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Abstract: Cryptocurrencies were supposed to replace traditional payment methods when they were
invented over 13 years ago, but adoption by the general consumer is still lacking, at least in the United
States. Instead, crypto is often used as a speculative investment, by illicit actors, or for use cases
unrelated to everyday purchases. A literature review on general adoption barriers and interviews
with experts has only unearthed factors like usability, performance, and political drivers, among other
barriers. Brand as an adoption barrier is mostly missing from literature, at least for cryptocurrencies.
This led to the formation of a hypothesis related to crypto’s lack of adoption as a payment method.
A framework is being designed based on the technology adoption model to find out if “brand” has
an impact on cryptocurrency adoption, which was paradoxically designed to be brandless and not
needing any institutional trust. The intent is to focus on what “Bitcoin 2.0” might look like, and to
also delve further and gauge perceptions about various types of brands getting involved in the next
generation of cryptocurrencies, including traditional banks, governments, technology companies,
and also some of the decentralized and hybrid consortia currently vying to get consumers to use
stablecoins, nation-issued cryptocurrencies, and other forms of digital instruments. While other
studies had focused on trust, early adopter usability, or performance of blockchain networks, this
work intends to focus on the general consumer’s perceptions about digital money, and the types of
brands and evolution of this instrument liable to increase uptake.

Keywords: technology adoption models; Bitcoin; cryptocurrency; money; human computer interac-
tion; currency; fintech; blockchain

1. Introduction

The promise of an alternative financial future was proposed by Satoshi Nakamoto, the
mysterious creator of Bitcoin (Nakamoto 2008). Trust normally reserved for governments
and financial institutions was supposed to be replaced by a self-governing ecosystem of
peer-to-peer transactions secured by cryptography. However, after a dozen years, while
many people are aware of the most popular cryptocurrency (Biggs 2018; Schuh and Shy
2015) Bitcoin is relegated to a few use cases, particularly in the West. These “unintended
consequences” include fraud (Carlson 2019; Christin 2012) and use of cryptocurrencies
as a speculative investment (Glaser et al. 2014; Hileman 2014), among others. Neither
Bitcoin, nor any other cryptocurrency is used as a general purpose and prevalent payment
method by the mainstream consumer (Catalini and Tucker 2016; Henry et al. 2019). We
have seen regional aberrations, where governments have introduced Bitcoin as legal tender,
or where consumers use it as a reaction to hyperinflation in Venezuela, but consumers in
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the United States have not embraced it yet on a broad scale. Recent events including the
ban of crypto in China, and possibly India, the bankruptcy of the FTX crypto exchange,
crashes of stablecoins like Luna, crypto scams (Binder 2022), and demonstrations against
Bitcoin as legal tender in El Salvador have shaken consumer confidence in this otherwise
revolutionary technology. The United States Secretary of the Treasury, Janet Yellen, recently
said that digital asset markets “need careful regulation” following the FTX bankruptcy
filing (Condon 2022). While these pressures are concerning, the capitalization of these types
of digital assets has reached USD 3 trillion, and 16% of Americans have purchased crypto,
so there is still potential for them to become more reliable, stable, and for consumers to
use it for actual purchases (White House Fact Sheet 2022). This paper forms a hypothesis
around factors related to brand and wanders what kind of entity would need to back a new,
or evolved form of digital currency in order to increase usage of it as a general consumer
payment method.

2. Source Materials for Hypothesis and Methods

The creation of the hypothesis about brand as a determinant for adoption of cryp-
tocurrencies came from two distinct workstreams. First was a literature review identifying
themes for adoption barriers and published in the proceedings of the IFABS 2022 confer-
ences in Naples, Italy (Kowalski et al. 2022). This scoping review identified 2000 matches,
with highlighted themes around switching costs, awareness, speculative and even criminal
uses of crypto, and it also identified two gaps in the research. First, most of the analysis
surveyed focused on the technology, and not the human factor at play, with all the cultural
and societal implications involved in digital currencies. The second issue was the focus of
the studies on the early adopters, most of whom were already convinced about the promise
of Bitcoin and other cryptocurrencies. It was clear from the research that digital money and
its adoption could not be analyzed with simple Technology Adoption Models. Money also
conveys cultural, social, and political dimensions, so any new uptake needs to introduce
additional variables, beyond the purely technical ones. This also includes trust and brand.

The second workstream was a series of interviews with domain experts conducted
in 2021. The experts were either proprietors of small to medium sized businesses with
experience in cryptocurrencies, regulators and policy makers, or economists from academia
and government agencies in the United States (Kowalski 2021). The interviews have shown
that the general consumer is not quite ready to give up cash, credit cards, banks, or
their Venmo account and trade it in for a Bitcoin wallet to purchase their groceries or
household appliances. The switching costs are too high, and the benefits are too intangible.
The ideology of freedom and decentralization that was a reaction to the banking crisis
(Nakamoto 2008) did not translate into action or broader crypto adoption according to the
experts interviewed for the study. Two of the respondents included an economist and a
retailer of luxury goods. They had both commented on the fact that Bitcoin is quite efficient
for high value, but infrequent transactions, particularly cross-border ones. However, credit
card companies excel at low value and high frequency payments because transaction
clearance is much faster than blockchain-based ledgers. This is not dissimilar from RTGS,
or Real Time Gross Settlement systems used for inter-bank settlements. These are nearly
instantaneous, as opposed to the ACH, or Automated Clearing House transactions which
clear in batches and often take days to clear. In a two-sided marketplace neither merchants,
nor customers are likely to accept the delay in everyday crypto transactions and settlements,
stifling adoption.

We had taken these two sources and their conclusions, and then applied the classic
Technology Adoption Model (Davis 1989) to form a hypothesis model about brand as an
external determinant factor. We had added demographic questions, general questions
about exposure to cryptocurrencies, and then concluded with some “what if” scenarios
to gauge the comfort level around the types of entities that could play a role in the future
evolution of digital currencies. The focus is to find out if the brand, and what kind would
provide enough assurance to the consumer in order to increase uptake. This could be
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focused on “Bitcoin 2.0”, and what it would look like, or the evolution of some of the new
cryptocurrencies currently seeing significant uptake in the business-to-business world, like
the Ethereum based governance tokens used to back smart contracts in supply chain and
other domains.

3. Issues and Opportunities Identified in the Research

Our literature review found a lot of research focusing on crypto adoption barriers,
but most were about the technology, regional societal and political drivers, usability, and
switching costs, among other factors. Another, more recent comprehensive review of
articles related to Bitcoin found that 33.4% of publications were related to computer science,
13.2% to Engineering, 11.2% to Mathematics, and only 5.9% were looking at social sciences,
confirming the technical focus of the research to date (Aysan et al. 2021). There was an
ever bigger gap in the research, where few had looked at brand as an adoption barrier.
We did find papers about how brand influences technology adoption, but it was focused
on mobile, internet banking, and not cryptocurrencies. The sections below describe the
findings, leads, and theories surfaced during our prior research, and how we had pivoted
to focus on brand as an adoption factor. This will form the foundation for the hypothesis
and the surveys we plan to administer later to confirm it.

3.1. Issue 1: Most Crypto Adoption Research Focuses on Early Adopters and Not on the
General Consumer

Our literature review revealed that the analysis of adoption of crypto had focused on
the only a few factors and a very narrow sector of the population (Kowalski et al. 2022). First
most of the studies had either looked at early adopters (Walton and Johnston 2018), tech-
nologically savvy insiders (Saiedi et al. 2020), or individuals who self-selected because of
libertarian politics or severe economic constraints in their countries (Walton and Johnston
2018; Bashir et al. 2016). This makes it difficult to determine why this revolutionary fi-
nancial instrument has not advanced from early adopter to the early majority stage of the
innovation adoption lifecycle (Rogers 2003). For example, one study looking at trust in
Bitcoin referenced discussion fora, like Bitcointalk.org, and this site started as a forum for
communication among developers (Marella et al. 2020), so it probably does not reflect the
average consumer sentiment.

Another study talks about adopter types when looking at new mobile services. They
found that early adopters focused on perceived value. Late adopters were in contrast more
reliant on brand satisfaction, and consumers were in general more dependent on trust
and less on perceived value (Lam and Shankar 2014). This might provide a hint as to why
cryptocurrency adoption never moved beyond the early adoption phase, since Bitcoin, and
other cryptocurrencies were brandless and did not need institutional trust by design, where
one is supposed to trust in the cryptography and the math alone. More work needs to be
done around perceptions held by the average consumer, instead of the early adopters.

3.2. Issue 2: Most Research Focuses on Predictable Adoption Barriers and Looks at Crypto through
the Technology Lens, and Not as a Payment Method or Currency with All of Its Societal and
Behavioral Elements

Several theories had emerged blaming slow adoption of crypto on a limited set of
adoption factors like immature technologies (Li 2019), poor usability (Eshkandary et al.
2015), volatility (Polasik et al. 2015), or lack of government regulations (Comben 2018).
There have been a number of advances over the last 14 years around more scalable tech-
nology platforms, like the Lightning Network protocol for Bitcoin, improvements around
wallet usability, new government regulations, and attempts to create less volatile cryp-
tocurrencies by tying them to existing fiat currencies, like Facebook’s Libra. Consumers
and governments remained skeptical (Dwoskin and De Vynck 2022). Most of the adoption
barrier studies found in the literature review looked at crypto as a standalone technological
instrument, and not as a broader phenomenon representing cultural, political, and societal
drivers. Behavioral elements of this revolutionary blockchain-based technology are also
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seldom considered, with this study being one exception and underlining how governments
and businesses can enhance trust, and thus increase acceptance (Albayati et al. 2020).

We have also seen that mainstream consumers perceive the switching costs for cryp-
tocurrencies to be too high, as compared to benefits and value offered by credit cards,
PayPal, Venmo, cash, or other payment methods (Presthus and O’Malley 2017; Jonker 2019;
Alshamsi and Andras 2019; Zeitler et al. 2019; Folkinshteyn and Lennon 2016). Consumers
also perceive crypto as their most precious asset, so many are not interested in spending it
first. Specifically, Luther (2016) had employed a model developed by Dowd and Greenaway
(1993), where he showed that agents will not adopt a theoretically better currency when
network effects and switching costs are present. Only instability or government could alter
this balance. We have seen this occurring with the decrees to make Bitcoin legal tender in
El Salvador (Sigalos 2022), albeit with mixed results. Digital money is multifaceted, so a
more nuanced approach than a simple technology adoption model might be warranted
that includes cultural, political, and human factor considerations of brands that represent
digital currencies. One more aspect to consider is the fact that Bitcoin risk profile is more
closely linked to stocks, bonds, and commodities, and not safe heaven assets like the United
States dollar (Wang et al. 2022). Right now, digital currencies like Bitcoin do not have any
“branded” entities backing them, but consumers do have opinions about them, and we
would like to explore these attitudes further, including possible ways for cryptocurrencies
to evolve beyond their current configurations and stakeholders.

3.3. Opportunities for a New Approach: Focus on General Consumer and Adoption Factors
Dealing with Trust and Brand as a Factor

Our literature review (Kowalski et al. 2022) and subsequent interviews with domain
experts (Kowalski 2021) lead us to believe that the slow adoption is not due to the previously
identified factors but is instead related to a paradox that is tied to both the technology
and the societal and cultural aspects of money (Parino et al. 2018; Dodd 2017; Yoo et al.
2020). We refer to it as the “missing human factor”. On one hand, many appreciate the
lack of government control and anonymity inherent in the design of crypto based on
the blockchain, yet they still want the assurances offered by federal entities, or at other
times want a vendor phone number to call, if they encounter fraud or lose their password
(Gao et al. 2015; Sas and Khairuddin 2017). Consumers are attracted to decentralized digital
currencies as evidenced by the USD 3 trillion capitalization (White House Fact Sheet 2022),
but still desire the backing of governments, and/or businesses.

What sort of entity or brand could satisfy this paradox and ensure broader uptake?
Could “Bitcoin 2.0” evolve to placate consumers, or is a new consortium or design necessary?

We would like to propose that Bitcoin and other crypto are not adopted by the general
consumer as a payment method because of the absence of brand, the lack of trust and or
security in the “system” and its inherent anonymity and lack of recourse, similar to what
other studies had found (Corritore et al. 2003; Murko and Vrhovec 2019). These concepts
are in turn tied to an entity or brand that consumers are familiar with. Previous studies on
trust in the context of technology adoption have placed emphasis on the value of brand,
be it a corporation, a government, or a hybrid alliance. Alaeddin and Altounjy (2018) has
found that one must have awareness and trust in order to facilitate technology adoption.
Yet, few researchers have posed direct questions, or attempted to measure the relationship
of brand to cryptocurrency adoption, and none, to our knowledge have asked “what type”
of brand would be best.

4. Technology Adoption Models, Trust and Brand

There are a number of studies showing that technology adoption, including internet
banking and mobile applications are highly dependent on trust (Alaeddin and Altounjy
2018; Cheng and Yeung 2010). If people trust an entity, be it a corporation, government,
or a bank they are more likely to try something, switch to it, or adapt it. Trust is usually
viewed along two dimensions: Perceived Competence and Perceived Credibility (Ganesan
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1994). Individuals also tend to correlate trust with brand. This is partly why phishing
attacks are successful. Someone masquerading as a trusted bank or online platform tricks
users into signing into a similar looking website and they get the credentials for the real
one. Morgan-Thomas and Veloutsou (2013) ties trust and brand, stipulating that trust
positively affects the online brand experience, and those positive experiences result in
behavioral intentions that lead to users forming a relationship with a brand. We did find
some new approaches in the literature, where marketing researchers focus on emotive
factors (Okazaki 2006), while older technology adoption literature based on Davis’ (1989)
work zeros in on mostly functional outcomes, like usefulness or specific features. This
contrast, or perhaps a symbioses of emotive and functional factors, is illustrated in Figure 1,
and it is useful for our hypothesis around brand as an adoption factor.
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Figure 1. Anna Morgan-Thomas and Cleopatra Veloursou’s integrative model of the online brand
experience, where the emotive aspects supplement the traditional drivers of technology acceptance.

When researchers define trust in the context of technology adoption they analyze it in the
context of three dimensions of security, product factors, and social influences (AlHogail 2018).
Most agree that trust is an acknowledged motivator in technology adoption (Gefen et al. 2003).
Additionally, trust is again often defined in terms of brand. One set of researchers looking
at adoption of mobile services found another interrelation, where perceived reputation and
corporate brand affected the consumers’ trust (Gao and Yang 2014).

Blockchain’s nature and Bitcoin’s design focus on independence, decentralization, and
democratic autonomy, but this also means no phone number to call, no familiar name to
reference and trust, no vetted training and no recourse, if consumers need protections,
support, or when disputes arise. The technology is also at an early stage and involves
concepts and abstractions involving private and public keys, among others, and these are
often not easily understood by the general consumer. Usability and lack of training and
information affect adoption (Alshamsi and Andras 2019). Additionally, it is not clear whom
the consumer would trust to better understand these concepts and start using Bitcoin or
others for payments. Mass adoption of Bitcoin or other crypto as a payment method has
in part been thwarted because there is no legal, monetary, and institutional backing, just
the theoretical concept of trust through technology (Marella et al. 2020). A person has to
trust an ideal or a system design, instead of an entity. DeFilippi et al. (2022) goes even
further, and argues that blockchain is not a “trustless” technology but rather a confidence
machine, where cryptography, mathematics, and game theory increase the confidence in
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the operation of a computational system. However, even those systems are not “pure math”
and have governance and actors that involve tensions between confidence and trust.

4.1. Marketing Brand

There are a number of definitions of brand, but this one might be most appropriate and
all-encompassing for the modern world: “A brand is a cluster of functional and emotional
values which promise a particular experience” (Ambler and Styles 1996), ‘creating a holistic
experience that delivers an emotional fulfillment so that customer develops a special bond
with and unique trust in the brand’ (Kotler 2000).

A corporate brand is often defined in three dimensions. The first is about “Being
Known” and collective perceptions and awareness. The second is “Being Known for Some-
thing” or relating to outcomes. The third is called “Generalized Favorability” and refers to
judgment and perceptions of the observers (Lange et al. 2011). What sort of a brand could
help popularize a cryptocurrency, if brand affects product choice? Paradoxically a strong
brand could also lull consumers into a false sense of security (Hui 2010). This is again why
phishing attacks are so successful. Brand name can also increase the perceived credibility
and perceived quality, reducing the risk for the consumer and facilitating their purchase or
switch (Van Osselaer and Alba 2000).

Brand, trust, and technology adoption have all been studied, but seldom has anyone
looked at a brand in the context of cryptocurrency adoption. Blockchain is the elegant
and foundational concept behind crypto (Nakamoto 2008). Our research indicated that
this technical foundation and ideology might need to be bolstered by a trustworthy brand
in order to gain wider adoption as a payment method. This study hopes to confirm this
hypothesis when it comes to Bitcoin and also shed some light on what kind of brand
the general consumer would trust, if they were to adopt an electronic currency, once it
evolves beyond a pure decentralized model. Would it be a government, a technology
company, a bank, or a hybrid alliance? While Bitcoin and other cryptocurrencies are
currently decentralized and “brandless” they could evolve to include backing from certain
types of institutions. This study aims to study “what if” scenarios.

4.2. Perceived Credibility and Quality

The classic definition of perceived credibility has 3 components, namely trustworthi-
ness, attractiveness, and expertise (McCroskey 1966), but this definition is grounded in
marketing and credibility of the speaker. Other scholars who had had looked at perceived
credibility in the world of banking or e-commerce had determined that security and privacy
were even more important (Wang et al. 2003; Soleimani 2022).

A number of scandals involving crypto exchanges being hacked, electronic wallet
credentials being stolen, and even information extortion incidents in the news highlight
this concern (Brezo and Bringas 2012). Consumers are reluctant to adopt Bitcoin or other
crypto as a payment method out of fear that their personally identifiable information can
be stolen, identity hijacked, or that they may become victims of theft, extortion, and fraud.
Many also do not understand how it works, and it is becoming increasingly hard to know
whom to trust. Brandless cryptocurrencies have understandably struggled to achieve
credibility because bad actors can mostly remain anonymous, and there are no government
protections, insurance, or regulations in this space.

Davis (1989) had employed the technology adoption model to focus on intention
to use a particular technology, and also showed that this is dependent on attitude. This
concept, in turn consists of perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness. Traditional
TAM models might be appropriate for simple technological advances and their adoption.
However, money, or digital money in this case is more complex and includes societal and
cultural elements, thus the need to augment TAM with external factors, namely perceived
credibility and brand.

Brand name has been shown to augment perceived credibility and perceived quality
and could therefore drive adoption (Van Osselaer and Alba 2000). We intend to use this
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foundation to further study the impact of brand on digital currency uptake and learn more
about the types of entities and consumer attitudes towards them.

5. Model and Hypothesis Development

We would thus like to posit several hypotheses to better inform the path to broad
consumer adoption of cryptocurrency and these will focus on the Impact of Brand on the
Adoption of Cryptocurrency as a Payment Method by Consumers in the United States.
This study will take a classical TAM approach of first identifying factors that affect general
consumers’ desire to adopt cryptocurrencies as a payment method, and these will include
brand name, perceived credibility, perceived usefulness, and perceived ease of use. We will
then create a model for intention to use crypto based on TAM, where brand name is treated
as an external factor. We will study Bitcoin, but also try to see what types of brands the
survey respondents feel would be worth using and adopting.

Brand name literature and studies referencing the adoption of cryptocurrencies al-
lowed us to formulate a model in Figure 1. The nine hypotheses are listed in Figure 2. We
then add an element to further probe the attitudes of consumers about the type of brand
they are likely to adopt (technology firm, banking, government, and hybrid). This will
form the null hypothesis (Table 1), where we state that brand type does not matter, as it
pertains to digital currency adoption (Table 2).
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Table 1. Null Hypothesis.

HA Brand name effects of different entities on general consumers’
adoption of cryptocurrency are the same

Entity Types: technology company, bank, government, hybrids, etc.
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Table 2. Main Hypotheses.

H1 Brand Name has a positive effect on perceived credibility of cryptocurrency
H2 Brand Name has a positive effect on perceived usefulness of cryptocurrency
H3 Brand Name has a positive effect on perceived ease of use of cryptocurrency
H4 Brand Name has a positive effect on intention to use cryptocurrency
H5 Perceived ease of use has a positive effect on intention to use cryptocurrency
H6 Perceived ease of use has a positive effect on perceived usefulness of cryptocurrency
H7 Perceived usefulness has a positive effect on intention to use cryptocurrency
H8 Perceived credibility has a positive effect on intention to use cryptocurrency
H9 Perceived credibility has a positive effect on perceived usefulness of cryptocurrency

6. Research Methodology

We will conduct an empirical study in the form of a survey based on TAM, but
with the modifications that include additional external factors, including brand. We will
add a section with questions about the types of entities and test them using structural
equation modeling. We are planning on a 300 plus sample size. Focus will be in the United
States, and the user profile will focus on the general consumer. We will include some
standard demographic questions, as well as some questions to gauge awareness and usage
of cryptocurrencies. We will focus the majority of adoption barrier questions on Bitcoin as
the most popular cryptocurrency. We will include an additional series of questions about
stablecoins, country-issued crypto, and even smart contract-based government tokens in
order to gauge consumer perceptions about the emerging trends. We intend to run a pilot
test to refine the survey, and we will hire a firm to identify the sample, offering incentives
to the participants. Technologists, blockchain experts, and academics studying blockchain
and cryptocurrencies will be excluded based on the answers to the recruitment screener or
the demographic section.

Once the data from the draft survey are collected, we intend to perform a Confirmatory
Factor Analysis on the data, test for parameter reliability (C.R.), and look at bias.

7. Discussion

The collapse of the FTX cryptocurrency exchange and the preceding “crypto winter”
have shaken consumer confidence in what is otherwise a promising technology and disrup-
tive financial instrument based on the blockchain. Extensive advertising, sports stadium
sponsorships, and Hollywood celebrity endorsements have marred the FTX brand, and the
founder has been arrested. While Facebook was not a new brand their cryptocurrency effort
had faltered likely because of lack of confidence in their ability to maintain data privacy,
all in the context of other scandals in the background pertaining to the platform enabling
election fraud and social media addiction in children (Dwoskin and De Vynck 2022). None
of the cryptocurrencies have been adopted as a general payment method in the United
States despite a high degree of awareness and notoriety. Some pundits blame the technol-
ogy, poor usability, criminal incidents, volatility, or lack of regulations. While these factors
contribute to low adoption, very few researchers have looked at the role of brand and trust,
as it pertains to crypto adoption and perceived risk for the general consumer.

The authors would like to submit a hypothesis, where we are looking to Instrument a
future survey that focuses on the consumer and the human factor, and not the early adopters
or speculators. It will examine perceptions of cryptocurrencies, including a hypothesis
about how Bitcoin might evolve, if technology companies, nation states, regulators, and
traditional banks collaborate to transform to create new blockchain-based instruments.
A large percentage of the questions will be about Bitcoin as the most popular cryptocurrency,
and where we can find out why people have not chosen it as a payment method. However,
we will also ask some open-ended questions about the potential of other cryptocurrencies,
including stablecoins, crypto issued by governments, or even some of the governance
tokens tied to smart contracts. All forms have some potential to evolve as a payment
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method for consumers, business to business, cross-border, or even remittance transactions
and payments.

We intend to get more information about how consumers perceive digital currencies.
Current forms like Bitcoin, Doge, or Facebook’s Libra have not gained widespread adop-
tion as a general-purpose payment method in the United States despite high awareness
(Biggs 2018). What type of entity would compel the average consumer to adopt it? Would it
come from a technology firm, like Google or Twitter in Silicon Valley, a traditional bank, like
Wells Fargo or Chase, a mobile payments processor like Venmo, or would it need to come
with government backing? Or would it be a hybrid, backed by a public private consortium?

Perhaps there is a way to de-risk cryptographic transactions for the general consumer
by introducing the element of a trusted or familiar brand. It seems that crypto’s design
based on Lawrence Lessig’s “code is law”, or the fact that the technology itself provides
the assurances is not enough, or we would have moved from the early adopter phases
to general acceptance in almost 13 years. We hope to find out why, and how to increase
adoption of cryptocurrencies as a general consumer payment method.

8. Limitations

There are several limitations we will monitor:
The collapse of the FTX crypto exchange is still developing, and we do not know what

has transpired, and how it will affect consumer confidence in cryptocurrencies. We may
need to revisit the literature review after the fallout.

Usability remains a challenge, and it may play a significant role as an adoption barrier.
Regulations are quickly evolving, and United States, European Community, and other

regulators could radically alter the landscape and consumer perceptions of trust.
Research has shown that cryptocurrencies move together, where the values are corre-

lated between six major ones (Vaz de Melo Mendes and Carneiro 2020). It will be interesting
to study how the co-dependent values correlate to perceptions of their respective “brands”.
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