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Abstract:  
The emerging organizational phenomenon of Decentralized Autonomous Organizations 
(DAOs) is in many ways disrupting traditional views on organizational governance since they 
are deployed on a blockchain, fully independent from central authorities, where community 
members in a collective and democratized manner commonly undertake equal decision-making 
roles. This complex and forward-looking context offers a unique opportunity to enhance the 
understanding of open and distributed governance. Enriching knowledge around organizational 
JRYHUQDQFH�LV�FUXFLDO�VLQFH�WKH�JRYHUQDQFH�GHWHUPLQHV�³UXOHV�RI�WKH�JDPH´�IRU�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�
and communities regarding, for example, who will be involved in critical decisions, how gains 
will be distributed, and who will bear the risk of failure. The existing literature of DAOs calls 
for a robust empirical study of the phenomenon, and researchers in the field of open and 
distributed governance call for research of new emerging contexts, like the DAO. Hence, this 
study aims to fulfill these gaps by utilizing a case study of DAOs, where 26 interviews and 20 
online observations have been made to practically follow the governance process. The concept 
of power became prominent during our data analysis, where interactions between community 
members through subconscious decisions and judgements in relation to others played a crucial 
role in the governance process. Therefore, the concept of power relations, together with the 
analytical lens of genre is used to unpack how the governance process happens in practice. Our 
findings showcase how the governance process in DAOs evolves around six identified genres; 
idea, proposal, discussion, voting, implementation, and follow-up, propelled by tensions and 
power relations between community members. We contribute to existing literature via, at first, 
revealing how various sources of power are used to form a distributed governance process in 
this context. Second, by shedding light on the different agential roles between individual 
members and the community as well as the trust among them that exists regardless of the 
technological set-up for decentralization in DAOs. In turn, this indicates a less decentralized 
governance system than current research suggests.   
 
Keywords: Decentralized Autonomous Organizations, Blockchain, Organizational 
Governance, Distributed Governance, Power Relations, Genre  

 
 
Authors:       Submission date: 2021-12-05 
Filip Altergård (41850) 
Samuel Arnald (41835) 
 
Supervisors: Frida Pemer & Claire Ingram Bogusz   Word count: 19 945 

 



 
1 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS  
 
We would first like to thank Frida Pemer for taking the time over the summer to supervise us 
in this topic, with great guidance in our choice of study and how to explore this area. Many 
thanks for your positivity regarding this initial idea and your pragmatism regarding its 
feasibility. Second, we want to thank our other supervisor once the semester started, Claire 
Ingram Bogusz, who made us iterate the study for the better and helped bring more clarity to 
our contributions. Your specific knowledge in the field that steered us in the right direction has 
been of tremendous value.  
 
Third, we are truly grateful to all participants who took the time, from all corners around the 
world, to interactively talk to us about DAOs. Fourth and finally, thanks to all DAOs who let 
us be part of their communities, get to know brilliant people and get insights into Web3.0.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
    

   Samuel Arnald        Filip Altergård 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
2 

KEY DEFINITIONS 
 
BLOCKCHAIN 
Blockchains are digital sequences of numbers coded into computer software that permit the secure exchange, 
recording, and broadcasting of transactions between individual users operating anywhere in the world. A 
blockchain is a shared, distributed, immutable ledger that facilitates the process of recording transactions and 
tracking assets in a network (Campbell-Verduyn, 2018). 
 
NODE 
A node is a point of intersection/connection within a data communication network (Lemieux, 2016). In an 
environment where all devices are accessible through the network, these devices are all considered nodes.  
 
DISTRIBUTED SYSTEMS 
Distributed systems are connected indirectly with all the other components, e.g. computers and nodes, without a 
central component (Drescher, 2017). Blockchain is built with a distributed system, and more specifically a 
distributed ledger (Tanenbaum & van Steen, 2017). 
 
DISTRIBUTED LEDGER 
Ledger is a record-keeping system. A distributed ledger records and holds a catalog of data records (i.e. new 
owners or ownership changes) with unlimited capacity (Nakamoto, 2008; Lemieux, 2016). 
 
SMART CONTRACT 
A contract that executes certain transactions or decisions that are commonly agreed upon between a minimum of 
two parties (Morini, 2016). Smart contracts are decentralized (they are stored and distributed across multiple nodes 
in a network), self-sufficient (they can spend value over time and accumulate), and autonomous (automated, self-
executed and impossible to alter them on a blockchain) (Forte et al., 2015; Swan, 2015).  
 
TOKEN 
Tokens are digital assets that either can be used to purchase services or products offered on a blockchain, or as 
the mediator between two parties' compiled efforts. Tokenization, which is how the token structure is designed, 
is explained as the act of converting right over intangible or physical assets into tokens recorded on a blockchain 
(De Filippi & Wright, 2018). 
 
DECENTRALIZED AUTONOMOUS ORGANIZATION 
A DAO is a blockchain-based system that enables people to coordinate and govern themselves mediated by a set 
of self-executing rules deployed on a public blockchain, and whose governance is decentralized (i.e., independent 
from central control) (Hsieh et al., 2018).  
 
DECENTRALIZATION 
In organizational terms, decentralization is a dynamic participative philosophy of management that involves 
selective delegation of authority (Przestrzelski, 1987). More narrowly, the extent to which members are assigned 
tasks and then provided with the freedom to implement them without interruption from supervisors (Aiken & 
Hage, 1966). In computing terms, blockchain develops on ideas around distributed computing (Leifer, 1988) 
 
GOVERNANCE 
The way rules, actions and norms are structured, regulated and sustained. It encompasses the system by which an 
organization is controlled and operates (Coles et al., 2006). 
 
ON-CHAIN GOVERNANCE 
Rules that are hardcoded into the blockchain protocol. All decisions being taken on-chain are automatically being 
translated into code and encoded into the protocol (De Filippi & Wright, 2018).  
 
OFF-CHAIN GOVERNANCE 
Decision-making that first takes place on a social level and is afterward being actively encoded into the protocol 
by the developers or executed without any interaction with the protocol (De Filippi & Wright, 2018). 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 
A document was published in November 2008 by Satoshi Nakamoto, proposing Bitcoin as the 
first decentralized peer-to-peer payment network without the need for a trusted third party 
�1DNDPRWR���������%LWFRLQ�LV�EXLOW�RQ�³DQ�RSHQ��GLVWULEXWHG�OHGJHU�WKDW�FDQ�UHFRUG�WUDQVDFWLRQV�
EHWZHHQ� WZR�SDUWLHV�HIILFLHQWO\�DQG� LQ�D�YHULILDEOH� DQG�SHUPDQHQW�ZD\´��,DQVLWL�	�/DNKDQL��
2017, pp. 4). By design, governance and trust among actors are based entirely on cryptography 
and smart contracts, which automate decision-making (Rijmenam et al., 2017). Tapscott and 
Tapscott (2016) argue that blockchain could enable a more transparent, better, and fairer world. 
Similarly, Shrier et al. (2016) explained that many of the largest problems in the world, such 
as identity exclusion and poverty, could be solved with blockchain. Blockchain start-ups and 
crypto companies raised $3.9 billion in venture capital in 2018, which is 10 years after the 
Bitcoin proposal (Anonymous author, 2018), shedding light on the attractiveness of blockchain 
technology.  
 
Organizations and communities built on blockchain enable tremendous opportunities to create 
value, develop new services, reduce intermediaries and foremost automate strategic decision-
making, resulting in a new form of organizational governance processes, according to van 
Rijmenam et al. (2017). Yet, these governance processes remain unexplored. Tapscott and 
Tapscott (2017) argue that blockchain has profound effects on the nature of organizations in 
how they are managed, funded, and perform functions, such as incentivizing people. In 
summary, Bitcoin and blockchain formed the basis of the recently established and completely 
novel type of organization; the decentralized autonomous organization, also known as DAO. 
Today, funds under management by DAOs exceed $1 billion according to the industry expert, 
Aaron Wright (Hamacher, 2021). Another indication pointing towards the rise of DAOs is 
approved legal status in Wyoming, the US, where lawmakers voted and passed a bill on July 
1, 2021, allowing DAOs to be officially registered in the states (Hamacher, 2021).  
 
A DAO is a blockchain-based system that enables communities to self-govern and coordinate 
themselves online (Singh & Kim, 2019). Vitalik Buterin, co-founder of the blockchain 
Ethereum, which most of today's DAOs use, described DAO as the most revolutionary 
organization there is (Buterin, 2017). Some of the radical changes versus traditional 
organizations lie in governance. No hierarchical structure is being present, and the organization 
is fully independent of central control with no management team or managerial positions in 
place. Furthermore, no appointed board of directors and no elected management team change 
the way decisions are being made. Decisions are handled in a fully decentralized manner, where 
all members have equal power (Rijmenam et al., 2017; Beck et al., 2018). These changing 
elements from traditional ways of governing and organization in DAOs offer a unique context 
to study governance processes therein. How are these communities governing their 
organizational activities? And have they managed to reach the fully decentralized governance 
process that the technology of blockchain should give them? This study investigates these 
issues by practically following the organizational governance process in DAOs. In turn, we 
offer contributions to the existing literature of governance, specifically open and distributed 
governance.  
 
Gaining a better understanding of organizational governance, which this study aims to 
contribute to, is of the highest relevance if one is interested in organizations or communities. 
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Forming an organization requires establishing rules about who will be in charge, how 
leadership turnover will occur, who will be involved in critical decisions, how gains will be 
distributed, and who will bear the risk of failure (e.g. Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011). These rules, 
ZKLFK� PDNH� XS� WKH� RUJDQL]DWLRQ¶V� JRYHUQDQFH� VWUXFWXUH�� JLYH� OLIH� DQG� FRQWLQXLW\� WR� WKH�
organization as an entity separate from its members and from other persons and entities. To 
foster cooperation, governance structures include safeguards to protect the interests and 
investments of key stakeholders (Blair & Stout, 1999; Klein et al., 2019). Studying governance 
in the specific context of DAOs, creates a possibility to obtain knowledge in the sphere of open 
and distributed governance, which has become increasingly relevant with today¶s technological 
and social development. Organizations deployed on blockchains, such as DAOs, are altering 
many of the pre-established practices for governance taking place in traditional organizations. 
There, governance relies on trusted parties, whereas DAOs rely on smart contracts embodied 
in computer code that creates a trustless system. Hence, potential issues are solved among 
community members (Morrison et al., 2017). This fosters a specific and radical new context 
(Swan, 2015; Wright and De Filippi, 2015) distinct from extant understandings of distributed 
governance epitomized by open source community research (De Laat, 2007; Adler & 
Heckscher, 2006; 2¶0DKRQ\�	�)HUUDUR������).  
 
We undertook an exploratory and inductive study of governance in distributed organizations, 
exemplified by this SDSHU¶s case study of the phenomenon DAO. During our empirical data 
collection of the governance process, the importance of power relations between community 
members in DAOs became prominent, since constant interactions between them had a strong 
impact on the process. The embeddedness between governance and power was described by 
Foucault (1980) as a crucial and decisive factor within governance mechanisms. Therefore, 
utilizing the theoretical lens of power to unpack how interactions between community members 
take place, helps us understand the governance process in DAOs. Via this power lens, we were 
able to identify patterns between individuals that otherwise are protected by the technological 
shield of blockchain and anonymous participation in forums. 

1.2 PROBLEM DISCUSSION  

The rise of DAOs, where communities and organizations leverage blockchain technology to 
organize themselves, implies governmental changes as we know them today. Organizational 
governance as a broader term has abundant literature (Morgan, 1980; Smirchich, 1983) from 
effective governance structure controls (Parker, 2002) to decision rights and residual claims 
(Coles et al., 2006; Baker & Anderson, 2010). In contrast, research on community-driven 
governance is both less researched and with a call for better understanding (Hannan & 
Freeman, 1989; Romanelli, 1991). O'Mahony and Ferraro (2007, pp. 3) highlight this demand 
for increased understanding of open and distributed governance in communities, where they 
PHQWLRQ�WKDW�³RQH�RI�WKH�PRVW�VLJQLILFDQt problems in organizational scholarship concerns how 
social collectives govern, organize, and coordinate the actions of individuals to achieve 
FROOHFWLYH� RXWFRPHV´�� 7KH� SKHQRPHQRQ� RI� '$2V� HQDEOHV� WKLV� WKHVLV� WR� XVH� LWV� FRQWH[W� WR�
develop an understanding of the governance process.  
 
At the same time, literature on DAOs calls for the very same understanding, where a practical 
approach to the governance process seems requested by authors within the field. The term DAO 
did not emerge until the 1990s, which then was described as multi-agent systems in an internet-
of-things (IoT) environment (Dilger, 1997). Despite the emergence over thirty years ago, the 
term did not become widely adopted and publicly discussed until 2013 (Larimer, 2013), mainly 
thanks to the co-founder of Ethereum, Vitalik Buterin and the birth of the Ethereum blockchain 
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(Buterin, 2013). Today, academic literature on DAOs overall is still fairly limited, meanwhile, 
there are some papers on blockchain technology, such as decentralized exchanges (Lin et al., 
2019; Bansal et al., 2019) or market-based platforms (Clark et al., 2014). The existing papers 
on DAOs have mostly focused on trying to articulate the difference between traditional 
organizations and DAOs in terms of hypothetical functional, form and design (Rijmenam et 
al., 2017; Swan 2015), and some have started to investigate incentive systems (Sims, 2019) 
and network effects (Shier et al., 2016). A call for more research within the field of DAOs is 
stated among researchers e.g. Beck et al. (2018), Rijmenam et al. (2017) and Hsieh et al. (2018). 
Although DAOs has limited attention from researchers, diverse scholars have recently started 
to investigate open and distributed governance structures (Leonhard, 2017; Hsieh et al., 2018; 
Jones, 2019) and the current theoretical limitations and challenges of this structure (Garrod, 
2016; DuPont, 2017; Scott et al., 2017; Minn, 2019). There are few empirical studies of DAOs, 
and our understanding of them is thus mostly still conceptual, especially when it comes to 
governance. This study aims to fulfill this gap by undertaking a dense case study to improve 
our understanding of DAO governance in practice.  
 
In conclusion, the extensive impact of governance processes within organizations, in 
combination with scarce research on DAOs and their practical governance process, raise the 
interest to examine and understand the phenomena closer. 

1.3 PURPOSE, AIM AND CONTRIBUTION 
The purpose of this study is first to empirically observe and understand how distributed 
governance plays out in DAOs, with the aim to enhance our understanding of this emergent 
phenomenon. This will contribute with a deeper understanding of how distributed governance 
processes work in practice in the specific context of DAOs. 
 
Second, the study also aims to understand the role of power dynamics throughout the 
governance process, to enable academic contributions within the field of power and distributed 
governance, and allow DAOs to reflect and understand their governance processes better.  

1.4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND THESIS OUTLINE 
Q1: How does distributed governance, in practice, occur in DAOs? 
 
Q2: How does the role of power dynamics, in practice, impact the governance processes in 
DAOs?  
 
To answer these questions, and consistent with praxis in academic research, in what follows 
we will begin by discussing extant theory around organizational governance and power 
dynamics, given that power emerged as an important area of interest in our empirical work. 
Having done that, we present our research design and methods, before presenting our findings, 
discussing their theoretical and practical implications, and finally concluding (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: Thesis outline  

1.4 LIMITATIONS & BOUNDARY CONDITIONS 
Given the scarce existing academic research on DAOs, certain limitations and boundary 
conditions for this study are highlighted WR�EHWWHU�FUDIW�WKH�VWXG\¶V�IRFXV��)LUVWO\��HYHQ�WKRXJK�
connections and behaviors among certain individuals will be highlighted, the aim for this study 
is to investigate the organizational governance processes in DAOs on a higher level than 
looking at what type of assumptions, backgrounds, and characteristics individuals might have 
when making decisions (Csaszar & Eggers, 2013; Cyert & March 1963). These types of 
individualistic rationale and preferences are a consequence of the data and therefore a 
limitation. Instead, our interest lies within the connections, patterns, and relationships between 
individuals on a group and/or organizational level, to obtain an understanding of the 
organizational governance processes as a whole.  
 
Secondly, the concept of a DAO refers to a decentral and autonomous organization (Rijmenam 
et al., 2017). The autonomous part of governance, which is centered around the functioning 
and setup of smart contracts on the blockchain, is outside the scope of this paper. Here, the 
focus lies at the decentralized part, meaning how the governance processes are performed in 
practice and at the intersection of human and technological activities, and what implications it 
has for understanding DAOs.  
 
Thirdly, the term decentralized and distributed are in many ways intertwined and can have 
various meanings depending on the context, such as from a technical standpoint, or an 
organizational view. Decentralized systems are a single processing method, meanwhile 
distributed systems refer to multiple points of decision making. The term distributed 
governance is mainly used in the literature review, as the previous research within governance 
is focused on distributed governance, meanwhile, decentralized is used in the setting of DAOs 
and therefore mostly used in the section of empirical findings and analysis. Blockchain enables 
both decentralized and distributed systems, which implies that there is a blurred line between 
them (Vergne, 2020). This thesis does not explore the differences between decentralized and 
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distributed in-depth, and rather focuses on how these concepts depart from centralization as the 
common ground. The contributions are aimed towards the distributed governance literature.  

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND & 
CONTRIBUTION 
The emergence of blockchains that alter the traditional hierarchical forms of governance is 
growing rapidly. DAOs are communities built on blockchains, all centered around a shared 
ideological commitment, with similar beliefs in decentralized and automated governance. 
Communities built on distributed ledgers encourage the sharing of knowledge and resources 
with high social capital (Rijmenam et al., 2017). The context of ideological communities is of 
interest to study since collaboration between humans and blockchains affects governance. 
DAOs are interesting due to the growth of these communities (Ingram Bogusz & Morisse, 
2019), and the new form of governance they try to maintain.  
 
DAOs are built on a trustless system, where each member holds a similar authority, described 
as democratic governance (Swan, 2015). This study wants to investigate how these governance 
processes play out in practice, in accordance with the call by several researchers, such as Hsieh 
et al. (2018) and Beck et al. (2018), for a thick, empirically grounded study on governance 
processes in DAOs. The role of power dynamics was noticed as crucial for how the governance 
processes evolved along with the empirical investigation of this study, despite that power is 
supposed to be equally distributed in fully decentralized organizations. Power relations were 
constantly present between individuals through subconscious decisions and judgments in 
relation to others, in line with Foucault¶V� ������� DUJXPHQW� DERXW� SRZHU¶V� FUXFLDO� UROH� LQ�
governance processes. A power relations lens brought clarity in the dynamics of interactions, 
which was relevant to understanding the governance process in practice. 

2.1 ORGANIZATIONAL GOVERNANCE   
Governance reflects the rules in an organization (e.g. Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011), which gives 
life and continuity to the organization as an entity separate from its members and from other 
persons and entities (Blair & Stout, 1999). Governance consists of both structures and 
hierarchies (Coles et al., 2006), where hierarchy is referred to a system that is structured in 
levels and layers with asymmetric relations between the actors (Simon, 1962). 

2.1.1 GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES 
Governance is undertaken using both organizational structures and hierarchies, and these, in 
turn, are bound together through decision rights, residual claims and distribution of risk, where 
decision-makers bear the professional, financial and reputational risk for poor decisions and 
rewards for good decisions (Coles et al., 2006; Baker and Anderson, 2010). This often occurs 
together with technological solutions that empower collaboration and other mechanisms to 
enable trust (Kolbjørnsrud, 2017). Governance structures exist to minimize the lack of trust 
between members, where some have more decision-making power than others. An effective 
governance structure controls the incentive of decision-makers to enhance trust by aligning 
goals and missions between the organization and individual (Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Coles 
et al., 2006; Parker, 2002).  
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Individual activities form the governance structures and through collaboration, those 
individuals reach an outcome greater than individuals by themselves could achieve (Barnard, 
1938; Simon, 1947). Governance structures are described as; formal and informal procedures 
and rules that control development, allocation and accumulation of resources, resolution of 
conflicts associated with group behavior and distribution of the organization's productions 
(Blair & Stout, 1999; Williamson, 1985). Commercial codes and corporate statutes form 
JHQHUDO�UXOHV��DQG�WKH�RUJDQL]DWLRQ¶V�FXOWXUH�VKDUHV�SURFHVVHV�DQG�URXWLQHV�DQG�WKHUHE\�WKH�OHVV�
IRUPDO�UXOHV��+DQVPDQQ���������7KHVH�UXOHV�DQG�VWUXFWXUHV�FUHDWH�³UXOHV�RI WKH�JDPH´��ZKLFK�
affect all other organizational aspects (Klein et al., 2019). Governance applies well to study 
how structures are formed in nascent organizations and develop insights on how it impacts the 
rules of the game for DAOs. A division between ownership and control, often driven by the 
distribution of property rights and residual claims, is present in all known governance structures 
(Baker & Anderson, 2010).  
 
Two concepts, inspired by Klein et al., (2019; 2010), to understand the rules of the game are 
enfranchised stakeholders and claimancy rights. Enfranchised stakeholders are actors, such as 
the management team, employees, and customers, with the ability to influence decision-making 
and organizational governance. They contribute with capabilities, resources and invest assets 
central to the organizational value creation. Enfranchised stakeholders are a core element of 
the governance structure since it describes who is in and who is out of the organizational 
decision-making process. In the case of DAOs and this study, enfranchised stakeholders are 
defined as members in each step of the decision-making process that can influence the outcome 
of that specific step. The other concept, claimancy rights, are the ones that capture the created 
value by the organization. Value creation by some stakeholders results in claimancy rights to 
other stakeholders, such as dividends for equity holders, wages for employees or payments for 
suppliers. Claimancy rights create an incentive for individuals to become enfranchised in an 
organization, which is where stakeholders get rewarded for their invested resources, time, 
assets, or other value-creating actions. DAOs use a reward system that incentivizes 
stakeholders to hold tokens to increase the overall value of the organization, which reflects the 
value of each token.  

2.1.2 OPEN & DISTRIBUTED GOVERNANCE   
Although a shared basis for authority, for a governance system to evolve, has extensive 
agreement among scholars throughout history (Coleman, 1980; Etzioni, 1959; Harrison, 1960), 
collective forms of organizing do not seem to obey any of the three bases of authority (tradition, 
law, and charisma) theorized by Weber (1978). For a community, the authority must preserve 
democracy and accountability for its members, and some form of rationalization is needed 
�&KHQ�	�2¶0DKRQ\���������5HVHDUFKHrs have investigated open and distributed governance 
that contradicts hierarchical governance forms, and instead emphasized how communities 
JRYHUQ�WKHPVHOYHV�LQ�DQ�RSHQ�DQG�GLVWULEXWHG�PDQQHU��2¶0DKRQ\�	�)HUUDUR��������� 
 
De Laat (2007) establishes an overview of how open and distributed governance in 
communities has evolved, from spontaneous governance to internal governance, and at last 
governance towards outside parties. Spontaneous governance refers to the early days of 
community governance without any institutional boundaries, where governance appears by the 
random contribution of community members. Usually, a minority (20%) stands for most of the 
contribution outcome (80%) in this governance form (Muller, 2006). Internal governance 
evolved into introducing explicit and formal tools for internal coordination, including for 
example delegation of decision rights, roles descriptions, and training (De Laat 2007). 
Governance towards outside parties has tendencies to increase institutionalization, where larger 
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communities accept the outside world and adapt accordingly. Also, foundations are usually set 
DSDUW�IURP�WKH�SURMHFW�WR�REWDLQ�PLQLPDO�LQWHUIHUHQFH�ZLWK�LWV�SURFHHGLQJ��2¶0DKRQ\ & Ferraro, 
2005). Adler and Heckscher (2006) studied community governance and stretched the view of 
bureaucratic involvement and its necessity, which is similar to the governance towards an 
outside perspective. Their research suggests that community norms, hence activities, can only 
foster based on hierarchical rules that ensure stability. But they also emphasize that less 
bureaucracy is better for knowledge creation. This view suggests that community forms must 
blend some type of positional authority with more participatory and democratic means.  
 
Recent literature emphasizes that any governance system introduced must be meritocratic to 
gather quality contributions from voluntary members (Lee & Cole, 2003; Kogut & Metiu, 
2001; Moon & Sproull, 2002). Many scholars suggest that successful open source projects 
often are prospered by great leaders (Mockus et al., 2005; Moon & Sproull, 2002), meanwhile 
few have investigated how this impacts the govHUQDQFH�V\VWHP��2¶0DKRQ\�	�)HUUDUR���������
2¶0DKRQ\�DQG�)HUUDUR��������SUHVHQW�ILQGLQJV�WKDW�WKH�JRYHUQDQFH�V\VWHP�ZDV�GHVLJQHG�E\�D�
combination of the constitutional basis of authority and democratic mechanisms to give power 
to the majority in the community. Onwards, their research shows that the democratic 
PHFKDQLVPV�SOD\HG�D�GXDO�UROH��D�JRYHUQDQFH�V\VWHP�WKDW�UHSUHVHQWV�WKH�FRPPXQLW\¶V�LQWHUHVW��
and an additional adaptive mechanism.  
 
Most of these studies have focused on open source communities, which do not have the same 
systems, including tokens and voting rights, in place (Hannan & Freeman, 1989; Romanelli, 
1991). They are, however, a good place to start understanding distributed governance. 
According to O¶0DKRQ\�DQG�)HUUDUR��������SS�����³RQH�RI�WKH�PRVW�VLJQLILFDQW�SUREOHPV�LQ�
organizational scholarship concerns how social collectives govern, organize, and coordinate 
WKH�DFWLRQV�RI�LQGLYLGXDOV�WR�DFKLHYH�FROOHFWLYH�RXWFRPHV´��ZKLFK this study investigates.  

2.1.3 BLOCKCHAIN CHANGES GOVERNANCE 
DAOs are viewed by many scholars as an enabler to open, distributed, and even democratic 
governance (Leonhard, 2017; Hsieh et al., 2018). DAOs are, unlike open source communities, 
governed through blockchain technology with fully automated processes, which shifts the role 
of technology from enabling coordination and development, to being at the center of the 
governance processes. A coherent and consistent body on how blockchain changes governance 
is still absent, even though scholars have started to investigate the opportunities of blockchain 
technology to explore the role for open and distributed governance structures (Leonhard, 2017; 
Jones, 2019), together with its limitations and challenges (Garrod, 2016; DuPont, 2017).  
 
Blockchain technology, via smart contracts, turns governance into a self-created and self-
governed system, in which centralization, coercion and hierarchies are replaced by mechanisms 
of distributed democratic consensus and decision-making (Atzori, 2015). In line with 
Kolbjørnsrud (2017), blockchains mitigate the lack of trust between members with smart 
contracts that are executed and embodied in computer code, resulting in a trustless system. In 
contrast, traditional forms of governance rely RQ� ³WUXVWHG´� SDUWLHV�� QHHGLQJ� LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ��
monitoring, and enforcement of natural written language. The use of blockchain alters the way 
disputes are solved, where the community and smart contracts solve the challenges, without 
any central government or legal framework (Morrison et al., 2017). DAOs are predicted to 
radically differentiate themselves from the way organizations are governed today, according 
to, for example, Swan (2015) and Wright and De Filippi (2015), which is making DAOs a 
particularly interesting case to governance design.  
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2.1.4 THE ROLE OF POWER DYNAMICS IN PRACTICING GOVERNANCE 
Factors that have an impact on organizational governance, for example motivation, capabilities 
of participants, cognitive biases, level of authority and power, are considered in today's 
literature (Bass, 1996; Simon, 1979; Gray, 2004). Power is one of the most influential and 
debated concepts, especially within governance processes (Mintzberg, 1984). Power relations 
and power structures have been described as key due to the capacity to influence decision-
making participants, ability to regulate and control the agenda, and setting the structure for how 
decisions should be performed (Phillips, et al., 2000; Pfeffner & Salancik, 2003; Torfing et al., 
2012). The link between power and organizational governance was amplified by one of the 
most influential power researchers Michel Foucault. Foucault (1980) highlights that power is 
relational and attributed to practices, techniques, and procedures being embodied in a structure, 
person, or setting. Due to the embodiedness, power is described as a crucial and decisive factor 
within governance mechanisms. The use of power as a theoretical lens to study the governance 
process in DAOs was therefore assessed as sufficient.  
 
A variety of approaches and definitions of power can be found (Bachrach and Baratz 1962; 
Bourdieu 1989). Influential streams of research have focused on power in relation to structural 
authority, often linked to bureaucratic organizations (Weber, 1978; Lukes, 2004), resource 
dependencies (Emerson, 1962; Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003; Scharpf, 1978), or the social 
interaction per se as a source of power conflict (Clegg, 1989; Osterlund & Carlile, 2005). While 
many theories of power exist, all converge by highlighting that power is unevenly distributed 
and socially contested. In turn, giving consequences for the creation and distribution of 
resources and opportunities (Foucault, 1980; Hay, 1997; Lukes, 2004). Our starting point 
ZLWKLQ� WKH� VFDWWHUHG� OLWHUDWXUH� LV� WR� XQGHUVWDQG� SRZHU� DV� ³WKH� DELOLW\� WR� VKDSH� DQG� VHFXUH�
SDUWLFXODU�RXWFRPHV´��7RUILQJ�HW�DO���������SS�������3RZHU�FDQ�EH�H[SUHVVHG�ERWK�LQGLYLGXDOO\�
and collectively, where this study focuses on the power relation between community members 
of DAOs. We draw upon the work by Bourdieu (1977; 1996) to understand how power relations 
are formed and affect the organizational governance processes in DAOs. Bourdieu (1996) uses 
D�³ILHOG�RI�SUDFWLFH´�analytical concept, to point out diverse and nested social structures enacted 
by agents, who are occupied with different roles, in their situated practices (Levina & 
Orlikowski, 2009). This lens fits our study since relations between DAO members are complex 
due to constant revision of their positions in the communities. In addition to distinctions that 
agents bring to the constellation, a certain set of power relations are associated with the status 
produced by the agents within the field, for example, the distinction between novices and 
experts in DAOs. The possibility of actions is in result shaped by these power relations since 
the access of capabilities and resources vary between agents (Levina & Orlikowski, 2009).  
 
Power relations are produced, reproduced, and transformed through the practices of agents 
(Bourdieu, 1977). This theoretical lens is used to understand, contrast and analyze the activities 
that together form the governance in DAOs. Decisions are recurrent practices within DAOs, 
where community members interact with each other to make decisions. With collective 
governance at the core of DAOs (Swan, 2015; Atzori, 2015; Allen et al., 2017), power can be 
understood as the ability of individual actors to influence collective decisions of the DAO to 
their own advantage, in a variety of different ways. We draw upon the types of resources that 
agents accumulate according to Bourdieu (1997): social (ties to other agents), 
intellectual/cultural (e.g. titles and exams), economic (e.g. money and shares) and symbolic 
(recognition and perception in the eyes of others).  
 
:H�WDNH�LQVSLUDWLRQ�IURP�)UHQFK�DQG�5DYHQ¶V��������FRQFHSWXDOL]DWLRQ�RI�VRXUFHV�IRU�SRZHU�
as an additional power-based lens. Whilst Bourdieu (1977; 1996) studies power in the 
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governance processes on a group-level with social practices, French and Raven (1959) studies 
what individual sources of power are being exercised among members, which ultimately is 
what creates the group-based power relations in the end. French and Raven (1959) established 
the sources of power based upon how leaders acted towards employees. They identified three 
sources of power that are related to a hierarchical position. Reward power is related to the 
ability to offer an incentive or reward if instructions are followed by the counterpart. Coercive 
SRZHU�LV�EDVHG�XSRQ�DQ� LQGLYLGXDO¶V�DELOLW\�WR�SXQLVK�WKRVH�ZKR�GR�QRW�FRPSO\��/HJLWLPDWH�
SRZHU� UHIHUV� WR� DQ� LQGLYLGXDO¶V� SRVLWLRQ� ZLWKLQ� DQ� RUJDQL]DWLRQDO� SRZHU� VWUXFWXUH�� XVXDOO\�
equated with authority. Except for these sources of power, two other ones were introduced, 
based upon personal characteristics: expert power and referent power. Expert power comes 
from having superior knowledge or expertise within a specific area, usually stemming from 
experience. Referent power is attributed to those who have charismatic traits and an admirable 
image in the eyes of their counterparts. All in all, these sources of power offer a useful 
analytical tool to identify the power relations in DAOs. Each source of power can be present 
in DAOs as indicators of how the power structures constitute the organizational governance, 
even though no hierarchical positions exist by design.  

2.1.4.1 GENRE ENABLES PRACTICAL UNDERSTANDING 
The concept of genre is used as a complementary theoretical lens to grasp occasions when 
interactions between DAO members take place, to identify how it impacts the governance 
process in practice. This way of analyzing situations, settings and events is inspired by Levina 
& Orlikowski (2009), where genre is applied to describe what people do in practice. Orlikowski 
	� <DWHV� ������� SS�� ����� GHILQH� JHQUHV� DV� ³VRFLDOO\� UHFRJQL]HG� W\SHV� RI� FRPPXQLFDWLYH�
actions² such as memos, meetings, expense forms, training seminars²that are habitually 
enacted by members of a community to reaOL]H�SDUWLFXODU�VRFLDO�SXUSRVHV´��Communicative 
actions might involve interrelated genres such as a meeting that involves both a discussion and 
a presentation, as genres (Bazerman, 1995). In comparison to Levina & Orlikowski (2009) that 
utilizes the concept of genre to pinpoint details in every social interaction, our application aims 
to group different communicative situations and social interactions into genres, to obtain a 
practical overview. For example, when several social interactions took place with a similar 
character, e.g. community members raised ideas on DAO forums, these were grouped into the 
JHQUH�³LGHD´��The same JRHV�IRU�WKH�JHQUH�³GLVFXVVLRQ´, where several members interact with 
each other to discuss a proposal, which can be across different tools but still discusses the same 
issue. Genres help navigate hundreds of social interactions online per day across mediums to 
create a practical understanding of the governance process. 
 
The connection between genres and power relations is of specific interest since this study aims 
to use their interrelation to understand the governance in-depth, where genres act as a medium 
for revealing power relations as well as impacting them. Agents taking part in enacting genres 
such as discussions or reviews have expectations about both others and their own role in such 
a process as well as the reason for engaging in the activity. Genres impact power relations since 
their enactment indicates who may or may not participate or receive specific genres, how these 
should be performed as well as when or where these should or should not be performed (Levina 
& Orlikowski, 2009). Moreover, genres represent schemes of what Schyrer (2002) describes 
as symbolic power, serving to both enable and constrain modes of engagement and interaction, 
according to Yates and Orlikowski (2007). The exercise of power can therefore be utilized via 
the control of genre enactment. This is important since power stems from agents mastering 
genre enactment, creating a distinction from the other agents.    
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2.2 DISTRIBUTED GOVERNANCE AT THE INTERSECTION OF 
TECHNOLOGICAL & SOCIAL PROCESSES  
)URP� :HEHU� HW� DO¶V� ������� DQG� 0LQW]EHUJ
V� ������� FODVVLFDO� GHILQLWLRQV� DQG� VWXGLHV� RQ�
hierarchical, functional and efficient organizations, recent studies focus on flat and flexible 
organizational forms with new ways of managing organizations (Kazan, Tan & Lim, 2014; 
*URVVPDQ�� ������(PHU\�� �������:LWK� UHFHQW� WHFKQRORJLFDO� EUHDNWKURXJKV� DQG� WRGD\¶V� fast-
paced environment, a new form of organizational designs is emerging, according to Buterin 
(2017). He describes this emerging organization as the DAO. It is built upon a blockchain and 
runs completely by computer code via distributed ledger technology (Garrod, 2016). DuPont 
(2017) explains DAO as a new governance system in which many participants jointly decide 
on aspects of organizational management, for example, financing and investment, without the 
involvement of a board of directors or a CEO. Within a DAO, all members are seen as 
contributors or facilitators, all working anonymously towards the collective goal set by the 
DAO.  
 
Despite this reliance on technology, a DAO can operate in similar ways as traditional 
organizations, and they usually provide products or services, as well as are subject to regulatory 
requirements. Their costs, outputs and customers are usually viewed likewise to a traditional 
organization, even if their differences in design, form and function are fundamental (Rijmenam 
et al., 2017; Swan, 2015).  

2.2.1 BLOCKCHAIN 
Blockchain is known among the greater public to be the technology behind Bitcoin, which has 
gained increased attention in recent years. However, the foundation behind blockchain began 
already in the 1980s and 1990s where the cypherpunks initiated ideas of immutable and fully 
transparent ledgers as a basis for anonymous digital currencies. Their ideas can be linked to the 
contemporary blockchain movement (Szabo, 1994). 
 
Software systems have two major architectural approaches, centralized and distributed 
systems. In centralized systems, all individual computers, also called nodes, are connected to a 
central component, without connection to one another directly. In contrast, distributed systems 
are connected indirectly with all the other components without a central component (Drescher, 
2017). Blockchain is built with a distributed system, and more specifically a distributed ledger. 
Higher computing power, cost reduction, higher reliability, and the ability to grow naturally 
are some advantages of distributed systems.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2: Centralized and distributed systems made up of nodes (Tanenbaum & van Steen, 2017). 
 
A distributed ledger can record and hold a catalog of data records (i.e. new owners or ownership 
change) with unlimited capacity (Nakamoto, 2008; Lemieux, 2016). This data, which are 
transactions saved on a blockchain, are stored in blocks, chronologically, and thereafter chained 
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together cryptographically. All nodes have their individual copy of this chain, meaning that 
consensus among the nodes must be attained, for new transactions to be added correctly. Any 
retrospective attempt to alter or rehash a transaction is highly implausible since all nodes are 
constantly adding blocks to the infinite chain with consensus requirements (Underwood, 2016). 
Nakamoto (2008) describes these principles as proof-of-work. Nodes that help verify these new 
transactions are incentivized economically, which in turn keep the ledger consistent (Beck & 
Müller-Bloch, 2017) and diminish ambiguity and uncertainty with the fully transparent 
disclosure of all transactions by offering a single truth for all stakeholders (Beck et al, 2016; 
Nærland et al., 2017). Therefore, distributed ledgers are fully traceable, verifiable, immutable, 
and impossible to be tampered (Lemieux, 2016; Mattila, 2016).  
 
A blockchain can either be on a public or private ledger, which determines how network 
participants interact with each other (Forte et al., 2015; Yermack, 2017; Rikken et al., 2019). 
Public blockchains, also known as peer-to-peer networks, allow all nodes to read blockchain 
data versus private ones, which only accept nodes that are pre-registered by a central authority 
(Beck et al., 2018). Storing ownership information on a public ledger, instead of a private one, 
removes any need for locked membership. In other words, it is constantly updated and publicly 
visible to all users (Gupta, 2017). This peer-to-peer network, using proof-of-work, enables a 
system for electronic transactions without relying on trust and instead uses validation from 
nodes (Nakamoto, 2008). According to Tapscott and Tapscott (2016), this game-changing 
blockchain technology with a distributed, encrypted, and public ledger, provides a powerful 
mechanism for changing money, business, and the world. 

2.2.2 SMART CONTRACTS 
7KH�WHUP�VPDUW�FRQWUDFW�VWHPV�IURP�6]DER¶V������, pp. 3) initial definition of the discovery as 
³D�FRmputerized protocol that executes the terms of a contract´�DQG can be seen as the key 
driver for decisions and transactions on a blockchain with its verification and justification 
application. A smart contract is like any traditional contract or agreement, but in code instead 
of on paper, which reduces the need for coordination and lower transaction costs (Swan, 2015). 
 
At its core, smart contracts execute transactions or decisions that are commonly agreed upon 
between a minimum of two parties (Morini, 2016). Like traditional agreements, they state 
preconditions and events, by providing information about what rewards or sanctions that comes 
LQWR�SOD\��0RULQL��������UHIHUV�WR�WKH�VPDUW�FRQWUDFWV�DV�³LI�WKLV��WKHQ�WKDW´ which occupies its 
whole foundation and function. Research has described smart contracts as 1) decentralized 
(they are stored and distributed across multiple nodes in a network), 2) self-sufficient (they can 
spend value over time and accumulate), and 3) autonomous (automated, self-executed and 
impossible to alter them on a blockchain) (Forte et al., 2015; Swan, 2015).  
 
Smart contracts eliminate dependence on a third party for contract execution, even if some 
degree of manual decision-making remains in the definition of parameters for the agreement. 
Instead of involvement from humans, smart contracts rely on trusted code to securely transfer 
the data that correspond to the pre-decided rules written in the contract (Murray et al., 2019). 
Examples of this data include online inputs (e.g., website traffic, sporting outcomes or change 
in cryptocurrency prices) and human decisions (e.g., trade agreements or supreme court 
rulings). Once these inputs trigger a preprogrammed protocol, it automatically generates 
actions, which could be sending instructions to a device or executing financial transactions 
(Murray et al., 2019).  
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2.2.3 TOKEN DESIGN 
Whilst smart contracts are synonyms to traditional agreements in the blockchain economy, 
another element carries an important function to complete transactions and obligations: the 
tokens. Tokenization is explained as the act of converting right over intangible or physical 
assets into tokens recorded on a blockchain (De Filippi & Wright, 2018). These tokens are 
digital assets that either can be used to purchase services or products offered on a blockchain, 
or as the mediator between two parties' compiled efforts (Lee, 2019). In contrast to digital 
currencies, tokens operate through a smart contract on top of a blockchain, such as Ethereum 
(Massey et al., 2017).  
 
Tokens can be classified into two categories to understand their functions. The first category is 
³XWLOLW\�WRNHQV´�RU�³FRQVXPSWLYH�WRNHQV´��+ROGHUV�RI�WKHVH�WRNHQV�XVXDOO\�UHFHLYH�FHUWDLQ�ULJKWV��
such as the ability to access a certain website, upload content or obtain specific documents 
(Crosser, 2018). The second category of tokens, which is applicable to this study, represents a 
share or ownership in a company or organization, similarly as traditional stocks. These 
³VHFXULW\�WRNHQV´�RU�³JRYHUQDQFH�WRNHQV´�DUe formed and act as traditional stocks via offering 
holders a right to vote on decisions of the venture as well as potentially getting a share of the 
RUJDQL]DWLRQ¶V�SURILWV��&URVVHU���������,W�VKRXOG�DOVR�EH�PHQWLRQHG�WKDW�WKH�GLVWLQFWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�
³RZQHUV�´ ³FRQWULEXWRUV�´�DQG�³XVHUV´�LV�EOXUUHG�EHFDXVH�WKH�VDPH�WRNHQ�DFWV�DV�D�YRWLQJ�ULJKW��
a form of compensation, and a medium of exchange (Hsieh et al., 2018). 
 
Each DAO design their own token, to build their set of mechanisms from user rewards through 
program-based economic design to service implementations (Tasca, 2019). Some of the 
decisions made during the design of tokens involve token distribution, total amount of tokens 
issued, compensation for participants and the redistribution of wealth. An ideal token design 
incentivizes participants to optimize their activities to pursue their own interests leading to 
overall quality improvement of the DAO (Pazaitis et al., 2017). When tokens are issued and 
made public, investors and future members can become part of the DAO and potentially benefit 
from future innovations (Kher et al., 2021). In contrast to large stakeholders in traditional 
organizations, who can enrich themselves at the expense of smaller shareholders through 
related-party transactions and other mechanisms (Ho & Wong, 2001), smaller token holders in 
DAOs can withdraw their stake if their interests are not aligned with the DAOs actions 
(Jentzsch, 2016). In addition, tokens issued by a specific DAO can only use tokens in relation 
to that organization, LQ�RWKHU�ZRUGV��D�WRNHQ�KROGHU�RI�'$2�$¶V�WRNHQ�FDQ�RQO\�XVH�WKHLU�YRWLQJ�
SRZHU�LQ�'$2�$¶V�voting procedure.  

2.2.4 POWER & GOVERNANCE  
Decision rights, incentives and accountability to encourage certain behavior are all part of 
governance structure mechanisms (Weill, 2004). These mechanisms determine how 
responsibilities, decision-making structures and communication are formalized (Weill & Ross, 
2005). All decisions, activities and processes in DAOs are determined and carried out based 
upon peer-to-peer collaboration, eliminating all needs of intermediaries (Forte et al., 2015; 
Swan, 2015; Tapscott & Tapscott, 2016). Instead of having hierarchical roles or social 
LQIOXHQFH� VWUXFWXUHV� WKDW� GHWHUPLQH� RQH¶V� SRZHU�� WKH� FRQWULEXWLRQ� WR� WKH� FRPPXQLW\� LV� RQH�
important source of power in DAOs. This shifts the power balance within an organization from 
a hierarchical structure to a distributed structure (Kosten, 2015). The shift in power is further 
visible in the governance process within a DAO, since it occurs in a fully decentralized manner 
where anonymous community members vote on various proposals. The voting is carried out 
with a consensus mechanism, which is a set of rules and protocols for governance that work to 
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coordinate the execution of transactions, their validation, and their recording (Kandaswamy et 
al., 2020). In practice, an algorithm HQDEOHV�DQ�³HOHFWLRQ´�DOORZLQJ�XVHUV�WR�DJUHH�DERXW�RQH�
true systemic state of the network for synchronizing the shared ledger (Omran et al., 2017). 
Voting power is proportionate to the contribution to the network, where more contribution 
ultimately leads to an increased number of tokens. A change in code, (i.e. decision for the 
organization) will only be implemented if majority assent is achieved for any given proposal. 
As a result, the group, or individual, who possesses the majority of the issued tokens determines 
the outcome of a vote (Franco, 2014).  

2.2.5 SUMMARY OF DECENTRALIZED AUTONOMOUS ORGANIZATIONS 
Based on all organizational elements introduced above, we undertake a similar holistic 
GHILQLWLRQ�RI�WKH�'$2V�DV�FXUUHQW�UHVHDUFKHUV�KDYH�FRQGXFWHG��³QRQ-hierarchical organizations 
that perform and record routine tasks on a peer-to-peer, cryptographically secure, public 
network, and rely on the voluntary contributions of their internal stakeholders to operate, 
PDQDJH��DQG�HYROYH�WKH�RUJDQL]DWLRQ�WKURXJK�D�GHPRFUDWLF�FRQVXOWDWLRQ�SURFHVV´��+VLHK�HW�DO���
2018, pp. 2). With available research on DAOs as a base, an outline of the changes in 
governance and organizational practices is in the table below.  
 

 
Table 1: Contrasting traditional organizations and decentralized autonomous organizations  

2.3 RESEARCH GAP 
Extant empirical work on DAOs has focused on decentralized exchanges (Lin et al., 2019; 
Bansal et al., 2019), market-based platforms (Clark et al., 2014; Trabucchi et al., 2020) and on 
a general level how blockchain will change organizational designs (Tapscott & Tapscott, 2016; 
Murray et al., 2019). The few touching upon organizational governance are only based on 
theoretical conceptualization, not empirical. Furthermore, papers on DAOs have mostly 
focused on trying to articulate the difference between traditional organizations and DAOs in 
terms of the hypothetical form and function (Rijmenam et al., 2017; Swan, 2015), incentive 
systems (Sims, 2019), or network effects (Shier et al, 2016).   
 
Authors are united around the idea that governance plays an important role within 
organizations, where individuals set the structures, and in turn the rule of the game (Klein et 
al., 2019). One study on governance within DAOs and the voting process focused on the 
consensus mechanisms that create certain rules and structures for the community 
(Kandaswamy et al., 2020). That research contributed to the field and covered some parts of 
how rules and structure arise in DAOs, although it lacks how the rules of the game turn out in 
practice within DAOs. Furthermore, distributed governance literature calls for more research 
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on how communities govern themselves and their collective outcomes (O'Mahony & Ferraro, 
2007). 
 
Kosten (2015) raises that DAOs create a shift in the power balance, compared to more 
traditional organizations, towards a more distributed structure. Voting is the main example in 
the literature on how power is decentralized within DAOs (Kosten, 2015; Kandaswamy et al., 
2020). Hence, no authors have investigated how power dynamics impact the governance 
process in DAOs as a whole. 
 
In summary, a call for more research within the field of DAOs is stated among researchers e.g. 
Beck et al. (2018), Rijmenam et al. (2017), and Hsieh et al. (2018). Especially, an empirically 
reliable study is needed to bring insights into the actual world of the DAOs. Governance 
structures are of interest to capture how it works within DAOs, since individuals create 
governance structures (Barnard, 1938; Simon, 1947). How communities govern themselves 
and their collective outcomes is raised by O'Mahony and Ferraro (2007) as an important 
scholarship gap for future research to close. Furthermore, there is a gap between the role of 
power and its implications on the governance process. Therefore, this study is aimed to observe 
and understand how the governance processes in DAOs are carried out in practice, and the role 
of power dynamics within these processes.  

3. STUDY DESIGN & METHODS  

3.1 RESEARCH DESIGN 
With this study's research topic, research agenda, and aim in mind, we begin by describing our 
ontological lens: constructivism. As Bryman & Bell (2017) points out, this ontological 
standpoint means that the world is constructed and developed by social actors that create and 
form a reality under constant revision. Hence, meaning is being adhered and generated through 
interpretation. Therefore, the philosophical foundation that the world is socially created among 
social actors is utilized in this study to practically understand DAOs better, with a directed 
focus on how the members construct and make sense of their experiences (Berger & Luckmann, 
1966; Gioia et al., 2013; Weick, 1979). By taking a constructivist stance, our aim is not to reach 
generalization of findings as in the positivist paradigm (Bell & Thorpe, 2013). Instead, the aim 
is to yield a deep understanding of the phenomenon, offered by the extensive discovery of 
social interactions among members in DAOs (Welch et al., 2011). 
 
Furthermore, this study has used an inductive approach, since we started by empirically 
investigating DAOs, and then comparing them to extant theory, before gathering further 
empirical material to make sense of our findings as well as contextualize the theoretical 
contributions (Bell, 2006). An inductive study is especially appropriate for new emergent 
phenomena, where little research has been done before (Flick, 2011), as is the case with DAO 
governance, offering the opportunity for a rich and deep analysis (Bryman & Bell, 2017).   

3.2 METHODOLOGICAL FIT 
Since DAOs are a nascent empirical phenomenon, with limited academic research within the 
field, a qualitative study was viewed as suitable since it allows for a rich deep understanding 
of a phenomenon within an unexplored research area (Bell, 2006). The qualitative study sheds 
light on LQGLYLGXDOV¶ perspectives to build an overarching structure and pattern-based method 
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that help enrich the understanding of a phenomenon (Trost, 2010; Flick, 2009), which in this 
paper is the emergent phenomenon, DAOs. A quantitative approach would have increased the 
possibility of receiving transferable findings, directly applicable to other industries (Flick, 
2009). However, this approach fits best to confirm or reject an existing theory (Wilson & 
Vlosky, 1997), which is difficult to comprehensively do given DAOs emergent nature. 
Therefore, the qualitative method was viewed as more appropriate.        

3.3. DATA COLLECTION 

3.3.2 CASE STUDY METHOD 
A case study explores a single- or multiple-cases over time, through detailed, in-depth data 
collection from multiple sources of information (Creswell, 2013). One use of case studies, 
applicable to this study, is to develop theory about a topic (Eisenhardt 1989), and more 
specifically about the internal organizational governance processes. This study utilized a case 
study of a phenomenon, which is the context of DAOs (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). When 
studying such an emergent phenomenon, the case study is applicable because of its opportunity 
to analyze data in a specific situation (Yin, 2003). Evidence generated from a case study where 
multiple participant views are included, as in this case study where we include different 
community members of DAOs, makes the data becomes more robust and reliable (Baxter & 
Jack, 2008).  

3.3.2.1 ORGANIZATIONS & PARTICIPANT SAMPLING 
The chosen DAOs in our study were collected through purposive sampling (Bryman & Bell, 
2017), in accordance with the interview objects. This purposive sample aimed to gather an 
extensive range of viewpoints on the governance processes within the DAO ecosystem (Glaser 
& Strauss, 1967; Yin, 2011). The selection process was divided into two phases. First, to source 
and select DAOs that met our requirements, which was to qualify themselves as a DAO, have 
more than 100 active members, a minimum of 100 token holders and voted on at least ten 
proposals in the past. The selected organizations operate within areas such as decentralized 
finance, longevity, marketing, DAO creation and venture capital, and the reason to select a 
diverse sample of DAOs was to enable a range of viewpoints, see Appendix 3. Later, 20 of 
these were also observed online in this study, which allowed both for further depth and enabled 
us to triangulate between our interview data and the digital observations. 

The second phase included individual sampling. All participants within the chosen 
organizations are active members, holding governance tokens with a connected wallet and have 
actively voted on proposals. Since all members of DAOs represent the company equally, no 
specific roles or positions have been actively selected or required. All interviews are kept 
anonymous, since all participants received this option, with the purpose to enhance trust and 
transparency in the answers. 

3.3.2 SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS 
26 interviews were conducted over the course of two months, with iterations along the way. 
First, a more exploratory approach was adopted during the first three interviews in parallel with 
initial literature research to understand the DAO landscape, and to gain insights about current 
research topics within the DAO sphere, and how to access empirical data within the emergent 
DAO community (Saunders, Lewis et al., 2009). The first interview was conducted with the 
assistant professor and domain expert within blockchain, Quinn DuPont. His expertise later 
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became a source of external information against which we triangulated with later interviews. 
Two more unstructured interviews were conducted with domain experts within blockchain and 
DAOs to further synthesize the information gained in the literature research.  
 
Once the topic of governance processes became prominent to discover further, a pilot study 
approach was initiated to refine and improve our method and interview guide, see Appendix 1. 
Potentially miscommunicated questions, identifying new core areas and highlighting warning 
signals were some things we explored during the first semi-structured interviews (Yin, 2010). 
The rest of the semi-structured interviews were then conducted, well-suited in our qualitative 
research to gain a thorough understanding of the governance processes, see Table 2 (Miles, 
Huberman, 1994). Emphasis was on how the interviewee framed and answered the specific 
questions, with liberty for the respondent to include other personally interesting viewpoints, in 
order to generate deeper insights (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Furthermore, the structure of the 
interview guide, with room for the interviewee to elaborate on questions (Saunders, Lewis et 
al., 2009), was designed to support the research question by acquiring more reliable data 
(Saunders, Lewis et al., 2009), which through standardized questions is difficult (Ahrne and 
Svensson, 2011). Lastly, semi-structured interviews are also suitable for rather complex topics, 
which is in line with the early adoption phase of DAOs and their governance processes 
(Saunders, Lewis et al., 2009).  
 

 
Table 2: Interview Participants (Source: Etherscan.io) 
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3.3.2.1 INTERVIEW GUIDE 
Based on existing literature on the topic, openness to alternative avenues of inquiry during the 
collection of data and understanding of what was needed to answer the research question, three 
areas arose (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The structure, see Appendix 2, aimed to create a flow and 
the initial collection of white papers allowed us to contextualize the LQWHUYLHZHHV¶� answers 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011). All questions used a comprehensible and relevant language tailored 
for members in DAOs, possessing some domain knowledge. Moreover, a mixture of 
introducing-, follow-up-, specifying-, direct-, structuring and in some cases interpreting 
questions worked as enabling factors to be attentive and find the balance between active and 
avoid being intrusive (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Kvale, 1996). Finally, the interviewee had the 
chance to raise any thoughts with a final open question, encouraging personal comments on the 
specific topic (Bryman & Bell, 2011).  

3.3.2.2 INTERVIEW SETTING 
All interviews were conducted in an online setting, digitally recorded and in English. DAOs 
per definition are borderless and fully remote in combination with travel restrictions as a result 
of Covid19. The implications of geographical, cultural, and regulatory variety amongst the 
participants have little impact on the answers since DAOs are working completely digitally 
with no local regulations, no geographical differences and one united culture within the DAO. 
Digital recordings increase the possibility to capture DQG�REVHUYH�UHVSRQGHQWV¶�ERG\�ODQJXDJH��
quality of the recordings and can be played back repeatedly after the interview takes place. The 
duration of the interviews ranged between 45-95 minutes with attendance from both 
researchers to ensure that the collected data could be interpreted without variations (Eisenhardt, 
1989).  
 
One of the authors guided the respondent throughout the discussion, meanwhile, the other one 
maintained focus on taking notes. These two roles were equally divided and a discussion about 
the interpretation was done after each interview to minimize the risk of one influencing the 
interviews in a personal way (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  

3.3.3 ONLINE OBSERVATIONS  
To best understand organizational governance processes, we carried out online observations to 
practically follow the processes, see Appendix 4. Instead of simply relying upon interview 
responses where interview participants might have difficulties describing activities, online 
observations acted as a sufficient method for unlocking insights on the newly emerging area of 
DAOs organizational governance and the concrete actions and structures deployed (Salmons, 
2015). This was mostly done through platforms, forums, and other digital tools. Discord1, 
Discourse2 (often reFDOOHG�DV�³)RUXP´�E\�WKH�SDUWLFLSDQWV���0HGLXP3, Telegram4 and GitHub5 
were some of the tools used. 
 
Furthermore, online observations offer an opportunity to investigate activities and happenings 
within the process in real-time. The online observations also make it possible to oversee 
potential biases that interview participants might have when describing their process in a more 

 
1 A free voice, video, and text chat app (mobile and desktop). 
2 A forum software for communities.  
3 An online publishing platform free for anyone to publish and read. 
4 A cloud-based, encrypted and synced mobile and desktop messaging app 
5 A web-based version-control and collaboration platform for software developers. 
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favorable and attractive light than their actual presence shows (Salmons, 2015). Therefore, the 
online observations offer a perfect complement to the interviews. It should be stressed that 
DAOs by nature have fully transparent processes, discussions, and protocols accessible through 
their online channels. That, in combination with suggestions from domain experts within our 
exploratory interviews, convinced us about the strong appropriateness of online observations 
IRU�WKLV�VWXG\¶V�UHVHDUFK�WRSLF�� 
 
We observed the interactions in the DAOs over ten days to triangulate our findings from the 
interviews in relation to real-time activities and actions. A variety of observations that clearly 
illustrated the essence from the observation mediums were chosen as examples and can be 
found in Appendix 4. An outline of the online observations is completed below.    
   

Table 3: Online observations 

3.3.3.1 UNOBTRUSIVE ONLINE OBSERVATIONS 
An unobtrusive observational approach was undertaken, meaning that we accessed and 
collected actions taken in the processes under investigation, directly from where they took place 
online (Bryman & Bell, 2017). Moreover, as researchers, we did not directly engage, respond, 
or show involvement with the communities of investigation during our work with compiling 
the online observations. Online observations, inspired by the ethnographic approach, implies 
becoming immersed with day-to-day organizational activities, to reach an understanding from 
the LQVLGHUV¶ point of view (Bryman & Bell, 2017). This method is appropriate, when 
researching phenomena and information outside of personal concerns, with an interest in 
patterns and processes reachable in the online setting (Salmons, 2015), making it suitable for 
our methodology. Moreover, this approach is highlighted by Akemu & Abdelnour (2020) that 
recommends a focus on the deeper (hidden) patterns, features, and platform interactions within 
the online observations to obtain rich data. 
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3.3.4 CHOICE OF THEORY 
The choice of theory was done through an interactive research process where relevant theory 
was chosen (organizational governance, power relations and genre). Due to the nascent field 
of DAOs, where no established frameworks exist on the governance process in practice, no 
specific theoretical framework was brought forward to analyze the findings. The theory was 
rather applied throughout the analysis to enhance our understanding of the collected data.  

3.3.5 RESEARCH PROCESS 
Our iterative data collection and theorizing process described above is summarized in Figure 
3. 
 
 

 
Figure 3: Research Process 

3.4 DATA ANALYSIS  

3.4.2. INTERPRETATIVE PROCESS 
All interviews were held via the digital meeting system Zoom, which made it possible to record 
all interviews (in accordance with participant acceptance). The recodings minimized the risk 
of data loss and made it possible to correctly code the interviHZHH¶V intention by looking at 
body language, tone of voice etc.  along the transcriptions. Moreover, we worked 
simultaneously with transcription, coding, and analysis to ensure close attention to the 
participants' context and ensure progress in the interview phase (Gioia et al., 2013). To reveal 
insights from the empirical material, we followed the Gioia methodology (Gioia et al., 2013) 
and generated 1st- and 2nd order constructs, in a structured and comprehensive manner. This 
methodology was used to increase the scholarly rigor of this study and to appropriately 
understand the different views of DAO community members in a structured way.   
 
The first-order constructs were generated by the authors' individual interpretation of recordings 
and transcriptions. The generated categories by each individual were then compared and 
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discussed to ensure a fair representation of the data (Miles & Huberman, 1994). The large 
number of constructs produced was reduced via axial coding, meaning that similarities and 
variations between the constructs offered an opportunity to merge constructs (Strauss & 
Corbin, 1998). At this stage, we consciously avoided any inclusion of theoretical lenses, to stay 
close to the interview participants' concrete descriptions, and to minimize the risk of 
confirmation bias (Gioia et al., 2013). Hence, we had several possible theoretical standpoints 
in mind to enable an overarching guidance at this stage, and not be completely uninformed 
about prior work as Gioia et al., (2013) suggests.   
 
The second-order DQDO\VLV�DLPV�WR�DQVZHU�WKH�TXHVWLRQ�RI�³:KDW¶V�JRLQJ�RQ�KHUH"´�EDVHG�RQ�
the first-order constructs (Gioia et al., 2013), and to make sense of subjective experiences 
among interview participants (Welch et al., 2011). Within this stage, the iterative approach of 
considering theory and practical insights played an important role to arrive at representable 
second-order themes. The theoretical elements helped us to interpret the data and make sense 
of it at a more abstract level. As the last step, the identified second-order constructs were 
combined into aggregate dimensions, where the constructs were related to each other and 
thereafter viewed more clearly in the light of theory (Gioia et al., 2013), to reach an even higher 
abstraction and understanding of the studied phenomenon.  
 
The initial phase of analyzing the online observations focused on becoming familiar with the 
data, given its magnitude of content and constant real-time change. This was completed 
alongside the data collection, which made it possible to make sense of the insights from 
different DAOs (Eisenhardt, 1989). Thereafter, the Gioia Methodology was used to group the 
online observations into 1st- and 2nd order constructs, and finally arrive at aggregate 
dimensions (Gioia et al., 2013). This was completed separate from the interviews, to later 
triangulate the findings.  
 
To generate first-order constructs for the online observations, each author first took screenshots 
of dialogues from separate DAOs. Then, a discussion was held to choose a representative 
section that functioned as the first-order construct. This was completed for all DAOs, before 
the generation of second-order constructs was completed via overseeing the first-order 
constructs from all DAOs (Gioia et al., 2013). It became apparent that many DAOs had similar 
second-order constructs, as an example, many dialogues online were started by members 
raising an idea. Therefore, the aggregate dimensions unfolded quite naturally. At last, all levels 
of constructs were compared and merged with the interviews to generate an overarching 
understanding. 
 

3.4.2. DATA STRUCTURE 
Presenting the data structure is crucial in the Gioia methodology (Gioia et al., 2013), to reach 
the main imperative of analytical rigorousness. The data structure provides a visualization of 
how the raw data emerged into aggregated dimensions (Pratt, 2008; Tracy, 2010), showing the 
UHODWLRQVKLS� EHWZHHQ� WKH� LQWHUYLHZ� SDUWLFLSDQWV¶� OLYHG� H[SHULHQFH� DQG� WKH� WKHRUHWLFDO�
dimensions, to provide a holistic view of the studied topic (Gioia et al., 2013).  
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Figure 4: Data Structure using Gioia Methodology  
 

3.5 DATA QUALITY  
Throughout the whole study, we have strived to ensure that we collected, analyzed and 
interpreted the data in a high-quality manner to secure the trustworthiness of our design and 
execution (Yin, 2011). The quality of this study will be assessed and discussed via the 
qualitative components of reliability, validity and transferability (Flick, 2009; Bryman & Bell, 
2017).  

3.5.1 RELIABILITY  
Reliability refers to the degree of replicability of a study, meaning whether alternative 
researchers would reveal similar information from the data at hand (Bryman, Bell 2017; 
Sounders, 2012). The interpretation of the data is subject to influence from our own 
experiences, surroundings, and pre-existing ideas (Maxwell, 2013). To mitigate the risk of 
biases, both researchers in this study were present during all interviews and conducted online 
observations, followed up by an individual interpretation of the data, before conducting a 
mutual discussion of its meaning. However, removing and neglecting all biases is almost 
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impossible (Flick, 2015). Providing sufficient documentation of our procedure, taking 
independent notes in online observations and interviews maximized transparency and the future 
access to interpretations of the material. In addition, all decisions made by DAOs, if made on-
chain, are forever stored on the public blockchain and thereby accessible for everyone, 
including researchers on the topic. This opens, and makes it easy, for readers individual 
assessment of our interpretations. 
 
Another bias that should be addressed is participant bias, referring to the interviewees incentive 
of painting their own DAO in a good light (Flick, 2015). Hence, describing the organizational 
governance process as more glamorous and well-functioning than it actually is. This was 
mitigated by assuring anonymity, constantly asking critical follow-up questions, and 
complementing with evidence from online observations. 

3.5.2 VALIDITY 
The validity addresses the integrity of the conclusions drawn in the study and if a potential 
DEVWUDFW� PHDQLQJ� FDQ� EH� LQIHUUHG� IURP� WKH� UHVHDUFKHU¶V� ODQJXDJH� �%U\PDQ� 	� %HOl, 2011; 
Sounders, 2012). Flick (2009) raises the concern of whether interviewees have any reason to 
construct a biased version of reality, unconsciously, or consciously. The production of data was 
therefore validated by us giving all participants time to answer without interference, in 
combination with asking open-ended questions. No information about other participants' 
answers was shared, to minimize potential biases. Also, we listened to the recordings 
afterwards to critically examine if we influenced the interviewee (Flick, 2009). 
 
A triangulation strategy of using various data sources improves the validity of the findings. The 
different themes discussed in Empirical Findings & Analysis (4) were accumulated from 
different voices and perspectives of various interview participants (Creswell, 2014). Moreover, 
validity is described as the match between the developed theoretical ideas based upon 
UHVHDUFKHU¶V observations (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982). This can be considered a strength of this 
study due to the combination of interviews and online observations, and by allowing for 
contextualized matters in the interviews i.e., sidetracks in answers relating to the DAO specific 
environment. Furthermore, by executing three pilot interviews before the final study, the 
validity is advanced (Peat et al., 2002). 

3.5.3 TRANSFERABILITY  
The transferability of a study refers to the degree to which the findings can be generalized 
across social settings beyond their immediate context (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Lincoln & Guba, 
1985). To LPSURYH�DQG�IDFLOLWDWH�WKH�VWXG\¶V�WUDQVIHUDELOLW\��D�GHWDLOHd description of the used 
processes and methods are provided in above sections, to help the reader determine whether 
the findings are transferable (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The purposive sample of interview 
participants from different DAOs operating in various industries and within various 
RUJDQL]DWLRQDO� UROHV� ZDV� VSHFLILFDOO\� FKRVHQ� WR� LQFUHDVH� WKH� WUDQVIHUDELOLW\� RI� WKLV� VWXG\¶V�
findings into other contexts (Merriam, 2009). Even though the qualitative nature is not 
numerically generalizable, we aim to help the reader determine finding suitability in other 
situations by offering a thick description of the DAOs backgrounds and their context (Lincoln 
& Guba, 1985).  
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4. EMPIRICAL FINDINGS & ANALYSIS 
The organizational governance process is described in this section, based on the six genres 
found in the empirical data collection. These genres are presented in chronological order, 
representing the practical way DAOs are making decisions and governing themselves, which 
are; idea, proposal, discussion, voting, implementation and follow-up. Furthermore, this 
analysis provides the identified governance process with tensions for each genre and how they 
relate to each other, as presented below.  
 

 
Figure 5: Simplified DAO Governance process  

4.1 IDEAS RAISED IN THE OPEN COMMUNITY 
It became prominent that individual ideas were a clear starting point in the organizational 
governance process. Many interview participants (Participants 9, 11, 13, 19, 24 & 26) revealed 
similar information where one participant explained:     
 

³)LUVW�WKLQJV�ILUVW��VRPHRQH�FRPHV�XS�ZLWK�DQ�LGHD«´�- Participant 13 
 

Later, DAO members enter the community and start gaining ideas about how to change the 
DAO:   
 

³:H�DUH�YHU\�RSHQ�DQG�FDQ�RQERDUG�SHRSOH�UHDOO\�TXLFNO\��DQG�HYHU\ERG\�FDQ�MRLQ�RXU�
Discord and see the working groups, some are even open for comments. If someone has 
any ideas about improving something, we listen, and we discuss it.´- Participant 11 
 
³7Ke good thing is that you have an idea, you go to a community and then they help 
\RX«´�- Participant 14 

 
The purpose of the idea genre is two-sided, with the initiator who wants to bring forward a 
change and share it with the community on one side, and on the other side, the community 
listening to the idea. Anyone can join their social channels and introduce an idea to the 
community, and their ideas will be heard. Similarly, this genre was also prominent in the online 
observations, and following the various channels revealed a pattern showing that anyone could 
initiate an idea, visualized in Picture 1a, 1d and 1f.  

4.1.1 ANY IDEA CAN RE-WRITE THE RULES OF THE DAO  
Individuals within DAOs have the possibility and power to influence the community, 
regardless of major or minor ideas. The power to change, by raising an idea, is in the hands of 
individual members: 
 

³,I�\RX�KDYH�DQ�LGHD��RSHQ�XS�D�SURSRVDO�DQG�VWDUW�D�SROO��<RX�JR�RQWR�RXU�IRUXm, put 
\RXU�SURSRVDO�WKHUH�DQG�RSHQ�XS�IRU�D�GLVFXVVLRQ�RQ�WKH�WRSLF´�- Participant 19 

 
Although the individual is supposed to take the initiative: 
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³<RX� FDQ� DVN� WKH� '$2�� WKH� FRPPXQLW\�� ZKDWHYHU� \RX� ZDQW� WR� FKDQJH� DQG� ZKDW�
PDQGDWHV�\RX�QHHG�IURP�WKDW��6R�WKDW�LV�FRPSOHWHO\�XS�WR�\RX�´�- Participant 9 

 
This entails power relation between the community, who collectively own all tokens (gold), 
and the individual who can propose, lobby and execute on their own ideas:  
 

³)URP�*ROGHQ�UXOH�- he who has gold, makes the rules to Golden corollary - he who 
ZULWHV�WKH�UXOHV��GHILQHV�WKH�JRDO��JROG�´�- Participant 17 

 
Thus, to re-write the rules, it requires more than one individual member of a DAO to propose 
an idea, but the power is in the hands of each member. In this genre, the number of tokens, and 
ultimately the voting power, do not influence whether the community appreciates the idea or 
not. As a result, members with large amounts of tokens cannot lobby their ideas and the power 
is instead given to the one with the ability to please the common interest of the community with 
their ideas.  

4.1.2 INDIVIDUAL AMBIGUITY REGARDING WHEN TO RAISE AN IDEA  
The participants were asked follow-up questions once we understood that similar day-to-day 
duties as seen in traditional organizations were performed, and where some ideas were raised 
and some not. When can a community member go ahead and execute an idea directly within 
their scope? And in contrast, when does the idea have to be raised to the community? 
 
The participants describe this matter as a thin line:  
 

³<RX� ZLOO� KDWH� WKLV� DQVZHU�� WKHUH� LV� QR� FOHDU� OLQH�� QR� GHILQLWLRQ���7KH� K\SHU�
transparency, the open source, makes it unable to change something with large impact 
\RXUVHOI�ZLWKRXW�DQ\RQH�QRWLFLQJ´�- Participant 19 

 
Except for major decisions, that most of the community members do not handle, it seems 
difficult for community members to know when to put the idea into the process and when to 
directly execute it. The online observations did not give any clues to the issue in terms of 
written guidelines or formal procedures, instead, a large variety of topics were raised (Picture 
1g, 1h & 1k).  
 
One division is when an idea might be controversial: 
 

³:KHQ�VRPHRQH�KDV�D�FRQWURYHUVLDO�LGHD��WKH\�FHUWDLQO\�UDLVH�LW��$QG�WKLV�LV�ZKHUH�,�
WKLQN�PRVW�SHRSOH�LQ�'$2V�GUDZ�WKDW�OLQH��E\�DVNLQJ�WKHPVHOYHV�³,V�WKLV�JRLQJ�WR�EH�
FRQWURYHUVLDO"´�,I�QR��WKHQ�MXVW GR�LW��MXVW�H[HFXWH�LW�´�- Participant 16 

 
Given that it might be difficult for members to have different views on what is controversial or 
not, the decision seems to lie heavily on every individual. 
 
In conclusion, someone, within or outside the DAO, can initiate an idea. The initiator, the one 
posting the idea, is the owner of this ideation phase with involvement from the rest of the 
community members. Individuals with an understanding of the needs of the DAO have the 
power to write the rules of the DAO, and change the governance structure at its core, all without 
the need of any tokens. Lastly, individual power is also revealed regarding raising the ideas in 
the first place, or going ahead and executing on what, according to them, are within the scope 
of their tasks.    
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4.2 WRITING PROPOSAL 
Subsequently, after ideas are initiated, the next genre described among several interviewees 
was creating/writing a proposal (Participant 8, 15, 16 & 25). The online observations also 
revealed the creation of proposals as the second genre, by explicit titles on forums stating 
³SURSRVDO´��ZLWK�LQIRUPDWLRQ�on what a member wants to change (Picture 2c, 2d, 2e & 2g). The 
main purpose of this genre is to turn the idea into a condensed and summarized proposal, in 
order for the community members to understand the idea. 
 
Except for structuring and conceptualizing the idea into a proposal, our interview participants 
stated that the content and meaning of the proposal could relate to anything concerning the 
DAOs improvement:   
 

³7KH� WKLQJV� WKDW�DUH�JRLQJ�RQ� LV� WRQV�� LW� LV�HYHU\WKLQJ� IURP�XSGDWH� IURP�XSGDWLQJ�D�
parameter on a smart contract to deploy some kind of back-HQG� GHYHORSHU´� 
- Participant 14 

 
The same pattern, with proposals relating to any part of the business and consisting of either 
minor or major change in character, was identified in the online observations, ranging from 
weekly liquidity programs, to hire, or a new governance framework (Picture 2a, 2e & 2j).  

4.2.1 SUPPORT FROM COMMUNITY VERSUS INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY WHEN 
WRITING PROPOSALS 
The DAO community supports the agent who first initiated the idea to write a proposal in 
various ways, indicating a proposal genre: 
 

³,�WKLQN�LW�LV�YHU\�HDV\��\RX�MXVW�KDYH�WR�HQWHU�WKH�IRUXP�RQ�'LVFRUG��WKHQ�RQ�*LW+XE�
\RX�WDNH�WKH�IRUP�DQG�ILOO�LW�RXW�ZLWK�HYHU\WKLQJ�DQG�WKDW¶V�LW�WR�ZULWH�D�SURSRVDO��(YHU\�
week there is a town hall meeting, where you can stay and talk afterwards, and they 
ZLOO�KHOS�\RX�WR�ZULWH�D�SURSRVDO�´�- Participant 7  

 
³7KHUH�DUH�WHPSODWHV�DQG�JXLGHV�WKDW�DUH�WKHUH�WR�KHOS�\RX�XQGHUVWDQG�KRZ�WR�ZULWH�D�
proposal - what the community is expecting, when writing a proposal...if those are not 
IROORZHG� WKHUH� DUH� SHRSOH� LQ� WKH� FRPPXQLW\� ZKR� KHOS� \RX� ZULWH� WKRVH� SURSRVDOV´� 
- Participant 9 

 
These explanations show how the community support relies on different tools, frameworks, 
and actual town hall meetings where a proposal writer can ask questions to more experienced 
members in the DAO. Picture 2h advocates how a proposal should be written, to help the 
newcomer submit a proposal in line with the PHPEHUV¶ expectation.  
 
Although the community supports, the actual agent seems to hold full responsibility of the 
creation of the proposal, stemming from their own skills:  
 

³(YHQ� WKRXJK ,� FDQ� JHW� KHOS�� LW� DOO� FRPHV� GRZQ� WR� PH� ZLWK� WKHVH� SURSRVDOV´� 
- Participant 24   

 
³,�PHDQ��WKHUH�KDYH�EHHQ�D�ORW�RI�SURSRVDOV�WKDW�KDYH�EHHQ�UHMHFWHG�EHFDXVH�WKH�TXDOLW\�
KDV�QRW�EHHQ�JRRG�HQRXJK��ZKLFK�LV�GXPE´�- Participant 11 
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This genre shows that help and guidance are SURYLGHG�WR�WKH�DJHQW��EXW�QHYHU�D�³WDNH-RYHU´�RI�
ZULWLQJ�WKH�SURSRVDO��7KH�HPEDUNHG�³KHOS´�IURP�WKH�FRPPXQLW\�GRHV�QRW�VHHP�WR�VSLOO�RXW�RQ�
our interview participants¶ experiences when writing proposals. Instead, they feel that they 
have to take full responsibility themselves, which causes some frustration among our 
LQWHUYLHZHHV¶. In turn, it seems like proposals need to have a specific level of quality to be put 
forward into the next genre by the community.   

4.2.2 UNWRITTEN RULES AND GUIDELINES ESTABLISH A BARRIER  
Given that the proposals could relate to any part of the DAO, and a large variety of areas is 
touched upon as described above, one might naturally believe that proposals have a similar 
chance of getting attention, along with the nature of the distributed governance idea. Hence, 
when unpacking the power dynamics between community members, the importance of 
unwritten rules and guidelines in the social interaction in DAOs became prominent, somewhat 
challenging the distributed idea: 
 

³,�KDYH�EHHQ�LQ�WKH�FRPPXQLty for some time and know how everything is. So I have a 
IHHOLQJ�IRU�ZKDW�,�FDQ�MXVW�GR�GLUHFWO\�DQG�ZKDW�WR�SRVW�DV�D�SURSRVDO´�- Participant 26    

 
What can be read between the lines in this example is that power is deployed to the ones 
mastering the unwritten rules and guidelines: 
 

³,�NLQG�RI�NQRZ��ZKHQ�,�VKRXOG�SRVW�DV�D�SURSRVDO�RU�QRW��EXW�,�KDYH�DOVR�EHHQ�LQ�WKH�
'$2�IRU�D�ZKLOH´�- Participant 20  

 
%\� XQGHUVWDQGLQJ� DQG�PDVWHULQJ� WKH� ³NQRZ-KRZV´� LQ� WKH� '$2V� DQG� WKH� VRFLDO� VWUXFWXUHV��
power is attributed, since those individuals have a higher chance of knowing if the idea should 
EH�GHSOR\HG�DV�D�SURSRVDO�RU�QRW��7KHUHE\��XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�³NQRZ-KRZV´�DQG�XQZULWWHQ�UXOHV��
often anchored in experience or expertise, is offering a resource that seems to be important in 
the power relations between community members. As UHVXOW�� D� ³NQRZ-KRZ´�EDUULHU� FDQ�EH�
identified.  
 
In summary, the genre of writing proposals aims to collect condensed information regarding a 
change that affects the DAO in some way. The process of writing proposals, that are publicly 
posted, is in the hands of the initiator, often the same member that brought the initial idea to 
the table. Onwards, members who master the unwritten rules and guidelines in the DAO obtain 
power and describe themselves as more successful with their proposals. Considering this, a 
barrier to XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�WKH�³NQRZ-KRZ´�LQ�D�'$2�VHHPV�WR�EH�LPSRUWDQW� 

4.3 DISCUSSION WITHIN THE COMMUNITY  
After the proposal is written and presented to the community, the next genre identified in this 
process, the discussion, was described thusly: 
 

³:KHQ�\RX�SRVW�\RXU�SURSRVDO�LQ�WKH�IRUXP��HYHU\RQH�GHEDWHV�DQG�GLVFXVVHV�LW�IURP�
WKHLU�RZQ�DQJOHV´�- Participant 23 

 
³:KHQ� VRPHRQH� KDV� SXW� DQ� LGHD� LQWR� FKDW���WKLV� JRHV� LQWR� D� IRUXP�� WKLV� LV� ZKHUH�
members, yeah, can give their own opinion, what you think are the risks with this 
project, you know, is the team going to run off with the money, here we basically voice 
DOO�RXU�FRQFHUQV�DERXW�D�SURSRVDO´�- Participant 13 
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Thus, the proposal can be discussed and debated by anyone in the community, based on their 
own thoughts and concerns. In addition, the online observations showed similar tendencies, 
where different members discussed the proposals (Picture 3a, 3b, & 3g).  
 
Moreover, this genre was also described as appreciated and highly important by several 
community members, since the discussion is refining and improving the initial proposal:    
 

³7KDW
V�SUREDEO\� WKH�EHVW� thing with DAOs, you know there is always going to be a 
counter-argument��WKDW¶V�UHDOO\�WKH�EHDXW\�RI�LW´�- Participant 13 

 
³7KH�JRDO�RI�WKH�Iorum is to leverage the expertise of other members to refine proposals. 
$V� ZH� DOZD\V� VD\� µ(YHU\� LGHD� LV� D� EDG� LGHD� XQWLO� LW� JHWV� UHILQHG� WKURXJKRXW� WKLV�
SURFHVV¶´�- Participant 19  

 
This refinement process was also shown to be observed by the initiator as Picture 3e and 3f 
indices when the initiator admires given feedback in the discussion. In other words, the 
discussion genre allows everyone in the DAO to participate and is viewed as one of the key 
governance processes for a DAO to operate in a decentralized manner.  

4.3.1 MOMENTUM IS KEY IN NESTED RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN COMMUNITY 
MEMBERS 
Discussions are described as chaotic, and it indicates nested power relationships, since many 
initiatives, proposals and interactions are apparent at the same time in the DAO. Here, members 
are taking part in many discussions simultaneously:  
    

³,V� LW� EHLQJ� FKDRWLF�� \HV�� DUH� WKLQJV� JHWWLQJ� GRQH� DOO� RYHU� WKH� SODFH�� \HV´� 
- Participant 19 
 
³,W� EHFRPHV� D� UHDO� FKDRV�� \RX� KDYH� Wo decide what to see...in the beginning I was 
reading everything, from the first comment to the last one, and now I cannot, and no 
one can, each of us focus on our own interest, because otherwise it is a real mess, real 
FKDRV´�- Participant 20 

 
Moreover, the nested power relations are present between community members in this chaotic 
atmosphere: 
 

³,�KDYH�FRQQHFWLRQV�LQ�VR�PDQ\�discussions at the same time, but usually remember 
what I my argument was in one discussion, when seeing similar alias in another 
GLVFXVVLRQ´�- Participant 26  

 
In this chaotic environment, members seem to still reflect upon their previous interactions, 
when discussing new proposals, which signals nested power relationships between members. 
Given these nested power relationships between community members in a chaotic 
environment, gaining momentum in the discussion was described as key for proposals to 
³VXUYLYH´�WKH�GLscussion genre:  
 

³<RX�FDQQRW�NQRZ�DOO�RWKHU�FRQWULEXWRUV��WKHUH�ZLOO�EH�SHRSOH�ZKR�DOVR�KDYH�UHDO�OLIH�
work, and family and whatever...they could give you feedback, it can be positive and it 
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could be negative, and this could be even a form of pre-consensus, before pushing a 
SROO´�- Participant 24  

 
³&RPPXQLW\�PHPEHUV�FDQ�HOHYDWH�WKH�VQDSVKRW�YRWHV�WR�FRUH�SURSRVDOV�LI�WKH\�KDYH�D�
clear momentum, which is a loose term, but it is about how much engagement the 
proposal has. You need to get consensus in the foUXP� IRU� LW� WR� EHFRPH� HOHYDWHG�´� 
- Participant 25  
 

The participants give examples of a form of pre-consensus that needs to be established within 
the discussion before the voting. Similar indications were highlighted in the online observations 
(Picture 3d & Picture 3e) where comments in the thread are pointing towards the same direction 
before a successful vote is implemented. When diving deeper into the described momentum 
within the community, the power relations and structures can be studied as clues to how this 
momentum is obtained.  

4.3.2 DOMAIN EXPERTS & EXPERIENCED MEMBERS STEER THE DISCUSSION   
The understanding of the power relationship between the initiator and the community is 
enhanced, but who steers the discussions towards this momentum? What is the power relation 
between community members discussing the same proposal? The distinction between expert 
and layman relationships is important:  
 

³'RPDLQ�H[SHUWV�DQG�FRPPXQLW\�PDNHV�WKH�GHFLVLRQ´�- Participant 22 
 
Here, GRPDLQ�H[SHUWV�³PDNH´�WKH�GHFLVLRns, and have a strong influence on the discussion. The 
occurrence of domain experts is crucial as they identify gaps and guide the direction of the 
discussion:   
 

³5HVRXUFHV�JRHV�WR�WKH�PRVW�GHVHUYLQJ��DFFRUGLQJ�WR�D�PL[�RI�SRSXODU�YRWH�DQG�JXLGHG�
by domain experts. And the domain experts have a key role, since they can see whether 
WKHUH�LV�D�JDS�LQ�WKH�PDUNHW�´�- Participant 17 

 
As described, experts use their intellectual power in these situations by stating that the domain 
H[SHUWV�³PDNH´�WKH�GHFLVLRQV�DQG�FDQ�LGHQWLI\�³PDUNHW�JDSV´��0RUHRYHU��V\PEROLF�SRZHU�FDQ�
be attributed to the domain experts, since the interview participants raise such high appreciation 
of experts. This indicates that domain experts have a strong influence in reaching momentum 
in discussions. At the same time, a layman often follows the direction that domain experts are 
crafting: 
 

³������ LW� LV� KDUG� WR� HYDOXDWH� LI� D� SURSRVDO� LV� FKHDS� RU� H[SHQVLYH���WKDW
V� ZK\� WKH�
community forum is so important because then you can follow the discussion when 
SHRSOH�ZKR� NQRZ�PRUH� DVN� UHOHYDQW� TXHVWLRQV� DERXW� LI� LW� LV� FKHDS� RU� H[SHQVLYH´� - 
Participant 23 

 
In total, the power relationship between experts and laymen can be seen as an indicator of the 
momentum, prospered by laymen attributing symbolic, social, and intellectual power to domain 
experts.  
 
Another power distinction which became evident was the relationship between newcomers to 
the community and the more experienced members. Members who could prove their long-term 
engagement within the community, could often signal symbolic power and utilize status claims. 
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One example from the online observations that indicate this pattern is Picture 3b and Picture 
3g, where the role of ambassador, moderator, or core team signal status in the chat. Long-term 
engagement seems important:  
 

³������SHRSOH�RI�WKH�FRUH�WHDP�KDV�EHHQ�WDONLQJ�DERXW�WKLV�IRU�D�ZKLOH��WKH\�KDYH�EHHQ�
KHUH�IRU�D�ZKLOH��WKH\�NQRZ�ZKDW�WKH\�GR´�- Participant 21 

 
Members in the community who have been there for a long time might have great knowledge 
about a proposal, which signals that symbolic power can be attributed to these members:  
 

³������\HV�\RX�ZRXOG�FHUWDLQ�DPRXQW�RI�ELDV�WRZDUGV�RNH\�LI�WKLV�SHUVRQ� saying, ³WKLV�
SURMHFW� ZLOO� EH� JUHDW´�� KH� DOVR� NQRZV� WKH� WHDP�� PD\EH� NQRZV� WKDW� it is worth the 
LQYHVWPHQW´�- Participant 25  

 
Unlike experienced community members, the need to gain acceptance from the community for 
newcomers, as stated above, signals that their resources of power might not be trusted in the 
beginning. Thereby, the power relation between these two groups can be viewed as 
advantageous for the more experienced.    
 
To conclude this genre, gaining knowledge from other members, listening to other members¶ 
opinions, and gaining new perspectives on the proposals, are the main purposes of the 
discussion. Discussions display more complex and nested power relations compared to 
previous genres. First, the power relation between the proposal writer and the community, 
where the proposal writer has the advantage if she or he is well-suited and understands how the 
discussions works, meanwhile the community has the power to question the proposal. Second, 
and perhaps the more complex power relation is within the community, where momentum in 
the discussion is crucial to reach voting. This momentum is reached by pre-consensus by other 
members. Community members highly trust others with more knowledge, where domain 
experts and experienced DAO members behold a large amount of power in these relationships.  

4.4 VOTING ON PROPOSALS 
The fourth identified genre of the organizational governance process is voting. The voting is 
the genre where the actual decision regarding a proposal is made collectively:  
 

³:KHQ�D�GHFLVLRQ�LV�PDGH��WKDW�FRQFHUQV�WKH�'$2��ZH�XVH�6QDSVKRW�YRWHV��OHW�SHRSOH�
voWH�DQG�KDYH�VRPH�HQJDJHPHQW��DQG�EDVHG�RQ�WKDW�GHFLVLRQ��ZH�H[HFXWH´�- Participant 
15 

 
This also became apparent in the online observations where the discussions usually ended with 
a link to tools such as Snapshot, Discourse, Aragon Client, DAOhaus, indicating if the voting 
was live or closed. As visualized in observations (Picture 4a, 4b, 4d, 4i and 4j), the voting is 
fully transparent and enables everyone to see the results. 
 
Engagement from the community is needed to pursue decisions and, later, execute the 
SURSRVDOV¶� FRQWHQW�� $V� LQGLFDWHG� HDUOLHU� LQ� WKLV� SDSHU�� WKH� IRFXV� LV� QRW� RQ� GLIIHUHQW� YRWLQJ�
mechanisms, quorums, and similar, but rather on the concept of governance and which, when 
and where decisions are made. One distinction within this genre to generate a better 
understanding of what types of decisions are taken, by whom and at what scale, is by 
highlighting the difference between on-chain and off-chain. 
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4.4.1 DELEGATION HAVE A LARGE IMPACT ON ON-CHAIN VOTING 
Certain types of decisions that are voted upon on-chain: 
 

³,PSOHPHQWHG� DQG� KDUGFRGHG� RQ� WKH� EORFNFKDLQ�� LQ� WKH� VPDUW� FRQWUDFWV´� 
- Participant 7 

 
³(YHU\WKLQJ� WKDW� LV� D� IXQGDPHQWDO� FKDQJH� RI� WKH� FRPPXQLW\´� ³$OO� FKDQJHV� LQ� WKH�
governance proposal, certain frameworks, such as governance framework, incentives 
framework and tokenomics overall, working-groups proposals, big changes, 
restructures. Also, everything related to power, distribution of tokens, related to the 
WRNHQV�´�- Participant 12  

 
³3URWRFRO� XSJUDGHV�� FRQfiguration changes, adding a new collateral, extending 
rewards for a certain pool are all on-FKDLQ´�- Participant 15  
 

Onwards, as revealed during online observations (Picture 4a & Picture 4f), on-chain voting is 
concrete in its form and carried out simply by token holders:  
 

³2QO\�WRNHQ�KROGHUV�FDQ�YRWH�´�- Participate 8  
 
³������ WRNHQ� KROGHUV� YRWH� LI� WKH\� VXSSRUW� \RXU� SURSRVDO� RU� QRW���\RX� FDQ¶W� KDYH� D�
discussion on-FKDLQ��\RX�MXVW�YRWH´�- Participant 9 

 
Therefore, on-chain voting is different from the discussion in this sense that not anyone can 
participate, only token holders can.  
 
When further discovering how voting is depicted on-chain, it became apparent that even though 
only token holders can vote, their different power to influence a decision can vary a lot. This 
is based upon the trust mechanism that exists in DAOs, where members delegate their tokens 
to others, to vote on their behalf. Hence, forming an interesting power relation between 
community members in DAOs: 
 

³'HOHJDWLRQ�LV�UHDOO\�SRZHUIXO��JLYLQJ�SHRSOH�UHVSRQVLELOLW\��VLQFH�\RX�WDNH�WKLQJV�PRUH�
seriously whHQ�\RX�KDYH�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�RYHU�VRPHWKLQJ´��- Participant 15 

 
This implies that the ones holding others' tokens are more serious about voting when given 
more responsibility, and you would want to give someone that power when:  
 

³7KH�SHRSOH�ZKR�DUH�GHOHJDWHd are prominent members of the community, this person 
had been on here for a long time, been really helpful in discussions and insightful, so I 
ZLOO�GHOHJDWH�WR�WKDW�SHUVRQ´�- Participant 21 

 
Delegation is a powerful tool that could have a big impact on the outcome of decisions, 
acquired by members' ability to gain and manage the trust earned from other community 
members. This power relation seems to be produced by prominent engagement and reproduced 
by explaining the rationale behind the decisions, thanks to intellectual and social resources.  
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4.4.2 TRUSTWORTHINESS INFLUENCE OFF-CHAIN VOTING 
Many of the DAOs have a voting-process alongside the formal on-chain voting, which is called 
off-FKDLQ�� $V� WKH� QDPH� LQGLFDWHV�� ³RII-FKDLQ� YRWLQJ� LV� QRW� UHODWHG� WR� WKH� EORFNFKDLQ´� - 
Participant 11. Instead, examples of content in these types of decisions include:  
 

³6RIW�SURSRVDOV��ZKLFK�PHDQV�WKDW�WKH\�Go not have to go on-FKDLQ�´�- Participant 11 
 

³)RU�H[DPSOH��ZH�ZHUH�ZRUNLQJ�RQ�D�PDUNHWLQJ�VWUDWHJ\�RQ�7ZLWWHU��DQG�WKDW�GRHV�QRW�
need to be on-chain. We held that vote on Snapshot6, off-FKDLQ�´�- Participant 16 

 
Furthermore, in comparison to on-chain voting, off-chain voting does not have the same strict 
rules for participation: 
 

³(YHU\RQH�ZKR�IROORZV�WKH�VHW�JXLGHOLQH�ZLOO�EH�DEOH�WR�SDUWLFLSDWH�RQ�6QDSVKRW�DQG�
YRWH�IRU�DV�PDQ\�DV�WKH�SURSRVDOV�WKH\�ZDQW�´�- Participant 10 

 
A few differences between on- and off-chain voting can be mentioned here. These two genres 
are highly different in terms of access, requirements and agent representation. Anyone who 
follows the guidelines has access to the voting and gets their voice heard, meanwhile on-chain 
voting requires a specific wallet and tokens supplied by that DAO in order to vote.  
 
Although off-chain voting concern is supposed to be a more relaxed form of decision-making, 
community members express difficulties comparing a standpoint in these types of decisions. 
This seems to be based on the fact that the DAO handles many decisions and processes outside 
of community members¶ areas of expertise. Other elements are also mentioned as important 
when taking a stand in these off-chain decisions, such as: 
 

³,��ZHOO�� ,� WUXVW� LQ� VRPH�RI� WKH� FRPPXQLW\�PHPEHUV� WKDW� NQRZ�PRUH� WKDQ�PH�DERXW�
somethinJ��WKHQ�,�UHDG�WKHLU�FRPPHQWV��DQG�,�UHO\�RQ�WKHP´�- Participant 12 

 
³������WKHQ�,�DP�WUXVWLQJ�WKHVH�SHRSOH�ZKR�NQRZ�PRUH�WKDQ�PH´�- Participant 9 

 
This implies that trusting other members is key in off-chain decisions. Symbolic resources are 
relevant in the eyes of members, where followers on Twitter and knowledge are seen as 
trustworthy factors: 
 

³<RX�DOZD\V�WDNH�WKHVH�RSLQLRQV�ZLWK�D�pinch of salt, but okey this person has a lot of 
followers on twitter, he has a lot of knowledge - yes you would certain amount of bias 
WRZDUGV�RNH\�LI�WKLV�SHUVRQ�VD\LQJ�³WKLV�SURMHFW�ZLOO�JR�JUHDW´��KH�DOVR�NQRZV�WKH�WHDP��
PD\EH�NQRZV�WKDW�LW�LV�ZRUWK�WKH�LQYHVWPHQW´�- Participant 13 

 
In summary, voting is the final decision on whether the proposal should be accepted or rejected. 
A distinction in voting is found, where the fundamental changes are voted on-chain in the 
binary yes or no setting, meanwhile the proposals with less impact on the DAO, which makes 
it possible to vote on decisions more frequently, can be voted off-chain. In the on-chain voting, 
only token holders are allowed to vote, but members with voting power can delegate their votes 
to other members. In turn, an altered power balance can be identified, where some individuals 
obtain a more powerful position than others, even if this V\VWHP�LV�VXSSRVHG�WR�EH�³GHPRFUDWLF´��

 
6 A genre tool for voting off-chain 
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Furthermore, in the off-chain voting, where more soft proposals are handled, members are 
struggling to establish their own standpoint, and therefore utilize trust in other members. 

4.5 IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSALS 
After the voting is completed, the fifth genre in order of the governance process starts; the 
implementation. Implementation is a genre that captures the actions once a proposal is 
accepted:     
 

³,I� ZH� DOO� DJUHH� WKDW� LW� LV� D� JUHDW� LGHD���DQG� VWDUW� ZLWK� WKH� LPSOHPHQWDWLRQV�´� - 
Participant 12 
 
³:LWK�&RPSRXQG7, it is all on-chain, so then you see that it gets implemented. The 
PRPHQW�WKH�YRWH�LV�GRQH��LW�ZLOO�EH�H[HFXWHG�´�- Participant 16  

4.5.1 SHARED RESPONSIBILITY WITH LOW COMMUNITY CONTROL  
These implementations were also viewed via online observations, where the initiator of the 
proposal, usually is the one executing it as well (Picture 5a & 5c).  
 

³2QH�RI�WKH�WKLQJV�LV�EULQJ�RQH�RI�WHDP�PHPEHUV��XVXDOO\�WKH�FRUH�PHPEHU�LQWR�'LVFRUG�
so that all members can speak directly to this team...this gets the point of reference...this 
JLYHV�D�GLUHFW�OLQH�RI�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�WR�WKH�SURMHFW´�- Participant 18  

 
This type of direct communication between community members and the execution team is 
also found in the online observations, where we see questions and comments related to the 
proposal implementation and ongoing work (Picture 5a & 5b). The underlying responsibility 
in this phase can therefore be viewed as shared between the one executing and the community 
since both are included in implementation activities. 
 
At the same time, the implementation phase has been described as non-existent or a bit 
problematic: 
 

³7KH�YRWHV�DUH�XS�YLD�6QDSVKRW��EXW�\HV�WKDW¶V�D�JRRG�TXHVWLRQ��PDQ\�RI�WKH�SURSRVDOV�
that are voted tKURXJK�DUH�QRW�H[HFXWHG�ODWHU´�- Participant 14  

 
³/RWV�RI�WKLQJV�KDSSHQ�DIWHU�WKH�SURSRVDO��LI�WKH�SURSRVDO�ZDV�DERXW�WRNHQV�DQG�IXQGLQJ��
it is the treasury that implements it on-chain. Operations is responsible for evaluation, 
that is executing in its fuOO�IRUP�´�- Participant 19 

 
This highlights the issue of accountability in some DAOs, where proposals, often including 
funding, are accepted and sent to the proposal owner, and later ignored. The power is in the 
hands of the receiver of funds or responsibilities, given through the acceptance of the proposal. 
At the same time, proposals are often related to a function that has core members responsible 
for implementation. Here, power is certainly more supervised and controlled by the 
community, which leads to a shared responsibility among the community members to 
implement proposals.  

 
7 A tool for voting on-chain 
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4.5.2 IMPLEMENTATION OFTEN REQUIRE TECHNICAL SKILLS 
It is also within this genre where access and technical requirements can be fairly limited to the 
one with the right set of skills:  
 

³'HYHORSPHQW� LPSOHPHQWDWLRQV�DUH�PRUH� OLPLWHG��EHFDXVH�HYHU\RQH� cannot do it, so 
usually we talk about it, get the votes and then execute on it. The moment people vote 
LW�LQ��ZH�FRQGXFW�WKH�WUDQVIHU´�- Participant 16 

 
³([HFXWLRQ� IDOOV� RQ� WKH� WUHDVXU\� DQG� IRU� WKH� DSSURSULDWH� JURXSV� RI� WKH� FRPPXQLW\�
PHPEHUV�ZKR�FDQ�H[HFXWH�RQ�WKDW�SURSRVDO�´�- Participant 18 

 
Different proposals aim to change different parts of the DAO, which means that it requires 
specific knowledge, responsibilities, and in some cases accessibility. Developers have certain 
skills and can execute changes on the blockchain that is hard for a layman. This shed light on 
the tension between a shared responsibility to execute proposals and the skills required to do 
so. Even if a proposal owner would want to be part of the implementation, it sometimes 
involves some technical barriers. The power is therefore shifted from the owner of the proposal 
to the member with the required skills.  
 
In conclusion, accepted proposals are executed by either the initiator or the most relevant 
member who has the required skills. The purpose of this genre is to ultimately develop the 
DAO, which therefore is sourced to the most suitable member or members. The ownership is 
two-folded between the initiator and the community as a whole. There is tension between the 
members who want to implement a proposal and the ones with the necessary technical skills.  

4.6 FOLLOW-UP ON IMPLEMENTATIONS 
The last, minor genre, of the governance processes, is follow-up. The genre purpose for follow-
up is to align the members implementing the proposal with the promises incorporated in the 
proposal. The community oversees this alignment and works as a control function, where the 
transparent characteristics of a blockchain allow everyone to see what gets done and not:  
 

³3HRSOH�WKDW�VD\�RNH\�,�DP�JRLQJ� WR�GR�RU�,�DP�JRLQJ�WR�GR�WKDW���QH[W�SURFHVV�LV�WR�
catch up on people, you know okey so you said you will contribute in this type of project, 
FDQ� \RX� VKRZ� DQ\� SURRI"���EXW� LW� LV� D� GHPRFUDWLF� SURFHVV� DIWHU� DOO�� \HDK´� 
- Participant 25  

 
Furthermore, the same pattern of follow-up comments was discovered in the online 
observations. Examples are shown by Picture 6a, 6d and 6j with updates related to earlier 
proposals. DAOs can also communicate updates about changes to, and in-between members, 
on commonly used platforms, which is shown by Picture 6b, where weekly AMAs8 are held 
on Twitter.  

4.6.1 EVERYONE (OR NO ONE) IN DAOS ARE ACCOUNTABLE FOR FOLLOW-UP  
Given its mentioned importance and the constantly changing environment that DAOs operate 
within, the large communities within DAOs per se, are valuable in the follow-up genre:   
 

 
8 6KRUWFXW�IRU�³$VN�0H�$Q\WKLQJ´ 
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³$V�ZH�DOO�NQRZ��VFRSH�FKDQJHV�DOO�WKH�WLPH��ZKHUH�WKLQJV�DUH�DGGHG��EXW�LW�LV�WKH�DGGHG�
benefit of open source in the way that if someone is slow or does not build, everyone 
will see it. We use timelines and constant updates to keep track of this where the 
community asks questions. The network exposure in DeFi is what keeps people in 
FKHFN´�- Participant 26 

 
The DAO FRPPXQLWLHV¶ transparency and ability to access of all available information 
regarding its projects is giving multiple sources, the members, exposure of follow-up requests 
or questions. This means that there is a high probability that some of the members will do a 
check-up on any given decision that is taken by the initiator, within and after the proposal's 
implementation phase. Everyone shares the responsibility to follow-up on proposals in theory, 
but no one is ultimately accountable, which can create tensions between members if proposals 
are ignored to be followed-up. The power is therefore equally distributed across the DAO, 
where all members have the power to question the progress of each proposal. 

4.6.2 IMPORTANT FOR COMMUNITY MEMBERS TO UNDERSTAND THE 
ITERATIVE GOVERNANCE PROCESS  
At last, the follow-up genre ties back to the ideation genre, where the governance structure of 
DAO is proven to work as anticipated in literature. As brought up in the discussion genre, 
momentum is important to steer the discussion, which can be applied to the follow-up genre 
too. Here, members understand and learn what type of ideas turn into discussions, and later 
acceptance from the whole DAO in voting, and finally which implementations become 
successful:  
 

³3HRSOH�VHH�ZKDW�ZRUNV�DQG�GRHV�QRW�ZRUN��,I�VRPHRQH�SURSRVHs something people like 
and engages LQ��WKLV�ZLOO�VHH�PRUH�DWWHQWLRQ�DQG�RWKHU�PHPEHUV�OHDUQ�ZKDW�ZRUNV´�- 
Participant 17  

 
Understanding this iterative governance process, where members learn what works in practice, 
is an important source of power. The ever-faster environment in DAOs needs and use follow-
up to move rapidly. This genre can be summarized as the driving force to show contributions 
and execution skills within projects. Members increase their reputation, status and show their 
ability to other members, ultimately increasing their chance to receive acceptance on their next 
proposal. The one demonstrating an understanding of creating momentum and how governance 
processes are formed behold the greatest deal of power across the DAO.  
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4.7 SUMMARY OF GOVERNANCE PROCESS  
 

 
Figure 6: Governance process with tensions and power relations along the governance process 
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Table 4: Summary of the governance process 
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5. DISCUSSION 

This study posed two research questions, how does distributed governance, in practice, occur 
in DAOs? and, how does the role of power dynamics, in practice, impact the governance 
processes in DAOs? In respect to the first one, our empirical findings showcase that, in practice, 
the governance process is divided into six different subsequential genres; idea, proposal, 
discussion, voting, implementation, and follow-up, which has been identified via enactment of 
the interviewees' responses. In each genre, tensions that affected the outcome of each genre 
were identified, in addition to the different power relations that arose. This practical elaboration 
of how governance functions in social communities respond to the call from both research 
streams of DAOs and blockchain (Beck et al., 2018; Rijmenam et al., 2017; Hsieh et al., 2018) 
as well as within open and distributed governance (O¶Mahony & Ferraro, 2007).  
 
Regarding the second research question, we found that the role of power in the distributed 
governance system is crucial to understanding WKH�³UXOHV�RI�WKH�JDPH´�LQ�'$2V��The role of 
power dynamics, in practice, has a large impact on the governance processes, from ideation to 
implementation. Here, different sources of power impact each genre differently, even if some 
power sources are more prominent to use than others when community members seek to 
promote their own opinions and will. Expert, symbolic/referent, intellectual and social power 
(Bourdieu, 1996; French & Raven, 1959) are the most important and influential sources, and 
economic/legitimate sources of power (Bourdieu, 1996; French & Raven, 1959) is surprisingly 
not as strong in any other genre except the actual time of voting. 

5.1 THE ROLE OF POWER IN DISTRIBUTED ORGANIZATIONAL 
GOVERNANCE 
Open and distributed governance is viewed by many authors as different from more 
hierarchical governance because of its democratization of power between community 
members, where all members have equal power in the governance process (De Laat, 2007; 
Shah 2006). But our findings indicate that, in practice, tensions arise within this specific context 
of DAOs, which alters this view of power balance and shows how community members 
become unequal. These shifting power dynamics affect the governance process. In turn, this 
LPSOLHV�KRZ�WKH�³UXOHV�RI�WKH�JDPH´�LQ�WKH�JRYHUQDQFH�SURFHVV�SOD\�RXW�LQ�WKH�UHDOLW\�RI�'$2V 
(Klein et al., 2019). These sources of power are inspired by the combination of Bourdieu (1997) 
and French and Raven (1959), to unpack the power dynamics in the complex world of DAOs. 
Thus, this study contributes to the current literature on open and distributed governance by 
illustrating how power impacts the different genres, inspired by Levina & Orlikowski, 2009; 
Orlikowski & Yates, 1994, in the governance process. In addition, this paper highlight what 
certain power sources that have prominent influence within each genre along the process.  
 
Low entry barriers for members to raise their voice within a DAO are identified in the ideation 
genre, although there are higher barriers in terms of getting sufficient attention to proceed with 
the idea to voting. A member that acquires enough social resources, and intellectually 
understands the need of the DAO and PHPEHUV¶ requests for change, can achieve a great deal 
of power, compared to idea initiators who yet are unfamiliar with the iterative governance 
process (Bourdieu, 1996; French & Raven, 1959). Members are required to invest time into the 
organization to become more nested into the structure and hence gain social and intellectual 
power over time. Similarly, the individual ambiguity of when and if a member should raise an 
idea to the community or execute it right away, requires a degree of social and 
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symbolic/referent power (Bourdieu, 1996; French & Raven, 1959). Here, members who 
understand the rules gain significant advantages, and in turn, power over the ones who are 
uncertain. The risk, in this case, could be that members who perceive themselves as possessing 
a lot of power in relation to others, might go ahead and execute ideas that the majority would 
disagree with. Therefore, the power in this first genre enables all members to raise their voice, 
but some might rewrite the rules step by step without the official acceptance from the 
community with the misuse of understanding the social game.  

 
Individuals with high symbolic/referent power receive more help from the community in their 
proposal refinement process, even if all DAOs defend the promise of a decentralized and open 
organization where all members can suggest proposals (Bourdieu, 1996; French & Raven, 
1959). Expert power, and the know-how of how and what to write in proposals have a crucial 
role in this genre, which re-increases the barriers to gaining the best odds possible to reach 
acceptance later (French & Raven, 1959). Again, evidence points towards a governance 
structure that promotes and rewards the ones with a solid understanding of the process. In a 
new organizational form like the DAO, where most of the information regarding rules and 
structures are stored and divided among a few numbers of individuals, power is distributed to 
the ones with an understanding of these unwritten rules. These rules and structures become 
increasingly important to document and make available to new members, in order to fulfill and 
maintain a decentralized organization where everyone has an equal chance of writing a 
promising proposal.   
 
In discussions, expert, symbolic/referent and social power are three prominent sources of 
power to create momentum and gain attention from the whole community (Bourdieu, 1996; 
French & Raven, 1959). Participant after participant highlighted discussion as the key 
difference from many other organizations, and observations could confirm that time and 
engagement from DAO members were invested in this genre. Discussions are supposed to 
reflect the democratic process of DAOs, where everyone has the right to express their thoughts, 
which is utmost true in all DAOs (Rijmenam et al., 2017; Beck et al., 2018; Hsieh et al., 2018). 
The interesting aspect of this genre is not whether everyone gets their voices heard, but rather 
why the discussion becomes skewed towards one, or a group of, community members' 
opinions. Individuals with expert power within the topic of discussion, referent, and symbolic 
power in the eyes of other members behold the position similar to a moderator with their own 
hidden agendas. As in many ideological organizations, some individuals act and are seen as, 
informal leaders, which are highly present in DAOs. Not only do some moderators have the 
power to choose when the discussion is declared finished, some members even have unofficial 
roles and titles, which certainly shows tendencies of using cultural-, and legitimate power, to 
steer the discussion in a favorable way. The power relationship between community members 
could be viewed as the most influential and decisive relation across the governance process 
since DAO members voting decisions are heavily based on the discussion. The one who holds 
the power of changing other DAO members' minds regarding a proposal has the ultimate power 
to change the rules, structures, and the whole governance process.   
 
Once it comes down to voting, economic/legitimate powers are both requested and most 
powerful (Bourdieu, 1996; French & Raven, 1959). The fairest and most democratic voting 
system has probably not yet been invented or tested, but regardless of what voting system a 
DAO uses, holding tokens are the only way to affect the outcome directly at this stage. Here, 
the smart contract only follows the programmed and autonomous rules regardless of how many 
hours a member spent in the community, or how wrong they think a proposal might be. Within 
these boundaries, symbolic/referent, expert and intellectual power seem to be a success factor 
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when using the power of delegation (Bourdieu, 1996; French & Raven, 1959). This means, that 
even without any skin in the game, or any tokens yourself, a member can practically have 
possession of tokens and vote to their advantage, due to their proven expertise and powers. 
Also, it is interesting to observe that DAO members seem to trust each other with voting in a 
very humble way. A reason for this could be that everyone understands that each member 
strives towards maximal value increase, where the residual claims are split to all token holders, 
and therefore trust other members with their votes. 
 
After voting, intellectual, or expert power in certain technical areas is very powerful (Bourdieu, 
1996; French & Raven, 1959), since it makes it nearly impossible for someone without the 
skills to implement the proposal. In turn, these intellectual powers result in rewards for 
implementing the proposals. It should be mentioned that not all proposals require technical 
skills, but the fact that a big portion of it is related to smart contract integration makes the 
barriers significantly higher in the implementation genre compared to previous ones. Lastly, 
during the follow-up genre, there are no powers that can be directly related to this genre since 
the responsibility is equally distributed. One could argue that the power lies in the hands of the 
ones with skills to understand what is being done and not, and thereby have the power to raise 
issues to the community. Broadly, the one who understands the iterative process possesses 
greater power to raise the next impactful idea or proposal compared to others. In DAOs, it is 
important to understand the governance process after the implementation, and more 
specifically which parts of the follow-up genre the community promotes and appreciates. 
 
All in all, when discussing the role of power in distributed organization governance, some 
power resources influence the governance process more than others, summarized in Figure 6 - 
How power impacts the DAO governance process. Expert, symbolic/referent, intellectual and 
social power (Bourdieu, 1996; French & Raven, 1959) are the most important and influential 
sources of power to affect the power relations throughout the governance process. The 
economic/legitimate power (Bourdieu, 1996; French & Raven, 1959) is surprisingly not as 
strong in any other genre except the actual time of voting, where other sources of powers, such 
as expert and intellectual, also play an important role.   
 
Perhaps the most prominent observation is that some individuals in DAOs possess, and use, 
these powers very frequently. With the decentralized design, members have the possibility to 
contribute, influence and affect the organization, for better or worse, on a larger scale than 
other forms of organizations. Here, the most active and engaged members have the natural 
power to influence the governance process by progressively learning about rules, structures, 
the DAO itself, and other factors that affect the governance processes. As a result, these 
members steer, change and set the rules for the DAO in the long run. It is not necessarily 
something negative, rather a suggestion, that the individuals behind the aliases are more 
important for the DAO than its pre-set and programmed smart. This would be in line with many 
communities, with or without the reliance on blockchain technology, where some members 
have more informal power than others to influence the community. In addition, the findings 
seem to be well aligned with the research of Muller (2006), which implies that a minority of 
individuals in distributed and open source communities stand for a majority of the outcome.    
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Figure 7 - How power impacts the DAO governance process 

5.2 UNDERSTANDING THE EMERGENT PHENOMENON OF DAOs 
Researchers, such as Swan (2015) and Hsieh et al. (2018) among others, explain DAOs as a 
revolutionary form of governance centered around a democratic set-up, built on a trustless 
system with high ideological bonds between members. This study provides empirical evidence 
that both confirms and rejects this democratic governance process. At a first glance, as 
expected, data showed the opposite of a top-down management structure where members of 
DAOs collectively raise ideas, discuss proposals, DQG�FUHDWH� WKHLU�RZQ�³UXOHV�RI� WKH�JDPH´��
Members' strong ideological belief reflected the mentioned trust in the blockchain and the smart 
contract, allowing each member to have faith in technology, and therefore have no need to trust 
a smaller set of groups to take final decisions. This is highly different from how Coles et al., 
(2006) and Baker and Anderson (2010) explain the division of residual claims and distribution 
of risk along with the corporate hierarchical structure.  
 
Undertaking a deeper approach to our findings, they showcase that, in practice, this new 
emergent form of democratized governance is not as democratic as previous research has 
suggested (Beck et al., 2018; Rijmenam et al., 2017). Probably, because of their lack of 
empirically grounded findings. Instead, our findings show that the technical design of DAOs 
that should allow for democratization faces contextual variables that DAOs need to consider in 
order to reach short-term goals of day-to-day decisions or long-term goals related to the 
FRPPXQLWLHV¶�VWUDWHJ\�ZRUN��2QH�RI�WKH�ILQGLQJV�WKDW�LQGLFDte this practical consideration that 
makes DAOs less democratic than expected is related to the core of blockchain and its impact 
on how community members in DAOs act in the governance process in relation to each other. 
 
The role of blockchain in DAOs is altering many of the traditional governance practices and 
comes with elements different from distributed governance literature (Atzori, 2015). One core 
difference highlighted by Kolbjørnsrud (2017) is that blockchain mitigates the lack of trust 
between community members. Morrison, Mazey and Wingreen (2017) argue in a similar 
GLUHFWLRQ� E\� VWDWLQJ� WKDW� WUDGLWLRQDO� RUJDQL]DWLRQV� QHHG� ³WUXVWHG´� SDUWLHV� WR� IXQFWLRQ� ZHOO��
whereas DAOs instead use a trustless system through smart contracts. As Murray et al., (2019) 
point out, smart contracts should be responsible of giving DAOs a system where trust among 
PHPEHUV� LV� FDUULHG� RXW� YLD� WKH� WHFKQRORJ\�� 7KLV� VWXG\¶V� ILQGLQJV� VKRZ� DQRWKHU, somewhat 
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contrasting pattern, where trust between community members seems to be of strong importance 
in the governance process, which the technology is unable to solve. For example, in the 
discussion genre, community members trust people with more experience or expertise, and 
they can delegate their votes to other community members. This amplifies that a complete 
reliance on technology for a governance system to work is still not present in the world of 
DAOs, where social and human elements of trust between community members remain a 
decisive factor for governance.  
 
Furthermore, as we know, power is relational and attributed to practices, techniques and 
procedures being embodied in a structure, person, or setting (Foucault, 1980). The various 
sources of power that community members hold in different genres of the governance process 
further strengthen the argument of a less decentralized organizational process in DAOs. 
Especially since this is giving members different influence in specific parts of the governance 
process, showcasing some degree of inequality between them.  
 
One consistent trend throughout all the power relations in the six genres is that trust has a 
significant impact on the governance process. Even if other sources of power are the underlying 
factors, members tend to trust other members, or the initiator of the proposal in a way we are 
not used to. One reason why trust is highly present, seems to be a result of decentralization, 
where trust is moved from a central authority, or a board of directors, to each member of the 
DAO. Power of trust is also interesting, since DAOs by design are trustless and supposed to be 
automated. And yes, some governance processes are programmed into the smart contracts, but 
since token holders can change these processes, and individuals who possess powers can 
influence token holders, it implies that it is not as trustless as described. The trust is shifted 
from a central point to all members, which might have some major practical implications.  
 
Another indication of the centralization versus decentralization discussion relates to the design 
of certain elements in the organizational governance process. For example, one might expect 
clarity for community members regarding when, and when not to, introduce an idea into the 
governance process. This could be viewed as a stabilizing factor for decentralized governance 
as Adler and Hecher (2006) imposes. In turn, implying an equal power balance in line with a 
decentralized system. Our findings show another practical existing reality in DAOs, indicating 
somewhat of a grey zone for many community members. As an example, the individual 
ambiguity of when to raise a proposal or not in the idea genre, or that everyone (or no one) is 
accountable for follow-up. This grey zone for individuals in DAOs regarding when to engage 
in certain parts of the governance process might create severe issues for such communities. 
Moreover, one might also question whether this responsibility is something that needs to be 
improved in the governance prcoess, or if individuals themselves should be held accountable 
for acquiring a better understanding of each specific genre. Hence, our findings indicate that 
WKH�EHQHILWV�RI�FUHDWLQJ�D�JRYHUQDQFH�SURFHVV�ZLWK�PRUH�FODULW\�RI�HDFK�JHQUH¶V�IXQFWLRQ�ZRXOG�
avoid certain ambiguities for the community members, since they would know which ideas to 
raise to the governance process, and how to handle the follow-up. This issue can be seen as the 
FRPSOH[LW\�RI�JRYHUQDQFH�SURFHVVHV�WKDW�2¶0DKRQ\�DQG�)HUUHUR��������highlight and indicates 
that the journey towards a fully decentralized organizational governance system remains partly 
unexplored.  
 
At last, we turn to Klein et al. ������¶V�WZR�ZD\V�RI�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�WKH�³UXOHV�RI�WKH�JDPH´�LQ�
organizational governance being enfranchised stakeholders and claimancy rights, to widen the 
understanding of the governance process in DAOs. Interestingly, this study found that all 
members of a DAO have the possibility, but perhaps not the ability, to influence organizational 
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governance, which is what characterizes enfranchised stakeholders. Access to participation is 
highly open and easily accessible, meanwhile, implementation and follow-up require certain 
skills and abilities. At the same time, this study provides evidence that members can steer 
discussions without tokens or be trustworthy enough to get tokens delegated to vote with. In 
each step of the governance process, different agents are in and out of the process, which shows 
how dynamic the governance process is overall. Thus, enfranchised stakeholders are all 
considered to be members, with or without tokens, since decisions are based on several sub-
steps before the final voting. In comparison to more traditional organizations, where 
stakeholders can be more indirect, such as suppliers and customers, DAO stakeholders seem to 
be more closely related to the core operations. Moreover, all stakeholders are more interrelated 
and integrated with each other, since the boundaries between employees, users, owners and 
contributors are diffuse. When turning to claimancy rights, a very decentralized and equal 
distribution is a result of such diffuse division of stakeholders. The value created is equally 
distributed among all token holders, which is different from traditional organizations where 
different stakeholders receive value in different ways. The overall increase of the DAO value 
is beneficial to all members, which ultimately creates an important alignment among all 
stakeholders.  
 
The rules of the game are therefore constantly under revision and refining in DAOs, which is 
in line with what Barnerd (1938) & Simon (1947) state, which is that jointly deploying 
resources, assets and capabilities are at the core of organizational governance. All members of 
the DAO, with or without tokens, try to contribute with ideas, discussions, votes and execution 
skills to create and capture value. The main difference from what we know about more 
traditional organizations is therefore that claimancy rights are more aligned between 
stakeholders, and that enfranchised stakeholders are more directly correlated to the core 
activities of the DAO.  

6. CONCLUSION AND FURTHER RESEARCH 

6.1 CONCLUSION 
This study has investigated governance processes in the specific context of DAOs, since a 
research gap was identified that corresponds to the call from O'Mahony and Ferraro (2007), 
who expressed that more knowledge about governance processes in social communities is 
needed. DAOs, building onto the research of open and distributed governance, offer a unique 
setting with the use of blockchain technology. Hence, this study has, through a dense empirical 
data collection, responded to the need for, not only theoretical conceptualizations, but also 
empirically grounded research on DAOs by Beck et al. (2018), Rijmenam et al. (2017), and 
Hsieh et al. (2018). Based on this constructivist understanding of the world, we undertook an 
interpretivist epistemic approach, in order to make sense of DAO FRPPXQLWLHV¶ collective 
construction of governance processes. The methods used to gain data were semi-structured 
interviews with DAO members to obtain a rich understanding of the governance processes, 
together with online observations to avoid potential biases and practically follow the processes 
in real-time.  
 
Our findings are related to the theory of organizational governance, and more specifically to 
open and distributed governance in social communities. Since elements of power relations 
became prominent in the data analysis, theory on power dynamics was included to help unlock 
how governance processes evolve in practice via interactions between community members. 
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In turn, these interactions were depicted using a genre theoretical lens, since the exercise of 
power can be utilized via the control of genre enactment. The findings and analysis showcase 
how the governance process evolves in DAOs via six genres; idea, writing proposal, discussion, 
implementation, and voting. Moreover, the tensions and power relations in these different 
genres are identified and discussed. We also discuss the identified power dynamics that affect 
open and distributed governance, and governance on a general level. Finally, we discuss how 
DAO governance, in practice, is less decentralized, and perhaps even less democratic than 
previous research has suggested.   

6.2 THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTION 
This empirically grounded study increases the understanding of how distributed governance 
processes unfold in practice in the specific context of DAOs. First, this study contributes with 
the six practical sequences of genres that demonstrably are cornerstones in the DAO 
governance process. Our contributions also highlight that elements from early state governance 
UHODWHG�WR�WKH�³UXOHV�RI�WKH�JDPH´�DUH�VWLOO�DSSOLFDEOH�LQ�WKLV�VHtting, even though they are under 
constant revision.  
 
Our study also contributes findings that offer a better understanding of governance within a 
highly technical and partially automated context, where power relations between members still 
are present. For example, by enlightening a needed momentum in community discussions or 
acting as a dominant trust-factor in the delegation of the voting genre where decisions are being 
made. The community members who gain power through being experienced or having a certain 
expertise are influencing the governance process outcome. Even though individual members 
in DAOs carry sufficient ownership of the governance process per se by leading many of its 
genres, such as generating ideas, writing proposals, and follow-up. These findings contribute 
to the existing literature on open and distributed governance, by explaining how individual 
members and the community hold different agential roles, in an otherwise tech-centered 
context of a DAO. Another theoretical contribution is given to the existing literature of DAOs, 
since this study offers an empirically grounded study on how the governance process unfolds 
in practice.  

6.3 PRACTICAL CONTRIBUTION 
First, this thesis aimed to empirically understand the governance process in practice to increase 
the understanding for those who wishes to enter, start, or just observe DAOs and leverage the 
current governance structures. Tools to be used, forums to interact on and understanding how 
proposals are implemented are a few examples of contributions to the segment. Second, an 
enhanced understanding of the DAO governance process can enable already existing DAOs to 
reflect, maintain and develop their own governance structures to ultimately strive for a 
decentralized organization. Individual ownership throughout the governance process, the high 
trust amongst the community members and the importance of momentum are all aspects that 
DAOs should consider. Each factor can be more or less controlled by mastering the power 
relations within each of them, making it important for current DAO members to understand 
why and how in order to maintain a fully decentralized organization. Third and last, both these 
contributions aim to increase the overall attention of DAOs to the public, where a simple and 
practical approach aims to lower the barriers to grasp the concept of governance processes in 
DAOs.    
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6.4 FUTURE RESEARCH  
The world of DAOs and blockchain-based communities are changing rapidly both in the 
number of newly founded DAOs and total members, and in the rules and structures that DAOs 
aim to organize themselves with as efficiently and democratically as possible. These changes 
call for further research to not fall behind the technological advancements and, even more 
importantly, contribute and guide these organizations to making better decisions and give birth 
to better governance structures.  
 
Firstly, to reach that point, it becomes important to develop this practical study with a larger 
number of DAOs, and larger DAOs in terms of the number of members. If this is done, a more 
nuanced, enriching, and accurate understanding of governance processes would be achieved. 
Secondly, once the governance process is better represented by all DAOs, a closer look at each 
part of the governance process would result in more in-depth knowledge of the process. This 
would, hopefully, arouse interest in other underlying factors, such as the technical effect on 
each part of the process, or how the implementation and follow-up can be understood over 
time. Thirdly and last, other areas of governance outside the scope of this study would be 
relevant for an enhanced understanding of governance. Here, organizational design is one 
example where research would be of interest since empirical data in this study indicate that all 
hierarchical structures are perhaps not as long gone as today's literature suggests. All in all, 
these suggestions would all contribute to a more thorough understanding of how DAOs operate, 
govern, and their practical work, which would enable research to keep pace with the evolving 
and attractive organizational form.    
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1 - PILOT INTERVIEW  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
:H� DUH� WZR� PDVWHU¶V� VWXGHQWV� LQ� %XVLQHVV� 	� 0DQDJHPHQW� DW� WKH� 6WRFNKROP� 6FKRRO� RI�
Economics and have chosen to conduct a qualitative study about DAOs in general, and how 
the decision-making process works in specific. We aim to answer our research question through 
interviews with members from different DAOs across the globe.  
 
This interview is divided into three main parts, where you are more than welcome to develop 
your thoughts and ideas about something you find interesting along the way. Before that, we 
appreciate asking some background questions about you and the DAO you are a member of.  
 
BACKGROUND  
 

GENERAL KIND  
 

1. Name / Alias 
2. Previous experience within blockchain / DAO 
3. Education  

 
SPECIFIC KIND 
 

4. Can you describe your role in the DAO? 
5. When did you join the DAO? Why?  
6. When was the DAO founded? 
7. How many active members/contributors are there today? 

 
 
PART 1: DECISION-MAKING PROCESS  
 

8. On a general level, how are decisions carried out within the DAO? 
9. Could you describe these steps in detail?  

ż Please elaborate on the steps that are hard to practically understand. 
10. For each mentioned step in the process, who initiates the differences? Is it the same 

contributor for each step? 
11. For each mentioned step in the process, who does what in each step, why? (owner of 

the process, most knowledgeable, most tokens) 
12. How long would you estimate that it takes from a proposition to implementation, and 

then to have it assigned to someone or a group? 
13. If the voted proposals need to get revised, from unsuccessful implementation, or due to 

other circumstances, what happens then? When is it brought up to the 
members/community, and by whom?  

14. How can non-members follow this process? Does it require a membership to see some 
of the steps?  

 



 
60 

PART 2: INDIVIDUAL AND COLLECTIVE DECISIONS 
 

15. What kind of decisions do you make collectively, by voting? Is it every type of decision 
RU�GRHV�LW�UHTXLUH�VRPH�VSHFLILF�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV"�³0DMRU�PLQRU´�GHFLVLRQV"�� 

16. Could you elaborate on who possesses the power/ownership in each of these steps? 
17. Can everyone access everything at all steps? Can everyone contribute?  

ż ,I�\HV��KRZ�GR�\RX�WKLQN�WKDW�³IXOO�WUDQVSDUHQF\´�LPSDFWV�WKH�GHFLVLRQ-making 
process? 

18. Does something require some unique knowledge/understanding?  
 

PART 3: LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS  
 

19. What are the most beneficial aspects of this decision-making process, according to you?  
20. What are the biggest downsides of this decision-making process, according to you? 
21. Based on your view, what improvements would you like to see in the future, or what 

you currently aim to improve. Why?  
22. Do you wish for any improvements that the concept of DAO limit, e.g. something that 

FDQ¶W�EH�FKDQJHG�HYHQ�LI�LW�ZRXOG�EH�EHQHILFLDO"� 
23. Is there anything that you think we should have asked, in relation to DAO and the 

decision-making process, that we have not raised? If so, what?  

APPENDIX 2 - INTERVIEW GUIDE 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
:H� DUH� WZR� PDVWHU¶V� VWXGHQWV� LQ� %XVLQHVV� 	� 0DQDJHPHQW� DW� WKH� 6WRFNKROP� 6FKRRO� RI�
Economics and have chosen to conduct a qualitative study about DAOs in general, and how 
the decision-making process works in specific. We aim to answer our research question through 
interviews with members from different DAOs across the globe.  
 
This interview is divided into three main parts, where you are more than welcome to develop 
your thoughts and ideas about something you find interesting along the way. Before that, we 
appreciate asking some background questions about you and the DAO you are a member of.  
 
BACKGROUND  
 

GENERAL KIND  
 

1. Name / Alias 
2. Previous experience within blockchain / DAO 
3. Education  

 
SPECIFIC KIND 
 

4. Can you describe your role in the DAO? 
5. When did you join the DAO? Why?  
6. When was the DAO founded? 
7. How many active members/contributors are there today and how many connected 

wallets? 
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PART 1: DECISION-MAKING PROCESS  
 

8. On a general level, how are decisions carried out within the DAO? 
9. Could you describe these steps in detail? (From an idéa to the implementation of the 

decision) 
ż Please elaborate on the steps that are hard to practically understand. (Make sure 

to ask if something is too theoretical) 
10. For each mentioned step in the process, who initiates the differences? Is it the same 

contributor for each step? 
11. For each mentioned step in the process, who does what in each step, why? (owner of 

the process, most knowledgeable, most tokens) 
12. How long would you estimate that it takes from a proposition to implementation, and 

then to have it assigned to someone or a group? 
13. 2QFH�D�GHFLVLRQ�LV�PDGH��ZKDW�KDSSHQV�QH[W"�+RZ�³IUHH´�DUH�DVVLJQHG�FRQWULEXWRUV�WR�

WDNH�D�GHFLVLRQ�RQFH�LW¶V�YRWHG�RQ"� 
14. If the voted proposals need to get revised, from unsuccessful implementation, or due to 

other circumstances, what happens then? When is it brought up to the 
members/community, and by whom?  

15. How can non-members follow this process? Does it require a membership to see some 
of the steps?  

ż Ask for specific links to forums, voting portals etc. 
 
PART 2: VOTING ON- and OFF-CHAIN & DEGREE OF DECENTRALIZATION 
 

16. What kind of decisions do you make collectively, by voting? Is it every type of decision 
RU�GRHV�LW�UHTXLUH�VRPH�VSHFLILF�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV"�³0DMRU�PLQRU´�GHFLVLRQV"�� 

ż Who decides what to vote about?  
ż Why?  
ż Where is it stated?  

17. What do you vote on-chain, respectively off-chain? 
18. Could you elaborate on who possesses the power/ownership in each of these steps? 
19. Can everyone access everything at all steps? Can everyone contribute?  

ż ,I�\HV��KRZ�GR�\RX�WKLQN�WKDW�³IXOO�WUDQVSDUHQF\´�LPSDFWV�WKH�GHFLVLRQ-making 
process? 

20. Does something require some unique knowledge/understanding?  
ż e.g. programming 

 
PART 3: LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE IMPROVEMENTS  
 

21. What are the most beneficial aspects of this decision-making process, according to you?  
22. What are the most beneficial aspects of this decision-making process, according to the 

general opinion/general knowledge amongst DAOs (if applicable)?  
23. What are the biggest downsides of this decision-making process, according to you? 
24. What are the biggest downsides of this decision-making process, according to the 

general opinion/general knowledge amongst DAOs (if applicable)?  
25. Based on your view, what improvements would you like to see in the future, or what 

you currently aim to improve. Why?  
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26. Do you wish for any improvements that the concept of DAO limit, e.g. something that 
FDQ¶W�EH�FKDQJHG�HYHQ�LI�LW�ZRXOG�EH�EHQHILFLDO"� 

27. Is there anything that you think we should have asked, in relation to DAO and the 
decision-making process, that we have not raised? If so, what?  

APPENDIX 3 - DESCRIPTION OF CASE COMPANIES 
 
DAO Industry Description 

DeltaDAO 
Application 
Development 

DeltaDAOs vision is to unite privacy-preserving technology, data economy 
pioneers and Web3 enthusiasts with diverse skill sets in a company that covers 
WKH� IXOO� ³2FHDQ� 3URWRFRO´� VWDFN� DQG� H[SHUWLVH� QHHGHG� WR� RIIHU� SURIHVVLRQDO�
enterprise integrations. They want to reach the European union, research 
institutions, and non-profit organizations. 

Aragon 
Advisory / 
Consultancy 

The Aragon community has many teams well versed in every aspect of creating 
and growing a successful DAOs., i.e. Aragon helps and advises organizations 
that themselves want to become a DAO. It is possible to hire Aragon Experts to 
help build projects or join a team to help people build theirs. Moreover, they 
offer multiple services related to organizations that want to become a DAO such 
as systems, guidelines and trials. 

OceanDAO 
Venture 
Capital 

OceanDAO grants funds towards teams creating positive ROI for the Ocean 
Ecosystem. OceanDAO holders help by voting and funding projects that lead to 
growth. In general they act similar to a VC firm. 

MakerDAO Banking 

MakerDAO has their own currency, Dai, that they want to scale and use in a 
similar way as bitcoin is being used. Dai is a decentralized, unbiased, collateral-
backed cryptocurrency soft-pegged to the US Dollar. Resistant to hyperinflation 
due to its low volatility, Dai offers economic freedom and opportunity to 
anyone, anywhere 

VitaDAO 
Science & 
Therapeutics 

VitaDAO exists to extend human lifespan by researching, financing, and 
commercializing longevity therapeutics in an open and democratic manner. 
VitaDAO and its members are committed to nurturing and developing the 
intellectual property, licenses, and data sets that result from the projects it 
supports. Members can join VitaDAO by purchasing VITA tokens or earning 
them through contributions of work or Intellectual Property. 

HoneyDAO 
Venture 
Capital 

HoneyDAO is a collective of DeFi influencers, seasoned investors, crypto 
developers and founders collaboratively working towards improving DeFi, one 
project at a time. Honey DAO acts in a similar manner as a regular VC firm. 

BadgerDAO 

Banking & 
Venture 
Capital 

Badger DAO dedicated to building products and infrastructure to bring Bitcoin 
to DeFi and become a commonly used collateral/asset by any human being. 
They utilize projects and initiatives in line with their overarching vision. 
BadgerDAO is backed by many previous senior Investment Bankers and 
Management Consultants. 

NFTX Banking 

NFTX is a platform for creating liquid markets for illiquid Non-Fungible Tokens 
(NFTs). Users deposit their NFT into an NFTX vault and mint a fungible ERC20 
token (vToken) that represents a claim on a random asset from within the vault. 
NFTX is speculating and investing into the NFT market, in a similar way as 
traditional investment companies do. 

Inverse Banking 

Inverse is a part of the new wave of decentralized banking & finance. From a 
capital-efficient money market, to tokenized synthetic assets, Inverse's mission 
is to grow your wealth. Inverse was created by a sole developer in December 
2020, and since then has grown to include hundreds of active DAO members 
voting on the direction of the organization 
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LexDAO Legal 

LexDAO is a non-profit association of legal engineering professionals that 
brings the traditional legal settlement layer to code, and coded agreements to the 
masses. They believe that everyone deserves access to justice provided in a 
quick and efficient manner. If legal services were easier to use, verify, and 
enforce, it could lead to a fairer world. Their mission is to research, develop and 
evangelize first-class legal methods and blockchain protocols that secure rules 
and promises with code rather than trust. We do this by training LexDAO 
certified legal engineers and building LexDAO certified blockchain 
applications. They strive to balance new deterministic tools with the equitable 
considerations of law to better serve our clients, allies, and ultimately citizens. 

Yap DAO 
Communicati
on & PR 

YAP DAO is a community that provides public relations and communications 
support to the DeFi world. It is a service marketplace for non-technical people 
to get work in a technical field. YAP DAOs mission is to bridge the 
communication gap between emerging technology and the mainstream world. 
They have services related to content, PR, media training and narrative 
development. 

SushiSwap 
DeFi 
Marketplace 

SushiSwap's community is building a comprehensive, decentralized trading 
platform for the future of finance. Services include swap, earn, stack yields, 
lend, borrow, leverage all on one decentralized, community driven platform. 
Moreover, their platform also connects other large DAOs such as Pickle, 
CREAM, and Aave. 

BanklessDAO Banking 

Bankless DAO is a decentralized community driving adoption and awareness of 
bankless money systems like Ethereum, Bitcoin and DeFi through media, 
culture, and education. The bankless message is a global banner, and the 
Bankless DAO is the organization that coordinates people under this banner. 
Only an internet-native organization is capable of growing an internet-scaled 
revolution, and thus Bankless DAO claims that they are needed to grow the 
bankless revolution. 

GnosisDAO 
Application 
Development 

GnosisDAO is a prediction market-driven collective, stewarding the Gnosis 
ecosystem through futarchy: governance by prediction markets. Run by 
GnosisDAO and designed by Gnosis, the platform provides a reliable 
mechanism for teams to let their community and market forces determine a 
WRNHQ¶V� YDOXH�� $W� WKH� VDPH� WLPH�� WKH� SODWIRUP� LV� GHVLJQHG� WR� EH� FRPSOHWHO\�
composable to integrate with any other DeFi protocols. 

GitCoin 
DeFi 
Marketplace 

Connect with the community developing digital public goods, creating financial 
freedom, and defining the future of the open web. Gitcoin means that the internet 
has unlocked unprecedented opportunities for collaboration and creation. Now 
web3 technology like open source protocols and decentralized blockchains give 
us the ability to take that co-creation to a new scale. The Gitcoin community 
uses this technology to fund and build digital public goods projects that serve 
everyone, and solve our most immediate problems. 

Aave Banking 

Aave is an open source and non-custodial liquidity protocol for earning interest 
on deposits and borrowing assets. Aave is trying to make a shift from a 
decentralized P2P strategy (direct loan relationship between lenders and 
borrowers) to a pool-based strategy. Loans do thereby not need to be 
individually matched, instead they rely on pooled funds, as well as the amounts 
borrowed and their collateral. This implies instant loans with characteristics 
based on the pool. 

Uniswap 
DeFi 
Marketplace 

Developers, traders, and liquidity providers participate together in a financial 
marketplace that is open and accessible to all. Uniswaps marketplace provides 
increased capital efficiency and fine-tuned control to liquidity providers, 
improves the accuracy and convenience of the price oracle, and has a more 
flexible fee structure. 
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MetaCartel 

Venture 
Capital & 
Application 
Development 

MetaCartel is an ecosystem of creators and operators building decentralized 
applications (DApps). MetaCartel is helping early teams get to the next level 
with grant funding and operational support. Dedicated to building and 
connecting the application layer community RI�FU\SWRFXUUHQFLHV��0HWD&DUWHO¶V�
mission is to accelerate the creation of Web 3 with the belief that it will make 
the world a richer, fairer place. 

Stacker 
Ventures 

Venture 
Capital 

Stacker Ventures is a community-run protocol for initiating and managing 
pooled capital. Structured as a DAO, Stacker Ventures initiates decentralized 
funds, accelerates venture fund portfolio investments through an involved 
community, and provides checks and balances to fund management. 

PieDAO 
Application 
Development 

PieDAO is offering several products and services to make cryptocurrency and 
token transactions simpler. For example, they are offering indices, exchanges, 
possibility to buy gas fees, and different pools. These products are created with 
a mission of understanding the underlying assets in the different indexes. 

 

APPENDIX 4 - ONLINE OBSERVATIONS 
 

IDEA (1) 
 
BadgerDAO: 
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Picture: 1a 
Source: Discord, BadgerDAO, looking-to-contribute (2021). Available at:  
https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/798615454033379369/86759889215697
7183. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12 
 
Inverse: 

https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/798615454033379369/867598892156977183
https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/798615454033379369/867598892156977183
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Picture: 1b 
Source: Telegram, Inverse, Finance (2021). Available at: https://t.me/InverseFinance. 
Accessed latest: 2021-08-12 
 
Gitcoin:  

https://t.me/InverseFinance
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Picture: 1c 
Source: Discourse, Gitcoin, Workstream Discussion (2021). Available at:  
https://gov.gitcoin.co/t/workstream-suggestion-defi-treasury-management/204. Accessed 
latest: 2021-08-12 
 
NFTX:  
 
 

https://gov.gitcoin.co/t/workstream-suggestion-defi-treasury-management/204
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Picture: 1d 
Source: Discord, NFTX, builders (2021). Available at:  
https://discord.com/channels/779073151115984926/779074619344551987/87075597881824
0632. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 
MakerDAO: 

https://discord.com/channels/779073151115984926/779074619344551987/870755978818240632
https://discord.com/channels/779073151115984926/779074619344551987/870755978818240632
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Picture: 1e 
Source: Discourse, MakerDAO, Governance (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.makerdao.com/t/good-faith-discussions-and-the-dao/8031. Accessed latest: 
2021-08-12 
 
SushiSwap:  
 

https://forum.makerdao.com/t/good-faith-discussions-and-the-dao/8031
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Picture: 1f 
Source: Discourse, SushiSwap, General Discussion (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.sushi.com/t/rename-sushiswap/4648/12. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 
OceanDAO: 
 

https://forum.sushi.com/t/rename-sushiswap/4648/12
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Picture: 1g 
Source: Discord, Ocean Protocol, ocean-dao (2021). Available at: 
https://discord.com/channels/612953348487905282/776848812534398986/87469016128647
5778. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 
VitaDAO:  

https://discord.com/channels/612953348487905282/776848812534398986/874690161286475778
https://discord.com/channels/612953348487905282/776848812534398986/874690161286475778
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Picture: 1h 
Source: Discord, VitaDAO, token-talk (2021). Available at:  
https://discord.com/channels/810893413880561704/855482059401330708/87423103822895
9272. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 

PROPOSAL (2) 
 
BadgerDAO:  
 

 

https://discord.com/channels/810893413880561704/855482059401330708/874231038228959272
https://discord.com/channels/810893413880561704/855482059401330708/874231038228959272
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Picture: 2a 
Source: Discourse, BadgerDAO, Badger Improvement Proposals (2021). Available at:  
https://forum.badger.finance/t/bip-61-emissions-12-week-liquidity-mining-program/4767. 
Accessed latest: 2021-08-05  
 
Inverse: 
 

https://forum.badger.finance/t/bip-61-emissions-12-week-liquidity-mining-program/4767
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Picture: 2b  
Source: Inverse Finance platform, Governance (2021). Available at: 
https://www.inverse.finance/governance/proposals/23. Accessed latest: 2021-08-02 

 

https://www.inverse.finance/governance/proposals/23
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Picture: 2c 
Source: Discord, Inverse.Finance, Delegate Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/798615454033379369/86562510837763
2808. Accessed latest: 2021-08-02    
 
Gitcoin:  

 

 

https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/798615454033379369/865625108377632808
https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/798615454033379369/865625108377632808
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Picture: 2d 
Source: Discourse, Gitcoin, Proposal Discussion (2021). Available at: 
https://gov.gitcoin.co/t/proposal-gtc-backed-economy/8033/15. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 
NFTX:  
 

https://gov.gitcoin.co/t/proposal-gtc-backed-economy/8033/15
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Picture: 2e 
Source: Discourse, NFTX, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.nftx.org/t/draft-proposal-xip-9-hire-kiwi-to-lead-nftx-protocol-engineering/230. 
Accessed latest: 2021-08-03 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://forum.nftx.org/t/draft-proposal-xip-9-hire-kiwi-to-lead-nftx-protocol-engineering/230
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MakerDAO: 
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Picture: 2f  
Source: Discourse, MakerDAO, Governance (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.makerdao.com/t/signal-request-adjusting-dust-parameter-2021-3/8315. 
Accessed latest: 2021-08-03  
 
SushiSwap:  

https://forum.makerdao.com/t/signal-request-adjusting-dust-parameter-2021-3/8315
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Picture: 2g  
Source: Discourse, SushiSwap, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.sushi.com/t/kanpai-bear-market-protection-with-treasury-revenue/4310. 
Accessed latest: 2021-08-03  
 
OceanDAO:  
 
 

https://forum.sushi.com/t/kanpai-bear-market-protection-with-treasury-revenue/4310
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Picture: 2h  
Source: GitHub, Ocean Protocol, OceanDAO (2021). Available at: 
https://github.com/oceanprotocol/oceandao/wiki/Grant-Proposal-Template. Accessed latest: 
2021-08-06 

https://github.com/oceanprotocol/oceandao/wiki/Grant-Proposal-Template
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Picture: 2i 
Source: Discourse, OceanDAO, Round 7 (2021). Available at: 
https://port.oceanprotocol.com/t/dataunion-oceandao-round-7/694. Accessed latest: 2021-08-
06 
 
VitaDAO: 
 

https://port.oceanprotocol.com/t/dataunion-oceandao-round-7/694
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Picture: 2j 
Source: Discourse, VitaDAO, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://gov.vitadao.com/t/vdp-1-vitadao-governance-framework/40. Accessed latest: 2021-08-
12  
 
YapDAO: 

https://gov.vitadao.com/t/vdp-1-vitadao-governance-framework/40


 
92 

 
Picture: 2k 
Source: DAOhaus, YapDAO, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://app.daohaus.club/dao/0x64/0xf2d551a980b44a8f965252d109190343bf92ed77/propos
als. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 
LexDAO: 

https://app.daohaus.club/dao/0x64/0xf2d551a980b44a8f965252d109190343bf92ed77/proposals
https://app.daohaus.club/dao/0x64/0xf2d551a980b44a8f965252d109190343bf92ed77/proposals


 
93 

 
Picture: 2l 
Source: DAOhaus, LexDAO, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://app.daohaus.club/dao/0x64/0x58234d4bf7a83693dc0815d97189ed7d188f6981/propos
als. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 

DISCUSSION (3) 
 
BadgerDAO:  
 
 

https://app.daohaus.club/dao/0x64/0x58234d4bf7a83693dc0815d97189ed7d188f6981/proposals
https://app.daohaus.club/dao/0x64/0x58234d4bf7a83693dc0815d97189ed7d188f6981/proposals
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Picture: 3a  
Source: Discourse, BadgerDAO, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.badger.finance/t/bip-61-emissions-12-week-liquidity-mining-program/4767. 
Accessed latest: 2021-08-02  

https://forum.badger.finance/t/bip-61-emissions-12-week-liquidity-mining-program/4767
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Inverse:

 
Picture: 3b  
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Source: Discord, Inverse.Finance, Proposal talk (2021). Available at: 
https://discord.com/channels/790157548845924352/790191495327645696. Accessed latest: 
2021-08-02  
 
Gitcoin:  
 
 
 

 

https://discord.com/channels/790157548845924352/790191495327645696
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Picture: 3c 
Source: Discourse, Gitcoin, Proposal discussion (2021). Available at: 
https://gov.gitcoin.co/t/proposal-gtc-backed-economy/8033/15. Accessed latest: 2021-08-03  
 

https://gov.gitcoin.co/t/proposal-gtc-backed-economy/8033/15
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NFTX: 
 

 
Picture: 3d 
Source: Discourse, NFTX, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.nftx.org/t/draft-proposal-xip-9-hire-kiwi-to-lead-nftx-protocol-engineering/230.  
Accessed latest: 2021-08-03  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://forum.nftx.org/t/draft-proposal-xip-9-hire-kiwi-to-lead-nftx-protocol-engineering/230
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MakerDAO: 
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Picture: 3e 
Source: Discourse, MakerDAO, Governance (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.makerdao.com/t/signal-request-adjusting-dust-parameter-2021-3/8315/7. 
Accessed latest: 2021-08-04 
 
 

https://forum.makerdao.com/t/signal-request-adjusting-dust-parameter-2021-3/8315/7
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SushiSwap:  
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Picture: 3f  
Source: Discourse, SushiSwap, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.sushi.com/t/kanpai-bear-market-protection-with-treasury-revenue/4310/9. 
Accessed latest: 2021-08-06  
 
Ocean DAO:  
 

https://forum.sushi.com/t/kanpai-bear-market-protection-with-treasury-revenue/4310/9
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Picture: 3g  
Source: Discord, OceanDAO, ocean-dao (2021). Available at: 
https://discord.com/channels/612953348487905282/776848812534398986. Accessed latest: 
2021-08-04 
 

https://discord.com/channels/612953348487905282/776848812534398986
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Picture: 3h  
Source: Zoom, OceanDAO, Town Hall (2021). Available at: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/rec/play/EfspdoqwwyFi39YKT6d9W9snQviHP8d3NcvTg-
0LloBZ8h_HDNbnIS2lrnBRiJ6PXR39ctIoXMKwljs7.7dqE8WnXSeN5Y-
7T?startTime=1624460219000&_x_zm_rtaid=O-
1ZD_8sSJy9F0mu6uiOoQ.1625634545511.dd9d4cd85d85876e12a26d85d4adf781&_x_zm_
rhtaid=755. Accessed latest: 2021-08-05 
 

https://us02web.zoom.us/rec/play/EfspdoqwwyFi39YKT6d9W9snQviHP8d3NcvTg-0LloBZ8h_HDNbnIS2lrnBRiJ6PXR39ctIoXMKwljs7.7dqE8WnXSeN5Y-7T?startTime=1624460219000&_x_zm_rtaid=O-1ZD_8sSJy9F0mu6uiOoQ.1625634545511.dd9d4cd85d85876e12a26d85d4adf781&_x_zm_rhtaid=755
https://us02web.zoom.us/rec/play/EfspdoqwwyFi39YKT6d9W9snQviHP8d3NcvTg-0LloBZ8h_HDNbnIS2lrnBRiJ6PXR39ctIoXMKwljs7.7dqE8WnXSeN5Y-7T?startTime=1624460219000&_x_zm_rtaid=O-1ZD_8sSJy9F0mu6uiOoQ.1625634545511.dd9d4cd85d85876e12a26d85d4adf781&_x_zm_rhtaid=755
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Picture: 3i  
Source: Discourse, Ocean Protocol, OceanDAO Round 7 (2021). Available at: 
https://port.oceanprotocol.com/t/dataunion-oceandao-round-7/694. Accessed latest: 2021-08-
12 
 
VitaDAO: 
 

https://port.oceanprotocol.com/t/dataunion-oceandao-round-7/694
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Picture: 3j 
Source: Discourse, VitaDAO, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://gov.vitadao.com/t/vdp-1-vitadao-governance-framework/40. Accessed latest: 2021-08-
12  
 
GnosisDAO: 

https://gov.vitadao.com/t/vdp-1-vitadao-governance-framework/40
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Picture: 3k  
Source: Discourse, GnosisDAO, Protocol-general (2021). Available at: 
https://discord.com/channels/477106835862716416/639851872487735316/86532361045213
1861. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 
VOTING (4)  
 
BadgerDAO:  
 

https://discord.com/channels/477106835862716416/639851872487735316/865323610452131861
https://discord.com/channels/477106835862716416/639851872487735316/865323610452131861
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Picture: 4a 
Source: Snapshot, BadgerDAO, Badger Improvement Proposal (2021). Available at: 
https://snapshot.org/#/badgerdao.eth/proposal/QmVBFKiyeirKW3RRwLGdvj2DfqAMLKaU
y1otmHu72GCSKi. Accessed latest: 2021-08-04 
 
Inverse:  
 

 
Picture: 4b 
Source: Inverse.Finance, Governance, Voting (2021). Available at: 
https://www.inverse.finance/governance/proposals/23#. Accessed latest: 2021-08-06 

https://snapshot.org/#/badgerdao.eth/proposal/QmVBFKiyeirKW3RRwLGdvj2DfqAMLKaUy1otmHu72GCSKi
https://snapshot.org/#/badgerdao.eth/proposal/QmVBFKiyeirKW3RRwLGdvj2DfqAMLKaUy1otmHu72GCSKi
https://www.inverse.finance/governance/proposals/23
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Gitcoin:  
 

 
 
Picture: 4c 
Source: Snapshot, Gitcoin, Voting (2021). Available at: 
https://snapshot.org/#/gitcoindao.eth/proposal/Qmf8du3yfvYvFsXRDQHfUMvafFBAMWb2
ujC6KjWQZ8Mqky. Accessed latest: 2021-08-09 
 

https://snapshot.org/#/gitcoindao.eth/proposal/Qmf8du3yfvYvFsXRDQHfUMvafFBAMWb2ujC6KjWQZ8Mqky
https://snapshot.org/#/gitcoindao.eth/proposal/Qmf8du3yfvYvFsXRDQHfUMvafFBAMWb2ujC6KjWQZ8Mqky
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Picture: 4d  
Source: Aragon Client, NFTX, Voting (2021). Available at: 
https://client.aragon.org/#/nftx/0xf20e3d05813ce460d42994d26eb4b7d85381d117/. Accessed 
latest: 2021-08-12   
 
MakerDAO:  
 

https://client.aragon.org/#/nftx/0xf20e3d05813ce460d42994d26eb4b7d85381d117/
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Picture: 4e  
Source: MakerDAO website, Vote, Polling (2021). Available at: 
https://vote.makerdao.com/polling/QmZRuAtn?network=mainnet#poll-detail. Accessed 
latest: 2021-08-08   
 
SushiSwap:  
 

 

https://vote.makerdao.com/polling/QmZRuAtn?network=mainnet#poll-detail
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Picture: 4f  
Source: Discourse, SushiSwap, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.sushi.com/t/kanpai-bear-market-protection-with-treasury-revenue/4310. 
Accessed latest: 2021-08-08   
 
Ocean DAO:  

https://forum.sushi.com/t/kanpai-bear-market-protection-with-treasury-revenue/4310
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Picture: 4g  
Source: Snapshot, OceanDAO, Voting (2021). Available at: 
https://vote.oceanprotocol.com/#/officialoceandao.eth/proposal/QmewLHnF4DG7nxopMsyf
xg3foYbqPSoFcSBhCiAVWL3EYT. Accessed latest: 2021-08-06 
 
VitaDAO:  
 

https://vote.oceanprotocol.com/#/officialoceandao.eth/proposal/QmewLHnF4DG7nxopMsyfxg3foYbqPSoFcSBhCiAVWL3EYT
https://vote.oceanprotocol.com/#/officialoceandao.eth/proposal/QmewLHnF4DG7nxopMsyfxg3foYbqPSoFcSBhCiAVWL3EYT
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Picture: 4h 
Source: Discourse, VitaDAO, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://gov.vitadao.com/t/vdp-1-vitadao-governance-framework/40. Accessed latest: 2021-08-
12 
 
YapDAO: 
 

https://gov.vitadao.com/t/vdp-1-vitadao-governance-framework/40
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Picture: 4i 
Source: DAOhaus, YapDAO, Proposal (2021). Available at: 
https://app.daohaus.club/dao/0x64/0xf2d551a980b44a8f965252d109190343bf92ed77/propos
als/13. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12 
 
LexDAO: 
 

https://app.daohaus.club/dao/0x64/0xf2d551a980b44a8f965252d109190343bf92ed77/proposals/13
https://app.daohaus.club/dao/0x64/0xf2d551a980b44a8f965252d109190343bf92ed77/proposals/13
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Picture: 4j  
Source: DAOhaus, LexDAO, Voting (2021). Available at: 
https://app.daohaus.club/dao/0x64/0x58234d4bf7a83693dc0815d97189ed7d188f6981/propos
als/45. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 

IMPLEMENTATION (5)  
 
BadgerDAO:  
 

https://app.daohaus.club/dao/0x64/0x58234d4bf7a83693dc0815d97189ed7d188f6981/proposals/45
https://app.daohaus.club/dao/0x64/0x58234d4bf7a83693dc0815d97189ed7d188f6981/proposals/45
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Picture: 5a 
Source: Discord, BaderDAO, Announcements (2021). Available at: 
https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/753997903399485674/86245337614568
6528. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 
NFTX:  
 

https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/753997903399485674/862453376145686528
https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/753997903399485674/862453376145686528
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Picture: 5b  
Source: Discord, NFTX, Propocol Eng (2021). Available at: 
https://discord.com/channels/779073151115984926/844158740873216010/86910638983282
6881. Accessed latest: 2021-08-02  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://discord.com/channels/779073151115984926/844158740873216010/869106389832826881
https://discord.com/channels/779073151115984926/844158740873216010/869106389832826881
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Picture: 5c 
Source: Discourse, MakerDAO, Governance (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.makerdao.com/t/tusd-update-trusttoken-response-to-implementation-
concerns/3407. Accessed latest: 2021-08-06  
 
SushiSwap:  
 

https://forum.makerdao.com/t/tusd-update-trusttoken-response-to-implementation-concerns/3407
https://forum.makerdao.com/t/tusd-update-trusttoken-response-to-implementation-concerns/3407
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Picture: 5d 
Source: Discourse, SushiSwap, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.sushi.com/t/kanpai-bear-market-protection-with-treasury-revenue/4310. 
Accessed latest: 2021-08-07  
 
FOLLOW-UP (6) 
 
 
BadgerDAO: 
 

https://forum.sushi.com/t/kanpai-bear-market-protection-with-treasury-revenue/4310
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Picture: 6a 
Source: Discord, BadgerDAO, rebasing-digg (2021). Available at: 
https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/767908889995247616/87474507022873
4042. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12 
 

https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/767908889995247616/874745070228734042
https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/767908889995247616/874745070228734042
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Picture: 6b 
Source: Discord (Twitter), BadgerDAO, events (2021). Available at:  
https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/852674372925522000/87322199848927
2411. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 
Inverse: 
 

https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/852674372925522000/873221998489272411
https://discord.com/channels/743271185751474307/852674372925522000/873221998489272411
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Picture: 6c 
Source: Telegram, Inverse.Finance, Announcements (2021). Available at: 
https://t.me/InverseFinanceAnn/43. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 
Gitcoin:  
 

https://t.me/InverseFinanceAnn/43
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Picture: 6d 
Source: Discourse, Gitcoin, Meta-Governance (2021). Available at: 
https://gov.gitcoin.co/t/gitcoin-dao-week-in-governance-edition-6/8161. Accessed latest: 
2021-08-12  
 
NFTX: 
 

https://gov.gitcoin.co/t/gitcoin-dao-week-in-governance-edition-6/8161


 
131 

 
Picture: 6f 
Source: Discord, NFTX, aragon votes (2021). Available at: 
https://discord.com/channels/779073151115984926/791858971316453386/87504102497047
7608. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 
MakerDAO: 
 

https://discord.com/channels/779073151115984926/791858971316453386/875041024970477608
https://discord.com/channels/779073151115984926/791858971316453386/875041024970477608


 
132 

 
Picture: 6g 
Source: Discourse, MakerDAO, Weekly updates (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.makerdao.com/t/agenda-discussion-scientific-governance-and-risk-151-
thursday-july-22-17-00-utc/9423. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12 
 

https://forum.makerdao.com/t/agenda-discussion-scientific-governance-and-risk-151-thursday-july-22-17-00-utc/9423
https://forum.makerdao.com/t/agenda-discussion-scientific-governance-and-risk-151-thursday-july-22-17-00-utc/9423
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Picture: 6h 
Source: Discourse, MakerDAO, Governance (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.makerdao.com/t/agenda-discussion-scientific-governance-and-risk-151-
thursday-july-22-17-00-utc/9423/2. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12 
 
SushiSwap: 
 

https://forum.makerdao.com/t/agenda-discussion-scientific-governance-and-risk-151-thursday-july-22-17-00-utc/9423/2
https://forum.makerdao.com/t/agenda-discussion-scientific-governance-and-risk-151-thursday-july-22-17-00-utc/9423/2
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Picture: 6i 
Source: Discourse, SushiSwap, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://forum.sushi.com/t/simp-2-onsen/1546/28. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12  
 
Ocean DAO:  
 

https://forum.sushi.com/t/simp-2-onsen/1546/28
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Picture: 6j  
Source: Discord, Ocean Protocol, ocean-dao (2021). Available at: 
https://discord.com/channels/612953348487905282/776848812534398986/87505974745015
5099. Accessed latest: 2021-08-12   
 
VitaDAO: 

https://discord.com/channels/612953348487905282/776848812534398986/875059747450155099
https://discord.com/channels/612953348487905282/776848812534398986/875059747450155099
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Picture: 6k  
Source: Discourse, VitaDAO, Proposals (2021). Available at: 
https://gov.vitadao.com/t/vdp-1-vitadao-governance-framework/40/11. Accessed latest: 2021-
08-09  
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