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Abstract 

 

This is a study of standardization in complexity. The context is innovation policy. Why do 

standardization and innovation go hand in hand and what does the interaction of interests 

between public and private actors look like in the “profile” of the standardization process? The 

nature of technical specifications, Lead Market Initiatives in Europe, social innovations, eco-

innovations and psychological services for recruitment are the target areas of this study done in 

the style of Science, Technology and Society. We decrypt the codes of the expected behavior 

veiled in standards, the strategically selective sectoral integration of the European Internal 

Market, the emergence of innovation in standardized areas, the nature of the European 

innovation policy and the mission of each particular innovative sector. This research contains 

answers on how the European Union will move toward a more state-like organization bypassing 

the sovereignty of its member states. Standardization is a bouquet of strategic activities where 

each has its purpose, destination and time-framework. By studying standardization, we are able 

to look into the European future. 
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Innovation Union; social market economy; social innovation; eco-innovation; psychological 
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It is time to think complex 

 

Introduction 

We almost never think about the notion of standard, despite the fact that we expect the 

products and services we consume to be of an appropriate quality. Standard sounds as something 

supplementary to the product or service which we use. We may take standard as a norm or an 

ideal example for a comparison of similar items, i.e. as a means of measure. We rarely think 

about how many things around us might have been created in accordance with standards. Even 

though our research is done in the field of Political Science, we also respect the contribution of 

Science, Technology and Society studies to the development of a dialogue between social and 

technological areas. 

In regard to standards in our lives, their implementation can say a lot about both the one 

who uses them and the one who set them. Standards have a profound purpose to them. An Ohm, 

for example, which is an international unit of measuring electrical resistance, has become an 

international standard due to active work of British physicists in the 19
th

 century. Their purpose 

was to maintain British competitiveness and domination in telegraphy (Russel, 2005:2). The 

history of the meter is no less impressive. The meter was created after the French revolution. Its 

main purpose was to eliminate around 250,000 different units of measuring length. According to 

Nicolas de Condorcet, a French liberal philosopher, common standards are a guarantee of 

freedom, since they ensure our reliance on things or services that they are used in. Without 

standards it is difficult to assess the level of accepted quality. Moreover, the lack of standards 

leads to inequality in rights and impossibility in exercising freedoms (Russel, 2005:2). 

Timothy Schoechle (1999) claims that it is not right that standards and standardization are 

neglected by social and political scientists because of the fact that standards are met mainly in 

technologies. However, a fair response has already been given. Science, Technology and Society 

studies may be considered as a new school of research where interdisciplinarity of Social 

Science and technology takes on “scientific literacy for all” (Yager, 1996: ix). In our research we 

shall exercise such scientific integration. The reason is that standardization as a concept has its 

roots in technology, but being a part of the European policies it is primarily an area of Political 

Science. The research on the standardization process in Europe used to be embedded in the 

research on other policies, which got their names from the objects they referred to. For this 
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reason the concept of standardization seems to have “thematic” color, or a color of the affiliated 

policy. However, we consider such approach to standardization as quite limited. 

The latter is not the guilt of political scientists. In fact, standardization has always been 

presented by the European institutions as an embedded policy or process. For the purpose of 

representation of social interests in the European market the European Association for the 

Coordination of Consumer Representation in Standardization (ANEC) was established in 1992 

(Craig and Búrca, 2008:628). The promotion of standardization “to support the EU’s policies” 

together with the need to use standardization in innovation were declared in the Communication 

(COM (2004) 674 final): “On the role of European standardization in the framework of 

European policies and legislation.” Four years later a new Communication (COM (2008) 133 

final): “Towards an increased contribution from standardization to innovation in Europe” was 

issued. It contains detailed guidelines on standardization as “an important enabler of innovation” 

(COM (2008) 133 final: 3). Strategic role of standardization has become different than that in the 

beginning. The latest Communication “A strategic vision for European standards: Moving 

forward to enhance and accelerate the sustainable growth of the European economy by 2020” 

(COM (2011) 311 final) in its turn applies to the need for standardization in the European market 

for services, information and communication technology and interoperability, global market 

competitiveness and perspectives for the future until the year 2020. 

The European institutions have officially established six market sectors within the Internal 

Market as the most potential for innovations. These sectors are eHealth, Sustainable 

Construction, Protective Textiles, Bio-based Products, Recycling and Renewable Energies as of 

the year 2011. The innovativeness of markets is conditioned by their potentiality for dealing with 

social, economic and environmental challenges declared as the main European concern until the 

year 2020 in Europe 2020 Strategy. In other words, the Lead Market Initiatives are priority 

market sectors in Europe. However, besides these initiatives, the European Union is concerned in 

solving numerous problems in regard to the free movement of European citizens among its 

member states. The newest EU Citizenship Report 2010 (COM (2010) 603 final) contains case 

studies of social problems embedded in differences of the member states’ national social and 

market systems. 

The European Union develops its innovation policy in accordance with international trends 

in this respect. It expects individuals, their groups and networks to deal with three main types of 

challenges, which legitimize the European Union as a state-like institution, since similar 

challenges are common for other countries, such as the United States, Japan and the Russian 
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Federation. These are economic, social and environmental challenges. For the purpose of our 

research we choose social innovations and eco-innovations in order to study the standardization 

process of the officially declared innovation policy. 

Besides the officially declared innovation policy, the novelties may undoubtedly touch any 

sectors despite their affiliation to those officially proclaimed as innovative. Furthermore, 

according to Communication COM (2011) 311 Final, standardization shall embrace European 

services in the single market. For this reason we include psychological services for recruitment 

as an example of market activities, which are not included in the officially declared innovative 

market sectors, but in fact are no less contributive. 

In our research we shall find why standardization is considered “an enabler of innovation” 

(COM (2008) 133: 3) and show the interaction of public and private actors in the profile of the 

standardization process. It is interesting to know what constitutive contribution this process has 

in the Internal Market within innovation policy. In contrast to the national standardization 

systems of other countries, which are also described in our research, the European Union is not a 

state but has the analogue of the national standardization systems. Moreover, the European 

Union promotes the need of creation and use of standards both at the European and international 

levels. We shall study a number of factors, which make us think that standardization, which 

hasn’t had any outstanding results for almost three decades, is nowadays supposed to deal with 

the fourth European challenge – European integration and the construction of the European state. 
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Chapter 1 

Research problem, questions and background 

In this chapter we determine our research problem, state our research questions, describe 

the research design and apply all this to the background of the problems of the Internal Market, 

the beginning of standardization in the European integration and accompanying issues. 

1.1. Research problem and research questions 

Our research problem is to determine the encouraging role of standards in innovation and 

to analyze the interplay between private and public actors in this context. First, we examine the 

background and the concept
1
 of standardization and standard in order to find whether it holds a 

clue to our investigation. Then we study the performance of private and public [governmental] 

actors in the chosen areas of innovation policy in the context of standardization. According to 

Joseph Schumpeter (1942:84), innovation is a “creative destruction”, since innovation always 

leads to changes and improvement of systems and may take place in any sphere. Successful 

innovation strategies may have significant meaning for the balance of private and public 

interests, where standardization accompanies innovation.  

Therefore, we want to answer the following research questions:  

RQ 1: Why standardization has been called “an important enabler of innovation” 

(COM (2008) 133 final: 3)? In other words, how do innovation and standard correlate? What 

standards may enable innovations? This question is very urgent for active stakeholders in the 

context of competition in the Internal Market, for standard-setters in their daily work and for 

public structures in developing their policies. 

RQ 2: What does integrative interplay of public and private interests look like in the 

“profile” of standardization in innovation policy? In other words, how are actors expected to 

perform if they use standards in the European Union? What does standardization in innovation 

policy give the public (governmental) sphere? What is the constitutive purpose of standards in 

the interplay between governments and private stakeholders?  

 

                                                           
1
 Concept can be defined as “the building blocks of theory and represent the points around which social research is 

conducted” or “a label that we give to elements of the social world that seem to have common features” (Bryman, 

2008:143); or “the basic unit of thinking” (Sartori, 1984:74). 
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1.2. The background of the problem 

1.2.1. Internal Market 

The single market of the European Union is the European founding policy. The 

preconditions for the single market were founded in the Treaty of Rome by placing quantitative 

restrictions on imports and measures of similar effects (Article 28 of TEC), by establishing the 

free movement of workers (Article 39 of TEC), the freedom to provide services (Article 49 of 

TEC) and the free movement of capital (Article 56 of TEC) (Wallace et al., 2010:109). The 

Single European Act established the Internal Market. The Internal Market is defined in the 

Article 8a as an “area without internal frontiers in which the free movement of goods, persons, 

services and capital is ensured” (The Single European Act, 1986). 

1.2.2. The beginning of standardization in the European integration 

Standardization began with the Resolution of the European Parliament on October 16
th

 

1980 followed by the Council Resolution 85/C/136/01 of May 7
th

 1985 on a new approach to 

technical harmonization and standards with Conclusions on standardization approved by the 

Council on 16 July 1984. In the Communication from the Commission to the Council and the 

European Parliament “Technical harmonization and standards: a new approach” (COM (85) 19 

final) the Commission, member states, standardization bodies and stakeholders in industry were 

supposed to develop “criteria, principles and procedures” to eliminate technical barriers to trade. 

The Communication recognized the technical barriers to trade as a problem in 1965. 

Both political and legislative measures have been taken for the improvement of the 

integration process in the European history. The famous case Cassis de Dijon established the 

principles of “mutual recognition” and “essential requirements” (Young, in Wallace et al., 

2010:112). The legislative power of the European Court of Justice is superior to the national 

legislation, which also influences standards. Under the presidency of Jacques Delors in 1985 the 

idea to “complete the single market” took a more politically strategic character than before 

(Young, in Wallace et al., 2010:113). The European Monetary Union as a broad microeconomic 

policy was launched with the common currency as one of the most powerful economic and 

ideological integration tools (Hodson, in Wallace et al., 2010:158).  

However, the most disintegrated fields have always been social and employment policies, 

since they remain primarily national affairs of the member states in their “path-dependence” 

(Avdeyeva, 2006:37). Nowadays the European Union uses the open method of coordination with 

a broader inclusion of private and public actors, as well as social partners. This is the approach of 
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the positive integration, which in spite of the possible pressure from the mentioned groups, is 

more flexible than the negative integration, or the “old approach”. The negative integration was 

the mode of market integration at the very beginning. It was oriented to the elimination of 

national rules, which were considered obstacles to the European single market. The Single 

European Act initiated the positive integration and the development of voluntary European 

standards (Alasdair, in Wallace et al., 2010:110). Standardization is a part of the European 

competition policy, which includes antitrust regulation, merger and state-aid control (Wilks, in 

Wallace et al., 2010:137-146). 

In March 2000 the Lisbon Agenda was issued for the period from 2000 to 2010. It 

contained guidelines for Europe “to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based 

economy in the world capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and 

greater social cohesion” (Presidency Conclusions, Lisbon European Council, 23 and 24 March 

2000:2). Even though the Lisbon Agenda 2000 had quite bold approaches to governance, it was 

far less successful than it had been expected to be, especially in terms of social inclusion 

(Ashiagbor, 2005:187). However, during the following ten years many other problems happened 

including the global financial crisis and environmental catastrophes. It is possible to claim that 

these events reflect the global challenges. The social challenges are the biggest problems for 

Europe but the economic and environmental ones have not become any milder either.  

1.2.3. Innovation policy and standardization in Europe 

The importance of standardization in innovation was first described in the Communication 

“On the role of European standardization in the framework of European policies and legislation” 

(COM (2004) 674 final). However, this Communication is very modest. It supports the need to 

use standardization for the legislative and market harmonization purposes. Standardization in 

this Communication is an accompanying component of the single market for goods, a potential 

tool to create interoperability in industries for the purpose of innovation and response to social 

challenges. However, in the Europe 2020 Strategy standardization has become an important 

policy instrument. In the Europe 2020 Strategy the European Union declares three major 

priorities for the European market, namely “smart growth” based on knowledge and innovation, 

“sustainable growth” oriented to a greener economy, and “inclusive growth” implying social 

cohesion and high employment (COM (2010) 2020 final: 3). As regards standardization, it is 

supposed to be interoperable and serve “for the long-term competitiveness of European industry” 

(COM (2010) 2020 final: 15). 
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Consequently, for the purposes of these targets the European Union has launched seven 

interrelated flagship initiatives. We can call them small interest-oriented constitutive spaces – an 

“Innovation Union” as an environment for the realization of innovative ideas into goods and 

services leading to growth and employment; “Youth on the Move” for improving education and 

labor inclusion of young Europeans; “A Digital Agenda for Europe” for the digital promotion of 

the single market idea; “Resource Efficient Europe” for the purpose of energy efficiency; “An 

Industrial Policy for The Globalization Era” for the improvement of the business environment in 

Europe and encouragement of its global competitiveness; “An Agenda for New Skills and Jobs” 

for better and more effective labor matching and learning; and “European Platform Against 

Poverty” for the better social and territorial cohesion and inclusion (COM (2010) 2020: 3-4). 

Another innovative dimension is “social market economy” (COM (2010) 608 final). Social 

wellbeing is important for the economy and sustainable growth, and is favorable for creativity 

and innovation. The latter shall be protected by the European Patent and Intellectual Property 

Rights, which are accompanying issues to standardization. The social market economy implies 

business responsibility for “social and environmental matters and respect for human rights” 

(COM (2010) 608 final: 27). In response to these requirements the European Union promises to 

work on pension issues, create a mortgage market, improve customs control, develop social 

partnerships, deal with obstacles in taxation and arrange public consultations leading to 

legislative improvements (COM (2010) 608 final). 

The European innovation policy complements the four basic freedoms of the Internal 

Market. Besides the free movement of people, goods, services and capital (Article 26 of TFEU, 

Lisbon Treaty) the free movement of innovative ideas is called the “fifth freedom” (COM (2010) 

546 final: 18). In other words, the European innovation policy is a form of intellect and 

knowledge integration.  

In Communication “Towards an increased contribution from standardization to innovation 

in Europe” standardization is called “an important strategic asset” (COM (2008) 133 final: 2) 

and “enabler of innovation” (COM (2008) 133 final: 3). The role of standardization is prescribed 

to “address economic, environmental and social challenges” (COM (2008) 133 final: 2) and 

“accelerate the emergence of innovative market areas through the close coordination of 

innovation policy instruments” (COM (2008) 133 final: 4). Moreover, standardization 

“complements market-based competition” (COM (2008) 133 final: 2). On the 1
st
  of July 2011 

the new Communication “A strategic vision for European standards […]” (COM (2011) 311 
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final) was issued where standardization moves beyond the aforementioned challenges towards 

management systems and services.  

We observe the interference of economic, social and environmental spheres where the 

principle of subsidiarity of the Community competence may be applied. According to Article 5 

of the Treaty of the European Union, “in areas which do not fall within its exclusive competence, 

the Community shall take action… only if and in so far as the objectives of the proposed action 

cannot be sufficiently achieved by the member states and can… be better achieved by the 

Community.”  However, there is no clarity concerning areas where the Community can exercise 

its actions, what gives the European supranational institutions freedom to choose them. This is 

an additional motivation to study public-private interplay in the context of the European 

integration. 

1.3. Conclusions on Chapter 1 

The dynamics of the standardization process shows the increasing interest by the public 

(governmental) structures towards implementation of standards. The European Union 

encourages the development of a socially and environmentally responsible Internal Market and 

establishes guidelines and targets for an innovation policy accompanied by standardization 

process. The role of standardization in innovation is mainly described through its functional 

applicability (See: Communications COM (2008) 133 final COM (2011) 311 final), but no 

compelling explanation is given as to why standards enable innovation. However, the private-

public interplay in the standardization area around innovation may characterize the course of the 

European integration, since the European integration was the reason for standardization to 

emerge. 

 

Chapter 2 

Methodology 

This chapter describes the methodology of our research in the way we design it. Research 

design is a “framework for the collection and analysis of data” (Bryman, 2004:543). At first, we 

will explain how we collected and accumulated our data. Then we will explain our methods, 

which we use to process and analyze the data, and critically evaluate the used resources. Since 

our resources are textual materials, our research is qualitative. 
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2.1. Method of data accumulation and organization: discourse analysis 

We begin our research with the exploration and accumulation of useful information by 

overviewing literature on standardization in innovation policy with focus on our research 

questions. It is important to find accents determined in the Social Science research. The chosen 

method is discourse analysis, which is used to discover the relevant “versions of reality” 

(Bryman, 2008:500) embodied in the text for our further investigation. Discourse analysis is used 

to accumulate the data on the concept of standardization at the beginning of the research. On the 

one hand, the qualitative research of the observed scientific foundation implies interpretation of 

standardization in the areas of Social Science, what is likely to cause difficulties in the original 

understanding of standardization. On the other hand, views on standardization in Social Science 

reflect its latest dimensions, since standardization nowadays may take place even in social 

spheres of life. The given concepts of standardization shall be additionally critically assessed in 

our research by contribution to the social scientific discourse after our own analysis.  

2.2. Method of data accumulation and organization: designing case study 

A good case study helps the researcher “to examine key social processes” (Bryman, 

2004:51). Pascal Vanesson defines a case as a “specific challenge to established descriptions or 

reasoning” (in Della Porta and Keating, 2008:226). For this reason, we design three 

exemplifying cases on standardization in the form of Patterns. We assembled a focused and 

visually comfortable accumulation of the relevant data in forms of brief texts or tables. The 

accumulated data are accompanied by short conclusions based on textual and comparative 

analyses. The conclusions help to point out the most important dynamics, trends and features of 

the chosen variables.  

The first case [Pattern 1] consists of a brief overview of the international standardization 

system, the European standardization system and the national standardization systems of the 

United States (rival of the European Union), Japan (rival) and Russia (partner). Pattern 1 

employs a comparative method of agreement, where the mentioned standardization systems are 

compared for establishment of similar features (Pennings et al., 1999:45, 47). The comparative 

pattern clearly shows the institutional anatomy of the European standardization system for the 

further analysis of the actors’ interplay and for the scientific discussion at the end of the research.  

The second case [Pattern 2] on Lead Market Initiatives employs a comparative method of 

difference (Pennings et al., 1999:45, 47), where six official innovation markets are studied for 

the exposure of contrasts, trends and differences. The data on the Lead Market Initiatives are 
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organized in a table in accordance with the determined criteria based on relevant European 

legislation and guidelines, since the Lead Market Initiatives represent the official European 

innovation policy. They reflect the dimension of Innovation Union of the Internal Market.  

The third case [Pattern 3] employs the same method of comparison as Pattern 2. However, 

Pattern 3 accumulates the data relevant to standardization in the sphere of eco-innovations, social 

innovations and psychological services for recruitment. They reflect the dimensions of the 

Innovation Union, the social market economy and new standardization targets in the Internal 

Market respectively. Therefore we formulate other criteria for Pattern 3 than those of Pattern 2. 

The criteria are formulated on the basis of the relevant legislation, reports, guidelines and 

presentations taken from the official websites of the actors. 

The potential problem of our approach to designing our cases [Patterns] is the inherent 

dynamics of the European documentation, which is the basis for our comparative criteria. Today 

we have these cases while tomorrow we may have other cases. However, we assume that even 

the cases of tomorrow will follow similar patterns to those designed in our research. 

2.3. Methods of data analysis: legal interpretation 

Since we use European documentation as our primary resource, we exercise legal 

interpretation. Researchers in Legal Science interpret resources through their own values and 

knowledge, which may be a weakness of the chosen method since the most reliable legal 

interpretation is the authentic one. However, we combine the following legal methods. The close 

(literal) interpretation of the documents is used to correlate legal terminology with the taxonomy
2
 

of standards. The logical method of interpretation is used to find sense-interconnections of policy 

documents and the standardization process with the performance of actors (in designing Patterns 

1, 2 and 3 for the main analysis). The systemic method of interpretation is used to interpret 

legally binding documents in the system of the European law (for the analysis of the Lead 

Market Initiatives and types of innovations in Patterns 2 and 3) (Peczenik et al., 1990:182-187). 

2.4. Methods of data analysis: positivist and interpretist methods 

Our research is interdisciplinary. The original research on standardization has emerged in 

Telecommunication Science, but we may also claim that standards have a technical origin. Then 

the concept of standard was transferred to other spheres of life, such as social and managerial. 

Thus, we combine methods of the relevant disciplines in order to answer our research questions. 

Such combination reflects the complexity of the studied area, where technical, social, 

                                                           
2
 Taxonomy may be defined as “the theory or method of classification” (McKelvey, 1978:1428). 
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environmental and other areas may be considered as overlapping systems, whereas the whole 

research is a research in Science, Technology and Society (STS). 

In regard to the methods of Telecommunication Science we apply the original theory of 

standardization by Paul David and Ken Krechmer.
3
 We complement the chosen theory by the 

theory of successful standards in complexity by Vladislav Fomin, Thomas Keil and Kalle 

Lyytinen.
4
 These theories contain the taxonomy of standards and explanations of their 

architecture. It is useful for the deep analysis of the European documentation, the data from the 

designed cases [Patterns], the better understanding of the standardization process and the 

integrative public-private interaction of actors. 

In our Thesis we use the methods of Social Science as well. We apply historical 

institutionalism to assess the performance of standardization institutions and clarify the “path” of 

their work. Rational choice institutionalism is used to assess the degree of the integrative 

interplay of actors, while the constructivist “logic of appropriateness” is used to depict internal 

and external constitutive performance of the European Union.
5
 First, the chosen methods of 

Social Science are contributive to answering the research questions, i.e. they are used as tools for 

the research. Second, they are tested as theories of Social Science, whereas their applicability is 

discussed in Chapter 6, since this Master Thesis leads to the degree in Social Science. 

2.5. Methods of data analysis: induction and deduction 

Induction implies making general conclusions from particular observations, while 

deduction implies deriving particular conclusions from the general observation (Della Porta and 

Keating, 2008). In order to design Patterns 2 and 3, we apply deduction in order to formulate 

comparative criteria and include the most relevant data into the tables.  

However, the analysis is mainly the result of induction. We cannot study concrete 

examples of advanced standards in this research due to the time and space limitation; therefore 

we can only derive general conclusions from a few examples of standards to support our 

analytical argumentation. We also make inductive conclusions based on the balance of interests 

in the interplay between public and private actors “until no cases that are inconsistent… are 

found” (Bryman, 2004:400). By the method of induction we derive our main concepts in Chapter 

5. However, the European innovation policy officially takes place in at least three broad, 

                                                           
3
 See Chapter 3 (3.2.1) of this Thesis. 

4
 See Chapter 3 (3.2.2) of this Thesis. 

5
 See Chapter 3 (3.2.3 and 3.2.4) of this Thesis. 
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overlapping areas such as economic, social and environmental, which may be considered good 

causes for universal conclusions.  

2.6. Critical evaluation of resources 

Our primary resources are the European legislation and guidelines on standardization and 

innovation policy. The most recent resources on standardization in innovation policy are 

basically Communications.
6
 They do not have legal power and may be followed by legally 

binding documents, such as regulations, directives and decisions.
7
  Communications contain the 

spirit of law, which is embodied in accompanying documents of legally binding power and may 

be considered as reliable for the research of policies. Books may also be referred to as our 

primary resources. The books contain “puzzles” of standardization concepts shown in Chapter 3. 

The articles used in our research contain the theoretical foundation for our scientific 

investigation (See: Krechmer, 1999; Fomin et al., 2003). Our secondary resources are conference 

and workshop papers, official web-pages of the relevant actors, e-mail correspondence with 

consultation bodies, etc. By taking into account the fact that the data must be reliable and valid 

(Bryman, 2008:376-377) we check the legitimacy and sectoral affiliation of the resources. 

 

Chapter 3 

Scientific and theoretical foundation 

This chapter consists of two main parts. The first part is the research overview, which is 

important for us to understand different concepts/dimensions of standardization process 

described in literature. For the purpose of our research we choose the most relevant of them, 

which we want to clarify further. The second part of the chapter is the theoretical foundation, 

                                                           
6
 According to Tommy Forsell (2011), an employee at “EU-upplysningen vid Sveriges riksdag”, the Communication 

is not a legal document and it does not have the same legal status as laws, decisions, directives or regulations. A 

clear definition of the term “Communication” is lacking. A Communication contains views and guidelines of the 

European institutions on a particular topic. It may be addressed to a specific recipient, but it is not always so. COM-

documents may include other documents besides Communications, whereas Communications may not necessarily 

be COM-documents. The Commission’s legislative proposals are COM-documents. On a request from EU-

upplysningen to clarify the character of Communications, the European Commission in Sweden replied that there is 

no single definition of “Communication” and no particular instructions on how and when such document can be 

implemented, since it differs among Directorate-Generals. 
7
 According to Article 288 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) within the Lisbon treaty, 

the European institutions issue regulations, directives, decisions, recommendations and opinions. A regulation has a 

direct application in its entire form to all member states. A directive is binding to the result of a certain achievement 

and is addressed to particular member states with the possibility for them to choose the forms and methods of the 

Directive’s execution. Paul Craig and Gráinne De Búrca claim that directives are very suitable for exercising 

harmonization processes within particular areas or for introducing “complex legislative change” (2008:85). A 

decision is entirely binding for one or several particular recipients. Recommendations and opinions are non-binding. 
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which we are going to use in our analysis in order to study the original concept of standard and 

standardization.  

3.1. Scientific foundation (research overview) 

This part depicts the different understandings of standardization in the European studies 

depending on the target areas of research, such as market models (See: Tate, in Hall and Soskice, 

2001); political and regulatory environment (See: Borrás, 2003); competitive environment in 

private sphere (See: Egan, 2009) and conflicts in the market (See: Glimstedt, 2001; Egyedi, 

2010). Moreover, some researchers may also prefer leaving the concept of standard open 

(Brunson et al., 2000). The following scientific views on standardization are presented below. 

3.1.1. Standardization as a tool for improvement and better performance of national 

markets or a platform for change 

The research on market models assumes standards to be a platform for “individual and 

organizational learning, monitoring, benchmarking and collaboration” (Tate, in Hall and 

Soskice, 2001:443). Standards always have distinguishing features depending on particular 

national market system. In Germany and Japan standards mainly have a conservative character 

with high requirement of product quality and are tolerable to manufacturers, while in the Anglo-

Saxon [e.g. British] world standards are not so specified in terms of liability. In Anglo-Saxon 

markets standards tend to “compete” for customers and maintain individualistic incentives, while 

in continental European economies [e.g. German] standards are likely to be organization-

oriented (Tate, in Hall and Soskice, 2001:444-446). The European standardization system is a 

combination of different national approaches, their dialogue, rather than their abolition.  

Moreover, national standards continue being as different as national standards institutions. 

This is an international trend. Additionally, standards are treated differently by the national 

users. In the Anglo-Saxon world standards are not politicized and are treated mainly as usual 

services, while the German experience shows that German national standards are promoted to 

the European and international level as a part of infrastructure and as a tool for strategic interest 

in establishment and cooperation. However, the common feature of standards is that in many 

countries they are considered significant factors for economic competitiveness (Tate, in Hall and 

Soskice, 2001:468-473). In other words, standards are tools for improvement and better 

performance of national markets. 
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3.1.2. Standardization as a harmonization tool, sub-policy of innovation policy or 

innovation-friendly regulatory framework 

Susanna Borrás (2003) describes the contributive role of standards in the European market, 

but her main area of study is the regulatory environment. She emphasizes the quasi-mandatory 

nature of European standards, even though they are assumed to be voluntary. In order to support 

her argumentation, Borrás applies the theory of standardization by Paul David of the year 1995, 

where David designs the economic classification of standards. 

We found this particular classification research by David of the year 1990. It is an 

advanced economic analysis. David (1990:4) classifies standards into four categories: 

“unsponsored” standards, which are well-documented specifications lacking identified founder 

with proprietary interests, but existing in the public sphere; “sponsored” standards, which have 

sponsoring entities (users, cooperatives, suppliers, etc.) with direct or indirect proprietary 

interests prompting other actors to adopt particular specifications; standard agreements, which 

are issued by voluntary standard-setting institutions; mandated standards (harmonized 

standards), which are issued to the mandates of respective governmental authority to recognized 

standards bodies. A standard is defined as “a set of technical specifications adhered to by a 

producer, either tacitly or as a result of formal agreement” (David, 1990:4).  

Susana Borrás leaves this classification almost uncommented. Instead she does an 

assessment of benefits and costs of standardization in innovation policy and refers to standards 

as “economic institutions that shape the path of technological development” (Borrás, 2003:145). 

Standards reduce transaction costs, encourage interoperability and have communicative function 

in creation of networks and “learning-by-using process” (Borrás, 2003:146). Among the negative 

effects there are “static” influences of “hegemonic technical solution”, the dilemma of 

investment into innovation and the problems of collective standards (Borrás, 2003:146). 

The main concern by Borrás (2003:155) is that standardization in Europe considers 

harmonization of the Internal Market to be a primary purpose, since standards in Europe in spite 

of their declared voluntary character are quasi-mandatory (Bundgaard-Pedersen, 1997 cited in 

Borrás, 2003:155). The place of standardization among other policies is shown by Borrás in the 

overview of innovation policy, where standardization appears as an “innovation-friendly 

regulatory framework” (2003:14-19), a law-making instrument for regulation of actors’ 

interaction or even a sub-policy of the technology policy, which is one of the evolving stages of 

the European innovation policy. 
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3.1.3. Standardization as a coordination and competition instrument in the modes of 

governance for self-regulation of the European Union 

Michelle Egan perceives standardization as an instrument of coordination and competition 

in the governance of the European single market (in Tömmel and Verdun, 2009:165). Egan 

(2009:164) studies the private character of standardization bodies in the European 

standardization system. She develops the idea of the transnational networks of working groups, 

national representatives, interests and consumer groups, environmental organizations and 

committees as actors that have gained power delegated by the European Commission. Egan 

(2009:164) claims that flexible regulatory networks are likely to become the main regulatory 

actors in Europe. 

Egan (2009:165) believes that by using standards as regulatory measures in social 

dialogues the European market is moving more towards codes of conduct, electronic commerce, 

voluntary character of agreements and high environmental protection. The concept of 

standardization is hidden in the self-regulating character of the European governance. However, 

private interests may conflict on particular issues. Then standards have to serve the balance of 

interests. Egan understands standards as “behavior, rational choice approaches… determined by 

relative power and strategic rationality” (2009:166).  

However, the involvement of standards for solving the conflicts of interest shall be limited, 

since conflicting interests are factors of competition under such governance. Egan claims that the 

role of negotiation in an active social environment for the creation of good standards is 

significant. According to her, standardization shall rely on “persuasion, argument, and patterns 

of mutual trust and credibility” (Egan, 2009:166). According to Egan (2009:167), standards 

create incentives and a sense of protection within the broader spaces where actors cooperate and 

coordinate governance. Standards are needed to solve conflicts, but not to create them. 

3.1.4. Standardization as a market domination strategy 

Henrik Glimstedt emphasizes the contrary view on standards. He argues that standards 

may be used as market domination strategies to promote national technologies to higher levels. 

The promotion of Nordic Mobile Telephone standards at the right time gave Nokia and Eriksson 

huge advantages in their market sector (Glimstedt, 2001:52). Therefore, international standards 

organizations are needed to balance the market. 

Tineke M. Egyedi widens the problem described by Glimstedt. According to Egyedi 

(2010:15), standards wars happen due to the rivalry of technologies. For example, standards wars 
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took place between Qwerty and Dvorak keyboard layouts, video recording systems Betamax, 

VHS and Video2000, HiperLAN and IEEE 802.11 wireless LAN, etc. (Egyedi, 2010:15). Some 

battles may happen in the market between productions, while other battles – among standards 

bodies (Egyedi, 2010:15) – happen in the environment of informal and formal standardization 

under the press of powerful corporations or foreign countries.  

However, this topic may be developed further in another research. We do not study 

standards battles in our Thesis since we focus on the normal development of the European 

standardization system in the context of innovation policy. 

3.1.5. The definition (and concept) of standard as an open question 

Nils Brunsson (2000:140-143, 149-150) has a broad perspective to look at standards. He 

claims that the main idea of standards is uniformity. For this reason standards may be compared 

to other similar notions and have their traits or be alternatives to them. These notions are 

etiquette norms of behavior, law and regulations. In spite of such a wide approach, the research 

by Brunsson, et al. (2000) is quite concrete in regard to administrative and managerial standards. 

Kristina Tamm Hallström (Ch. 6, 2000) analyzes principles for organizing international 

standardization in respect to the ISO 9000 family of standards. These are standards of quality 

management systems. Hallström emphasizes the role of expertise as a rational dimension of 

standards in international standard-setting procedure. Besides expertise, this procedure includes 

representation of interested actors, user orientation and participation of other actors in the 

process of standard-setting. However, this “square” has a number of problems with neutrality, 

fairness, objectivity and underrepresentation of actors (Ch. 6, 2000:96-99). 

Bengt Jacobsson views a standard as “a store of expert knowledge” (Ch. 3, 2000:41) from 

companies, civil service of the member states, interest-driven communities, etc. For this reason, 

he assumes the possibility of experts taking advantage of it in the regulation of society. As 

Jacobsson claims, “there is also another interesting aspect of standardization besides its allegedly 

technical nature: namely, the power of standards to create order without responsibility” (Ch. 3, 

2000:46). 

As regards innovation, Brunsson (Ch. 10, 2000) has a very original view. He claims that it 

is innovation that promotes standardization in a sector. The reason is that different actors may 

work in similar environments and find themselves in similar situations which come up with 

similar solutions to problems. New solutions in similar environments become rule-like and in 
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turn lead to formulations of such solutions into standards (Ch. 10, 2000:140-141). The 

mentioned researchers prefer leaving the definition of standard open. 

3.1.6. Conclusions on Part 1 

According to the literature overview, we may shortly conclude the following. Standards are 

considered to be a significant factor for economic competitiveness and a platform for “individual 

and organizational learning, monitoring, benchmarking and collaboration” (Tate, Hall and 

Soskice, 2001:443). According to Susana Borrás, standards are “economic institutions that shape 

the path of technological development” (2003:145), because they reduce transaction costs and 

encourage interoperability for “learning-by-using process” (2003:146). According to Bengt 

Jacobsson, a standard is “a store of expert knowledge” (Ch. 3, 2000:41). All these observations 

inspire us towards further research in order to see the common picture of standardization 

corresponding to the given qualities. That may explain why standardization is “an important 

enabler of innovation” (COM (2008) 133 final: 3). 

In regard to the interplay of interests we may conclude that in the European Union 

standardization is a coordination and competition instrument of the modes of governance due to 

the delegation of power to private European Standards Organizations. Michele Egan (2009:164) 

accentuates concrete interest-driven actors at the European market such as transnational 

networks of working groups, national representatives, consumer groups, environmental 

organizations and committees. Furthermore, their interests may conflict. Therefore, standards 

serve the balance of their interests in negotiations (Egan, 2009:162). This is the perspective of 

the private sector. As regards public interests, standards may be quasi-mandatory (Bundgaard-

Pedersen, 1997 cited in Borrás, 2003:155), since public structures are likely to expect particular 

patterns of behavior from the private stakeholders. Moreover, standardization is needed as a 

dialogue between national and European supranational standardization systems. However, 

different national market systems have different attitudes to standards. The Anglo-Saxon world 

does not politicize standards, while the German approach is to promote standards to an 

international level for strategic interest and better cooperation (Tate, in Hall and Soskice, 2001). 

Thus, standardization may be understood differently depending on the target area of each 

particular research. Moreover, Susana Borrás (2003) and Michele Egan (2009) seem to have 

polar views. That is relevant when studying the interplay between public and private actors in the 

European standardization. 
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3.2. Theoretical foundation 

Our theoretical foundation consists of the original standardization theory in 

Telecommunication Science, the complementary theory of successful standards in complexity, 

rational choice institutionalism, historical institutionalism and social constructivism in Political 

Science. As we have mentioned above, the original standardization theory and its 

complementary theory are used to understand standards and standardization in innovation, 

whereas three mentioned approaches in Political Science are used both as methods [or tools] to 

concretize answers to the research questions and as the theories of Social Sciences discussed and 

assessed in our research. 

Since the understanding of standardization is very different
8
 and even polar

9
 in some cases, 

we investigate the very theory of standardization to clarify the concept. We have found two 

theories of standardization of year 1987 and 1990. The first theory of standardization by Paul 

David belongs to Telecommunication Science with the contribution by Ken Krechmer (1999).
10

 

The second theory of standardization by Paul David and Shane Greenstein (1990) comes from 

Economics. The latter theory is mentioned in our literature overview in the research by Susana 

Borrás, who barely used it due to its strong incline to Economics.
11

 We choose the first theory, 

i.e. the one by David (1987) and Krechmer (1999), because of its actual neutrality, clearness and 

original applicability to standardization. Moreover, the theory of standardization by David 

(1987) and Krechmer (1999) contains terminology which is similar to the analyzed terminology 

in the European documentation on standardization in innovation policy.  

The theory of successful standards by Vladislav Fomin, Thomas Keil and Kalle Lyytinen
12

 

is a useful complement to the original theory of standardization. It applies to the very actors. 

Moreover, this theory is used to study the environment where innovation may appear. The 

purpose for using rational choice institutionalism and historical institutionalism is that it clarifies 

the “profile” of interplay between private and public actors, since both institutionalisms allow us 

to assess the performance of the European institutions. Social constructivism is applicable to 

studying internal and external constitutive environments of the European standardization system. 

 

 

                                                           
8
 See Chapter 3 (3.1) of this Thesis. 

9
 See Chapter 3 (3.1.2 and 3.1.3) of this Thesis. 

10
 See Chapter 3 (3.2.1) of this Thesis. 

11
 See Chapter 3 (3.1.2) of this Thesis. 

12
 See Chapter 3 (3.2.2) of this Thesis. 
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3.2.1. Telecommunication Science: the theory of standardization by Paul David (1987) and 

advanced standards by Ken Krechmer (1999) 

David claims that although standards have a technical background, “enforceability of 

standards is a matter of interest” (1987:213). Already in 1987 David claims that standards can be 

both technical and behavioral. The theory of standardization by David (1987) is based on the 

complexity degree of standards. He suggests division of standards into three categories – from 

the easiest to the most difficult standards – whereas Ken Krechmer adds a fourth category – 

advanced standards. According to David (1990:4), a standard is “a set of technical 

specifications”. In his earlier work, David (1987:216) points out that those standards contain 

“specifications”. Krechmer (1999:I-III) expands the technical nature of standards to other areas 

of life in his contributions to the research of David (1987).  

For the purpose of our research we use the theory of standardization by David (1987) with 

the contribution by Krechmer (1999). The easiest standards are the lowest. They lie at the bottom 

of the “hierarchy” while advanced standards are at the top. 

1) Standards for Reference (David, 1987:214-215) or Reference Standards (Krechmer, 

1999:IV) are currencies, standards of weight, length and others, international telephone number 

codes, etc. Such standards aim toward universality. 

2) Standards for Minimal Admissible Attributes (David, 1987:214-215) or Similarity 

Standards (Krechmer, 1999:V) contain the allowed deviations from what is required. An item, 

which meets the requirements of such standard, finds itself within the allowed deviations of 

similar properties. For example, similarity standards are standards of product safety, plastic types 

for recycling, standards of services or speed limitation for vehicles. Similarity standards are very 

accurate and exhaustive in the number of the allowed deviations. These standards imply the 

nature of similarity in production or actions. 

3) Standards for Interface Compatibility (David, 1987:214) or Compatibility Standards 

(Krechmer, 1999:VI; Baskin et al., 1998:6-7) contain enough descriptive features of two or more 

items in order to maintain communication between/among them. These standards may quicken 

evolution of items and characterize their transparency. Such items meet the requirements of 

compatibility standards [being “seen” by other items for communication among them]. 

Compatibility standards may be codes or signals of frequencies, since they maintain 

communication between old and new items or items by different manufacturers (David, 
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1987:214), and so on. However, compatibility standards have their variation maxima, since 

compatibility can be exhausted. These standards lead to the compatibility of products or actions. 

4) Etiquettes or Etiquette Standards (Krechmer, 1999:VII) are open-ended, i.e. they 

maintain communication among many items of different nature and contain space for 

compatibility with invention. According to Krechmer (1999:VII), the term “etiquette” is used to 

describe operations by “protocol of protocols” in telecommunications, when a simple protocol is 

moving between the ends of the allowed period of a standard in order to maintain negotiations 

with specific protocols responsible for compatibility with inventions/improvements. These 

standards are likely to be used in local processes. Such standards allow upgrading. For example, 

Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) is responsible for media streams and multi-sessions of video 

and audio calls (Russell, 2008). In other words, such standards are advanced and complex.  

This classification refers to standards of technical design as original and for the purpose of 

our research we have to use this exact classification. As regards standards of behavioral 

performance, they do not have continuation by Krechmer, whereas according to David they 

include “precedents of law” (as reference standards), “legal codes” and “certification of 

competence” (as similarity standards) and “contractual forms” (as compatibility standards) 

(1987:214). The Council Resolution 85/C 136/01 of May 7th 1985 on a new approach for 

technical harmonization and standards separates standardization from law. According to Annex 

II, Paragraph 1 of the Resolution, legal interference in standardization is limited to establishment 

of essential safety requirements to production. 

Thus, standards are sets of “technical specifications” (David, 1990:4). The basic guideline 

for contemporary standardization in the European Union, i.e. Communication “Towards an 

increased contribution from standardization to innovation in Europe” COM (2008) 133 final, 

contains a clue sentence in Paragraph 3: “Standardization is a voluntary cooperation among 

industry, consumers, public authorities and other interested parties for the development of 

technical specifications based on consensus” (italics supplied). 

For this reason we may use the theory of standardization by Paul David (1987) with the 

contribution by Ken Krechmer (1999) as our basic framework to study standardization in 

innovation policy in spite of the technical origin of these approaches. According to Nils 

Brunsson and Bengt Jacobsson (Ch. 1, 2000:4-5), even though the nature of standards is 

technical, the very standardization is far from being technical. Nowadays standardization takes 

place in managerial, economic, environmental, social spheres, etc. 
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3.2.2. The model of successful standards in complexity by Vladislav Fomin, Thomas Keil 

and Kalle Lyytinen (2003) 

Vladislav Fomin, Thomas Keil and Kalle Lyytinen (2003) also approach the standard as a 

“technical specification” in their work. Their model applies to standardization processes in 

telecommunications and refers to successful standards, which may potentially lead to innovation 

(Fomin et al., 2003:32). The model is based on the idea of artifact design (D-element) by Herbert 

Simon (1981, cited in Fomin et al., 2003:30), the sense-making concept (S-element) by Karl E. 

Weick (1995) and negotiations in socio-technical networks (N-element) by Bruno Latour (1995, 

cited in Fomin et al., 2003:30). All these three elements are interdependent and can be applied to 

study actors and their interplay (Fomin et al., 2003:34-35). 

  The D-element is responsible for the design of the standard, which is characterized by 

generation, assessment and choice in varieties of technical option. It determines the course of 

actions (Simon, 1977:40). In other words, the design of the standard resembles the design of this 

Thesis, where we first have to formulate a problem, assess it and choose the tactics of 

“investigation” for the way we design the research. The difference is that the D-element of 

technical specifications is dependent on the technical, political, social and economic environment 

as well as on competition and compromises among the actors. (Fomin et al., 2003:38).  

  The S-element is a sense-making process, which is responsible for the emergence of 

sense by individuals or groups as reply to changing environment. Sense-making strives for 

solutions and technologies which are not yet invented (Weick, 1995). At first this element is 

connected with mental activities, beliefs and behavior. Gained experiences, the real need of 

technology and economic performance of actors within the sector are important factors at any 

stage of standardization process (Fomin et al., 2003:39).  

  The N-element is negotiations. Actors exchange their interpretations of senses and 

suggestions towards designs which lead to agreements in form of standards. Negotiations have 

impacts on the formation of interests, networks and communities responsible for the 

development of standards and their relationship to technology (Latour, 1995). Negotiations 

determine rights, obligations, roles and identities of actors involved in the standardization 

process. During negotiations the interplaying actors try to maximize their benefits (Fomin et. al., 

2003:40).  
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3.2.3. European studies: rational choice institutionalism and historical institutionalism 

Rational choice institutionalism and historical institutionalism have “polar” views of the 

perception of time. Historical institutionalism applies to historical preconditions, while rational 

choice institutionalism is referred to functional needs of institutions here and now (Pollack, in 

Wiener and Diez, 2004:139). According to Paul Pierson (2004:59), who argues that these 

approaches may complement each other, “rational choice [may] work on collective decision-

making and institutional effects”. 

The rational choice institutionalism applies to the strategic character of the actors’ 

behavior and the idea that weighted decisions matter policy outcomes, where actors try their best 

to maximize benefits from their performance (Pollack, in Wiener and Diez, 2004:139). However, 

the main actors who are supposed to operate under the rational choice approach are the founding 

European institutions [the Commission, the Council and the European Parliament] and the 

member states. The member states use the system of “comitology” as a tool to promote their own 

“policy streams” to the upper level and sovereignty in particular policies, while the founding 

European institutions use the variety of other functionally important institutions when it is 

needed (Pollack, in Wiener and Diez, 2004:142-143). 

Historical institutionalism applies to the inertia of institutions in spite of possible changes 

in political environment. Moreover, this approach applies to the time sequence, path-dependence 

and the role of motivated decisions from past experiences. In other words, historical 

institutionalism explains “how and under what conditions (italics are authentic) historical events 

do – or do not – shape contemporary and future political choices and outcomes” (Pollack, in 

Wiener and Diez, 2004:140). Since 1985 the European standardization bodies have been 

responsible for the technical harmonization of production in the European Union (See: COM 

(85) 19 final). This is the principle of the New Approach, which is implemented even in the 

innovation sector. According to the Council Resolution 85/C 136/01 of May 7
th

 1985, the 

European Commission determines areas and circumstances where harmonization of production 

shall take place, issues directives on legislative aspects and mandates for the European standards 

bodies. 

3.2.4. European studies and Political Science: social constructivism 

The social constructivist approach to European integration comes from International 

Relations studies (Risse, in Wiener and Diez, 2004:159). It applies to the constituent influence of 

the social environment on individuals, communities and their identities. The “logic of 
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appropriateness” in social constructivism determines “rule-guided behavior” formed in the 

social, political and economic environments in contrast to the logic of maximizing benefits in 

rational choice institutionalism (Risse, in Wiener and Diez, 2004:163). In the case of the 

European Union, social constructivism may have external and internal dimensions. Since the 

European Union is not a state but “shall have legal personality” (Article 47 of the TEU, Lisbon 

Treaty), it promotes the European standards to international level and pursues the problem of 

dealing with social, economic and environmental challenges the way the recognized states do. 

However, being quite successful as an entity, the European Union exercises a wide variety of 

policies without any formal Constitution and actively encourages social inclusion, where 

interest-driven actors may choose their own spaces for constitutive performance (Rittberger and 

Schimmelfennig, 2006). The European Union is based on the constitutive performance. 

3.2.5. Conclusions on Part 2 

In order to study standardization and clarify its concept we apply the original 

standardization theory by Paul David (1987) and Ken Krechmer (1999). The theory of successful 

standards in complexity by Fomin et al. (2003) complements it for the purpose of studying 

innovation. Historical and rational choice institutionalisms are applied to assess institutional 

aspects of the European standardization system and interplay among public and private actors. 

Social constructivism is applied to assess the constitutive behavior of actors in performance. The 

applicability of the three theories in Political Science is also discussed and assessed in Chapter 6. 

 

Chapter 4 

Designing Patterns of standardization in European innovation policy 

This chapter contains three designed comparative Patterns [cases] on the regulatory 

architecture of the international standardization system, standardization systems of the United 

States, Russia and Japan and the European standardization system; standardization in the 

European official innovation sectors; and standardization in the areas of eco-innovations, social 

innovations and psychological services for recruitment. Eco-innovations and social innovations 

are embedded in the dimensions of the Innovation Union and the social market economy. These 

three Patterns reflect the picture of trends relevant to the European standardization in innovation. 

The picture of standardization is projected from the broad to the narrow focus. 
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4.1. Pattern 1: Standardization systems 

This case accumulates initial knowledge of the European standardization system and its 

values in comparison to standardization systems of other countries. International standardization 

system as a separate system [and at international standardization level] is included in the case. 

4.1.1. International standardization system 

The international standardization system is mainly represented by international 

organizations with a high degree of national representation. The International Organization for 

Standardization [ISO] is a non-governmental international organization, a network of national 

standardization bodies of 162 countries responsible for development of international standards 

“for business, government and society” (ISO, 2011), which include a huge variety of areas such 

as food, engineering, construction, environment, management, plastic, electronics, healthcare, 

entertainment, agriculture, astronomy, etc. Examples of ISO standards are ISO 9564-1 for 

protection of PIN-code, ISO 9000 on quality management systems, ISO 24114 on quality criteria 

of soluble coffee, ISO 80000 on universal measurement units [m, kg, mol, etc.], ISO 23600 on 

sound signals for pedestrian traffic lights, etc. (See: ISO, 2011, ISO Standards Catalogue).  

The second is International Telecommunication Union [ITU]. It is a specialized agency of 

the United Nations, which establishes standards for information and telecommunications 

technologies. It includes 192 countries as members and more than 700 actors from private sector 

and academia. ITU has a Radiocommunication Sector [ITU-R] responsible for satellites and 

wireless communication; Telecommunication Standardization Sector [ITU-T] responsible for 

access to Internet, compression of video and voice, functionality of networks and transport 

protocols; and Telecommunication Development Sector [ITU-D] responsible for expanding to 

new markets, the exchange of successful policy experience in standardization and the promotion 

of corporate social responsibility (ITU, 2011). Standard ITU-T H.264 for compression of video 

is an example of ITU’s standards.  

The International Electrotechnical Commission is the third sister-organization with a huge 

variety of national public representatives, private and research actors. It is responsible for 

standard-setting in electronic technologies, colors of multimedia, smart energy, electromagnetic 

compatibility among various devices, etc. (IEC, 2011). However, there are many other thematic 

international standardization bodies. World Wide Web Consortium is responsible for standards 

in web-design, architecture and services, and has 316 members such as Google, IBM 

Corporation, Sisco, etc. (W3C, 2011). The International Customer Service Institute [TICSI] is 
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responsible for sharing international experience in customer service and the development of the 

International Customer Service Standard (TICSI, 2009-2010). Global players, such as World 

Trade Organization, may reveal problems in particular sectors, such as intellectual property right, 

and press domestic actors to initiate solutions through international standards institutions. 

4.1.2. Standardization system of the United States of America 

The United States has the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) as its national 

standardization body. Its aims are the promotion of American competitiveness in the global 

market with the concern of production safety and environmental protection. ANSI, as the 

standardization body of the United States, has a broad range of sectoral involvement. One of 

ANSI’s main targets is to prevent the excessive use of regional and local standards. Moreover, 

ANSI is the sole American representative at the international level of standardization. According 

to the United States Standards Strategy (2005:7), standardization is transparent, coherent, open, 

impartial, effective and relevant; and based on performance, consensus, “due process and 

technical assistance”.  

The Strategy (2005) points out the voluntary character of standards and describes the 

actors involved, such as standards developers, government, industry, ANSI and consumers. They 

are participants in the standardization process. In the United States the Standards Strategy does 

not mention much about the research and science for cooperation with stakeholders. According 

to the Strategy (2005:11) it is mainly the industry that is responsible for the consumer research.  

According to Peter Hall and David Soskice (2001:32), the United States is a liberal market 

economy with strong competition, low labor costs and higher investment in general skills than 

education; where standardization is held mainly by market actors themselves. Robert Boyer 

(2005:531-532) claims that the United States is market-oriented. This country can be considered 

as a radical innovator in IT, finance, leisure industry and space (Boyer, 2005:532). 

4.1.3. Standardization system of the Russian Federation 

The Russian standardization system consists of the Federal Agency for Technical 

Regulation and Metrology, research centers and technical committees for standardization, and 

standards developers (Direction of 28.02.2006, Consultant Plus, 2011). According to the 

Concept of the development of the national standardization system in 2006, the implementation 

of the national standards is voluntary. However, if the decision on the implementation of 

standards has been made they become obligatory. The process of standardization is transparent 
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while standards are definite in their interpretation, accessible, well-founded, progressive and 

optimal (Direction of 28.02.2006, Consultant Plus, 2011). 

In the case of the Russian Federation, scientific research centers are one of the key actors 

in the standardization process. If the United States is more oriented to promotion of their 

leadership in the global standardization process, the Russian Federation is more self-oriented. 

Moreover, among the strategic aims of the Russian standardization there are improvements of 

quality, competitiveness of production and services within the country and abroad, optimization 

and rational use of the natural resources, compatibility and interchangeability of the production 

and penetration of knowledge and technologies into different economic areas. Standardization 

ensures defense capacity, economic, environmental, scientific and technological security of the 

Russian Federation.  

According to the aforementioned Concept (Direction of 28.02.2006, Consultant Plus, 

2011), standardization is a key factor for innovation. Russia is moving from a state-oriented 

model to a market-oriented one. However, Russia is unlikely to delegate market regulation fully 

to the private market actors in the near future. According to Robert Boyer (2005:530-532), 

Russia is closer to a meso-corporatist model with big firms and public coordination. This country 

exercises Coordinated Market Economy with investments in particularly defined industries (Hall 

and Soskice, 2001:28). 

4.1.4. Standardization system in Japan 

In contrast to the American and Russian national standardization systems, the Japanese one 

is very complicated. It comprises both governmental and non-governmental organizations and 

has institutions at three different levels with the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry at the 

top of the national standardization system. This institution is responsible for legislation and 

official rules on standardization in Japan. The Japanese Industrial Standards Committee, the 

National Institute of Advanced Industrial Science and Technology and the National Institute of 

Technology and Evaluation are followed by thirteen governmental and non-governmental 

institutes, associations, committees and organizations. There is also the Ministry of Internal 

Affairs and Communication, the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and 

Technology, the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery as well as the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs which participate in international and regional standardization bodies. Private actors are 

mainly involved in the lowest third level of the standardization system and are represented in the 

non-governmental bodies (ANSI, Standards and Conformity Assessment Bodies – Japan, n.d.).  



 

34 

 

In 2001 the Japanese Industrial Standards Committee developed the Standardization 

Strategy. According to this Strategy (2001:2), the priorities for Japanese standardization are 

ensuring of social needs, encouragement of broader social inclusion, transparency of 

standardization and active international cooperation. In contrast to the United States, Japan does 

not pursue global leadership in standardization. Standards for Japan are “public asset” (JISC, 

Standardization Strategy, 2001:3) and the Strategy points out that Japanese people should be 

better aware of national standards and use them on voluntary basis. Among the main sectors are 

information technology, environmental protection and recycling as well as interests of 

consumers, elderly people and people with disabilities (JISC, Standardization Strategy, 2001:2-

3). The Japanese market is a pure meso-corporatist model with solidarity as the basic principle 

and with deep roots in Far Eastern culture. Huge corporations and high-quality production 

gained from innovative methods and technologies in electronics are representative features of the 

Japanese market (Boyer, 2005:130-132). 

4.1.5. Contemporary European standardization system 

Communication “Towards an increased contribution from standardisation to innovation in 

Europe” defines standardization as “a voluntary cooperation among industry, consumers, public 

authorities and other interested parties for the development of technical specifications based on 

consensus” (COM (2008) 133 final: 2). The European standardization system consists of national 

standards bodies; European Standards Organizations such as European Committee for 

Standardization (CEN) for the vast majority of fields, European Committee for Electrotechnical 

Standardization (CENELEC), European Telecommunications Standards Institute (ETSI); and 

International organizations. These organizations issue formal standards, whereas informal 

standardization takes place among other market actors and can overlap with the formal 

standardization. Both types of standardization are important for Europe since they supplement 

each other. In 1996 CENELEC and IEC signed the Dresden Agreement on common planning of 

new work and parallel voting. In 2001 the latest version of the Agreement on Technical 

Cooperation between ISO and CEN was signed. It deals with many aspects including coherence 

of standards and information exchange. 

According to the Communication “Towards an increased contribution from standardization 

to innovation in Europe” COM (2008) 133 final, standardization in innovation policy in Europe 

is supposed to: 

- Address economic, environmental and social challenges; 

- Pursue public interest in safety, health, security and environment; 
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- Allow the European Union to gain leadership in global markets through international 

standardization; 

- Be a strategic asset in innovations and competitiveness. 

According to the Conclusions on standardization and innovation by the Council of the EU 

of 25 September 2008, the targets of standardization, besides those mentioned, are to: 

- Meet the needs of stakeholders; 

- Increase interests in investments into the European market; 

- Raise attention of research institutions and exploit the gained results; 

- Widen the range of standard-setters by SMEs, trade unions and consumers; 

- Improve the European integration; 

- Interplay with patents; 

- Gradually formalize informal resources of standardization. 

According to the newest Communication “A strategic vision for European standards…”, 

standards shall be easily available and as inclusive as possible, keep pace with progress and 

development and “respond to an increasing demand as a tool to support many European policies 

and legislation” (COM (2011) 311 final: 4-5). Standardization shall become primarily oriented to 

the single market for services. Moreover, SMEs and numerous social actors must be actively 

involved in standard-setting under the “national delegation principle”, i.e. they must be 

represented in the European Standards Organizations through national standardization bodies 

(COM (2011) 311 final: 12).  

As regards stakeholders, they are called “fora and consortia” in standardization (COM 

(2008) 133 final). Fora and consortia are different “in terms of longevity, sectoral coverage, and 

territorial scope” (COM (2008) 133 final: 3). The ETSI White Paper No. 6 “Participation of 

SMEs in standardization” claims that fora and consortia in information and communications 

technology are organized “on a direct participation per member company” (Le Gall and Prager, 

2011:6). ETSI is based on the membership of more than 700 different organizations (ETSI, 

2011). Therefore, standardization in the European Union has integrative, economic, 

communicative, strategic, political, social, explorative, educational, identical and legal functions.  

According to the Decision No 1639/2006/EC of October 24
th

 2006, which established a 

Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (2007 to 2013), Paragraph 8 of the 

introductory arguments states that innovation is “renewal and enlargement of a range of products 

and services and their associated markets”; “establishment of new methods of design, 

production, supply and distribution”; “introduction of changes in management, work 
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organisation, and working conditions and skills of the workforce”. Communication “Putting 

knowledge into practice: A broad-based innovation strategy for the EU” (COM (2006) 502 final) 

declares that in innovation policy, besides business actors, there shall actively be a participating 

public sector of regional and local authorities, trade unions, consumers and civil society. In other 

words, these are actors involved in standardization in European innovation policy. 

4.1.6. Conclusions on Pattern 1 for the further analysis 

Let us point out the following trends of standardization in the mentioned cases: 

1) In contrast to Japan and Russia, the United States aspires to competitiveness in the 

global market. So does the European Union. The latter closely cooperates with international 

standardization organizations. Due to the active membership of business actors [including 

SMEs] in European and international standardization organizations, the European Union has a 

double strategic interest in securing their interests. Circulation of interests from local to 

international levels resembles the notion of convection in physics. 

2) Russia sees researchers and research centers among the main contributors of the 

development of standards, whereas the United States mainly emphasizes market actors. The 

European Union gives high credits to both research and active market involvement. 

3) Both Russia and the United States have one central standardization body. Japan in its 

turn has complicated institutional network with researchers, stakeholders and public authorities. 

The European Union is in the middle, i.e. it has a three-level system. The European system 

directly cooperates with international standards bodies on the basis of the common agreements. 

4) The Russian Federation is mainly concerned over its own national economic, 

environmental and scientific security in standardization and views standards as key factors for 

innovations, while Japan prioritizes the role of social challenges and sees standardization as a 

public asset. For the United States sectors are not specified and broad sectoral involvement is 

encouraged. The European Union expects standardization to deal with social, environmental, 

economic challenges and services, and to have broad market segmentation. 

5) The United States, the Russian Federation and Japan have their national standardization 

strategies or concepts; recognize the voluntary character of standards and their potential for 

innovation, competitiveness and growth. Moreover, standards shall deal with acute challenges. 

The European Union, which is not a state, but “shall have legal personality” [Article 47 of the 

TEU, Lisbon Treaty], has its own standardization system and its respective regulation. 
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The European Union strongly pursues the development of the European standardization 

system with its strategic affiliation with international standardization bodies and combination of 

similar priorities as those of other countries. 

4.2. Pattern 2: Lead Market Initiatives and standardization 

Lead Market Initiatives are smaller innovative market cells primarily associated with the 

European innovation policy. In this case we accumulate data to study official innovation policy 

in Europe. Our question is “How does standardization look like within the smaller innovative 

sectors of official innovation policy?” 

Lead Market Initiatives are basically sectors where innovations are expected to develop 

most: eHealth, Sustainable Construction, Protective Textiles, Bio-based Products, Recycling and 

Renewable Energies. The innovativeness of markets is conditioned by their potential for dealing 

with social, economic and environmental challenges as the main concerns until the year 2020 in 

the Europe 2020 Strategy (COM (2010) 2020). According to the Communication “A lead market 

initiative” COM (2007) 860 final, these markets:  

1) Are demand-driven with a huge potential both at the European and global levels;  

2) Have a broad segmentation as they are practically relevant to several market sectors in 

the creation of a “sustainable competitive advantage”; 

3) Pursue strategic social and economic interests with relevance to the environment; 

4) Have flexible policy instruments, prospective use in other sectors and a “combination of 

public policy measures” with encouragements; 

5) Do not favor “pick of the winners”, i.e. they avoid favoring particular companies since it 

not only violates the competition principle, but creates obstacles for “economically better 

options”. 

The purpose of designing Pattern 2 is to show the profile of standardization in official 

innovation policy and its consistency. The results are used in our study of standardization 

taxonomy. We formulate the following criteria for the analysis of the Lead Market Initiatives: 

1) Challenges met by the Lead Market Initiatives means the problems that each Lead 

Market Initiative meets with. Challenges have their depth and seriousness, which involved actors 

are supposed to deal with. Challenges may also depict difficulties in achieving interoperability 

among industries and services in a sector. 
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2) Targets of standardization reflect the main aims and objectives in accordance with 

the contemporary European supranational interests.  

3) Methods of standardization process reflect the public and private character of 

standards, the range of actors involved and the nature of their negotiations. Cooperation and 

network-based approaches are similar. Their main difference is that the former is of public 

character whereas the latter is of private character. Performance-based approach is oriented to 

results and better performing actors; the exchange of best practice is the best-method-oriented 

approach, whereas material-based approach is mainly oriented to the practical economy of 

resources (Commission staff working document – Annex I to the Communication “A lead 

market initiative for Europe” COM (2007) 860 final). 

4) Actors involved in standardization is perhaps the most relevant criteria for the 

identification of standardization levels and hence the structure and complexity of “technical 

specifications” [standards]. 

5) Normative resources on standardization are another comparative criterion which 

reflects existing legal ground for standardization in innovative market sectors. Normative 

resources of standardization are meant to “harmonize” standards (See: Council Resolution of 7 

May 1985 on a new approach to technical harmonization and standards). Harmonization is 

applied to innovative market sectors as well. The standardization process is initiated by mandates 

issued by the European institutions to the respective standardization bodies.  

6) Affiliation reflects the performance of each Lead Market Initiative towards related 

issues in social, economic, environmental, technological and other spheres. 

The Pattern 2 of the European innovative sectors is reflected in the table below. 

4.2.1. Lead Market Initiatives and standardization 
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Lead Market Initiatives and Standardization
13
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13

 Based on: Commission staff working document – Annex I to the Communication from the Commission to the 

Council, the European parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of Regions “A 

lead market initiative for Europe” COM (2007) 860 final; Commission Staff Working Document “Lead Market 

Initiative for Europe: Mid-term progress report” SEC (2009) 1198 final; Report “EU Monitor” Issue 23 of October 

2008 by European Association of Hospital Pharmacists, <http://www.eahp.eu/News/EU-Monitor/eHealth-standards-

missing-new-European-study-shows> [Accessed 10 May 2011]; European Commission, 2011, Innovation: A Lead 

Market Initiative for Europe, <http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/policy/lead-market-

initiative/index_en.htm> [Accessed 10 May 2011]; European Commission, 2011, Small and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs) NORMAPME, <http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/sme/market-

access/standardisation/normapme/index_en.htm#h2-1> [Accessed 19 August 2011] 
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4.2.2. Conclusions on Pattern 2 for the further analysis 

1) The table demonstrates that the Lead Market Initiatives experience fragmentation, 

administrative barriers and weak transparency considering the requirement of broad 

segmentation.  

2) The targets of standardization are mainly to seek new actors for involvement for 

benchmarking, interoperability and cooperation. For example, Protective Textiles need to 

involve more actors among SMEs. 

3) Methods of standardization processes basically depend on the character of involved actors and 

their interests. International orientation of the innovative market sectors reveals the strategic 

interests of the European Union at the global level as in the case of Recycling. In contrast to 

Recycling, eHealth and Sustainable Construction are mainly European-oriented and are based on 

cooperation and performance results. Renewable Energies and Bio-based Products are 

strategically interesting for Europe in terms of energy and savings on gas imports. Coordination 

is their method. Hence, we can place the Lead Market Initiatives from European-oriented to 

internationally oriented ones: eHealth, Sustainable Construction, Bio-based Products, Renewable 

Energies, Recycling and Protective Textiles. 

4) Being European-oriented, eHealth and Sustainable Construction are lacking basic normative 

resources regulating formal standardization. Therefore, these two innovative market sectors have 

basically informal standards. However, this is a sharp contrast to Protective Textiles, which seek 

informal standardization. It basically contradicts the Conclusions on standardization and 

innovation of September 25
th

 2008, where the gradual formalization of informal standards is 

desirable. 

5) Besides standardization bodies, which are of private status, the European Commission is a 

part of every innovative market sector as an actor of the standardization process. The purpose for 

that is issuing mandates for standardization. Exceptions are eHealth and Sustainable 

Construction. 

6) A predominant affiliation area of the innovative market is energy, where there are normative 

resources for standardization and mandates. Those sectors, which are affiliated with the social 

sphere, are lacking formal standards. 
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4.3. Pattern 3: Standardization in social innovations, eco-innovations and psychological 

services for recruitment 

This case depicts standardization architecture in the European Union in terms of innovations and 

innovative potential of the Internal Market. The question of Pattern 3 is “How does 

standardization look like within the spaces for social innovations, eco-innovations and a space 

outside official innovative sectors?” There are three variables analyzed: eco-innovations, social 

innovations and psychological services for recruitment.  

The European innovation policy has to deal with economic, environmental and social challenges 

for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth respectively. Even though the European Lead Market 

Initiatives are required to have broad market segmentation, new dimensions of the Internal 

Market have been formulated in the European documentation on innovation policy. These 

dimensions are the Innovation Union (COM (2010) 546 final) and social market economy (COM 

(2010) 608 final). Moreover, in June 2011 a new Communication on the European 

standardization (COM (2011) 311 final) was published at the official page of the European 

Commission, where European services were declared to be a new target for standardization. 

These dimensions are areas of innovation policy. 

The first variable of Pattern 3 is eco-innovations, which correspond mainly to the dimension of 

the Innovation Union. The Innovation Union is intended to be a consequence of a successful 

innovation policy in realization of the Europe 2020 Strategy and effective competition policy 

(COM (2010) 546 final). Eco-innovation is defined as “the creation of novel and competitively 

priced goods, processes, systems, services, and procedures designed to satisfy human needs and 

provide a better quality of life for everyone with a whole-life-cycle minimal use of natural 

resources (materials including energy and surface area) per unit output, and a minimal release of 

toxic substances” (Reid, Miedzinski, 2008). In other words, eco-innovation helps to save the 

environment and is likely to emerge within official innovation market sectors. 

The second variable is social innovations. They reflect the dimension of the social market 

economy. It is intended to be the consequence of the harmonization of social policies in Europe 

and the European integration. Social innovations are enablers of this process. They have many 

definitions, but we can use the shortest definition by the Young Foundation, a center for social 

innovations in the United Kingdom: social innovations are “new ideas that work in meeting 

social goals” (Mulgan et al., 2007). An example of social innovation is distance learning. Social 

innovations strengthen civil society. We can claim that the development of the social market 

economy is covered under the Social Innovation Europe initiative launched in March 2011. This 
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initiative employs encouragement of meetings for exchange of experience by market actors, non-

profit organizations, public structures and others who can contribute to social innovations 

(European Commission, Industrial Innovation, 2011). 

The Innovation Union and the social market economy are dimensions of the European Internal 

Market and comprise this single space for dealing with social, economic and environmental 

challenges. The division of the European Internal Market into these dimensions is obviously for 

the convenience of exercising target policies. 

The third variety is psychological services for recruitment beyond the mentioned innovative 

dimensions, i.e. within the normal environment of the Internal Market. The basic legal regulation 

is the Lisbon Treaty and Directive 2006/123/EC of the European Parliament and the Council of 

December 12
th

 2006 on services in the Internal Market. However, these services may 

undoubtedly contribute to the creation of innovations, especially social ones. According to the 

newest Communication “A strategic vision for European standards…” (COM (2011) 311 final), 

services in the Internal Market have become a new target area for standardization. 

Psychology is developing rapidly. It has its own approach to standardization. According to the 

Report “A new strategy for the Single Market” by Mario Monti (2010:54), services which 

support industry and business such as “maintenance, support, training and financing services” 

shall also be innovative. Psychological services for recruitment, professional assessment and 

training can be considered as industrial and business services. Moreover, the promotion of 

innovations in such services is encouraged as well as standardization there (Monti, 2010:54). For 

this reason we include psychological services for recruitment into Pattern 3 for our analysis of 

the European innovation policy.
14

 

                                                           
14

 In 2007 the project CHESSS, or CEN’s Horizontal European Service Standardization Strategy, was launched. It 

was oriented to delivery service standards (CEN, 2009). However, the mandate for standardization of European 

services was issued already in 2003 by the Enterprise Directorate-General. It was the Programming Mandate M 340 

– EN addressed to CEN, CENELEC and ETSI in the field of services. According to that document, standardization 

was supposed to take place at the horizontal level, which meant standardization within several affiliated sectors, and 

at the vertical level, which took place within only one sector. However, the Enterprise Directorate-General clearly 

claimed in the Programming Mandate (2003:2) that at the first instance “priority will be given to those service 

sectors where intra-community trade is already occurring or is desired”, and at the second instance “to those areas 

where the stakeholders (e.g. economic, societal) show a keen interest in the benefits of standardization”. The period 

of the mandate was 12 months. In 2005 only CEN got a mandate from the Enterprise and Industry Directorate-

General. It was the Second Programming Mandate M 371 EN addressed to CEN in the field of services. This work 

was very similar to the first one, but more “bottom-” and stakeholder-oriented. CEN fulfilled its mandate through 

CHESSS and issued several consolidated reports available as a result of the work. Among the service-specific 

projects mentioned in the first part of the report we found “H.7 Project M/ 371-7: Recruitment services” with a short 

commentary about the need of working out definitions and terminology of the services and activities for recruitment 

including the assessment on recruitment. However, the Project is unavailable. Therefore, this information is too poor 



 

44 

 

We take into account the data of Pattern 2; information about the mandates for standardization 

and resources on social and eco-innovations listed below the table in order to formulate criteria 

suitable for the present table. These criteria reflect the standardization environment in three 

different dimensions of the Internal Market, where only two belong to the mainstream of the 

official innovation policy. Therefore, we formulate criteria other than those for the Lead Market 

Initiatives in order to cover the whole environment for the chosen types of innovations: 

1) Priority of the sector according to the official innovation policy idea of the EU: By 

“prior” variables we mean the mentioned areas of the official innovation policy, whereas by a 

“non-prior” variable we mean the usual environment of the Internal Market; 

2) Type of production: This refers to the outcomes of the chosen variables, i.e. goods, 

services, ideas, etc. Since we found ideas and models among the resources, then we can add 

them in the table as an immaterial intellectual production and contribution; 

3) Main standardization resources (with possible examples): We shall find out what types of 

materials contain standards, whether standards are fixed in documents and by what actors. This 

criterion shows the design of standards and whether the variables are formally or informally 

standardized. The formal standardization is harder than the informal with room for negotiations; 

4) Levels of standard-setting according to the Communication on Standardization COM 

(2008) 133: There are three levels of standard-setting in accordance with the European three-

level standardization system. The first level is the National Standards Bodies, the second – the 

European Standards Organizations, and the third – the international organizations; 

5) Standard-setting initiative: This criterion was introduced to examine the emergence of the 

main initiative to set standards, i.e. whether standardization is “society-driven” or “state-driven” 

and in what form and level the standard-setting initiative exists; 

6) Standard-setting actors (public/private): There must be a particular competence and 

interest to set standards. The difference between private and public initiative may be in fact 

whether standards take form of custom or formal documents; 

7) Purpose of standards: The purpose is relevant to the question of what these standards are 

meant to serve, i.e. their sense and purpose. It can also reflect the potential direction of the 

market development or potential affiliation with other markets; 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
to be included in our analysis although we mention it here. These attempts are taken in italics in the table of Pattern 

3, the third column. 
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8) Recipients of standards: Recipients are those who have interests in the implementation of 

standards, i.e. users of standards. They are not necessarily standard-setters but may become such. 

They may contribute to the development of the variable’s sector and protect themselves from the 

negative outcome of standards formulated in an improper way; 

9) Affiliation with other sectors: Since innovativeness in the European Union is associated 

with practical contributions to solving social, environmental and economic challenges, standards 

shall also contribute to such activities. However, since standards have a long history of serving 

the European integration, the affiliation criterion for comparative patterns of standards in 

innovation policy may show integrative connections among market sectors. 

The collected data organized on the basis of these criteria are depicted in the table below. 

4.3.1. Standardization in social innovations, eco-innovations and psychological services for 

recruitment 

 

Standardization in Social Innovations, Eco-innovations and Psychological Services for 

Recruitment 

Standardization Social Innovations  

 

Eco-Innovations  

 

Psychological Services for 

Recruitment 

Priority of the sector 

according to the 

official innovation 

policy idea of the 

EU 

Prior Prior Non-prior [in fact], while 

in case of CEN’s mandate 

– prior, but in recruitment 

procedures (13) 

Type of production Ideas, products, 

services, models, 

relations, values, etc. (9) 

Goods, services, 

databases, assessment 

systems, etc. (7) 

Services 

Main standardization 

resources (with 

possible examples) 

Not specifically fixed in 

documentation, have 

many informal standards 

within policies, 

formalization can be 

considered as following 

the way of technical 

standards (9) 

Eco-labeling and 

declarations (e.g. ISO 

14020, ISO 14021, ISO 

14024, ISO 14025), life 

cycle assessment (e.g. 

ISO 14040, ISO 14044, 

etc.) (8)  

Standards developed by the 

association European Test 

User Standards for test use 

in Work and 

Organizational settings 

[Version 1.92], 

International Guidelines on 

Test Use [with 3 Units of 

standards] (5), ISO 10667 

[is to be ready in Nov./Dec. 

2011] (14), in case of 

CEN’s mandate  – “H.7 

Project M/371-7: 

Recruitment services” (13) 

Levels of standard-

setting according to 

the Communication 

on Standardization 

Ambitions are aimed at 

all three levels, but in 

fact at mainly national 

and supranational 

European [due to public 

procurement, Innovation 

Union initiative, costs] 

and international levels 

International level, while in 

case of the CEN’s mandate 

– both the European and 

international levels (13) 
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COM (2008) 133 

final 

European levels [due to 

social movements, 

activities of charity 

organizations, social 

entrepreneurs, 

governments and ideas 

of Innovation Union and 

social market economy] 

(10) 

[due to the global nature 

of the environmental 

challenge] (7) 

Exception: “smart 

specialization” – 

allowance for focusing 

on the national strengths 

(1) 

Standard-setting 

initiative 

Both top-bottom 

[political ambitions at 

international level] and 

bottom-up [strong 

interest by stakeholders, 

but due to particular 

responsibility of such 

innovations the stronger 

interest remains being 

public] (10) 

Top-bottom [low 

awareness of the 

majority of 

stakeholders] (7) 

Bottom-up [very strong 

interest by stakeholders 

and their active 

involvement], and by 

CEN’s mandate is bottom-

up too (13) 

Standard-setting 

actors 

(public/private) 

Governments, public 

agencies, social 

entrepreneurship, 

“champions” in social 

innovations, European 

Innovation Partnerships, 

NGOs, MNCs, etc. Both 

public and private (11) 

European and 

international 

standardization bodies. 

Support from: Europe 

INNOVA,
15

 research 

institutions, involved 

stakeholders. Both 

public and private (12) 

European Federation of 

Psychologists’ 

Associations and its 
Standing Committee on 

Tests and Testing, 

European Association of 

Work and Organizational 

Psychologists, joint EFPA-

EAWOP European 

Working Group, 

International Test 

Commission, national 

psychological associations 

and researchers. Private 

actors and civil society (5), 

in case of CEN’s mandate 

– CEN and stakeholders 

(13) 

Purpose of standards Lead to faster 

innovations, to deal with 

social challenges, to 

change social and 

economic practices (6). 

“Good social system, 

educational systems and 

vocational training… 

quality employment and 

demanding policy on 

health and safety in the 

workplace contribute to 

efficient markets and 

help to create wealth 

and growth… increase 

country’s attractiveness, 

To assess the 

performance of products 

and services in 

comparison, to build up 

incentive mechanism for 

consumers of 

innovations (7), to gain 

sustainability and global 

competitiveness 

To provide competence 

and the basis for 

qualifications in the use of 

tests, to develop ethical 

frames in testing 

assessment, to 

“benchmark” among 

national qualification 

systems on good practice 

and administration, to 

provide unified procedures 

for occupational and other 

assessments, to test 

behavior, to improve 

“qualitative classification 

of people” (5), in case of 

                                                           
15

 Initiative for innovation professionals is launched by DG for Enterprise and Industry of the European Commission 

(Europe INNOVA, 2011). 
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create social ties and… 

are key factors in global 

competitiveness” (2) 

CEN’s mandate  – to 

determine concrete 

terminology (13) 

Recipients of 

standards 

Society [including 

elderly, job-seekers, 

students and other 

vulnerable categories] 

(11), SMEs, public 

sector, social economy 

(1) 

Industries themselves, 

society, i.e. vulnerable 

to environmental, 

economic and social 

challenges (13) 

Users of tests [national test 

user qualification systems 

in UK, Sweden, Germany, 

Finland and Norway], 

developers of tests, people 

attested (5), in case of 

CEN’s mandate  – service 

providers and users (13) 

Affiliation with 

other sectors 

Technologies, 

environment, social 

inclusion, cultural and 

creative industries (4), 

E-skills with Growth 

and Jobs (3) 

Social sphere, food 

production, machineries, 

textile, information and 

communication 

technology, space, 

chemicals, automotive 

industries (12) 

Employment [job analysis 

and competency, skills and 

personality], social sphere 

[help and assistance], 

management, etc. (5), in 

case of CEN’s mandate – 

recruitment (13) 
 

 

Short references: 

1)       Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European 

Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of Regions “Europe 2020 Flagship Initiative 

Innovation Union” SEC (2010) 1161 COM (2010) 546 final 

2)       Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the Economic and 

Social Committee and the Committee of Regions “Towards a Single Market Act: For a highly competitive 

social market economy: 50 proposals for improving our work, business and exchanges with one another” 

COM (2010) 608 final 

3) Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the European 

Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions “E-skills for the 21
st
 century: Fostering 

Competitiveness, Growth and Jobs” COM (2007) 496 final 

4) Green paper “Unlocking the potential of cultural and creative industries”, COM (2010) 183  

5) European Test User Standards for test use in Work and Organizational settings, 2011, Version 1.92, 

Prepared by the European Federation of Psychologists’ Associations and the European Association of 

Work and Organizational Psychologists, <http://www.efpa.eu/professional-development> [Accessed 15 

March 2011] 

6) Howaldt, J., Schwarz, M. (2010): “Social Innovation: Concepts, research fields and international 

trends”, 

<http://www.internationalmonitoring.com/fileadmin/Downloads/Trendstudien/Trendstudie_Howaldt_engli

sch.pdf> [Accessed 5 April 2011] 

7) Krueger, S., Moreno, A., Gabrielsson, N. (2007): “Exploratory Team Report on Eco-innovation”, Pro 

Inno Europe, <http://www.proinno-europe.eu/learning-platform/admin/uploaded_documents/eco-

innovation-report.pdf> [Accessed 3 April 2011] 

8)      International Organization for Standardization, 2011, ISO Standards, By ICS, 13.020 Environmental 

Protection, 

<http://www.iso.org/iso/iso_catalogue/catalogue_ics/catalogue_ics_browse.htm?ICS1=13&ICS2=20> 

[Accessed 20 April 2011] 

9) Mulgan, G., Caulier-Grice, J., Murray, R. (2010): “The Open Book of Social Innovation”, Social 

innovator series: Ways to design, develop and grow social innovation, 

<http://www.nesta.org.uk/library/documents/Social_Innovator_020310.pdf> [Accessed 5 April 2011] 

10) Mulgan, G., Tucker, S., Ali, A., Sanders, B. (2007): “Social Innovation: What It Is, Why It Matters and 

How It Can Be Accelerated”, Working paper, Skoll Centre for Social Entrepreneurship, The Young 



 

48 

 

Foundation, <http://www.sbs.ox.ac.uk/centres/skoll/research/Documents/Social%20Innovation.pdf> 

[Accessed 5 April 2011] 

11) European Commission, 2011, Enterprise and industry, “This is European Social Innovation”, 

<http://www.socialinnovationexchange.org/files/This%20is%20European%20Social%20Innovation.pdf> 

[Accessed 20 July 2011] 

12) Europe INNOVA, 2011, The Network Driving European Innovation, “Sectoral Innovation Watch in 

Europe ECO-INNOVATION Final Report” Alasdair Reid, Michal Miedzinski, Brussels, May 2008, 

<http://archive.europe-innova.eu/docs/SIW_SR_Eco_Innovation.pdf> [Accessed 20 March 2011] 

13) CEN, 2009, Home page, News, Press releases, Service standardization – a key market enabler, 

<http://www.cen.eu/CEN/news/pressreleases/Pages/sevicestandardization.aspx> [Accessed 25 March 

2011]; CEN, Home page, Our services, Business development, CHESSS - CEN's Horizontal European 

Service Standardization Strategy, 

<http://www.cen.eu/cen/Services/Business/Value/CHESSS/Pages/default.aspx> [Accessed 25 March 2011] 

14) Swedish Standards Institute, 2011, Presentation ISO 10667, 

<http://www.sverigeshrforening.se/Global/Events/Testdagen%202011/Presentationer/110510%20Presentat

ion%20ISO%2010667%20Anders%20Sj%C3%B6berg.pdf> [Accessed 5 May 2011] 

4.3.2. Conclusions on Pattern 3 for the further analysis  

1) Notwithstanding the given priority by European institutions, the situation with formal 

standardization of innovation variables differs. The eco-innovation area, which meets the 

problems of low awareness of actors about standards, is more formally standardized than the 

field of social innovations. For this reason eco-innovation initiatives are top-bottom driven. From 

the table it follows that social policy is the most complicated challenge.  

2) Exchange of experience and practice in the area of “social innovation” is encouraged. The 

direction of standardization in social issues is in between the national and supranational 

European level, where there are supranational social organizations holding negotiations for 

sense-making and designing solutions. 

3) Standardization of eco-innovations takes place basically at the upper supranational European 

level. Despite the declared importance of eco-innovations for Europe, the standardization process 

of eco-innovations is public-driven and internationally oriented. Recycling as a Lead Market 

Initiative has similar traits. 

4) Being self-driven within the normal environment of the Internal Market, psychological 

services for recruitment are not broadly affiliated with any other sectors, except employment. 

However, this modest choice is accompanied by high professionalism and self-organization 

throughout the whole vertical line of the European standardization system. Actors operate in 

association-like forms and protect their interests on their own. They have concrete formal 

dynamic standards, which are frequently updated because of the well-organized negotiation 

system and the sense to primarily stay competitive. 
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4.4. Conclusions on Chapter 4 

1) Countries such as the United States of America, the Russian Federation and Japan have 

national standardization systems and strategies on standardization; so does the European Union. 

All these countries have stakeholders and researchers involved in standard-setting process; so 

does the European Union. All these countries are represented in international standardization 

bodies; so does the European Union. The United States of America, the Russian Federation and 

Japan recognize economic, social and environmental challenges; so does the European Union. 

The institutional market model for the organization of national standardization system is not as 

important as it may be for targeting the types of innovations. In the European Union the Internal 

Market remains fragmented, but a variety of innovation types exists. The United States of 

America, the Russian Federation and Japan are sovereign states while the European Union is not. 

However, the European Union is building its own competitive standardization system. 

2) Prior innovation environments for social and eco-innovations vary significantly in the level 

and scope of standard-setting, even though the basic regulatory framework, guidelines and 

targets are the same. They may have different missions behind. 

3) In every Lead Market Initiative, as an officially determined market sector for innovation, there 

are European supranational institutions as indirect actors in standard-setting. According to the 

targeting ideas for innovation, SMEs must actively participate both in innovation and 

standardization. Hence, the interests of the European supranational institutions and SMEs are 

expected to meet at the supranational level. 

4) Official priority does not lead to formal standardization. Social sphere is an example. The 

wider the variety of actors is, the poorer the plans for making standards are. However, formal 

standardization is not always a target, even in the economic area. Protective Textiles as a Lead 

Market Initiative seek informal standards. 

5) The old problem of differences rooted in national standards as obstacles and market 

fragmentation can be used in innovation policy by being transformed into advantages under the 

term of “smart specialization” (COM (2010) 546 final).  

6) Competitive non-priority areas are steadily self-regulated mainly at the international level. 

Moreover, in contrast to prior areas, non-prior ones are very narrow in their affiliation. 

According to the requirements to Lead Market Initiatives (COM (2007) 860 final: 3-4), narrow 

specialization is a shortcoming for an industry aspiring to innovative priority. However, the 

following fact remains: the European Commission issues two standardization mandates to the 
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European Standards Organizations concerning services, including those in psychology for 

recruitment;
16

 while innovative sectors such as eHealth and Sustainable Construction still lack 

adequate formal standards. 

7) Judging by the data about Recycling as a Lead Market Initiative and the principle of no 

“picking of the winners” (COM (2007) 860 final: 4), championing is possible, but only in respect 

to the best performing sectors rather than performers, even though SMEs are encouraged in 

innovation and standardization performance. 

8) If the main recipients of standards are standard-setters themselves, then standardization is 

mainly formal and hierarchical. Non-prior areas of market are not so broadly affiliated with other 

sectors than themselves, but they may be more diversified within. 

 

Chapter 5 

Standardization in innovation as a key process of the contemporary 

European integration 

Here we approach new concepts through decrypting the code “standard”. A policy process may 

also have its code, especially if the objects of this process have their roots in technical sciences. 

In this chapter we demystify the European standardization and formulate new concepts related to 

standardization in innovation policy. This chapter contains the main analytical conclusions of our 

analysis. We use these conclusions and concepts in the theoretical discussion of the Political 

Science theories and for contributing to existing research on the European standardization in 

innovation. 

5.1. Decryption of the code: definition of standard 

5.1.1. Synonym to “standard” 

In our research we have described the theory of standardization by Paul David (1987) and the 

theory of advanced standards by Ken Krechmer (1999).
17

  This is the original theory of 

standardization with its roots in telecommunications. According to David, a standard is “a set of 

technical specifications adhered to by a producer, either tacitly or as a result of a formal 

agreement” (David, 1990:4). As we have pointed out, the theory of standardization employs four 

                                                           
16

 See the footnote 14. 
17

 See Chapter 3 (3.2.1) of this Thesis.  
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categories of standards from the easiest ones to the most advanced; namely reference standards, 

similarity standards, compatibility standards and etiquette standards. The latter standards are 

open-ended, which may be used for the sake of innovation if these standards are successful. In 

order to develop this aspect, we use the theory of successful standards in complexity by 

Vladislav Fomin, Thomas Keil and Kalle Lyytinen (2003) with the D- (design), S- (Sense-

making) and N-(Negotiation) elements. We use this theory to describe the open end of successful 

advanced standards.  

The Communication “Towards an increased contribution from standardization to innovation in 

Europe” (COM (2008) 133 final) is the basic guideline for the contemporary standardization 

process in Europe. According to its text, “standardization is a voluntary cooperation between 

industry, consumers, public authorities and other interested parties for the development of 

technical specifications based on consensus” (italics supplied) (COM (2008) 133 final: 2). This 

particular Communication does not contain any direct definition of standard despite its basic role 

in the regulation of the contemporary standardization process in Europe. 

The Communication “A strategic vision for European standards…” defines standards as 

“voluntary documents that define technical or quality requirements with which current or future 

products, production processes, services or methods may comply” (COM (2011) 311 final: 1). 

This particular guideline deals with standardization in the past tense: “European standardization 

was extremely successful and one of the driving factors of the creation of the internal market for 

goods” (italics supplied) (COM (2011) 311 final: 1). It may mean that the system has already 

been launched and may be considered well-established. Moreover, this Communication (COM 

(2011) 311 final) goes beyond innovation policy and refers to the European standardization 

processes in a broad sense. 

Therefore, standards in innovation policy are indirectly defined as “technical specifications” by 

being included into the definition of standardization in the Communication COM (2008) 133 

final. Hence, “standard” in the European innovation policy is a “technical specification”, so we 

can implement the classification of standards by David (1987) and Krechmer (1999) to the 

European standardization. Those standards, which potentially lead to innovation, are advanced 

[etiquette] standards and likely to lead to innovation if they are successful. 

We can assume that the Communication “Towards an increased contribution from 

standardization to innovation in Europe” (COM (2008) 133 final) refers to etiquette standards or 

their equivalents, since this type of standards inherently contains innovation space besides the 

varieties of allowed deviations. The Communication does not contain information about the 
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typology of standards, i.e. their taxonomy. However, if theoretically only etiquette standards or 

their equivalents potentially lead to innovations and are the only advanced standards, why does 

the European Commission generalize the role of “technical specifications” so broadly?  

It is strategically wise to avoid the direct taxonomy of standards in documentation in order of not 

complicating the realization of the standardization process and compliance by the stakeholders. It 

is also strategic to make stakeholders believe that all standards are guarantees for innovation, 

since as soon as stakeholders choose their way of standardization, standardization is likely to 

penetrate deep into their businesses and, as a consequence, lead to implementation of advanced 

standards. Successful competition policy may be an additional tool for encouragement. 

5.1.2. A concrete category of standards enabling innovation 

The open fact that only one type of standards can potentially lead to innovations from at least 

four types may fail the standardization policy. Generalization of the whole taxonomy is a 

solution. Moreover, Communications are only guidelines, which according to Article 288 of 

TFEU in the Lisbon version, are not legally binding. We can observe here that the European 

institutions paint a picture [or social construction] of innovation policy as the primary among the 

contemporary European policies, while standardization is associated with an assisting or 

supplementary policy to innovation. The innovation policy is at least driven by the Europe 2020 

Strategy (COM (2010) 2020), separate Communications on each flagship initiative, the 

Communication on a broad-based innovation strategy (COM (2006) 502 final) and 

accompanying binding and non-binding documents, the Communication on a lead market 

initiative (COM (2007) 860 final) with accompanying action plans and even the Communication 

towards a Single Market Act (COM (2010) 608 final), etc.  

No single document mentions neither such or similar classification of standards nor any word 

about advanced [etiquette] standards. However, the documents include a hint: by mentioning the 

code “technical specification” once in the text, the European institutions avoid its use further in 

order not to mislead the wide range of readers, for whom “technical specification” sounds 

unclear in contrast to “standard”. We can conclude that the term “technical specification” 

characterizes the degree of the architectural complexity of standards and their purpose. Clear 

communication among actors is the purpose of the easiest standards, while creative and 

progressive targets of communication for innovation are the purposes of advanced standards.  

For example, the term “technical specification” is used once and then “standard” is used for the 

rest of the following documents containing rules of standardization in the Lead Market 
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Initiatives: Council Directive 89/686/EEC on personal protective equipment, Council Directive 

89/656/EEC on the minimum health and safety requirements for the use by workers of personal 

protective equipment at the workplace, European Parliament and of Council Directive 94/62/EC 

on packaging and waste, Directive 2009/28 EC of the European Parliament and the Council on 

the promotion of the use of energy from renewable sources and amending and subsequently 

repealing Directives 2001/77/EC and 2003/30/EC. For this reason, “technical specification” is a 

code of understanding the concept of standard and standardization in innovation policy in the 

European Union. In other words, standards with their four-level classification have a differing 

“sensual” load. This load is now de-codified. 

5.2. Standardization in innovation policy: new concepts and answers 

5.2.1. Architecture of standards enabling innovation 

The classification of “technical specifications” by Paul David (1987) and Ken Krechmer (1999) 

is not exhaustively enough for us to make conclusions on the European standardization strategy. 

Therefore, we use the theory of successful standards leading to innovations by Vladislav Fomin, 

Thomas Keil and Kalle Lyytinen (2003). The purpose of their research is not only to show 

complexity and the contribution of standards to the diversification of products and market 

diffusion, but also to describe and explain the nature of the innovative space of advanced 

standards. Fomin et al. (2003) apply research from Engineering, Organization Science and 

Information and Communication Science to formulate a triangle of interconnected elements 

which enable standards to innovations. 

The architecture of standards enabling innovation is complex and advanced. Such standards have 

the D-element, or design, which includes design experiences for the lower standards such as 

reference, similarity or compatibility standards. The design is typical both for formal and 

informal standards, since design is the result of concrete influence of political, social and 

economic environments (Fomin et al., 2003:38). The S-element comprises the sense-making of a 

standard. It contains reasons and motives in the standard’s innovative potential. These motives 

and reasons may have any roots, i.e. in the behavior of actors, their view of the problem, etc. The 

sense-making element reflects the demand and interests of standard-setters (Fomin et al., 

2003:38-39). The third important element is the N-element, which refers to negotiations. 

Negotiations create connectedness among professional and unprofessional actors in a network-

like model. This element is very important for finding compromises and hence the probable 

acceptance of a standard (Fomin et. al., 2003:39-40). 
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All these three elements require a wide range of actors’ involvement into innovation policy. 

Advanced standards are likely to present at the levels where there are favorable environments for 

complexity. Innovation policy is complex. According to Lavén, innovators cause “creative 

destruction in the economic equilibrium by introducing innovations, and thereby contributing to 

economic development” (2008:56). This “creative destruction” is balanced by the very varieties 

of potential innovators, namely entrepreneurs, firms, their networks, organizational systems of 

networks, innovation systems of public and private actors, clusters as “geographic concentrations 

of companies” or “innovation-producing arrangements”, and the “triple helix” model of state, 

industry and academia (Lavén, 2008:55-78). Here we may add international partners and rivals. 

We can imagine the differences in standard-setting interests of particular actors. 

It is obviously clear that the advanced [etiquette] standards are the most complex ones and 

cannot be obligatory. This fact may be the reason to why, according to the Communication COM 

(2008) 133, standards in Europe are voluntary. 

5.2.2. Architecture of the lower standards of innovative markets and their purpose 

The Protective Textiles, as a Lead Market Initiative, have the Council Directive 89/686/EEC of 

December 21
st
 1989 on personal protective equipment and the Council Directive 89/656/EEC of 

November 30
th

 1989 on the minimum health and safety requirements for the use by workers of 

personal protective equipment at the workplace as the legal documents containing their 

standardization principles. These Directives promote common requirements for protective 

textiles both for national and foreign manufacturers. These documents are old in respect to the 

Protective Textiles as a Lead Market Initiative, which was launched in 2007. European 

supranational institutions delegate power to the private bureaucracies of CEN and CENELEC in 

developing harmonized standards. The Council Directive 89/686/EEC defines harmonized 

standard as “a text containing technical specifications” which is adopted by one or both of the 

European Standards Organizations at the incitement of the European Commission in accordance 

with legislation and general guidelines. Nowadays the European Standards Organizations 

comprise the second level of the European standardization system and the Communications on 

standardization are the guidelines. 

However, these standards are not advanced since the respective production shall conform to 

them. This is important for the principle of recognition. According to the Directive 89/656/EEC 

Article 5, the principle of recognition is implemented only if production meets the requirements 

of standards developed by the European Standards Organizations. Since a similar statement is 

included in the preamble of this act, we can conclude with a high probability that we interpret 
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Article 5 in the right way. The clause “a” of the Directive 89/686/EEC contains the following 

meaning: if the manufacturer has not applied the standard, has applied only parts of it or if there 

are no such standards which could be applied the respective body has to check the suitability of 

the used technical specifications and then establish suitability with the technical file of the 

manufacturer. The clause “b” obliges the respective body to test the used technical specifications 

with what was required to establish conformity.  

The examination of conformity is based on the allowed variations within a “technical 

specification”. Such “technical specification” is a similarity standard; a standard of the second 

level with “allowed variation” (Baskin et al., 1998:5). Similarity standards at the overall level are 

typical for the Protective Textiles in spite of their priority as innovation market sector. The idea 

of standardization of the Protective Textiles is to develop easier standards of high quality and 

bring them up to European and international level by the promotion of communicative function 

of these types of standards. However, innovative potential of these standards is low.  

Other sectors, which are mainly European-oriented ones, have a problem of market 

fragmentation and administrative barriers. Pattern 2 reflects these trends. Such sectors need 

integration. The European Commission issues mandates to the European Standards 

Organizations in order to develop standards in the prior fields and reduce market fragmentation, 

but not eliminate it. Examples of such mandates are Mandate 52/2008 for the programming of 

standards for all types of bio-based products and Mandate 53/2008 for the rapid elaboration of 

pre-standards for bio-lubricants and bio-polymers such as Bio-based Products (Innovation, Bio-

based Products, 2011). We do not see any directives on standardization so far. However, it has 

nothing to do with strategic mistakes in this innovation sector.  

On the contrary, the Bio-based Products sector is strategically more important for the European 

Union than the Protective Textiles, mainly because it is a European-oriented sector, which 

improves energy efficiency for Europe and deals with European environmental challenges. 

European institutions created the Ad-hoc Advisory Group for Bio-based Products, which 

consists of manufacturers, researchers and national governors, so that the level of created 

standards according to the European three-level standardization system is likely to be the first 

[national/ local/network-like] and with a high probability also the lowest. The lowest level is the 

level with the highest innovative potential, because technical specifications developed there 

actively employ negotiation-, sense-making and design-oriented spaces due to expected diversity 

of the involved actors (Fomin et. al., 2003). 
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5.2.3. The model of the market versus its innovation capacity 

The market-oriented economy is officially declared as an environment for innovation (COM 

(2008) 133 final). According to the Innovation Union Scoreboard of February 1
st
 2011, Sweden 

is an innovation leader in the European Union, while the United States and Japan are global 

innovation leaders. Examples such as Sweden’s relatively social democratic market model and 

Japan’s meso-corporatist model (Boyer, 2005) reveal that the belief of the market-oriented 

economy being the best for innovative potential is in fact a fiction. 

According to our combined version of standardization theory by David (1987) and Krechmer 

(1999), and Fomin et al. (2003), the innovative potential of a product or service is hidden in the 

scope of innovation space of advanced [etiquette] standards or their equivalents. The innovation 

space includes D-, S- and N-elements which work in active social environment. Hence, by the 

modified standardization theory it is possible to explain the innovativeness of markets based on 

active social context, which is fruitful in the Swedish social democratic type of economy and 

Japanese eastern cultural collectivism. The most important is that these markets have an 

environment for negotiations, sense-making and design in interest-driven communication of 

professionals. However, standards do not challenge individualism, since innovative ideas need 

the protection of the authors’ intellectual rights. Hence, one of the priorities within innovation 

policy of the European Union is the European Patent for the protection of Intellectual Property 

Rights (COM (2006) 502 final: 6-7). 

5.2.4. Environment for innovation in the European Internal Market 

We apply to the notion of “smart specialization” where the strengths of successful local 

innovators are encouraged by their partnership with the European Union, European regions and 

member states. We can assume that the primary recipients of the European Patent may be 

innovators in eHealth, Sustainable Construction and in the environment of less formally 

standardized areas. In respect of the standard-setting initiative in social innovation with its 

informal standards and broad range of actors, using the niche between national and supranational 

European levels as the basis may be the best way to move contemporary Europe towards a 

common European Welfare State. The sense-making element of advanced standards is highly 

contributing to social integration due to the sound reasoning of local societies involved in the 

negotiation process for designing concrete common solutions. The best way to improve social 

integration is to improve the methods for negotiations. However, this is what we can observe 

from the results of the Social Innovation Europe Initiative, which has become a negotiation 

platform for social innovators from summer 2011. 
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5.2.5. “Rainbow” of markets 

Our first concept reflects the degree of “missions” of European market sectors. The Internal 

Market consists of varieties of market sectors: some of them are older, some are newer. Our 

analysis shows that each particular market sector has its “mission” for the European Union, 

namely to deliver European quality to the international level, harmonize the European quality of 

production and services or integrate national market sectors and facilitate European integration, 

etc. These purposes require particular types of innovations to make the “mission” come true. 

Innovations, however, need not take place only within the officially determined innovation 

sector areas. Therefore, each market sector has its own standardization process, level and 

prevailing category of standards, which may not necessary be advanced [etiquette]. In our 

research we could only show one type of “rainbow of markets” – from the European-oriented to 

internationally oriented official innovation market sectors: eHealth, Sustainable Construction, 

Bio-based Products, Renewable Energies, Recycling and Protective Textiles.  

We claim that theoretically any market sector may be included into that “rainbow”. In contrast to 

the officially determined innovative markets [whether they have harmonized standards or not], 

psychological services for recruitment have been left to their own devices in terms of standard-

setting and making business. The area of psychological services for recruitment lies between the 

European supranational and international levels while standardization is mainly formal and 

international [standard ISO 10667 is to be ready in November/December 2011]. Judging by the 

observed tendency, psychological services for recruitment are likely to become European/inside-

oriented and acquire a level between European supranational and national ones, but widen the 

range of actors. The latter may be done by a proposal for new affiliated sectors in standardization 

mandates from the European Commission to European Standards Organizations. European 

supranational institutions are likely to regulate the “colors” of the “rainbow” by standardization 

mandates. 

5.2.6. “Potentiometers” of markets 

We now introduce our next concept, which reflects the interests of the sectoral integration in the 

Internal Market at particular periods of time and due to particular needs. By starting with a local 

“smart specialization” towards a European-oriented and international performance of markets, it 

is possible to trace the intensiveness and levels of the Internal Market integration from the 

patterns of sectoral standardization.  



 

58 

 

The taxonomy of “technical specifications” has at least four strategies for the sectoral integration 

processes. At the level of advanced standards actors are expected to negotiate actively, but at 

other levels to seek compatibility and similarity in the outcomes of their actions [products, 

services, etc.] or synchronize the processes it is done by some “common denominator” equal to a 

reference standard. In other words, “technical specification” contains a code of expected 

behavior. The activeness of interrelations among actors may influence intensiveness of 

integration process.  

The potentiometer is a device that regulates electric resistance. By regulating electric resistance 

we can regulate the volume of music, i.e. make it higher or lower. In similar way the European 

institutions involved in standard-setting of innovative market sectors regulate the intensiveness 

of the European integration by issuing or not issuing mandates, and determining guidelines such 

as Communications. They contain codes of expected behavior. A code takes form of the 

determined architecture of technical specifications for a particular market sector.  

In other words, the higher the level of the European standardization [from National Standards 

Bodies as compared to the European Standards Organizations and international organizations] 

(COM (2008) 133: 3), the lower the category of standard [compatibility, similarity or reference 

standards] is. Similarity standards have the nature of positive integration with the purpose “to 

replace different national rules with common European ones” (Young, in Wallace et al., 

2010:118-119). This is the oldest dimension of standardization as integration tool. However, the 

potential “enablers of innovation” are advanced [etiquette] standards with their open-ended 

innovation space and the need of social inclusion and broad participation of actors in negotiation, 

sense-making and design initiatives. 

Therefore, it is likely that the officially determined innovative market priorities are the most 

difficult sectors for integration, especially if they would have been integrated by previous 

methods of positive integration and approximation of laws or negative integration by the 

principle of recognition. The initiated demand-driven self-regulatory integration process, which 

is supported by social construction of the competitive character of innovation, research and 

standard inherently, raises the feeling of reliance releasing European supranational institutions 

from excessive responsibility for integration activities. 
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5.2.7. “Integration fork” with the cogs down 

We formulate this particular concept in order to reflect the architecture of the European 

integration. Despite its complexity in terms of sectors, actors, challenges and other factors, the 

overall picture of standardization reflects its intelligent, intentional and progressive character. 

The initiative to build a single market comes from the “top”, i.e. European supranational 

institutions through the European law. The European supranational institutions are public actors, 

which mainly care for the competitive performance of the European Union at the international 

arena, the recognition of the European “legal personality” and the multiple-aspect integration. 

They have included the “rainbow” of markets from international to local performance into the 

European innovation “guidelines”. 

In order to minimize the “public” presence in the needed integration, European Standards 

Organizations were recognized as competitive standardization bodies despite the fact that they 

are private institutions. The next strategic step is to introduce guidelines with the recommended 

degree of open-space innovation from formal standardization of easier standards to more 

complex standards of informal standardization. The complexity of social, political, economic, 

cultural and other relations between supranational European and national levels is the best 

environment for innovation systems, SMEs, interests and professional network-building as well 

as the building of clusters. This level is the fair niche of complex advanced standards. 

As we see from Pattern 2 eHealth as an innovation market sector is lacking formal 

standardization, even though the involved variety of actors would really prefer formal 

standards.
18

 Protective Textiles are just opposite: they are highly encouraged to develop informal 

standardization. By implementation of the theory by Fomin et al. (2003) and the idea of social 

constructivism, we may claim that the informal character of standardization in eHealth has a 

huge design, sense-making and negotiation space for professional activities. Therefore, this 

market sector is highly likely to integrate fragmented and affiliated areas to eHealth in the 

European Union much more successfully and faster than Protective Textiles and their affiliated 

sectors. However, the “mission” of these innovative markets is different: Protective Textiles are 

European export items and are concentrated on the production of protective substances, while 

eHealth has affiliations with the social sphere, health, medicine and ICT.
19

 

However, the complete and full integration and harmonization of the European market sectors 

are not of strategic interests of the European Union due to the risk of eradicating the needed 
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 See Chapter 4 (4.2.1) of this Thesis.  
19

 See Chapter 4 (4.2.1) of this Thesis.  
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diversity as a proven innovation factor or the factor of the demand-driven negotiations. 

Therefore, we have “smart specialization” in innovation policy, which encourages regional 

innovation by the promotion of cluster- and network-building and SMEs’ activities for “focusing 

on own strengths” (COM (2010) 546: 8). The road is open to small research institutions on 

innovation and business such as ESBRI in Sweden (ESBRI, 2011). The “integration fork” is a 

program for the Chaos [in the context of Complexity Science] at lower European levels. The 

self-development and self-regulation of the Chaos is based on the construction of professional 

and interest-driven networks. 

Europe INNOVA Standards Network has launched the following standardization networks in 

order to attract consumers, experts, manufacturers and public actors: DEPUIS (Design of 

Environmentally-friendly Products Using Information Standards), INNOVAFUN (Applying 

open standards to Innovate Furniture business processes), BIOHEALTH (for the eHealth 

innovative market), EUROMIND (European Shipbuilding Supply Chain Collaboration), 

STAND-INN (for construction of better business processes) and STEPPIN (Standards in 

European Public Procurement lead to Innovation) (Europe INNOVA Partnerships for better 

innovation support, n.d.). Integration in such cases takes place primarily through informal 

standardization, since “what spreads are not experiences or practices per se, but standardized 

models and presentations of such practices” (Kerstin Sahlin-Andersson, 1996:78-79). This 

approach to standardization in innovation creates layers of networks and cooperation on 

horizontal basis that gives reliable stability to the integrative processes, which become complex 

self-regulatory systems. 

However, the very top of the “integration fork”, or its “handle”, remains being in the hands of 

the European public [supranational] institutions, which are stirring up integration processes by 

issuing respective strategies, guidelines and laws. That is already a topic for further research in 

international relations. 
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Picture 1: “Integration fork” with the cogs down 
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5.2.8. “Convection” of standardization in two coordination systems: European and planetary 

This concept reflects the updatable/renewable character of standardization as an advanced policy 

process. The word “convection” comes from physics and means the circulation of air or water 

masses due to changes in their weight by heating. This “heating” starts at the low levels of the 

European standardization system, i.e. from the local to the European supranational ones. Here 

there are networks, clusters and other forms of cooperation for innovation. In the space of 

negotiation, sense-making and design during the process of standard-setting they perform real 

sectoral integration of markets. A creative atmosphere for innovation is found at the level of 

“heating”, where the Chaos becomes professional and intellectual from within and its high-

qualified initiatives go bottom-up. The place of Chaos is the place for advanced [etiquette] 

standards. When the level of standardization of the institutional anatomy rises, standards become 

“colder”, i.e. easier and more formal. They reach international level, where they change their 

function from creative and “innovation-enabling” to “linguistic” or communicative. The latter 

function is important for the European Union to compete with rivals, such as the United States 

and Japan, and communicate in the “language” of standards with partners, such as Russia. 

What is described above is the “convection” of standardization in the European coordination 

system. However, we have to take into account the normal historical development of humanity 

and the technologies. The overall development of humanity on our planet is schematically 

reflected as a macro coordination system. The European coordination system is moving in the 

same direction as the planetary coordination system, but the speed of the former may differ in 

particular periods of time and is comparative to the latter. The movement of the coordination 

systems influences the interests of actors in a particular period of time in their “interest-driven” 

activities in economic performance, in standard-setting and innovation capacity.  
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Picture 2: “Convection” of standardization in two coordination systems: European and planetary 
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5.3. On practical implication of the concepts 

We argue that our concepts [models] may be used for further analyses of the European 

guidelines and laws on standardization processes, innovation initiatives and agendas which 

determine legally binding and non-legally binding behavior in the interplay between public and 

private actors. For example, in the framework of applied research we can study the core 

“missions” of the present and emerging markets, the degree of their sectoral integration, their 

assumed role in network-building, the process of negotiations for innovation and social inclusion 

in the context of the “blurred” interests of actors, etc. We are likely to predict intensiveness of 

the integration processes of particular sectors, their potential priority and actual “buffering” 

capacity. Moreover, we claim that our observations are open-ended for further development 

since we take into account the complexity of the standardization process, especially in 

innovation. 

 

Chapter 6 

Discussions 

In this chapter we assess the theoretical foundation of the chosen theories of Social Science,
20

 

their implementation and weaknesses. We also discuss the scientific foundation of 

standardization in innovation policy
21

 in accordance with the results of our analysis. 

6.1. Chosen theories of Social Sciences 

6.1.1. Implementation of social constructivism 

According to Risse (in Wiener and Diez, 2004:160), social constructivism is “based on a social 

ontology which insists that human agents do not exist independently from their social 

environment and its collectively shared systems of meanings”. The analysis shows that the 

standardization process in innovation is gathered around numerous social constructions. The 

most obvious social construction is surely the notion of “standard” used instead of “technical 

specification” while other constructions are a social market economy and the Innovation Union. 

We may use social constructivism to clean up the road to the very kernel, since the European 

Union actively exercises the power of “given identities” (Risse, in Wiener and Diez, 2004:163).  
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 See Chapter 3 (3.2.3 and 3.2.4) of this Thesis.  
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 See Chapter 3 (3.1) of this Thesis.  
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The European Union needs the dimensions of the Internal Market for the purpose of convenience 

in dealing with challenges constructively and professionally. These areas are “regulated” mainly 

by guidelines and the encouragement of interests. The actors who perform well may be called 

interest-driven. Interest-driven actors comprise a guarantee of stability, where the stability is of 

their own interest. The more actors that are interest-driven in an area, the more stable this area is, 

and the sectoral integration becomes deeper. The described Chaos of the “integration fork” is a 

space of the European foundation and a stability “governed” by the expected behavior from the 

European Union towards stakeholders. This expected behavior is guided by “the logic of 

appropriateness”, i.e. by what is appropriate according to the European operational level 

determined in the taxonomy of standards. The European Union in its turn expects stakeholders to 

be active and for this reason allows soft and non-binding regulation. Activeness of the Chaos is a 

guarantee for the network- and cluster-building, i.e. the building of stability for the foundation. 

Interests may change from time to time, but at the overall perspective this is a natural evolutional 

development of society. Society delivers its interests to the European Union, which for the sake 

of recognition does “interest-updating” in the guidelines on innovation and standardization. Then 

the European Union broadcasts them back with the tools of encouragement. The Chaos and the 

European bureaucracy comprise a self-regulatory system. 

Moreover, the European Union uses its own standardization in the context of international 

relations. Here we may apply the external dimension of constructivism. The European 

standardization system and standardization systems of foreign countries are organized in a 

similar way, where the constructivist principle of “mutual construction” is depicted (Hopf, 

1998). International standards organizations, fora and consortia and other global actors such as 

the World Trade Organization, may be considered tools to promote the European interests. 

However, this is already a topic for another research project. 

6.1.2. Problems with implementation of social constructivism 

Even though constructivists claim that social constructivism studies the origin of identities, it is 

not enough to explain the complexity of the very process where integration is a result. According 

to Rosamond (in Cini, 2007:131), social constructivism “is not a theory of integration, but a 

position on the nature of social reality”, whereas “constructivists are interested in the European 

integration as a process.” Then, what kind of social reality is it for the European Union? The 

European Union is transforming itself into a polity. It introduces new dimensions of its Internal 

Market, namely social market economy and the Innovation Union. We cannot separate the social 

area from the economic sphere in the case of the European Union, which encourages socially 
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responsible businesses (COM (2010) 608). Determined social constructions in the 

standardization process are likely to be indicators of the launched processes rather than their 

explanations. 

6.1.3. Implementation of rational choice institutionalism 

Rational choice institutionalism employs a “principal-agent” model with respect to the politics of 

the European Union. “Principals” or “self-regarding actors” are mainly the European 

supranational institutions. They delegate the particular powers and bureaucracies to fulfill certain 

tasks to other common European institutions or “agents” (Rosamond, in Cini, 2007:124). As our 

research shows, this theory seems to be a suitable explanation of the standardization process, 

since all the fundamental guidelines, laws and mandates belong to the European supranational 

institutions.  

This is specially proven in the light of our concept of “potentiometers” of markets when the type 

of standard may be fixed in law or mandates to the European Standards Organizations and by 

these means set a particular standardization process for the integration of a sector. Even though 

there is an institute of “comitology”
22

 as a medium for member states to deter the power of the 

European Commission, the Commission delegates its tasks of regulation to the European 

Standards Organizations, which are private. This is a clever way to avoid unnecessary control 

from the member states and place “potentiometers” for integration of social sphere. However, the 

concept of “integration fork” may prove that the implementation of the rational choice 

institutionalism is an excessive simplification, since the creation of a strong network base in the 

sectoral integration is also an intentional act of the “principals”. 

Moreover, the rational choice institutionalism may widen the analysis of our research further. 

The rational choice of standard-setting actors may be influenced by the battles of standards.
23

 In 

such situations the rational beginning may be stifled by foreign countries or powerful 

corporations for the purpose of economic domination, personal profits, or other targets. 

6.1.4. Problems with implementation of rational choice institutionalism 

If we assume that the rational choice of the European supranational institutions is a predominant 

factor for the European standardization in innovation policy for integration, then will the system 

work if we take away the “principals” or/and “agents” from the European standardization 

process? First of all, there are two clear types of standardization, namely formal and informal. 

                                                           
22

 See Chapter 3 (3.2.3) of this Thesis. 
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 See Chapter 3 (3.1.4) of this Thesis. 
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The actors of the informal standardization are “fora and consortia”, i.e. SMEs, networks and 

associations which may also participate in formal standardization. Moreover, innovative 

potential of standards for progress are hidden at the low levels of the European system, what was 

established intentionally.  

The possible “crisis” of rational decisions may easily be compensated by the very system. This is 

one of the reasons for claiming that the European integration has already made a big step 

forward, notwithstanding the remaining problems, and that the European Union is unlikely to be 

easily dissolved. However, the low levels are not as powerful as it would seem viewed from the 

laws and Communications, since the “integration resistance” of market sectors are also regulated 

by the “potentiometers” of the European supranational institutions and their officially recognized 

standard-setters of private status. We may surely claim that integration through standardization 

in innovation policy is well balanced.  

6.1.5. Implementation of historical institutionalism 

Historical institutionalism is a theory of policy paths. There is always a purpose and 

circumstances for an institution to be created. Having been created, the institution is evolving 

and preserving its institutional pattern, which is difficult to change (Rosamond, in Cini, 2007). 

This institution performs particular functions and may remain stable or insignificantly modified 

for long periods of time despite remarkable changes in political environment. European 

Standards Organizations have not been considerably changed, except for the fact that they started 

cooperating with the international standards organizations. The spectrum of the markets’ 

“rainbow” has become wider. The model of historical institutionalism towards standardization 

process in Europe reflects mainly the heredity of institutional waves of innovation in history, 

which is natural (Yakovets, 2004) since the European Standards Organizations are the core of 

formal standardization. 

The European Standards Organizations still realize the idea of standardization and 

harmonization, but do it at the higher level. They have a unique European experience and share 

the standard-setting function with the actors of informal standardization. They basically do it in 

accordance with European law, guidelines, strategies and mandates in harmony with the 

European supranational institutions, and in accordance with the exercised policies. In spite of 

such flexibility, the European Standards Organizations are likely to preserve their standard-

setting function in particular market sectors, which have entered international environment by 

the “rainbow” of markets. Moreover, “path-dependence” does not contradict successful 

innovative development and is common for technological change (Redding, 2002). 
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According to Shu-Yun Ma (2007:59), historical institutionalism puts Political Science “at the 

edge of chaos”, or moves it in a revolutionary way towards Complexity Science. Historical 

institutionalism takes into consideration a comparatively large variety of factors. Besides formal 

procedures, it may include the analysis of different informal procedures. The evolution of 

institutions happens under informal circumstances. We can assume that in the future the perfect 

outcomes from “potentiometers” will facilitate the work of the European Standards 

Organizations. Moreover, historical institutionalism may assess the stability of a system, as we 

may observe from the 1980’s. It also combines “calculus approach” (as regards the utility 

maximization) and the “cultural approach” (as regards cognitive factors) (2007:63). We may 

claim that institutions are inclined to “self-learning” from their experiences in the best suitable 

way. Ma claims (2007:63) that historical institutionalism takes into account the environment of 

the institutions including the interests of other actors and their strategies, and reflects the power 

asymmetry. However, the private European Standards Organizations are likely to be “bridges” 

between the European supranational institutions and the cogs of the “integration fork”. 

Moreover, according to Ma (2007:63), institutions exercise the process, in our case – 

standardization policy process, what we have proved. Besides, such historical events as 

revolutions and an evolution in social environments may be driving factors for the performance 

of the institutions. In other words, historical institutionalism reflects the complexity of 

institutional realities in dynamics. 

6.1.6. Problems with implementation of historical institutionalism 

The European Standards Organizations are likely to remain the main standardization bodies, and 

that is not due to the high costs of the reverse. In fact, the notion of the “path-dependence” of 

historical institutionalism refers mainly to the very standards in innovation policy. According to 

Europe INNOVA, standards may influence innovation due to narrowly defined options in their 

architecture as technical specifications. However, by that they reduce transaction costs for the 

further development of goods and services and contribute to the growth of markets and the trust 

of consumers (Europe INNOVA, n.d.). As mentioned above, such “path-dependence” of 

standards is a normal factor of stability for standardization system and a basis for further 

improvements. 
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6.2. Discussion of the scientific foundation (research overview) 

The term “technical specification” is a synonym to “standard” in the European innovation and 

standardization policies.
24

 The four types of standards by Paul David (1987) and Ken Krechmer 

(1999) are not only in use in the technical areas, but also in the social and political areas and 

spheres of life.
25

 Therefore, Jay Tate is right in the concept of standard as a platform for 

“individual and organizational learning, monitoring, benchmarking and collaboration” (in Hall 

and Soskice, 2001:443). In the taxonomy of standards there are open-ended etiquette standards 

which embed the innovative capacity and require a high level of accessibility and transparency 

from actors involved in the creation of innovation (Krechmer, 1999: VII). An active negotiation 

environment, where actors exchange their experience and ideas concerning sense and design of 

new solutions, is the environment of innovations. Standards as accumulators of knowledge and 

experience, which allow open space, are enablers of innovation. 

The research by Michelle Egan (2009) on changes in the modes of governance in the European 

Union regards private coordination and private regulation
26

 and may contribute to the 

negotiations-oriented research of the innovative space of advanced standards. We can claim that 

Egan (2009) describes the European Chaos as favorable for innovation in its self-regulation. 

Environmental regulation here is not of the first importance. Therefore, eco-innovations take 

higher place in the European interest levels closer to the European institutions. Standards are the 

“axis” of interests and, as Egan fairly notices (2009:166), serve for the balance of the public-

private and private-private interplays. This is likely to characterize informal standardization, or, 

in the words by Bengt Jacobsson (2000:46), the European “order without responsibility”.  

Egan (2009:166) understands standards as “behavior, rational choice approaches… determined 

by relative power and strategic rationality”, and agrees on the significance of negotiation in the 

active social environment. We assume that sponsored standards and standards agreements from 

the latter taxonomy of standards by Paul David (1990)
27

 may be applicable to widen the research 

by Michele Egan in order to study the methods for standard-setting. Moreover, as regards self-

regulated professional and intellectual Chaos, we may pay special attention to the claim by 

Brunsson on similar business environments which can produce similar innovations (Ch. 10, 

2000). The trends of stakeholders’ interaction may be researched further in the context of “path-

dependence” of Complexity Science. 

                                                           
24

 See Chapter 5 (5.1.1) of this Thesis. 
25

 See Chapter 3 (3.2.1) of this Thesis. 
26

 See Chapter 3 (3.1.3) of this Thesis. 
27

 See Chapter 3 (3.1.2.) of this Thesis 
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Susana Borrás (2003:14-19) rightly emphasizes standards as “innovation-friendly regulatory 

framework”, but not the regulation in itself. Law and standards are separated, where law may 

become an initiative for regulatory frameworks; law is binding whereas standards are voluntary; 

law is issued by legitimate public bodies while standard-setters are almost countless. These are 

some basic arguments against the comparison of standards with law and regulations. From the 

political and economic perspectives Susana Borrás (2003:146) points out the negative effects of 

standards which are as “static” as a “hegemonic technical solution” and raise the dilemma of 

investment into innovation versus collective interests. According to her, “static” standards are 

mandated standards from the economic standardization taxonomy by Paul David (1990). 

According to David, they are “harmonized standards”, which Bundgaard-Pedersen (1997, as 

cited in Borrás, 2003:155) calls quasi-mandatory. Borrás (2003) is right to a certain extent, since 

stakeholders are highly encouraged to use standards and “potentiometers” of markets rely on 

strategic expectations from both public and private areas. In order to soften the standardization 

burden, the European public [supranational] institutions have recognized private European 

Standards Organizations with their rich representation of stakeholders as legitimate standard-

setters. The European Standards Organizations are a reliable “lift” of interests and knowledge 

from the Chaos to the European supranational institutions in their competitive dialogue.  

In reply to Jay Tate, Peter Hall and David Soskice (2001) we claim that the model of the national 

market is not a crucial factor for its innovativeness in the examples of Sweden, Japan, Russia and 

the United States. However, the market model may play a role in the development of particular 

attitudes to standards, and hence their international performance in the global market or in case 

of standards wars. Here political and economic factors interfere with strategic management.  

Researchers define the term “standard” the way they find it most suitable for their research. 

However, it would be useful to prove the theoretical basis of this term [concept] in our 

discipline. If we define it according to our own senses, then we are likely to make a mistake. If 

the notion has emerged in a system other than that which we study, we must apply its original 

meaning. Incorrect use of the concept leads to its distortion or misinterpretation. The subsequent 

borrowing from research to research may make the meaning more and more distorted. Then the 

concept shall never become legitimate. It is especially interesting in the case of standardization 

that the original theory of standards by David (1987) and Krechmer (1999) showed to be 

disciplinary neutral. 

According to David (1987) and Krechmer (1999), each standard is more complicated than the 

previous one in the taxonomy. Since innovative potential is an open-ended part of advanced 
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standards at the top of the taxonomy of technical specifications, innovation policy is likely to 

comprise their “additional storey”. Innovation policy sounds encouraging. It helps to build social 

constructions around standardization and regulate the integration of particular markets, 

especially those which are the most difficult for integration or those of strategic purpose. Fomin, 

et al. (2003) claim that successful standards may lead to innovations by negotiations, sense-

making and artifact design.  

6.3. Conclusions on Chapter 6 

The constructivist “logic of appropriateness” defines expected behavior of private and public 

actors through an application of particular standards in the taxonomy. Expected behavior of both 

sides constitutes the European self-regulatory system. Standardization is a product of rational 

activity of the European institutions used for the European sectoral integration. However, the 

interplay between public and private actors is balanced by the encouraged activity of 

stakeholders. European Standards Organizations follow their purposeful paths in “self-learning” 

due to the representation of stakeholders there. The path is a way to accumulate experience, 

which is also typical for the development and creation of successful standards. The research on 

standardization in innovation policy reflects only some aspects of standardization. These aspects 

are mainly aimed at particular disciplines or topics. 

 

Chapter 7 

Conclusions 

This is our final chapter, where we answer our research questions and propose topics and 

directions for subsequent studies based on the ideas developed in this research. 

7.1. Answering the research questions 

7.1.1. RQ1: Why standardization has been called “an important enabler of innovation” 

according to COM (2008) 133? 

Standardization is called “an important enabler of innovation” because of the very architecture of 

standards veiled in the code “technical specification.” Technical specifications are divided into 

four categories [reference, similarity, compatibility and etiquette standards] in order from the 

easiest to the most advanced. The architectures of standards are used by actors in the processes 

of production, services, etc. and require particular “architecture of performance” [expected 
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behavior] in technologies, in any other actions or interactions from the easiest to more complex 

behavioral patterns. Apart from special cases we can assume that actors seek references, 

similarities or compatibilities in their activities. Advanced actions, which may lead to innovation, 

are potentially codified in etiquette standards. Etiquette standards require negotiations for sense-

making and design in the processes of innovation emergence. Therefore, advanced actions may 

mainly take place at the levels of active stakeholders’ interrelation. It may be levels from the 

European supranational to the local ones, including the context of “smart specialization”. By 

exercising such activities stakeholders integrate market sectors and spheres of life they operate 

in. Advanced standards are open-ended and may be considered favorable architectures of 

experience for new and original solutions in the environment of healthy competition. It is 

basically advanced [etiquette] standards, which are potential to enable innovation, whereas the 

whole taxonomy of standards is exercised for broader purposes, namely for regulation of 

interests between private and public spheres. 

7.1.2. RQ2: How does integrative interplay of public and private interests look like in the 

“profile” of standardization in innovation policy? 

The interplay of public and private actors is balanced by standards, which contain expected 

behavior. High expectations from stakeholders mean a low responsibility from public structures. 

Responsibility is not equal to involvement, since involvement may take place without 

responsibility. Standards are tools for involvement without responsibility. Expectations of the 

public structures are directly proportional to the level of standard. Advanced standards 

correspond to high expectations from stakeholders and low/absent formalization. Reference 

standards correspond to low expectations from stakeholders with relatively high formalization. 

Since integration is a core internal interest, the European Union allows “smart specialization” 

and encourages SMEs and other stakeholders to use standards, which gradually lead them to the 

implementation of more complex standards and a steady self-regulation of the European 

“bottom” of stability. “Hot” local performance of interests-driven actors creates networks of 

different levels, clusters and stability, which is the beginning of the common Welfare State’s 

values for the deeper European integration and social inclusion with a minimized responsibility 

of the European supranational institutions.  

The European Union in its interplay with stakeholders protects their interests. The European 

Union includes such complex legal institutes as Intellectual Property Rights and the European 

Patent in the standardization in innovation policy in order to protect creativity of sense-making 

and design during negotiations at the level of Chaos, or the level of advanced standards. 
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Intellectual Property Rights and the European Patent are an issue where interests meet. However, 

concepts declared in the European documentation towards local levels are likely to reflect a 

particular supranational public interest. Behind the scenes a code of expected behavior may 

remain. Such code belongs to the taxonomy of interest. Interests are contained in the architecture 

of technical specifications typical for particular market sectors. Expected behavior determines 

the intensiveness of the sectoral integration, which we call the “potentiometer”. The 

“potentiometer” in a market sector is the borderline between the expected interests of the public 

and private actors towards each other. The architecture of “potentiometers” may be determined 

in the legally binding documents on standardization.  

It is also strategically interesting for supranational institutions to officially determine the 

“rainbow” of innovative market sectors from a European to an international orientation with 

broad segmentation notwithstanding the fact of how narrow these sectors are. It shall be 

challenging sectors difficult for integration in the Internal Market. The requirement for the Lead 

Market Initiatives to support “champion” industries rather than “champion” companies presses 

stakeholders to compete subsequently in the environment where they cannot be champions, but 

must profit. It is necessary to make stakeholders follow the particular code of behavior by 

constructing opinion on its importance. Eco-innovations dominate in the official innovation 

markets in order to make stakeholders become interest-driven. In the usual environment of the 

Internal Market the environmental issues are not their target priority. Therefore, the European 

institutions lower the type of standard and raise the European standardization level. They do it to 

encourage the use of standards and make the interests of the stakeholders seek similarity and 

compatibility. The international environment, however, mainly expects reference and similarity 

in behavior. The reason the standard ISO 26000 seems to be very complex is due to the 

peculiarities of its sphere of operation, namely Corporate Social Responsibility, but it contains 

similar and clear guidelines for all organizations (ISO, 2011).  

The interest-driven “bottom”, or the self-organized Chaos, delivers its experience-based and 

motivated desires to the upper European levels. That determines the quality of the European 

standard as well as the qualified bottom-up regulation and response. Serious conflicts here 

between public and private spheres are almost excluded. Moreover, the active interplay takes 

place among stakeholders and their associations. The background of such interplay may depend 

not only on their size or structures, but also on their sectoral affiliation and expected behavior 

there. 
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7.2. Grounds for subsequent research 

Each of our new concepts may become an object for subsequent research. The “mission” of the 

market in the “rainbow” of markets may be studied by “paths” theories in the scope of European 

studies and Complexity Science. The “integration fork” may become a conceptual basis for the 

policy analysis of integration processes and network studies. “Potentiometers” of markets may 

be further investigated in the research of public and private strategies in many varieties of 

disciplines in Social Sciences including studies of conflicts, management, law and politics. The 

European integration theory of networks may develop its new branch in “innovation studies” by 

concentrating on network elements. However, “innovation studies” may also become a new part 

of Political Science with a combination of applicable approaches. 

Since we focus our research on innovation and integration, we do not discuss the wars of 

standards, but mention them as “market domination strategy” (Glimstedt, 2001). Standards 

battles usually happen among powerful political or economic actors, which is a separate and 

complex topic of interests interplay beyond the context of the European integration. It would 

particularly be interesting to study the tools and reasons for victories or loses, and the projection 

of results into the normal standardization process. However, as one more interesting context of 

the actors’ interplay in standardization may always be international organizations.  In the World 

Trade Organization European member states function as actors besides the very European Union 

(WTO, 2011). Therefore, it would be interesting to investigate the interplay between the 

European supranational institutions, national governments and the powerful standard-setters in 

the scope of a special research.  

Besides standards, there are other strategic tools of the European Union which can also be 

studied and “de-codified” in an original way [taxes, subsidiaries, etc]. Our research on 

standardization in innovation and integration is a part of the complex picture of interplay and 

governance in Europe and beyond. 
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