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ABSTRACT

The public sector presents several promising applications for
blockchain technology. Global organizations and innovative
ministries in countries such as Dubai, Sweden, Finland, the
Netherlands, and Germany have recognized these potentials
and have initiated projects to evaluate the adoption of
blockchain technology. As these projects can have a far-
reaching impact on crucial government services and
processes, they should involve a particularly thorough
evaluation. In this paper, we provide insights into the
development of a framework to support such an evaluation
for the German asylum process. We built this framework
evolutionarily together with the Federal Office for Migration
and Refugees. Its final version consists of three levels and
eighteen categories of evaluation criteria across the
technical, functional and legal domains and allows
specifying use-case specific key performance indicators or
knockout criteria.
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INTRODUCTION

With digitalization rapidly advancing, organizations both
public and private increasingly face emerging digital
technologies with the potential to improve their processes,
products, and services. At the same time, these technologies
can also disrupt current business models and change external
expectations [7, 21, 43, 45]. One of these emerging
technologies currently dominating public perception is
blockchain [4, 23]. It first appeared as the technological
backbone behind bitcoin [36]. Since then, blockchain has
evolved rapidly, and 2™ generation blockchains such as
Ethereum provide smart contract functionalities which
enable considerably broader applications [5, 51]. These
smart contracts, or “chain-code”, allow embedding of
executable logics on a blockchain [48, 51]. Exemplary
applications of these 2" generation blockchains include
crowdfunding [45], supply chain processes and mechanisms
[28, 35], security as well as privacy in the internet of things
[12, 47], and the energy sector [30, 33]. Initiatives such as
decentralized autonomous organizations (DAOs) take an
even further step and leverage smart contracts to automate
the organization’s processual logic entirely [15]. Based on
this increasing number of options, both academia and
practitioners increasingly argue that blockchain could have a
groundbreaking impact on society [4, 29, 37, 45].

Opinions on the merits of blockchain differ, however.
Whereas some organizations worry about its effects, others
consider it a promising IT infrastructure [14, 23, 45]. While
this ambiguity effectively calls for guidelines on how to
assess the impact of blockchain [43], research is still
predominantly invested in exploring its theoretical
foundations [3, 5, 45] and technological details [6, 11, 44].
In contrast, evaluation guidelines and criteria are only
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available for selected applications in the financial sector [19,
20], cryptocurrency security [13], social businesses (e.g.,
crowdlending) [45], logistics [35], or the evaluation of smart
data projects [2].

For the public sector, however, such criteria and guidelines
do not yet exist [17, 29, 41, 44]. Our research aims to fill this
gap and support evaluation of potential use cases of
blockchain technology in the public sector. We thus took an
action design research (ADR) approach [46] to develop a
blockchain use case (BUC) evaluation framework and
validated it as part of a proof of concept project with the
Federal Office for Migration and Refugees (Bundesamt fir
Migration und Fluchtlinge — BAMF). This project aims to
evaluate the applicability of blockchain in the German
asylum process.

We began our framework development by conducting a
systematic literature review, following the methodology of
Okoli and Schabram (2010), in the area of blockchain,
emerging technologies, and evaluation criteria to derive valid
ex-ante criteria [39]. Based on these criteria, we developed
an ex-ante framework (i.e., the a-cycle of our ADR
approach) which we validated in interviews and stakeholder
workshops (i.e., the B-cycle of our ADR approach) to derive
an ex-post framework of BUC evaluation criteria.

We acknowledge that these evaluation criteria present only a
first step towards a general framework for the evaluation of
blockchain technology in the public sector. Nevertheless, we
are confident that they can support our BAMF use case and
offer guidance for comparable use cases.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: First,
we introduce blockchain technology, present selected
examples of successful blockchain applications in asylum
processes, and ultimately explain challenges in the German
asylum process. After that, we explain our methodological
approach. In the findings section, we describe the ex-ante
framework, offer insights from the proof of concept project,
and present the resulting ex-post framework. We also explain
the identified criteria in detail. Finally, we discuss
generalizability, rigor, and relevance of our findings, provide
managerial implications, and offer an outline for further
research.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Blockchain

Satoshi Nakamoto introduced blockchain technology in
2008 to provide a distributed digital ledger for Bitcoin
transactions [4, 5, 36]. Since 2008, global interest in
blockchain has increased substantially, and many
practitioners and researchers believe that it has the potential
to change various industries radically [4]. As of 2018,
blockchain has evolved into a multipurpose technology, and
researchers and practitioners are exploring its applicability in
many areas beyond cryptocurrencies [4].

A blockchain is a transparent, transactional, distributed
database stored redundantly on the nodes of a peer-to-peer
(P2P) network [22]. Research also describes it as an
electronic registry for digital records, events, or transactions
managed by the participants of a distributed computer
network [45]. Blockchains store data in blocks with a
chronological, structured order in which each block contains
a reference to the previous block [18]. A so-called consensus
algorithm run by selected or all participating nodes provides
consistency and determines the correct order of the blocks
(in the “chain”) [22]. A large number of these consensus
algorithms exist, and each of them provides slightly varying
levels of security, latency, and energy consumption [9, 53].
Aside from their consensus mechanisms, blockchain systems
also differ in their level of read/write permissions,
centralization, and efficiency [9, 40, 53]. In general,
blockchains emphasize data redundancy [42], use of
cryptography [42] and consensus algorithms [18, 42], as well
as decentralization [53] and auditability [53]. A more
detailed description of these characteristics can be found,
e.g., in [45]. Many blockchains also offer “smart contract”
functionalities [17]. Smart contracts are “self-executing
scripts” that incorporate exogenous effects or check
exogenous conditions [9].

International Applications of Blockchain in Asylum
Processes

Many ideas have emerged on how the public sector could
capitalize on blockchain. The German Competence Center
on Public IT (“Kompetenzzentrum Offentliche 1T”) [50], for
instance, expects promising potential in the context of:

- electronic parliamentary elections,

- cooperation between different administrations (i.e.,
digitization and acceleration of administrative
processes),

- publicly managed registers and the administration of
legal titles such as cadastral offices or land registers,

- integrity of data and documents (e.g., replacing the
(digital) signature),

- origin of (pre-)products, and

- legally compliant inter-organizational collaboration.

Governments and international organizations have already
begun to adopt blockchain technology, in particular, to
support asylum processes. In Jordan, for example, the UN
uses blockchain in a refugee camp to identify refugees
unambiguously. Upon arrival, the camp’s managing
organization assigns and stores on a blockchain a unique
refugee ID based on iris scans. The managing organization
then couples the ID with a specific financial balance that
allows refugees to purchase groceries in the camp’s
supermarket. The system has proven successful and has
reduced identity fraud perceptibly [16, 24].

Finland similarly introduced a blockchain solution for
refugees. As refugees often do not possess valid IDs, they
cannot open bank accounts. The Finish blockchain solution
provides such an ID to refugees and allows them to obtain
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Figure 1. Evaluation Framework (Stage 1)

maestro cards linked to this ID. The card grants a certain
degree of financial independence and serves both as a means
of payment and as an identification instrument [31].
Moreover, Dubai considers a broad adoption for government
services, including visa applications [10].

Challenges in the German Asylum Process

Ministries and organizations involved in the German asylum
process face various challenges that present both
opportunities and hurdles to the adoption of blockchain
technology. Importantly, these organizations operate under a
considerably stricter set of statutes and laws than private
sector companies do. These laws -effectively govern
processes, responsibilities, and information exchange. They
also change at frequent intervals and necessitate adjustments
of processes and technologies supporting these processes. In
federal systems, such as Germany, public sector
organizations are also subject to different bodies of state and
federal law. At the same time, proximity to lawmakers and
frequent legal overhauls can present fertile opportunities to
create a beneficial basis for the adoption of blockchain
technology.

The involved organizations often operate different 1T-
systems with little mutual integration. They also partly rely
on non-automated information exchange, even though
considerable operational dependencies exist. This lack of
integration can threaten process integrity and can lead to
delays and errors. At the same time, it presents promising
applications for technologies such as blockchain that can
integrate various systems without requiring significant
adjustments to legacy infrastructure. Process integration
between these organizations is also often challenging due to
separate jurisdictions. At the same time, the law requires that
these organizations collaborate effectively. Hence, a

technology that enables such cooperation offers essential
benefits.

Table 1. Used literature for stage 1

Author(s)

Abramova and Béhme (2016) [1]
Akoka and Comyn-Wattiau (2017) [2] | IT/IS
Brenig et al. (2016) [8] IT/IS

Sector

E-Commerce

Eskandari et al. (2015) [13] Finance
Fridgen et al. (2018) [19] Finance
Fridgen et al. (2018) [20] Finance

Glaser (2017) [22] IT/IS
Hyvérinen et al. (2017) [26]

Public Finance

Janze (2017) [27] Publishing
Nerland et al. (2017) [35] Logistics
Notheisen et al. (2017) [38] Finance
Pilkington et al. (2017) [41] Politics
Schweizer et al. (2017) [45] Finance
Smith and Dhillon (2017) [47] Law

METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

Public sector organizations require suitable evaluation
criteria to assess the benefits of different blockchain
solutions for the asylum process. These criteria need to
reflect all relevant technical aspects as well as functional (use
case related) requirements. Moreover, the involved
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Figure 2. Evaluation Framework (Stage 3)

organizations must consider legal frameworks and statutes.
To derive such evaluation criteria, we followed an ADR
approach and a pragmatist paradigm, meaning that we co-
developed our criteria with asylum process experts and
stakeholders. To ground our evaluation framework, we
followed the guidelines of Webster and Watson (2002) [49]
and first conducted a systematic literature review [39]. To
increase the reliability of this review, we did a structured
database search. Our all fields search of the search terms
blockchain AND (criteri* OR evaluat*) in the AlS Electronic
Library (AlSelL) yielded 51 hits. Further in-depth screening
reduced this number to 14. Solely screening abstracts was not
sufficient, however, as none of the papers in the AlSeL
embraced the aforementioned combination of search terms
within their title, abstract, or keywords. With a forward
search [49], we additionally identified five papers. Table 1
presents an overview of the papers we used to develop the
first draft of the ex-ante framework.

As a parallel initial step, we followed the blockchain use case
development (BUD) method of Fridgen et al. (2018) to
derive a suitable BUC [18]. The BUD method stipulates that
organizations follow six steps, from ideation methods to the
conceptual phase before prototyping begins, to generate
BUCs. Organizations should perform these steps within one-
day or two-day workshops. After the first step, we developed
an initial ex-ante framework. We frequently challenged our
BUC evaluation criteria according to our ADR approach
[46]. ADR consists of several iteration loops — mainly the a-
and B-Cycle. The a-Cycle serves to develop a robust ex-ante
framework while simultaneously integrating user feedback.
In the oa-Cycle of the ADR approach, we enhanced and
validated our findings through semi-structured interviews
[34]. The B-Cycle serves to validate the ex-ante framework.

Hevner et al. (2004) recommend that researchers follow
design science approaches to derive insights that allow
generalization of their work [25]. Sein et al. (2011) extend
this recommendation to the ADR approach by introducing a
so-called B-Cycle that tests and improves the results of the a-
Cycle using several novel sources of evidence [46].
Consequently, we added a B-Cycle consisting of two separate
loops for which we conducted additional interviews, held
further workshops and added participant observation [52].
The workshops helped us to understand the nature of BUCs
in the asylum process better. We aligned those insights by
pragmatically applying them within the project (i.e., we
added participant observation). Thereby, we validated the
ex-ante framework a first time. As we found new criteria in
this first loop, we conducted a second B-Cycle consisting of
additional workshops. These workshops verified the
framework from the first loop as they confirmed all criteria
and only suggested marginal adjustments.

FINDINGS: EX-ANTE CRITERIA, EVALUATION & EX-
POST CRITERIA

As indicated in the previous sections, we developed our
evaluation criteria in three stages.

Stage 1: In a first step, we selected a preliminary set of
blockchain evaluation criteria from prior scientific (e.g., [13,
45]) and practical literature (e.g., [32]). This preliminary set
already included three levels (domain, subdomain, and
category — see Figure 1). At the highest level, we
differentiated between the three domains “technical”,
“functional”, and “legal”. We divided the technical domain
into three subdomains (quality, maintenance & operation,
and costs). On the third level, the subdomain “quality” had



six categories (performance, interoperability, scalability,
reliability, security, and portability). The quality subdomain
included essential technical design aspects: IT security
(reliability and security), transaction duration (performance),
and the interaction of the blockchain solution with existing
systems (interoperability and portability). Importantly, it
also considered how a blockchain solution would perform if
extended from a small prototype to a large-scale operational
system (scalability). We did not divide the maintenance &
operation subdomain into smaller categories. It considered
whether ‘non-specialized’ employees could maintain and
operate the blockchain system. We further divided the
subdomain costs into three categories (research and
development, implementation, maintenance & operation).
We split the functional domain into the three categories
“integrity”, “output”, and ‘“performance”. We did not
subdivide the domain legal and only included a category
“legal foundation(s)”. It summarized all legal framework
conditions that affect the feasibility of the blockchain.

Stage 2: After deriving our ex-ante set of evaluation criteria,
we discussed our framework with experts and stakeholders
in the Federal Office for Migration and Refugees. In
particular, we used interviews and hosted interactive
workshops to gather feedback from all relevant stakeholders
(technical, functional, and legal). Stage 2 resulted in several
changes to our framework (see figure 2). While the three
domains (technical, functional, and legal) remained
unchanged, we reduced the number of technical subdomains
to two. Additionally, we shifted the subdomain costs to the
functional domain. The costs of implementation strongly
depend on the pre-existing infrastructure and therefore
explicitly belong to the specific BUC. Also, the number and
complexity of the blockchain applications that organizations
need to develop strongly relate to the particular BUC. Given
the changes in the subdomain “quality”, we decided to
rename it “specification”. On the third level, the subdomain
“specification” then included only four categories namely
“performance”, “scalability”, “security”, and “data
retention” (new category). We also included “reliability” in
security. Finally, we shifted “interoperability” and
“portability” to the functional domain. Furthermore, we
divided the subdomain “maintenance & operation” into two
categories “maintenance” and “operation”. As already
mentioned, we shifted the subdomain “costs” to the
functional domain. Therefore, the functional domain then
included two subdomains (costs and asylum process). All
cost categories remained unchanged, but we defined changes
to the asylum process subdomain. The category “integrity”
remained unchanged, but we renamed “performance” into
“efficiency”. Furthermore, we added two new categories
(“flexibility” and “transparency”). These categories are
important to evaluate whether a blockchain can serve
different instances of the asylum process and whether it is
possible to track the current process status. Finally, we
divided the subdomain “legal foundation” respectively the

legal domain into three categories (data privacy, employee
protection rights, and further legal regulations).

Stage 3: After the first round of evaluations (stage 2), we
held another interactive workshop with BAMF stakeholders
from various departments. This workshop resulted only in
minor adjustments and additions to the framework (see
figure 3). We added the category “accessibility” to the
subdomain specification. Accessibility is an essential feature
in the public sector and guarantees that hearing and visually
impaired persons can use information and IT system.
Another essential requirement for software procurement in
the public sector is the observance of competitive tenders.
Therefore, we added the category “procurement law” to the
legal domain. The functional domain remained unchanged.

DISCUSSION

Theoretical Contribution

This paper makes three theoretical contributions. First, we
present insights from developing a framework to evaluate the
applicability of blockchain along the German asylum
process. Using semi-structured interviews, interactive
workshops, and participant observation, we developed our
framework in an evolutionary process. The final framework
considers three primary domains, namely technical,
functional, and legal. While the technical domain covers
general technical aspects, the functional and legal domain
relate to the investigated use case (i.e., asylum process). The
final framework divides these domains into five subdomains
that again group into 18 categories. Second, this paper
provides a structured overview of BUC evaluation criteria.
Although these criteria do not yet allow assessing BUCs in
the true sense, they present a solid basis for the development
of a key performance indicator system. Third, we enhance
knowledge at the cutting edge of blockchain, prototype
evaluation, and e-government (i.e., digitalization of the
public sector) as well as refugee politics. Prior work provides
helpful insights into how to define BUCs, into how to
implement blockchain prototypes, or how to introduce and
operate blockchain solutions in private and less in public
sector. However, to the best of our knowledge, there is no
work on how to evaluate the benefit of future blockchain
solutions in a structured way. Therefore, this framework
creates a new value in this field of research.

Limitations and Future Research

Naturally, our framework has its limitations. Importantly, we
only identified categories of evaluation criteria. For a rating
of these criteria, however, future research must specify these
criteria in more detail. Alternatively, an extended framework
would have to include defined key figures. We are currently
working on this step and are identifying key figures, such as
the number of (active) users or the bandwidth of the network,
and their effects on the categories. The second limitation is
that our present framework weighs each domain, subdomain,
and category equally. In reality, however, some factors



outweigh others, and especially legal requirements present
knockout criteria. Moreover, public sector organizations
generally do not seek to maximize profit (e.g., by reducing
staff) but to maintain jobs or create new ones. Therefore,
public sector adopters must consider and weigh highly social
aspects that we included in the employee protection rights
category. For further research, we plan to extend our
framework with weights for each category, subdomain, and
domain as provided by experts. Ultimately, we also only
investigated a single use case. To validate and generalize our
framework, future research must examine additional BUCs.
Exemplary, we recommend studying inter-organizational
processes in integrating new citizens (i.e., the processes
following a completed asylum and naturalization process).

Conclusion

From our evaluation, we conclude that technical, functional,
and legal aspects play an equally important role. Overall, this
paper is a first step in developing a general framework for
the evaluation of blockchain uses cases. This preliminary
version supports decision makers in the public sector and
offers essential managerial implications.

Acknowledgment

We developed this work in the context of a joint project with
the German Federal Office for Migration and Refugees
(BAMPF). The authors would like to thank everyone involved
for their support.

Moreover, we developed this work (in part) in the context of
the Project Group Business and Information Systems
Engineering of the Fraunhofer Institute for Applied
Information Technology FIT.

REFERENCES

[1] Svetlana Abramova and Rainer Béhme. 2016.
Perceived benefit and risk as multidimensional
determinants of bitcoin use. A quantitative
exploratory study. Thirty Seventh International
Conference on Information Systems (ICIS).

[2] Jacky Akoka and Isabelle Comyn-Wattiau. 2017. A
Method for Emerging Technology Evaluation.
Application to Blockchain and Smart Data Discovery.
In Conceptual Modeling Perspectives, Jordi Cabot,
Cristina Gémez, Oscar Pastor, Maria R. Sancho and
Ernest Teniente, Eds. Springer International
Publishing, Cham, 247-258. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-67271-7_17.

[3] Marcella Atzori. 2015. Blockchain Technology and
Decentralized Governance: Is the State Still
Necessary? (2015). Retrieved September 1, 2017
from http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=2709713.

[4] Roman Beck and Christoph Muller-Bloch. 2017.
Blockchain as Radical Innovation: A Framework for
Engaging with Distributed Ledgers as Incumbent

(5]

6]

[7]

(8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

Organization. In Proceedings of the 50th Hawaii
International Conference on System Sciences.
Roman Beck, Jacob Stenum Czepluch, Nicolaj
Lollike, and Simon Malone. 2016. Blockchain - The
Gateway to Trust - free Cryptographic Transactions.
In Proceedings of the 24th European Conference on
Information Systems, 1-14.

Jorg Becker, Dominic Breuker, Tobias Heide, Justus
Holler, Hans P. Rauer, and Rainer Béhme. 2013. Can
We Afford Integrity by Proof-of-Work? Scenarios
Inspired by the Bitcoin Currency. In The Economics
of Information Security and Privacy. Springer, Berlin
Heidelberg, 135-156.

Anandhi Bharadwaj, Omar A. El Sawy, Paul A.
Pavlou, and N. Venkatraman. 2013. Digital Business
Strategy. Toward a Next Generation of Insights. MIS
Quarterly 37, 2, 471-482.

Christian Brenig, Jonas Schwarz, and Nadine
Ruckeshéuser. 2016. Value of Decentralized
consensus Systems-Evaluation Framework. Twenty-
Fourth European Conference on Information Systems
(ECIS).

Konstantinos Christidis and Michael Devetsikiotis.
2016. Blockchains and Smart Contracts for the
Internet of Things. IEEE Access 4, 2292—2303.
Suparna D. D'Cunha. 2017. Dubai Sets Its Sights On
Becoming The World's First Blockchain-Powered
Government (2017). Retrieved March 16, 2018 from
https://www.forbes.com/sites/suparnadutt/2017/12/18/
dubai-sets-sights-on-becoming-the-worlds-first-
blockchain-powered-government/.

Christian Decker and Roger Wattenhofer. 2013.
Information Propagation in the Bitcoin Network. In
Proceedings of the 13th IEEE International
Conference on Peer-to-Peer Computing, 1-10.

Ali Dorri, S. Kanhere, Raja Jurdak, and Praveen
Gauravaram, Eds. 2017. Blockchain for 10T Security
and Privacy: The Case Study of a Smart Home.
Shayan Eskandari, David Barrera, Elizabeth Stobert,
and Jeremy Clark. 2015. A First Look at the Usability
of Bitcoin Key Management. In Proceedings 2015
Workshop on Usable Security. Internet Society,
Reston, VA. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.14722/usec.2015.23015.

Kurt Fanning and David P. Centers. 2016. Blockchain
and Its Coming Impact on Financial Services. J. Corp.
Acct. Fin 27, 5, 53-57. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcaf.22179.

Pasquale Forte, Diego Romano, and Giovanni
Schmid. 2015. Beyond Bitcoin — Part I: A critical
look at blockchain-based systems. Cryptology ePrint
Archive.

Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung GmbH. Supermarkt
in Jordanien: Wo Flichtlinge mit einem Augenblick
bezahlen. Retrieved March 14, 2018 from http://
www.faz.net/aktuell/finanzen/digital-bezahlen/



[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

jordanien-iris-scan-und-blockchain-bei-fluechtlingen-
15306863.html.

Gilbert Fridgen, Florian Guggenmos, Jannik Lockl,
and Alexander Rieger. 2018. Challenges and
Opportunities of Blockchain-based Platformization of
Digital Identities in the Public Sector. Research in
Progress. EC1S2018 Workshop on Platformization, 1—
10.

Gilbert Fridgen, Jannik Lockl, Sven Radszuwiill,
Alexander Rieger, André Schweizer, and Nils Urbach.
2018. A Solution in Search of a Problem: A Method
for the Development of Blockchain Use Cases.
Working Paper, 1-10.

Gilbert Fridgen, Sven Radszuwill, André Schweizer,
and Nils Urbach. 2018. Blockchain Won’t Kill the
Banks: Why Disintermediation doesn’t Work in
International Trade. Working Paper, 1-13.

Gilbert Fridgen, Sven Radszuwill, Nils Urbach, and
Lena Utz. 2018. Cross-Organizational Workflow
Management Using Blockchain Technology -
Towards Applicability, Auditability, and Automation.
In Proceedings of the 51th Hawaii International
Conference on System Sciences.

H. Gimpel and M. Rdglinger. 2015. Digital
Transformation: Changes and Chances. Insights
Based on an Empirical Study (2015). Retrieved May
5, 2016 from http://www.digital.fim-rc.de/.

Florian Glaser. 2017. Pervasive Decentralisation of
Digital Infrastructures: A Framework for Blockchain
enabled System and Use Case Analysis. In
Proceedings of the 50th Hawaii International
Conference on System Sciences, 1543-1552.

Florian Glaser and Luis Bezzenberger. 2015. Beyond
Cryptocurrencies - A Taxonomy of Decentralized
Consensus Systems. In Proceedings of the 23rd
European Conference on Information Systems,
Minster, Germany, 1-18.

Yvonne Gopfert. 2018. Fluchtlingshilfe via
Blockchain (2018). Retrieved March 14, 2018 from
https://www.lead-digital.de/fluechtlingshilfe-via-
blockchain/.

Alan. R. Hevner, Salvatore T. March, Jinsoo Park,
and Sudha Ram. 2004. Design Science in Information
Systems Research. MIS Quarterly 28, 1, 75-105.
Hissu Hyvarinen, Marten Risius, and Gustav Friis.
2017. A Blockchain-Based Approach Towards
Overcoming Financial Fraud in Public Sector
Services. Bus Inf Syst Eng 59, 6, 441-456. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12599-017-0502-4.

Janze. 2017. Design of a Dezentralized Peer-to-Peer
Reviewing and Publishing Market. Proceedings of the
25th European Conference on Information Systems
(ICIS), 1713-1725.

Kari Korpela, Jukka Hallikas, and Tomi Dahlberg.
2017. Digital Supply Chain Transformation toward
Blockchain Integration. In Proceedings of the 50th

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences,
4182-4191.

Jannik Lockl, Alexander Rieger, Gilbert Fridgen,
Maximilian Réglinger, and Nils Urbach. 2018.
Towards a Theory of Decentral Digital Process
Ecosystems - Evidence from the Case of Digital
Identities. Research in Progress. EC1S2018 Workshop
on Platformization, 1-2.

Juri Mattila. 2016. The Blockchain Phenomenon —
The Disruptive Potential of Distributed Consensus
Architectures. The Research Institute of the Finnish
Economy.

Sascha Mattke. 2017. Blockchain fur Fluchtlinge:
Digitale Identitat mit Prepaid-Kreditkarte fur
Asylsuchende in Finnland (September 2017).
Retrieved March 14, 2018 from https://www.heise.de/
newsticker/meldung/Blockchain-fuer-Fluechtlinge-
Digitale-Identitaet-mit-Prepaid-Kreditkarte-fuer-
Asylsuchende-in-3823031.html.

Minestry of Economy, Trade and Industrie. 2017.
Evaluation Forms for Blockchain-Based System
(2017). Retrieved March 14, 2018 from http://
www.meti.go.jp/english/press/2017/pdf/
0329_004a.pdf.

Eric Munsing, Jonathan Mather, and Scott Moura.
2017. Blockchains for Decentralized Optimization of
Energy Resources in Microgrid Networks (2017).
Retrieved September 1, 2017 from http://
escholarship.org/uc/item/80g5s6df.

Michael D. Myers and Michael Newman. 2007. The
Qualitative Interview in IS Research. Examining the
Craft. Information and Organization 17, 1, 2-26.
DOl:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2006.11.001.
Kristoffer Neerland, Christoph Miiller-Bloch, Roman
Beck, and Sgren Palmund. 2017. Blockchain to Rule
the Waves - Nascent Design Principles for Reducing
Risk and Uncertainty in Decentralized Environments.
In Proceedings of the 38th International Conference
on Information Systems.

Satoshi Nakamoto. 2008. Bitcoin. A peer-to-peer
electronic cash system.

Fred Niederman, Roger Clarke, Lynda M. Applegate,
John L. King, and Roman Beck. 2017. IS Research
and Policy: Notes From the 2015 ICIS Senior
Scholar’s Forum. Communications of the Association
for Information 40, 1, Article 5.

Benedikt Notheisen, Jacob B. Cholewa, and Arun P.
Shanmugam. 2017. Trading Real-World Assets on
Blockchain. Bus Inf Syst Eng 59, 6, 425-440. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12599-017-0499-8.

Chitu Okoli and Kira Schabram. 2010. A guide to
conducting a systematic literature review of
information systems research.

Gareth W. Peters and Efstathios Panayi. 2016.
Understanding modern banking ledgers through
blockchain technologies. Future of transaction



[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

processing and smart contracts on the internet of
money. In Banking Beyond Banks and Money.
Springer, 239-278.

Marc Pilkington, Rodica Crudu, and Lee G. Grant.
2017. Blockchain and bitcoin as a way to lift a
country out of poverty - tourism 2.0 and e-governance
in the Republic of Moldova. 1JITST 7, 2, 115. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1504/1J1TST.2017.087132.

Simone Porru, Andrea Pinna, Michele Marchesi, and
Roberto Tonelli, Eds. 2017. Blockchain-oriented
software engineering. Challenges and new directions.
IEEE Press.

Wolfgang Prinz, Wolfgang Graetner, and Sandra
Klein. Use Case Identification Framework and Use
Case Canvas for identifying and exploring relevant
Blockchain opportunities. In Proceedings of the 1st
ERCIM Blockchain Workshop 2018, Wolfgang Prinz
and P. Hoschka, Eds. Reports of the European Society
for Socially Embedded Technologies, Amsterdam.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.18420/blockchain2018_02.
Marten Risius and Kai Spohrer. 2017. A Blockchain
Research Framework. Business & Information
Systems Engineering 59, 6, 385-409.

André Schweizer, Vincent Schlatt, Nils Urbach, and
Gilbert Fridgen. 2017. Unchaining Social Businesses -
Blockchain as the Basic Technology of a
Crowdlending Platform. In Proceedings of the 38th
International Conference on Information Systems.
Maung K. Sein, Ola Henfridsson, Sandeep Purao,
Matti Rossi, and Rikard Lindgren. 2011. Action
Design Research. MIS Quarterly 35, 1, 37-56.

Kane Smith and Gurpreet Dhillon. 2017. Blockchain
for Digital Crime Prevention. The Case of Health
Informatics.

Nick Szabo. 1997. Formalizing and Securing
Relationships on Public Networks. First Monday 2, 9.
Jane Webster and Richard Watson. 2002. Analyzing
the Past to Prepare for the Future: Writing a Literature
Review. MIS Quarterly 26. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.2307/4132319.

Christian Welzel, Klaus-Peter Eckert, Fabian Kirstein,
and Volker Jacumeit. 2017. Mythos Blockchain.
Herausforderung fur den &ffentlichen Sektor (2017).
Retrieved March 16, 2018 from https://
www.oeffentliche-it.de/documents/10181/14412/
Mythos+Blockchain+-
+Herausforderung+f%C3%BCr+den+%C3%96ffentli
chen+Sektor.

Aaron Wright and Primavera de Filippi. 2015.
Decentralized Blockchain Technology and the Rise of
Lex Cryptographia (2015). Retrieved August 1, 2017
from http://ssrn.com/abstract=2580664.

Robert K. Yin. 2017. Case study research and
applications. Design and methods. Sage publications.
Zibin Zheng, Shaoan Xie, Hong-Ning Dai, and
Huaimin Wang. 2016. Blockchain Challenges and
Opportunities: A Survey (2016). Retrieved from.



