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STATEMENT OF
COMMISSIONER PAMELA JONES HARBOUR

Regarding Comment on Google Books Project
September 3, 2009

At the outset, I want to emphasize how fortunate the Federal Trade Commission is to have
David Vladeck at the helm of the Bureau of Consumer Protection.  Director Vladeck is an effective
champion for consumers.  Under his leadership, the Bureau of Consumer Protection is now
expanding the scope of the Commission’s privacy policy.1

This statement addresses Director Vladeck’s letter to Jane Horvath, Global Privacy Counsel,
Google Inc., dated September 2, 2009.  The letter discusses Google’s privacy policies and their
applicability to the Google Books project.2

As Google’s own letter  indicates, the ultimate scope of Google Books services is presently3

unknown.  Google cannot design or construct its product until after a federal district court approves
the underlying class action settlement.   Therefore, as Google admits, Google cannot currently4

articulate a comprehensive privacy policy for Google Books.  Amidst so much speculation, the[5] 

Bureau has been appropriately circumspect in its comments regarding the adequacy of Google’s
preliminary privacy commitments.  I expect the Commission will carefully evaluate any actual
product-specific privacy policy Google may develop for Google Books.
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The Bureau’s response urges Google to focus on limiting secondary uses of data collected
through Google Books, and I agree, in principle.  But as I have noted elsewhere,  the Commission6

needs to better understand secondary uses before we will be able to analyze fully the complex
linkages between and among data collectors and users.  The Bureau asks Google to commit to a
continuing dialogue regarding consumer privacy policies for Google products and services, to ensure
consistency with reasonable consumer expectations.  I believe such a commitment would require
Google to adhere to the concept of privacy by design,  and also to embed privacy protections into7

its system.

The myriad issues raised by the Google Books proposed settlement confirm my strong belief
that there is a nexus between privacy and competition, and that privacy issues may be cognizable
under the antitrust laws  (for example, as a non-price dimension of competition ).  Our sister agency,8 9

the Antitrust Division of the United States Department of Justice, is conducting an investigation to
determine whether the proposed class action settlement may violate the Sherman Act.   Given that10

the Antitrust Division has not yet completed its investigation, the Bureau’s letter wisely reserves
judgment on whether Google Books will, on balance, be beneficial to consumers.  I intend to do the
same.
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