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๏ The fee is freely chosen by the customer, tip-like,  
not by the “service providers” (miners); 


๏ Dually, miners are free to process or put on hold  
transactions indefinitely, as they wish. 

(a) it reasons in terms of “fee paid per byte occupied” 
(whereas the transacted amount plays little/no role); 


(b) fees rise under large demand of transactional capacity;

What does a “rational miner” 

do under these conditions?

๏ Confirmed volume per unit of time is a scarce resource:

- No more than 6MB/hour worth of transactions on avg.


๏ This ensues from two params locked at protocol level: 
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Fee VS Time 
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