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ABSTRACT

Social media entrepreneurship is shaped by centralized platforms controlling
algorithms, monetization, and data, often limiting autonomy and bargaining
power. Blockchain governance and smart contracts offer alternative arrange-
ments to enhance transparency, trust, and value distribution. This study aims
to examine the role of blockchain governance and smart contracts as alternative
institutional mechanisms for entrepreneurs in social media ecosystems, with a
focus on implementation conditions, strategic opportunities, and associated lim-
itations. This research adopts a qualitative conceptual approach based on a
systematic review of indexed academic literature published between 2022 and
2025, complemented by an analysis of documentation from blockchain based
social media platforms, white papers, and relevant industry reports. The analysis
maps key challenges faced by social media entrepreneurs onto blockchain gov-
ernance mechanisms and smart contract functionalities. The findings indicate
that blockchain governance and smart contracts can enhance entrepreneurial par-
ticipation, improve transparency in revenue distribution, and strengthen the pro-
tection of digital assets. However, these benefits are context dependent and con-
strained by several factors, including technical complexity, unequal token dis-
tribution, and regulatory uncertainty. Therefore, blockchain governance and
smart contracts should not be viewed as universal solutions, but as strategic in-
struments whose effectiveness depends on inclusive governance design, suffi-
cient technical readiness, and adaptive policy frameworks to support sustainable
social media entrepreneurship. This article contributes by proposing an eval-
uative framework to assess the implementation of blockchain governance and
smart contracts in social media entrepreneurship, emphasizing alignment be-
tween technological design, governance inclusivity, and ecosystem readiness.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The development of social media has created substantial opportunities for the emergence of digital
entrepreneurs, particularly individuals and groups that utilize social media platforms to create, distribute, and
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monetize content [1, 2]. Through social media, entrepreneurs are able to build brands, reach global audiences,
and develop business models grounded in creativity and digital interaction [3]. Nevertheless, these opportuni-
ties remain closely tied to a high level of dependence on centralized social media platforms that control content
distribution algorithms, monetization policies, and user data management [4].

Such dependence on centralized platforms generates a range of structural challenges for social media
entrepreneurs, including power asymmetries, income uncertainty, and limited autonomy in business decision
making [5]. Platforms retain the authority to unilaterally modify rules, restrict content visibility, or alter revenue
sharing schemes without direct involvement from entrepreneurs [6]. This condition not only affects business
sustainability but also contributes to a deficit of trust between platforms and digital entrepreneurs [7, 8].

Despite the growing body of literature on social media entrepreneurship and blockchain technology,
prior studies have largely examined these domains in isolation, with limited attention to how blockchain gov-
ernance design and smart contract mechanisms translate into measurable entrepreneurial outcomes such as au-
tonomy, transparency, and sustainability. This gap indicates a lack of integrative and implementation-oriented
frameworks linking governance structures with entrepreneurial impact.

This problem is also related to the sustainable development agenda, namely the Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (SDGs), particularly SDGs 8 concerning economic growth and decent work and SDGs 9 concerning
innovation and infrastructure. The empowerment of digital entrepreneurs and creative business actors is viewed
as one of the important strategies to encourage inclusive and sustainable economic growth. In line with this
agenda, the Indonesian government places digital transformation as a national priority, emphasizing its role in
improving competitiveness, economic inclusion, and the equitable distribution of business opportunities. This
policy indicates that strengthening the digital entrepreneurship ecosystem is not only a technological issue, but
also part of a national development strategy that is aligned with the achievement of the SDGs.

Blockchain, in the critique of centralized platforms, is seen as an alternative digital infrastructure
as well as a programmable architecture [9, 10]. Blockchain-based social media consists of multiple layers,
including a network layer for peer-to-peer communication, a consensus layer for transaction validation, a smart
contract layer for automated rules and governance, and an application layer where user interaction and content
distribution take place [11, 12].

Blockchain governance and smart contracts in social media entrepreneurship are not universal so-
lutions, as technical complexity, limited adoption, and regulatory uncertainty require critical and contextual
analysis [13]. This study positions them as alternative institutional mechanisms and proposes an integrated
evaluative framework that links governance design, smart contract infrastructure, and entrepreneurial impact
within a unified socio-technical system. By mapping governance structures, automation functions, and out-
comes such as autonomy, transparency, and sustainability, the framework offers a practical model to assess
how blockchain configurations shape entrepreneurial conditions, providing a more concrete basis for designing
and evaluating blockchain-based social media platforms [14].

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Social Media Entrepreneurship
Social media entrepreneurship refers to economic value creation activities that utilize social media

platforms as the primary means of production, distribution, and interaction with the market [15, 16]. Busi-
ness models that have developed in this context include content monetization through advertising, brand part-
nerships, subscriptions, as well as the sale of digital products and services [17, 18]. Social media enables
entrepreneurs to build audiences directly and establish more personal relationships with consumers, thereby
expanding opportunities for entrepreneurship based on creativity and the digital economy [19, 20].

Nevertheless, the literature also highlights the high level of entrepreneurs’ dependence on social me-
dia platforms as a major challenge [21]. This dependence is reflected in revenue sharing mechanisms that
are unilaterally determined by platforms, limited transparency in content distribution algorithms, and the risk
of platform lock-in that makes it difficult for entrepreneurs to migrate to alternative ecosystems [22, 23, 24].
In addition, the trust relationship between entrepreneurs and platforms is often asymmetric, with platforms
exercising dominant control over rules and user data [25]. These conditions indicate that although social me-
dia creates entrepreneurial opportunities, centralized platform structures have the potential to constrain en-
trepreneurs’ autonomy and business sustainability [26]. This issue is also closely related to global development
priorities, particularly SDGs 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) and SDGs 9 (Industry, Innovation and
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Infrastructure), which emphasize inclusive digital entrepreneurship, innovation, and the development of sus-
tainable digital ecosystems.

2.2. Blockchain Governance
In the literature, blockchain governance is understood as a set of mechanisms that regulate decision

making, rule enforcement, and incentive distribution within blockchain based systems [27]. This form of
governance is generally distinguished into on chain governance and off chain governance. On-chain governance
relies on rules and decision making processes that are directly encoded within the blockchain protocol, such as
token based voting mechanisms [28, 29]. In contrast, off chain governance involves discussion, negotiation, and
agreement conducted outside the technical blockchain system, which are subsequently implemented through
protocol updates or community policies [30, 31].

The concept of Decentralized Autonomous Organization (DAO), represents one of the most widely
discussed implementations of blockchain governance in the literature. DAO enables collective participation of
stakeholders in decision making through voting mechanisms and token based incentives [32, 33]. In the context
of entrepreneurship, blockchain governance is viewed as having the potential to create incentive alignment
among platform developers, entrepreneurs, and users [34]. However, several studies also criticize that token
based governance mechanisms are not entirely free from inequality, as the distribution of token ownership can
generate new concentrations of power and pose legitimacy challenges in decision making [35, 36].

2.3. Smart Contracts in Digital Platforms
Smart contracts are defined as computer programs that operate on a blockchain and automatically

execute agreements when predefined conditions are fulfilled [37]. In the context of digital platforms, smart
contracts are viewed as mechanisms capable of automating transactions, reducing the need for intermediaries,
and enhancing efficiency and transparency [38, 39]. The literature indicates that smart contracts have the poten-
tial to support a wide range of digital economic activities, including automated payments, revenue distribution,
and the protection of intellectual property rights [40, 41].

Despite these advantages, the implementation of smart contracts also faces several limitations. The
immutability characteristic of blockchain makes errors in code difficult to correct, thereby increasing technical
risk [42, 43]. In addition, smart contracts are not always able to fully represent the complexity of social
and business relationships [44]. Issues of legal ambiguity are also a major concern, as the legal status and
recognition of smart contracts vary across jurisdictions. The literature emphasizes that the effectiveness of
smart contracts is highly dependent on the context of use, contract design, and their integration with existing
legal and institutional frameworks [45, 46, 47].

2.4. Research Gap
Based on the literature review, it can be concluded that research on social media entrepreneurship,

blockchain governance, and smart contracts has largely been discussed in isolation. While prior studies have
identified important institutional and technical dimensions, the linkage between theoretical constructs and prac-
tical implementation remains predominantly conceptual and insufficiently operationalized. In particular, lim-
ited attention has been given to how blockchain governance mechanisms and smart contract functionalities can
be translated into actionable system designs and measurable entrepreneurial outcomes.

To address this gap, this study formulates the following research question: How can blockchain gover-
nance and smart contracts be operationalized as institutional mechanisms in social media platforms to enhance
entrepreneurial outcomes?.

To guide the analysis, this study proposes three analytical propositions. First, blockchain governance
mechanisms, particularly DAO-based and token-based models, may enhance entrepreneurial participation and
decision-making autonomy. Second, smart contracts, as automated protocol layers, may improve transparency
and efficiency in revenue distribution and digital asset management. Third, the effectiveness of these mecha-
nisms is contingent upon system design factors, including scalability, usability, and regulatory compatibility.

3. RESEARCH METHODS

3.1. Research Design
This study adopts a qualitative conceptual approach with an analytical design aimed at theory building.

Although it does not involve direct empirical validation, it incorporates an implementation-oriented perspective
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by grounding the analysis in documented blockchain platforms, white papers, and existing system architec-
tures. This enables a preliminary assessment of feasibility by linking conceptual constructs with observable
design practices in real-world blockchain-based social media systems [48]. The approach is chosen because
blockchain-based social media entrepreneurship is still at an early stage, with limited availability of mature and
standardized quantitative data, and because it seeks to capture governance dynamics, power relations, and trust
mechanisms that are difficult to quantify.

Furthermore, this study emphasizes an implementation-oriented perspective by connecting theoretical
constructs with emerging blockchain engineering practices and case-based platforms. It highlights that gov-
ernance and smart contracts should be understood not only as conceptual institutional frameworks but also as
integral components of real-world socio-technical systems that require careful architectural design, protocol
specification, and interdisciplinary integration.

3.2. Conceptual Modeling Procedure
As depicted in Figure 1, the analysis begins with the identification of key structural challenges faced

by social media entrepreneurs, including dependence on centralized platforms, uncertainty in monetization,
and limited decision-making autonomy. These challenges serve as the analytical entry point of the study.

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of The Study

Figure 1 illustrates the sequential stages of the conceptual analysis, showing how the study progresses
from problem identification to mechanism extraction and impact mapping within the social media entrepreneur-
ship ecosystem. The first stage identifies key challenges including dependence on centralized platforms, mon-
etization uncertainty, and limited decision making autonomy based on a synthesis of digital entrepreneurship
literature and platform studies. The second stage extracts core mechanisms of blockchain governance and
smart contracts such as participatory decision making, token based incentive systems, and automated contract
execution and value distribution, which are analyzed as institutional instruments to address these challenges.

To enhance analytical rigor, this study operationalizes the mapping process through explicit evalu-
ation criteria. Governance mechanisms are assessed in terms of participation structure, incentive alignment,
and transparency, while smart contract mechanisms are evaluated based on automation capability, reliability,
and interoperability. In addition, the impact on social media entrepreneurs is analyzed through autonomy,
transparency, and sustainability. These criteria provide a structured basis for evaluating the feasibility and im-
plications of blockchain governance and smart contracts, thereby strengthening the methodological robustness
of the study despite its conceptual nature.

3.3. Data Sources
The data sources in this study consist of three main categories. First, indexed academic articles rel-

evant to the topics of social media entrepreneurship, blockchain governance, and smart contracts, particularly
publications released between 2022 and 2025. Second, official documentation from blockchain based so-
cial media platforms, which is used to illustrate practical applications of governance mechanisms and smart
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contracts. Third, white papers and industry reports that provide technical and strategic insights into the devel-
opment of blockchain ecosystems and the digital economy. All sources are critically analyzed to ensure their
relevance and consistency with the research focus.

3.4. Analytical Framework
The analytical framework in this study integrates comparative analysis and institutional analysis.

Comparative analysis is employed to examine different models of blockchain governance within the context
of social media platforms, highlighting variations in decision making mechanisms, incentive distribution, and
levels of entrepreneurial participation. Meanwhile, the evaluation of the role of smart contracts is conducted
by positioning them as institutional instruments that influence how rules are enforced and how economic value
is distributed within digital ecosystems. Through this analytical framework, the study seeks to provide a co-
herent understanding of the roles and limitations of blockchain governance and smart contracts in social media
entrepreneurship.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This section analyzes the role of blockchain governance and smart contracts in shaping alternative
institutional mechanisms for entrepreneurs within social media ecosystems. The analysis focuses on how
different blockchain based governance models and contractual mechanisms influence entrepreneurs’ positions,
autonomy, and business sustainability. The discussion is conducted critically by considering not only the
potential benefits, but also the accompanying limitations and risks, thereby providing a balanced perspective
on the relevance of this approach in the context of social media entrepreneurship.

4.1. Blockchain Governance Models for Social Media Entrepreneurs
Blockchain governance models offer an alternative approach to the governance of social media plat-

forms, which have traditionally been centralized in nature. One of the most widely discussed forms is DAO
based governance, in which decision making is conducted collectively by community members through vot-
ing mechanisms. In the context of social media entrepreneurship, DAOs have the potential to provide greater
participatory space for entrepreneurs in determining monetization rules, content moderation policies, and the
strategic direction of platform development. In this way, entrepreneurs do not merely function as users, but
also as stakeholders within the platform ecosystem.

Beyond DAOs, token-based participation mechanisms constitute a key element of blockchain gov-
ernance [49]. Tokens function as both incentive instruments and participation rights in decision-making pro-
cesses, reflecting entrepreneurs’ economic and social contributions. However, unequal token distribution may
create new concentrations of power, leading to hidden centralization risks. In addition, blockchain-based com-
munity moderation enables more transparent and accountable content regulation compared to centralized mod-
els, potentially reducing uncertainty for entrepreneurs. Nevertheless, its effectiveness depends on governance
design and user participation, and may not always ensure fair or efficient outcomes.

Figure 2. Blockchain Governance Models for Social Media Entrepreneurs
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Figure 2 illustrates the key governance models enabled by blockchain technology in the context of
social media entrepreneurship. The framework highlights three primary mechanisms DAOs, token-based gov-
ernance, and blockchain-based community moderation. DAOs enable participatory decision-making processes
in which community members collectively determine platform policies, monetization strategies, and develop-
ment directions through voting mechanisms. This model expands entrepreneurial autonomy by allowing users
to act not only as participants but also as stakeholders in platform governance. Token-based governance in-
troduces economic and social incentives by linking decision-making power to token ownership. While this
mechanism can enhance engagement and align stakeholder interests, it also presents potential risks related to
unequal token distribution, which may lead to new forms of centralized influence within decentralized sys-
tems. Blockchain-based community moderation provides transparent and auditable mechanisms for content
regulation. Compared to centralized moderation models, this approach increases accountability and reduces
uncertainty in rule enforcement. However, its effectiveness depends on governance design and active commu-
nity participation, which may not always guarantee optimal or fair outcomes.

4.2. Smart Contracts as Entrepreneurial Infrastructure
Smart contracts can be understood as executable modules within a layered blockchain architecture

that operationalize entrepreneurial workflows in social media ecosystems [50]. At the system level, they op-
erate across application and protocol layers, interacting with user interfaces, off-chain storage, and on-chain
transaction logic to enable end-to-end automation of processes from content publication to revenue realization.

Operationally, when creators upload content through decentralized applications, metadata is stored
off-chain while ownership and access rules are recorded on-chain. User interactions such as purchases or
subscriptions trigger predefined contract conditions, enabling automated and transparent revenue distribution
among stakeholders. This reduces reliance on centralized intermediaries while enhancing auditability.

Implementation examples from platforms such as Steemit and Lens Protocol demonstrate how smart
contracts support programmable monetization, token-based incentives, and verifiable content ownership. To
provide a structured comparison, Table 1 summarizes key differences in governance models, smart contract
functions, and their implications for entrepreneurs across selected platforms.

As shown in Table 1, while these mechanisms enhance transparency and automation, their effec-
tiveness varies depending on governance design, technical accessibility, and platform maturity. Despite these
advantages, smart contracts remain limited in representing complex business relationships, and coding errors
may introduce significant operational risks.

Table 1. Comparative Overview of Blockchain-Based Social Media Platforms
Platform Governance

Model
Smart Contract
Function

Benefit Risk

Steemit Token-based
voting

Content reward dis-
tribution

Direct monetization
for creators

Token con-
centration and
manipulation

Lens Protocol Decentralized
social graph

Ownership and
programmable mon-
etization

Full ownership of
content and identity

UX complex-
ity and early
adoption
issues

Minds Hybrid (cen-
tralized + to-
ken)

Token rewards and
content boosting

Easy onboarding
with familiar inter-
face

Partial cen-
tralization
and limited
transparency

Mirror.xyz DAO-based
publishing

Crowdfunding and
NFT monetization

Alternative funding
and revenue models

Regulatory
uncertainty
and legal
ambiguity

As shown in Table 1, differences in governance models and smart contract configurations lead to
distinct entrepreneurial outcomes. Platforms such as Steemit emphasize token-based participation, which can
enhance monetization opportunities but also introduce risks of power concentration. In contrast, Lens Proto-

Blockchain Frontier Technology (B-Front), Vol 6, No 1, 2026: 86-96



92 ❒ E-ISSN: 2808-0009 | P-ISSN: 2808-0831

col prioritizes content ownership and interoperability, offering greater control over digital assets while facing
usability and adoption challenges. Hybrid models like Minds provide easier onboarding but retain elements
of centralization, limiting transparency. These variations indicate that the effectiveness of blockchain-based
platforms is contingent upon the alignment between governance design, technical accessibility, and the specific
needs of entrepreneurs, rather than representing a universally superior alternative.

4.3. Opportunities and Limitations
The implementation of blockchain governance and smart contracts offers opportunities for social me-

dia entrepreneurs, including enhanced autonomy through participatory governance, improved transparency
in value distribution, and expanded market reach without reliance on centralized intermediaries. Under cer-
tain conditions, these mechanisms may also support business sustainability and strengthen trust within digital
ecosystems.

However, these benefits are accompanied by significant limitations. Scalability constraints, regulatory
uncertainty, and technical complexity may hinder adoption, particularly for small-scale entrepreneurs. High
implementation costs, usability barriers, and security vulnerabilities in smart contract code further increase
operational and financial risks.

As a counter argument, not all social media entrepreneurs require decentralization. In some contexts,
centralized platforms provide greater efficiency, usability, and legal certainty. Moreover, token-based mecha-
nisms and technical requirements may create new inequalities, favoring those with greater resources and digital
literacy. Therefore, blockchain governance and smart contracts should be viewed as contextual alternatives
rather than universal solutions.

To enhance practical relevance, this study complements Table 2 with illustrative implementation sce-
narios from blockchain-based platforms. Examples such as Steemit and Lens Protocol demonstrate how gov-
ernance participation, token incentives, and automated revenue distribution can be operationalized, linking
conceptual mechanisms to real-world applications.

Table 2. Blockchain-Based Mechanisms for Social Media Entrepreneurs
Mechanism Core Func-

tion
Impact on En-
trepreneurs

Opportunities Limitations

DAO-based
governance

Collective
decision-
making

Enhances par-
ticipation and
entrepreneurial au-
tonomy

Transparency
and shared
ownership

Risk of dom-
inance by
large token
holders

Token-based
participation

Incentive
provision and
voting rights

Alignment of stake-
holder interests

Encourages
active contri-
bution

Unequal
token distri-
bution

Community-
based moder-
ation

Rule-based
and transpar-
ent modera-
tion

Greater policy pre-
dictability for con-
tent creators

Accountability
and perceived
fairness

Decision-
making
processes
may lack
efficiency

Smart con-
tracts (rev-
enue distribu-
tion)

Automated
revenue allo-
cation

Transparency and
certainty in income
flows

Reduced
dependence
on centralized
platforms

Code errors
are difficult to
amend

Smart con-
tracts (IP and
licensing)

Copyright
protection
and royalty
management

Safeguarding digital
entrepreneurial as-
sets

Sustainable
content mon-
etization

Legal en-
forceability
remains un-
certain

As summarized in Table 2, blockchain governance and smart contracts provide an alternative institu-
tional framework that can strengthen entrepreneurs’ positions through increased transparency and autonomy.
However, these benefits are uneven and highly dependent on governance design, technical accessibility, and
regulatory conditions. Risks such as token concentration, system complexity, and legal uncertainty suggest
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that decentralization is not universally advantageous. Therefore, the adoption of these mechanisms should be
understood as a contextual strategic choice, requiring inclusive design to prevent new forms of inequality in
social media entrepreneurship.

These patterns indicate that while governance and smart contract mechanisms can enhance trans-
parency, participation, and asset control, they simultaneously introduce trade-offs related to power concentra-
tion, technical complexity, and legal uncertainty. As a result, their effectiveness is contingent upon how well
these mechanisms are aligned with platform design, user capabilities, and the broader regulatory environment.

5. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

5.1. Theoretical Implications
The findings and discussion of this study provide theoretical implications for the understanding of en-

trepreneurship within the platform economy. First, social media entrepreneurship can no longer be understood
solely as an individual economic activity that depends on centralized platform infrastructure, but rather as a
practice that is directly shaped by the design of governance structures and digital institutional mechanisms.
In this context, blockchain governance repositions governance as an entrepreneurial resource, in which access
to decision making processes, value distribution rules, and incentive mechanisms contributes to shaping en-
trepreneurs’ capacity and autonomy. Accordingly, this study extends the platform entrepreneurship literature
by emphasizing the role of governance and smart contracts as structural factors that mediate the relationship
between entrepreneurs and platforms.

5.2. Practical Implications
From a practical perspective, this study proposes several measurable technical recommendations for

social media entrepreneurs and platform developers. First, platform architectures should incorporate DAO-
based governance modules with defined participation thresholds (e.g., minimum token holdings or reputation
scores) to ensure inclusive yet controlled decision-making. Second, smart contract systems should implement
verifiable revenue distribution schemes with transparent audit trails, where transaction records can be publicly
accessed and validated. Third, usability benchmarks such as transaction latency, user onboarding time, and
interface simplicity should be optimized to reduce technical barriers for non-expert users.

5.3. Policy and Regulatory Implications
From a policy perspective, more specific and operational regulatory recommendations are required to

support responsible adoption. Regulators should establish clear legal recognition frameworks for smart con-
tracts, including enforceability standards and dispute resolution mechanisms. In addition, policy guidelines
should define measurable compliance indicators, such as transparency requirements for token distribution,
minimum disclosure standards for governance rules, and security auditing obligations for smart contract de-
ployment. Regulatory sandboxes may also be implemented to test blockchain-based social media platforms
under controlled conditions before large-scale adoption.

6. CONCLUSION

While blockchain governance and smart contracts offer strategic value, their applicability depends on
specific contextual and operational conditions. To enhance practical utility, this study proposes a decision-
oriented framework for evaluating when smart contracts are preferable to centralized contractual mechanisms.
Key decision criteria include trust minimization, transaction transparency, automation complexity, cost sensi-
tivity, scalability requirements, and regulatory certainty. These considerations align with global development
priorities, particularly SDGs 8, 9, and 16.

From this perspective, smart contracts are most suitable in environments characterized by multi-party
coordination, low trust among actors, and a high demand for transparent and automated execution. In con-
trast, centralized mechanisms may be more appropriate in contexts requiring high throughput, low transaction
costs, strong legal enforceability, and centralized control over data and dispute resolution. To operationalize
this evaluation, a governance typology is introduced, distinguishing between fully decentralized, hybrid, and
centralized models, each presenting trade-offs in terms of control, efficiency, transparency, and adaptability.

This study is subject to several limitations. As a conceptual analysis, it lacks empirical validation and
relies on secondary data, which may not fully capture real-world implementation dynamics. Future research
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is encouraged to conduct empirical and case-based studies to validate the proposed framework across diverse
platform contexts. These findings contribute to sustainable digital ecosystem development in line with SDGs 8
(Decent Work and Economic Growth), SDGs 9 (Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure), and SDGs 16 (Peace,
Justice and Strong Institutions).
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