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A Study on Intellectual Property Right and Technical
Standard Competition Strategy during Nurturing
of Strategic Emerging Industries
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( China Executive Leadership Academy Pudong Shanghai)

Abstract: Being the commanding point of the global industrial competition intellectual property
rights and technical standards based on patent pool is vital to the development of strategic emerging indus—
tries. The intensifying of social labor division and the prevalence of patent network strategy directly leads
to the emergence of patent thicket and the tragedy of the anti — commons. Late comers who are engaged in
standard competition should take advantage of its users installed base and local market privilege and con—
struct front — controlled patent pool with the support of standards greatly enhancing corporate technical
capability and self innovation capability. While core technology and peripheral technology being planned
out and discourse power during patent pool construction and standard stipulation to be gradually im—
proved legal system should be established and perfected to protect patent pool and technical standard
rights against being monopolized and abused.
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