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ABSTRACT 

Blockchain enables reimaging organizational interactions and provides novel 
avenues to enforce agreements and foster cooperation, which set it apart from 

traditional and other digital governance mechanisms. These peculiarities pave the 
way for the dawn of non-hierarchical organizations characterized by highly 

decentralized decision-making processes. At the forefront of this evolution are 

Decentralized Applications (DApps): trustless systems on peer-to-peer networks 

without central oversight. Amidst growing interest, the specific business 

ramifications and governance structures of DApps remain underexplored. Our study 
delves into how blockchain reshapes governance in DApps and the realization of 

decentralized governance. Leveraging on a multiple case study, we examined the 

governance models, the extent of decentralization, and the forward-looking 
governance projections of 7 DApps. Our findings illuminate the dynamics of power 

distribution in DApps, revealing decision-makers, the spread of stakeholder power, 
and the mechanisms for making and implementing pivotal decisions within 

decentralized frameworks. Theoretical and empirical implications are discussed. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The nascent literature on decentralization (Chen et al., 2021) spans disciplines, attracting 

scholars from political analysts to computer scientists, notably in management (Hoffman 

et al., 2020). This interest reflects the growing recognition of decentralization as a pivotal 

organizational principle in an era of increasing complexity and rapid change (Hsieh & 

Vergne, 2022). Decentralization challenges traditional hierarchies by distributing 

authority and decision-making across nodes within a system (Chen & Bellavitis, 2020), 

enabling more agile responses to challenges and opportunities (Lumineau et al., 2021). 

While the principles of decentralization are appreciated, specifics like its function in 

different contexts, benefits, limitations, and best practices are debated (Chen & Bellavitis, 

2020; Vergne, 2020). Blockchain technology has energized these discussions, presenting 

solutions for creating decentralized systems with implications beyond cryptocurrency 

(Lumineau et al., 2021; Zhan et al., 2022; Kumar et al., 2022; Massaro, 2021). Blockchain 

facilitates consensus and cooperation without traditional hierarchical boundaries (Hsieh 

& Vergne, 2022), enabling self-organization and collective decision-making (Aste et al., 

2017). 

 

DApps represent a departure from centralized digital services (Angelis & Silva, 2019) 

and embody a shift toward trustless systems where no single party controls everything 

(Werbach, 2018). Despite DApps' potential to reshape organizational structures and 

governance, scholarly investigation into their governance is still nascent, lacking depth in 
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addressing their unique challenges and opportunities (Leiponen et al., 2022). This gap has 

significant implications for users, developers, investors, and policymakers. 

Our research examines how blockchain influences DApp governance and what practical 

decentralization looks like within these entities. Recognizing the lack of empirical studies 

in this complex domain, we adopt a multiple case study methodology. We selected seven 

representative DApps based on active user metrics, grounding our findings in widely-

used solutions. 

This exploration aims to enrich academic discourse on blockchain and organizational 

strategy, providing empirical evidence and theoretical refinement to a growing field. It 

also offers practical insights for industry professionals and policymakers navigating 

blockchain-enabled governance structures. As such, our research is driven by an inquiry 

that is both timely and consequential:  Which are the factors that influence decision-

making processes within DApps? How do these factors impact the effective 

decentralization of DApps’ governance?  

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

2.1 EVOLUTION OF DECENTRALIZATION: FROM POLITICS TO BLOCKCHAIN AND DAPPS 

The concept of decentralization spans various disciplines, carrying different connotations 

(Kim, 2008). Initially central to political science due to its implications for governance 

and power distribution (Mill, 1861; Tocqueville, 1835), it later transitioned into computer 

science with distributed computing systems (Hoffman et al., 2020). This shift aimed to 

enhance systems' efficiency and stability (Saltzer et al., 1984) and influenced the internet's 

architecture. In the 1990s and early 2000s, peer-to-peer (P2P) networks further 

democratized digital content distribution by eliminating the need for central servers 

(Schollmeier, 2001). 

The advent of blockchain marked a milestone in decentralization, introducing 

decentralized consensus in a trustless environment (Nakamoto, 2008). Despite its 

potential, most literature has focused on speculative discussions about blockchain’s 

characteristics or hypothetical solutions (Hsieh & Vergne, 2022). Thus, there is a pressing 

need for empirical research on blockchain's practical applications beyond its technical 

aspects. 

DApps, or Decentralized Applications, exemplify blockchain governance at the 

application level. Originating from P2P networks like Tor and BitTorrent (Voshmgir, 

2019), DApps run on blockchain platforms, featuring a user interface (front-end) and 

operational processes (back-end). The DApps space is rapidly expanding across sectors 

like finance, gaming, and social media, showcasing blockchain’s benefits of immutability, 

security, and transparency (Blockchain & Web3 Observatory, 2023). 

However, this growth also presents governance challenges. Effective governance 

structures that balance decentralization with efficiency and stakeholder alignment are 

essential (Bellavitis et al., 2023). Issues include voter apathy, power concentration among 

few token holders (De Filippi & Loveluck, 2016), and the rigidity of smart contract-based 

governance, which complicates protocol amendments in response to evolving needs or 

unforeseen circumstances (Atzori, 2015). 

2.2 GOVERNANCE OF BLOCKCHAIN AND DAPPS 

In blockchain governance, academic discourse reflects both convergent and divergent 

views, highlighting the field's complexity. There is a consensus on the multifaceted nature 

of blockchain governance, but interpretations and approaches vary significantly. 
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A critical theme in studies by De Filippi and Loveluck (2016), De Filippi and McMullen 

(2018), and Petersen (2022) is the tension between algorithmic governance and human 

intervention. These works recognize that blockchain's promise of decentralized autonomy 

through algorithmic governance is compelling but constrained by its rigidity and inability 

to adapt to unforeseen scenarios. This limitation reflects a deeper challenge in balancing 

coded rules' inflexibility with human contexts' fluidity. 

The literature also presents varied perspectives on centralization in blockchain systems. 

Halaburda and Mueller-Bloch (2019) advocate for some centralization in early 

blockchain development, asserting that centralized control can stabilize nascent networks. 

Their view resonates with permissioned blockchains, where decentralization is controlled 

through off-blockchain agreements. In contrast, Ziolkowski et al. (2020) and Trump et al. 

(2018) suggest a differentiated approach to understand decentralization in various 

blockchain applications. Contributions by Goldsby and Hanisch (2022) and Lumineau et 

al. (2021) provide frameworks for diverse governance mechanisms but reveal a gap in 

DApp-specific governance needs. 

Most studies focus on blockchain infrastructure, often overlooking governance challenges 

at the application level. This oversight signals the need for more research on governance 

within individual DApps. The literature frequently falls short in addressing all dimensions 

of blockchain governance, underscoring the necessity for a comprehensive framework 

that includes administrative, infrastructural, and application-level governance in DApps. 

Without this, the dialogue on blockchain governance remains incomplete, potentially 

hindering the development of effective governance models reflective of the decentralized 

ethos and practical application-level needs. 

3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1 RESEARCH DESIGN 

The central objective of this paper is to understand the DApps governance mechanisms 

and to investigate the extent to which these mechanisms embody the principles of 

decentralization. To this end, the multiple case study method emerges as a coherent 

research design. 

As articulated by Yin (2018), the multiple case study approach is particularly effective 

when addressing 'how' and 'why' questions, as it allows for an in-depth exploration within 

the real-life context that these phenomena manifest. The selection of a multiple case study 

method is further fortified by the phenomenon-driven imperatives of the research. As 

noted by Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007), when the phenomenon under scrutiny is 

emergent rather than established, the insights often lie in the thick description and 

contextual exploration that only a case-based approach can afford. This methodological 

choice aligns with the exploratory nature of our research. It allows a holistic and 

multifaceted examination of DApps governance, accommodating the complexity and 

dynamism that characterize this field. By disentangling various instances of governance 

structures across different DApps, this study endeavors to uncover patterns, derive 

insights, and build a nuanced understanding that quantitative methods may not reveal. 

3.2 SAMPLING AND SETTING 

To establish the criteria for case selection and identify the target population of DApps for 

analysis, we utilized DappRadar, a comprehensive DApp database.  

We then applied a theoretical sampling approach, guided by Eisenhardt (1989), to select 

cases. Our primary filter targeted DApps with decentralized governance structures, as 
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indicated by secondary sources. We also concentrated on projects beyond the initial 

development phase to ensure robust evidence. After filtration, we contacted the 

management teams or founders to assess their willingness to participate in interviews, 

identifying seven distinct cases. 

This research centers on DApps offering financial services within Decentralized Finance 

(DeFi). The rationale is twofold: first, DeFi represents a mature and rapidly advancing 

application of DApps, providing a robust context for examining governance structures 

(Schär, 2020; WEF, 2021). Second, DeFi's inherent complexities, such as regulatory 

compliance, security, and user protection, present unique governance challenges (Auer & 

Claessens, 2018).  

3.3 DATA COLLECTION 

To mitigate potential biases and enhance the robustness of our insights, we employed a 

multifaceted evidence-gathering strategy (Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 

2007). Our data sources were twofold: primary and secondary. Primary data were gleaned 

from semi-structured interviews, while secondary data comprised reports, whitepapers, 

posts on social networks, online news articles, and DApp-related websites. 

The primary data corpus was built from 7 semi-structured interviews to members of core 

teams developing each Dapp. These interviews corresponded to distinct Dapps and were 

executed over the period from May to September 2022. Each interview started with a 

brief overview provided by the informants, describing both the DApp in question and 

their specific role within its ecosystem. Subsequently, we delved into the structured 

questions designed to dissect the nuances of DApp governance. The research adopted an 

iterative data collection methodology. This dynamic approach was pivotal in uncovering 

emerging patterns, as insights from earlier interviews could inform and refine subsequent 

data collection (Gioia et al., 2013). Consequently, we adapted the interview protocol 

responsively to follow the trail of knowledge as outlined by our informants. 

3.4 DATA ANALYSIS 

To align with the established protocols for multiple case study theory development, we 

engaged in both within-case and cross-case analyses, as advised by Eisenhardt (1989) and 

Eisenhardt & Graebner  (2007). Initially, the primary data were meticulously examined 

by two authors of the team, who also incorporated secondary data to triangulate findings, 

a method recommended by Jick (1979). 

Following this, we applied an inductive approach to our analysis (Saldana, 2009). This 

entailed a rigorous coding of the interview transcripts, during which we surfaced 

preliminary concepts. With these initial insights, we advanced to a cross-case 

examination. By applying a replication logic, we sought to detect patterns across different 

cases. This step facilitated the aggregation of individual codes into higher-level, second-

order themes. 

Once we engaged in cross-case analysis, our process became iterative: we oscillated 

between examining case details, refining our understanding of emerging concepts and 

dimensions, and consulting relevant academic literature to hone the definitions of our 

constructs, determine appropriate levels of abstraction, specify construct measurements, 

and elucidate theoretical linkages (Gilbert, 2005). 

This disciplined focus allowed us to distil a robust set of constructs that held up under 

rigorous analysis.  
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4. FINDINGS 

4.1 COMMUNICATION CHANNELS AND CONSENSUS BUILDING 

As stated in the literature, blockchain involve political and social dimensions that cannot 

be adequately addressed by relying solely on technological tools and algorithmic 

governance. Such approaches lack the flexibility needed to face unforeseen circumstances 

and often neglect the human factor and broader involvement. The improvement and 

development of DApps, along with the underlying code base, require consensus-seeking 

and human intervention to adapt to evolving needs and market dynamics. 

To implement decisions in DApps, specific proposals must be developed. Governance 

processes typically begin off the blockchain on various communication channels, 

allowing community members and development teams to interact freely. These 

discussions serve various purposes, including exchanging ideas, seeking consensus on 

DApp improvements, gauging community sentiment, and approving or rejecting formal 

processes. Once discussion topics are refined, some DApps move motions to off-chain 

voting platforms, where token holders can cast their votes for or against proposed changes. 

Since the voting happens off-chain, the outcome primarily serves as a signaling system, 

as there is no code execution involved: 

“For the governance, what the community can do is post something in the forum, and then it can 
eventually be turned into a proposal. It needs a three-day discussion period, then it goes to 

Snapshot for voting. But first it's a non-binding discussion on the forum, because we need, and 

we want to promote the debate first.” (Yearn)  

Decisions regarding the operational structures and development of the DApp must align 

with the interests of various stakeholders. However, these decisions, although they can 

often come from anyone's proposals, often involve specific knowledge and proprietary 

information held by development teams. This knowledge gap can create a disparity 

between the development teams and the broader community. Many decisions necessitate 

specialized technical or economic expertise that may not be possessed by the average 

token holder: 

“Token holders can raise proposals, however, the technology itself, which is the core of 1Inch, is 

too complicated for essentially anyone from the community to understand. So, the core things that 
are driving 1Inch forward, hopefully to success, are happening within the foundation only, 

because all the engineers are contributors to the 1Inch foundation.” (1Inch) 

With a few exceptions, the information asymmetry often leads the community to 

primarily focus on elementary aspects or those related to a few specific areas, such as 

token allocations and protocol fees, in its discussions. What frequently occurs is that the 

community suggests ideas without first organizing them into a problem or identifying 

viable, data-driven solutions. These factors, in turn, tend excluding community members 

from the process of formulating complex decisions: 

“We also need to understand what the main thing that bothers the community is or that actually 
they care about. Essentially what 99% of the community care about is the price of the token. So, 

when they care about 1Inch token price, they don't really care about the technology because it's 

already good for them, since they are already using it. I would say that 90% of the proposals from 

the community are heavily 1inch token oriented.” (1Inch) 

Despite being scattered, unstructured, and non-binding, ideas arising from various 

stakeholders are often taken into consideration by the core teams. However, in most cases, 

they just serve as inputs for their decisions. Development units typically engage in 
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separate conversations from the rest of the community to identify necessary changes and 

determine how addressing the issues experienced: 

“If the proposal comes from the community, it usually happens on Discord. But if the new 

proposal comes from the contributors that are part of the yTeams it's going to happen in Telegram. 

The yTeams have groups where they talk about stuff, and they decide.” (Yearn) 

Consequently, what is observed is that token holders are primarily presented with yes- 

Given the current governance structures, token holders and DApps participants tend 

having a decision-making power that they are unable to fully exercise. Instead, they often 

rubber stamp centrally made decisions or exercise veto power when granted by the 

governance system in place.  

To fully involve the community and the token holders in the governance of DApps, proper 

processes need to be implemented to encourage constructive and transparent discussions. 

This enables stakeholders to coordinate and identify necessary or desired changes. The 

governance debate should transition into a consensus-seeking exercise aimed at achieving 

an optimal compromise. Communication channels should compel participants to focus on 

the underlying reasoning, causes, theories, and data rather than engaging in polarizing 

contests over specific token integrations, creation of new pools, setting of fees, or other 

parameters that may divert attention from the big picture and important issues. 

Proposition 1: The governance system of a DApp should have well-functioning structures 

through which stakeholders are provided with the proper data and knowledge supporting 

decision making.  

4.2 LEADERSHIP CENTRALIZATION AND STAKEHOLDER DISPARITY 

Off-chain decisions are usually overseen by a central entity, often the company or core 

team behind the application. This is because off-chain decisions, unlike those executed 

through smart contracts on the blockchain, involve interactions with the non-crypto world. 

Matters requiring engagement beyond the crypto sphere cannot be solely governed by 

code. Compliance with national and supranational regulations, such as registering 

intellectual property rights and brand ownership, may necessitate the involvement of a 

legal entity or another business organization in these decision-making processes. 

Even in DApps that lack a legal entity representing them, it is typically the core team that 

handles relationships with external organizations, both outside the blockchain and with 

other blockchain protocols, unless the partnership explicitly involves the governance 

token. However, although off-chain governance is not a formal process and does not 

directly impact the DApp, it remains foundational to the decision-making process: 

“Today the Maker Foundation is currently no longer in control of the treasury of the project and 

other things like that. But it still owns some intangible assets like IP and such, and some 

trademarks” (MakerDAO) 

The governance mechanisms employed by DApps to distribute decision-making powers 

often rely on voting systems to determine the acceptance or rejection of a given policy or 

change. Voting power is contingent on the amount of governance tokens an individual 

holds or locks into a contract for a specified period. Consequently, wealthier token holders 

can wield more influence on decisions, and the community, usually entitled to a 

significant share of the tokens, would ostensibly play a substantial role, especially in the 

voting process. However, the execution of decisions and the implementation of desired 

changes into executable "spells" are primarily carried out by the core team. Despite the 

potential for anyone to develop a contract, token holders often lack the capacity to develop 

features themselves and lack the authority to compel the development team to do so: 
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“We want to open the smart contract side and invite all kinds of external builders, but currently 

after they build the contract, our team members still need to help them to merge the codes into 

the code base and then to allow users to use it on the Interface.” (Furucombo) 

Indeed, even if a proposal were to be ratified through a DApp vote, without executable 

code or smart contracts ready to be deployed and enforced, it would not bring immediate 

change and would merely serve as a signaling system. The same logic applies to off-chain 

voting as well. This is why, in on-chain governance, proposals are typically voted on only 

after the code has been written and, in some cases, audited, ensuring that they 

automatically translate into effective protocol advancements. The development teams 

also function as the workforce of the applications, managing operational responsibilities, 

administering groups, developing the code, setting the roadmap, and usually managing 

the budgets to achieve defined goals: 

“We usually work with auditors as a centralized entity. When we develop code, we work with 
auditors to check the code we contribute. […] the company can deploy something and it's up to 

the DAO to accept the smart contract, whether it goes into the DAO ecosystem or not” (Curve) 

The implementation of decisions and executive power are often concentrated in the hands 

of the core teams, which are also in charge of overseeing operational tasks. De facto, the 

community has the ability to influence outcomes and have an impact on policy-making, 

but the involvement of the token holders in governance systems does not necessarily 

imply that they are able to execute decisions or participate in maintaining the code base, 

defining and performing operating tasks and routines, as well as core business activities. 

We also finds that in DApps with a higher degree of decentralization, token holders 

delegate authority and responsibilities to core teams to run the operations and take 

autonomous action on behalf of the community, whereas in less decentralized DApps, the 

team retains direct control of the execution and does not necessarily need to confront 

token holders with their work. Thus, we conclude that: 

Proposition 2: Core teams responsible of DApp development are inherently more 

influential than other stakeholders, even in highly decentralized DApps. 

4.3 INCENTIVES 

In DApps, it is particularly important to introduce incentives for the core teams so that 

they benefit from the improvement and growth of the DApp, given that they are the 

primary contributors to its development and hold a higher influence in governance. The 

cases demonstrate that incentives for the core team are well-structured. They primarily 

consist of monetary rewards of two types: salaries paid by the DApp treasuries, which 

collect fees charged to users, or directly receiving a portion of the app revenues, and 

tokenomics. To distribute decision-making power, the DApp founders mint governance 

tokens and then distribute them through various mechanisms and initiatives. A share of 

native tokens is usually kept by the core team, and eventually, a portion can be sold to 

external investors to raise capital: 

“Developers received an initial token allocation and have reserved a percentage of the future 

token emissions. It is not all distributed initially so that they do not lose the incentive to work on 

the project; the incentives are made to ensure the core team keeps developing” (SpookySwap) 

Members of core teams frequently hold a considerable portion of the governance tokens, 

thus wielding significant voting power. To reduce risks of conflict of interest, the 

incentive systems are designed to ensure that teams are engaged in developing and 

growing the DApp in a way that aligns with the interests of the entire ecosystem.  
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The absence of incentives directed toward governance activities could be one of the 

reasons explaining the general lack of community participation and engagement in 

governance discussions and decision-making procedures: 

“Recently what we've seen is that you actually have to make a lot of effort for the users to actively 
participate in DAO and this is super understandable because token holders have also other things 

to care about and might not understand clearly why should they bother and spend time and do 

some voting” (1inch) 

Certain DApps, like Curve, incentivize users who lock their tokens to gain voting power 

and enforce penalties for early unlocking. This approach tends fostering a more engaged 

community, even though the incentive is not directly linked to participation itself. Once 

users have locked their tokens and have limited alternatives, they may be more inclined 

to actively engage in the governance system. On the other hand, MakerDAO does not 

provide incentives for passive token holders; instead, it compensates contributors actively 

involved in governance, promoting a dynamic exchange of ideas and discussions: 

“The 50% of trading fees going to the DAO gets distributed to those who have voting power. So 

it's not sitting in treasury for voting for different purposes. It's just going to those who have voting 

power. (Curve) 

The community often lacks incentives to participate in governance beyond the 

opportunity to engage in the decision-making process. In cases where incentives are 

provided, token holders may be required to lock their assets for specified periods to access 

rewards and voting power. The absence of strong incentives can result in a concentration 

of influence among a few powerful token holders, as those with limited voting power may 

find the opportunity costs of engaging in governance too high. Delegation, especially 

when combined with disincentives for non-participation, could enhance community voice 

and influence. Time-locking tokens with penalties for early withdrawal serves a similar 

purpose, encouraging decision-makers to vote in the best interest of the ecosystem for 

long-term value appreciation. Overall, we can conclude that: 

Proposition 3: Distribution of decision-making powers needs to come with properly set, 

balanced and aligned incentives to ensure each participant to the DApp has an interest 

in its success.  

5. DISCUSSION 

5.1 THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS 

The findings reveal the multi-layered nature of governance in DApps, challenging 

conventional paradigms and highlighting the complex interplay between decentralized 

ideals and pragmatic necessities. This section illuminates the theoretical and practical 

implications, connecting foundational concepts and extending understanding. Our 

exploration shows the complexities in implementing blockchain-based decentralized 

governance and offers insights into decentralization principles in practice and the role of 

various actors. By synthesizing our findings with existing literature, we elucidate the 

nuanced dynamics in blockchain governance. 

Our study introduces a nuanced perspective on blockchain decentralization, viewing it as 

a continuum rather than a binary state. This shift challenges traditional perceptions and 

suggests that decentralization in blockchain involves various degrees of centralized 

control mixed with decentralized decision-making. This continuum perspective is crucial 

for understanding blockchain's transformative potential and aligns with the observations 
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of several scholars who note diverse applications and impacts of blockchain across 

industries. 

Recognizing decentralization as a continuum contributes to a sophisticated understanding 

of blockchain governance, implying that blockchain's impact varies by use case and 

decentralization degree. This insight is crucial for designing and implementing 

blockchain solutions, highlighting the importance of context-specific approaches. 

Our findings also reveal that algorithmic governance in DApps requires a nuanced 

approach, blending algorithmic systems with human oversight. This hybrid governance 

model deviates from the libertarian ethos associated with blockchain technology, 

suggesting that purely autonomous governance is impractical. 

This approach provides a realistic perspective on blockchain's capabilities and limitations, 

advocating a balanced governance model. Our research underscores the significant role 

of off-chain decision-making by core teams, highlighting the need for human judgment 

and discretion in addressing nuanced challenges within DApps. 

5.2 IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE 

Our research into the governance of Decentralized Applications (DApps) offers critical 

insights for blockchain technology practitioners. These findings illuminate the complex 

dynamics within DApps, highlighting the interplay between decentralized mechanisms 

and the pragmatic necessities of human oversight and centralized coordination, especially 

in the early stages of DApp development. 

A key takeaway is the importance of hybrid governance models in DApps. Such models 

combine algorithmic governance's efficiency and impartiality with human judgment's 

flexibility and nuanced understanding. This approach is essential for handling complex 

scenarios and unforeseen challenges that pure technological protocols might not 

adequately address. For practitioners, this means creating and participating in governance 

structures that transcend tech-driven systems' limitations. The demarcation between on-

chain and off-chain decision-making processes is another critical aspect. 

Our findings suggest that DApp ecosystems need to clearly outline which decisions can 

be implemented autonomously on-chain and which require off-chain deliberation and 

human input. This clarity is vital for managing stakeholder expectations and ensuring 

complex decisions receive the necessary attention. In stakeholder engagement, our study 

underscores the need for robust communication platforms. Developing interactive forums 

and discussion boards is crucial for facilitating meaningful participation in governance 

debates. Overall, DApp governance requires a nuanced blend of decentralized ideals and 

practical necessities. Practitioners must create governance models that are technologically 

innovative, inclusive, responsive, and sustainable, contributing to the effective 

governance and long-term success of DApps in the blockchain ecosystem. 

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH  

This study provides substantial insights into DApp governance but has limitations that 

open avenues for future research. A primary limitation is the focus on DeFi DApps, which 

may not fully capture governance dynamics in other blockchain domains. The evolving 

nature of blockchain technology and diverse applications suggest that DeFi findings 

might not be universally applicable. Future studies should explore governance 

mechanisms in a broader range of DApps, including non-financial applications, to 

provide a comprehensive understanding of decentralized governance. 

Additionally, the reliance on a case study approach, while providing depth, may limit the 

generalizability of the findings. Future research could employ quantitative methods to 
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validate and extend the qualitative insights gained from this study. Large-scale surveys 

or experimental designs could offer statistical evidence to support or refine the 

conclusions drawn from these case studies. 

Lastly, the current research predominantly focuses on internal governance mechanisms 

within DApps. An exploration of how these decentralized applications interact with 

external regulatory frameworks and traditional governance structures would provide 

critical insights into the integration and co-evolution of decentralized and centralized 

governance models. 

REFERENCES 

Andriopoulos, C., & Lewis, M. W. (2009). Exploitation-Exploration Tensions and Organizational 

Ambidexterity: Managing Paradoxes of Innovation. Organization Science, 20(4), 696–717. 

Angelis, J., & Silva, E. R. da. (2019). Blockchain adoption: A value driver perspective. Business Horizons, 

62(3), 307–314. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2018.12.001 

Aramonte, S., Huang, W., & Schrimpf, A. (2021). DeFi risks and the decentralisation illusion. 

Aste, T., Tasca, P., & Di Matteo, T. (2017). Blockchain Technologies: The Foreseeable Impact on Society 

and Industry. Computer, 50(9), 18–28. https://doi.org/10.1109/MC.2017.3571064 

Atzori, M. (2015). Blockchain Technology and Decentralized Governance: Is the State Still Necessary? 

(SSRN Scholarly Paper 2709713). https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2709713 

Auer, R., & Claessens, S. (2018). Regulating Cryptocurrencies: Assessing Market Reactions (SSRN 

Scholarly Paper 3288097). https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3288097 

Bech, M. L., & Garratt, R. (2017). Central bank cryptocurrencies. 

https://www.bis.org/publ/qtrpdf/r_qt1709f.htm 

Bellavitis, C., Fisch, C., & Momtaz, P. P. (2023). The rise of decentralized autonomous organizations 

(DAOs): A first empirical glimpse. Venture Capital, 25(2), 187–203. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13691066.2022.2116797 

Beck, R., Avital, M., Rossi, M., & Thatcher, J. B. (2017). Blockchain technology in business and 

information systems research. Business & Information Systems Engineering, 59(6), 381–384. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12599-017-0505-1 

Blockchain & Web3 Observatory (2023). DApp: Caratteristiche e modelli di revenue. 

https://www.osservatori.net/it/prodotti/formato/report/dapp-caratteristiche-modelli-revenue-report 

Bourgeois, L. J., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (1988). Strategic Decision Processes in High Velocity Environments: 

Four Cases in the Microcomputer Industry. Management Science, 34(7), 816–835. 

Catalini, C., & Gans, J. S. (2019). Some Simple Economics of the Blockchain (SSRN Scholarly Paper 

2874598). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2874598 

Chen, Y., & Bellavitis, C. (2020). Blockchain disruption and decentralized finance: The rise of 

decentralized business models. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 13. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2019.e00151 

Chen, Y., Richter, J. I., & Patel, P. C. (2021). Decentralized Governance of Digital Platforms. Journal of 

Management, 47(5), 1305–1337. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320916755 

Davidson, S., De Filippi, P., & Potts, J. (2016). Economics of Blockchain (SSRN Scholarly Paper 2744751). 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2744751 

De Filippi, P., & Hassan, S. (2016). Blockchain Technology as a Regulatory Technology: From Code is 

Law to Law is Code (SSRN Scholarly Paper 3097430). https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3097430 

De Filippi, P., & Loveluck, B. (2016). The Invisible Politics of Bitcoin: Governance Crisis of a 

Decentralized Infrastructure (SSRN Scholarly Paper 2852691). 

https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2852691 



© CINet 2024 | ISBN 978-90-77360-27-9 | PAGE 732 

De Filippi, P., & Mcmullen, G. (2018). Governance of blockchain systems: Governance of and by 

Distributed Infrastructure [Research Report]. Blockchain Research Institute and COALA. 

https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-02046787 

De Filippi, P., & Wright, A. (2018). Blockchain and the Law: The Rule of Code. Harvard University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv2867sp 

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building Theories from Case Study Research. Academy of Management Review, 

14(4), 532–550. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1989.4308385 

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Graebner, M. E. (2007). Theory Building From Cases: Opportunities And Challenges. 

Academy of Management Journal, 50(1), 25–32. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.24160888 

Filippi, P., Mannan, M., & Reijers, W. (2020). Blockchain as a confidence machine: The problem of trust 

& challenges of governance. Technology in Society, 62, 101284. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2020.101284 

Frizzo-Barker, J., Chow-White, P. A., Adams, P. R., Mentanko, J., Ha, D., & Green, S. (2020). Blockchain 

as a disruptive technology for business: A systematic review. International Journal of Information 

Management, 51(April 2019), 102029. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2019.10.014 

Gervais, A., Karame, G. O., Wüst, K., Glykantzis, V., Ritzdorf, H., & Capkun, S. (2016). On the Security 

and Performance of Proof of Work Blockchains (2016/555). Cryptology ePrint Archive. 

https://eprint.iacr.org/2016/555 

Gilbert, P. (2005). Social Mentalities: A Biopsychosocial and Evolutionary Approach to Social 

Relationships. In Interpersonal cognition (pp. 299–333). Guilford Press. 

Gioia, D. A., Corley, K. G., & Hamilton, A. L. (2013). Seeking Qualitative Rigor in Inductive Research: 

Notes on the Gioia Methodology. Organizational Research Methods, 16(1), 15–31. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452151 

Gioia, D. A., Price, K. N., Hamilton, A. L., & Thomas, J. B. (2010). Forging an Identity: An Insider-outsider 

Study of Processes Involved in the Formation of Organizational Identity. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 55(1), 1–46. 

Goldsby, C., & Hanisch, M. (2022). The Boon and Bane of Blockchain: Getting the Governance Right. 

California Management Review, 64(3), 141–168. https://doi.org/10.1177/00081256221080747 

Gudgeon, L., Perez, D., Harz, D., Livshits, B., & Gervais, A. (2020). The Decentralized Financial Crisis 

(p. 15). https://doi.org/10.1109/CVCBT50464.2020.00005 

Halaburda, H., & Mueller-Bloch, C. (2019, September 4). Will We Realize Blockchain’s Promise of 

Decentralization? Harvard Business Review. https://hbr.org/2019/09/will-we-realize-blockchains-

promise-of-decentralization 

Hoffman, M. R., Ibáñez, L.-D., & Simperl, E. (2020). Toward a Formal Scholarly Understanding of 

Blockchain-Mediated Decentralization: A Systematic Review and a Framework. Frontiers in 

Blockchain, 3. https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fbloc.2020.00035 

Hsieh, Y., & Vergne, J. (2022). The future of the web? The coordination and EARLY‐STAGE growth of 

decentralized platforms. Strategic Management Journal, smj.3455. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3455 

Jick, T. D. (1979). Mixing Qualitative and Quantitative Methods: Triangulation in Action. Administrative 

Science Quarterly, 24(4), 602. https://doi.org/10.2307/2392366 

Khan, S. N., Loukil, F., Ghedira-Guegan, C., Benkhelifa, E., & Bani-Hani, A. (2021). Blockchain smart 

contracts: Applications, challenges, and future trends. Peer-to-Peer Networking and Applications, 14(5), 

2901–2925. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12083-021-01127-0 

Kim, A. (2008). Decentralization And The Provision Of Public Services: Framework And Implementation. 

The World Bank. https://doi.org/10.1596/1813-9450-4503 

Kumar, S., Raut, R.D., Agrawal, N., Cheikhrouhou, N., Sharma, M., & Daim, T. (2022). Integrated 

blockchain and internet of things in the food supply chain: Adoption barriers. Technovation, 118, 

102589. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2022.102589 

Leiponen, A., Thomas, L. D. W., & Wang, Q. (2022). The dApp economy: A new platform for distributed 

innovation? Innovation, 24(1), 125–143. https://doi.org/10.1080/14479338.2021.1965887 



© CINet 2024 | ISBN 978-90-77360-27-9 | PAGE 733 

Lumineau, F., Wang, W., & Schilke, O. (2021). Blockchain Governance—A New Way of Organizing 

Collaborations? Organization Science, 32(2), 500–521. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2020.1379 

Massaro, M. (2021). Digital transformation in the healthcare sector through blockchain technology. Insights 

from academic research and business developments. Technovation, 120, 102386. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102386 

Mill, J. S. (1861). Considerations on Representative Government. Cambridge University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511783128 

Morkunas, V. J., Paschen, J., & Boon, E. (2019). How blockchain technologies impact your business model. 

Business Horizons, 62(3). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2019.01.009 

Nakamoto, S. (2008). Bitcoin: A peer-to-peer electronic cash system, October 2008. Cited On. 

Petersen, D. (2022). Automating governance: Blockchain delivered governance for business networks. 

Industrial Marketing Management, 102, 177–189. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2022.01.017 

Ranganthan, V. P., Dantu, R., Paul, A., Mears, P., & Morozov, K. (2018). A Decentralized Marketplace 

Application on the Ethereum Blockchain. 2018 IEEE 4th International Conference on Collaboration 

and Internet Computing (CIC), 90–97. https://doi.org/10.1109/CIC.2018.00023 

Raval, S. (2016). Decentralized Applications: Harnessing Bitcoin’s Blockchain Technology. O’Reilly. 

Rico-Peña, J.J., Arguedas-Sanz, R., & López-Martin, C. (2023). Models used to characterise blockchain 

features. A systematic literature review and bibliometric analysis. Technovation, 123, 102711. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2023.102711 

Risius, M., & Spohrer, K. (2017). A blockchain research framework. Business & Information Systems 

Engineering, 59, 385–409. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12599-017-0506-0 

Saldana, J. (2009). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. The Coding Manual for Qualitative 

Researchers. 

Saltzer, J. H., Reed, D. P., & Clark, D. D. (1984). End-to-end arguments in system design. ACM 

Transactions on Computer Systems, 2(4), 277–288. https://doi.org/10.1145/357401.357402 

Schär, F. (2020). Decentralized Finance: On Blockchain- and Smart Contract-based Financial Markets. 

SSRN Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3571335 

Schmeiss, J., Hoelzle, K., & Tech, R. P. G. (2019). Designing Governance Mechanisms in Platform 

Ecosystems: Addressing the Paradox of Openness through Blockchain Technology. California 

Management Review, 62(1), 121–143. https://doi.org/10.1177/0008125619883618 

Schollmeier, R. (2001). A definition of peer-to-peer networking for the classification of peer-to-peer 

architectures and applications. Proceedings First International Conference on Peer-to-Peer Computing, 

101–102. https://doi.org/10.1109/P2P.2001.990434 

Swan, M. (2015). Blockchain: Blueprint for a new economy. In Climate Change 2013—The Physical 

Science Basis. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004 

Tapscott, D., & Tapscott, A. (2017). How blockchain will change organizations. MIT Sloan Management 

Review, 58(2), 10–13. 

Tocqueville, A. de. (1835). Democracy in America. Saunders and Otley. 

https://hdl.loc.gov/loc.gdc/09021576 

Trump, B. D., Florin, M.-V., Matthews, H. S., Sicker, D., & Linkov, I. (2018). Governing the Use of 

Blockchain and Distributed Ledger Technologies: Not One-Size-Fits-All. IEEE Engineering 

Management Review, 46(3), 56–62. https://doi.org/10.1109/EMR.2018.2868305 

Vergne, J. (2020). Decentralized vs. Distributed Organization: Blockchain, Machine Learning and the 

Future of the Digital Platform. Organization Theory, 1(4), 263178772097705. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2631787720977052 

Voshmgir, S. (2019). Token economy: How blockchains and smart contracts revolutionize the economy. 

Shermin Voshmgir-BlockchainHub. 

Wang, W., Lumineau, F., & Schilke, O. (2022). Blockchains: Strategic Implications for Contracting, Trust, 

and Organizational Design. Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009057707 



© CINet 2024 | ISBN 978-90-77360-27-9 | PAGE 734 

Werbach, K. (2018). The Blockchain and the New Architecture of Trust. 

https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/11449.001.0001 

Wright, A., & De Filippi, P. (2015). Decentralized Blockchain Technology and the Rise of Lex 

Cryptographia (SSRN Scholarly Paper 2580664). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2580664 

Yin, R. K. (2018). Case Study Research and Applications. SAGE Publications Inc. 

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/case-study-research-and-applications/book250150 

Zachariadis, M., Hileman, G., & Scott, S. V. (2019). Governance and control in distributed ledgers: 

Understanding the challenges facing blockchain technology in financial services. Information and 

Organization, 29(2), 105–117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2019.03.001 

Zhan, Y., Xiong, Y., & Xing, X. (2022). A conceptual model and case study of blockchain-enabled social 

media platform. Technovation, 119, 102610. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2022.102610 

Ziolkowski, R., Miscione, G., & Schwabe, G. (2020). Decision Problems in Blockchain Governance: Old 

Wine in New Bottles or Walking in Someone Else’s Shoes? Journal of Management Information 

Systems, 37(2), 316–348. https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.2020.1759974 

 


	Abstract
	Blockchain enables reimaging organizational interactions and provides novel avenues to enforce agreements and foster cooperation, which set it apart from traditional and other digital governance mechanisms. These peculiarities pave the way for the daw...
	Keywords: Blockchain, governance mechanisms, DApps, decentralization
	1. Introduction
	2. Theoretical Background
	2.1 Evolution of decentralization: from politics to blockchain and DApps
	2.2 Governance of blockchain and DApps

	3. Methodology
	3.1 Research design
	3.2 Sampling and setting
	3.3 Data collection
	3.4 Data analysis

	4. Findings
	4.1 Communication channels and consensus building
	4.2 Leadership centralization and stakeholder disparity
	4.3 Incentives

	5. Discussion
	5.1 Theoretical contributions
	5.2 Implications for practice

	6. Limitations and future research
	References

