


different standards bodies differentiate
themselves in the market — through
the core competency of the organiza-
tion or technology focus, the openness
of their standards and rules governing
intellectual property, differences in
national affiliation, and so on.

With multiple competing business-
es working through multiple compet-
ing standards bodies ,  the logical
result is that there are multiple com-
peting standards, furthering the pro-
l i ferat ion of  standards within the
wireless  community .  There are
numerous examples of  this .  For
instance, both OBSAI and CPRI have
developed standards for the interface
between the RF front-end and the
baseband processing in a cellular base
station. More famously, the Standards
Administration of China developed a
standard supporting security in wire-
less local area networks that compet-
ed direct ly  with the standards
developed by the IEEE 802 Commit-
tee [5]. This issue was widely publi-
cized in 2003–2004 because of the

perception that it would force compa-
nies developing wireless LAN tech-
nology to l icense the associated
intellectual property from the compa-
nies in China that developed it. The
wireless companies would then have
to support multiple technologies in
their products — one set for China
and another set for the rest of the
world — which would,  in turn,
increase their overall costs and limit
their ability to differentiate in other
areas.

This specific issue is indicative of
what the proliferation of standards
means to the wireless development
community: engineers and product
managers developing wireless tech-
nologies and products often need to be
up to speed on a lot of different stan-
dards in order to do their jobs. This, of
course, leads back to the original ques-
tion: “does the wireless community
really need all of these standards?” If
one takes a short-term view, the
answer is usually no. Multiple compa-
nies supporting multiple, often com-
peting, standards have the opposite
effect of commoditizing the technolo-

gy. Instead, it diversifies the technolo-
gy, driving up costs and confusing the
market as to which standards will
emerge victorious. Companies thus dif-
ferentiate on the standards they sup-
port, not on the value of the other
innovative features in their products
and solutions.

In the long term, however, I believe
the answer is yes. Standards are creat-
ed because there are business cases
behind them sufficient to entice com-
panies and individuals to invest their
time participating in the standards pro-
cess. A proliferation of standards
therefore means that there is a prolif-
eration of business interests. Having
multiple standards supporting these
different business interests provides
wireless technology developers and
OEMs with choice: of which standards
to adopt in supporting their target
markets and in supporting the evolu-
tion of those standards over time. This
level of choice naturally breeds compe-
tition, and thus forces standards to
evolve to best meet the needs of the
market. Case in point: imagine what
the evolution of cellular data standards
would look like today if there had not
been competing wireless networking
standards from the IEEE 802 commit-
tee developed over the last several
years. The more standards available,
whether they are competing or com-
plementary, the greater the choices for
the market, and thus the greater the
chance the market will have access to
the best technologies to suit its needs.
Ideally, over time a single set of stan-
dards will emerge as the “standards of
choice” within a given market. Thus,
the proliferation of standards in the
long term fosters competition, lowers
prices to consumers, and allows for
innovation in other areas.
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