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INTRODUCTION 
 
In the digital age, wars are not fought with bombs and bullets but with injunctions, damage, and declarations. 

Patent litigation has become the battlefield of corporate titans. Apple, Samsung, Microsoft, Ericsson, and 

Qualcomm—names long associated with technological breakthroughs—have also headlined landmark 

courtroom dramas that continue to define the legal contours of innovation. These patent wars are more than 

just corporate squabbles. They affect smartphone prices, access to new technologies, the boundaries of 

innovation, and even national competition laws. Disputes often revolve around design similarities, standard-

essential patents (SEPs), and obligations to license under fair, reasonable, and non-discriminatory (FRAND) 

terms. 

 

DEFINITION AND SCOPE OF TECH PATENTS 
 
In the technology sector, patents serve as legal tools that grant inventors the right to exclude others from 

making, using, or selling their invention for a specific period, typically 20 years. Tech patents are generally 

categorized into: 

 

• Utility Patents: Utility Patents cover new and useful processes, machines, or compositions, 

including software algorithms, chip designs, and network protocols.  

 
• Design Patents: Design Patents Protect the ornamental aspects of functional items, such as the user 

interface or physical aesthetics of devices. 

 
• Standard-Essential Patents (SEPs): These are patents that must be used to comply with a technical 

standard. SEPs are particularly critical in telecommunications, where compliance with standards like 

4G or 5G is mandatory. 

 

THE IMPORTANCE OF PATENTS IN THE TECH INDUSTRY 
 
Patents are pivotal in maintaining technological leadership. They: 

 
1. Encourage innovation by ensuring a temporary monopoly on commercial exploitation. 

 

2. Enable monetization through licensing, creating revenue streams beyond product sales. 

 

3. Provide legal leverage in negotiations and cross-licensing deals. 

 

4. Deter competition by raising entry barriers and asserting control over key technologies. 

 

Moreover, in an industry where intangible assets outweigh physical ones, patents serve as critical tools of 

valuation, competitive strategy, and legal defense. 

 



 

 

RECENT PATENT WARS 

 
➢ Apple v. Samsung: The Design Patent Crusade 

 

The Apple v. Samsung1 saga is the epitome of design patent warfare. Apple filed its first suit in 2011 against 

Samsung based on following key issues- 

 

1. Design patents: Apple claimed Samsung copied the rounded rectangular design and layout of icons. 

 

2. Utility patents: Covering features like the bounce-back effect when scrolling and tap-to-zoom. 

 

3. Trade dress: Apple argued Samsung mimicked the general look and feel of the iPhone. 

 

In 2012, a California jury awarded Apple over $1 billion in damages as Samsung was found to have infringed 

some design and utility patents of Apple. However, the legal tug-of-war continued until the U.S. Supreme 

Court ruled in Apple Inc. v. Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd., 2016 SCC OnLine US SC 87. The Court held that 

damages for design patent infringement should be based on the specific component infringed, not the entire 

product. In 2018, the two companies settled the case after years of litigation, though the financial terms were 

not disclosed. This decision shifted the focus to proportionality in damage assessment, setting a global 

precedent for design patent valuation. 

 

➢ Microsoft v. Motorola: FRAND and SEP Warfare 

 

The Microsoft v. Motorola2case cracked open the contentious world of FRAND obligations and standard-

essential patents (SEPs) on Fair, Reasonable, and Non-Discriminatory terms.  Microsoft sued Motorola (then 

a Google subsidiary) over royalty demands for patents essential to industry standards, including Wi-Fi (IEEE 

802.11) and video compression (H.264). The key legal Issues were as follows: 

 
1. Excessive Royalty Demands: Motorola initially demanded that Microsoft pay a 2.25% royalty on the 

final product price for each device using its standard-essential patents. Microsoft argued that this was 

not in line with FRAND obligations. 

2. Breach of FRAND Commitments: Microsoft alleged that Motorola violated its promise to license 

patents on FRAND terms, particularly since Motorola had already agreed to such terms with standards 

organizations. 

 

3. Injunction Threats: Motorola sought injunctions against Microsoft's products in Germany based on 

these SEPs, which Microsoft claimed was inconsistent with FRAND licensing norms. 

 

In 2012 U.S. District Court ruled that Motorola had indeed breached its FRAND obligations, particularly by 

seeking excessive royalties and threatening injunctions. In 2013, the Court set a FRAND royalty rate far lower 

than Motorola's original demand, less than $2 million per year, compared to Motorola’s request for hundreds 

of millions. In 2015 Microsoft and Google (which had acquired Motorola in 2012) settled the dispute, ending 

all related litigation. It is a Major precedent in the licensing of SEPs and the interpretation of FRAND 

obligations. The case discouraged the use of injunctions as a bargaining tool when dealing with FRAND-

committed SEPs. 

 

 
1 Apple Inc. v. Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd., 2016 SCC OnLine US SC 87. 
2 Microsoft Corp. v. Motorola, Inc., No. C10-1823JLR, 2013 WL 2111217 (W.D. Wash. Apr. 25, 2013). 



 

 

➢ Ericsson v. Micromax: India’s First Major SEP Showdown 

 

India entered the global patent war arena with Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson v. Micromax Informatics Ltd. 
3Ericsson accused Micromax of infringing 2G, 3G, and 4G SEPs. The Delhi High Court granted interim relief 

and ordered ad hoc royalty payments. The dispute highlighted: 

 

• Lack of legal clarity: India lacked defined guidelines for FRAND licensing at the time. 

 

• Competition law conflict: Micromax approached the Competition Commission of India (CCI), 

alleging Ericsson abused its market dominance. CCI agreed to investigate, prompting Ericsson to 

challenge its jurisdiction. 

 

Though the case ended with an out-of-court settlement in 2018, it prompted deeper scrutiny into SEP 

licensing and competition regulation in India. 

 

➢ Xiaomi v. Inter Digital: The Rise of Anti-Suit Injunctions and Forum Shopping 

 

With multinational litigation comes forum shopping and anti-suit injunctions. These are judicial orders 

restraining a party from pursuing litigation in a foreign court. This trend emerged prominently in Xiaomi v. 

Inter Digital4, where courts in China and India issued conflicting injunctions. In India, U.S.-based Inter Digital 

filed suits against Xiaomi alleging unauthorized use of SEPs covering 3G and 4G technologies. Inter Digital 

sought injunctions and interim royalty payments. In 2021, the Delhi High Court held that Xiaomi was prima 

facie using Inter Digital’s SEPs without a license and ordered Xiaomi to deposit interim security while 

litigation proceeded. The court reaffirmed the importance of FRAND principles in SEP enforcement in India. 

Such actions reveal a growing tension between jurisdictions, especially when enforcing SEPs globally. These 

judicial turf wars underscore the need for harmonization. 

 

REGULATORY RESPONSE: THE ROLE OF CCI 

 
The Competition Commission of India (CCI) played a decisive role in challenging SEP holders’ dominance. 

In cases involving Ericsson and Indian firms like Micromax and Intex, the CCI observed prima facie abuse of 

dominant position. Although interim findings sparked debate, the larger question remains:  

 

Should IP enforcement be regulated by competition law? And if so, to what extent? 

 

While intellectual property rights are essential for encouraging innovation by granting creators exclusive 

control over their work, there must be limits to how these rights are enforced. If enforcement goes unchecked, 

it can be used in ways that unfairly block competition—such as demanding unreasonable licensing fees or 

refusing to share access to crucial technologies. This is where competition law plays a critical role. It shouldn't 

interfere with the legitimate exercise of IP rights but should step in when those rights are used to distort the 

market or suppress rivals. Striking the right balance helps maintain both innovation incentives and healthy 

competition. Courts must balance innovation incentives against market fairness, a task that requires nuanced 

economic and legal analysis. 

 

ANALYSIS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

 

 
3 Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson v. Micromax Informatics Ltd., Delhi High Court, CS(OS) 442/2013. 
4 CS(COMM) 295/2020, Delhi High Court. 



 

 

The global patent war narrative offers three critical insights: 

 

1. Lack of Transparency in FRAND Licensing: Most licenses are negotiated behind closed doors, 

leading to accusations of discrimination and gouging. 

 

2. Jurisdictional Fragmentation: With different countries taking radically different views, global 

enforcement remains a maze. 

 

3. Barriers for Small Innovators: The high cost of patent litigation often silences startups and smaller 

players. 

 

Unless addressed, these issues will throttle innovation and benefit only the biggest players. 

 

Conclusion 

 
Patent wars have become strategic weapons. The cases of Apple v. Samsung, Microsoft v. Motorola, and 

Ericsson v. Micromax reveal a shared struggle to reconcile innovation with competition. As India and other 

emerging economies expand their digital footprints, courts must define clear standards for FRAND, regulate 

SEP licensing effectively, and resist jurisdictional overreach. The future of innovation depends not just on 

who invents, but also on how we govern invention. 
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