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Membership 

Convention Establishing the World Intellectual Property Organization 

WIPO Convention (1967), amended in 1979 

States Party on January7 1, 1986 

<j Date on which State became Member also of Paris Union (P) 
member of WIPO and/or Berne Union ( B)1 

Algeria  April 16, 1975 P        — 
Angola(c)2  April 15, 1985 
Argentina      October 8, 1980 
Australia  August 10, 1972 
Austria  August 11, 1973 

Bahamas  January 4, 1977 
Bangladesh c)2      May 11, 1985 
Barbados  October 5, 1979 
Belgium      January 31, 1975 
Benin  March 9, 1975 

Brazil  March 20, 1975 
Bulgaria      May 19, 1970 
Burkina Faso      August 23, 1975 
Burundi      March 30, 1977 
Byelorussian SSR(c)2  April 26, 1970 

Cameroon  November 3, 1973 
Canada  June 26, 1970 
Central African Republic      August 23, 1978 
Chad  September 26, 1970 
Chile  June 25, 1975 

China  June 3, 1980 
Colombia(c)2     May 4, 1980 
Congo      December 2, 1975 
Costa Rica  June 10, 1981 
Côte d'Ivoire      May 1, 1974 

Cuba  March 27, 1975 
Cyprus  October 26, 1984 
Czechoslovakia     December 22, 1970 
Democratic People's Republic of Korea   . . . August 17, 1974 
Denmark  April 26, 1970 

Egypt  April 21, 1975 
El Salvador(c)2      September 18, 1979 
Fiji     March 11, 1972 
Finland  September 8, 1970 
France     October 18, 1974 
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State Date on which State became 
member of WIPO 

Member also of Paris Union (P) 
and/or Beme Union (B) ' 

Gabon     June 6, 1975 
Gambia(c)2      December 10, 1980 
German Democratic Republic       April 26, 1970 
Germany, Federal Republic of     September 19, 1970 
Ghana     June 12, 1976 

Greece     March 4, 1976 
Guatemala(c)2  April 30, 1983 
Guinea  November 13, 1980 
Haiti     November 2, 1983 
Holy See  April 20, 1975 

Honduras(c)2      November 15, 1983 
Hungary     April 26, 1970 
India     May 1, 1975 
Indonesia      December 18, 1979 
Iraq  January 21, 1976 

Ireland  April 26, 1970 
Israel  April 26, 1970 
Italy      April 20, 1977 
Jamaica(c)2     December 25, 1978 
Japan  April 20, 1975 

Jordan     July 12, 1972 
Kenya      October 5, 1971 
Libya  September 28, 1976 
Liechtenstein      May 21, 1972 
Luxembourg  March 19, 1975 

Malawi  June 11, 1970 
Mali      August 14, 1982 
Malta  December 7, 1977 
Mauritania  September 17, 1976 
Mauritius      September 21,1976 

Mexico  June 14, 1975 
Monaco      March 3, 1975 
Mongolia  February 28, 1979 
Morocco  July 27, 1971 
Netherlands     January 9, 1975 

New Zealand      June 20, 1984 
Nicaragua(c)2  May 5, 1985 
Niger  May 18, 1975 
Norway  June 8, 1974 
Pakistan     January 6, 1977 

Panama(c)2      September 17, 1983 
Peru(c)2      September 4, 1980 
Philippines  July 14, 1980 
Poland  March 23, 1975 
Portugal     April 27, 1975 

Qatar(b)2  September 3, 1976 
Republic of Korea      March 1, 1979 
Romania  April 26, 1970 
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MEMBERSHIP 

State Date on which State became 
member of WIPO 

Member also of Paris Union (P) 
and/or Berne Union (B) ' 

Rwanda      February 3, 1984 
Saudi Arabia(a)2      May 22, 1982 

Senegal  April 26, 1970 
Somalia(c)2      November 18, 1982 
South Africa  March 23, 1975 
Soviet Union      April 26, 1970 
Spain  April 26, 1970 

Sri Lanka      September 20, 1978 
Sudan .  February 15, 1974 
Suriname  November 25, 1975 
Sweden  April 26, 1970 
Switzerland      April 26, 1970 

Togo     April 28, 1975 
Tunisia  November 28, 1975 
Turkey  May 12, 1976 
Uganda  October 18, 1973 
Ukrainian SSR(c)2     April 26, 1970 

United Arab Emirates(b)2  September 24, 1974 
United Kingdom     April 26, 1970 
United Republic of Tanzania  December 30, 1983 
United States of America      August 25, 1970 
Uruguay     December 21, 1979 

Venezuela      November 23, 1984 
Viet Nam      July 2, 1976 
Yemen(c)2  March 29, 1979 
Yugoslavia  October 11, 1973 
Zaire     January 28, 1975 

Zambia  May 14, 1977 
Zimbabwe  December 29, 1981 
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(Total: 112 States) 

"P" means that the State is also a member of the International Union for the Protection of Industrial Property (Paris Union), 
founded by the Paris Convention for the Protection of Industrial Property, and has ratified or acceded to at least the adminis- 
trative and final provisions (Articles 13 to 30) of the Stockholm Act (1967) ofthat Convention. 
"B" means that the State is also a member of the International Union for the Protection of Literary and Artistic Works (Beme 
Union), founded by the Berne Convention for the Protection of Literary and Artistic Works, and has ratified or acceded to at 
least the administrative and final provisions (Articles 22 to 38) of the Stockholm Act (1967) or the Paris Act ( 1971 ) ofthat 
Convention. 
As to the date on which each State became a member of the Paris Union and/or the Berne Union, see corresponding tables. 
"(a)" means that the State is a member of the World Intellectual Property Organization without being a member of either the 
Paris Union or the Berne Union and that it chose Class A for the purpose of establishing its contribution (sec WIPO Conven- 
tion, Article 1 \(4)(a)). 
"(b)" means that the State is a member of the World Intellectual Property Organization without being a member of either the 
Paris Union or the Berne Union and that it chose Class B for the purpose of establishing its contribution (see WIPO Conven- 
tion, Article \\(4)(a)). 
"(c)" means that the State is a member of the World Intellectual Property Organization without being a member of cither the 
Paris Union or the Berne Union and that it chose Class C for the purpose of establishing its contribution (see WIPO Conven- 
tion, Article ll(4)(a)). 
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Berne Convention 
for the Protection of Literary and Artistic Works 

Berne Convention (1886), 
completed at Paris (1896), revised at Berlin ( 1908), 
completed at Berne (1914), revised at Rome ( 1928), 

at Brussels (1948), at Stockholm (1967) 
and at Paris ( 1971 ) and amended in 1979 

(Berne Union) 

States Party on January 1, 1986 

State Class 
chosen 

Date on which 
State became party 
to the Convention 

Latest Act1 of the Convention to which State is party 
and date on which State became party to that Act 

Argentina      VI June 10, 1967 

Australia  Ill April 14, 1928 
Austria  VI October 1, 1920 
Bahamas  VII July 10, 1973 

Barbados  VII July 30, 1983 
Belgium     Ill December 5, 1887 

Benin  VII January 3, 1961'2 

Brazil  IV February 9, 1922 
Bulgaria      VI December 5, 1921 
Burkina Faso      VII August 19, 1963'5 

Cameroon  VI September 21, 196412 

Canada  Ill April 10, 1928 

Central African Republic    . . VII September 3, 1977 
Chad  VII November 25, 1971 

Chile  VI June 5, 1970 
Congo      VII May 8, 1962'2 

Costa Rica  VII June 10, 1978 
Côte d'Ivoire      VI January 1, 1962 

Cyprus  VII February 24, 196412 

Czechoslovakia  IV February 22, 1921 
Denmark  IV July 1, 1903 
Egypt  VII June 7, 1977 
Fiji  VII December 1, 197Î12 

Finland  IV April 1, 1928 

France     I December 5, 1887 

Brussels: June 10, 1967 
Paris, Articles 22 to 38: October 8, 1980 
Paris: March 1, 1978 
Paris: August 21, 1982 
Brussels: July 10, 1973 
Paris, Articles 22 to 38: January 8, 1977" 
Paris: July 30, 1983 
Brussels: August 1, 1951 
Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: February 12, 

1975 
Paris: March 12, 1975 
Paris: April 20, 1975 
Paris: December 4, 197411 

Paris: January 24, 1976 
Paris, Articles 1 lo 21: October 10, 1974 
Paris, Articles 22 to 38: November 10, 1973 
Rome: August 1, 1931 
Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: July 7, 1970 
Paris: September 3, 1977 
Brussels: November 25, 19712-* 
Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: November 25, 

1971 
Paris: July 10, 1975 
Paris: December 5, 1975 
Paris: June 10, 1978 
Paris, Articles 1 to 21 : October 10, 1974 
Paris, Articles 22 to 38: May 4, 1974 
Paris: July 27, 19837 

Paris: April 11, 1980" 
Paris: June 30, 1979 
Paris: June 7, 19771' 
Brussels: December 1, 1971 
Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: March 15, 1972 
Brussels: January 28, 1963 
Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: September 15, 

1970 
Paris, Articles 1 to 21: October 10, 1974 
Paris, Articles 22 to 38: December 15, 1972 



MEMBERSHIP 

Class Date on which State became   Latest1 Act of the Convention to which State is party 
chosen       party to the Convention and date on which State became party to that Act State 

Gabon     VII March 26, 1962 
German Democratic 

Republic  V December 5, 188714 

Germany, Federal 
Republic of  I December 5, 188714 

Greece  VI November 9, 1920 
Guinea  VII November 20, 1980 
Holy See  VII September 12, 1935 
Hungary     VI February 14, 1922 

Iceland  VII September 7, 1947 

India  IV April 1, 1928 

Ireland  IV October 5, 1927 

Israel  VI March 24, 1950 

Italy      Ill December 5, 1887 
Japan  II July 15, 1899 
Lebanon  VI September 30, 1947 
Libya  VI September 28, 1976 
Liechtenstein      VII July 30, 1931 

Luxembourg  VII June 20, 1888 

Madagascar  VI January 1, 1966 
Mali      VII March 19, 196212 

Malta  VII September 21, 1964 

Mauritania  VII February 6, 1973 
Mexico  IV June 11, 1967 
Monaco      VII May 30, 1889 
Morocco  VI June 16, 1917 

Netherlands  Ill November 1, 1912 

New Zealand     V April 24, 1928 
Niger  VII May 2, 196212 

Norway      IV April 13, 1896 

Pakistan     VI July 5, 1948 

Philippines  VI August 1, 1951 

Poland  VI January 28, 1920 
Portugal      V March 29, 1911 
Romania  VI January 1, 1927 

Paris: June 10, 1975 

Paris: February 18, 1978" 

Paris, Articles 1 to 21: October 10, 19745 

Paris, Articles 22 to 38: January 22, 1974 
Paris: March 8, 1976 
Paris: November 20, 1980 
Paris: April 24, 1975 
Paris, Articles 1 to 21: October 10, 1974 
Paris, Articles 22 to 38: December 15, 1972" 
Rome: September 7, 194T 
Paris, Articles 22 to 38: December 28, 1984 
Paris, Articles 1 to 21: May 6, 19846-9-10 

Paris, Articles 22 to 38: January 10, 197511 

Brussels: July 5, 1959 
Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: December 21, 

1970 
Brussels: August 1, 1951 
Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: January 29 or 

February 26, 19703 

Paris: November 14, 1979 
Paris: April 24, 19757 

Rome: September 30, 1947 
Paris: September 28, 1976" 
Brussels: August 1, 1951 
Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: May 25, 1972 
Paris: April 20, 1975 

Brussels: January 1, 1966 
Paris: December 5, 1977 
Rome: September 21, 1964 
Paris, Articles 22 to 38: December 12, 1977" 
Paris: September 21, 1976 
Paris: December 17, 19746 

Paris: November 23, 1974 
Brussels: May 22, 1952 
Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: August 6, 1971 
Paris, Articles 1 to 21 : January 30, 198616 

Paris, Articles 22 to 38: January 10, 197517 

Rome: December 4, 1947 
Paris: May 21, 1975 
Brussels: January 28, 19635 

Paris, Articles 22 to 38: June 13, 1974 
Rome: July 5, 19482 

Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: January 29, or 
February 26, 1970* 

Brussels: August 1, 1951 
Paris, Articles 22 to 38: July 16, 1980 
Rome: November 21, 1935 
Paris: January 12, 1979 
Rome: August 6, 19362 

Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: January 29 or 
February 26, I9703-" 
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Slate Class Date on which State became 
chosen       party to the Convention 

Latest1 Act of the Convention to which State is party 
and date on which State became party to that Act 

Rwanda         VII     March 1, 1984 Paris: March 1, 1984 
Senegal      VI     August 25, 1962 Paris: August 12, 1975 
South Africa      IV     October 3, 1928 Brussels: August 1, 1951 

Paris, Articles 22 to 38: March 24, 1975" 
Spain       II    December 5, 1887 Paris, Articles 1 to 21: October 10, 1974 

Paris, Articles 22 to 38: February 19, 1974 
Sri Lanka         VII     July 20, 1959'2 Rome: July 20, 1959 

Paris, Articles 22 to 38: September 23, 1978 
Suriname     VII     February 23, 1977 Paris: February 23, 1977 
Sweden      Ill    August 1, 1904 Paris, Articles 1 to 21: October 10, 1974 

Paris, Articles 22 to 38: September 20, 1973 
Switzerland          Ill     December 5, 1887 Brussels: January 2, 1956 

Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: May 4, 1970 
Thailand     VII     July 17, 1931 Berlin: July 17, 1931* 

Paris, Articles 22 to 38: December 29, 1980" 
Togo        VII     April 30, 1975 Paris: April 30, 1975 
Tunisia      VI     December 5, 1887 Paris: August 16, 1975" 
Turkey      VI    January 1, 1952 Brussels: January 1, 19521 

united Kingdom            I    December 5, 1887 Brussels: December 15, 1957s-13 

Stockholm, Articles 22 to 38: January 29 or 
February 26, 1970* 

Uruguay     VII     July 10, 1967 Paris: December 28, 1979 
Venezuela          V    December 30, 1982       Paris: December 30, 198211 

Yugoslavia      VI     June 17, 1930 Paris: September 2, 19757 

Zaire         VI    October 8, 196312 Paris: January 31, 1975 
Zimbabwe    VII    April 18, 1980 Rome: April 18, 1980 

Paris, Articles 22 to 38: December 30, 1981 
(Total: 76 States) 

1 "Paris'* means the Berne Convention for the Protection of Literary and Artistic Works as revised at Paris on July 24, 1971 (Paris 
Act); "Stockholm" means the said Convention as revised at Stockholm on July 14, 1967 (Stockholm Act); "Brussels" means 
the said Convention as revised at Brussels on June 26, 1948 (Brussels Act); "Rome" means the said Convention as revised at 
Rome on June 2, 1928 (Rome Act); "Berlin" means the said Convention as revised at Berlin on November 13, 1908 (Berlin 
Act). 

2 This country deposited its instrument of ratification of (or of accession to) the Stockholm Act in its entirety; however, Articles 1 
to 21 (substantive clauses) of the said Act have not entered into force. 

3 These are the alternative dates of entry into force which the Director General of WIPO communicated to the States con- 
cerned. 

4 In accordance with the provision of Article 29 of the Stockholm Act applicable to the countries outside the Union which accede 
to the said Act, this country is bound by Articles I to 20 of the Brussels Act. 

5 This country has declared that it admits the application of the Appendix of the Paris Act to works of which it is the country of 
origin by countries which have made a declaration under Article VI( 1 )( i ) of the Appendix or a notification under Article I of the 
Appendix. The declarations took efTect on October 18, 1973, for Germany (Federal Republic of), on March 8, 1974, for Norway, 
and on September 27, 1971, for the United Kingdom. 

6 Pursuant to Article I of the Appendix of the Paris Act, this country availed itself of the faculties provided for in Articles II and 
III of the said Appendix. The relevant declaration is effective until October 10, 1994. 

7 Accession or ratification subject to the reservation concerning the right of translation (for Japan, until December 31, 1980). 
8 Accession subject to reservations concerning works of applied art, conditions and formalities required for protection, the right of 

translation, the right of reproduction of articles published in newspapers or periodicals, the right of performance, and the 
application of the Convention to works not yet in the public domain at the date of its coming into force. 

9 This country declared that its ratification shall not apply to the provisions of Article 14bls, paragraph 2(b) of the Paris Act 
(presumption of legitimation for some authors who have brought contributions to the making of the cinematographic work). 

10 This country notified the designation of the competent authority provided by Article 15, paragraph 4 of the Paris Act. 
11 Accession or ratification with the declaration provided for in Article 33(2) relating to the International Court of Justice. 
12 Date on which the declaration of continued adherence was sent, after the accession of the country to independence. 
13 The United Kingdom extended the application of the Brussels Act to the territory of Hong Kong with effect from May 5, 

1973. 
14 Date on which the accession by the German Empire became effective. 
15 Burkina Faso (previously Upper Volta, name of this country before 1984), which had acceded to the Berne Convention (Brus- 

sels Act) as from August 19, 1963, denounced the said Convention as from September 20, 1970. Later on, Burkina Faso acceded 
again to the Berne Convention (Paris Act); this accession took effect on January 24, 1976. 

16 Ratification for the Kingdom in Europe. 
17 Ratification for the Kingdom in Europe, Aruba and the Netherlands Antilles. 
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States Party to Other Treaties in the Field of Copyright 
and Neighboring Rights Administered by WIPO 

on January 1, 1986 

International Convention for the Protection of Performers, 
Producers of Phonograms and Broadcasting Organizations 

Rome Convention ( 1961 ) 

Date on which Date on which 
State became party State became party 

State to the Convention State to the Convention 

Austria * June 9, 1973 Guatemala   January 14, 1977 
Barbados     September 18, 1983 Ireland *  September 19, 1979 
Brazil      September 29, 1965 Italy *      April 8, 1975 
Chili September 5, 1974 Luxembourg *      February 25, 1976 
Colombia    September 17, 1976 Mexico  May 18, 1964 
Congo *    May 18, 1964 Monaco *      December 6, 1985 
Costa Rica September 9, 1971 Niger*  May 18, 1964 
Czechoslovakia * August 14, 1964 Norway *      July 10, 1978 
Denmark*     September 23, 1965 Panama      September 2, 1983 
Ecuador May 18, 1964 Paraguay  February 26, 1970 
El Salvador    June 29, 1979 Peru     August 7, 1985 
Fiji * April 11, 1972 Philippines      September 25, 1984 
Finland *     October 21, 1983 Sweden *      May 18, 1964 
Germany, United Kingdom *  May 18, 1964 

Federal Republic of*   . . .  October 21, 1966 Uruguay  July 4, 1977 

(Total: 29 States) 

Note: The secretarial tasks relating to this Convention are performed jointly with the International Labour Office and Unesco. 
*   The instruments of ratification or accession deposited with the Secretary-General of the United Nations by the following 

countries contain declarations made under the articles mentioned hereafter (with reference to publication in Le Droit d'auteur 
(Copyright) for the years 1962 to 1964 and in Copyright since 1965): 
Austria, Article 16( 1 )(a)(ni) and (iv) and 1(b) [1973, p. 67]; 
Congo, Articles 5(3) (concerning Article 5( 1 )(c)) and 16( 1 )(a){\) [1964, p. 127]; 
Czechoslovakia, Article 16( 1 )(a)(m) and (iv) [1964, p. 110]; 
Denmark, Articles 6(2), 16(1 )(a)(ii) and (iv) and 17 [1965, p. 214]; 
Fiji, Articles 5(3) (concerning Article 5( 1 )(b)\ 6(2) and 16( 1 )(a)(\) [1972, pp. 88 and 178]; 
Finland, Articles 6(2), 16( 1 )(a)(i), (ii) and (iv), 16(1 )(b) and 17 [1983, p. 287]; 
Germany ( Federal Republic of), Articles 5(3) (concerning Article 5{\)(b)) and I6(l)(a)(iv) [1966, p. 237]; 
Ireland, Articles 5(3) (concerning Article 5( 1 )(b)), 6(2) and 16( 1 )(a)(ü) [1979, p. 218]; 
Italy, Articles 6(2), 16(l)fflj(ii), (iii) and (iv), \6(\)(b) and 17 [1975, p. 44]; 
Luxembourg, Articles 5(3) (concerning Article 5( 1 )(c)), 16( 1 )(a)(i) and 16( 1 )(b) [1976, p. 24]; 
Monaco, Articles 5(3) (concerning Article 5(1 )(c)), 16(l)faXi) and I6(l)(b) [1985, p. 422]; 
Niger, Articles 5(3) (concerning Article 5( 1 )(c)) and 16( 1 )(a)(\) [1963, p. 155]; 
Norway, Articles 6(2) and 16( 1 )(a)(i\), (iii) and (iv) [1978, p. 133]; 
Sweden, Articles 6(2), 16(1 )(aX.ii) and (iv), 16(1 )(b) and 17 [1962, p. 138]; 
United Kingdom, Articles 5(3) (concerning Article 5(1 )(b)), 6(2) and \6(l)(a)(ii), (iii) and (iv) [1963, p. 244]; the same 

declarations were made for Gibraltar and Bermuda [1967, p. 36 and 1970, p. 108]. 
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Convention for the Protection of Producers of Phonograms 
Against Unauthorized Duplication of Their Phonograms 

Phonograms Convention (Geneva, 1971) 

State 
Date on which 
State became party 
to the Convention 

State 
Date on which 
State became party 
to the Convention 

Argentina     June 30, 1973 
Australia  June 22, 1974 
Austria  August 21, 1982 
Barbados      July 29, 1983 
Brazil      November 28, 1975 
Chile  March 24, 1977 
Costa Rica  June 17, 1982 
Czechoslovakia  January 15, 1985 
Denmark      March 24, 1977 
Ecuador     September 14, 1974 
Egypt  April 23, 1978 
El Salvador     February 9, 1979 
Fiji  April 18, 1973 
Finland *      April 18, 1973 
France  April 18, 1973 
Germany, 

Federal Republic of  .... May 18, 1974 
Guatemala  February 1, 1977 
Holy See  July 18, 1977 
Hungary  May 28, 1975 

India  February 12, 1975 
Israel  May 1, 1978 
Italy *      March 24, 1977 
Japan  October 14, 1978 
Kenya      April 21, 1976 
Luxembourg  March 8, 1976 
Mexico  December 21, 1973 
Monaco      December 2, 1974 
New Zealand     August 13, 1976 
Norway      August 1, 1978 
Panama      June 29, 1974 
Paraguay  February 13, 1979 
Peru      August 24, 1985 
Spain  August 24, 1974 
Sweden *      April 18, 1973 
United Kingdom  April 18, 1973 
United States of America   . . March 10, 1974 
Uruguay  January 18, 1983 
Venezuela  November 18, 1982 
Zaire  November 29, 1977 

(Total: 39 States) 

* This country has declared, in accordance with Article 7(4) of the Convention, that it will apply the criterion according to which 
it affords protection to producers of phonograms solely on the basis of the place of first fixation instead of the criterion of the 
nationality of the producer (Copyright, 1973, pp. 25 and 35, and 1977, p. 45). 

Convention Relating to the Distribution 
of Programme-Carrying Signals Transmitted by Satellite 

Satellites Convention (Brussels, 1974) 

State 
Date on which 
State became party 
to the Convention 

State 
Date on which 
State became party 
to the Convention 

Austria  August 6, 1982 
Germany, 

Federal Republic of*   ... August 25, 1979 
Italy*      July 7, 1981 
Kenya     August 25, 1979 
Mexico  August 25, 1979 

Morocco  June 30, 1983 
Nicaragua  August 25, 1979 
Panama     September 25, 1985 
Peru      August 7, 1985 
United States of America   .. March 7, 1985 
Yugoslavia      August 25, 1979 

(Total: 11 States) 

With a declaration, pursuant to Article 2(2) of the Convention, that the protection accorded under Article 2( 1 ) is restricted in its 
territory to a period of 25 years after the expiry of the calendar year in which the transmission by satellite has occurred. 
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Multilateral Convention 
for the Avoidance of Double Taxation of Copyright Royalties 

and Additional Protocol* 

Madrid Convention (1979) 

Signatory States 

Cameroon,1 Czechoslovakia, Holy See,' Israel' (4). 

Ratifications and Accessions 

Czechoslovakia(R)2  September 24, 1981 
Egypt(A)  February 11, 1982 
India(A)  January 31, 1983 

  Iraq(A)  July 15, 1981 

* The Convention has not yet entered into force. 
' These States have also signed the Additional Protocol. 
2 This State has also acceded to the Additional Protocol. 

Vienna Agreement 
for the Protection of Type Faces and their International Deposit 

and Protocol* 

Vienna Agreement (1973) 

Signatory States 

France,' Germany (Federal Republic of), Hungary,' Italy, Liechtenstein,' Luxembourg,' Netherlands,' San 
Marino,1 Switzerland,' United Kingdom, Yugoslavia (11). 

Ratifications 

France2 May 17, 1976 
Germany, Federal Republic of3 November 9, 1981 

* The Agreement has not yet entered into force. 
1 These States have also signed the Protocol. 

2 This State has also ratified the Protocol. 
3 This State has also acceded to the Protocol. 

Nairobi Treaty 
on the Protection of the Olympic Symbol 

Nairobi Treaty (1981) 

State 
Date on which 
State became 
party to the Treaty 

State 
Date on which 
State became 
party to the Treaty 

Algeria  August 16, 1984 
Argentina      January 10, 1986 
Bolivia  August 11, 1985 
Brazil      August 10, 1984 
Bulgaria     May 6, 1984 
Chile  December 14, 1983 
Congo      March 8, 1983 
Cuba  October 21, 1984 
Cyprus  August 11, 1985 
Egypt  October 1, 1982 
El Salvador  October 14, 1984 
Equatorial Guinea     September 25, 1982 
Ethiopia  September 25, 1982 
Greece  August 29, 1983 

Guatemala  February 21, 1983 
India  October 19, 1983 
Italy      October 25, 1985 
Jamaica     March 17, 1984 
Kenya      September 25, 1982 
Mexico  May 16, 1985 
Qatar  July 23, 1983 
Senegal  August 6, 1984 
Sri Lanka      February 19, 1984 
Syria  April 13, 1984 
Togo  December 8, 1983 
Tunisia  May 21, 1983 
Uganda      October 21, 1983 
Uruguay  April 16, 1984 

(Total: 28 States) 
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States Party to Treaties in the Field of Copyright 
and Neighboring Rights Not Administered by WIPO 

on January 1, 19861 

Universal Copyright Convention 

Geneva (1952), revised at Paris ( 1971 ) 

State 
Date on which State became party 

to the Convention 
Text of 1952 Text of 1971 

State 
Date on which State Became party 

to the Convention 
Text of 1952 Text of 1971 

Algeria2  August 28, 1973       July 10, 1974 
Andorra  September 16, 1955 
Argentina  February 13, 1958 
Australia     May 1, 1969 February 28, 1978 
Austria     July 2, 1957 August 14, 1982 
Bahamas     December 27, 1976  December 27, 1976 
Bangladesh2    . . . August 5, 1975 August 5, 1975 
Barbados  June 18, 1983 June 18, 1983 
Belgium  August 31, 1960 
Belize  December 1, 1982    December 1, 1982 
Brazil     January 13, 1960      December 11, 1975 
Bulgaria  June 7, 1975 June 7, 1975 
Cameroon    .... May 1, 1973 July 10, 1974 
Canada     August 10, 1962 
Chile      September 16, 1955 
Colombia  June 18, 1976 June 18, 1976 
Costa Rica   .... September 16, 1955 March 7, 1980 
Cuba      June 18, 1957 
Czechoslovakia    . January 6, 1960        April 17, 1980 
Democratic 

Kampuchea   . . September 16, 1955 
Denmark  February 9, 1962      July 11, 1979 
Dominican 

Republic   .... May 8, 1983 May 8, 1983 
Ecuador  June 5, 1957 
El Salvador .... March 29, 1979        March 29, 1979 
Fiji      October 10, 1970 
Finland  April 16, 1963 
France  January 14, 1956      July 10, 1974 
German 

Democratic 
Republic   .... October 5, 1973        December 10, 1980 

Germany, Federal 
Republic of   . . September 16, 1955 July 10, 1974 

Ghana  August 22, 1962 
Greece      August 24, 1963 
Guatemala   .... October 28, 1964 
Guinea      November 13, 1981 November 13, 1981 
Haiti       September 16, 1955 
Holy See     October 5, 1955        May 6, 1980 
Hungary      January 23, 1971      July 10, 1974 
Iceland      December 18, 1956 
India      January 21, 1958 
Ireland      January 20, 1959 
Israel      September 16, 1955 
Italy  January 24, 1957      January 25, 1980 
Japan     April 28, 1956 October 21, 1977 
Kenya  September 7, 1966    July 10, 1974 
Laos  September 16, 1955 
Lebanon      October 17, 1959 
Liberia      July 27, 1956 
Liechtenstein  . . . January 22, 1959 
Luxembourg   . . . October 15, 1955 

Malawi  October 26, 1965 
Malta  November 19, 1968 
Mauritius  March 12, 1968 
Mexico2  May 12, 1957 
Monaco  September 16, 1955 
Morocco      May 8, 1972 
Netherlands    . . . June 22, 1967 
New Zealand  . . . September 11, 1964 
Nicaragua  August 16, 1961 
Nigeria     February 14, 1962 
Norway  January 23, 1963 
Pakistan  September 16, 1955 
Panama  October 17, 1962 
Paraguay     March 11, 1962 
Peru  October 16, 1963 
Philippines   .... November 19, 1955 
Poland      March 9, 1977 
Portugal  December 25, 1956 
Senegal     July 9, 1974 
Soviet Union . . . May 27, 1973 
Spain     September 16, 1955 
Sri Lanka  January 25, 1984 
Sweden  July 1, 1961 
Switzerland  .... March 30, 1956 
Tunisia2  June 19, 1969 
United Kingdom. September 27, 1957 
United States of 

America    .... September 16, 1955 
Venezuela  September 30, 1966 
Yugoslavia   .... May 11, 1966 
Zambia  June 1, 1965 

October 31, 1975 
December 13, 1974 
January 28, 1976 
August 30, 1985 

August 7, 1974 

September 3, 1980 

April 22, 1985. 

March 9, 1977 
July 30, 1981 
July 10, 1974 

July 10, 1974 
January 25, 1984 
July 10, 1974 

June 10, 1975 
July 10, 1974 

July 10, 1974 

July 10, 1974 

1 According to the information received by the Interna- 
tional Bureau. 

2 Pursuant to Article Vbis of the Convention as revised in 
1971, this country has availed itself of the exceptions provided 
for in Articles Vter and Vquater in favor of developing coun- 
tries. 

Editor's Note: The three Protocols annexed to the Conven- 
tion were ratified, accepted or acceded to separately; they con- 
cern : ( 1 ) the application of the Convention to the works of 
stateless persons and refugees, (2) the application of the Con- 
vention to the works of certain international organizations, 
and ( 3 ) the effective date of instruments of ratification or 
acceptance of or accession to the Convention. For detailed 
information in this respect, and as to notifications made by 
governments of certain Contracting States concerning the ter- 
ritorial application of the Convention and the Protocols, see 
Copyright Bulletin, quarterly review published by Unesco. 
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European Agreements 

European Agreement 
concerning Programme Exchanges by means 

of Television Films 

European Agreement for the Prevention 
of Broadcasts transmitted from Stations 

outside National Territories 

(Paris, December 15, 1958) (Strasbourg, January 22, 1965) 

State 
Date on which State 
became party 
to the Agreement 

Belgium  April 8, 1962 
Cyprus      February 20, 1970 
Denmark  November 25, 1961 
France  July 1, 1961 
Greece      February 9, 1962 
Ireland      April 4, 1965 
Israel      February 15, 1978 
Luxembourg  October 31, 1963 
Netherlands      March 5, 1967 
Norway  March 15, 1963 
Spain     January 4, 1974 
Sweden  July 1, 1961 
Tunisia  February 22, 1969 
Turkey      March 28, 1964 
United Kingdom      July 1, 1961 

State 
Date on which State 
became party 
to the Agreement 

Belgium  October 19, 1967 
Cyprus      October 2, 1971 
Denmark  October 19, 1967 
France  April 6, 1968 
Germany, Federal Republic of . . . February 28, 1970 
Greece      August 14, 1979 
Ireland      February 23, 1969 
Italy  March 19, 1983 
Liechtenstein  February 14, 1977 
Netherlands      September 27, 1974 
Norway  October 17, 1971 
Portugal  September 7, 1969 
Sweden     October 19, 1967 
Switzerland  September 19, 1976 
Turkey      February 17, 1975 
United Kingdom      December 3, 1967 

European Agreement on the Protection of Television Broadcasts 

Agreement 

(Strasbourg, June 22, 1960) 

Protocol 

(Strasbourg, January 22, 1965) 

State 
Date on which State 
became party 
to the Agreement 

Belgium *  March 8, 1968 
Cyprus      February 22, 1970 
Denmark *  November 27, 1961 
France  July 1, 1961 
Germany, Federal Republic of* . . October 9, 1967 
Norway *  August 10, 1968 
Spain     October 23, 1971 
Sweden **      July 1, 1961 
Turkey      January 20, 1976 
United Kingdom *      July 1, 1961 

* The instruments of ratification were accompanied by 
reservations in accordance with Article 3, paragraph 1, of the 
Agreement. As to Belgium, see Copyright, 1968, p. 147; as to 
Denmark, see Le Droit d'auteur, 1961, p. 360; as to Germany 
(Federal Republic of), see Copyright, 1967, p. 217; as to Nor- 
way, see ibid., 1968, p. 191 ; as to the United Kingdom, see Le 
Droit d'auteur, 1961, p. 152. 

** Sweden has availed itself of the reservations contained 
in subparagraphs (b), (c) and (f) of paragraph 1 of Article 3 of 
the Agreement. 

State 
Date on which State 
became party 
to the Protocol 

Belgium  March 8, 1968 
Cyprus      February 22, 1970 
Denmark  March 24, 1965 
France  March 24, 1965 
Germany, Federal Republic of . . . October 9, 1967 
Norway  August 10, 1968 
Spain     October 23, 1971 
Sweden     March 24, 1965 
Turkey      January 20, 1976 
United Kingdom      March 24, 1965 

Additional Protocol 

(Strasbourg, March 21, 1983) 

The Additional Protocol entered into force on January 1, 
1985, with respect to all States party to the European Agree- 
ment on the Protection of Television Broadcasts and the Pro- 
tocol to the said Agreement. 
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Member States of the Governing Bodies and Other Organs of WIPO, 
of the Berne Union for the Protection of Literary and Artistic Works, 
of the Rome Convention and of the Universal Copyright Convention, 

and Director General and Deputy Directors General of WIPO 
on January 1, 1986 

Governing Bodies and Other Organs of WIPO 

General Assembly: Algeria, Argentina, Australia, 
Austria, Bahamas, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bra- 
zil, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, 
Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, 
China, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechos- 
lovakia, Democratic People's Republic of Korea, 
Denmark, Egypt, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Ger- 
man Democratic Republic, Germany (Federal Re- 
public of), Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Haiti, Holy See, 
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Libya, 
Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malawi, Mali, Malta, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Monaco, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nor- 
way, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Re- 
public of Korea, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, South 
Africa1, Soviet Union, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Suriname, Sweden, Switzerland, Togo, Tunisia, 
Turkey, Uganda, United Kingdom, United Repub- 
lic of Tanzania, United States of America, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, 
Zimbabwe (94). 

Conference: The same States as above, with Angola, 
Bangladesh, Byelorussian SSR, Colombia, El Sal- 
vador, Gambia, Guatemala, Honduras, Jamaica, 
Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, So- 
malia, Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, Ye- 
men (112). 

Coordination Committee: Algeria, Angola, Argen- 
tina, Australia, Austria, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, 
Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, 
Denmark, Egypt, France, German Democratic Re- 
public, Germany (Federal Republic of), Hungary, 
India, Indonesia, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Mexico, 
Morocco, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Philip- 
pines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Soviet Union, 
Sweden, Switzerland, Tunisia, Turkey, United 
Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, United 
States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, 
Zaire, Zimbabwe (46). 

'According to a decision of the WIPO Coordination 
Committee, not to be invited "to any meeting of WIPO 
and its Bodies and Unions" (see Copyright, 1977, 
p. 296). 

Budget Committee: Brazil, Cameroon, Canada, 
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, France, Germany 
(Federal Republic of), India, Japan, Soviet Union, 
Sri Lanka, Switzerland, United States of America 
(14). 

WIPO Permanent Committee for Development Coo- 
peration Related to Industrial Property: Algeria, An- 
gola, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, 
Barbados, Benin, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, 
Cameroon, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 
Democratic People's Republic of Korea, Denmark, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Finland, France, Gabon, Gam- 
bia, German Democratic Republic, Germany (Fed- 
eral Republic of), Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Gui- 
nea, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Is- 
rael, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Li- 
bya, Malawi, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mon- 
golia, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicara- 
gua, Niger, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Phil- 
ippines, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Ro- 
mania, Rwanda, Senegal, Somalia, Soviet Union, 
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Swit- 
zerland, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United 
Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United Republic 
of Tanzania, United States of America, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, 
Zambia (91). 

WIPO Permanent Committee for Development Coo- 
peration Related to Copyright and Neighboring 
Rights: Algeria, Angola, Australia, Austria, Ban- 
gladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Brazil, Bulgaria, 
Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Canada, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa 
Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Fiji, Finland, France, Gambia, German 
Democratic Republic, Germany (Federal Republic 
of), Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Honduras, Hun- 
gary, India, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, 
Kenya, Malawi, Mali, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nor- 
way, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, 
Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Soviet 
Union, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, 
Switzerland, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, United King- 
dom, United Republic of Tanzania, United States of 
America, Uruguay, Yemen (76). 
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WIPO Permanent Committee on Patent Informa- 
tion: Algeria, Australia, Austria, Barbados, Belgium, 
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Canada, 
Central African Republic, Chad, China, Congo, 
Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Peo- 
ple's Republic of Korea, Denmark, Dominican Re- 
public, Egypt, Finland, France, Gabon, German De- 
mocratic Republic, Germany (Federal Republic of), 
Ghana, Hungary, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, 
Kenya, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Madagascar, 
Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Monaco, Netherlands, 
Norway, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Republic of 
Korea, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Soviet Union, 
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Swit- 
zerland, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda, 
United Kingdom, United States of America, Viet 
Nam, Yugoslavia, Zambia, African Intellectual 
Property Organization, European Patent Organiza- 
tion, Industrial Property Organization for En- 
glish-Speaking Africa (ESARIPO) (68). 

Governing Bodies of the Berne Union 

Assembly: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, 
Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burkina 
Faso, Cameroon, Canada, Central African Republic, 
Chad, Chile, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechos- 
lovakia, Denmark, Egypt, Fiji, Finland, France, Ga- 
bon, German Democratic Republic, Germany ( Fed- 
eral Republic of), Greece, Guinea, Holy See, Hun- 
gary, Iceland, India, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory 
Coast, Japan,  Libya, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, 

Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Monaco, Mor- 
occo, Netherlands, Niger, Norway, Pakistan, Philip- 
pines, Portugal, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, South 
Africa1, Spain, Sri Lanka, Suriname, Sweden, Swit- 
zerland, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, United Kingdom, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zimbabwe 
(71). 

Conference of Representatives: Lebanon, Madagas- 
car, New Zealand, Poland, Turkey (5). 

Executive Committee: Canada, Chile, Czechoslova- 
kia, France, German Democratic Republic, Hun- 
gary, India, Ivory Coast, Mexico, Morocco, Nether- 
lands, Senegal, Sweden, Switzerland, Tunisia, Tur- 
key, United Kingdom, Venezuela, Zimbabwe (19). 

Intergovernmental Committee 
of the Rome Convention 

Austria, Brazil, Congo, Czechoslovakia, Finland, 
Germany (Federal Republic of), Italy, Mexico, 
Niger, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom (12). 

Intergovernmental Committee 
of the Universal Copyright Convention 

Algeria, Australia, Austria, Brazil, Colombia, Den- 
mark, Germany (Federal Republic of), Guinea, In- 
dia, Israel, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Mexico, Nether- 
lands, Soviet Union, Tunisia, United States of 
America (18). 

Director General and Deputy Directors General of WIPO 

Director General : 
Deputy Directors General : 

Dr. Arpad Bogsch 
Klaus Pfanner 
Marino Porzio 
Lev Efremovich Kostikov 
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World Intellectual Property Organization 

Course on Copyright 

(Nanjing, November 11 to 22, 1985) 

NOTE* 

A two-week Course on Copyright was organized 
by WIPO at the invitation of the National Copy- 
right Administration of China and was held in 
Nanjing from November 11 to 22, 1985. 

This was the second course on copyright orga- 
nized by WIPO in China, the first one being at Beij- 
ing in May 1982. 

The Course was inaugurated in the presence of 
about 175 persons, including high officials of the 
Jiangsu Province (of which Nanjing is the capital) 
and of Nanjing City. 

Opening speeches were made on the occasion by 
Dr. Arpad Bogsch, Director General, WIPO, Mr. 
Bian Chunguang, Director, National Publishing 
Administration (NPA) and National Copyright 
Administration of China (NCAC) also Vice-Chair- 
man of the Publishers' Association of China and by 
Mr. Jiang Dian, Deputy Director, Jiangsu Provin- 
cial General Publishing House. 

About 150 participants attended the Course. 
They were from NPA and NCAC, as well as from 
the Jiangsu Provincial General Publishing House, 
Publishing Houses from Beijing, Shanghai and a 
number of other provincial headquarters, the Minis- 
try of Broadcasting and Television, the Phonogram 
Company of China, the People's University of 
China, the Foreign Languages Publishing House, the 
New World Press, Cultural Bureaux of various pro- 
vinces, the China University of Political Science 
and Law, the Shanghai University, Musicians' Asso- 
ciations of China, the Software Technology Com- 
pany of China, etc. 

The arrangements for the course and the conduct 
of the discussions were supervised by the Head, Mr. 
Li Qi, and Deputy Head, Mr. Shen Rengan, of the 
Copyright Study Group of the NPA. 

In all, 16 papers were presented in English or in 
French by six invited guest speakers and two WIPO 
officials. The text of each paper had been translated 
into Chinese and distributed well in advance to the 

* This Note has been prepared by the International Bureau of 
WIPO. 

participants together with the English or French 
texts. 

Each topic was introduced briefly by the speaker 
and then discussed during the period of two to three 
hours allocated to the presentation and discussion of 
each topic. A large number of questions were raised 
from the floor and answered by the speaker present- 
ing each topic. 

The papers and discussions dealt with the follow- 
ing topics as requested by the Chinese authorities: 

(i) A Comparative Analysis of the Berne Con- 
vention and the Universal Copyright Convention; 
Their Major Similarities and Dissimilarities; Their 
Respective Prospects in Their Future Development; 
(ii) The Basic Principles and the Legislative Bases 
of Copyright Protection for Roman Legal Tradition 
and Anglo-Saxon Legal Tradition; (iii) The Princi- 
ples and Legislative Bases of Copyright Protection 
in the Soviet Union and the Eastern European So- 
cialist Countries; Main Similarities and Differences 
in Copyright Protection Between Socialist and Mar- 
ket-Economy Countries; (iv) The Basic Character- 
istics of Developing Countries in Copyright Legisla- 
tion and Copyright Administration; Main Problems 
and Their Solutions in International Protection Be- 
tween Developing and Developed Countries; 
(v) The Legal Protection of Governmental Works, 
Works Made for Hire or Commissioned Works; 
(vi) Copyright Problems Arising From the Use of 
Computers and the Legal Protection of Computer 
Programs; (vii) Practical Use of Compulsory Li- 
censes in Developing Countries; (viii) Legal Pro- 
tection of Audiovisual Works Including Movies: the 
Common Problems of the Protection of Videograms 
and Phonograms; (ix) Legal Protection of Broad- 
casts and Television Programs; (x) Protection of 
Expressions of Folklore; (xi) The Rights of Trans- 
lators and Adapters and Their Legal Protection; 
(xii) International Protection of Copyright: Han- 
dling and Analyzing Cases of International Infringe- 
ment of Copyright; (xiii) The Relationship Be- 
tween Editing-Publishing and Copyright Protection 
as  far  as  Books  and  Journals  are  Concerned; 
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(xiv) The Scope and Legal Protection of Musical, 
Dramatic and Artistic Works; (xv) Different Sys- 
tems of Copyright Administration and Registration: 
Their Advantages and Disadvantages; (xvi) The 
Impact of the Development of New Technologies 
on Copyright Protection. 

Each topic was the subject of a lively discussion 
on the basis of questions asked and replied to, that 
indicated a considerable and knowledgeable interest 
on various copyright problems. 

The guest speakers invited by WIPO were: 
Mr. G. Boytha, Director General, ARTISJUS, Bu- 

dapest (Hungary); Mr. M.A. Emery, Lawyer, Secre- 
tary General, Argentine Center, Inter-American 
Copyright Institute, Buenos Aires (Argentina); 
Prof. A. Francon, University of Paris (France); 
Mr. F. Harada, Senior Officer, Copyright Division, 
NHK, Tokyo (Japan); Mr. S. Ramaiah, Special Sec- 
retary (Legislative), Ministry of Law, New Delhi 
(India); Mr. U. Uchtenhagen, Director General, 
SUIS A, Zurich (Switzerland). 

The lecturers from the International Bureau of 
WIPO were: Mr. Shahid Alikhan, Director, Devel- 
oping Countries Division (Copyright) and Mr. Mi- 
hâly Ficsor, Director, Copyright Law Division. 

Notifications 

Nairobi Treaty on the Protection of the Olympic Symbol 

ARGENTINA 

Ratification 

The Government of the Argentine Republic de- 
posited, on December 10, 1985, its instrument of 
ratification of the Nairobi Treaty on the Protection 
of the Olympic Symbol, adopted at Nairobi on Sep- 
tember 26, 1981. 

The said Treaty enters into force, with respect to 
the Argentine Republic on January 10, 1986. 

Nairobi Notification No. 32, of December 12, 
1985. 
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National Legislation 

INDEX 

of Laws and Treaties on Copyright and Neighboring Rights 
Published in Copyright from January 1980 to December 1985 

I. National Legislation 

State Title Date of Publication 

AUSTRALIA 

AUSTRIA 

BANGLADESH 

BARBADOS 

BENIN 

BRAZIL 

Copyright Amendment Act 1980 (No. 154 of 
1980). An Act to amend the Copyright Act 
1968 

Copyright Amendment Act 1984 (No. 43 of 
1984). An Act to amend the law relating to copy- 
right 

Copyright (International Protection) Regulations 
(Amendments) (S.R. No. 276, of September 17, 
1980) 

Copyright (International Protection) Regulations 
(Amendments) (S.R. No. 74, of April 9, 1981) 

Copyright Amendment Law, 1980 (No. 321, of 
July 2, 1980). Federal Law Amending the Copy- 
right Act 

Copyright Amendment Law, 1982 (No. 295, of 
February 19, 1982). Federal Law Amending the 
Copyright Act 

The Copyright (Amendment) Ordinance, 1978 
(No. XX of 1978). An Ordinance further to 
amend the Copyright Ordinance 1962 

Copyright Act, 1981-1982 (of January 22, 1982). 
An Act to reform and modernise copyright law 
and the law governing similar or related matters 

Law on the Protection of Copyright (No. 84-008, 
of March 15, 1984) 

Law Amending the Law No. 5988 of December 
14, 1973, on the Rights of Authors and Other 
Provisions (No. 6800, of June 25, 1980) 

Law Repealing Article 93 and Paragraph I of 
Article 120 of Law No. 5988 of December 14, 
1973 (No. 7123 of September 12, 1983) 

Law Amending the Decree-Law of 1940 
(No. 2848) providing a new wording for Articles 
184 and 186 of the Penal Code, approved by the 
Decree-Law of December 7, 1940 (No. 6895, of 
December 17, 1980) 

April 1981 

October 1984 

February 1982 

February 1982 

December 1980 

September 1982 

December 1984 

February and 
March 1983 

November 1984 

July-August 1981 

June 1984 

July-August 1981 
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State Title Date of Publication 

BULGARIA 

BURKINA FASO 

BURUNDI 

CAMEROON 

Decree No. 17 on the Copyright in Works of 
Architecture 

Ordinance Affording Protection to Copyright 
(No. 83-16 CNR.PRES, of September 29, 1983), 
as rectified by Ordinance No. 84-12 CNR.PRES, 
of February 29, 1984 

Decree-Law regulating the rights of authors and 
intellectual property in Burundi (No. 1/9, of May 
4, 1978) 

Law No. 82-18 to Regulate Copyright (of No- 
vember 26, 1982) 

CENTRAL AFRICAN Ordinance No. 85 002 on Copyright (of January 
5, 1985) REPUBLIC 

CHINA Provisional Regulations on Remunerations for 
Book-Writing (formulated by the National Pub- 
lishing Administration in April 1980) 

January 1985 

May 1984 

March 1980 

December 1983 

April 1985 

April 1983 

COLOMBIA 

CONGO 

COSTA RICA 

DENMARK 

ECUADOR 

FINLAND 

Law on Copyright (No. 23, of January 28, 
1982) 

Decree No. 3116 Constituting Partial Implemen- 
tation of Law No. 23 of 1982 (of December 21, 
1984) 

Law on Copyright and Neighboring Rights 
(No. 24/82, of July 7, 1982) 

Law on Copyright and Related Rights (No. 6683, 
of September 24, 1981) 

Copyright Act, 1961 (Act No. 158, of May 31, 
1961, as amended by Act No. 174, of March 21, 
1973, and Act No. 240, of June 8, 1977) 

Act on Rights in Photographic Pictures, 1961 
(Act No. 157, of May 31, 1961, as amended by 
Act No. 175, of March 21, 1973, and Act 
No. 239, of June 8, 1977) 

Law on the Occupational Protection of Perform- 
ers 

Act Amending the Act Relating to Copyright in 
Literary and Artistic Works (No. 897, of Decem- 
ber 19, 1980) 

Act Amending the Act Relating to Copyright in 
Literary and Artistic Works (No. 960, of Decem- 
ber 17, 1982) 

Act Amending the Act Relating to Copyright in 
Literary and Artistic Works (No. 442, of June 8, 
1984) 

October, 
November, 
December 1982 

June 1985 

June and July- 
August 1983 

September and 
October 1983 

September 1980 

September 1980 

October 1980 

May 1982 

March 1985 

March 1985 
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State Title Date of Publication 

FRANCE 

GERMANY 
(FEDERAL 
REPUBLIC OF) 

GHANA 

GREECE 

GUINEA 

HUNGARY 

ICELAND 

INDIA 

Act Amending the Copyright Act (No. 578, of 
July 27, 1984) 

Act Amending the Act on Rights in Photographic 
Pictures (No. 898, of December 19, 1980) 

Act Amending the Act on Rights in Photographic 
Pictures (No. 443, of June 8, 1984) 

Act Amending § 6 of the Act on Rights in Photo- 
graphic Pictures (No. 579, of July 27, 1984) 

Law on Authors' Rights and on the Rights of Per- 
formers, Producers of Phonograms and Video- 
grams and Audiovisual Communication Entre- 
prises (No. 85-660, of July 3, 1985) 

Law Amending Provisions in the Field of Copy- 
right (of June 24, 1985) 

Copyright Law, 1985 (of March 21, 1985) 

Law No. 1064/1980 on the ratification of the 
Legislative Act of the President of the Republic, 
dated March 31, 1980, concerning the procedure 
applicable to the production and sale by third 
parties of tracings, copies, imitations, etc., of any 
work forming part of the property of State mu- 
seums and archaeological sites, and certain other 
provisions (of July 15, 1980) 

Law No. 1075/1980 on the permanence of the 
employment of musicians of the State orchestras 
of Athens and Thessalonica, on the calculation of 
the royalties payable to Greek playwrights, on the 
transfer of all jurisdiction for cinema to the Min- 
istry of Culture and Science, on the protection of 
performers and on job creation in State theaters 
(of September 23, 1980) 

Law Adopting Provisions on Copyright and 
Neighboring Rights in the Revolutionary Peo- 
ple's Republic of Guinea (No. 043/APN/CP, of 
August 9, 1980) 

Decree of the Minister for Culture amending De- 
cree No. 9, of December 29, 1969, implementing 
Copyright Act No. Ill of 1969 (No. 15, of Nov- 
ember 20, 1982) 

Decree of the Minister for Culture supplementing 
Decree No. 9, of December 29, 1969, implement- 
ing Copyright Act No. Ill of 1969 (No. 15, of 
July 12, 1983) 

Act Amending the Copyright Act No. 73, of May 
29, 1972 (No. 78, of May 30, 1984) 

The Copyright (Amendment) Act, 1983 (No. 23, 
of August 31, 1983). An Act to amend the Copy- 
right Act, 1957 

March 1985 

May 1982 

March 1985 

March 1985 

October 1985 

November 1985 

December 1985 

November 1981 

November 1981 

June 1981 

May 1983 

November 1983 

May 1985 

March 1984 
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Slate Title Date of Publication 

ISRAEL 

ITALY 

JAPAN 

KENYA 

MADAGASCAR 

MALI 

MEXICO 

PERU 

PHILIPPINES 

POLAND 

The Copyright (Amendment) Act, 1984 (No. 65, 
of September 14, 1984). An Act further to 
amend the Copyright Act, 1957 

Copyright Ordinance (Amendment No. 4) Law, 
5741-1981 (of May 20, 1981) 

Performers' Rights Law, 5744-1984 (of June 13, 
1984) 

Decree of the President of the Republic imple- 
menting the Berne Convention for the Protection 
of Literary and Artistic Works as revised by the 
Paris Act of July 24, 1971 (No. 19, of January 8, 
1979) 

Law concerning urgent measures against the un- 
lawful copying, reproduction, import, distribu- 
tion and sale of unauthorized phonographic pro- 
ducts (No. 406, of July 29, 1981) 

Law to Take an Interim Measure for the Protec- 
tion of the Rights of Authors, etc. with Respect to 
the Lending of Commercial Phonograms to the 
Public (No. 76, of December 2, 1983) 

Law for Partial Amendments to the Copyright 
Law (No. 46, of May 25, 1984) 

Law for Partial Amendments to the Copyright 
Law (No. 62, of June 14, 1985) 

The Copyright (Amendment) Act, 1982 (No. 5 
of 1982). An Act of Parliament to amend the 
Copyright Act 

Ordinance amending certain provisions of Law 
No. 57-298 of March 11, 1957, on Literary and 
Artistic Property (No. 82 031, of November 6, 
1982) 

Ordinance Concerning Literary and Artistic 
Property (No. 77-46 CMLN, of July 12, 1977) 

Decree Amending and Supplementing the Fed- 
eral Law of Copyright (of December 30, 1981) 

Law No. 23 535 (amending Title IV of the Penal 
Code) 

Presidential Decree further amending Presiden- 
tial Decree No. 285 as amended by Presidential 
Decree No. 400 (No. 1203, of September 27, 
1977) 

Order of the Council of Ministers concerning the 
remuneration of composers (No. 136, of July 10, 
1975) 

Order of the Council of Ministers concerning the 
Authors' Fund (No. 78, of May 29, 1979) 

February 1985 

October 1981 

February 1985 

November 1980 

April 1982 

July-August 1984 

July-August 1985 

September 1985 

July-August 1982 

February 1984 

May 1980 

April 1982 

April 1983 

January 1981 

November 1980 

November 1980 
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State Title Date of Publication 

PORTUGAL 

RWANDA 

SOUTH AFRICA 

SOVIET UNION 

SRI LANKA 

SWEDEN 

THAILAND 

Law No. 41/80. Protection Against the Unlawful 
Reproduction of Phonograms (of August 12, 
1980) 

Decree-Law No. 393/80 (of September 25, 1980) 
[repealed] 

Decree-Law No. 150/82 (of April 29, 1982) [su- 
perseding the above] 

Law Governing Copyright (No. 27/1983, of Nov- 
ember 15, 1983) 

Copyright Act, 1978. An Act to regulate copy- 
right and to provide for matters incidental 
thereto (No. 98 of 1978), as amended by the res- 
pective Copyright Amendment Acts No. 56 of 
1980, No. 66 of 1983 and No. 52 of 1984 

Decree of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of 
the USSR. Amendments and Additions to the 
Fundamentals of Civil Legislation of the USSR 
and the Union Republics (of October 30, 1981) 

Code of Intellectual Property Act (No. 52 of 
1979). An Act to revise, consolidate, amend and 
embody in the form of a Code the law relating to 
Copyright, Industrial Designs, Patents, Marks, 
Trade Names amd Unfair Competition and pro- 
vide for the better registration, control and ad- 
ministration thereof and for matters connected 
therewith or incidental thereto 

Law amending the Law of 1960 (No. 729) on 
Copyright in Literary and Artistic Works 
(No. 610, of June 19, 1980) 

Law amending the Law of 1960 (No. 729) on 
Copyright in Literary and Artistic Works 
(No. 284, of May 19, 1982) 

Law amending the Law of 1960 (No. 729) on 
Copyright in Literary and Artistic Works 
(No. 1059, of December 9, 1982) 

Law amending the Law of 1960 (No. 730) on 
Rights in Photographic Pictures (No. 611, of 
June 19, 1980) 

Law amending the Law of 1960 (No. 730) on 
Rights in Photographic Pictures (No. 285, of 
May 19, 1982) 

Law on Mediation in Certain Copyright Disputes 
(No. 612, of June 19, 1980) 

Copyright Act, B.E. 2521 (1978) 

Royal Decree Providing Conditions for the Pro- 
tection of International Copyright (B.E. 2526 
(1983)) 

September 1981 

March 1982 

September 1982 

October 1984 

September 1984 

July-August 1983 

June 1980 

February 1981 

January 1983 

January 1983 

February 1981 

January 1983 

February 1981 

July-August 1980 

June 1984 
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State Title Date of Publication 

UNITED KINGDOM   Copyright Act 1956 (Amendment) Act 1982 

Copyright (Amendment) Act 1983 

The Copyright (International Conventions) 
Order 1979 (No. 1715, of December 19, 1979) 

The Copyright (International Conventions) 
(Amendment) Order 1980 (No. 1723, of Novem- 
ber 11, 1980) 

The Copyright (International Conventions) 
(Amendment) Order 1983 (No. 1708, of Novem- 
ber 18, 1983) 

The Copyright (International Conventions) 
(Amendment) Order 1984 (No. 549, of April 11, 
1984) 

The Copyright (International Conventions) 
(Amendment No. 2) Order 1984 (No. 1987, of 
December 19, 1984) 

The Copyright (Hong Kong) (Amendment) 
Order 1979 (No. 910, of July 26, 1979) 

The Copyright (British Indian Ocean Territory) 
Order 1984 (No. 541, of April 11, 1984) 

Cable and Broadcasting Act 1984 (Excerpts from 
Chapter 46) (of July 26, 1984) 

UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA 

URUGUAY 

YUGOSLAVIA 

ZIMBABWE 

Public Law 96-517 (of December 12, 1980). 
(Copyright Law Amendment Regarding Com- 
puter Programs) 

Public Law 97-180 (of May 24, 1982). Piracy 
and Counterfeiting Amendments Act of 1982 

Record Rental Amendment of 1984 (Public Law 
98^50 of October 4, 1984) 

Semiconductor Chip Protection Act of 1984 (Ti- 
tle III of Public Law 98-620 of November 8, 
1984) 

Law Introducing Criminal Provisions for the 
Protection of the Rights of Producers of Phono- 
grams Against Unauthorized Reproduction 
(No. 15.289, of June 14, 1982) 

Copyright Law (of March 30, 1978) 

Copyright (International Conventions) Order, 
1982 (S.I. No. 126 of 1982) 

January 1984 

January 1984 

June 1980 

March 1981 

July-August 1984 

July-August 1984 

May 1985 

March 1981 

November 1984 

November 1985 

September 1981 

July-August 1982 

March 1985 

March 1985 

June 1984 

April 1980 

June 1982 
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II. Multilateral Treaties 

Title Date of Publication 

Multilateral Convention for the Avoidance of Double Taxation of Copyright 
Royalties 

Additional Protocol to the Multilateral Convention for the Avoidance of Dou- 
ble Taxation of Copyright Royalties 

Model Bilateral Agreement for the Avoidance of Double Taxation of Copy- 
right Royalties 

Nairobi Treaty on the Protection of the Olympic Symbol, adopted at Nairobi 
on September 26, 1981 

January 1980 

January 1980 

February 1980 

December 1981 

III. Bilateral Treaties 

State Title Date of Publication 

AUSTRIA-USSR Agreement Between the Republic of Austria and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the 
Reciprocal Protection of Copyrights October 1983 
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PHILIPPINES 

Presidential Decree 

(No. 1988, of October 5, 1985)* 

Amending Certain Sections of Presidential Decree No. 49* 

Whereas, piracy and counterfeiting of audio and 
audio-visual products have become rampant, re- 
sulting in serious financial prejudice to the film and 
recording industries, and the loss of substantial tax 
revenues to the Government; 

Whereas, it is imperative for the survival and 
protection of the film and recording industries that 
certain provisions of Presidential Decree No. 49, 
otherwise known as "Decree on the Protection of 
Intellectual Property," be amended for the purpose 
of lengthening the period within which a producer 
of a sound recording must deposit two copies 
thereof with the National Library, and prescribing 
suffer penalties for piracy of sound recordings and 
motion pictures or other audio-visual works; 

Whereas, the current crisis in the movie industry 
amounts to a grave emergency affecting the eco- 
nomic stability of the nation and the livelihood of 
hundreds of thousands of families and workers de- 
pendent on the industry; 

Whereas, the issuance of this Decree will help in 
the national economic recovery program designed 
to meet the emergency facing the industry; 

Now, therefore, I, Ferdinand E. Marcos, President 
of the Philippines, by virtue of the powers in me 
vested by the Constitution, do hereby decree: 

Section 1. — Section 50 of Presidential Decree 
No. 49 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

"Section 50. — Within six (6) months after its 
manufacture, two copies of a sound recording 
shall be deposited, by personal delivery or by 
mail, with the National Library. Upon such de- 
posit, the Director shall issue to the producer a 
certificate under the seal of the Library indicating 
the fact and date of such deposit. This certificate 
shall constitute a prima fade evidence of the facts 
stated therein." 

* This  Decree was  published  in  the Official  Gazette 
N°. 40, Vol. 81, of October 7, 1985. 

** See Copyright, 1974, pp. 294 et seq. 

Section 2. — Section 56 of Presidential Decree 
No. 49 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

"Section 56. — The prohibitions and penalties 
provided in Section 29 shall apply to infringe- 
ment of any of the rights granted in this Chapter, 
Provided, however, that the mandatory penalty of 
imprisonment of not less than three (3) months 
and one ( 1 ) day to not more than one ( 1 ) year, 
plus a fine of not less than fifty thousand Pesos 
but not more than one hundred thousand Pesos, 
shall be imposed upon any person who shall: 

(1) Transfer or cause to be transferred, di- 
rectly or indirectly, any sound recording or mo- 
tion picture, or other audio-visual work that has 
been recorded on a phonograph record, disc, 
wire, tape, film or other article on which sounds, 
motion pictures, or other audio-visual works are 
recorded, with intent to sell, lease, publicly 
exhibit or cause to be sold, leased or publicly 
exhibited, or to use or cause to be used for profit, 
such article on which sounds, motion pictures, or 
other audio-visual works are so transferred, 
without the written consent of the owner or his 
assignee; or 

(2) Sell, lease, distribute, circulate, publicly 
exhibit, or offer for sale, lease, distribution, or 
possess for the purpose of sale, lease, distribu- 
tion, circulation or public exhibition, any such 
article to which the sounds, motion pictures or 
audio-visual recordings thereon have been so 
transferred, without the written consent of the 
owner or his assignee; or 

(3) Offer or make available for a fee, rental or 
any other form of compensation, directly or indi- 
rectly, any equipment, machinery, paraphernalia 
or any material with the knowledge that such 
equipment, machinery, paraphernalia or material 
will be used by another to reproduce, without the 
consent of the owner, any phonograph record, 
disc, wire, tape, film or other article on which 
sounds, motion pictures, or other audio-visual 
recordings may be transferred. 
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For purposes of this Act, public exhibition 
shall cover any exhibition wherein fifteen ( 15) or 
more persons are present, for monetary or pro- 
motional considerations. Private clubs are like- 
wise herein included." 

Section 3. — All laws, decrees, executive orders, 
rules, regulations, and other enactments, or parts 

thereof, inconsistent with the provisions of this De- 
cree, are hereby repealed, amended or modified 
accordingly. 

Section 4. — This Decree shall take effect after 
fifteen (15) days following its publication in the 
Official Gazette. 

Erratum 
GERMANY (FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF) 
Law Amending Provisions in the Field of Copyright 
The date of the above Law, published in the November 1985 issue of this review, was shown as being May 23, 1985. It should read as: 
June 24, 1985. 

Collective Administration of Authors' Rights 

Technical Problems in Collective Administration of Authors' Rights 

Ulrich UCHTENHAGEN* 

All organizations involved in collective adminis- 
tration of authors' rights — hereinafter referred to 
as copyright societies — undertake the following 
tasks: 
( 1 ) identifying the users of protected works within 

their sphere of competence; requiring them to 
pay royalties and to provide a program of the 
works performed, broadcast, recorded on 
sound carriers or used in any way what- 
soever; 

(2) if possible, becoming acquainted with all the 
authors and publishers of the works used and 
drawing up comprehensive and practical doc- 
umentation for the repertoire they adminis- 
ter; 

(3) calculating and paying the fees they have col- 
lected to the authors and publishers of the 
works used, as quickly as possible and at the 
minimum cost, according to the programs 
provided and the available documentation. 

The technical problems encountered by copyright 
societies in carrying out their tasks should also be 
dealt with in the same way. 

•Director General of SUISA (Swiss Society for Authors' 
Rights in Musical Works), Zurich. 

1. Technical Aspects of Relations 
with the Users of Protected Works 

According to the provisions of all copyright laws, 
users are obliged to obtain the prior consent of the 
authors or the copyright societies representing them 
for protected works they wish to use. However, in 
every country, only some users fulfill their obliga- 
tions and the majority are not prepared to respect 
the law, despite the public nature of the very clear 
injunctions and the threat of severe penalties. 

No copyright society can therefore abandon the 
exercise of permanent, effective control within its 
respective territory, in order to verify whether all 
users are fulfilling their copyright obligations. Such 
control is very onerous, and its organization and the 
technical means involved thus become extremely 
important. The struggle against the piracy of sound 
carriers and video recordings has made the public 
better aware of the scope of the task. 

/./  Control of Performances of Protected Works 

The majority of copyright societies have opened 
branches within their respective territories and they 
control public performances in urban and rural ar- 
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eas through a number of agents or inspectors. The 
latter base their work on the advertisements and 
other notices concerning public performances that 
appear in the daily press. 

Each copyright society has chosen the solution 
corresponding to its size and structure — regional 
branches or inspectors responsible to headquarters, 
professional or non-professional agents. For exam- 
ple, Switzerland, with 6.5 million inhabitants on a 
relatively small surface (44,000 sq. km.) has chosen 
a centralized control, while Austria, with a popula- 
tion of 7.5 million in a country of 84,000 sq. km., 
has chosen more decentralized control. SU ISA 
(Swiss Society for Authors' Rights in Musical 
Works) — the Swiss copyright society for non-the- 
atrical musical works — obtains its information on 
some 80,000 public performances through a very 
dense network of newspapers; its fellow society in 
Austria — AKM — only has 3,000 newspaper ex- 
tracts. Under these circumstances, in Switzerland 10 
inspectors are enough to control such activities, 
while Austria employs 25 professional agents and 
five non-professional agents for the same work. 

The activity of the inspectors and agents is par- 
ticularly important in view of the growing number 
of performances using records or sound carriers. 
Because they arouse less public interest, the press 
refers less frequently to performances using sound 
carriers than to those using musicians. Only the 
inspectors are able to verify on the spot the back- 
ground music in shops, department stores, waiting 
rooms, etc. 

As we have already stated, such control is very 
costly. Performances that use records and tapes are 
very often on a small scale and the cost of control 
and the payment of copyright are out of all propor- 
tion. For this reason, a number of copyright socie- 
ties have abandoned widespread control and have 
limited themselves to controlling important eco- 
nomic sectors such as the large cities. The financial 
reasons for such action are quite obvious, but it 
should be noted that it does not correspond to the 
principle of equal treatment for all users. It also hap- 
pens that such restrictions lead to the neglect of cer- 
tain repertoires, for example, the music of minori- 
ties. 

In some areas, it is possible to reduce widespread 
control, even to eliminate it, though the signature of 
collective contracts between the copyright society 
and the associations grouping the majority of users 
of certain types of work, for example, the associa- 
tions of cinemas, choirs, churches and public places. 
This form of collaboration has not only proved itself 
to be profitable, but has also shown its worth in 
making the public aware of the problems of copy- 
right. 

1.2 Control of the Manufacture of Sound and 
Sound/Image Carriers 

As long as records for sale were manufactured 
solely in pressing factories, the control of production 
carried out by copyright societies did not give rise to 
any substantial problems. The main concern was the 
number of pressings; it sometimes occurred — and 
it still does — that by "over-pressing" manufactur- 
ers try to avoid paying royalties for part of the 
sound carriers manufactured. For example, two 
years ago it was proved that a Spanish manufacturer 
had not manufactured the 30,000 records he had 
declared, but 450,000; the "black market" records 
manufactured were seized in a Dutch free port and 
they were destroyed in a spectacular display. 

Some copyright societies have tried to control the 
number of records by using technical means. The 
"vidimazione" practised by the Italian society SIAE 
(Società Italiana degli Autori ed Editori) has be- 
come famous; it obliges the Italian sound carrier 
industry to fix a special stamp using secret ink on 
every label : the number of stamps is established by 
special machines and it is used by SIAE as the basis 
for fixing the volume of production. Despite these 
supporting measures, constant control of pressing 
factories and storage carried out by inspectors from 
copyright societies has been shown to be the best 
form of control. 

With regard to taped music, the problems are 
very different. Tapes are recorded not only in facto- 
ries, but almost everywhere — even on private 
premises. Here, control is impossible. It can only be 
carried out in those places where the tapes are sold 
to the public. Copyright societies which firmly strive 
to combat piracy — and unfortunately this is not 
the case for all societies! — have asked their inspec- 
tors and agents to control the sale of tapes in music 
shops, department stores, stalls, petrol stations, etc. 
This activity also involves heavy costs; but it has 
been noted that in this way the trade in pirated tapes 
has been reduced to a négligeable economic prob- 
lem. Following some 50,000 checks carried out 
among stockists in Switzerland, piracy of sound car- 
riers not only fell to 1-2% of turnover, but SUIS A 
has also become acquainted with the 200-300 shops 
that work with the pirates and, through periodic 
visits by its inspectors, it ensures that they are res- 
tricted in their unprofitable trade. 

New problems have arisen with the emergence of 
video piracy. Like music tapes, it is nearly always 
impossible to control the place of manufacture. 
Sales to the public are also difficult to control be- 
cause, contrary to music tapes, video tapes are not 
sold but rented. Under these circumstances, inspec- 
tors and other controllers can only adopt the labo- 
rious solution of joining video clubs or renting vid- 
eo tapes in the rental stores until they are able to 
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confirm that recordings have been made legally. 
These difficulties and the profit margin — much 
higher than for music tapes — are due to the fact 
that piracy in the Swiss video trade is around 10%. 

From the technical point of view, it is important 
to have laboratories able to distinguish the copies 
rapidly and unequivocally. 

Furthermore, technical collaboration with the 
customs authorities would be very useful. Piracy 
could be stopped at source if it was possible to con- 
trol the authenticity of every sound or sound/image 
carrier that crossed the frontier. Why should pirated 
products not be subject to the same procedure as for 
drugs? Both are products being sold on the market 
illegally and the authorities are responsible for pre- 
venting their import or export. 

1.3 The Flood of Payment by Users 

Many users pay relatively modest sums and the 
systems of payment and accounting must take this 
into account. The method of payment must be sim- 
ple and inexpensive; Switzerland has chosen pay- 
ment by postal cheques, other countries prefer bank 
cheques. 

Copyright societies employing vast networks of 
agents ask them to collect the fees on the spot. 

The establishment of an invoice for each pay- 
ment has been shown to be very useful both for the 
users and the copyright societies. It relieves users of 
the need to remember the date when payment is due 
under the contract; the society always knows exactly 
what sums have not been paid. 

Data processing has proved to be of considerable 
help in carrying out this work. The clients' addresses 
and the contracts they have signed are recorded in 
the clients' computer memory and are linked to the 
accounts. Should the clients' computer memory be 
installed in the society's headquarters or in the 
regional branches? In the past, centralized organiza- 
tion was predominant; SIAE is involved in an inter- 
esting decentralization project that is already being 
carried out through the installation of small com- 
puters in the larger branches. 

1.4 A Provision of Programs of Works Performed, 
Broadcast, Recorded on Sound Carriers or Used in 
Any Way Whatsoever 

Compared with payment, the provision of pro- 
grams leads to greater difficulties. 

To begin with, the user who employs musicians 
for his performances often does not know the titles 
of the works to be performed. The musician is not 
responsible from the point of view of copyright and 
he is not in communication with the copyright so- 
ciety, so if information from the musician is lacking, 
it is impossible to draw up a program. It is therefore 

in the interests of copyright societies to make direct 
contact with the musicians and to the maximum 
extent possible to relieve users of the obligation to 
furnish the programs. 

This is possible to the extent that copyright socie- 
ties offer the maximum help to musicians in 
drawkng up their programs. The technique of the 
"prefabricated" program is by far the most appro- 
priate. Each program sent by a musician is recorded 
in the computer memory of the copyright society. 
When the musician performs once more, the society 
sends him a copy of his previous program and asks 
him 

— to leave in the works he has performed again ; 
— to cross out the works he has not performed 

again; 
— to add the works he has performed that did not 

appear in the previous program. 

In this way, it is not only possible to obtain more 
correct and comprehensive programs — in particu- 
lar, because the "evergreens" are not neglected — 
but also by giving the musician a sort of personal 
"basic repertoire" it relieves him of 50 to 70% of the 
time needed for bookkeeping. It also lightens the 
copyright society's task of distribution. 

Since the works contained in the programs affect 
the distribution, one often sees the inclusion of 
works of convenience benefiting the musician him- 
self or his friends. Pseudonyms are often used in 
order to disguise them better. Nevertheless, experi- 
ence of the musical world allows these intrigues to 
be detected easily. When the composition of a pro- 
gram seems unusual, it is not difficult to send 
inspectors to verify whether the works performed 
correspond to those appearing on the program. 

A number of copyright societies have however 
preferred to replace musicians' programs either to- 
tally or partially by recordings on sound carriers car- 
ried out by their inspectors or musical experts. Al- 
though these "samples" undoubtedly reflect faith- 
fully the musical works performed, experience 
shows that it is very difficult afterwards to identify 
correctly each work. As can be seen from the word 
"sample," by adopting this method the programs 
used for distribution are limited to a small number 
of performances, so that the result of the distribu- 
tion no longer reflects the variety of music per- 
formed. 

Broadcasting organizations are clearly in a posi- 
tion to provide a complete program of works broad- 
cast — literary, dramatic and musical. When re- 
cords are used for programs, the titles of the works 
and the names of the composers are shown on the 
labels or sleeves of the records. These programs can 
be so voluminous that they exceed the administra- 
tive capacities of the copyright societies. In such 
cases, there are two solutions: 



COLLECTIVE ADMINISTRATION OF AUTHORS' RIGHTS 29 

— to decrease the volume of the program, while at 
the same time ensuring that the programs given 
to the copyright society to be dealt with consti- 
tute a faithful reflection of the programs as a 
whole; 

— to put the programs on magnetic tape so that they 
can be dealt with rationally. 

For performances by means of sound carriers, it 
is obviously impossible to provide programs of the 
works performed; one example is performances us- 
ing juke boxes. In these fields, the "sample" is the 
most easy way to reflect the works performed. How- 
ever, all copyright societies do not use this method, 
they prefer to use musicians' programs to reflect 
similar situations. 

To resume, it can be seen that copyright societies 
are to a large extent concerned with the provision of 
programs of works performed, which is linked to a 
series of tasks involving heavy costs. They are aware 
that the quality of services for authors and publish- 
ers depends on the quality of the programs, which 
form the basis of their distribution. 

2. Establishment of Documentation 

Every copyright society must know which au- 
thors it represents. This is not only a legal require- 
ment, but is also the prerequisite for being able to 
pay authors the fees collected. 

In the fields of literature and music, usually this 
does not only mean the authors in one's own coun- 
try, but also those of other countries and continents; 
it means representing all the authors in the global 
repertoire. This involves serious difficulties. The 
global repertoire cannot be considered simply as an 
inventory of works, it should rather be compared to 
a vast river, sometimes flowing rapidly, sometimes 
slowly, forming lakes but gradually directing its wa- 
ters into the ocean of the public domain. Nobody 
knows how many works are created each year in the 
world as a whole — the figure is probably several 
millions — but the statistics of copyright societies 
show that, for example, radio and television present 
30 to 40% of new musical works and 70 to 80% of 
new literary works. This means that copyright soci- 
eties cannot establish their documentation just once 
and then use it, but they must constantly seek docu- 
mentation so as to be of service to the authors of 
new works — whether they are best sellers or hits, or 
ephemeral works — by administering their rights. 
From the technical point of view, this means that 
the documentation of copyright societies must be 
very flexible so that all the necessary additions and 
amendments can be made. 

2.1 Authors and Publishers Represented by Copy- 
right Societies 

The list of authors belonging to copyright soci- 
eties either as members or principals is at the basis 
of all documentation. In many countries, these soci- 
eties have been able to group together the majority 
of authors. But in other countries, many authors do 
not belong. This is not only due to the fact that 
authors are satisfied with the way in which these 
societies administer their rights, but is also because 
some employers and principals try to appropriate 
the rights of the authors they employ or mandate. 

Lists of authors must also include the pseudo- 
nyms used. Their number is very high and is contin- 
ually increasing. For some time now, groups of mu- 
sicians who perform and compose together have 
used the name of the group as a collective pseudo- 
nym; if the group then breaks up, it is very difficult 
to know who are the authors of each work. 

Since 1973, the lists of members of all copyright 
societies in the field of musical, literary and dra- 
matic works, have been grouped together in the 
CAE list (CAE = Composers, Authors, Editors) of 
the International Confederation of Societies of Au- 
thors and Composers (CISAC). At present, this list 
contains the names of 

— 600,000 authors (surnames) 
— 310,000 pseudonyms 
— 116,000 publishers 

belonging to 96 societies. The list is published 
quartely in the form of microfiches and magnetic 
tapes. The unabridged version is available to all 
copyright societies for their work; the abridged edi- 
tion — which does not contain information on 
authors who use pseudonyms — is also used by 
broadcasting companies, record manufacturers, and 
other bodies concerned with musical, literary or 
dramatic works. 

After the Soviet Union had signed the Universal 
Copyright Convention, it was necessary to find a 
method of adding the names of Russian authors 
written in Cyrillic letters to the CAE list. The Insti- 
tute of Slavonic Languages of the University of 
Zurich perfected a special technique called "multi- 
linguistic transcription" and as a result of this meth- 
od, all copyright societies were able to receive the 
necessary information on Russian authors. 

The flexibility already mentioned for documen- 
tation can also be justified for the CAE list because 
in 1984 there were approximately 60,000 amend- 
ments and additions. 

It is also necessary to mention why the lists of 
members of copyright societies — and consequently 
the CAE list — do not only contain the names of 
authors, but also those of publishers. In the majority 
of publishing contracts, the authors grant publishers 
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not only the publishing rights, but also the rights to 
performance and broadcasting, and the rights to 
manufacture of sound carriers, which are globally 
called "neighboring rights." No copyright society 
could work without these rights, so that each society 
tries to acquire them at all costs. Publishers them- 
selves are not in a position to exercise these "neigh- 
boring rights" and they are therefore quite content 
to be able to transfer them to copyright societies, but 
they insist on participating in the receipts derived 
from administering these rights. In accordance with 
these interests, nearly all copyright societies have 
admitted publishers as members, have been granted 
the "neighboring rights" by them and have given 
them participation in the receipts. 

2.2 Documentation of Works, its Disadvantages and 
Lacunae 

No copyright society is in a position to be ac- 
quainted with all the works in its repertoire. Several 
reasons justify the fact that the documentation of 
works is fragmentary and will remain so. 

First of all, it should be pointed out that only an 
infinitesimal part of the global repertoire — of 
which nobody knows the size — is used in each 
country. Copyright societies are therefore con- 
fronted with the problem of collecting much more 
documentation than is necessary. For all the works 
with which they are acquainted, they draw up docu- 
mentation and keep data, without knowing whether 
one day these works might be performed, broadcast, 
recorded on sound carriers or used in any way what- 
soever. For example, the computer memory of the 
Swiss society SUISA for non-theatrical musical 
works contains documentation on approximately 
1,300,000 works; of these, 250,000 belong to the 
"life repertory" of one year, the remaining docu- 
mentation is dormant and it is not known whether it 
might be used one day. 

The cost of documentation that will never be 
used is very high. This is why for a number of years 
copyright societies have been seeking solutions to 
enable them to keep documentation expenditure 
within the strictest possible limits — in other words, 
to limit it to the "life repertory." In conclusion, it 
must be stated that there is no "formula" for guess- 
ing the success of a particular type of music, just as 
publishers are not able to base the choice of works 
they publish on reliable forecasts. 

Over the years, a number of characteristics for 
regulating the documentation of works have nev- 
ertheless emerged. The majority of copyright soci- 
eties have decided to make an exhaustive list of the 
repertoire in their respective countries. This corre- 
sponds to their responsibility for preserving national 
artistic creation and for ensuring that no work is 

lost. For the exchange of international documenta- 
tion, the CISAC regulations have been adopted and 
they specify that documentation should be ex- 
changed in a standard form through "international 
cards" and be restricted to the following works: 

— works whose creation has involved the participa- 
tion of authors from different copyright societies 
("mixed works"); 

— unusual works, either because of their type or 
their length; 

— works that are successful in the country and 
which might therefore arouse interest overseas. 

For a number of years, we had to be satisfied 
with this formula. Latterly, CISAC has tried to 
rationalize documentation of works for the first 
time by setting up international documentation in 
the form of the WW list (the "World List of 
Works"). The WW list contains information on all 
best-selling works in every country, and each copy- 
right society is free to judge the success of the work 
for itself. Up to the present, approximately 480,000 
works have been included in the WW list. It appears 
twice a year in the form of microfiches and magnetic 
tapes. 

In order to complete the documentation of works 
provided by the international cards and the WW list 
"as a reserve," copyright societies sometimes re- 
quest their fellow societies to provide information 
concerning works. These requests are particularly 
frequent in the administration of rights related to 
sound carriers and they refer to works appearing on 
records or tapes. 

Publishers demand a lot from copyright societies 
with regard to the documentation of works, particu- 
larly when they cede their total publishing catalog 
— often comprising 5,000 to 10,000 works — for a 
particular territory to a sub-publisher and the latter 
participates in the receipts arising from administra- 
tion of the sub-published works. This means that 
often it is necessary to record rapidly thousands of 
works in the computer memory of works. If rela- 
tions between the publisher and the sub-publisher 
deteriorate and the catalog of publications goes to 
another sub-editor, the change has to be made once 
more for thousands of works; this is a gigantic task 
which has incited copyright societies only to con- 
clude sub-publishing contracts for a minimum of 
three years. 

2.3 Documentation of Films: the Offspring that 
Causes Many Problems 

Up to 1974, copyright societies were over- 
whelmed with documentation for music contained 
in sound films — called "cue-sheets" — because 
they had to send these documents for the whole of 
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the national cinematographic production. Statistics 
showed that less than 5% of the documentation was 
used and CISAC therefore decided that copyright 
societies afiliated to it should be obliged to ask for 
cue-sheets on a case by case basis from the fellow 
society in the country producing the film. 

Following the experience gained with the system 
of requests over a decade, it must be noted that 
unfortunately many copyright societies — in partic- 
ular, those in countries with extensive cinemato- 
graphic production — only have incomplete infor- 
mation on their film music repertoire. For example, 
in 1984, SUISA did not receive any reply for 40% of 
the 4,200 documentation requests; this is a situation 
that gives cause for reflection and calls for a solu- 
tion. 

2.4 The Development of Recording Techniques for 
Copyright Societies' Data 

The study of documentation for authors, publish- 
ers and works shows that copyright societies have 
had to develop special techniques to elaborate and 
use computer memories. In particular, they have 
had to take into account the following points: 

— the memories must be checked daily and must 
always be up to date; 

— the documentation is recorded according to 
the names of the authors or the titles of the works, 
which means that the data can be written in all lan- 
guages; 

— two to three authors usually participate in the 
creation of a work; they often use pseudonyms and 
it is generally necessary to give their works subtitles; 
this calls for a large number of data links in the 
memories; 

— a copyright society daily makes 10,000 to 
20,000 searches for documentation on authors or 
works; the response time is therefore of prime im- 
portance. Short response times need voluminous in- 
dexes for the memories. 

Computer installations in copyright societies are 
thus distinguished by their large computer memo- 
ries, which are situated in the range of 5 to 10 billion 
bytes. Such memory dimensions exclude the use of 
small computers. 

Since large memories require heavy investment, 
attempts have often been made to link copyright 
societies to large computers installed nearby, for 
example, in ministries, universities or computing 
centers. These solutions have proved to be unsatis- 
factory because the possibility of rapid access to 
documentation is restricted. These attempts have 
always led to the conclusion that rational adminis- 
tration of a global repertoire can only be carried out 
with one's own computer installation capable of 
high output and with a large computer memory. 

For the same reasons, regional associations of 
copyright societies set up to install international ad- 
ministration units have also come up against these 
restrictions. 

The enormous increase in the cost-performance 
of computer installations during the last two de- 
cades has facilitated the work of copyright societies. 
Between 1970 and 1985, the cost of disk memories 
for 1 million bytes has decreased from approxi- 
mately US$ 8,900 to US$ 29. The sale of second- 
hand computers currently allows copyright societies 
to set up their own data processing at a reasonable 
cost. The latest calculations have shown that, for a 
copyright society, investment in machines amounts 
to US$ 350,000, and if depreciation takes place over 
a period of seven years, this corresponds to annual 
expenditure of US$ 50,000. Many countries are able 
to bear such costs, if the copyright society manages 
to administer the rights entrusted to it with ade- 
quate fees. 

In addition to the machines themselves, the data 
technique of screens and indexes — which is indis- 
pensable if the documentation is to be used at any 
time and rapidly — also calls for demanding soft- 
ware based on data bank structures. Here, the way 
to international cooperation is wide open. Almost 
15 years ago, the copyright societies members of 
CISAC decided to make all the software available 
without cost, but subsequently they had to recognize 
that such transfers could only take place to a very 
limited extent. On the other hand, well-directed 
professional training of analysts and programmers 
in fellow societies allows a great deal of time and 
money to be saved. 

3. Distribution and Breakdown Technique 

The so-called "distribution" work is to ascertain 
and calculate the fees due to each author. The latter 
should receive the amount due to him from admin- 
istration of his rights. 

Distribution is carried out in the following four 
stages: 

— first of all, the works appearing in the pro- 
grams of performances, broadcasts, recordings on 
sound carriers or used in other ways must be related 
to the documentation of works. This first stage is 
called the "rendez-vous"; 

— then the fee for each work used must be fixed. 
Here questions concerning assessment, the impor- 
tance and the classification of works can play an 
important role; 

— the fee fixed for each work must then be dis- 
tributed among the authors and publishers partici- 
pating in the receipts for the work; in order to do so 
the so-called "distribution keys" are used; 
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— finally, all the shares in the breakdown for 
each author or publisher must be sent to all the 
members and principals of the copyright society, as 
well as to fellow societies. Following this break- 
down, the transfers or payments of the fees therein 
should be sent out as quickly as possible. 

3.1  The "Rendez-Vous" Technique 

Every performance, broadcast, recording on 
sound carriers or other use of any work must be 
related to the documentation on the work con- 
cerned. The task then consists of bringing together 
the two major data flows of programs and the docu- 
mentation of works. 

Copyright societies use the following two meth- 
ods for this purpose: 

— the works in the programs are first of all 
entered in the system — for example, they are perfo- 
rated — then they are classed by alphabetical order 
of titles or authors' names, which corresponds to the 
method of documentation of works. Subsequently, 
for each work used, the documentation is searched 
for manually and the link between the two is noted 
by the introduction of a code number for the 
work; 

— for each work mentioned in a program, a 
search is made on the screen for documentation 
with the help of the indexes, and the performances, 
broadcasts, recordings on sound carriers or other 
uses that have been declared are recorded. 

The work is made more complicated because of 
the many titles of works or names of authors which 
are shown on the programs in an incomplete or 
incorrect form ; the spelling of approximately 5% of 
the inclusions is incorrect. The "rendez-vous" tech- 
nique is therefore formulated so that the work can 
be carried out using only excerpts of the titles or 
names of authors. Experience has shown that, with a 
well thought out index, it is sufficient to indicate 
two to three letters of a title and five letters of a 
name in order to find the documentation of the 
work. 

The "rendez-vous" is among the most difficult 
tasks facing copyright societies. To give an example, 
the Swiss society SUISA makes approximately 
1,500,000 searches annually for documentation of 
works and uses one tenth of its staff for this pur- 
pose. 

The expenditure involved has led several copy- 
right societies to decrease, for economic reasons, the 
number of programs dealt with and to replace com- 
prehensive distribution by a so-called "representa- 
tive" distribution. The "sampling" method is an 
attempt to find a balance between expenditure and 
income. Experience shows that this method benefits 

the authors and pubhshers of hits; they obtain their 
fees at less cost. On the other hand, the authors and 
publishers of less popular works often receive noth- 
ing because their works do not appear in the pro- 
grams used for the distribution. 

The larger users, in particular, broadcasting or- 
ganizations and record manufacturers, are able to 
declare the works they have used through data car- 
riers, which are preferable to forms. This develop- 
ment has encouraged a number of copyright soci- 
eties to try to computerize the "rendez-vous" work 
through special software. This method, which in 
technical language is called "title matching," is in its 
infancy, but it will soon play an important role and 
as a result many authors and publishers will no lon- 
ger be the victims of "sampling." 

3.2 Questions of Assessment and Importance 

Should one minute of broadcast classical music 
engender the same income as one minute of broad- 
cast pop music? Should works performed by musi- 
cians give rise to higher fees than works broadcast 
on records? 

These questions underline the motives that have 
led a number of copyright societies to assess works 
of different types or to give them a degree of impor- 
tance when distributing fees. This can imply either 
measures of protection for each musical field or sol- 
idarity. 

Each copyright society is free to impose the as- 
sessment it deems appropriate and to estimate the 
importance of a work in accordance with its views. 
It must nevertheless give equal treatment to na- 
tional and foreign works and it cannot assess works 
and give them importance according to the quality 
of the work's documentation. 

The assessment of a work and the importance it 
is given often result in higher regard for "serious 
music" than "recreational music," although in the 
contemporary music field it is often difficult to dis- 
tinguish between the two. The differences between 
these two musical fields are therefore a favorite sub- 
ject of discussion at international meetings. 

3.3 Distribution Keys 

Distribution keys are used to calculate the shares 
due to authors and publishers from the income 
earned by a work. The authors' and publishers' 
shares can either be agreed by contract or under the 
regulations of the copyright society. The fullest use 
is made of both procedures. In the field of public 
performances and broadcasts, the regulations are 
preferred. In continental Europe, the fees for record- 
ing on sound carriers are for the most part distrib- 
uted according to the regulations, in other countries 



COLLECTIVE ADMINISTRA TION OF A UTHOBS' RIGHTS 33 

this is done on the basis of the contractual keys. As 
regards the distribution among the original publish- 
ers and the sub-publishers of the fees due to pub- 
lishers, the agreements specified in the sub-publish- 
ing contracts are always taken into account. 

Apart from its purely technical functions, the dis- 
tribution key is also used as a standard. For in- 
stance, in the field of performances, the basic calcu- 
lation shows that the author's share amounts to two 
thirds while that of the original publisher is one 
third. For sub-publishing, the shares of all the pub- 
lishers usually amount to 50%. In the field of re- 
cordings on sound carriers, the norms are not so 
well defined; this is why in continental Europe the 
original publisher's share does not exceed 50%. 

Regulations also exist on the participation of ar- 
rangers and sub-arrangers. Some copyright societies 
treat the arrangers as independent co-authors who 
therefore have a right to their own share; other 
societies treat the arrangers as publishers' assistants 
and let the publishers take care of their remunera- 
tion. 

What distribution keys should be applied when 
authors or publishers from several copyright soci- 
eties participate in the income from a work? Ac- 
cording to the provisions of the reciprocal represen- 
tation contracts among societies, the distributing so- 
ciety can use its own keys for works in which one of 
its members or principals participates. In all other 
cases, it takes as its basis the keys indicated in the 
international cards or cue-sheets. 

3.4 Breakdowns for Authors and Publishers 

When the share due to authors and publishers 
has been fixed, the immense work of calculation and 
accounting begins and it concludes with the estab- 
lishment of breakdowns for all the authors and pub- 
lishers participating in the distribution. This work is 
so considerable that all societies have commenced 
data processing in this field. Data processing was 
introduced into documentation after and parallel 
with the development of memories; it has gradually 
eliminated the card indexes and has ultimately been 
extended to all fields of activity. 

Formerly, authors and publishers received an- 
nual breakdowns, at present they usually receive 
them quarterly or bi-annually. The period elapsing 
between collection of fees and their payment has 
decreased considerably and is currently between 
four and five months for quarterly breakdowns. 

Over the last 10 years magnetic tapes have been 
used for breakdowns with fellow societies. In this 
way, communication of the breakdowns is much 
quicker. 

There are wide differences in the content of 
breakdowns. Some societies only communicate the 

amount of the fees and transfer them; others inform 
authors of the works which have produced fees; oth- 
ers even go so far as to mention in each breakdown 
the number of performances, broadcasts, recordings 
on sound carriers or other uses for each work. This 
information does not only give authors and publish- 
ers a better idea of the success of their works, but it 
also helps to increase their confidence in the field of 
activities of the copyright societies. 

3.5 Distribution Fund 

A person wishing to look closely into the activi- 
ties of a copyright society must not study the distri- 
bution of fees for documented works, but should 
also consider how the society operates in respect of 
fees for works without any documentation. No 
copyright society is able to obtain documentation 
for all the works performed, broadcast, recorded on 
sound carriers or used in any other way, involving 
authors and publishers participating in the work and 
their shares. For example, SUISA is not able to find 
documentation for approximately 35% of the fees 
collected. The best way of transmitting the fee for a 
non-documented work to the authors and editors to 
whom it is due is provided by the "Warsaw Deci- 
sion" of CISAC. According to this Decision, the fees 
should be transferred to the fellow society to which 
the author appearing in the program belongs as a 
member or principal. The fellow society probably 
has some documentation that will enable it to carry 
out the distribution. 

The "Warsaw Decision" is of prime importance 
in the exchange of international documentation; its 
implementation enables the documentation of 
works to be contained within reasonable limits. Of 
the 250,000 musical works which annually generate 
fees in Switzerland, SUISA usually implements the 

, CISAC "Warsaw Decision" for approximately 
90,000. 

Even after implementation of the "Warsaw Deci- 
sion," a distribution fund still remains; these are 
works whose titles do not appear in the documenta- 
tion and for which it is impossible to identify the 
author. If the fees are unimportant, no further re- 
search is undertaken. Works whose fees exceed 
US$ 20 are recorded on inquiry lists which are sent 
to all fellow societies so that they may undertake a 
search among their authors and publishers. 

Even after all these efforts to find the authors and 
publishers, 3.8% of the fees collected by the copy- 
right society are not distributed in the end. Accord- 
ing to the CISAC rules, the copyright society must 
then either distribute these sums among all the other 
authors and publishers in the form of a supplement 
or must use them for its administrative costs and 
must consequently reduce these costs. 
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4. How Much Technology? 

The question of how much technology copyright 
societies should introduce, particularly in the data 
field, is very controversial and gives rise to consid- 
erable discussion. For some societies, saving is a 
considerable merit and at regular intervals they 
have to use the money saved for maked shift solu- 
tions in their growth crisis. Other societies have 
planned for five or even 10 years and envisage that 
their memory and processing capabilities will be 
sufficient. Other societies hesitate to undertake this 
step and should be able to continue even without 
the latest technology. 

Experience shows that the technical development 
of the means used to broadcast and fix sounds and 
images leads to greater use of musical, literary and 

theatrical works, and that this increased "consump- 
tion" implies more work for copyright societies. For 
example, the documentation and distribution work 
of SUISA has doubled in 10 years. Under those cir- 
cumstances, to stand still is to retreat. On the 
threshold of direct transmission by satellite and in 
view of the communication possibilities of optical 
fiber cables, anyone who thinks that he can still keep 
documentation on small cards in a card index is not 
following the objective of continuing to serve au- 
thors and publishers and he is assuming a large re- 
sponsibility for not having taken the necessary pre- 
cautions. Copyright societies do not have the choice, 
they must follow technological development and 
respect the wise proverb according to which good 
government requires anticipation. 

(WIPO translation) 

Book Reviews 

List of Books and Articles 
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See Copyright, 1985, p. 323. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 35 

PENDLETON (Michael D.). Law of Intellectual and Indus- 
trial Property in Hong Kong: A Guide to Trademarks, 
Copyright, Patents, Registered Designs and Other Protected 
Commercial Information. London, Butterworths, 1984. - 
XXXIX-555 p. 

PHILLIPS (Jennifer).2 The Economic Importance of Copy- 
right. London, The Common Law Institute of Intellectual 
Property, 1985.-38 p. 

PLETT (Konstanze). Urheberschaft, Miturheberschaft und 
wissenschaftliches Gemeinschaftswerk. Munich, J. Schweit- 
zer, 1984. - XXXI-218 p. (Schriften zum gewerblichen 
Rechtsschutz Urheber- und Medienrecht ; 8 ). 

— Prace z prawa autorskiego. Warszawa; Krakow : Nak- 
ladcm uniwersytetu jagiellonskiego, 1984. - 98 p. ( Prace z 
wynalazczosci i ochrony wlasnosci intelektualnej ; 36). 

PRACTISING LAW INSTITUTE. New York. 

Patents Copyrights, Trademarks, and Literary Property: 
Course Handbook Series — 

— Electronic Information Publishing: Old Issues in a New 
Industry. New York, PLI, 1984. - 640 p. (No. 187). 

— Communications Law 1984. New York, PLI, 1984. - 2 
Vol., 952 p. and 944 p. (Nos. 188, 189). 

— Computer Law Institute 1984. New York, PLI, 1984. - 
728 p. (No. 191). 

— Current Developments in Copyright Law 1985. New York, 
PLI, 1985.-824 p. (No. 193). 

— The New Era in CATV: The Cable Franchise Policy and 
Communications Act of 1984. New York, PLI, 1985. - 
296 p. (No. 194). 

RUUSENAARS (Heijo). Collective exploitâtie van foto-au- 
teursrechten. [s.l.], 1985. - 11-51 p. 

SCHOFER (Nicola). Die Rechtsverhältnisse zwischen dem 
Urheber eines Werkes der bildenden Kunst und dem Eigen- 
tümer des Originalwerkes. Munich, Florentz, 1984. - 
XVI-207 p. (Rechtswissenschaftliche Forschung und Ent- 
wicklung; 51). 

SERDY (Jerzego). L'objet et le sujet du droit d'auteur des 
pays socialistes de l'Europe. Krakow, 1984. - 163 p. (Prace 
z wynalazczosci i ochrony wlasnosci intelektualnej; 38). 

TERCIER (Pierre). Le nouveau droit de la personnalité. Zu- 
rich, Schulthess, 1984. - XVIII-330 p. 

UBERTAZZI (Luigi Carlo). Raccolte elettroniche di dati e 
diritto d'autore: prime riflessioni. Rome, Foro Italiano, 
1984.- 13 p. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. Copyright Protection for 
Semiconductor Chips. House of Representatives. Hearings 
before the Sub-Committee on Courts, Civil Liberties, and 
the Administration of Justice of the Committee on the 
Judiciary House of Representatives; 98th Congress, first 
session on H.R. 1028. Washington, U.S. Government 
Printing House, 1984. - V^»94 p. 

VERKADE (D.W.F.). Juridische bescherming van program- 
matuur: Overdruk uit Handboek Informatica, met een 
voorwoord, trefwoodenregister en enkele aanvullingen. 
Brüssel, Samsom Uitgeverij, 1985. - 108 p. 

WILD (A.H. de) and EILDERS (B.). Jurist en computer. 
Deventer, Kluwer, 1983. - XII-259 p. (Recht en pratik; 
36). 

Zagadnienia dokumentacji i informacji w swietle prawa au- 
torskiego. Janusz Barta, Boguslaw Gawlik, Tomasz Trafas 
et Elzbieta Traple. Warszawa, Krakow; Nakladem uniwer- 
sytetu jagiellonskiego, 1984. - 158 p. (Prace z Wynalazc- 
zosci i ochrony wlasnosci intelektualnej; 35). 

2 Ibid., p. 359. 

Articles 

ABRAHAMS (R.J.). Over the Border in Hot Pursuit: Cable, 
Satellite and the Authors in Europe. The 22nd Jean Geirin- 
ger Memorial Lecture on International Copyright Law. In 
"Journal of the Copyright Society of the USA," 1985, 
Vol. 32, No. 3, pp. 173-192. 

ALTMAN ( J.S. ). Copyright Protection of Computer Software. 
In "Computer/Law Journal," 1985, Vol. 5, No. 3, 
pp. 413-432. 

BATE ( S. de B. ) and BRIDGE ( R. McD. ). The Application of 
Copyright Protection and Liability to Cable Operators. In 
"European Intellectual Property Review," Vol. 7, No. 9, 
pp. 249-253. 

BATE (S. de B.). SMATV and the Copyright Act 1956, Sec- 
tion 48(3B). In "European Intellectual Property Review," 
1985, Vol. 7, No. 7, pp. 187-189. 

BELL (R.A.I. ). The Australian Experience. In "Copyright 
Bulletin" (Unesco), 1985, Vol. 19, No. 2, pp. 4-15. 

BOTEIN (M.). New Video Technologies in the United States: 
Regulatory and Intellectual Property Considerations. In 
RIDA 1985, No. 125, pp. 67-143 [in English with parallel 
French and Spanish translations]. 

BUREN (R. von). Gedanken zum Werkbegriff in der Praxis 
des Bundesgerichts und im entwurf für eine Totalrevision 
des schweizerischen Urheberrechtsgesetzes. In GRUR Int. 
1985, No. 6, pp. 385-392. 

COHEN JEHORAM (H.). Auteurs- Media- en Informatier- 
echt. In "Auteursrecht," 1985, Nos. 3/4, pp. 43-45. 

— Cable Television, Satellites and Copyright. In "NIR, Nor- 
diskt Immateriellt Rättsskydd," 1985, Nos. 2/3, 
pp. 188-195. 

— The Freedom of Expression in Copyright and Media Law. 
In "NIR, Nordiskt Immateriellt Rättsskydd," 1985, 
Nos. 2/3, pp. 181-187. 

COSTA (H. Delia). Potential Copyright in Connection with 
Private Recordings. In "Copyright Bulletin" (Unesco), 
1985, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp. 6-17. 

DE FREITAS (D.). Copyright Law Reform. In "The Au- 
thor," 1985, Vol. 96, No. 2, pp. 32-36. 

DIETZ (A.). Die Entwicklung des Urheberrechts der Bundes- 
republik Deutschland von 1979 bis Anfang 1984. In UFITA 
1985, Vol. 100, pp. 15-107 [with a summary in English]. 

— The Harmonization of Copyright in the European Commu- 
nity. In IIC 1985, Vol. 16, No. 4, pp. 379^410. 

DITTRICH (R.). Zum Urheberrechtsschutz von Überset- 
zungen. In UFTTA 1985, Vol. 100, pp. 139-164 [with a 
summary in English]. 

DREIER (Th.). Das Urheberpersönlichkeitsrecht in den 
U.S.A. : Erste gesetzliche Ansätze im Bereich der bildenden 
Kunst. In GRUR Int. 1985, Nos. 8/9, pp. 525-534. 

FEINGOLD (S.W.). Parallel Importing Under the Copyright 
Act of 1976. In "Journal of the Copyright Society of the 
USA," 1985, Vol. 32, No. 3, pp. 211-245. 

FLECHSIG (N.P.). Der französische Entwurf zur Änderung 
und Ergänzung des Urheberrechts. In GRUR Int. 1985, 
No. 5, pp. 287-294. 

FULLER Jr. (G.F.). New Legislation: Copyright Protection 
for Semiconductor Chip Masks. In IDEA 1985, Vol. 25, 
No. 4, pp. 199-204. 

GRAVENREUTH (G.F. von). Erste Strafentscheidungen zur 
Software-Piraterie. In GRUR 1985, Vol. 87, No. 6, 
pp. 416-^18. 



36 COPYRIGHT - JANUARY 1986 

HART ( R.J. ). Legally Protecting Semiconductor Chips in the 
UK. In "European Intellectual Property Review," 1985, 
Vol. 7, No. 9, pp. 258-263. 

HODIK ( K.H. ). Immaterialgüter und das Vollrecht daran im 
österreichischen Recht. In UFITA 1985, Vol. 100, 
pp. 109-137 [with a summary in English]. 

HUGEL ( H.F.). Hotel-Video: Antikritische Bemerkungen zu 
Dittrich und M. Walter. In "Osterreichische Blätter," 1985, 
No. 5, pp. 113-124. 

HUMBERT-DA YEN (M.-C). L'URSS et la Convention 
universelle : oeuvres protégées et droits accordés à leurs 
auteurs. In RIDA 1985, No. 125, pp. 15-65 [in French 
with parallel English and Spanish translations]. 

KARNELL (G.). Copyright in Computer Programs — An 
International Survey. In "European Intellectual Property 
Review," 1985, Vol. 7, No. 5, pp. 126-135. 

KLINKENBERG (H.). Urheber- und verlagsrechtliche As- 
pekte des Schutzes Wissenschaftlicher Ausgaben nachgelas- 
sener Texte. In GRUR 1985, Vol. 87, No. 6, 
pp. 419-422. 

LU PO (R.V.). International Trade Commission Section 337 
Proceedings and Their Applicability to Copyright Owner- 
ship. In "Journal of the Copyright Society of the USA," 
1985, Vol. 32, No. 3, pp. 193-210. 

MANDELBAUM (J.). The Nation: Overprotection of the 
First Amendment in Fair Use Analysis. In "Journal of the 
Copyright Society of the USA," 1984, Vol. 32, No. 2, 
pp. 138-156. 

MARSTELLER Jr. (T.F.) and TUCKER (R.L.). Copyright- 
ing Trade Secrets Under the 1976 Copyright Act. In IDEA 
1985, Vol. 25, No. 4, pp. 211-223. 

MEEDOM (T.). Kan den stedsevarende droit moral beskyt- 
telse opretholdes? (The Protection of Droit Moral as it 
Stands — Can it be Defended?). In "NIR, Nordiskt Im- 
materriellt Rättsskydd," 1985, Nos. 2/3, pp. 153-165. 

MEZGHANI ( N. ). Le droit d'auteur et les oeuvres cinémato- 
graphiques en Tunisie. In RIDA 1985, No. 126, pp. 3-43 
[in French with parallel English and Spanish transla- 
tions]. 

MOVSESSIAN (V.). Fernsehen ohne Grenzen und Urheber- 
rechte. In "ZUM — Zeitschrift für Urheber- und medien- 
recht." 1985, No. 6, pp. 306-313. 

NORDEMANN (W.). Die Urheberrechtsreform 1985. In 
GRUR 1985, Vol. 87, No. 9, pp. 837-843. 

OBERTHUR ( J.-P. ). La revision du prix de cession des droits 
d'auteur en publicité. In RIDA 1985, No. 126, pp. 45-83 
[in French with parallel English and Spanish transla- 
tions]. 

O'FARRELL (O.). Recent Developments in Copyright in the 
EEC. In "European Intellectual Property Review," 1985, 
Vol. 7, No. 4, pp. 102-107. 

OLSSON (A.H.). Amerikansk lagstiftning om rättsskyddet 
for "chips". (U.S. Legislation on Protection of Semicon- 
ductor Chips). In "NIR, Nordiskt Immateriellt Rättss- 
kydd," 1985, Nos. 2/3, pp. 105-109. 

— Folkrepubliken Kina pa väg mot ett upphovsrättssystem. 
(The People's Republic of China en Route Towards a 
Copyright System). In "NIR, Nordiskt Immateriellt 
Rättsskydd," 1985, Nos. 2/3, pp. 196-199. 

OPPENOORTH (F.). Een Tyrannosaurus in het Auteurs- 
recht: over parodieën op stripverhalen. In "Auteursrecht," 
1985, No. 1, pp. 3-7. 

PLAISANT (R.). The Rights of Performers. In "Copyright 
Bulletin" (Unesco), 1984, Vol. 18, No. 4, pp. 6-13. 

PORTER (V.). and CZARNOTA (B.). UK Reform of Copy- 
right Legislation — Legal Principle or Political Pragma- 
tism? In "European Intellectual Property Review," 1985, 
Vol. 7, No. 6, pp. 158-164. 

RADEL (P.). Die Entwicklung des Urheberrechtes auf dem 
Sektor des passiven Kabelfernsehens im deutschsprachigen 
Raum. In "Rundfunkrecht," 1985, Nos. 1/2, pp. 1-6. 

REILLY ( J.B. ). The Manufacturing Clause of the U.S. Copy- 
right Law: A Critical Appraisal of Some Recent Studies. In 
"Journal of the Copyright Society of the USA," 1984, 
Vol. 32, No. 2, pp. 109-137. 

ROSEN (J.). Upphovsrätt och allmännytta. Nagra ord om 
samlingsverkfijr undervisningsbruk. (Copyright and Public 
Utility. A Few Words on Composite Works for Teaching 
Purposes)— English summary. In "NIR, Nordiskt Imma- 
teriellt Rättsskydd," 1985, Nos. 2/3, pp. 166-180. 

SCHACK (H.). Urheberrechtsverletzung im internationalen 
Privatrecht aus der Sicht des Kollisionsrechts. In GRUR 
Int. 1985, Nos. 8/9, pp. 523-525. 

— Das Persönlichkeitsrecht der Urheber und ausübenden 
Künstler nach dem Tode. In GRUR 1985, Vol. 87, No. 5, 
pp. 352-361. 

SCHLATTER-KRUGER (S). Zur Urheberrechtsschutzß- 
higkeit choreographischer Werke in der Bundesrepublik 
Deutschland und der Schweiz. In GRUR Int. 1985, No. 5, 
pp. 299-308. 

SCHRICKER (G. ). Legal Relations Between Authors, Editors 
and Publishers of Periodicals Under German Law. In IIC 
1985, Vol. 16, No. 4, pp. 411-425. 

SHAFEE ABDULLAH ( M. ). Authors'and Publishers' Rights 
Under the 1969 Malaysian Copyright Act. In "European 
Intellectual Property Review," 1985, Vol. 7, No. 6, 
pp. 165-172. 

SPOOR (J.H.). Video in Vogelvlucht. In "Auteursrecht," 
1985, Nos. 3/4, pp. 46-50. 

SURREL (CA.). The Treatment of Computer Software 
Works Made for Hire Under the Copyright Act of 1976. In 
"Computer/Law Journal," 1985, Vol. 5, No. 4, 
pp. 578-603. 

UBERTAZZI (L.C.). Der urheberrechtliche Schutz von elek- 
tronischen Datenbanken in Italien. In GRUR Int. 1985, 
No. 5, pp. 294-298. 

VANDENBERGHE (G.). La protection du logiciel et des 
clips aux Etats-Unis. — Un exemple pour l'Europe? In 
RIDA 1985, No. 126, pp. 85-131 [in French with parallel 
English and Spanish translations]. 

WHARTON (L.). Use and Expression: The Scope of Copy- 
right Protection for Computer Programs. In "Com- 
puter/Law Journal," 1985, Vol. 5, No. 4, pp. 433-468. 

WIDMER (B.). Vermögensrechtliche Ansprüche von Inhaber 
und Lizenznehmer bei der Verletzung von Immaterialgü- 
terrechten unter besonderer Berücksichtigung des Urheber- 
rechts. In "Revue suisse de la propriété intellectuelle," 
1985, No. 1, pp. 7-26. 



37 

Calendar of Meetings 

WIPO Meetings 

(Not all WIPO meetings are listed. Dates are subject to possible changes) 

1986 

February 3 to 7 (Geneva) — Paris Union: Committee of Experts on Bio technological Inventions and Industrial Property 

April 8 to 11 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee for Development Cooperation Related to Industrial Property 

April 14 to 18 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI): Working Group on General Information 

April 28 to May 2 (Paris?) — Committee of Governmental Experts on Audiovisual Works and Phonograms (convened jointly with 
Unesco) 

May 5 to 7 (Geneva) — Paris Union: Committee of Experts on Protection Against Counterfeiting 

May 12 to 14 (Geneva) — WIPO International Forum on Collective Administration of Authors' Rights 

May 26 to 30 (Geneva) — Paris Union: Committee of Experts on the Harmonization of Certain Provisions in Laws for the 
Protection of Inventions 

May 26 to June 6 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI): Working Group on Search Information 

June 4 to 6 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI): Working Group on Patent Information for Devel- 
oping Countries 

June 9 to 13 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI): Working Groups on Special Questions and on 
Planning 

September 1 to 5 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI) and PCT Committee for Technical Cooperation 
(PCT/CTC) 

September 8 to 10 (Geneva) — WIPO Patent and Trademark Information Fair 

September 8 to 12 (Geneva) — Governing Bodies (WIPO Coordination Committee, Executive Committees of the Paris and Berne 
Unions, Assembly of the Berne Union) 

October 13 to 17 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI): Working Group on General Information 

November 24 to December 5 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information ( PCPI ): Working Group on Search Infor- 
mation 

December 8 to 12 (Geneva) — Permanent Committee on Patent Information (PCPI): Working Groups on Special Questions and 
on Planning 

UPOV Meetings 

1986 

April 15 and 16 (Geneva) — Administrative and Legal Committee 

April 17 (Geneva) — Consultative Committee 

May 21 to 23 (Hanover) — Technical Working Party on Automation and Computer Programs 

May 26 to 29 (Pontecagnanc—Salerno) — Technical Working Party for Vegetables, and Subgroup 

June 3 to 6 (Dublin) — Technical Working Party for Agriculural Crops, and Subgroup 

July 15 to 18 (Wageningen) — Technical Working Party for Ornamental Plants and Forest Trees, and Subgroup 

September 15 to 19 ( Wädenswil) — Technical Working Party for Fruit Crops, and Subgroup 

November 18 and 19 (Geneva) — Administrative and Legal Committee 

November 20 and 21 (Geneva) — Technical Committee 

December 1 (Paris) — Consultative Committee 

December 2 and 3 (Paris) — Council 
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Other Meetings in the Field of Copyright and/or Neighboring Rights 

Non Governmental Organizations 

1986 

February 1 (Paris) — International Literary and Artistic Association (ALAI) — Executive Committee 
April 24 and 25 (Heidelberg) — International Publishers Association (IPA) — Copyright Symposium 
May 6 to 8 (Brussels) — International Confederation of Societies of Authors and Composers (CISAC) — Legal and Legislation 

Committee 
September 8 to 12 (Berne) — International Literary and Artistic Association (ALAI) — Congress 
October 5 to 11 (Madrid) — International Confederation of Societies of Authors and Composers (CISAC) — Congress 
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