
1 
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 3 

Abstract 4 

Luxury brands creating non-fungible tokens (NFTs) often face technical constraints that 5 

compromise visual aesthetics, potentially conflicting with their high-end image. This study 6 

investigates how the visual quality of NFTs and the presence of price information influence 7 

consumer perceptions of luxury goods in the metaverse across three experimental studies. 8 

Study 1 compared consumer evaluations across three conditions: good-quality NFT, poor-9 

quality NFT, and no NFT. The findings revealed that poor NFT visual quality negatively 10 

influenced evaluations of the original product, with perceived authenticity identified as the 11 

key underlying mechanism. Study 2 examined whether this negative effect could be mitigated 12 

by the presence of price information. The results showed that a poor-quality NFT 13 

accompanied by price information resulted in more favorable evaluations of the original bag, 14 

regardless of style similarity. Study 3 replicated these findings using a three-condition design 15 

(low-price NFT, high-price NFT, and no NFT), demonstrating the mitigating role of price 16 

information. Together, these findings contribute to the emerging digital fashion literature by 17 

highlighting the importance of visual quality and price transparency in NFT-based luxury 18 

marketing strategies within the metaverse.  19 
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The Effect of NFT Visual Quality on Consumer Evaluations of Luxury Goods in the 23 

Metaverse 24 

The metaverse represents “a technology-mediated network of extended reality 25 

environments that merge physical and virtual realities” (Park and Lim, 2023, p. 2), enabling 26 

consumers to interact with others and engage with virtual objects in online spaces beyond the 27 

physical world (Profumo et al., 2024). With over 600 million active users globally—28 

primarily Millennials, Generation Z, and Generation Alpha (Kumar, 2024)—the metaverse 29 

has become an increasingly critical platform for luxury brands. These younger generations, 30 

who account for nearly half of global consumer spending (Bowles and Fengler, 2024), are 31 

projected to account for one-third of the luxury market by 2030 (Frank, 2023).  32 

Luxury brands have embraced the metaverse as a means of engaging these tech-33 

savvy consumers through strategies such as virtual stores, immersive product experiences, 34 

and digital trials (Tam and Lung, 2025). Non-fungible tokens (NFTs) have emerged as a key 35 

tool in this space, enabling the creation of innovative and immersive experiences. For 36 

instance, Louis Vuitton introduced a branded virtual game offering NFT collectible, 37 

providing experiences that transcend physical limitations (Muret, 2023). Building on this 38 

momentum, the potential for NFTs in the luxury branding is substantial, with market values 39 

reaching $1 billion in 2023 and projected to grow to $15 billion by 2032 (Business Research 40 

Insights, 2024). A notable example is Dolce & Gabbana’s successful sale of a nine-piece 41 

collection of digital NFTs paired with physical couture items, generating $6 million in 42 

revenue (Thomas, 2021). This milestone highlights not only the monetary value of digital 43 

assets but also the ongoing digitalization of traditional luxury goods. 44 

In traditional physical retail settings, luxury brands utilize sensory and visual cues to 45 

create an atmosphere that evokes feelings of uniqueness and admiration, thereby enhancing 46 

product evaluations and reinforcing brand image (Dion and Arnould, 2011; Shahid et al., 47 
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2022). While these environments enable tactile engagement, such as touch and feel, the shift 48 

from physical to virtual luxury goods presents new challenges. As luxury brands transition 49 

into the metaverse, these sensory cues have evolved into digital multisensory experiences and 50 

NFTs, offering exclusive and immersive interactions that enhance status signaling and 51 

individuality (Joy et al., 2022; Xie et al., 2024).  52 

Emerging research on the metaverse has begun to examine how consumers engage 53 

with virtual products (Cho et al., 2024; Hamari and Keronen, 2017; Kaur et al., 2024; Kim et 54 

al., 2025). As the metaverse reshapes consumer–brand interactions (Barrera and Shah, 2023), 55 

it is important to explore how its unique features influence consumer responses to luxury 56 

goods. In virtual environments, luxury goods rely primarily on visual cues to signal value and 57 

status. This reliance raises critical questions about how visual presentation affects consumer 58 

perceptions and evaluations. When luxury brands create their virtual products as NFTs, they 59 

often encounter technical constraints that compromise visual aesthetics. The low visual 60 

quality of NFT luxury goods may conflict with the high-end brand image that luxury 61 

marketers strive to maintain.  62 

While extant research has explored consumer interactions with either physical or 63 

digital luxury goods in isolation, our study bridges this divide by examining how salient cues 64 

in the emerging realm of NFT-based digital luxury transfer to consumer perceptions of the 65 

original physical products—a critical yet underexplored spillover effect. Specifically, we 66 

focus on the quality of visual cues in NFTs, a dimension that remains inconsistent due to the 67 

evolving nature of NFT technology. Common technical limitations, such as compression 68 

artifacts and low-resolution displays, may undermine the perceived authenticity of digital 69 

representations. By investigating this factor, we examine whether poor-quality digital 70 

representations assimilate with or contrast against perceptions of the original luxury goods.  71 
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In the following sections, we first review the literature on digitalization and NFTs in 72 

the luxury fashion market, highlighting how NFTs reshape consumer experiences and 73 

perceptions. We then develop hypotheses regarding how the visual quality of NFTs 74 

influences consumer perceptions of original luxury products. Finally, we present three 75 

experiments to test our predictions and conclude with a discussion of the theoretical 76 

contributions, managerial implications, and directions for future research in NFT-based 77 

luxury marketing. 78 

 79 

Literature Review 80 

Digitalization in Fashion  81 

Digital fashion has emerged from the convergence of fashion and information and 82 

communication technology (ICT), redefining how brands design, produce, and engage with 83 

consumers. Luxury brands such as Dolce & Gabbana and Balenciaga have embraced this 84 

trend, with digital fashion now recognized as a transformative business model within the 85 

fashion industry (Särmäkari, 2023; Chan et al., 2024). The integration of virtual worlds into 86 

fashion enables consumers to engage in immersive experiences and express themselves 87 

through social interaction (Park et al., 2023).  88 

The concept of digital fashion encompasses two main aspects: the digitalization of 89 

the value chain, including processes such as design, sampling, and fitting, and digitization as 90 

the end product (Chan et al., 2024). Digitalizing the value chain involves the use of 3D 91 

technologies and ICT to convert design, fitting, production, and distribution processes into 92 

digital formats (Särmäkari, 2023). This transformation can yield significant time and cost 93 

savings for companies while also facilitating the creation of more personalized and 94 

customized products for consumers (Chan et al., 2024). 95 
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Digitization as a product refers to digital fashion designed for consumers, often 96 

known as digital clothing (Khelladi et al., 2024). Innovations in this domain include virtual 97 

try-ons, augmented fashion enabled through mobile applications, and digital garments created 98 

for avatars in the metaverse. Although digital fashion differs from its physical counterparts, 99 

both function as vehicles for conveying and amplifying brand value (Lee et al., 2023; Park 100 

and Lim, 2023). A growing trend in the fashion industry is the digital transformation of 101 

established brands and products for commercialization in virtual environments (Kuzmichev 102 

and Yan, 2022; Profumo et al., 2024). The global physical fashion market is projected to 103 

grow significantly, from USD 1.80 trillion in 2025 to USD 2.97 trillion by 2033. In contrast, 104 

the metaverse fashion market is expected to reach USD 42.05 billion by 2032, with a CAGR 105 

of 35.5% from 2024 to 2032 (Vantage Market Research, 2024).  106 

Consumers are drawn to digital fashion due to its perceived enjoyment, ease of use, 107 

and usefulness (Chan et al., 2024). Notably, digital fashion enhances brand engagement and 108 

fosters positive consumer attitudes by delivering immersive experiences tailored to virtual 109 

environments (Barrera and Shah, 2023). However, translating these experiences into actual 110 

purchasing behavior remains a challenge. This is largely attributable to lower levels of 111 

psychological ownership and perceived value compared to physical fashion items 112 

(Morewedge et al. 2021). Prior research suggests that virtual experiences can enhance the 113 

perceived value of digital fashion products (Park et al., 2023). While metaverse platforms 114 

may integrate these experiences into their business strategies, fashion brands may encounter 115 

greater challenges in implementation. In this context, NFTs have further elevated digital 116 

fashion by leveraging blockchain technology to enhance the value and scarcity of digital 117 

products and artworks (Bao et al., 2024; Khelladi et al., 2024). 118 

 119 

What is an NFT? 120 
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NFTs represent a type of digital collectible authenticated through blockchain 121 

technology. According to Yang (2024, p. 130), blockchains are “distributed computer 122 

networks that securely process transactions and permanently store ownership information in 123 

linked data blocks.” Leveraging these technologies, NFTs possess unique and verifiable 124 

identities derived from the ownership history of each digital asset. 125 

Not surprisingly, NFTs have attracted significant attention in the luxury industry, 126 

where product uniqueness and exclusivity are highly valued (Chen et al., 2023; Joy et al., 127 

2022; Zhang and Phang, 2025). They offer luxury brands a novel avenue to create and sell 128 

virtual products or provide digital consumer experiences (Cho et al., 2024; Lee et al., 2023). 129 

According to Bao et al. (2024), NFTs can influence consumer responses by enabling identity 130 

expression, creating social distinctions, and offering immersive experiences. NFTs further 131 

signal scarcity and authenticity, reinforcing their value in luxury branding. Recent research 132 

suggests that NFTs and metaverse technologies provide luxury brands with distinctive 133 

opportunities to reinforce perceptions of scarcity and convey brand heritage in innovative 134 

ways (Murtas et al., 2024). Empirical evidence indicates that NFT attributes, such as scarcity, 135 

resaleability, and trendiness, positively affect purchase intentions and customer lifetime value 136 

(Cho et al., 2024). These characteristics align closely with the core values of luxury brands, 137 

making NFTs attractive cues for digital luxury marketing (Sung et al., 2023; Xi et al., 2022).  138 

 139 

NFT in the Luxury Market 140 

NFT-powered virtual flagship stores are emerging as a new frontier in luxury retail. 141 

These digital spaces enable brands to showcase their products in immersive 3D 142 

environments, offer virtual try-ons, and create interactive experiences that blend physical and 143 

digital worlds (Hollebeek et al., 2024). By releasing digital artworks, virtual fashion items, 144 
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and exclusive digital collections as NFTs, brands provide new and engaging customer 145 

experiences (Cho et al., 2024; Lee et al., 2023). 146 

 The NFT strategies of luxury brands have evolved beyond simply selling digital 147 

assets; they now aim to strengthen offline brand connections and enhance customer 148 

engagement (Pangarkar et al., 2022). By ensuring the rarity and verifiable ownership of 149 

digital assets (Murtas et al., 2024), NFTs allow luxury brands to maintain their premium 150 

positioning in the virtual space. Leveraging this potential, some brands offer NFT buyers 151 

exclusive access to offline events or link NFTs to physical products, implementing strategies 152 

that bridge online and offline experiences (Durocher, 2022). This shift has created a new 153 

category of luxury consumption, where NFTs serve as status symbols, especially among 154 

younger consumers who value digital assets alongside traditional luxury goods (Taylor, 2023; 155 

Xie et al., 2024).  156 

By introducing virtual versions of original luxury products, brands can provide 157 

detailed information and offer immersive experiences that bridge the gap between digital and 158 

physical products (Batat, 2024; Cheung et al., 2024). However, while the user-friendly 159 

interface of the metaverse encourages participation, it also presents marketing challenges for 160 

luxury brands. Technical limitations can degrade the visual aesthetics of NFTs during 161 

reformatting, potentially conflicting with the high-end image luxury brands aim to uphold. 162 

Thus, visual quality—the degree to which a digital representation appears realistic and 163 

detailed—can significantly impact consumer perceptions of luxury and authenticity.  164 

Prior research on the metaverse has primarily focused on how immersive information 165 

cues (e.g., spatial presence, interactivity) drive consumer engagement and perceptions of 166 

realism in virtual environments (Kaur et al., 2024; Tam and Lung, 2025; Wongkitrungrueng 167 

and Suprawan, 2024). In contrast, NFT studies emphasize blockchain-driven authentication 168 

mechanisms that enhance the perceived uniqueness and authenticity of digital assets 169 
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(Hofstetter et al., 2022; Kim et al., 2025; Yilmaz et al., 2023). Unlike previous studies that 170 

focus solely on metaverse environments or NFT attributes, the present study examines how 171 

the visual quality of NFTs presented in the metaverse influences perceptions of original 172 

physical luxury products. As NFT technology continues to evolve, the quality of visual cues 173 

in NFTs remains technically constrained (He et al., 2023). Given these limitations, this study 174 

further explores a critical boundary condition that may mitigate the potential devaluation of 175 

original products resulting from poor NFT image quality in virtual environments.  176 

 177 

Hypothesis Development 178 

Effects of Visual Quality of NFTs 179 

Media richness theory (Daft and Lengel, 1986; Daft et al., 1987) offers a conceptual 180 

framework for understanding how the visual quality of NFTs may shape consumer 181 

evaluations of luxury brands. This theory assesses communication media based on their 182 

ability to convey information effectively (Gajendran et al., 2022; Ishii et al., 2019), 183 

suggesting that media differ in their capacity to transmit rich information, as determined by 184 

factors such as the number and type of cues, transmission speed, and degree of interactivity 185 

(Cheung et al., 2024; Grewal et al., 2021; Tseng and Wei, 2020).  186 

Well-executed product presentations capture consumer attention, facilitate 187 

information processing, and support decision-making (Kim, 2019; Fan et al., 2024). To 188 

reduce uncertainty and compensate for the lack of direct experience with virtual products, 189 

marketers should carefully design product presentations and effectively communicate 190 

product-related information (Sun et al., 2022; Pandey et al., 2024). Extensive research has 191 

examined how various formats of information presentation, such as pictorial versus verbal 192 

and concrete versus abstract, affect consumer processing (Cheng and Zhang, 2023; Liu et al., 193 

2023; Yoo et al., 2024). Advertisements with detailed visual content help consumers 194 
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construct personal narratives and envision themselves in the consumption setting, as concrete 195 

pictures enhance the vividness of mental imagery (Yoo et al., 2024). Furthermore, aesthetic 196 

appeal in visuals leads to positive outcomes, including a desire to own a product and more 197 

favorable brand evaluations (Hagen, 2021). Studies have shown that more concrete and 198 

aesthetically pleasing visual cues can enhance product attractiveness and increase purchase 199 

intention (Clement et al., 2013; Pleyers, 2024).  200 

In the context of NFTs, which rely heavily on digital imagery to convey their 201 

uniqueness and value, visual quality is paramount (Nadini et al., 2021). This consideration 202 

becomes even more important when NFTs are integrated with luxury products, as consumers 203 

seek high-quality, distinctive items that reflect their personal identity and status (Lee et al., 204 

2018; Xi et al., 2022). 205 

Extending the media richness framework to the NFT context, we posit that the visual 206 

quality of NFTs serves as a key component of media richness that affects consumer 207 

evaluations of luxury goods. Poor-quality NFTs, characterized by low resolution, inconsistent 208 

design elements, or visual incongruence with the original product, likely provide insufficient 209 

or conflicting cues that hinder effective information processing. This disruption may trigger 210 

skepticism, as the inadequate representation fails to convey the quality standards expected 211 

from luxury brands. Conversely, high-quality visual elements offer richer cues that facilitate 212 

understanding and positive evaluation of luxury brands. 213 

In advertising and marketing campaigns, consumers increasingly seek authenticity, 214 

defined as the perceived genuineness and truthfulness of a product or brand (Beverland and 215 

Farrelly, 2010). Authenticity is crucial for building consumer trust and brand loyalty, thereby 216 

influencing consumer evaluations and purchase decisions (Chu et al., 2023). For instance, 217 

visual characteristics of a brand’s social media images, such as snapshot photography 218 
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aesthetics, enhance perceived authenticity and trustworthiness, which in turn shape brand 219 

attitudes and increase purchase intentions (Yang et al., 2021). 220 

Given their capacity to verify authenticity, NFTs can play an important role for 221 

luxury brands, where perceptions of authenticity are especially vital (Cho et al., 2024; 222 

Hofstetter et al., 2022). Recent empirical findings highlight how blockchain-enabled features 223 

— such as digital traceability and permanence — enhance perceived trust in NFT-based 224 

transactions (Yilmaz et al., 2023). Kim et al. (2025) found that consumers exhibit 225 

significantly higher trust in NFTs that are visually represented compared to those presented 226 

without them. These findings suggest that visual design plays a central role in establishing 227 

digital trust in NFT-based products. When NFTs are of poor visual quality, they may appear 228 

less credible and inconsistent with luxury brand standards, leading consumers to question the 229 

legitimacy of the brand and the authenticity of luxury items. As prior research has indicated, 230 

the perceived decrease in authenticity can diminish consumer trust and ultimately reduce their 231 

willingness to make a purchase (Chu et al., 2023; Newman and Dhar, 2014). 232 

Building on this prior work, we argue that the quality of NFTs’ visual representations 233 

will influence consumer evaluations of luxury products. Poor visual quality can detract from 234 

the perceived value and authenticity of a product, leading to lower evaluations. Conversely, 235 

good-quality visual representations of NFTs may enhance perceived authenticity and 236 

positively influence consumer evaluations, mitigating the potential negative influence of 237 

poor-quality NFTs. In this context, we hypothesize the following. 238 

H1: Poor-quality NFTs will decrease the evaluation of original luxury goods compared 239 

to the absence of an NFT or to NFTs with high quality. 240 

H2: The negative impact of poor-quality NFTs on luxury goods evaluation will be 241 

mediated by a decrease in the perceived authenticity of those goods. 242 

 243 
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The Role of Explicit Price Information in NFTs 244 

In the previous section, we proposed that the lower-quality NFT images could exert 245 

carryover effects on consumer judgments of the original luxury product. This influence is 246 

characterized as an assimilation, in which negative perceptions of the NFTs adversely affect 247 

evaluations of the original product. However, we also predict the opposite effect: lower-248 

quality NFTs may underscore the superior quality of the original luxury brands, resulting in a 249 

contrast effect. This contrast effect is particularly likely when contextual cues enable 250 

consumers to clearly distinguish between the two products (Zhu et al., 2023; Voichek and 251 

Novemsky, 2024).  252 

Luxury products typically command premium prices, and consumers have been 253 

shown to associate exclusivity and superior craftsmanship with higher costs (Kapferer and 254 

Valette-Florence, 2021). Therefore, price is a significant cue for conveying the intrinsic value 255 

and quality of luxury products (Balabanis and Stathopoulou, 2021; Pillai and Nair, 2021). We 256 

thus propose that price information associated with NFTs may generate a contrast effect for 257 

three key reasons. 258 

First, research on priming and social judgment suggests that when a context 259 

encourages explicit comparisons between two objects, a contrast effect is more likely to arise 260 

(Lu et al., 2024; Stapel and Koomen, 2000; Voichek and Novemsky, 2024). This effect is 261 

particularly salient when the objects share common attributes, facilitating a comparison that 262 

serves as a prerequisite for the contrast effect (Lee and Suk, 2010). Given that price is a 263 

critical indicator of product quality—especially in luxury markets (Balabanis and 264 

Stathopoulou, 2021; Pillai and Nair 2021)—we predict that price information itself serves as 265 

a significant trigger for such comparisons.  266 

Second, as consumers generally expect high-quality digital representations to align 267 

with the exclusivity and prestige associated with luxury goods, lower-quality NFTs can create 268 
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an expectancy violation (Saeed et al., 2024). However, the clear distinction created by salient 269 

price information can paradoxically enhance the perceived value of the original luxury 270 

product by reinforcing its exclusivity and scarcity. That is, the lower-quality NFT serves as a 271 

digital “anchor” that contrasts with the high price and clear price differences, strengthening 272 

the luxury brand’s image and perceived value. 273 

Third, prior research suggests that contexts emphasizing similarity often induce 274 

assimilation effects, while those highlighting differentiation are more likely to evoke contrast 275 

effects (Stapel et al., 1997; Zhu et al., 2023). In our context, the absolute price disparity 276 

between NFTs and their original counterparts accentuates the distinction between the two 277 

categories, increasing the salience of this differentiation and fostering a contrast effect. When 278 

consumers perceive a clear price distinction, they are more likely to evaluate the original 279 

luxury brand positively, aligning with the notion that consumers often use price as a heuristic 280 

for quality, particularly in the luxury market (Balabanis and Stathopoulou, 2021; Pillai and 281 

Nair, 2021). Thus, lower-quality NFTs, when presented with salient price information, can 282 

enhance the perceived value of original luxury brands, leading to more favorable evaluations. 283 

This dynamic creates a carryover effect where the negative perceptions associated with NFTs 284 

are mitigated—or even reversed—through the lens of price information. 285 

In summary, we expect that lower-quality NFTs, coupled with prominent price 286 

information, will positively influence perceptions of original luxury brands. Specifically, 287 

price information will help consumers distinguish between a hypothetical NFT bag and the 288 

original bag in real-world settings. Following this logic, we propose the following moderated 289 

hypothesis: 290 

H3: The negative impact of poor-quality NFTs will be reduced or even reversed by 291 

emphasizing the price information of NFTs. 292 

 293 
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Our research framework (Figure 1) illustrates the hypotheses and proposed 294 

relationships among the key constructs.  295 

** Place Figure 1 about here ** 296 

Overall Empirical Studies  297 

To empirically test our predictions, we conducted three experimental studies. 298 

Specifically, Study 1 tested H1 and H2 by examining the negative effect of exposure to a 299 

poor-quality NFT on evaluations of the original luxury brand (H1) and identifying the 300 

underlying mechanism (H2). Study 2 tested H3 by investigating whether providing price 301 

information alongside a poor-quality NFT could lead to a more positive evaluation of the 302 

original luxury brand. Finally, Study 3 replicated the findings of Study 2 using more realistic 303 

stimuli and varying NFT price levels. Most stimuli were sourced from publicly available 304 

images and were either used directly or minimally edited to enhance realism and external 305 

validity. 306 

We used G*Power software (Faul et al., 2007) to determine the required sample size 307 

for each experiment (i.e., effect size f = .25 [medium], α = .05, and 1- β = .80). To ensure at 308 

least 65 participants per condition, all participants were recruited from the United States, 309 

following Kim’s (2024) recommendation to reduce potential country-specific variation. 310 

Participant demographics for each study are presented in Table 1, and all survey items are 311 

provided in Table 2. 312 

 313 

** Place Table 1 about here ** 314 

** Place Table 2 about here ** 315 

Study 1: Testing H1-H2 316 

The objective of Study 1 was to test whether a poor-quality NFT decreases 317 

evaluations of original luxury goods (H1) and whether this effect is mediated by perceived 318 
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authenticity (H2). We used the real-world example of a virtual Gucci bag. Specifically, we 319 

compared (i) two experimental conditions: poor-quality NFT and good-quality NFT, and (ii) 320 

a control condition with no NFT. 321 

Participants, Design, and Procedure 322 

Three hundred and fifty-five participants (M_age = 41.96, SD = 12.46; 55.2% female) 323 

from U.S. MTurk were randomly assigned to one of the three conditions (NFT type: poor-324 

quality NFT vs. good-quality NFT vs. no NFT). Participants were asked to perform multiple 325 

unrelated studies. Participants in the good- and poor-quality NFT conditions received a brief 326 

introduction to the metaverse and a virtual Gucci bag (i.e., ‘Metaverse refers to an immersive 327 

and persistent three-dimensional virtual realm, shared with many users, that spans various 328 

digital platforms and merges with the physical world, where people can shop, work, play and 329 

hang out together in real time’). The quality of the bag varied between the two conditions, 330 

with a relatively high-quality product representation shown in the good-quality condition 331 

(Figure 2). Participants then evaluated the virtual bag on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all 332 

attractive, 7 = very attractive). Those in the no NFT condition skipped this stage and were not 333 

shown the virtual bag. Subsequently, all participants were asked to evaluate a real Gucci bag 334 

available in stores, following procedures similar to those used in previous studies (Kim et al., 335 

2015). The same Gucci model, Dionysus, was featured, as shown in Figure 2. Participants 336 

rated the luxury bag on a 3-item scale (1= very bad / very unfavorable / very negative, 7 = 337 

very good / very favorable / very positive, Kim et al., 2021; Cronbach’s α = .975). They also 338 

indicated the perceived authenticity of the luxury bag as a mediator using a 7-point scale (1 = 339 

not at all authentic, 7 = very authentic, Park et al., 2022). 340 

** Place Figure 2 about here ** 341 

Results and Discussion 342 
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 The manipulation of NFT visual quality was successful in terms of perceived 343 

attractiveness (M_good NFT = 2.96, SD = 1.84 vs. M_poor NFT = 2.35, SD = 1.67; F (1, 239) = 344 

7.23, p = .008, η2 = .029). A separate pre-test (n = 73, M_age = 43.84, SD = 12.03, 53.4% 345 

female) confirmed this manipulation by measuring perceived NFT quality using a 2-item 346 

scale (1= very bad quality / very low quality, 7 = very good quality/ very high quality; 347 

Cronbach’s α = .967). The results indicated that perceived quality was significantly higher for 348 

good-quality NFTs than for poor-quality NFTs (M_good NFT = 4.46, SD = 1.54 vs. M_poor NFT = 349 

3.34, SD = 1.91; F (1, 71) = 7.67, p = .007, η2 = .098). 350 

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed a significant main effect of NFT 351 

condition on evaluations of the original luxury bag (F (2, 352) = 5.95, p = .003, η2 = .033; 352 

Figure 3). Supporting H1, participants in the poor-quality NFT condition (M_poor NFT = 3.29, 353 

SD = 1.60) evaluated the luxury bag less favorably than those in the no NFT condition (M_no 354 

NFT = 4.06, SD = 1.73; contrast F (1, 352) = 5.95, p = .003, η2 = .033). Additionally, 355 

participants in the good-quality NFT condition (M_good NFT = 3.71, SD = 1.77) evaluated the 356 

luxury bag similarly to those in the no NFT condition (M_no NFT = 4.06, SD = 1.73; contrast F 357 

(1, 352) = 2.48, p = .116, η2 = .007). This suggests that presenting a good-quality NFT 358 

representation may help mitigate the potential negative impact of using a poor-quality NFT 359 

when compared to not using any NFTs at all. Finally, evaluations were marginally higher in 360 

the good-quality NFT condition (M_good NFT = 3.71, SD = 1.77), compared to the poor-quality 361 

NFT condition (M_poor NFT = 3.29, SD = 1.60; contrast F (1, 352) = 3.60, p = .059, η2 = .010), 362 

suggesting a potential benefit of good-quality NFT representations. 363 

Similar results were observed for perceived authenticity (F (2, 352) = 5.09, p = .007, 364 

η2 = .028). Participants in the poor-quality NFT condition (M_poor NFT = 4.00, SD = 1.74) 365 

reported lower authenticity than those in the no NFT condition (M_no NFT = 4.70, SD = 1.73; 366 

contrast F (1, 352) = 9.61, p = .002, η2 = .027). In contrast, participants in the good-quality 367 
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NFT condition (M_good NFT = 4.49, SD = 1.72) rated authenticity similarly to those in the no 368 

NFT condition (M_no NFT = 4.70, SD = 1.74; contrast F (1, 352) = .90, p = .344, η2 = .003). 369 

Participants in the good-quality NFT condition also rated the authenticity higher (M_good NFT = 370 

4.49, SD = 1.72) than those in the poor-quality NFT condition (M_poor NFT = 4.00, SD = 1.74; 371 

contrast F (1, 352) = 4.78, p = .029, η2 = .013), as shown in Figure 3. 372 

** Place Figure 3 about here ** 373 

 We tested the mediating role of perceived authenticity in the evaluation of luxury 374 

bags using Hayes’s (2017) Process Model #4 with 5,000 bootstrap iterations (IV: NFT type 375 

[no NFT: 0 vs. poor-quality NFT: 1 vs. good-quality NFT: 2], Mediator: perceived 376 

authenticity, DV: evaluation of luxury bags). Results revealed a significant indirect effect of 377 

perceived authenticity between the no NFT and the poor-quality NFT conditions (a * b = 378 

-.387, 95% Confidence Interval [CI] = [-.643, -.150]), supporting H2. The indirect effect was 379 

not significant between the no NFT and the good-quality NFT conditions (a * b = -.118, 95% 380 

CI = [-.363, .121]), but was significant between the poor-quality NFT and the good-quality 381 

NFT conditions (a * b = .269, 95% CI = [.030, .505]). These results suggest that lower-382 

quality NFTs (vs. higher-quality NFTs) can reduce perceived authenticity, thereby lowering 383 

consumer evaluations of luxury products.   384 

 In summary, this study provides empirical evidence supporting H1 and H2. One 385 

limitation is that the NFTs and the original bags were of the same style, which may have 386 

influenced the results. The next study addresses this limitation by varying the styles of the 387 

luxury bags and, more importantly, testing H3. 388 

 389 

Study 2: Testing H3 390 

We tested the impact of exposure to a hypothetical bag in an NFT, accompanied by 391 

price information, on the evaluation of the original bag. As proposed in the theoretical 392 
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section, we hypothesize that NFT price information will help consumers distinguish between 393 

the hypothetical bag in the NFT and the original bag in real-world settings. Therefore, we 394 

anticipate that even a poor-quality NFT, when accompanied by price information, will not 395 

diminish the evaluation of the original luxury item, as the two items will be explicitly 396 

distinguished by the NFT’s price information (Lee and Suk 2010; Stapel and Koomen, 2000).  397 

Participants, Design, and Procedure 398 

The study employed a 2 (NFT exposure: poor-quality NFT vs. no NFT) x 2 (style of 399 

the original bag: same vs. different from the NFT) between-subjects design. Two hundred 400 

forty-four individuals (M_age = 32.13, SD = 7.56, 27.5% female) from U.S. MTurk 401 

participated in this study. The overall procedure was similar to that of Study 1, with a few 402 

modifications. First, participants in the NFT condition were exposed to a virtual Gucci bag 403 

with price information (Figure 2) and asked to evaluate the virtual bag using the same 3-item 404 

scale from Study 1. Participants in the no NFT condition proceeded directly to the next stage 405 

without viewing the virtual bag. Subsequently, all participants were randomly assigned to one 406 

of two conditions: same-style or different-style. In the same-style condition, participants were 407 

shown a real Gucci bag identical in style to the virtual bag. In the different-style condition, 408 

they were shown a real Gucci bag of a different style (Figure 2). All participants were then 409 

evaluated the real bag using the same criteria as in Study 1 (Cronbach’s α = .824). Finally, 410 

they were asked to estimate the perceived retail price of the original bag using an 8-point 411 

scale (1 = less than $2,000, 2 = $2,000–$2,499, 3 = $2,500–$2,999, 4 = $3,000–$3,499, 5 = 412 

$3,500–$3,999, 6 = $4,000–$4,499, 7 = $4,500–$4,999, and 8 = $5,000 or higher). 413 

Results and Discussion 414 

 A separate pre-test (n = 100, M_age = 42.28, SD = 11.64, 38.0% female) was 415 

conducted to measure the perceived price difference using a 2-item scale (1= not at all 416 

expensive / not at all high, 7 = very expensive / very high; Cronbach’s α = .917) for a virtual 417 
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Gucci bag and two real luxury bags. The results indicated that the perceived price of the real 418 

bags was higher than that of the virtual bag (M_virtual bag = 5.39, SD = 1.16; M_real bag same style = 419 

6.03, SD = 1.04 vs. M_real bag different style = 6.13, SD = .97; F (2, 97) = 4.71, p = .011, η2 = .088). 420 

We conducted a 2 x 2 ANOVA to assess the impact of NFT exposure and the style of 421 

the original bag on participants’ evaluations. The main effect of the style of the original bag 422 

was not significant (F (1, 240) = .95, p = .330, η2 = .004). Similarly, the interaction effect was 423 

not significant (F (1, 240) = .06, p = .810, η2 < .001). Importantly, the main effect of NFT 424 

exposure was significant (F (1, 240) = 5.15, p = .024, η2 = .021), as shown in Figure 3. 425 

Specifically, evaluations of the original bag were more favorable when participants were 426 

shown the NFT than when the NFT was absent (M_poor NFT = 5.59, SD = 1.02 vs. M_no NFT = 427 

5.27, SD = 1.17), supporting H3. This finding suggests that the negative impact of poor-428 

quality NFTs can be mitigated by including price information. 429 

Finally, the perceived retail price of the original bag showed no significant main 430 

effect of the bag’s style (F (1, 240) = .94, p = .332, η2 = .004) nor of the interaction effect (F 431 

(1, 240) = .01, p = .976, η2 < .001). The main effect of NFT exposure was also not significant 432 

(M_poor NFT = 3.48, SD = 1.76 vs. M_no NFT = 3.59, SD = 1.77; F (1, 240) = .24, p = .628, η2 433 

= .001). These non-significant results suggest that NFT exposure did not significantly affect 434 

participants’ price judgments of the original luxury bag. In other words, participants did not 435 

perceive the original product as more or less expensive based on the associated NFT’s price. 436 

Therefore, the positive effect observed in the evaluation of the original bag cannot be 437 

attributed to changes in price perception. Instead, other psychological or perceptual 438 

mechanisms—such as enhanced brand perception, novelty, or digital engagement—may have 439 

contributed to the positive evaluations, independent of any pricing cues. 440 

 441 

Study 3: Replicating Study 2 with Different Price Levels of NFT Products 442 
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Study 2 revealed a positive effect of NFT exposure on the evaluation of original 443 

luxury items when the prices of NFT products were presented. Specifically, the evaluation of 444 

the original luxury item was higher when participants were exposed to related NFT products 445 

than when they were not. We also found that this positive effect was not solely due to higher 446 

evaluation but was primarily influenced by the presence of price information, which helped 447 

participants distinguish the NFT from the original bag. The present study aims to replicate the 448 

findings of Study 2 by manipulating the price level of NFTs to provide more generalizable 449 

empirical evidence. Finally, a limitation of previous studies is that NFT products were not 450 

presented in realistic settings. To address this, we adopted NFT product stimuli from a 451 

commercial platform (i.e., Roblox). 452 

Participants, Design, and Procedure 453 

Three hundred ninety-five participants (M_age = 43.01, SD = 13.02, 51.0% female) 454 

from U.S. MTurk were randomly assigned to one of three conditions (NFT type: NFT with a 455 

low price vs. NFT with a high price vs. no NFT). The overall procedure was similar to that 456 

used in previous studies, with a few modifications. Participants in the low-price NFT 457 

condition were shown a virtual Gucci bag valued at 35,000 Roblox currency [Robux], 458 

whereas participants in the high-price NFT condition were shown the same bag valued at 459 

3,500,000 Robux. Figure 4 illustrates the NFT products used in the two experimental 460 

conditions. Participants in the two NFT conditions were asked to rate the perceived realism of 461 

the virtual bag on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all realistic, 7 = very realistic) and its perceived 462 

price on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all expensive, 7 = very expensive) as a manipulation 463 

check. Participants in the no NFT condition were not exposed to any NFT-related 464 

information. Subsequently, all participants were asked to evaluate a real Gucci bag (the same 465 

model as in Study 1) using the same scale as in Studies 1 and 2 (Cronbach’s α = .972). 466 

Finally, participants were asked to provide demographic information. 467 
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** Place Figure 4 about here ** 468 

Results and Discussion 469 

First, the manipulation of NFT price was successful, as participants in the high-price 470 

NFT condition rated the NFT significantly higher in perceived price than those in the low-471 

price NFT condition (M_low price = 5.50, SD = 1.75 vs. M_high price = 6.57, SD = 1.00; F (1, 265) 472 

= 37.62, p < .001, η2 < .124). However, perceived realism did not significantly differ between 473 

the two conditions (M_low price = 3.30, SD = 1.89 vs. M_high price = 3.21, SD = 1.84; F (1, 265) 474 

= .16, p = .688, η2 < .001). 475 

 An ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of NFT style on the evaluation of the 476 

original luxury bag (F (2, 392) = 3.27, p = .039, η2 = .016), supporting H3. Participants in the 477 

low-price NFT condition (M_low price = 3.66, SD = 1.68) evaluated the original bag 478 

significantly higher than those in the no NFT condition (M_no NFT = 3.21, SD = 1.68; contrast 479 

F (1, 392) = 4.77, p = .030, η2 = .012). Similarly, participants in the high-price NFT condition 480 

(M_high price = 3.68, SD = 1.67) evaluated the original bag significantly higher than those in the 481 

no NFT condition (M_no NFT = 3.21, SD = 1.68; contrast F (1, 392) = 5.09, p = .025, η2 482 

= .013). However, there were no significant differences between the two NFT conditions with 483 

price information (M_low price = 3.66, SD = 1.68 vs. M_high price = 3.68, SD = 1.67; contrast F (1, 484 

392) = .01, p = .931, η2 < .001; Figure 4). These results suggest that presenting price 485 

information for NFTs can sustain their positive effects regardless of the NFT price level. 486 

Taken together with the results of Study 2, this finding further supports H3 and highlights the 487 

positive role of price information in mitigating the potential dilution effect of poor-quality 488 

NFTs on evaluations of original products.     489 

 Finally, we conducted an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) including income, age, 490 

and gender as covariates. The results indicated that none of the covariates were significant 491 

(All p’s > .159); however, the experimental factor remained significant (with three missing 492 
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cases excluded, F (1, 386) = 3.20, p = .042, η2 = .016). Therefore, this positive effect of NFT 493 

exposure was robust, regardless of participants’ demographic variables, including gender and 494 

age. In summary, Study 3 demonstrated that NFT exposure positively influences the 495 

evaluation of the original bag, especially when NFT price information is presented. This 496 

finding replicates the results of Study 2 and provides further support for H3 in a more 497 

realistic setting.   498 

General Discussion 499 

Theoretical Contributions 500 

This study contributes to the existing literature in several important ways. First, it 501 

connects to the literature on luxury brands’ acceptance of new technologies. Similar to 502 

discussions about the adoption of the internet for luxury branding (Dall’Olmo Riley and 503 

Lacroix, 2003; Kim et al., 2015), the metaverse presents both challenges and opportunities 504 

(Brandes and Dolp, 2025; Joy et al., 2022). With the growing popularity of the metaverse, 505 

luxury brands increasingly present their products in this virtual space and leverage digital 506 

assets to enhance product exclusivity and deepen consumer engagement (Sung et al., 2023). 507 

However, when brands create virtual products through NFTs and transfer them into the 508 

metaverse, key design elements are often lost during the reformatting process. Particularly 509 

with respect to luxury brands, which rely on an image of rarity and exclusivity (Dubois and 510 

Paternault, 1995; Kapferer and Valette-Florence, 2021), building relationships with young, 511 

tech-savvy customers using low-resolution graphics may conflict with maintaining a high-end 512 

brand image. Despite the critical role of digital assets in shaping consumer perceptions, 513 

research on the most effective visual features remains scarce, particularly when incorporating 514 

new technologies such as NFTs. This study introduces the features of the metaverse platform 515 

and visualization and investigates how incorporating these new technologies affects 516 

consumer perceptions of brands. In this sense, our research extends recent work on the 517 
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importance of the platforms for virtual goods, specifically Hamari and Keronen’s (2017) 518 

study on the relationship between platform service design and the value of virtual goods, by 519 

providing further evidence for the importance of platform design.  520 

  Second, while consumers typically assess luxury brand items in the physical world 521 

based on their potential social value, including social status, identity, uniqueness, and prestige 522 

(Pillai and Nair 2021; Xi et al., 2022), recent research reveals that consumers evaluate luxury 523 

brand NFTs in the metaverse by considering both their potential economic and social value 524 

(Sung et al., 2023; Xie et al., 2024). Building on this emerging stream of research on luxury 525 

brand consumption (Baek et al., 2023; Joy et al., 2022), our study shows that the features of 526 

NFTs can significantly influence consumer perceptions and evaluations of physical luxury 527 

products. These findings offer insights into how luxury brands can achieve their marketing 528 

objectives without compromising their brand image when adapting to new technologies. 529 

Third, our research contributes to the growing literature on visual representations in 530 

digital retail environments by examining how the visual quality of NFTs influences consumer 531 

perceptions of luxury goods. While prior studies have primarily focused on the direct effects 532 

of NFTs as alternative investments (Chen et al., 2025; Schaar and Kampakis, 2022) or their 533 

role in fostering online community engagement (Cho et al., 2024; Lee et al., 2023), our study 534 

is the first to investigate how NFT visual quality affects evaluations of their physical 535 

counterparts in the context of luxury brands.  536 

Our findings also advance media richness theory in significant ways that challenge 537 

its traditional applications. While conventional research has focused primarily on 538 

organizational communication, showing that employee performance improves when 539 

managers use richer media for ambiguous tasks (Cable and Yu, 2006; Gajendran et al., 2022), 540 

our research demonstrates its relevance to consumer-luxury brand relationships in metaverse 541 

contexts. In particular, our findings diverge from traditional media richness assumptions in a 542 
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critical way: while classic theory suggests that richer media invariably lead to better 543 

outcomes (Grewal et al., 2021; Tseng and Wei, 2020), we find that visual quality effects 544 

depend on complementary informational elements. Specifically, we demonstrate that the 545 

impact of NFT visual quality on luxury brand perceptions is contingent upon supplementary 546 

cues, such as price signaling. This represents an important theoretical refinement, shifting 547 

media richness from a static channel characteristic to a dynamic NFT element that luxury 548 

retailers can actively manage. Furthermore, by identifying perceived authenticity as a 549 

mediator, our research extends the visual product aesthetics literature (Clement et al., 2013; 550 

Hagen, 2021; Pleyers, 2024) by revealing the psychological processes underlying consumer 551 

evaluations of luxury goods in digital environments. 552 

 Finally, this study highlights the importance of price information in shaping the 553 

directional influence of NFTs on consumer perceptions of the original brand. In Study 1, we 554 

observed a negative assimilation-based effect of lower-quality NFTs on the original brand 555 

when price information was not available to customers (Lee and Suk, 2010; Stapel and 556 

Koomen, 2000). Conversely, a contrast-based positive effect was found when price 557 

information was salient in Studies 2 and 3. Future research should explore these effects 558 

simultaneously across different sectors to provide broader insights into the role of NFTs and 559 

price information in shaping consumer perceptions. 560 

Practical Implications 561 

This study provides actionable insights for luxury brand managers aiming to incorporate 562 

NFTs into their marketing strategies. Maintaining high visual quality is essential to uphold 563 

brand exclusivity and prestige. While poor-quality NFTs may harm brand perception, our 564 

findings show that highlighting price information can help offset these negative effects. This 565 

insight directly informs how luxury brands should structure their NFT offerings and 566 

communications. For example, Adidas’s “Into the Metaverse” collaboration (Calderon, 2021) 567 
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may be relevant to our findings. Their initial NFT-based products received mixed feedback 568 

due to visuals that were relatively basic by luxury standards. However, by later introducing 569 

clearer value propositions, including exclusive access to Adidas Originals experiences and 570 

branded physical wearables, they successfully repositioned their NFT strategy as premium 571 

and aligned it with their brand equity. This real-world case offers a useful model for luxury 572 

brands, suggesting that luxury brand managers should either maintain exceptional visual 573 

quality or implement clear, value-signaling premium strategies when entering metaverse-574 

based NFT platforms. 575 

Luxury brands can implement advanced technical solutions to overcome visual 576 

quality limitations. Specifically, sophisticated 3D rendering platforms such as Blender or 577 

Unreal Engine provide luxury marketers with capabilities to develop and refine photorealistic 578 

textures and animations—elements particularly crucial for virtual fashion representations. 579 

This approach is exemplified by Gucci’s NFT film for its Aria collection, which successfully 580 

maintained cinematic high quality through advanced rendering techniques (Yu, 2021). 581 

Additionally, strategic partnerships with metaverse platforms have proven effective, as 582 

demonstrated by Burberry’s collaboration with Mythical Games, which facilitated the 583 

optimization of NFT visual assets for specific digital environments while ensuring cross-584 

platform compatibility (McDowell, 2022). 585 

Beyond addressing visual quality concerns, implementing effective pricing strategies 586 

is equally crucial for luxury brands in the NFT space. Dynamic NFT pricing models represent 587 

an emerging industry benchmark, particularly valuable given NFTs’ inherently fluctuating 588 

values (Schaar and Kampakis, 2022). Our findings suggest that transparent pricing creates 589 

important contrast effects that benefit the original luxury products. Strategic bundling of 590 

physical and digital goods can further justify premium pricing positions (Orazi and Nyilasy, 591 

2025). For example, Dolce & Gabbana’s collection, which generated $6 million in revenue, 592 
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successfully paired digital NFTs with physical haute couture pieces (Thomas, 2021). These 593 

real-world examples demonstrate how luxury brands can transcend technical constraints 594 

through strategic partnerships and pricing models that enhance rather than detract from their 595 

premium positioning. Such approaches align with our empirical findings on the importance of 596 

both visual quality and price transparency in creating favorable consumer evaluations of 597 

luxury products. Importantly, these insights extend beyond luxury NFTs to other digital 598 

commerce contexts, such as in-game purchases and AR-integrated experiences, where similar 599 

contrast effects between digital and physical merchandise may influence consumer 600 

evaluations of original luxury goods.  601 

Our findings suggest that luxury retailers should implement systematic evaluations of 602 

the perceived visual aesthetics of NFTs (Lavie and Tractinsky, 2004; Lee et al., 2018; Zhu et 603 

al., 2023) to ensure congruence between NFTs and physical products’ aesthetic judgments. 604 

Additionally, they should develop clear price-value frameworks that contextualize NFT 605 

offerings, extending traditional luxury price display strategies (Dion and Arnould, 2011) to 606 

metaverse marketplaces. Finally, integration protocols that maintain consistent luxury brand 607 

signifiers across physical and digital touchpoints are essential. These step-by-step 608 

recommendations provide academically grounded implementation guidance derived directly 609 

from our empirical findings. 610 

In addition to marketing strategies, luxury brands should consider the evolving 611 

regulatory landscape surrounding NFTs when implementing our findings. As authorities 612 

develop frameworks for digital assets, brands must balance visual quality and price 613 

transparency as both marketing tools and compliance measures. The increasing scrutiny of 614 

NFT marketing claims—exemplified by recent SEC enforcement actions against NFT 615 

marketplaces (Gatto and Earp-Thomas, 2024)—may require luxury brands to ensure visual 616 

representations meet quality standards to avoid misleading advertising accusations. Similarly, 617 
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our recommended price transparency practices align with emerging disclosure requirements 618 

for digital assets across major jurisdictions. These regulatory considerations complement our 619 

empirical findings, providing a framework for implementing NFT strategies that are both 620 

effective and compliant with emerging digital asset regulations. 621 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 622 

The metaverse presents significant potential for fashion marketing and brand 623 

experiences (Park and Lim, 2023). As virtual shopping environments become increasingly 624 

important for consumer engagement, luxury brands are strategically positioning themselves at 625 

the intersection of physical and digital experiences through NFTs. For luxury brands to 626 

succeed in the metaverse, understanding how visual quality affects consumer evaluations of 627 

NFTs is crucial. To address this need, our research examines how NFT visual quality 628 

influences consumer perceptions and evaluations of luxury goods, offering insights that may 629 

shape the future of fashion in digital environments. 630 

While our findings advance understanding of how consumers respond to NFT visual 631 

quality, this study has several limitations that present opportunities for future research. First, 632 

the reliance on U.S.-based MTurk participants may constrain the generalizability of the 633 

results. Future research should incorporate more diverse samples across cultures and 634 

demographics to better reflect the global nature of luxury markets and digital technologies. In 635 

particular, including participants from Asian countries—where metaverse adoption and 636 

digital engagement are especially prominent—would offer valuable cross-cultural insights 637 

and enhance external validity (Kim, 2024). Second, this study focuses specifically on luxury 638 

handbags, which may limit the generalizability of our findings. To enhance the broader 639 

applicability of this research, future studies should expand the scope to include diverse luxury 640 

product categories across multiple brands. Furthermore, incorporating the role of NFT 641 
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familiarity, NFT expertise, or platform experience within this context would offer deeper 642 

insights into consumer responses. 643 

The current operationalization of NFT visual quality could be further refined in 644 

future research. While we manipulated NFT visual quality primarily through resolution 645 

differences, we recognize that this construct inherently encompasses multiple visual elements 646 

(e.g., resolution, viewing angles, lighting) that may have collectively influenced participant 647 

responses. Our current design does not isolate the specific contribution of each visual 648 

attribute to the ‘low’ versus ‘high’ quality classifications, potentially introducing 649 

confounding effects that could impact the internal validity of our findings. Given that visual 650 

features significantly influence consumer immersion and perception in the metaverse (Zhao 651 

et al., 2022), future research would benefit from disentangling these elements to assess their 652 

individual influence on perceived quality and authenticity. 653 

While we identified perceived authenticity as a key mediator, future research could 654 

explore additional mediating factors, such as perceived scarcity (Murtas et al., 2024) or 655 

perceived brand value (Chung et al., 2014; Xie et al., 2024), to further uncover the 656 

psychological mechanisms underlying consumer evaluations of luxury goods in the 657 

metaverse. To clarify these mechanisms, researchers could also systematically vary NFT 658 

style independently from price information to assess whether style differences independently 659 

serve as a contrasting factor. Investigating conditions where price information is absent may 660 

further reveal whether style differences can mitigate or amplify the effects of NFT quality on 661 

consumer evaluations of authentic products.  662 

Finally, given the limited research on consumer reactions to NFTs, future studies could 663 

explore how brands strategically use variations in visual quality to convey exclusivity or 664 

differentiate themselves in saturated markets. For example, brands may intentionally present 665 

NFTs with distinct visual styles or simplified aesthetics to signal artistic uniqueness or cultural 666 
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value. Future research could examine whether consumers interpret such variations as deliberate 667 

brand positioning or as quality deficits, and how these interpretations influence perceived brand 668 

authenticity or value. Such work could deepen our understanding of how consumers interpret 669 

branding signals in digital luxury contexts.  670 
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Figure 1. Research Framework 944 
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Figure 2. Stimuli of Studies 1 & 2 951 

Poor quality NFT [Study 1] vs. High quality NFT [Study 1]  952 

 953 

 954 
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 958 

 959 

Poor quality NFT with price information [Study 2] 960 

 961 
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 967 

Real Bag [ Study 1 & Study 2 – same style] vs. Real Bag [Study 2 - different style] 968 
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Figure 3. Results of Studies 1 & 2 976 

Results of Study 1 977 

 978 
* Error bars represent the standard error. 979 

 980 

Results of Study 2 981 

 982 

* Error bars represent the standard error. 983 
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Figure 4. Stimuli and Results of Study 3 984 

Stimuli: Low price NFT condition vs. High price NFT condition 985 
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Table 1. Profiles of Participants in Each Study 995 

  
Study 1 

(n = 355) 

Study 2 

 (n = 244) 

Study 3 

(n = 395) 

Gender 
Male 44.8% 72.5% 49.0% 

Female 55.2% 27.5% 51.0% 

     

Age 

18–29 14.1% 32.4% 13.4% 

30–39 34.9% 56.6% 33.2% 

40–49 25.1% 6.6% 26.8% 

50–59 14.1% 3.3% 12.9% 

60– 11.8% 1.2% 13.7% 

     

Race 

White/Caucasian 83.1% 92.2% 72.4% 

African American 8.7% 2.0% 9.4% 

Hispanic 3.1% 0.0% 3.5% 

Asian 3.7% 4.9% 11.6% 

Others 1.4% 0.8% 3.1% 

     

Education 

level 

Did not complete 

high school 
0.3% 2.9% 0.5% 

High school graduate 

or some college  
31.5% 31.1% 36.5% 

College graduate (4 

years) 
45.4% 48.0% 44.3% 

Postgraduate degree 22.8% 18.0% 18.7% 

     

Family 

income 

(US$) 

<$30,000 14.9% 6.1% 20.5% 

$30,001–$60,000 25.4% 14.8% 27.6% 

$60,001–$90,000 24.2% 26.6% 20.5% 

$90,001–$120,000 14.4% 19.7% 15.4% 

>$120,001 21.1% 32.8% 15.9% 

 996 

  997 
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Table 2. Scale of Empirical Studies 998 

 999 

Quality of NFT bag (Study 1): 

Overall, how would you rate the quality of the virtual bag shown above? 

1 = very poor quality, 7 = very good quality 

Evaluation of the original luxury bag (Study 1): 

The luxury bag above is ... 

1= very bad/ very unfavorable/ very negative, 7 = very good/ very favorable/ very positive 

Perceived authenticity of the luxury bag (Studies 1, 2, and 3): 

The luxury bag above is ... 

1 = not at all authentic, 7 = very authentic 

Perceived retail price of the original bag (Study 2): 

What you do think is the retail price of the luxury bag above in an official store? 

1 = less than $2,000, 2 = $2,000–$2,499, 3 = $2,500–$2,999, 4 = $3,000–$3,499, 5 = 

$3,500–$3,999, 6 = $4,000–$4,499, 7 = $4,500–$4,999, & 8 = $5,000 or higher 

Perceived realism of the virtual bag (Study 3): 

The virtual bag above is ... 

1 = not at all realistic, 7 = very realistic 

Perceived price of the virtual bag (Study 3): 

The price of virtual bag above is ... 

1 = not at all expensive, 7 = very expensive 
 1000 

  1001 
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Appendix A. Results of Mediation analysis of Study 1 1002 

 1003 

1004 

 1005 
 1006 

 1007 

  1008 
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Appendix B. Literature review on NFTs, visual information, and consumer perceptions in retailing 1010 

 1011 

 1012 

Author(s) Visual Information 
Independent 

variable(s) 

Mediator(s) 

/Moderator(s) 

Dependent 

variable(s) 
Key Findings 

Nadini et al. 

(2021) 

Image-based clustering 

and features 

NFT visual features 

and sales history 

 Predictive success 

of NFT sales 

NFTs within a collection tend to 

be visually homogenous; both 

past sales and visual features 

predict price. 

Lee, Ho, & Xie 

(2023) 

Brand NFTs (BNFTs) 

as visual brand 

expressions (design, 

style, storytelling) 

BNFT attributes Mediator: Brand 

attitude 

Moderator: SOR 

framework (stimulus-

organism-response) 

Brand commitment, 

purchase intention, 

engagement with 

BNFTs 

BNFTs provide immersive and 

aspirational branding through 

visually rich and exclusive digital 

items 

Visual storytelling, customization, 

and scarcity drive emotional and 

symbolic value in metaverse 

branding. 

Bao et al. (2024) Digital visual design  

shaping product 

appearance and quality 

Luxury brands NFT 

campaigns 

 Perception of 

virtual luxury 

NFT-enabled virtual luxury is 

perceived as offering new value 

dimensions. 

Kim, Lee & 

Youn (2024) 

NFT visuals embedded 

in fashion product 

NFT promotional 

bundle  

Mediator: Perceived 

risk and authenticity 

Moderator: Product 

type (luxury vs. non-

luxury) 

Consumer 

evaluation and 

willingness to pay 

NFTs bundled with physical items 

increase value for non-luxury 

brands but lower authenticity for 

luxury brands. 

Xie, 

Muralidharan, & 

Edwards (2024) 

Creative and aesthetic 

design of NFTs 

 

Status consumption, 

financial constraints, 

and dispositional 

innovativeness 

Mediator: NFT values 

(entertainment, 

informative, unique, 

and expressive) 

Brand word-of-

mouth (WOM) 

intention 

Branded NFTs that are 

entertaining, unique, and 

expressive increase brand WOM 

among Gen Z and Millennials. 

Brandes & Dolp 

(2025) 

Image-based extension 

fit  

NFT campaign 

design factors 

Mediator: Brand 

attitude 

Moderator: Brand type 

(premium vs. value 

brand) 

NFT campaign 

revenue and 

perception of a 

parent brand 

Image-based extension fit is 

positively correlated with 

revenues. 

NFT campaigns negatively affect 

consumer perceptions of parent 

brands. 
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Chen, Choi, & 

Lee (2025) 

Visually appealing 

NFTs 

NFT user behaviors 

(Token preference 

and transaction 

history) 

Moderator: Customer 

motivation 

(investment, aesthetic, 

and technical) 

Customer 

segmentation and 

behavioral typology 

of NFT buyers 

Visual and symbolic value plays a 

major role for casual collectors, 

while speculators seek short-term 

returns, and crypto natives care 

more about token mechanics than 

brand names. 

Kim et al. 

(2025) 

NFT visualization type 

(easy vs. hard to 

visualize) 

Visual presentation 

(easy-to-visualize 

NFT vs. Difficult-to-

visualize NFT) 

 

Mediator: Authenticity 

Moderator: Product 

type (luxury vs. non-

luxury) 

Consumer attitudes 

and willingness to 

pay 

 Easier-to-visualize NFTs 

increased authenticity, trust, and 

willingness to pay, especially for 

luxury products. 

Orazi & Nyilasy 

(2025) 

Visual and immersive 

components of Phygital 

products (PPs) and 

metaverse environments 

Retail Strategy of 

PPs (Metaverse-first 

vs. Physical first) 

Mediator: perceived 

investment value  

Moderator: Arousal 

Consumer 

willingness to pay 

for phygital 

products 

Even though PPs are identical in 

content, order of presentation 

significantly affects perceived 

value. 

Customizable metaverse 

atmospherics offer a cost-

effective intervention for 

mitigating WTP loss. 

Zhang & Phang 

(2025) 

NFT design aesthetic  NFT characteristics Mediator: perceived 

hedonic value 

Moderator: Perceived 

NFT-physical product 

fit 

Purchase intention Luxury fashion NFTs with four 

characteristics (scarcity, 

exclusivity, design aesthetic and 

novelty) positively affect 

consumer purchase intentions. 
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 1014 
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