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articles published in many countries, whereas in fact they tend to be focused on single
countries; it is in the sciences where journal articles come from multiple countries. At
another point, the author mixes up editorial board members with journal article refer-
ees. They are not always synonymous. She claims that Ghoshal’s book, Managing
Across Borders, 1s not to be found in a Web of Science citation search, when it is. She
claims that most conference papers and working papers ‘eventually find their way to
published articles’, which is debatable. Finally, Harzing does not mention that others
have worked on improving her software to clean up some of the problems that Google
Scholar raises; for example, duplication. The service is called POP Clean, and is avail-
able at http://cleanpop.ifris.org. The book has some typos. ‘Thomson’ (as in Thomson
Reuters, the company that owns Web of Science), ‘fare’ and ‘advise’ are mis-spelt in
places, and a stray question mark appeared in one chapter title. There is also some
repetition of material scattered about the book.

Overall, can the book be recommended? If you wish to use Google Scholar, for all
its faults, in bibliometric analyses, then this book is a good guide to software that can
be used to help you; but bearing in mind the adage ‘garbage in, garbage out’, I would
not yet use Google Scholar for such purposes.
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The patent crisis and how the courts can solve it, by Dan L. Burk and Mark A.
Lemley, Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 2009, 220 pp., US$45.00
(hardback), ISBN 978-0-226-08061-1

Despite its title, this book is a study of the so-called patent crisis in just one coun-
try, albeit the world’s most important patent-issuing country, the US. The book has
been written by two extremely well-known commentators on the US patent scene.
Burk is Professor of Law at the University of California, while Lemley is Professor
of Law at Stanford Law School. Their fundamental premise — and one that I agree
with — is that the US is issuing far too many patents of dubious validity. The
authors identify the symptoms of what is wrong with the US patent system in some
detail, with examples from a wide range of specific industries. They suggest that,
depending on the particular technology, patent examiners are applying the law in
different, sometimes very inconsistent, ways. The book, which is supported by copi-
ous notes and references and a good index, appears to be aimed at a wide reader-
ship — patent lawyers, companies that patent, the US Patent and Trademark Office,
and interested laymen. It assumes some prior knowledge of the nature of patents
and of the US patent system, though the authors do explain in detail some of the
economic and philosophical theories behind the patent system.

As noted at the start of this review, this book is parochial in scope, despite the
fact that the US patent system is part of an international network of treaties and
agreements, to which the US is bound. Another disappointing feature is the failure
to explore the implications of the fact that a patent is a bargain between the inventor
and the state. The state grants a monopoly for a limited period of time, but in return,
the inventor must disclose all that he knows about the invention in the patent speci-



184 Book Reviews

fication. Even during the patent’s lifetime, and certainly after it has expired, the pat-
ent offers detailed state-of-the-art information on the invention. Patents are supposed
to be a major source, not just of technical information, but also of competitive intel-
ligence about the technology, and about the individuals and organisations active in
that technology. There is a strong argument that the vast numbers of poorly drafted,
or too widely drafted, patents being published in the US are polluting that invalu-
able source of information. The authors mention nothing about this deleterious side
effect of a poorly enforced patent system. But perhaps most surprising of all, they
fail to address the most obvious solution to the large number of poor patents ema-
nating from the US — that US patent examiners spend more time checking the prior
art and rejecting or amending dubious patents. Yes, this will cost money as more
patent examiners would be needed, but in my view, that would still be a genuine
saving over the economic costs of uncertainty and confusion, as well as the
deterrent effects on further research, caused by a profusion of dubious patents.

The book has a few minor errors. For example, it states that chemical patents
typically protect a single chemical, or a new use for a single chemical, when most
cover thousands or sometimes millions of closely related chemicals. The book also
states that a patent issued in 1890 was Edwardian when, of course, it was Victorian.
There is also occasional repetition of paragraphs between chapters.

Overall, then, this book provides useful and interesting background to the ratio-
nale for having a patent system, and provides a lot of evidence of poor patenting
practice in the US. However, it fails to consider one key side effect (that of pollu-
tion of information) or an obvious solution (better patent examining). As will be
clear from the book’s title, the authors argue that the best way to address some of
the flagrant abuses of the US patent system is not through changing the law (and in
any case, the scope for change is somewhat restricted because of the country’s inter-
national commitments), but by means of the US courts. The US courts should be a
back up for addressing the US patent crisis, not the first port of call.
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Curation nation: how to win in a world where consumers are creators, by
Steven Rosenbaum, New York, McGraw-Hill, 2011, 284 pp., UK£19.99 (hardback),
ISBN 978-0-07-176233-5

The traditional image of a curator is compellingly challenged in Steven Rosen-
baum’s Curation Nation. Today, Rosenbaum argues that we are all potentially
curators, not of museum artefacts, but of digital content on the internet — the con-
stantly expanding plethora of internet information presents an opportunity for
innovation. By imposing their own selective criteria on this mass of information,
professionals and amateurs alike can collate, select, aggregate and, in effect,
curate the available content on any particular subject. The grateful public will





