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SUMMARY

U S WEST' recommends that the Commission establish

regulations permitting the use of auto dialers with regard to

calls from commercial establishments to called parties when there

is an existing business relationship, or when the call -- while

coming from a commercial entity -- does not involve commercial

content.

As to when an "existing business relationship" should be

found to exist -- within the context of auto dialed calls -- U S

WEST recommends that such relationship be found when there has

been an exchange of consideration between the parties (including

a commercial entity's affiliate) within a 12-month period gog the

contact involves a substantially related product/service. While

this time frame might appear broad, the fact that U S WEST's

proposal requires an exchange of consideration (and thus, does

not find an existing business relationship with regard to a

consumer "inquiry" call) results in a very reasonable balance

being struck between commercial speech and solitude.

Furthermore, we would recommend that the Commission allow

its auto dialer regulations some time to take effect and become

operational in the marketplace before it pursues any further the

concepts of databases, "do not call" lists and the like, on

either a national, regional or company-specific basis. In the

'All acronYms and abbreviations used in this Summary are fully
defined in the text.
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meantime, U S WEST urges the Commission to investigate further if

it is possible to utilize such a service as a foundation for

further inquiry into the prevention of unwanted telephone

solicitation calls.
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U S WEST Communications, Inc. ("U S WEST") hereby files

these comments regarding the above-captioned docket.

I. MATTERS PERTAINING TO AUTO DIALERS

The Federal Communications Commission ("Commission") seeks

comment on the extent to which it should make explicit an

exception pertaining to the use of auto dialers for calling

parties who have an "existing business relationship" with the

party called.

U S WEST agrees with the Commission that it is "unclear

under the [Telephone Consumer Protection Act ("TCPA" or "Act")]

TCPA whether a prior or existing business relationship with the

called party authorizes an auto dialer call to that party.'"

While such an exception is provided for under the Act as part of

the definition of "telephone solicitations," no explicit

exception is found regarding auto dialers.

U S WEST supports the Commission's tentative conclusion

"that the privacy rights the TCPA intends to protect are not

'Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 92-176, reI. Apr. 17,
1992, at ! 13 ("NPRM").
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adversely affected where the called party has or had a voluntary

business relationship with the caller.,,2 Thus, we support the

creation of an exemption "for calls placed by a caller, or on

behalf of a caller, to its clientele[,],,3 regardless of whether

the clientele is a consumer or a business. 4

within the context of auto dialed calls from one entity ·to

another, the Commission seeks comment on when a "business

relationship" exists as between two parties. 5 Noting that such a

2Id . at , 14.

3Id . (footnote omitted). As the Commission has correctly
observed, such an exemption would also provide an "exemption for
debt collection calls[.]" .Isl. at ! 16.

U S WEST is of the opinion that prohibiting gll commercial
speech via an auto dialer is probably unconstitutional. While
the Commission might be able to fashion certain restrictions
(~., calls from commercial establishments that do not involve
advertising or calls from establishments with an existing
business relationship with the called party) on the theory of
time, place and manner restrictions (gng compare Congressional
Finding (8), "[t]he Constitution does not prohibit restrictions
on commercial telemarketing solicitations[]," NPRM at Appendix
A), the inability of a commercial enterprise to call a party with
whom they have no existing business relationship might itself
present constitutional problems. Compare Moser v. Frohnmayer and
the State of Oregon, slip opinion, Court of Appeals, State of
Oregon, 89C-12416; CA A67796, Apr. 1, 1992 (Wherein the Court
ruled that oregon's auto dialer statute, which did not permit
commercial auto dialed calls in the absence of an existing
business relationship, was unconstitutional under the Oregon
Constitution).

4See NPRM at '19. Despite the Congressional findings
associated with the TCPA (specifically Finding (14», U S WEST
does not believe that businesses necessarily have "privacy"
interests. They might well have interests in confidentiality,
business productivity and in avoiding "nuisances," but we believe
"privacy," as the term is generally understood, is a concept most
legitimately associated with live persons (to "[i]ndividuals" as
the term is used in other of the Congressional findings).

5See id. at , 14.
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relationship seems obvious when the "exchange of consideration"

is involved,6 the Commission inquires whether a "business

relationship" might be construed more broadly.7

U S WEST believes that for purposes of defining A "business

relationship" within the context of auto dialed calls, that a

reasonable position would be to require the "exchange of

consideration" as a component of the relationship, but construe

somewhat broadly the time period during which that "exchange" is

required to have taken place. within the auto dialer context,

U S WEST would recommend a rule that provided that a "business

relationship" exists between the calling and called party if the

commercial entity (or an affiliate) and the called party have

engaged in an exchange of consideration within the preceding 12-

month period and provided the auto dialed call was sUbstantially

related to the original exchange of consideration. S

This time period might, at first blush, appear broad.

However, the fact that U S WEST does not include "inquiry" calls

(as seemed contemplated by at least a portion of the legislative

6Id •

7~ ide U S WEST agrees with the Commission's position
that such a relationship should not be deemed to exist "based
solely on a prior solicitation from the caller to a prospective
customer." Id.

Bonder this approach, the definition of "business
relationship" would include both prior and existing
relationships. The "substantially related" test appears in
conformity with the legislative history as it pertains to live
solicitations. See Telephone Advertising Consumer Rights Act,
Report 102-317, to accompany H.R. 1304, from the Committee on
Energy and Commerce, Nov. 15, 1991, at 13-14 ("House Report").
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history when describing "existing business relationships" in the

context of "live" solicitations) ,9 renders our proposal

reasonable in balancing commercial speech and solitude. A prior

"exchange of consideration" is a far more significant voluntary

act evidencing a business relationship than is an "inquiry."10

By adopting such a rule, U S WEST believes that the Commission

can strike a reasonable balance between what Congress determined

to be a general overall aversion to auto dialed calls" and the

appropriate exercise of commercial speech, albeit in an automated

fashion.

The Commission should also adopt its proposed exception for

"commercial calls that do not include the transmission of any

unsolicited advertisement. ,,'2 We agree with the Commission IS

tentative conclusion that such calls "do not seek to sell a

product or service and do not tread heavily upon privacy

9see , ~., House Report at 14.

10While not scientific in nature, U S WEST anecdotically
believes that most consumers !lQ nQ.t believe that a "business"
relationship exists at the "inquiry" stage. While it might be
appropriate to hold that an existing business relationship exists
based on such an "inquiry" with regard to live telephone
solicitations, U S WEST believes that it would be inappropriate
to hold that such a casual action could reasonably be found to
operate as an "invitation" to future auto dialed calls.

"See Congressional Finding (13), !ff.BM at n.9 and! 25
(quoting from the Report of the Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation on the Senate Bill which preceded the
TCPA. See S. 1410 Senate Report, infra n.16).

12NPRM at ! 11. Again, should the Commission decline to
adopt the "business relationship" exception, some kind of auto
dialed commercial speech is probably required in order for the
TCPA to have any chance of being upheld in the face of a
constitutional challenge.



5

concerns. ,,13

II. TELEPHONE SOLICITATION TO RESIDENTIAL SUBSCRIBERS

The Commission notes that it might not be necessary to do

anything very intrusive with regard to "live" telephone

solicitations, once it puts its auto dialer rules in place,

because the bulk of the consumer complaints about telephone

solicitations seems to result from auto dialer calls. 14 However,

the Commission does pose five possible methods of dealing with

the issue, and requests "rigorous analysis" with regard to

each. 15

Unfortunately, U S WEST is not in the position to undertake

such a rigorous analysis regarding each of the five

possibilities. We do not find any of the proposed alternatives

particularly attractive. We have some fundamental ideological

difficulties with those who attempt to require local exchange

carriers ("LEC"), as telephonic network providers, to act as

capital funding agents or arbiters with regard to some relational

problems vis-a-vis the telemarketing industry and consumers.

Thus, we are not in a good position to provide the Commission

with "cost" information. Frankly, we have not quantified the

13~. Such an exception would permit the use of auto
dialers for debt collection purposes. The exception would also
permit commercial calls in those circumstances in which there is
no existing business



6

costs associated with the proposed alternatives. Nor do we think

that the LECs should be expected to undertake such

quantification, unless the benefit of some particular

"alternative" is -- at least conceptually -- demonstrated to be

sUfficiently attractive such that LEC cost identification becomes

an appropriate next step.

U S WEST is, however, in a position to comment on what we

view as some of the potential problems with each of the

suggestions, and advise how the proffered "alternative" does not

necessarily provide a satisfactory "solution" to the "problem" of

"telephone solicitations. ,,16

16until such time as the Commission determines upon a
specific preferred approach with regard to live telephone
solicitations (or determines that no further action is
necessary), U S WEST believes it is difficult to determine the
propriety of "whether different methods and procedures may apply
for local telephone solicitations, and for groups such as small
businesses, or holders of second class mail permits." .I5;l. at !
27. At this time, U S WEST cannot determine if such exceptions
would be appropriate, as the various Commission proposals could
affect the various entities in different ways. And while the
Commission's ultimate preference might well suggest that an
exception for local telephone solicitors is appropriate
(especially in light of the fact that a state can probably
resolve this matter for itself), and that one for small
businesses (of some designated size or dollar volume) in
interstate commerce might be warranted, at this point in time U S
WEST can determine no rational relationship between the kind of
mail permit an entity has and that entity's ability to engage in
telemarketing as an exception to the Commission's ultimately
promulgated rule. For example, at this time, U S WEST cannot
determine how being called during dinner to subscribe to a
newspaper that a consumer does not currently subscribe to is any
different from being called at dinner to sign up for a lawn and
garden service. (Newspapers, apparently, are second-class mail
permit holders. See Telephone Advertising Consumer Rights Act,
Report of the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation together with Additional Views on S. 1410, Rep.
102-177, Sept. 19, 1991, at Additional Views of Senator Pressler
at 19-20 ("S. 1410 Senate Report")).
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Before examining the alternatives, however, U S WEST was

surprised that the Commission did not include, as one of its

possible alternatives, that consumers be advised of the Direct

Marketing Association's ("DMA") Telephone Preference Service. 17

Given the fact that currently this is the most widely used

vehicle available to consumers to express their desire not to

receive telemarketing calls, the absence of a reference to it is

surprising.

Consumers communicate with DMA that they want to be included

in the DMA's Telephone Preference Service. The DMA then makes

available, to any interested purchaser (whether a member or

not) ,18 tapes of customers who have asked to be put on "The

List." Currently the list contains about 400,000 to 430,000

names, and is available for purchase for approximately $280.00 to

$350.00. The List is updated quarterly, and it is expressly

limited in terms of its use in removing customers' names from

existing telemarketing lists.

U S WEST would encourage the Commission to consider this

DMA program as an additional alternative. Using the DMA List as

a "do not call" resource has a number of benefits: it is already

in existence; its existence is well-known in the industry; some

17This service was discussed in the House Report at 19-20.

18In a recent telephone inquiry to the DMA, it was
represented to U S WEST that The List is available to all
requesting parties willing to agree to the contractual terms
not just to member companies.
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LECs, like U S WEST, advise customers about its existence;19 and

it already crosses a number of different industry segments. ro

While the Commission might deem it necessary to increase customer

education about this vehicle,21 the vehicle itself should be

considered seriously.

A. Databases

U S WEST has not been a past supporter of federal

legislative proposals to create national liDo Not Disturb ll

databases, especially to the extent that the legislative

proposals soughtpronm
(ab4 Tm
(that)T166.64 T3im50.81 644.82 Tm
(A.)Tj
1227j
18.6951 0 0 12.23 621..64 Tm
(the)Tj
1594086 0 01tivot)T84681 4775.014924.88 Tm
(a)Tj
0.0rthisthet h e a o f W E S T
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consumer being added to such a database. 23

22 ( ••• continued)
Report at 21, Database Cost Assumptions, No.6) or to include
machine-readable postcards in their directories (~. at 22-23).
See gl§Q S. 1410 Senate Report at 7-8 (B), (C), (L), stating that
LECs would be required to "inform subscribers . . . of the
opportunity" to be on such a list; and would have deferred to the
Commission the obligation of determining how the LECs should
advise such subscribers; and would have further required the LECs
"to notify . . . person[s] of the requirements" of the proposed
federal legislation. Nor are we certain that LECs could be
compelled to carry such a message, if they believed that such
message was contrary to their overall corporate business
interests or otherwise contrary to a telemarketing message that
they might prefer to send (see Pacific Gas & Elec. v. P.U.C. of
California, 475 U.S. 1, 9-20 (1986». Such expenses should be
borne totally by the telemarketing industry, who can contract for
television and/or radio time or with the LECs (should that be
desirable) to lend their directories and/or their bills (for a
fee) to any consumer education effort that the telemarketing
industry is required to pursue (and with regards to which they
bear all compliance obligations).

23similarly, U S WEST opposes any requirement that the LECs
"assist in maintenance [of such database] through the new service
hook-up and service disconnect interviews." House Report at 21,
Database Cost Assumptions, No.9. U S WEST currently provides
new-connection and service disconnection information on published
customers to third parties, particularly with a view to providing
this information to directory publishers. However, a third party
marketer could purchase this information and could send written
material to newly connected customers advising them of their
"rights" under anythirdtocustomTj
15.7nnec.3653 .ha327 355.744 Tm
(the).8646ws.7nnec.3653 non- 13 76.1712 333.580onnectionc087.48 T8nec.3653 o226 283..44 Tm
(of)Tj3Tj
44 7nnec.3653 non- 76t1712 333..44 Tm
(infoase66n)T2
152731 0 0 13 373.0559 2933 819.44 Tm
(Howe16j
0 4 T2
152731 0was13 496.3277 379084 Tm
(No.9)Tjrs)4 T2
152731 0 27essa.2962 395.44 Tm
(to)T264
1406T2
152731 0.2155 395.38 Tm
(custoj
192j
13
152731 0accomp 76.61 319.477onnection3655.44)T2
152731 0un3v7rs.3105 2atonpurc7
1929j
24752731 0cov7rage8972 3.44 6 Tm
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U S WEST does not consider it appropriate to use LEC funds,

i.e., those of the national network providers, to solve a

relational problem between consumers and telemarketers. 24 We

remain of that position. 25

Since, as the Commission has observed, Congress has deemed

it appropriate to relieve residential consumers of any obligation

to fund such a database,26 and in light of the legislative

history and findings that "live" solicitations present fewer

privacy problems than auto dialed ones, U S WEST would encourage

the Commission to refrain from pursuing a "database" solution

23 ( ••• continued)
telemarketing are strongly correlated to ~ the question is
asked. See Attachment I, appended hereto. The LECs should not,
in the absence of~ independently-motivated business purpose,
be obliged to "ask the right question" or to sell the benefits of
telemarketing to consumers of basic exchange telephone service.
Such contact time could well be quite costly, and -- if not in
furtherance of some LEC corporate objective -- could be an
inappropriate use of ratepayer funds.

24Since the network allows myriad relationships between
called and calling parties, it seems inappropriate to saddle LECs
with expenses associated with one of these relationships.

25see further discussion below on "Industry-based or
Company-specific Do Not Call Lists." If a national or regional
database is deemed to be in the pUblic interest, U S WEST can see
no reason why the costs associated with the creation of such list
should not be confined to the parties to the relationship. Since
Congress has determined that it is not appropriate to require the
consumer to pay, then the "cost" of the creation and maintenance
of such a database should be borne by the telemarketing industry.
(Compare House Report at 21, Database Cost Assumptions, No.1,
"[t]he cost of developing and operating the database would be
paid for in charges to telemarketers." And see ],g. at 23-24.)
U S WEST is not certain how that might be best accomplished. We
will look to the comments filed in this proceeding to determine
if some proposals seem particularly more suited to the task than
others.

2~PRM at , 28.
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(whether national or regional), until such time as the Commission

can determine if the "problem" sought to be solved remains a

problem. 27

B. Network Technologies

U S WEST does not believe it is practical to require all

telemarketing operations to utilize a single telephone prefix. 28

Furthermore, at this time, we are uncertain whether the North

American Numbering Plan could accommodate such an environment.

However, to some extent the existing custom Local Area

Signalling Service ("CLASS") technology (specifically the Caller

IO and Automatic Call Reject features) does provide a "network

technology" that will allow called parties to "block" calls from

telemarketers (after the called party has identified the call as

coming from such an organization) .29 Additionally, the CLASS

27Should the Commission pursue such a national database
concept, U S WEST would urge that those businesses with an
"existing business relationship" to a consumer not be precluded
from marketing to such a consumer merely as a consequence of a
consumer's having chosen to place him- or herself on a "do not
call" database. While it is not entirely clear, this seems to
correspond to Congressional expectations, as reflected in the
legislative history.

2~or is it clear that it would be desirable. As the
Commission observed, "telemarketers can range from multi-billion
dollar businesses to a myriad of smaller concerns across the
country[.]" .HfBM at ! 30. Requiring a massive change-out of
phone numbers does not appear, on its face, to be in the pUblic
interest.

29While not a "network" solution per se, there currently
exists customer premises equipment ("CPE") that can accomplish
the same kind of "blocking" capability as might be available via
the CLASS technology.
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technology is complemented by existing LEC and interexchange

carrier ("IXC") voice mail offerings. These technological

solutions should also be considered when reflecting upon

alternatives.

C. Special Directory Markings

U S WEST is not altogether certain of the extent to which

special directory markings provide consumers with a satisfactory

solution to their "no telephone solicitation ll needs. U S WEST is

currently conducting, on an experimental basis, a directory

marking endeavor in Oregon. customers pay us a certain amount

per month, and upon paYment we place a "silver bullet" next to

their name in the directory.

While customers might perceive that this approach works well

for them, it does not work well for the telemarketers who are

expected not to call them. Telemarketers do not want to "cull"

through directories looking for lIsilver bullets" and creating

their own "do not call" lists. 30 They want someone to do it for

them. Yet, the pUblic relations fallout that can be expected if

customers get too many calls after they are "bulleted" is sure to

land, ultimately, on a LEC's doorstep with frustrated consumers

who feel that they did not get what they paid for.

Currently, in Oregon, telemarketers have requested from

30As the House Report noted, directory markings are "less
efficient [than other proposals] because they do not fit within
the modern, computer-based telemarketing environment[.]" House
Report at 19.
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U S WEST a "list" of the "directory-marked" consumers. In

essence, these telemarketers want an Oregon "do not call" "list"

(or, alternatively, a database). Thus, U S WEST is being

requested to expend more and more funds to "fine tune" the

relational problems between the called and calling party.31

While there should not be anything prohibiting a LEC which

desired to offer this kind of service to a telemarketer from

doing so, U S WEST does not believe that LECs should be required

to provide such service. And, we believe that marking

directories, without someone providing a kind of correlated

"list" service, is probably only addressing the perception side

of the problem and not the solution. 32 Finally, when such a

"list" is created, the need for the "marking" itself becomes

questionable. 33

31While it is true that some third-party vendor could
provide this kind of list or database by simply going through the
directory, until such third-party vendor agrees to do so, the LEC
is the party claimed to be in the "best position" to accomplish
the task. And, because of the fallout that can be expected if
the markings do not work, i.e., an unhappy customer and probably
unhappy, in part, with U S WEST, there is some incentive to
pursue the possibility of creating such a list.

32Should the Commission wish to pursue the Directory
Marking/Do Not Call List concept further, U S WEST recommends
that, along the same lines as discussed above with regard to the
database issue, businesses which have an "existing business
relationship" with a called party not be prohibited from calling
that party just because that party may have "marked" his/her
name.

330nce the "list" is created -- which could be done without
the "bullet" -- the telemarketer will take its information from
the list. Only the very small telemarketing operations would be
assumed to be interested in going through the directory manually
to gather such information.
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D. Industry-based or company-specific Do Not Call
Lists

U S WEST would again recommend that the Commission consider

the DMA Telephone Preference Service List as a reasonable

alternative, or at least a good place to start, to accomplish the

purposes discussed in this and the preceding section.

U S WEST does indicate on our "listing" products34 those

customers who have advised us that they wish to be deleted either

from direct marketing lists, telemarketing lists ~ both. 35 At

the wholesale level, however, we do not "match" the list that we

sell against the DMA list.~

U S WEST would assume that in many cases, the customers who

have contacted us have also contacted the DMA. 37 Thus, it is

quite possible that the combination of the Commission's finally-

adopted auto dialer regulations, in conjunction with the already­

existing industry list and the DMA list, can produce a reasonable

solution to unwanted telephone solicitations. Thus, U S WEST

~These are products sold to commercial entities such as
directory pUblishers, list generators, marketers and carriers.

35This is along the lines of the Commission's observation
that "[t]o date, these records appear to have been maintained by
companies in hard copy form by marking a . . . telemarketing
list." NPRM at ! 32.

360ur directory company does do such a "match" in preparing
its "retail" lists for sale to third parties.

37Indeed, we advise customers that ~ cannot secure their
removal from all direct marketing or telemarketing lists and that
they should contact the DMA. We provide this advice both orally
and through our White Pages.
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does not support a legislative or regulatory mandate that LECs be

required to compile, either in a list or database form, "do not

call" lists.

E. Time of Day Restrictions

U S WEST agrees with the Commission that such restrictions

"place minimal constraints on telemarketers.,,38 However, we also

agree that such restrictions are probably not "necessary. ,,39

Thus, we see no reason to mandate such restrictions as a matter

of formal regulation. 40

III. CONCLUSION

Based on the above comments, U S WEST would recommend that

the Commission establish regulations permitting the use of auto

dialers with regard to calls from commercial establishments to

called parties when there is an existing business relationship,

or when the call -- while coming from a commercial entity -- does

not involve commercial content.

Furthermore, we would recommend that the Commission allow

its auto dialer regulations some time to take effect and become

~PRM at , 33.

39Id •

40U S WEST believes that such time of day restrictions,
especially with regard to telemarketing, are perhaps best left to
the local/state jurisdictions which might be expected to have a
better sense of the life-style preferences of their
constituencies and which have an independent need to balance
commercial and privacy interests in the context of their
parochial economies.
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operational in the marketplace before it pursues any further the

concepts of databases, "do not call" lists and the like on either

a national, regional or company-specific basis. In the meantime,

we would urge the Commission to investigate further the DMA's

Telephone Preference service to determine if it is possible to

utilize such a service as a kind of foundation for further

inquiry into the prevention of unwanted telephone solicitation

calls.

Respectfully submitted,

U S WEST Communications, Inc.

May 26, 1992

By: ~~~~L/~
Lawr~E. Sarjeant 7
Kathryn Marie Krause
1020 19th Street, N.W.
suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 429-0303

Its Attorneys
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WHETHER USE OF NAMES AXD ADDRESSES By DIRECT MARKETERS
Is ACCEPTABLE: PeBLIC
Increasingly, companies are marketing goods and services directly to people by mail. Some reasons for
this trend are that many people have less time to shop or they prefer to make shopping decisions at home
Also. companies are trying to reduce their costs of advertising and selling in stores. and they find direct
marketing can reduce their expenses and their product prices.

Companies try to learn which individuals and households would be the most likely buyers of their prod-
ucts or service. They buy names and addresses of people in certain age groups. estimated income
groups. and residential areas with certain shopping patterns so they can mail information to the peopie
they think will be most interested in what they are selling. Do you find this practice acceptable or unac-
ceptable?

Not
Base Acceptable Unacceptable Sure

"to % Oi
O

Total Public 2253 67 31 2

SII
Male 1018 67 30 2
Female 1235 67 31 2

Ate
8·29 years 505 79 20
30-49 vears 990 70 28 to

50 years and over 734 54 42 j

Education

Less than high schaal 264 62 35 3

High SCMOI graduate 794 69 30 2
Some college 570 67 31 3

College graduate 357 75 24

Postgraduate 253 64 34 2

Rice

White 1934 66 31 2

Black 186 70 27 3

HispaniC 133 69 29 2

Household Member
BougnUResoonaeato

883 76 23crealt offer t>y mall

Hasn't bougtWresponaed
1345 61 36 3to credit offer Cy mall

i2



A series of follow-up questions addressed
only to those people who found the practices
"unacceptable" explored whether their misgiv­
ings would be eased by each of a series of
protective measures which could be taken.

With each one of these protective meas­
ures in turn taken into account:

• Eighty-eight percent of the American pub­
lic says this use of names and addresses

would be "acceptable" if people not wanting
to receive these offers by mail could have
their name excluded.

• Seventy-five percent of the public says this
use of names and addresses would be "ac­
ceptable" if they could be sure no personal
financial information was provided to t~e

company.

• WHETHER USE OF NAMES AND ADDRESSES By DIRECT MARKETERS Is
ACCEPTABLE WITH PROTECTIVE MEASURES: PUBLIC

If (read each item) people not wanting to receive these offers by mail could have their names excluded.
would this use of names and addresses be acceptable or unacceptable to you?
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In the second series of questions, the prac­
tices used by credit card issuers in pre-screen­
ing potential customers were presented in the
following manner: "Credit card issuers also
market directly to consumers. To make sure
that they send information only to people who
Qualify, they ask credit bureaus to tell them
which individuals meet their credit standards
before they send a credit offer." By a better
than two-to-one margin (~32%), Americans

find this practice "acceptable." Substantial
majorities of at least 60% of all demographic
segments of the population say this practice is
"acceptable." Those living in households
where someone in the past year has purchased
goods or services or responded to an offer or
credit by mail are only slightly more likely to
find this practice "acceptable" (69%) than
people in households where nobody has (64~).
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