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Abstract. The rise of Non-Fungible Tokens (NFTs) has created a demand for
using these liquid assets as collateral in decentralized finance (DeFi). Protocols
such as BendDAO, which are peer-to-pool based, have been created to facilitate
lending with NFT collateral. However, the very nature of NFTs and their inherent
instability and poor liquidity present a challenge to the risk models of these pro-
tocols. This paper analyzes the event where the BendDAO protocol nearly col-
lapsed in August of 2022 through an in-depth case study. By analyzing on-chain
data and the mechanics of the protocol, the paper analyzes why the risk model of
the protocol failed. The research found that the liquidation mechanism of the pro-
tocol, which was completely reliant on continuous market liquidity, became a
primary source of systemic risk during a market downturn. A vicious cycle be-
gan. First there was a drop in NFT floor prices. Then widespread liquidations
followed. Those liquidations failed to liquidate due to a lack of market depth.
Thus there were bad debts and panic. All of this brought the protocol to the brink
of bankruptcy. The research highlights the frequently overlooked relationship be-
tween market liquidity and the design of the liquidation mechanism in NFT-based
finance. The paper concludes that for NFT-supported lending to be sustainable
over time, the risk models of these protocols cannot solely rely on variable pa-
rameters based on market-driven liquidations.

Keywords: Decentralized Finance, Non-Fungible Tokens, NFTs-Backed Lend-
ing, Liquidity Risk, Death Spiral

1 Introduction

The rapid development of Blockchain technology has led to the rise of Defi which seeks
to rebuild traditional financial services without trust minimization attacks. Meanwhile,
Non - Fungible Tokens (NFTs) have come into being as a new kind of asset. They stand
for the ownership of one - of - a - kind digital items and have amassed a large market
value. The increasing financial value of NFTs has, as expected, stimulated the demand
for using these assets as security. This has resulted in the creation of lending protocols
supported by NFTs.

However, there is a basic tension that exists between the characteristic of most NFTs
being illiquid and the requirement of strong liquidity for stable financial operations.
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This in - built volatility brings notable but not fully explored challenges to the risk
models of these newly - emerging lending protocols. Although the workings of DeFi
lending for assets that are highly liquid and have been researched [1], the particular
risks related to NFT collateralization still represent a crucial missing part in the relevant
literature. The situation where BendDAO, a prominent peer - to - pool NFT lending
protocol, almost collapsed during the market decline in August 2022 clearly shows
these weaknesses and offers an ideal case for the investigation of them.

This paper sets out to carry out a forensic examination of the BendDAO crisis so as
to break down the failure mechanisms of its risk model. Through an inspection of on -
chain data and the mechanics of the protocol, we attempt to depict how the interplay
between widespread market stress and particular design glitches in the liquidation
mechanism led to a liquidity crisis similar to a traditional bank run. The main contribu-
tion of this research is to recognize and analyze the liquidity - risk feedback loop that
is exclusive to NFT - fi, providing useful perspectives for protocol designers to con-
struct more resilient systems and for regulators to comprehend the emerging systemic
risks within the DeFi ecosystem.

The subsequent part of this paper is structured in the following manner: In Section
2, relevant literature is reviewed. Section 3 elaborates on the working mechanisms of
BendDAO and the chronological sequence of the crisis. Section 4 offers a thorough
analysis of the model's breakdown. Section 5 deliberates on the implications and
reaches a conclusion.

2 Literature Review and Theoretical Foundation

In this chapter, the paper will position our study within the more extensive academic
conversation. The paper will do this by examining three significant strands of literature.
First, there are the well - established theories from traditional finance. Second, there is
the newly emerging collection of work on DeFi lending. And third, there is the newly
started research on NFT financialization. With this basis, we will be able to analyze the
BendDAO crisis. Instead of seeing it as a single, unconnected event, we will view it
through the perspective of well - known financial occurrences and their distinct forms
in the digital asset realm.

2.1  The Rise of DeFi and Peer-to-Pool Lending

The crisis that was witnessed within BendDAO, even though it took place in a brand -
new context, shows a very obvious similarity to the typical failures in traditional fi-
nance. There are several theoretical frameworks that are especially enlightening.
Firstly, the notion of liquidity risk holds the utmost significance. In financial theory,
it is a common practice to differentiate between market liquidity, which refers to the
level of convenience with which an asset can be purchased or sold without exerting an
impact on its price, and funding liquidity, which pertains to the capacity of investors to
renew their debt [2]. The 2008 Global Financial Crisis should have served as a painfully
clear example of how the two kinds of liquidity can reinforce each other in a ruinous
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way. This particular dynamic is critically important to understanding the deadly down-
ward spiral in BendDAO. Secondly, the malfunction of BendDAQ's liquidation mech-
anism serves as a classic illustration of a fire - sale situation. A well - known [3] work
characterizes a fire sale as the disposal of an asset at a deviant price, which is lower
than its intrinsic value in a properly - operating market. This phenomenon takes place
when a group of eager sellers encounters a restricted number of potential buyers. In a
declining market, the compelled and concurrent liquidation of NFT collateral precisely
adheres to this definition, since the protocol transformed into an eager seller with no
interested buyers.

Ultimately, the large - scale withdrawal of funds carried out by BendDAO's liquidity
providers can be directly compared to a bank run. The standard model of [4, 5] elabo-
rates on how banks, which convert hard - to - liquidate assets into easily accessible
liabilities, are naturally prone to self - fulfilling panics. When depositors think that other
depositors will make withdrawals, they are motivated to be the first to take out their
money. This then results in a bank run that has the potential to cause the bank to col-
lapse. BendDAO's model, which utilizes readily available lender funds to support non
- liquid NFT loans, has generated the same kind of vulnerability.

2.2 The Rise of Decentralized Finance and Peer - to - Pool Lending

The second strand of academic literature focuses on the structure of Decentralized Fi-
nance (DeFi). In the early stages of research, DeFi was regarded as a significant shift
in paradigm. It makes use of blockchain technology along with smart contracts to re-
move the role of traditional financial intermediaries from the process [6].

Within the world of Defi, peer - to - pool lending protocols such as Aave and Com-
pound have received significant academic attention. The lending process within these
protocols is carried out in an automated way through over - collateralization and pre -
set liquidation mechanisms. The interest rate models have been researched upon [7,8].
The efficiency compared to traditional systems have also been studied. And the critical
role that liquidation bots play in maintaining solvency during periods of high market
volatility have also been explored. The BendDAO design is a descendant of these pro-
tocols, with a particular kind of collateral as is shown in a condensed form in Table 1.

Table 1. Comparative Analysis of DeFi Lending Protocols

Feture Traditional DeFi Lending(e.g., | NFT-Backed Lend-
Aave) ing(e.g.BendDAO)

Collateral Type Fungible to- | Non-fungible tokens (NFTs)
kens(e.g.,.ETH,WBTC)

Liquidity high Low to medium

Valuation Method Oracle-based spot price from | Oracle-based floor price
liquid markets from illiquid markets

Primary Liquidatio | Price volatility Price volatility + Lack of mar-

ket depth
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2.3  NFT Financialization and The Lending Challenge

The most recent and third stream of academic writing lies with the financialization as-
pect of Non - Fungible Tokens (NFTs). Early investigations have, through empirical
means, documented the distinct characteristics of NFT markets. They have noted that
NFT markets are characterized by significant fluctuations and a deep - seated lack of
liquidity [9]. It has also been noted that the reliance on the "floor price" as a measure
for valuation is another special and somewhat perilous quality of this market design.
As NFTs have accumulated a fair amount of market value, there has also emerged a
natural tendency to use them as collateral, which has led into the world of NFT-fi (NFT
finance). Nevertheless, academic research efforts are finding it difficult to catch up with
this swift innovation. Although there is an abundance of industry reports and white
papers, in - depth academic scrutiny of the risk models adopted by NFT lending proto-
cols is still in short supply [10]. The majority of the current studies on DeFi risk have
tacitly supposed that the collateral is fungible, thus creating a substantial gap in
knowledge.

Thus, the BendDAO crisis in August 2022 serves as a critical case study at the in-
tersection of these three research strands. It enables us to apply the classical theories of
liquidity risk, fire sales, and bank runs to a contemporary DeFi context—extending the
peer-to-pool lending model frameworks proposed by Jiang et al. and tested by Sun and
Tang to the illiquid, volatile NFT assets empirically identified by Moncada et al. Spe-
cifically, this paper addresses the research gap highlighted by Kim et al.—the lack of
in-depth academic scrutiny of NFT lending risk models—by presenting the first foren-
sic analysis of a systemic failure in a major peer-to-pool NFT-backed lending protocol.

3 Literature Review and Theoretical Foundation

This part offers a comprehensively sequential description of the liquidity crisis that
swept over BendDAO in August 2022. Through reconstructing the order of events and
analyzing the data on the blockchain, we depict how a decline in the overall NFT market
led to an almost disastrous systemic breakdown of the protocol's risk model.

3.1  Prelude: Accumulating Stress in a Bear Market

The roots of the crisis were sown during the extremely harsh crypto winter in 2022.
After the downfall of the Terra/Luna ecosystem in May, the pressures from the macro
- economic situation set off a long - lasting bear market. As a result, there was a sub-
stantial decline in the worth of well - known NFT collections. For instance, the Bored
Ape Yacht Club (BAYC), CryptoPunks, and the Mutant Ape Yacht Club (MAYC),
which served as the main part of BendDAO's collateral.

Between June and July 2022, the floor prices of core collateral assets—including
Bored Ape Yacht Club (BAYC), CryptoPunks, and Mutant Ape Yacht Club
(MAYC)—declined steadily by 37% (from 150 ETH to 95 ETH, data source: NFTGo).
This collateral depreciation pushed the Health Factor (HF) of nearly 40% of loans on
the protocol down from above 1.5 to the vulnerable range of 1.1-1.2 (on-chain data:
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Dune Analytics). A further 5% drop in NFT prices would have been sufficient to trigger
mass liquidations, leaving the protocol in a precarious "hair-trigger" state. (Note:
BAYC price range and HF ratio are rounded based on NFTGo historical data and Dune
Analytics on-chain metrics, 2022Q3.)

3.2 The Trigger: Breaching the Liquidation Threshold

In the middle of August in 2022, the slump in the NFT market got more severe. The
lowest price of important collections such as BAYC dropped beneath the effective lig-
uidation limit for a large number of loans. As per the protocol's arrangement, any loan
having an HF < 1.0 became qualified for liquidation.

The safeguard mechanism, put in place to protect lenders, was triggered and acti-
vated on an unprecedented scale at present. The system was set up to allow these NFTs
to be put up for auction to pay off the remaining debts.

3.3 Liquidation Mechanism Failure: Synchronous Surge in High Risk
Loans and Failed Liquidation Auctions

BentDAO’s liquidation mechanism works on Dutch auctions to unload collateral when
loans are in a state of HF<1.0 (as seen in ) This mechanism is based on the assumption
that arbitrageurs will continuously participate and there is sufficient market liquidity.
This turned out to be completely ineffective during the 2022 NFT bear market as seen
directly in Figure 1.

As seen in Figure 1, the number of loans with HF<1.0 (light blue bars) and failed
liquidation auctions (red bars) showed a nearly perfect synchronous surge from the end
of July to mid-August:

* July 30: There were only 12 loans with HF<1.0, and 1 failed auction (failure rate:
8.3%) * By August 10, there were 41 loans with HF<1.0, and the number of failed
auctions rose to 18 (failure rate: 43.9%)

* At crisis peak (Aug 18), high-risk loans spiked to 127; failed auctions reached 119
— driving liquidation failure rate to 94.0%.

These numbers highlight two critical flaws in the liquidation mechanism: First, the
HF threshold of 1.0 was too rigid and didn’t take into account NFT price volatility —
many loans were liquidated mass simultaneous liquidations overloaded the NFP mar-
ket’s absorption capacity. Second, the Dutch auction model could not handle NFT li-
quidity issues: when no arbitrageurs were willing to take collateral (because prices had
collapsed), liquidations stalled and defaulted loans accumulated bad debt.

As Figure 1 shows, the liquidation mechanism didn’t reduce risk; on the contrary, it
exacerbated system stress by trapping the protocol in a “more high-risk loans — more
failed liquidations” cycle.
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Daily Number of Loans with HF<1.0 and Failed Liquidations (July-Sept 2022)
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Fig. 1. Daily Number of Loans with HF<1.0 and Failed Liquidations (July—Sept 2022)

Source: On-chain data extracted from Dune Analytics Community Dashboard; liquidation
failure rate calculated by the author based on loan and auction event data (2022Q3).

3.4 Phase 2: Bad Debt Accumulation and Panic

The liquidation process encountered a failure, which brought about an instantaneous
and calamitous outcome: the build - up of non - performing debt inside the protocol's
treasury.

- Given that the Non - Fungible Tokens (NFTs) failed to be sold, the loans remained
unpaid.

- The protocol, which had given lenders an assurance that their funds were backed
by excessive collateral, was currently in a situation where it was essentially holding
positions that were insolvent. This debt, which was of poor quality, posed a direct risk
to the funds that had been deposited by providers of liquidity.

By August 20, 2022, the protocol’s non-performing debt had reached 1,200 ETH,

representing 18% of the total loan balance (source: BendDAO Official Treasury Re-
port).

After coverage of the numbers on CryptoSlate and other sites, the search interest
"BendDAO insolvency" increased by 500% in just 24 hours on social media (source:
LunarCrush) — an increase that directly triggered panic behaviors among liquidity pro-
viders. (Note: Bad debt volume and social media surge are aggregated from BendDAO
Treasury Report (Aug 2022) and LunarCrush statistics.)
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3.5 Phase 3: The Bank Run

Anxious that their financial resources might be squandered due to the continuously es-
calating non - performing debt, providers of liquidity carried out a large - scale retrieval
of their assets from the pools of BendDAO. This case is a direct real-life example of a
traditional bank run.

The protocol’s liquidity was depleted by the large - scale withdrawals, leading it to
the brink of a situation where it was unable to pay its debts. The total value locked TVL
in BendDAO suddenly dropped. There was also a price decrease in the protocol's native
token, $BEND.

The negative feedback cycle was now complete: prices of NFTs were decreasing,
leading to unsuccessful liquidations. These unsuccessful liquidations led to the creation
of bad debts. The bad debts led to panic and a situation like a bank run. As a result, the
confidence and liquidity in the NFT ecosystem was further damaged.

At this point, a closed loop of core indicators was reached: 127 loans with HF < 1.0,
94% liquidation failure, and 18% non-performing debt ratio pushing the protocol over
the edge to insolvency. In the next section, we’ll explore the three major flaws in the
protocol’s risk model. (Note: Core indicators represent peak crisis data (Aug 18, 2022)
and are rounded for readability).

3.6 Governance Intervention: A Reactive Plaster

Facing an existential threat, the BendDAO community activated its decentralized gov-
ernance mechanism in hopes of approving a series of emergency proposals to stop the
losses. The key parameter alterations included:

1. Raising the Liquidation Threshold: Increasing it first from 85% to 90% and then
to 95%. This time, they raised the liquidation threshold, providing a bigger buffer
against price decreases before liquidations.

2. Reducing the Auction Time: Reducing the auction time. First it reduced the time
from 48 hours to 24 hours, then again from 24 hours to 12 hours, and then again from
12 hours to 4 hours. This was done to increase the attractiveness of the liquidation auc-
tions, by reducing the price - risk that a potential buyer could encounter.

3. Reducing the Initial Auction Cost: Modifying the opening bid to a much more
appealing degree so as to allure liquidators.

Although these measures managed to temporarily stabilize the protocol successfully,
they were mostly reactive. They dealt with the immediate symptoms, yet they did not
essentially tackle the root - cause flaw of depending on market liquidity for an asset
class that lacks liquidity.

4 Analysis: The Anatomy of a model Failure

The crisis of BendDAO was not simply a so - called black swan event, rather it was the
foreseeable result of a risk model constructed based on a sequence of faulty supposi-
tions. In this part, the failure is broken down into three interrelated aspects: an
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unreliable dependence on the liquidity of the market, an oversight of the associated
risks, and the built - in restrictions of reactive governance.

4.1 The Assumption of Persistent Liquidity that is Flawed

At the core of BendDAO's original design lay a crucial, though unspoken, supposition:
that there is a substantial and uninterrupted secondary market for NFT collateral, which
can take in liquidation sales in any market situation. This supposition turned out to be
the main flaw in the model.

The Trap of Illusory Liquidity: BendDAO accepted multiple high-profile NFT col-
lections as collateral, but these assets failed to achieve effective risk diversification.
Between May and August 2022, the floor price correlation coefficient between BAYC
and CryptoPunks reached 0.92 (calculated by the author based on NFTGo data), mean-
ing their prices declined synchronously by over 30% during the market downturn. This
meant the protocol faced not isolated individual loan defaults, but a systemic shock
where 80% of its collateral depreciated simultaneously—completely undermining the
risk buffer logic of "diversified collateralization". (Note: Correlation coefficient is cal-
culated via Pearson method using BAYC/CryptoPunks daily floor prices (NFTGo,
2022.05-08). The Trap of Feedback Liquidity - Price: Potential liquidators, faced with
intense volatility and unfavorable sentiment in the market, believed there was enough
risk when they placed their bids. Now, buying an NFT at 5% discount on a rapidly
dropping "floor price" was not a kind of arbitrage, but a kind of speculation that would
definitely lead to a loss. Due to this, the liquidity left the buying side and the auction
failed. Therefore, the auction failure itself reflected a very deep - seated market distress.
It further undermined the confidence and reduced the liquidity of the market, forming
a vicious cycle. The safety valve of the model became the main channel for systemic
contagion.

4.2  The Trap of Correlation and Systemic Contagion

The second shortcoming is that the model neglected the significantly high level of cor-
relation, not only among NFT collections, but also between NFT prices and the overall
sentiment of the crypto market.

How It Worked: This correlation turned a decline in the market into a crisis that
brought down the entire system. The figure can be described as a feedback loop that
reinforces itself, as illustrated in Figure 2 below.
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Widespread HF < 1.0
Correlated Risk Realized

Mass Liquidation
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\\
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Fig. 2. The "Death Spiral" Feedback Loop of BendDAOQ's Liquidity Crisis (August 2022)

Figure 2 is an illustration of how correlated NFT price declines turned systemic risk
in the protocol.

The sequence of events is as follows: (1) A macro crypto downturn leads to synchro-
nized drops in blue-chip NFT floor prices; (2) Widespread loans breach the HF<1.0
liquidation threshold, triggering mass liquidations; (3) Liquidation auctions fail due to
market illiquidity (no buyers); (4) Bad debts accumulate, sparking panic among liquid-
ity providers; (5) A "bank run" occurs as providers withdraw funds en masse; (6) Pro-
tocol liquidity collapses, exerting further downward pressure on NFT prices and rein-
forcing the spiral. Data and logic are derived from on-chain liquidation events
(Etherscan) and BendDAO governance proposals (August 2022).
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4.3 Governance Serves as a Reactive Remedy Instead of a Proactive
Solution

The last layer of the failure is related to the reactive characteristic of decentralized gov-
ernance during a crisis. The solutions that were put into practice were not preventive
measures that were taken in advance but rather responses to an ongoing failure in an
emergency situation.

Parameter Adjustments as a Superficial Remedy: The reaction of the community,
which involved increasing the liquidation threshold and reducing the auction duration,
proved to be efficacious in averting the imminent crisis. Nevertheless, these actions
were merely adjustments to the pre - existing defective model rather than a thorough
and fundamental redesign.

Higher Thresholds merely postponed the inevitable issue. It demands a more signif-
icant decline in price to initiate liquidation. However, it fails to tackle the situation that
occurs when liquidation is finally set off.

Accelerated auctions reduced the price - related risks for liquidators, although they
were not able to provide liquidity when there was none.

Velocity and constraints of DAOs: The crisis revealed the clash between the slow
pace of decentralized governance and the speed required during a financial panic. The
time required to vote and implement the solution stretched over several days and exac-
erbated the crisis. This is one of the downsides when compared to centralized entities
that can act swiftly and independently.

In other words, the BendDAO crisis is the result of an ideal tempest: a model which
mistakenly treated non - liquid assets as liquid, neglected the associated risks, and was
ultimately saved by a slow and responsive governance mechanism which merely could
patch what already broke instead of preventing it from happening. The failure of
BendDAO crisis is an important case study for the whole NFT - Fi ecosystem.

5 Discussion and Implications

Analysis of the nearly collapse of BendDAO is not limited to a single incident; it could
also be seen as a typical incident which illustrates the inherent weaknesses of the de-
centralized finance when it attempts to involve assets with an intrinsic lack of liquidity.
The consequences of the nearly collapse of BendDAO are not limited to the single pro-
tocol but also the designers of protocols and regulators and the more decentralized fi-
nance (DeFi) ecosystem.

5.1 Towards Robust NFT-Fi Risk Models

The main implication which we have derived from our research is that the so - called
"copy - paste" way, which means that using the traditional decentralized finance (DeF1)
lending models in finance to non - fungible tokens (NFTs), has an inherent weakness.
In the future, the non - fungible token finance (NFT - Fi) protocols should be designed
from the very beginning while considering the characteristics of the NFTs. We propose
some directions for the more innovative works:
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Dynamic and Asset - Specific Risk Parameters Instead of using the static liquidation.
The protocols should aim to utilize parameters that automatically adapt to market vol-
atility and the liquidity metrics of the assets. For instance, the liquidation threshold for
a "blue-chip" NFT with relatively high liquidity can be set higher than that of a niche
collection with lower liquidity.

Going Beyond the Solely Market-Driven Liquidations The excessive reliance on a
liquid secondary market should be broken. Possible alternative mechanisms may in-
clude: Protocol-Enabled Liquidation Pools A specially - designated capital pool, which
gets its funds from the revenues of the protocol, can potentially act as the final purchaser
for NFTs which have been liquidated. This function can play a role in providing market
stability during market stress.

Partial Liquidation and Grace Periods: Instead of attempting to liquidate the entire
NFT position, protocols can liquidate a small fraction of the debt. This not only pro-
vides the borrower additional time to recapitalize but also reduces the immediate burden
on the sell - side.

Improved On - Chain Oracles: Depending on the "floor price" is quite a fragile situ-
ation. Oracles that take into account a wider range of valuation inputs, such as prices
weighted for time (TWAPs) or liquidity - adjusted prices, can provide a more stable
and less manipulated estimate of collateral price.

5.2 Systemic Risk and Regulation Implications for Systemic Risk and
Regulation

The crisis of BendDAO has demonstrated that Defi protocols are not isolated entities,
but they can give rise to systemic risks that impact the wider digital asset ecosystem.

Contagion Channels: The failure of a significant lending protocol leads to a conta-
gion effect that results in a large - scale and swift sell - off across the entire NFT market
that impacts holders, other financial protocols built on top of these assets, and creators.
This interconnection requires a macro - prudential perspective.

A Blueprint for Active Regulation Financial regulators can use this crisis as a vivid,
practical example of how systemic risk can materialize in the Decentralized Finance
realm. It suggests an approach to prioritizing transparency along with risk disclosure.
Regulators can choose to inspire or make it mandatory for protocols like BendDAO to
explicitly disclose to users the specific circumstances in which the liquidation mecha-
nism can fail - a type of "liquidity risk warning" for Defi.

In conclusion, even though the crisis is upsetting, the collapse of BendDAO provides
an extremely valuable learning moment. It forces an evolution in risk modeling from a
state of innocent optimism about market liquidity to a state of cautious and well - de-
signed resilience to liquidity black swan events.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we have conducted a forensic investigation into the liquidity crisis that
impacted BendDAO in August 2022. Through a comprehensive case study supported



The Fragility of NFT-Backed Lending: A Case Study on the ... 217

by on - chain data we have analyzed the event that began as a market decline and
evolved into a protocol insolvency crisis.

Our analysis is conclusive: the crisis was not a breakdown that occurred by accident
but instead a result of significant flaws in the protocols risk model. We found a three -
fold failure: firstly, there was a disastrous reliance on continuous market liquidity for
its liquidation mechanism. That liquidity vanished precisely when it was most needed.
Secondly, there was an oversight of highly inter - related risks across its NFT collateral.
This oversight turned individual defaults into a large - scale systemic incident. Thirdly,
a self - perpetuating downward spiral was triggered. This spiral magnified the initial
shock through unsuccessful liquidations, the build - up of bad debts, and a classic bank
run.

The main contribution of this research lies in offering a well - structured, scholarly
framework to comprehend this newly emerging category of risks within NFT - backed
finance. Through the application of traditional financial theories regarding fire sales
and bank runs, we've shown that the fundamental challenges of finance still exist, even
when it takes its most decentralized and innovative forms.

The progress towards an advanced and robust NFT-Fi ecosystem has only just
started. The insights from BendDAO are evident: long - term viability won't be attained
merely by quicker auctions or steeper thresholds, but rather through a thorough re -
evaluation of risk models that takes into account and designs for the hard - to - sell,
interrelated, and changeable characteristics of the underlying collateral. Consequently,
the crisis doesn't serve as an end for NFT finance, but as a significant stage of develop-
ment.
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