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Abstract
This paper explores the implications of digitalization and business model innova-
tion for the principal-agent conflict. Continuous digital transformation has recently 
become a feature sine qua non for companies. It is also stimulating business model 
innovation resulting in the growing adoption of ecosystem-based models. These 
trends may have significant implications for the principal-agent relationship, essen-
tial for understanding value creation by a firm. In order to analyze the impact of 
digital transformation, we use blockchain technology as a proxy. To measure the 
potential impact on the principal-agent conflict, we study management and share-
holder-sponsored proposals at annual meetings. The level of shareholder involve-
ment in governance is measured based on the number of shareholder-sponsored 
proposals received. In addition, we measure shareholder support for management-
sponsored proposals. A sample of 2481 NYSE, Nasdaq and AMEX-traded firms for 
the period 2015–2019 is used. First of all, we show that digitalization per se has a 
mitigating impact on the agency conflict. Shareholders become more active, albeit 
not more hostile towards management. Secondly, we have identified the strongest 
impact in such sectors as information technology, communications, finance, and 
healthcare. These are the most significantly impacted by ecosystem-based business 
model innovation. We conclude that digitalization and ecosystem-based business 
models are mutually reinforcing in mitigating the principal-agent conflict.
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1 Introduction

For more than 40 years since the publication of the seminal paper (Jensen & Meck-
ling, 1976), the principal-agent conflict between shareholders and management has 
been at the center of corporate governance research. Certain trends, however, appear 
to be exacerbating this conflict. They appear to indicate a “lack of balance” in the 
application of corporate governance mechanisms. First of all, we are observing the 
growth of shareholder activism (Cohn et al., 2018; Foldsey et al., 2015). Secondly, 
researchers have demonstrated that the growth of index investment funds encour-
ages a more passive behavior among retail investors (Fich et al., 2015), something 
which lies at the core of the conflict (Roe, 1991). Shareholders, therefore, are either 
becoming excessively passive or tend to proceed directly towards activism.

At the same time, certain other trends have a potentially mitigating impact 
upon the conflict. First of these is digital transformation which has become a fea-
ture sine qua non for companies and their governing bodies (Grove et al., 2018). 
Technologies such as blockchain and artificial intelligence create gains in effi-
ciency for adopters, enabling them to build and enhance their competitive advan-
tages. Research has shown that digital champions perform much better (Wester-
man et  al., 2012). Secondly, business models are evolving towards the growing 
adoption of platform/ecosystem-based models. Researchers interpret this as “the 
end of corporate governance, hello platform governance” (Fenwick et al., 2019). 
At the time of writing this paper, the most highly valued firms (measured by 
market capitalization) globally were operating as ecosystems, albeit in differ-
ent configurations (e.g. Apple, Amazon, etc.). A number of authors have argued 
that these trends are mutually reinforcing (Chong et al., 2019; Fehrer et al., 2018; 
Schweiger et al., 2016; Yrjölä, 2020). Both create greater trust among the firms’ 
stakeholders (incl. suppliers, clients, etc.)—digital transformation reduces the 
reliance on human decisions while ecosystem-based business models change cre-
ate an environment where value is created by an open exchange of information 
among the stakeholders instead of hiding inside a “black box” of a firm. We pro-
vide an extended discussion of this effect in the Sect. 2 of the paper. Hence, the 
firms leveraging both opportunities would reap the most performance benefits. 
These improvements should in turn result in weaker principal-agent conflict (Kar-
poff et al., 1996). To the best of our knowledge, however, there is yet scarce direct 
empirical evidence about the impact of digitalization on the principal-agent rela-
tionship. The missing direct evidence may potentially prevent practitioners from 
leveraging the opportunities and creating value for the corporate stakeholders.

The motivation of our research is twofold. First, we establish the empirical link 
between digital transformation and ecosystem-based business models—exploring 
whether there is indeed a reinforcement between the two trends. Second, we provide 
business practitioners (as boards of directors) with evidence on the implications of 
leveraging these opportunities: (a) whether they should expect an increased conflict 
with shareholders resulting from digital transformation and business model innova-
tion which are often considered risky decisions; (b) whether digital transformation 
and new business models should be applied in parallel for maximum effects.
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The aim of this paper is to contribute to the discussion about the implications 
of digitalization and business model innovation with regard to the principal-agent 
conflict. We explore the principal-agent conflict from two standpoints: the level of 
shareholder activity; and the level of shareholder support for management. To meas-
ure the level of conflict, we use the dynamics on the shareholder meetings follow-
ing (Iliev et al., 2021; Renneboog & Szilagyi, 2011). We deliberately looked at the 
implications for conflict, rather than at the question of direct shareholder value crea-
tion by means of abnormal stock returns, for example. We believe that this should be 
the topic of a separate paper.

In order to assess the impact of digital transformation, we selected a set of compa-
nies which are adopting blockchain technology which per se has strong implications 
for corporate governance and has a strong synergetic effect with ecosystem-based 
business models. We offer evidence that shareholders become more active yet not 
more hostile towards management. This leads to a conclusion that increased share-
holder activity is “healthy”, in the sense that it reflects a mitigated principal-agent 
conflict. In order to assess the existence of a reinforcing effect between these two 
trends, we performed a sectoral analysis. In this analysis we compared the impact of 
digitalization in those sectors which are more significantly affected by eco-systems 
with those lesser affected. We identified the most significant impact in such sectors 
as information technology (IT), communications, finance, healthcare and industrials, 
where platforms are particularly widespread, thus indicating a reinforcement effect.

We analyzed a sample of NYSE, AMEX and Nasdaq traded firms over the period 
2015–2019. It should be noted, and we acknowledge that the results would have ben-
efited from the inclusion of the COVID-19 pandemic years, during which digital 
adoption was boosted. However, when this paper was submitted, 2020 data was not 
yet available. The choice of the US sample was driven by the availability of data on 
companies with comparable corporate governance contexts and financial reporting 
standards. In future research, the extension of the study to firms based in Europe, 
Asia and other regions should add further important insights into regional specifics.

The paper is structured in the following way: Sect. 2 contains a short theoreti-
cal background of the research and a review of the literature on implications of 
both ecosystem-based business models and digitalization for corporate governance; 
Sect. 3 discusses our empirical analysis technique, variables, and hypotheses; while 
Sects. 4 and 5, respectively, present the data we used, and our results. In Sect. 6, we 
summarize our conclusions and discuss the limitations of our study, as well as the 
next steps for research.

2  Literature review: changes in business environment driven 
by digital technology

As the theoretical framework of our research, we use the principal-agent conflict 
between shareholders and management. As shown by Jensen and Meckling (1976), 
the primary source of the conflict is the information asymmetry between the two 
parties, which may be abused by the management to act not in the best interest of 
the shareholders. Ultimately, information asymmetry abuse results in a poorer 
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performance of the firms. Shareholders experiencing weak performance would be 
increasingly dissatisfied with the management and use one of the tools available for 
them—starting with soft measures as “voting with their feet”—that is, selling their 
shares (Parrino et al., 2003) and ending with extreme measures as a firm’s buyout 
(Fama & Jensen, 1983). Hence, when exploring the implications of digital trans-
formation and ecosystem-based business models, we look at these two aspects of 
corporate life—information asymmetry and performance implications.

Both of the trends explored in this paper stem from the adoption of digital tech-
nologies which have contributed to the creation of the 4th industrial revolution. 
Technologies such as artificial intelligence (AI) and blockchain are changing the 
ways companies operate and have raised their efficiency to a new level (Grove et al., 
2018; Schwab, 2017). These innovations create opportunities for information asym-
metry reduction and corporate financial performance improvements by bringing 
together buyers and sellers from distant locations, as well as empowering new ways 
of working and collaboration. We witnessed the importance of these technologies 
during the COVID-19 pandemic, when online retailers such as Amazon enabled cli-
ents to maintain consumption patterns largely unchanged despite the lockdown. At 
the same time, communication tools such as Slack or Zoom enabled remote work-
ing. In this section, we explore the trends and their implications for the principal-
agent conflict from these two perspectives: information asymmetry reduction and 
corporate financial performance improvement.

2.1  Digital transformation

As mentioned above, transformative digital technologies offer enhanced efficiency 
for companies. Research shows that AI and blockchain technologies have a particu-
larly strong impact on corporate governance (Fenwick & Vermeulen, 2019; Grove 
et al., 2018; Zhu, 2019).

The impact of digital transformation from a corporate governance point of view 
is manifold. First of all, it provides direct opportunities for improvement. Technolo-
gies contribute to an increase in transparency and restricting information asymme-
try abuse by management. Examples include blockchain applications optimize vot-
ing procedures at shareholder meetings (Van der Elst & Laffare, 2017) or to create 
greater clarity in the ownership structure of firms. This helps to prevent such strate-
gies as “empty voting” (Yermack, 2017). AI has an equally strong potential impact. 
Evidence shows that Big Data, which is at the heart of AI, can by itself mitigate the 
principal-agent conflict by reducing insider trading (Zhu, 2019).

Secondly, there are more radical applications which minimize the need for man-
agement and governance bodies. Blockchain applications enable certain Board of 
Directors (BoD) functions such as internal audit to be automated (Byström, 2019; 
Peters & Panayi, 2016). They can even support the creation of companies without 
any management at all. These are known as “decentralized autonomous organi-
zations” (DAOs) (DuPont, 2017; Kristof, 2017). (See Ivaninskiy (2019) for a lit-
erature review of blockchain applications in corporate governance, and Lafarre & 
Van der Elst (2018) for a description of applications currently at the pilot stage.) 
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AI in the form of machine learning can create even greater opportunities for auto-
mation (Wang et al., 2020) by enabling management to scan the external environ-
ment for the actions of competitors (Libert et al., 2017), etc. AI may also outperform 
humans in appointing directors (Erel et al., 2018). Even simple AI applications such 
as Robotics Process Automation (automation of mundane processes such as draft-
ing reports, etc. (Moffitt et al., 2018)) can enhance the work of auditors and their 
important role in corporate governance (Issa et al., 2016; Manita et al., 2020). AI 
has even been used experimentally in the capacity as a member of a Board of Direc-
tors (Fenwick & Vermeulen, 2019; Mosco, 2020). A detailed review of studies about 
the impact of AI on corporate governance is given in Ivaninskiy & Ivashkovskaya 
(2020).

Thirdly, even if not applied specifically to corporate governance, digital trans-
formation may mitigate the conflict. As mentioned in the introduction, Westerman 
et al. (2012, p. 8) show that firms committed to digital transformation are, on aver-
age, “by 9–26% more profitable than their average industry competitors on a basket 
of measures, including EBIT margin and net profit margin”. Better-performing firms 
typically have a weaker principal-agent conflict (Karpoff et al., 1996).

While previous research on the impact of digital transformation suggests that it 
can have a mitigating effect on the principal-agent conflict, the opposite may also 
be true. For example, Rückeshäuser (2017) and Kaal (2020) argue that blockchain 
may be manipulated fraudulently by management. Kristof (2017) describes a failed 
DAO investment fund which undermined the very idea of DAOs and blockchains in 
governance. Another issue with blockchains is their lack of legal clarity (Fry, 2018; 
Kajtazi & Moro, 2019). There are also potential problems with AI. Dignam (2020) 
argues that AI may exacerbate issues such as discrimination or create problems of 
liability attribution. Therefore, the technologies must be treated with caution. The 
growing adoption of Big Data and AI is creating a challenge of navigating the 
increasing volume of data and its quality (Libert et al., 2017). Furthermore, country 
level research suggests that the adoption of information and communication tech-
nologies plays a relatively modest role in boosting productivity (Hawash & Lang, 
2020). These, therefore, are reasons why shareholders oppose the aggressive intro-
duction of such emerging technologies. It is also important to stress that the absolute 
majority of papers reviewed are conceptual in nature.

2.2  Platform and ecosystem business models

While platform and ecosystem business models are receiving growing atten-
tion in research literature, so far, no universally accepted definitions have been 
proposed. Certain authors distinguish between these two terms (e.g., Gawer & 
Cusumano, 2014), while others use them interchangeably (Tsujimoto et  al., 
2018). Fenwik et al. (2019, p. 11) define platform businesses as companies which 
“leverage networked technologies to facilitate economic exchange, transfer infor-
mation and connect people”. The authors also emphasize that value is generated 
for the platform owner by facilitating interactions between creators and extrac-
tors of value. The key characteristic of platforms is value generation by bringing 
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scattered agents together. Well-known examples of platforms include Uber and 
Airbnb which aggregate the services of drivers and rental properties respectively. 
Kamargianni and Matyas (2017, p. 6), following Moore (1993), define a business 
ecosystem as “the wider network of firms that influences how a focal firm… cre-
ates and captures value”. Perhaps the best-known ecosystems are Apple, Amazon, 
WeChat, inter alia, which bring together goods and service providers. Platforms 
and ecosystems rely on a network of third parties, in order to generate value for 
direct customers, as well as for the partner network. This has led researchers to 
classify them as “open business models” following Chesbrough, (2006), Weiblen, 
(2014). In our research, we do not differentiate between these terms.

Research shows that ecosystems generate a tangible business performance 
improvement opportunity, while ignoring them on the other hand creates a tangible 
threat. A recent BCG survey shows that a quarter of executives believe that within 
3  years digital ecosystems will account for over 60% of sales in their industries. 
According to the survey, executives expect ecosystems in such industries as tele-
communications, media and technology, finance, consumer goods and healthcare to 
be particularly urgent and relevant, while industrials and energy are seen to be less 
urgent and relevant (Bhatnagar et  al., 2021). However, certain authors (e.g., Fen-
wick & Vermulen, 2019) argue that no one is immune from this threat: “The rule is 
straightforward: ‘You either become a platform, or you will be killed by one’.”

There are three major ways in which ecosystems can influence the principal-agent 
conflict. Firstly, the key difference between ecosystems and traditional business 
models lies in the value generation process. Traditional companies generate value 
by building a closed, centralized, and hierarchical structure with “a clear boundary 
between the firm and the ‘outside world’” (Fenwik et  al., 2019). Platforms share 
information about suppliers with customers, thus generating value by exchanging 
information rather than hiding it. An important feature of ecosystems is trust among 
stakeholders. It would, therefore, be reasonable to expect ecosystems to generate 
greater trust between shareholders and management and, hence, a weaker principal-
agent conflict.

Secondly, certain researchers (e.g., Fenwik et al., 2019) argue that traditional cor-
porate governance mechanisms are not well-suited to ecosystem-based businesses 
and need fundamentally redesigning. Hence, ecosystems may well end up having a 
stronger principal-agent conflict, not as well mitigated by traditional mechanisms.

Thirdly, there is strong interaction between the ecosystem-based business model 
and digitalization. Application of technologies such as blockchain tends to shift the 
“center of trust” from the ecosystem founder towards the underlying technology or 
algorithm (Xia et al., 2017). Since trust and transparency are key sources of value 
for ecosystem-based businesses, researchers argue that digitalization and business 
model innovation are mutually reinforcing (Schweiger et  al., 2016; Yrjölä, 2020). 
It is reasonable, therefore, to expect the impact of digitalization on corporate gov-
ernance to be more significant for companies which leverage ecosystem business 
models. Given that we expect digitalization, as mentioned above, to have an overall 
mitigating impact on the principal-agent conflict, it is reasonable to expect compa-
nies which leverage both trends to experience even weaker conflict. However, as in 
the case of digitalization, direct empirical evidence regarding the implications of 
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ecosystem-based business models for corporate governance is limited. This study is 
an attempt to try and fill this gap.

3  Hypotheses and empirical analysis approach

The following section will describe hypotheses based on prior research and the mod-
eling approach used to test them. The principal-agent conflict between shareholders 
and management is related to the passive position of shareholders not involved in 
corporate governance (Roe, 1991). Hence, the first way we measure the conflict is 
to assess the level of shareholder involvement in the management of the firm. Share-
holders can become involved in corporate management in a number of ways. The 
simplest of these is “voting with their feet”, i.e. selling shares in a company (Parrino 
et  al., 2003). The most radical is shareholder activism in the form of a corporate 
buyout (Fama & Jensen, 1983). A middle way of shareholder involvement is by sub-
mission of a shareholder-sponsored proposal to the annual meeting (Gillan & Starks, 
2007). However, we believe that the level of shareholder activity is not a sufficient 
metric for the intensity of conflict, as a higher activity may signify a dissatisfaction 
of shareholders with management actions and the stronger conflict. To control for 
this, we directly measure the level of “agreement” between shareholders and man-
agement. We discuss the variables in the respective subsection of the paper.

As discussed in the literature overview section, we believe digital transforma-
tion should have a mitigating influence on the conflict. The primary reason is reduc-
tion of opportunities for information asymmetry abuse by the management which 
is particularly relevant for blockchain technology and AI. The secondary reason is 
improved performance (including expected improvements) driven by the digitaliza-
tion. Furthermore, a preliminary attempt to empirically assess the implications of 
digitalization for the principal-agent conflict is taken by Ivaninskiy et  al., (2021). 
Using the data from 2018 authors show that digitalization has a partially mitigat-
ing impact for the conflict. However, the research is limited to 1 year only and does 
not include the analysis of business model innovation which, as discussed earlier, 
is important from the practical point of view. Hence, the first hypothesis is the 
following:

H1: a) Digital transformation has a positive impact on the likelihood and num-
ber of shareholder-sponsored proposals, which is a sign of more active share-
holders.
b) Digital transformation has either a positive impact on the share of manage-
ment-sponsored proposals which pass the vote or no significant impact.

As discussed, theoretical research shows that there is a synergetic effect between 
platform-based business models and digital technologies (Schweiger et  al., 2016; 
Yrjölä, 2020). This is due to the fact that both trends reduce the asymmetry between 
the principal and the agent and have potential to improve the corporate performance. 
Therefore, our second hypothesis is the following.
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H2: Digital transformation has a stronger mitigating impact on the principal-
agent conflict in those sectors where ecosystems are more widespread.

3.1  Dependent variables

Dependent variables in our research reflect the level of shareholder activity and the 
level of “agreement” between shareholders and management. In this paper we apply 
two methods of measuring shareholder activity level using shareholder-sponsored 
proposals. First, following Renneboog and Szilagyi (2011), we use the likelihood 
of receiving a shareholder-sponsored proposal at the annual meeting. In this model, 
the variable is equal to 1 if there is at least one shareholder proposal at the meeting 
and 0 otherwise. Secondly, following Iliev et al. (2021), we use the number of share-
holder proposals received by a company. According to this logic, the greater like-
lihood or larger number of shareholder-sponsored proposals signifies more active 
shareholders and hence a weaker conflict in the company.

However, as discussed, we measure not only the activity of shareholders, but also 
the “agreement” between shareholders and management. We measure this using 
the share of management-sponsored proposals pass at the voting (Renneboog & 
Szilagyi, 2011). A stronger conflict would be reflected in a lower fraction of propos-
als passed.

3.2  Independent variables

We use blockchain technology, in order to account for active digital transformation. 
Several authors maintain that blockchain technology offers the highest transforma-
tive potential (Cong & He, 2019; Yermack, 2017). This technology is, at the same 
time, mature enough to be acknowledged and applied even by governments world-
wide. It was said at the 2021 World Economic Forum in Davos that “86% of central 
banks are exploring the benefits and drawbacks of central bank digital currency”.1 
Prominent investors such as Warren Buffet also acknowledge the importance of 
blockchain.2 As already mentioned, blockchain has a strong effect when applied in 
combination with ecosystem-based business models, since it enables “trustless” sys-
tems to be created. We acknowledge that blockchain is just one technology among 
many, and as such in subsequent research we intend to expand the set of technolo-
gies being studied, in order to include, AI, for example.

In our model, we use a dummy variable equal to 1, if a company is actively 
exploring blockchain technology, and 0 if it is not. We use the following data collec-
tion approach: first we survey annual reports by firms; then we explore their official 
websites; and, finally, we look at news feeds about the companies. We record not 

1 https:// www. wefor um. org/ agenda/ 2021/ 02/ key- takea ways- on- digit al- curre ncy- from- the- davos- agenda/.
2 De N. Warren Buffet: Bitcoin Is a ‘Delusion’ But Blockchain Is ‘Ingenious’. Coindesk. 2019. Available 
at https:// www. coind esk. com/ warren- buffet- bitco in- is-a- delus ion- but- block chain- is- ingen ious., accessed 
on 28.02.2021. Full interview to CNBC is available at https:// www. youtu be. com/ watch?v= 2hdDE 
7XYr30 accessed on 11.10.2021.

https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2021/02/key-takeaways-on-digital-currency-from-the-davos-agenda/
https://www.coindesk.com/warren-buffet-bitcoin-is-a-delusion-but-blockchain-is-ingenious
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2hdDE7XYr30
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2hdDE7XYr30
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only the fact that a given company has adopted blockchain technology but also the 
year in which blockchain technology was first mentioned. An example of a company 
actively involved in the blockchain sphere is IBM which offers multiple blockchain-
based solutions for clients.3 We acknowledge that our definition of blockchain is 
very general and not limited to corporate governance per se. In the future, as more 
data becomes available and the adoption of the technology expands, we will be able 
to focus more on corporate governance.

In order to test hypothesis 2, we run a set of regressions by sector. We assume 
that the impact of digital transformation will be most significant in sectors where 
platforms are more widespread: finance, consumer goods, communication and IT. 
We acknowledge that this is an imperfect way of measuring the adoption of the eco-
system business model. A more accurate way would be to collect corporate level 
data, in order to identify which companies are using the new business model. We 
intend to use this approach when more data becomes available. However, as with the 
case of blockchain adoption, there is no structured dataset on the topic, and it will 
have to be collected manually.

3.3  Control variables

Since the use of shareholder-sponsored proposals as a proxy for shareholder involve-
ment is a well-established procedure, a relatively standard set of control variables is 
used. According to Karpoff et al. (1996) and Thomas & Cotter (2007), the follow-
ing set of characteristics is used: (1) company size, (2) growth, (3) profitability, (4) 
valuation, (5) leverage, (6) institutional ownership, (7) insider ownership. This paper 
applies a similar set; data is collated from the S&P Capital IQ database. We provide 
definitions and data sources in Appendix. Based on prior research, we expect the 
impact of controls to be as shown in Table 1. We also add dummy variables for sec-
tors where the firm operates (Table 2). 

Table 1  Expected impact of the control variables

Control variable The expected impact on the likeli-
hood of receiving a shareholder 
proposal

The expected impact on the level 
of shareholder support for the 
proposals

Company size  + −
Growth − −
Profitability −  + 
Valuation (market to book value) − −
Leverage  + −
Institutional ownership −  + 
Insider ownership  + −

3 Please see https:// www. ibm. com/ block chain.

https://www.ibm.com/blockchain
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We use logistic regression to measure the likelihood of receiving a shareholder-
sponsored proposal, and linear regression to analyze the number of proposals 
received, as well as of the support levels for management-sponsored proposals.

4  Sample

For the purposes of our analysis we used panel data on a set of 2481 compa-
nies whose shares were traded on the NYSE, AMEX or Nasdaq stock exchanges 
over a period of 2015–2019. In order to arrive at the final sample, we began with 
the set of all traded companies and cleared potentially erroneous data (e.g., data 
with missing values). We chose this data range, since it is marked by the rapid 
adoption of digital technologies driven by increased data availability (e.g., Mik-
losik et  al., 2019) showed that 90% of data had been generated over the previ-
ous 2 years). As mentioned in the Introduction, the choice of region for the sam-
ple was determined by data availability. As we shall see below, the total number 
of companies adopting the blockchain technology still remains relatively low. 
Hence, an analysis of US-traded companies guarantees that data is sufficient, in 
order to draw conclusions.

An analysis of descriptive statistics shows that the adoption of blockchain has 
grown and accelerated over time. The final sample consists of 228 companies which 
used blockchain in 2019. We see non-uniform distribution of blockchain adoption 
among sectors. The highest proportion of adopters is to be found in IT, communica-
tions, consumer goods, industrials and financials sectors.

When comparing the number of shareholder-sponsored proposals received by 
adopters and non-adopters, it can be seen that the former group receives a much 
higher number of proposals: an average of 0.9 proposals per meeting vs. only 0.2 
proposals. This supports the hypothesis that companies actively committed to digital 

Table 2  Descriptive statistics

Statistic Blockchain adopters Blockchain non-adopters

N Mean St. dev N Mean St. dev

Company size 405 9.1 2.5 10,038 7.1 2.1
Market capitalization 405 56.5 111.4 10,038 8.4 31.6
Growth rate 405 0.1 0.2 10,038 0.1 0.2
Profitability 405 0.2 0.3 10,038 0.1 0.2
Market to book ratio 405 4.2 11.0 10,038 3.9 42.0
Leverage 405 1.2 3.7 10,038 1.1 12.2
Institutional ownership 405 0.7 0.2 10,038 0.6 0.3
Insider ownership 405 0.1 0.2 10,038 0.1 0.1
At least 1 shareholder proposal 405 0.4 0.5 10,038 0.1 0.3
Number of shareholder proposals 405 0.9 1.6 10,038 0.2 0.8
Share of management proposals passed 405 1.0 0.1 10,038 1.0 0.1
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transformation have more active shareholders. Remarkably, when we compare adop-
ters to non-adopters within each sector, we see that the difference is highest in sec-
tors more strongly affected by ecosystems (with the notable exception of energy). 
This seems to indicate that the hypothesis about the reinforcing nature of digital 
transformation and business model innovation is also correct (Figs. 1, 2).

When analyzing the share of management-sponsored proposals that pass the 
vote, we do not see any significant differences between blockchain adopters and 
non-adopters. This confirms the hypothesis that shareholders are not more hostile 
towards the management of companies actively committed to digital transformation. 
A comparison between sectors shows the same results.

An analysis of control variables shows that blockchain adopters have significantly 
higher market capitalization on average ($56.5 billion for adopters vs. $8.2 billion 
for non-adopters) and are more profitable, as measured by the EBITDA margin 
(20% for blockchain adopters vs. 10% for non-adopters), while other variables have 
similar averages. This suggests that digital transformation requires both scale and 
resources.

5  Results

This section describes the modeling results. First, we review the results of regres-
sions on the overall sample to validate our hypothesis about the impact of digitaliza-
tion on the principal-agent conflict. We then present the results of analysis by sector 
to check for a synergetic effect between the two trends explored. In both cases we 

Fig. 1  Difference in the number of shareholder-sponsored proposals received by sector

Fig. 2  Difference in the share of management-sponsored proposals that pass the vote
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ran 3 sets of regressions: a logistic regression on the likelihood of receiving a share-
holder-sponsored proposal; a regression on the number of shareholder-sponsored 
proposals received; and a regression on the share of management-sponsored propos-
als that pass the voting.

5.1  Regression on the overall sample of firms

When analyzing the impact of digital transformation on the likelihood of receiv-
ing a shareholder-sponsored proposal, we see that, even taking control variables into 
account, blockchain adoption has a significant positive impact on the likelihood. The 
results lead us to conclude that shareholders of companies committed to digitaliza-
tion are indeed more active.

In order to test the robustness of the results, we ran a linear regression on the 
number of shareholder-sponsored proposals received by a given company. We saw 
that blockchain adoption has a significant positive impact on the number of propos-
als. Hence, we conclude that the shareholders of blockchain adopting firms not only 
are more likely to submit the proposal, but also submit more proposals for the meet-
ings. Most control variables are significant with the coefficient signs in line with 
hypothesis.

However, as mentioned above, the level of activity is not sufficient to evaluate the 
level of the conflict. Thus, we ran the regression on the impact of the digital trans-
formation on the share of management-sponsored proposals pass the voting. We see 
that blockchain as a slightly positive impact on the share of management-sponsored 
proposals passing the vote. As before, most of the control variables are significant, 
with their expected signs in line with the hypothesis. The results are in line both 
with our hypothesis and the results of the prior studies. Digital transformation seems 
to be perceived by the shareholders as the means for the information asymmetry 
reduction and financial performance improvement. The results are shown in Table 3.

To ensure the absence of endogeneity we run a set of control regressions where 
instead of using Blockchain variable for the same period as voting, we use the value 
lagged by 1 period (e.g., for the 2019 voting we use 2018 values of Blockchain vari-
able). The results are summarized in the Table 4. We see that the results are similar 
to those presented in Table 3, indicating absence of endogeneity. The control vari-
ables are relatively standard we do not run dedicated endogeneity check for them.

The results for the full sample support the hypothesis that companies committed 
to digitalization have more active shareholders who are not more hostile towards 
management. Hence, we conclude that firms committed to digitalization have a 
weaker principal-agent conflict, which is consistent with suggestions by Yermack 
(2017) and Lafarre and Van der Elst (2018), and earlier empirical results by Ivanin-
skiy et al., (2021).
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5.2  Regression by sector

As mentioned earlier, we do not yet possess data on business models at the firm 
level. Therefore, to test the hypothesis that digitalization has a stronger impact when 
coupled with business model innovation, we have conducted an analysis by sector. 
As we can see from Table 5, the results differ by sector. Only in three sectors does 
the blockchain variable have a significant impact on the likelihood of receiving a 
shareholder-sponsored proposal. In other sectors, this variable does not have a sig-
nificant impact. The blockchain variable is significant mostly in sectors which are 
more significantly affected by the business model transformation trend, which is in 
line with our hypothesis. At the same time, we did not see a significant impact in 
several sectors where we had expected it (Finance, Consumer, Healthcare).

As in the previous subsection, we verified the robustness of the results by running 
a set of regressions on the number of shareholder-sponsored proposals received. The 
results (cf. Table 6) are generally in line with our hypothesis. We see that the block-
chain variable is significant in most sectors affected by ecosystems. The only excep-
tions are in the consumer staples sector, where we do not see a significant impact, 
and industrials, where we do see a significant impact. Significance of the control 
variables differs by sector, indicating that analysis by sector requires dedicated spec-
ifications by sector.

Overall, we see that consistent with hypothesis, digital transformation has the 
strongest impact on the level of shareholder activity in the sectors affected by the 
ecosystems. To test whether the conclusion holds for the level of the conflict, we 
run the final set of regressions on the share of management-sponsored proposals that 
pass the voting. We provide the results in the Table 7. We see that the blockchain 
variable is significant in neither of the sectors analyzed. This leads to conclusion 
that the results that we received when analyzing the overall sample hold on the sec-
tor level as well—the level of shareholder hostility is not affected by digitalization. 
Since we did not detect endogeneity for regressions on the full sample, we do not 
provide dedicated tables for the sectoral analysis with lagged values of Blockchain 
variable, however, this data is available upon request.

Summing up, the results of the regression analysis generally confirm the hypoth-
esis explored in the paper. We see that firms active in digital transformation indeed 
have a lower level of the principal-agent conflict. The results indicate that the impact 
on the information asymmetry reduction and the agency conflict mitigation is the 
strongest when the two trends are leveraged in parallel, which leads to conclu-
sion that the two trends explored in the paper are indeed mutually-reinforcing. The 
results also indicate that the potential performance improvements driven by digitali-
zation and hence the mitigating impact on the conflict are the strongest in the sectors 
stronger affected by ecosystems. Our conclusion is consistent with propositions by 
Yrjölä (2020), Schweiger et al. (2016) and Fenwick et al. (2019).
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6  Conclusions

In this paper we explored two ways in which digital technologies are changing the busi-
ness environment: digital transformation driven by technologies as blockchain, AI, etc. 
and transformation of business model through adoption of ecosystem-based models. 
Previous empirical research and conceptual papers suggested that digitalization has a 
mitigating impact on the principal-agent conflict and this impact is the strongest when 
digitalization and business model transformation occur together. In order to test this 
hypotheses, we analyzed the dynamics of annual shareholder meetings. We looked 
at the number of shareholder-sponsored proposals received for voting as a proxy for 
shareholder activity and the percentage of management-sponsored proposals that pass 
voting as a measure of shareholder hostility towards the management.

Consistent with our hypotheses, we found that digital transformation has a mitigat-
ing impact on the principal-agent conflict in the organization. Shareholders are more 
active yet not more hostile towards the management. The results are most significant 
in sectors where ecosystem-based business models are widespread, indicating that the 
two trends reinforce each other. To the best of our knowledge, our paper is among the 
first providing the direct empirical evidence on the two trends explored with regards to 
corporate governance and the agency conflict mitigation.

We believe that the results have important practical implications. Overall, they indi-
cate that leveraging the emerging transformative digital technologies and ecosystem-
based business models is an opportunity for shareholder value creation and should not 
be missed out. First, we see that active digitalization creates corporate environment 
less prone for information asymmetry abuse which results in a weaker agency conflict. 
Second, the results indicate that shareholders appreciate the performance improvement 
potential from applying ecosystem-based business models in parallel with digitalization 
which also results in agency conflict mitigation.

We acknowledge a number of important limitations of our study. First of all, we use 
a very general proxy for digital transformation, i.e. any application of blockchain tech-
nology. Our analysis would have been more accurate if we had considered only applica-
tions specific to corporate governance. Secondly, we understand that blockchain is just 
one example of a digital technology and that the analysis would benefit from a robust-
ness check with other digital technologies. Thirdly, since we do not have an explicit 
proxy at corporate level for the adoption of an ecosystem-based business model, we 
remained at the sector level in our analysis. We understand that even in sectors unaf-
fected on the whole by business model innovation, certain individual companies are 
adopting the platform business model. At the same time, it is possible that certain sec-
tor characteristics make the impact of the digital transformation stronger. Fourthly, we 
acknowledge that there may be other unobserved corporate characteristics that result 
in higher numbers of shareholder-sponsored proposals, not currently captured by our 
analysis. Fifthly, we understand that the cause-effect relationship needs further explo-
ration. Investments in digital technologies are typically long-term and our analysis is 
currently limited to the short-term. Sixthly, due to data availability our analysis is based 
on a sample of US-traded firms. We understand that expanding the analysis to other 
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geographies and other research methods (e.g., case studies) may provide additional 
important insights.

Nevertheless, we believe that our study is a valuable contribution to the literature 
on both corporate governance and digitalization. We intend to overcome the identified 
limitations in subsequent research.

Appendix: Variables used in the research

Variable Description

Blockchain Dummy variable equal to 1 if a company has a confirmed 
blockchain initiative, such as participation in a consortium or 
development of a in-house blockchain solution (Source: open 
sources, internet search)

At least 1 shareholder proposal Dummy variable equal to 1 if a company received at least 
one shareholder-sponsored proposal for the annual meeting 
(source: ISS voting database)

Number of shareholder proposals Number of shareholder-sponsored proposals received by a firm 
for the annual meeting (source: ISS voting database)

Share of management proposals passed % of passed management-sponsored proposals at the meeting 
(source: ISS voting database)

Company size Natural logarithm of the company’s market capitalization 
(Source: CapitalIQ)

Growth rate Compound annual growth rate of revenues for 3 years prior to 
the meeting (Source: CapitalIQ)

Profitability Company’s EBITDA divided by the company’s revenues 
(Source: CapitalIQ)

Market to book ratio Ratio of company’s market capitalization to the company’s 
book value of equity (Source: CapitalIQ)

Leverage Ratio of company’s total debt to the total book value of equity 
(Source: CapitalIQ)

Institutional ownership Fraction of company’s shares owned by institutions (Source: 
CapitalIQ)

Insider ownership Fraction of company’s shares owned by company’s insiders 
(Source: CapitalIQ)

Sector dummies Set of variables identifying the main sector of operations for a 
firm (Energy, Materials, Industrials, Consumer discretionary, 
Consumer staples, Healthcare, Financials, IT, Communica-
tion services, Utilities, Real Estate) as reported in CapitalIQ 
database (Source: CapitalIQ)



 Eurasian Business Review

1 3

References

Bhatnagar A., Modi S., Powers B., Szczepanski, K. & von Tang, T. (2021). BCG’s digital ecosystem 
accelerator kick-starts platform strategies. BCG. Jan. 29. https:// www. bcg. com/ capab iliti es/ digit 
al- techn ology- data/ digit al- ecosy stems/ accel erator.  Accessed 3 June 2022.

Byström, H. (2019). Blockchains, real-time accounting, and the future of credit risk modeling. Ledger. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 5195/ ledger. 2019. 100.

Chesbrough, H. W. (2006). Open business models: How to thrive in the new innovation landscape. 
Harvard Business School Press.

Chong, A. Y., Lim, E. T., Hua, X., Zheng, S., & Tan, C.-W. (2019). Business on chain: A comparative 
case study of five blockchain-inspired business models. Journal of the Association for Informa-
tion Systems, 20(9), 9. https:// doi. org/ 10. 17705/ 1jais. 00568.

Cohn, J. B., Towner, M., & Virani, A. (2018). Quasi-insider shareholder activism: Corporate governance 
at the periphery of control. SSRN Electronic Journal. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2139/ ssrn. 29456 13.

Cong, L., & He, Z. (2019). Blockchain disruption and smart contracts. The Review of Financial Studies, 
32(5), 1754–1797. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ rfs/ hhz007.

Dignam, A. (2020). Artificial intelligence, tech corporate governance and the public interest regulatory 
response. Cambridge Journal of Regions, Economy and Society, 13(1), 37–54. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1093/ cjres/ rsaa0 02.

DuPont, Q. (2017). Experiments in algorithmic governance: A history and ethnography of “The DAO”, a 
failed decentralized autonomous organization. In M. Campbell-Verduyn (Ed.), Bitcoin and beyond: 
Cryptocurrencies, blockchains and global governance (pp. 157–177). Routledge.

Erel I., Stern, L. H., Tan, C., & Weisbach M. S. (2018). Selecting directors using machine learning. 
NBER Working Paper. (24435). https:// www. nber. org/ papers/ w24435. pdf.

Fama, E. F., & Jensen, M. C. (1983). Separation of ownership and control. The Journal of Law and Eco-
nomics, 26(2), 301–325.

Fehrer, J. A., Woratschek, H., & Brodie, R. J. (2018). A systemic logic for platform business models. 
Journal of Service Management, 29(4), 546–568. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JOSM- 02- 2017- 0036.

Fenwick, M., McCahery, J. A., & Vermeulen, E. P. (2019). The end of ‘corporate’ governance: Hello 
‘platform’ governance. European Business Organisation Law Review, 20(1), 171–199. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s40804- 019- 00137-z.

Fenwick, M., & Vermeulen, E. P. (2019). Technology and corporate governance: Blockchain, crypto, and 
artificial intelligence. Texas Journal of Business Law, 48(1), 1–15.

Fich, E. M., Harford, J., & Tran, A. L. (2015). Motivated monitors: The importance of institutional inves-
tors’ portfolio weights. Journal of Financial Economics, 118(1), 21–48. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
jfine co. 2015. 06. 014.

Foldsey, J., Hansell, G., Friedman, D., Janda, J., Kotzen, J., & Hammoud, T. (2015). Winning moves 
in the Aage of shareholder activism. BCG. Aug. 11. https:// www. bcg. com/ publi catio ns/ 2015/ corpo 
rate- strat egy- portf olio- manag ement- value- creat ion- strat egy- winni ng- moves- age- share holder- activ 
ism. aspx. Accessed 15 June 2020.

Fry, J. (2018). Booms, busts and heavy-tails: The story of bitcoin and cryptocurrency markets? Economic 
Letters, 171, 225–229. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. econl et. 2018. 08. 008.

Gawer, A., & Cusumano, M. A. (2014). Industry platforms and ecosystem innovation. Journal of Product 
Innovation Management, 31(3), 417–433. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ jpim. 12105.

Grove, H., Clouse, M., & Schaffner, L. G. (2018). Digitalization impacts on corporate governance. Jour-
nal of Governance and Regulation, 7(4), 51–63. https:// doi. org/ 10. 22495/ jgr_ v7_ i4_ p6.

Hawash, R., & Lang, G. (2020). Does the digital gap matter? Estimating the impact of ICT on productiv-
ity in developing countries. Eurasian Economic Review, 10(2), 189–209. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s40822- 019- 00133-1.

Iliev, P., Kalodimos, J., & Lowry, M. (2021). Investors’ attention to corporate governance. The Review of 
Financial Studies, 34(12), 5581–5628.

Issa, H., Sun, T., & Vasarhelyi, M. A. (2016). Research ideas for artificial intelligence in auditing: 
The formalization of audit and workforce supplementation. Journal of Emerging Technologies in 
Accounting, 13(2), 1–20. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2308/ jeta- 10511.

Ivaninskiy, I. (2019). The impact of the digital transformation of business on corporate governance. An 
overview of recent studies. Korporativnye Finansy Journal of Corporate Finance Research, 13(3), 
35–47. https:// doi. org/ 10. 17323/j. jcfr. 2073- 0438. 13.3. 2019. 35- 47.

https://www.bcg.com/capabilities/digital-technology-data/digital-ecosystems/accelerator
https://www.bcg.com/capabilities/digital-technology-data/digital-ecosystems/accelerator
https://doi.org/10.5195/ledger.2019.100
https://doi.org/10.17705/1jais.00568
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2945613
https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhz007
https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsaa002
https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsaa002
https://www.nber.org/papers/w24435.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-02-2017-0036
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40804-019-00137-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40804-019-00137-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2015.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2015.06.014
https://www.bcg.com/publications/2015/corporate-strategy-portfolio-management-value-creation-strategy-winning-moves-age-shareholder-activism.aspx
https://www.bcg.com/publications/2015/corporate-strategy-portfolio-management-value-creation-strategy-winning-moves-age-shareholder-activism.aspx
https://www.bcg.com/publications/2015/corporate-strategy-portfolio-management-value-creation-strategy-winning-moves-age-shareholder-activism.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2018.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12105
https://doi.org/10.22495/jgr_v7_i4_p6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40822-019-00133-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40822-019-00133-1
https://doi.org/10.2308/jeta-10511
https://doi.org/10.17323/j.jcfr.2073-0438.13.3.2019.35-47


1 3

Eurasian Business Review 

Ivaninskiy, I., & Ivashkovskaya, I. (2020). What impact does artificial intelligence have on corporate gov-
ernance? Korporativnye Finansy JOurnal of Corporate Finance Research, 14(4), 90–101. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 17323/j. jcfr. 2073- 0438. 14.4. 2020. 19- 30.

Ivaninskiy, I., Ivashkovskaya, I., & McCahery, J. (2021). Does digitalization mitigate or intensify the 
principal-agent conflict in a firm? Journal of Management and Governance. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s10997- 021- 09584-8.

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs and 
ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3(4), 305–360. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 0304- 
405X(76) 90026-X.

Kaal, W. A. (2020). Blockchain solutions for agency problems in corporate governance. In K. R. Bal-
achandran (Ed.), Information for efficient decision making: Big data, blockchain and relevance (pp. 
313–329). World Scientific Publishing Co. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1142/ 97898 11220 470_ 0012.

Kajtazi, A., & Moro, A. (2019). The role of bitcoin in well diversified portfolios: A comparative global 
study. International Review of Financial Analysis, 61, 143–257. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. irfa. 2018. 
10. 003.

Kamargianni, M., & Matyas, M. (2017). The business ecosystem of mobility-as-a-service. In: 96th Trans-
portation Research Board (TRB) Annual Meeting (Washington, DC, Jan. 8–12). https:// disco very. 
ucl. ac. uk/ id/ eprint/ 10037 890/1/ a2135d_ 44525 9f704 474f0 f8116 ccb62 5bdf7 f8. pdf. Accessed 3 June 
2022.

Karpoff, J. M., Malatesta, P. H., & Walkling, R. A. (1996). Corporate governance and shareholder initia-
tives: Empirical evidence. Journal of Financial Economics, 42(3), 365–395. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 
0304- 405X(96) 00883-5.

Kristof, A. (2017). Autonomous finance. In D. L. Kuo Chuen & R. Deng (Eds.), Handbook of blockchain, 
digital finance, and inclusion. Volume 2: ChinaTech, mobile security, and distributed ledger (pp. 
471–479). Academic Press.

Lafarre, A., & Van der Elst, C. (2018). Blockchain technology for corporate governance and shareholder 
activism. SSRN Electronic Journal. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2139/ ssrn. 31352 09.

Libert, B., Beck, M., & Bonchek, M. (2017). AI in the boardroom: The next realm of corporate govern-
ance. MIT Sloan Management Review. Oct. 19. https:// stati c1. squar espace. com/ static/ 57600 7632b 
8ddee 314f0 2a2f/t/ 5c67b 50c4e 17b62 74815 3034/ 15503 00434 251/ MITSM R+-+ AI+ in+ the+ board 
room% 2C+ the+ next+ realm+ of+ corpo rate+ gover nance. pdf. Accessed 3 June 2022.

Manita, R., Elommal, N., Baudier, P., & Hikkerova, L. (2020). The digital transformation of external 
audit and its impact on corporate governance. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 150, 
119751. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. techf ore. 2019. 119751.

Miklosik, A., Kuchta, M., Evans, N., & Zak, S. (2019). Towards the adoption of machine learning-
based analytical tools in digital marketing. IEEE Access, 7, 85705–85718. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1109/ 
ACCESS. 2019. 29244 25.

Moffitt, K. C., Rozario, A. M., & Vasarhelyi, M. A. (2018). Robotic process automation for auditing. 
Journal of Emerging Technologies in Accounting., 15(1), 1–10. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2308/ jeta- 10589.

Moore, J. F. (1993). Predators and prey: A new ecology of competition. Harvard Business Review, 71(3), 
75–86.

Mosco, G. D. (2020). AI and boards of directors: Preliminary notes from the perspective of Italian corpo-
rate law. SSRN Electronic Journal. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2139/ ssrn. 35319 24.

Parrino, R., Sias, R. W., & Starks, L. T. (2003). Voting with their feet: Institutional ownership changes 
around forced CEO turnover. Journal of Financial Economics, 68(1), 3–46. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 
S0304- 405X(02) 00247-7.

Peters, G. W., & Panayi, E. (2016). Understanding modern banking ledgers through blockchain technolo-
gies: Future of transaction processing and smart contracts on the internet of money. In P. Tasca, T. 
Aste, L. Pelizzon, & N. Perony (Eds.), Banking beyond banks and money: New economic windows 
(pp. 239–278). Cham: Springer.

Renneboog, L., & Szilagyi, P. G. (2011). The role of shareholder proposals in corporate governance. 
Journal of Corporate Finance, 17(1), 167–188. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jcorp fin. 2010. 10. 002.

Roe, M. J. (1991). A political theory of American corporate finance. Columbia Law Review, 91(1), 
10–67. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2307/ 11228 56.

Rückeshäuser, N. (2017). Do we really want blockchain-based accounting? Decentralized consensus as 
enabler of management override of internal controls. In: Leimeister J.M., Brenner W., eds. Proc. 
der 13. Internationalen Tagung Wirtschaftsinformatik (WI 2017) (pp. 16–30). St. Gallen. https:// 
wi2017. ch/ images/ wi2017- 0112. pdf.

https://doi.org/10.17323/j.jcfr.2073-0438.14.4.2020.19-30
https://doi.org/10.17323/j.jcfr.2073-0438.14.4.2020.19-30
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-021-09584-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-021-09584-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789811220470_0012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2018.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2018.10.003
https://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/id/eprint/10037890/1/a2135d_445259f704474f0f8116ccb625bdf7f8.pdf
https://discovery.ucl.ac.uk/id/eprint/10037890/1/a2135d_445259f704474f0f8116ccb625bdf7f8.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(96)00883-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(96)00883-5
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3135209
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/576007632b8ddee314f02a2f/t/5c67b50c4e17b62748153034/1550300434251/MITSMR+-+AI+in+the+boardroom%2C+the+next+realm+of+corporate+governance.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/576007632b8ddee314f02a2f/t/5c67b50c4e17b62748153034/1550300434251/MITSMR+-+AI+in+the+boardroom%2C+the+next+realm+of+corporate+governance.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/576007632b8ddee314f02a2f/t/5c67b50c4e17b62748153034/1550300434251/MITSMR+-+AI+in+the+boardroom%2C+the+next+realm+of+corporate+governance.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119751
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2924425
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2924425
https://doi.org/10.2308/jeta-10589
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3531924
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(02)00247-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(02)00247-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2010.10.002
https://doi.org/10.2307/1122856
https://wi2017.ch/images/wi2017-0112.pdf
https://wi2017.ch/images/wi2017-0112.pdf


 Eurasian Business Review

1 3

Schwab, K. (2017). The fourth industrial revolution. Currency Books.
Schweiger, A., Nagel, J., Böhm, M., & Krcmar, H. (2016). Platform business models. In A. Faber, F. 

Matthes, & F. Michel (Eds.), Digital mobility platforms and ecosystems: State of the art report (pp. 
66–77). Technische Universität.

Thomas, R. S., & Cotter, J. F. (2007). Shareholder proposals in the new millennium: Shareholder support, 
board response, and market reaction. Journal of Corporate Finance., 13(2–3), 368–391. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. jcorp fin. 2007. 02. 002Get.

Tsujimoto, M., Kajikawa, Y., Tomita, J., & Matsumoto, Y. (2018). A review of the ecosystem concept: 
Towards coherent ecosystem design. Technological Forecasting and Social Change., 136, 49–58. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. techf ore. 2017. 06. 032.

Van der Elst, C., & Lafarre, A. (2017). Bringing the AGM to the 21st century: Blockchain and smart con-
tracting tech for shareholder involvement. SSRN Electronic Journal. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2139/ ssrn. 
29928 04.

Wang, R., Asghari, V., Hsu, S.-C., Lee, C.-J., & Chen, J.-H. (2020). Detecting corporate misconduct 
through random forest in China’s construction industry. Journal of Cleaner Production., 268, 
122266. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jclep ro. 2020. 122266.

Weiblen, T. (2014). The open business model: Understanding an emerging concept. Journal of Multi 
Business Model Innovation and Technology, 1(1), 35–66. https:// doi. org/ 10. 13052/ jmbmi t2245- 
456X. 212.

Westerman, G., Tannou, M., Bonnet, D., Ferraris, P., & McAfee, A. (2012). The digital advantage: How 
digital leaders outperform their peers in every industry. Capgemini Consulting. https:// www. capge 
mini. com/ wp- conte nt/ uploa ds/ 2017/ 07/ The_ Digit al_ Advan tage__ How_ Digit al_ Leade rs_ Outpe 
rform_ their_ Peers_ in_ Every_ Indus try. pdf.

Xia, Q. I., Sifah, E. B., Asamoah, K. O., Gao, J., Du, X., & Guizani, M. (2017). MeDShare: Trust-less 
medical data sharing among cloud service providers via blockchain. IEEE Access, 5, 14757–14767. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1109/ ACCESS. 2017. 27308 43.

Yermack, D. (2017). Corporate governance and blockchains. Review of Finance, 21(1), 7–31. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1093/ rof/ rfw074.

Yrjölä, S. (2020). How could Blockchain transform 6G towards open ecosystemic business models? In: 
2020 IEEE Int. conf. on communications workshops (ICC Workshops) (pp. 1–6). IEEE.

Zhu, C. (2019). Big data as a governance mechanism. The Review of Financial Studies, 32(5), 2021–
2061. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ rfs/ hhy081.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps 
and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2007.02.002Get
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2007.02.002Get
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.06.032
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2992804
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2992804
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122266
https://doi.org/10.13052/jmbmit2245-456X.212
https://doi.org/10.13052/jmbmit2245-456X.212
https://www.capgemini.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/The_Digital_Advantage__How_Digital_Leaders_Outperform_their_Peers_in_Every_Industry.pdf
https://www.capgemini.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/The_Digital_Advantage__How_Digital_Leaders_Outperform_their_Peers_in_Every_Industry.pdf
https://www.capgemini.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/The_Digital_Advantage__How_Digital_Leaders_Outperform_their_Peers_in_Every_Industry.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2017.2730843
https://doi.org/10.1093/rof/rfw074
https://doi.org/10.1093/rof/rfw074
https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhy081

	Are blockchain-based digital transformation and ecosystem-based business models mutually reinforcing? The principal-agent conflict perspective
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Literature review: changes in business environment driven by digital technology
	2.1 Digital transformation
	2.2 Platform and ecosystem business models

	3 Hypotheses and empirical analysis approach
	3.1 Dependent variables
	3.2 Independent variables
	3.3 Control variables

	4 Sample
	5 Results
	5.1 Regression on the overall sample of firms
	5.2 Regression by sector

	6 Conclusions
	References




