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Intel Corporation response to the  
2008 Creative Content Online in the Single Market consultation 

 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Intel Corporation commends the European Commission’s Directorate General for Information Society 
and Media for this consultation, that is the continuation of the previous one initiated in 2006. Intel took 
the opportunity to provide feedback in 2006 and appreciates this new opportunity to share our 
perspective once again.  
 
Intel has a long experience in working with content owners, device manufactures, Internet Service 
Providers and technology companies on developing and deploying technologies that enable new 
digital content business models. The content, communications and ICT industries share the same 
interest in providing consumers with new, exciting and flexible content experiences. Rapid 
technological innovation continues to challenge existing business models and paradigms, increasing 
consumer offerings and the ways consumers enjoy content.    
 
We believe that technical innovation, private agreements and market forces, not government 
mandates (a) drive new, compelling services, consumer offerings and content usage models, (b) 
protect content owner interests, and (c) create an environment of robust technical innovation. In this 
context, we consider that:  
 

• There are DRM technologies available and deployed today that enable horizontal, 
interoperable markets for digital goods and services, and the adoption of those technologies 
should be encouraged and promoted.  

• Information is critical to consumer choice in the market place, and as a general rule the rights 
which consumers acquire with respect to content should be labelled with the content rather 
than on devices.  

• The French Memorandum of Understanding seems to have crossed the boundary of private 
agreement and as such, we consider it a government mandate which we oppose.  

• Filtering, which should never be imposed by governments but be the result of a voluntary 
business decision of the stakeholders involved, is not likely to prevent online piracy because it 
can be easily circumvented, and can negatively affect consumer rights and privacy. 

 
 
Digital Rights Management  
 
1) Do you agree that fostering the adoption of interoperable DRM systems should support the 
development of online creative content services in the Internal Market? What are the main 
obstacles to fully interoperable DRM systems? Which commendable practices do you identify 
as regards DRM interoperability? 
 
Interoperable DRM systems can advance the development of creative online content services, but 
DRM interoperability is primarily a legal/business problem as opposed to a technical one. We do not 
believe that DRM interoperability should be forced by legislative mandate, but should rather be driven 
by market forces in response to consumer demand. At the highest level, DRM interoperability 
generally requires DRM A agreeing to interoperate with DRM B at the business/legal level, and the 
rights associated with DRM Content A must be transferable into DRM B at the business/legal level. 
This can be accomplished in proprietary systems through voluntary means (if the parties are willing) 
and by fostering the adoption of DRM and Content Protection technologies that are licensed on a non-
discriminatory basis in order to create horizontal markets for digital goods and services, such as 
CMLA/OMA, DTCP and HDCP as discussed further below.  
 
Some proprietary DRM proponents might argue that DRM interoperability is best achieved if all 
devices simply support the same proprietary DRM; that is, if one proprietary DRM becomes ubiquitous 
and deployed on all devices, interoperability issues can be minimized.  While we acknowledge that in 
theory a single ubiquitous DRM would advance device interoperability, most DRMs available today are 
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proprietary, vertical solutions designed to benefit specific service providers, or offered for license only 
on specific platforms (operating system, device category, etc.).    
 
For its part, Intel has focused its substantial technology development and deployment efforts in 
creating DRMs and Content Protection systems for horizontal interoperable markets, goods and 
services (as opposed to proprietary vertical ones) where device and service interoperability are the 
very foundation of those technologies.  We believe that the use and deployment of those technologies 
should be strongly encouraged by rights holders, consumers, device makers and service providers.  
Here are some specific examples of these technologies, and how they in fact both interoperate directly 
and indirectly with each other.  All of these “interoperable” technologies are deployed today, and all 
have broad rights holder support. 
 
In the DRM world, Intel has worked for many years to make the Open Mobile Alliance DRM 2.0 a 
standard based alternative to the proprietary solutions available today.  OMA DRM 2.0, as a generic 
technical specification, is not inherently interoperable even with itself.  Interoperability among all OMA 
DRM devices (at the DRM level) requires a common “root of trust” so that the OMA DRM 2.0 devices 
and services can “talk to each other” and interoperate at the cryptographic level. To that end, Intel 
partnered with device makers, service providers and content providers to develop the Content 
Management Licensing Authority (CMLA), to provide a “trust model” for OMA DRM 2.0.  CMLA offers 
a common root of trust, and establishes the technical and business rules associated with participation 
in that root of trust, to device makers, content providers and service providers to enable horizontal 
interoperable markets. Unlike many proprietary offerings, CMLA makes its licenses and cryptographic 
certificates/keys available to any service provider, any device maker, and any content provider that 
desires to participate in the horizontal interoperable markets enabled by CMLA/OMA DRM.  
CMLA/OMA is platform agnostic, operating system agnostic, and available for license on any kind of 
device, without limitation. Because of its unique horizontal market enabling goals, we encourage broad 
adoption and deployment of CMLA/OMA for a wide range of digital goods and services, and in fact 
those digital goods and services are being deployed today around the world.  In addition to online, 
mobile and other services, we anticipate that the combination of DVB-H, 18 Crypt and CMLA/OMA will 
help drive the mobile broadcast market in the European Union. OMA’s “domain” capabilities enable 
seamless content transfer among all of the devices in a consumer’s registered domain. 
 
Before moving to a more general discussion of interoperability, we must note that intellectual property 
concerns and costs remain perhaps the most significant barrier to the uptake of standards based 
technologies like OMA.  While some progress has been made in the market place (which we applaud) 
there appears to be more that needs to be done, and we call on patent rights holders to be forward 
looking, to focus on economies of scale, and contribute to making standards based technologies 
competitive in the market place from an implementation perspective.  Standards based technologies 
simply will not thrive if their cost structures are not competitive.  Now, back to interoperability. 
  
Building a device that will enable a consumer to move acquired content from DRM A (whether 
CMLA/OMA or a proprietary DRM) to DRM B requires at minimum two things:  First, the device maker 
must be able to license DRM A and DRM B so that it can implement them both on its device. Second, 
the consumer must have the legal right to move the content from DRM A to DRM B.  That legal right is 
created either directly in the rights object/license associate with the content (for example, OMA DRM 
enables “export” by designating the permitted output technologies in the rights object), or at the device 
level if the technology implementation license associated with DRM A permits the “export” (also 
referred to an “approved output” in the license’s compliance rules).    
 
Intel has worked the past decade to develop and promote technologies that “extend” the reach of 
DRMs into the consumer’s home using interoperability technologies. We have recognized that it is not 
likely that every device in a consumer’s home will support the same DRM technologies, and we have 
recognized that content is being delivered into the consumer’s home through a very broad range of 
mechanisms, including conditional access systems (cable, satellite and broadcast TV), optical media 
(DVD, BlueRay Disc, etc.) and a wide range of DRMs (proprietary and open like CMLA/DRM).  In that 
context, Intel has worked with content providers, service providers, and device makers to enable in-
home interoperability.  For example,  Intel has developed and licensed into the horizontal market High-
bandwidth Digital Content Protection (HDCP) to protect decompressed content from any source 
device (set top box, PC, game console, DVD/BlueRay player, Mobile Internet Device, peripheral, etc.) 
to a digital television. HDCP licenses are available to all implementers. All that a DRM/CA provider has 
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to do to enable HDCP interoperability is approve HDCP as an output in its license so that device 
makers can actually build the box, or approve it in the content’s license/rights object, so that a device 
maker can build a box that interoperates. 
 
Another technology that Intel has worked with content, service providers and device makers to 
develop and deploy is Digital Transmission Content Protection over Internet Protocol (DTCP IP), which 
is used to move, stream, copy and transfer compressed digital entertainment content from any source 
device (set top box, PC, game console, DVD/BlueRay player, Mobile Internet Device, peripheral, etc.) 
to any sink device (same range of potential devices) in the consumers home and personal network.  
All that a DRM provider has to do to enable DTCP IP interoperability is approve DTCP as an “output” 
in its license.  If a DRM provider would like its technology to become an approved output of DTCP, all 
it has to do is make application to the Digital Transmission License Administrator (DTLA), which has a 
process to approve new output technologies based on legal and technical criteria relating to the 
technology and rights holder support. Today, DTLA has approved a wide range of technologies as 
approved outputs, such as HDCP, Content Protection for Removable Media (CPRM), Windows Media 
DRM, etc. DTCP IP is an excellent technology to broker transaction between DRMs. For example, 
DRM A can pass content to DTCP IP, and DTCP IP can then pass the same content to any DRM that 
is an approved output of DTCP IP.  In this context, DRM vendors and content providers can leverage 
DTCP IP for a broad range of interoperability transactions simply by taking the simple steps of making 
DTCP IP an approved output in their basic technology licenses, and/or rights holders requiring that 
DTCP IP be an approved output in the content license rights objects specifically associated with a 
content offering. 
 
Intel also strongly supports industry initiatives like the Digital Living Network Alliance (DLNA), which 
seeks to establish interoperability below the DRM level by driving industry consensus on codecs, etc.  
DLNA, for its part, has also adopted DTCP IP as the basic link protection to enable interoperability 
among devices for streaming applications. DLNA is also looking at next generation approaches to 
DRM interoperability in the home, and there are industry based private solutions under consideration.  
We encourage DLNA to take full advantage of DTCP IP’s move and other DRM interoperability. 
 
To conclude, there ARE technologies available and deployed today that enable horizontal, 
interoperable markets for digital goods and services, and the adoption of those technologies and 
deployment of digital goods and services based on those technologies should be encouraged and 
promoted. These standards based approaches take time to mature in the market place and must 
compete with vertical proprietary solutions.  We therefore call on rights holders, who ultimately hold 
the ‘cards’’ with respect to the distribution of their content, to make interoperability a primary objective.  
Without interoperability, we believe that the online market for digital goods and services will not reach 
its full potential.  Rights holders are in the strongest position to demand that all of the DRMs that 
deliver their content may be output to standards based and horizontal market technologies like 
CMLA/OMA, DTCP IP, CPRM and HDCP.   
 
 
2) Do you agree that consumer information with regard to interoperability and personal data 
protection features of DRM systems should be improved? What could be, in your opinion, the 
most appropriate means and procedures to improve consumers' information in respect of DRM 
systems? Which commendable practices would you identify as regards labelling of digital 
products and services? 
 
Consumers should be free to choose the products and services that provide the benefits they are 
looking for, having the opportunity of comparing the different options offered to them. The 
implementation of new business models based on different levels of application of DRM requires 
complete transparency and appropriate information to the consumers in order to avoid 
disappointments and unmet expectations with respect to access or use of acquired content. Effective 
markets depend on consumer information, and that is especially true in markets for digital goods and 
services based on DRMs.  
 
We understand that only those online services that inform consumers about the permitted use of the 
content that they purchase have gained significant support in the market place.  In this context, while 
we believe that consumers are entitled to reasonable advance notice regarding the digital goods and 
services that they purchase (in much the same way that consumers have the right to understand the 
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features and terms of use associated with any other good or service they purchase), we do not at this 
time see a clear path toward uniform disclosure requirements and standards for all such digital goods 
and services. We do, however, support continued monitoring of the market place to see what if any 
significant problems do arise that are not in fact addressed through voluntary market measures.   
 
We believe that there are significant market incentives for providers of digital goods and services to 
satisfy consumer expectations with respect to goods and services that they acquire.  If more regulatory 
incentives are determined appropriate, perhaps a general “reasonableness” standard could work to 
provide incentives to more voluntary measures to provide consumer notice. 
 
Today, with both vertical service providers as well as horizontal, digital goods and services emerging, 
a reasonable question to ask is where and when should consumer notice be given. With respect to 
proprietary digital goods and services, we believe the answer is both at the time the service is 
subscribed to or single service device is purchased, and at the point of sale for specific digital content.   
 
We believe that it is the content itself that should be reasonably labelled rather than for example 
devices, which may be capable of supporting content from multiple services. The content is ultimately 
the point where specific rights are determined, and it is the content that consumers want to move from 
device to device or copy for use in their home and personal environment. Consumer notice with 
respect to the rights associated with specific content also brings market forces to bear directly where 
and when the rights are acquired, leading to more compelling and flexible usage models for 
consumers. 
 
The notion of labelling is not, of course, unique to online content services, and legitimate concerns 
have also been raised with regards to device interoperability. A variety of voluntary industry 
associations have developed logos and other approaches to providing consumer’s education and 
notice (e.g., DLNA has a logo program).    
 
We also note that a variety of efforts, both legislative and voluntary, are underway to address root kit, 
spyware and other potentially harmful technologies that might potentially be associated with DRM.  We 
have not addressed those issues in this consultation, but clearly believe that consumers have the right 
to know in advance and opt-in to any digital good or service that contains any such technologies. 
 
Perhaps the most productive focus for consumer labelling is in the area of copyright levies. Today, 
consumers pay hundred of millions of Euros annually to collecting societies through copyright levies 
assessed on the devices and media that they purchase. Yet, because those levies are not identified to 
the consumer when they make those purchases, they are simply not known by the consumer.  We 
believe that giving consumers notice at the point of sale of any levied device or media would bring 
much needed market forces to bear on the levies situation and empower consumers to make their 
voices heard in the DRM and copyright levies debate. This is particularly critical now that consumers 
must deal with content protection and DRM technologies that constrain the flexible and portable use of 
content that they purchase. The combination of DRM and levies means that consumers are paying 
twice for their right to make reasonable personable use of content that they purchase:  they pay once 
directly when they acquire content subject to DRM, and they pay again when they purchase the 
devices and media they use. This double payment paradigm is unfair to consumer interests and 
distorts the value of the goods and services that consumers acquire.    
 
Regarding the protection of Private Data while using DRM, EU privacy legislation (EC 95/46 Directive) 
is an appropriate framework providing safeguards for the protection of personal data, and it requires 
robust enforcement. Online content services (like any other business) are required to comply with the 
data privacy legislation in the countries in which they operate.  
 
 
3) Do you agree that reducing the complexity and enhancing the legibility of end-user licence 
agreements (EULAs) would support the development of online creative content services in the 
Internal Market? Which recommendable practices do you identify as regards EULAs? Do you 
identify any particular issue related to EULAs that needs to be addressed? 
 
-No comment. 
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4) Do you agree that alternative dispute resolution mechanisms in relation to the application 
and administration of DRM systems would enhance consumers' confidence in new products 
and services? Which commendable practices do you identify in that respect? 
 
-No comment. 
 
5) Do you agree that ensuring a non-discriminatory access (for instance for SMEs) to DRM 
solutions is needed to preserve and foster competition on the market for digital content 
distribution? 
 
We believe it is critical that DRM solutions that offer non-discriminatory access be sufficiently 
supported so that they are an important part of the overall market and meaningful alternatives to 
proprietary vertical solutions. To than end, Intel is and has been committed in all of its DRM and 
content protection initiatives to offer DRM and content protection technologies on a non-discriminatory 
basis in the market place.  As mentioned in the answer to Question 1, Intel has worked with cross 
industry partners to develop and offer the CMLA trust model for OMA DRM 2.0 services.  The licenses 
associated with the CMLA/OMA trust model are offered to all on a non-discriminatory basis, regardless 
of service, device type, platform, operating system, etc. The goal of CMLA/OMA is to enable a 
meaningful alternative to the proprietary vertical solutions in the market. Licenses for DTCP IP, HDCP, 
CPRM, etc. are similarly available. These technologies are all moulded on the original DVD Video 
content protection agreements (managed and offered by the DVDCCA), which are wildly successful in 
creating compelling and powerful horizontal markets for DVD Video Players in a variety of shapes and 
sizes, as well as an enormous market for DVD Video discs. Intel believes that the key to the success 
of DVD was in fact the non-discriminatory access to the DVD content protection technology (Content 
Scrambling System), which resulted in hundreds of millions of low cost devices. That same paradigm 
can exist in the online content market, but it will not happen without meaningful DRM interoperability or 
the broad adoption of “horizontal” DRM technologies like CMLA/OMA, DTCP IP and HDCP.   
 
 
Multi-territory rights licensing 
 
6) Do you agree that the issue of multi-territory rights licensing must be addressed by means 
of a Recommendation of the European Parliament and the Council? 
 
We believe complicated and expensive licensing systems for online content distribution are a major 
factor explaining slow progress for online content in Europe. Rights clearance systems in Europe 
seem much less conducive to online distribution that those operated in the US. We believe however 
that resolution of this issue should be left to rights holders through private agreements in the market 
place.  We consider that rights holders will ultimately act in their own best interests and deliver digital 
goods and services that meet consumer demand. 
 
 
7) What is in your view the most efficient way of fostering multi-territory rights licensing in the 
area of audiovisual works? Do you agree that a model of online licences based on the 
distinction between a primary and a secondary multi-territory market can facilitate EU-wide or 
multi-territory licensing for the creative content you deal with? 
 
No comment. 
 
8) Do you agree that business models based on the idea of selling less of more, as illustrated 
by the so-called "Long tail" theory, benefit from multi-territory rights licences for back-
catalogue works (for instance works more than two years old)? 
 
No comment. 
 
Legal offers and piracy 
 
9) How can increased, effective stakeholder cooperation improve respect of copyright in the 
online environment?  
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Stakeholders working together to offer compelling digital goods and services is the single most 
important area of cooperation.  To that end, we believe that more focus on cross-industry, horizontal 
market creating efforts like those enabled by CMLA/OMA (discussed above), the DVDCCA, the 
Advanced Access Content System (AACS) for high definitional optical media, and other open 
initiatives that emphasize device and service interoperability, is the single biggest way to bring more 
stakeholders together with a common interest in creating compelling horizontal markets for online 
content distribution, and that those efforts will inherently create incentives for more voluntary 
cooperation in furtherance of shared business goals.  While vertical plays are and will likely always be 
an important part of the ecosystem, we believe they are inherently limited in the number and diversity 
of stakeholders that they bring to the table. 
 
 
10) Do you consider the Memorandum of Understanding, recently adopted in France, as an 
example to followed? 
 
Understanding Intel’s perspective on the Memorandum requires upleveling the discussion to some 
larger policy issues, and we therefore beg the Commission’s indulgence with our somewhat broader 
response below.  In short, Intel believes the French Memorandum of Understanding is a government 
mandate rather than a truly private agreement, and as such, we do not support it. Because the 
agreement goes beyond the private parties and is in fact the subject of legislation, it represents a big 
first step down the slippery slope of government technology mandates. 
 
Introduction. Digital technologies are creating an information society with converging markets based 
on digital goods and services.  Digital technologies are, of course, tools that obey the hands that wield 
them, both for good and evil.  In the content policy arena, digital piracy has spawned vigorous public 
debate over the role of technology as “policeman” as governments and rights holders look to substitute 
law enforcement for “policing” mandates on technology.  To date, these debates have largely focused 
on the role of client devices to police consumers in their homes.  More recently, the question has 
become whether internet service and infrastructure providers should assume the role of policeman.   
While there are many nuanced aspects of this larger discussion, we do not believe that governments 
should mandate consumer policing either at the device or service/infrastructure level. 
 
Content and Service Protection.  As discussed elsewhere in this response, Intel supports voluntary 
market efforts to develop and deploy cryptographic technologies that enable new digital goods and 
services (DRMs, conditional access, link protections, etc.). Those technologies should, however, 
enable flexible and portable consumer usage models to win consumer support and drive innovation.  A 
more challenging question is whether companies should deploy, through private agreement with rights 
holders, technologies like watermark detectors that police consumer behavior with respect to content 
that may have escaped its cryptographic protection.   In practice, private parties in the market place 
are free to voluntarily deploy watermarking and other forensic tracking technologies to police 
consumer behavior, but they do so at their own risk.  As a matter of policy these technologies should 
be (i) fully disclosed and agreed to by consumers ahead of home use, and (ii) always respect 
consumer privacy and security.  Consumers will ultimately decide the level of policing they are willing 
to tolerate through their market decisions, and business models will have to adapt to consumer 
expectations, but only if consumers have adequate choice and information. In this context, technology 
policing mandates are inconsistent with an effective digital market:  they stifle innovation, eliminate 
real consumer choice and competition, and force all technology and service innovators to assume law 
enforcement responsibilities on behalf of others.     

 
Internet Traffic. Without delving into the complex issues regarding “net neutrality”, we recognize that 
Internet service and infrastructure providers may have legitimate reasons to manage traffic flow on 
their systems and to even offer tiered levels of service to their customers. They may also have 
compelling business interests to enter into voluntary private agreements with rights holders to trade 
content filtering for some specific business benefit.  The market can ultimately determine how much 
policing an ISP is willing to do, and how much a consumer is willing to tolerate, but only if the ISPs are 
acting voluntarily, and only if consumers have adequate information and choice with respect to their 
internet service.  While ISPs should not be prohibited from deploying voluntary network traffic policing 
technologies, in the case of client side policing, governments should not force ISPs into the role of law 
enforcement through technology mandates or threats of secondary liability, and ISPs that elect to 
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deploy policing technologies should not look to government to “level the playing field” in support of 
their particular decision.   

 
What is Unlawful?  One of the challenges associated with the use of any filtering technology is the 
basic determination that a consumer behavior is unlawful.  This is a particulalry complex determination 
in the EU where private copy and other copyright limitations and exceptions are well established and 
vary from country to country. This is complicated by the fact that consumers pay substantial copyright 
levies for those private copies in many EU countries.  While terminating a user for exceeding a band 
width limitation might be a simple determination easily within the scope of a service agreement, 
terminating a user for infringing the rights of a third party presents different challenges.  

 
Summary.  Forcing technology into the role of law enforcement is a slippery slope indeed, and we 
strongly oppose technology policing mandates. While ISPs and device makers may opt to deploy 
voluntary policing technologies for their own business purposes, governments must not interfere in the 
market, and consumer interests (notice, choice, privacy and security) must be protected. An 
enlightened digital society should not blindly subject itself to technical tyranny through technology 
mandates in the name of law enforcement.   
 
Back to the French Memorandum of Understanding.  When the public policy discussion is narrowly 
focused on issues like Internet piracy, it is easy to lose track of the larger public policy debate and the 
role of technology as a policeman. We believe that the French Memorandum of Understanding has 
crossed the boundary of private agreement through government entanglement and we consider it is a 
government mandate.     

 
 
11) Do you consider that applying filtering measures would be an effective way to prevent 
online copyright infringements? 
 
As discussed above, Intel does not favour technology mandates, but does not generally oppose 
private agreements to deploy filtering, provided it is (i) fully disclosed and agreed to by consumers as 
part of the service arrangement, and (ii) respects consumer privacy and security.  We have assumed 
that consumers in fact have options with respect to their ISPs, but we recognize that may not always 
be the case, which further complicates the analysis.  We also briefly addressed above the challenges 
of determining “infringement” in light of the limitations and exceptions specified in copyright law, the 
copyright levies paid for such limitations and exceptions, and the diversity of the copyright laws of the 
EU member states on these topics. As a matter of principle and preference, infringement 
determinations should be left to the courts of each member state rather than to ISPs.  

 
Now, having qualified all of those issues again, we turn to the question of whether, from a technical 
perspective, filtering techniques would be effective to prevent online infringements.   

 
From a technical perspective, we do not believe filtering will prevent infringing activity, nor do we 
believe it will materially impede committed Internet pirates.  The same result might be accomplished 
through other less intrusive means, such as metering user bandwidth consumption and charging for a 
tiered service or limiting usage thereby without the need for complex privacy and lawfulness 
considerations. 
 
From an effectiveness perspective, filtering technologies can be circumvented by pirates with relative 
ease. Watermarks can be stripped and fingerprints altered through format changes, encryption, and 
content scrambling techniques. Software devices and altered files can be quickly and easily 
disseminated over peer to peer networks. To be at all effective, an ISP will have to continually update 
its filtering techniques to include the ever increasing circumvention approaches, in a perpetual cat and 
mouse game that cannot likely ever really be won.  Whether the impact on ordinary users is worth the 
investment in time and money depends on the terms and conditions of the private agreement in which 
an ISP might agree to undertake such activities. In a truly private arrangement, market forces will 
determine what the business gives and gets between the ISPs and the rights holders are; market 
forces will determine what the real value to rights holder business is with respect to the 
policing/filtering activities, which will be reflected in what the rights holders are willing to give/pay and 
what the ISP is willing to do.  Government mandates, however, throw this entire “cost benefit” analysis 
out the window, as rights holders will support any and all policing mandates no matter the cost to ISPs 
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or device makers because technology mandates cost rights holders nothing. To be sure, rights holders 
should be the ones to benefit from filtering, and if so, they should be more than willing to pay for those 
services in a manner directly related to the positive impact on their business. 
 
In summary, filtering is not likely to prevent online piracy because it can be easily circumvented but it 
may have enough impact on the behavior of ordinary consumers to support a private agreement.  ISPs 
and rights holders should be free to enter into “reasonable” private agreements that respect consumer 
privacy where market forces dictate what an ISP is willing to do, what a rights holder is willing to pay, 
and what consumers generally are willing to tolerate.   
  


