp. 2&22.,
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Figure 3-5—The Organizational Structure of Comité Européen de Normalisation
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KEY: Afnor=Association francaise de normalisation; BSl=British Standards Institute; CEN=European Committee for
Standardization; CENELEC= European Committee for Electrotechnical Standardization; DIN= Deutsches Institut
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SOURCE: Florence Nicolas, with the cooperation of Jacques Repussard, Common Standards for Enterprises
(Luxembourg, office for Official Publications for the European Community, 1988), p. 29.

through a system of individual weighted voting.44

Moreover, in contrast to the technical committees in
other standards organizations-which are com-
prised of interested parties-ETSI’s technical com-
mittees are staffed by experts chosen on the basis of
their technical competence. When a high priority is
given to a standard, these technical committees set
up expert Project Teams, whose members work on
standards development full time.

ETSI’s membership is heterogeneous, including
representatives from manufacturers, administrations,
public network operators, users, and research bodies
(see figure 3-6 and 3-7). Moreover, a new member-
ship category has recently been created. In addition
to full members, there are now associate members

who can participate in meetings but cannot vote.
Together these members, which are grouped into
national delegations, constitute ETSI’s general as-
sembly. Day-to-day operations are carried out by the
secretariat, led by a director chosen by the general
assembly. The technical assembly, however, is the
“highest authority within the Institute for the
production and approval of technical standards.”45
It is in the technical assembly that ETSI’s priorities
are set, through the Costed Work Program. Whereas
standard decisions are made by weighted voting, the
Costed Work Program requires a unanimous vote.

ETSI’s resources have been steadily increasing
(see figure 3-8). Before 1991, its budget was divided
between Common Operating Costs and the Costed

44 Votes ~~ed t. ~ ~ei~t~ on ~ ~tio~ ba~i~. ~s Vofig system was revised in 1991.  Now individ~ members votes are weighted atXOrding  tO
their sales or, in the case of administrations, on the basis of their gross domestic products. Exceptions are made whe% in voting on a standard, ETSI must
be consistent with the rules of Article 148 of the Treaty of Rome and those of CEN and CENELEC.  ET21Z,  No. 5, spring 1991, p. 3.

45 R~es of ~oc~we  of the European Telecommunications Standards Institute, Copenhagen 1988, ~cle 6.3.
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Figure 3-6-Participation in European Telecommunications Standards Institute (ETSI)
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SOURCE: European Telecommunications Standards Institute, May 1991.

Figure 3-7—European Telecommunications Standards Institute (ETSI) Membership
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Work Program. Administrations (mainly the PTTs) operators, service providers, and research institutes
paid the operating costs, while all members shared pay according to their turnover, and administrations
the costs of the work program. In 1991, a single pay according to their Gross Domestic Product
budget was adopted. Now manufacturers, network (GDP). %

‘$6 E’I’SI, op. cit., foo~ok 43, p. 3.
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Figure 3-8--Resource for European
Telecommunications Standards Institute (ETSI)
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The New Approach

Viewing standardization as a priority task, the
European Commission (EC) adopted a new ap-
proach for developing European standards in May
1985.47 This program is based on the mutual recogni-
tion of test data and product certification within the
EC. It calls for two separate procedures-one for
regulated and one for nonregulated products.

Products that have potential health, safety, or
environmental implications are regulated by the
commission. The commission writes directives for
these products, which have the force of EC law.
These directives outline broad essential require-
ments that products must meet.48 CEN, CENELEC,
and ETSI write detailed standards that meet these
requirements, which manufactures may choose to

follow. Or, manufacturers may meet the directive
using another approach. Manufactures must prove
conformance to the commission’s directive in one of
two ways. They can submit their products to testing
by an independent laboratory, which is itself li-
censed as a notified body by a member government.
Or they can test and certify their products them-
selves (a procedure known as self-certification.) If
challenged, the burden of proving conformance rests
with the manufacturer.

Manufacturers can continue to use national stand-
ards for nonregulated standards. However, to allow
for harmonization, nations are required to treat all
EEC products alike. Any product that can be legally
sold, manufactured, and marketed in one member
nation must be able to be sold on an equal basis in
any other country .49

The Green Paper on Standards

Even though the number of European standards
has greatly increased, the demand for European
standards continues to outpace Supply.50 The EC
estimates, for example, that by 1993, the EEC will
need at least 1,000 European standards.51 With the
exception of telecommunication and information
technologies (which are to be set through ETSI) the
task of developing these standards falls to CEN and
CENELEC. To support this development, the EC
contributed more than 60 percent of CEN/
CENELEC’s secretariats budgets in 1990. More-
over, in an effort to speed up the process, the EC
proposed a number of reforms in its 1990 Green
Paper on the Development of European Standard-
ardization. 52

These proposals, however, have been highly
controversial. National standard development bod-
ies have been opposed, as have CEN and CE-
NELEC, since the Green Paper calls for the eventual

dTpro~ess  in EUIOp~  standardization has been greatly facilitated by the passage of the Single European Act, adopted in Feb~ 1986.  AS one
of its major objectives, it calls for the completion of the European internal market by the end of 1992 to create a continental trading area. To facilitate
this end, the Aet substitutes qualifled  majority voting for the previous system requiring unanimity. See, Patrick W. Cooke, A Summary of the New
European Community Approach to Stan&rds  Dnelopwnt  (was-n DC: U.S. Department of Commerce, National Bureau of Standards, August
1988), p. 2-3.

4S Dime Good, ~~~e ~p~catiom of 1992  for U.S. ~~ac~ers: ~~ucts (~~uct standar~ ad ~oduct L~bility) ~d Environmental Law, ”
International Quarterly, vol. 2, July 1990.

0 ~s pMciple  comes from ~e~stofic Cassis  de D~-on  case decided by the European COW of Justh  in 1979;  tie d=ision stated tit French ~sis
could not be barred from sale in West Germany merely because it was manufactured to non-German specifications. CEC, Europe Without
Frontiers-Completing the Znternal  Market, Periodical 3/1988 (Luxembourg: OffIce for Official Publications of the European Communities, 1988).

~ Green Paper,  op. cit., footnote 43. See also Lucy Ka.lloway,  Op. Cit., fOOtnOte  41.
51 Green paper,  Op. Cit., foo~ote 43.

52 Ibid.
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restructuring of European standards organizations proposal would create a system that is too bureau-
along industry, rather than national, lines.53 More- cratic; others argue that it would unnecessarily limit
over, it would replicate the ETSI model, rather than due process. Having been barraged with negative
build on the traditional voluntary approach to responses, the EEC is currently revising its proposal
standards setting. Some contend that the EC’s to take these kinds of comments into account.

53 See, for example, “Comments of DIN on the Commission Green Paper on the Development of European Standardization as published in the
Official Journal of the European Communities on Jan. 1, 1991;” “CENELEC Commentary on the Commission Communication on the Development
of European Standards,’ (OJ 91/c 20/01); and ‘The Future of European Standardization: The BSI Response to the European Commission Green Paper,”
(British Standards Institute, London: 1991),


