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Abstract 

Participants in the Creative and Cultural Industries (the “CCI”) are increasingly looking to 

crowdfunding as a new and innovative form of Direct-to-Fan (D2F) financing. The tri-party 

crowdfunding model - involving only the creative, their fans, and the crowdfunding platform - 

represents the shortest financial path between a creative and their consumers/fans, reducing 

the importance of gatekeepers and intermediaries, and acting as a democratising force in the 

CCI. 

This manuscript brings together four distinct but related papers, written during the author’s 

enrolment as a PhD candidate, of relevance to further understanding CCI crowdfunding 

generally, and specifically to understanding issues relevant to each of the actors involved in the 

tri-party relationship. The first paper introduces the CCI and its relationship with crowdfunding 

and the D2F model, together with providing a data-driven overview of CCI crowdfunding. The 

following three papers each explore a different aspect of crowdfunding of relevance to the CCI: 

the second considers the importance of the founder’s various online communication channels 

and social ties to their crowdfunding outcomes; the third paper considers the role and 

motivations of the funder whose unique contribution causes a crowdfunding campaign to 

transition from the state of unfunded to funded; and the final paper considers the impact of 

fatigue among repeat crowdfunding funders and its impact on the long-term viability of the 

crowdfunding model. 

Taken either individually, or collectively as they are presented here, they represent a unique 

contribution to the extant literature, with implications for theory and practice specific to the 

CCI’s crowdfunding activities, but also to broader crowdfunding as a whole. 
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Introduction 

Arising from the earlier internet based phenomena of crowdsourcing, crowdfunding has been 

defined as “an open call, essentially through the Internet, for the provision of financial resources 

either in form of donation or in exchange for some form of reward … in order to support initiatives 

for specific purposes” (Lambert and Schwienbacher 2010). While activities which may be termed 

crowdfunding can be identified as early as the 18th century (Garber 2013), and some early 

online crowdfunding activities take place before 2007, the model achieved a critical mass of 

acceptance around 2008-9 with the launch of public crowdfunding platforms Kickstarter.com 

and Indiegogo.com.  These platforms, which catered to a variety of project types, from 

entrepreneurial, to creative and cultural, to social and non-profit, are categorised as “rewards-

based” crowdfunding, because their crowdfunding model is one in which a funder expects to 

receive a specified reward in exchange for their contribution to a campaign. Other categories of 

crowdfunding platforms exist, including those which aggregate donations (“donations-based”), 

those which anticipate a financial benefit accruing from participation (“debt/equity-based”), 

and more recently those which cater to short-form periodic content (“subscription-based”).  

The Creative and Cultural Industries, or CCI, is an umbrella term which aggregates those 

activities that generate goods or services which embody cultural expression or creative 

elements. It is a broadly specified term including everything from the traditional “high” arts 

sectors, to video games; from architecture and design to artisan craftsmen, and everything in-

between. It would not be unreasonable to say that, in going about our daily lives, it is almost 

impossible not to consume some output of the CCI, whether it is directly by reading a book or 

watching a video, or indirectly through the background music we hear as we go shopping. 

Therefore, it is unsurprising that the economic importance of the CCI is significant: Ernst and 

Young estimated that worldwide CCI revenues amounted to US$2,250bn annually, and 

supported 29.5m jobs (Lhermitte et al. 2015) and, in an earlier paper, they estimate that in the 

EU alone the CCI generates annually €535.9bn, or 4.2% of GDP, and employs 7m EU workers, or 

3.3% of the active workforce (Lhermitte and Perrin 2014).   

The CCI was an early and enthusiastic adopter of crowdfunding; indeed, within 5 years of its 

launch a single US crowdfunding platform (kickstarter.com) was responsible for more US arts 

funding than the entire annual US Government’s National Endowment for the Arts (Boyle 2013). 

The “micro-patronage” model of crowdfunding was seen as one which could supplement the 

more traditional patronage and government funding models which have long been important to 

the “high-arts” segment of the CCI, it could de-risk and democratise projects, empower 

independent CCI creators, and offer creatives more control over their output. Importantly it 
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could also shorten the financial path between those creators and their customers, spurring the 

creation of the “Direct-to-Fan” or D2F business model, where creators transact almost directly 

and personally with their fans/customers, rather than through intermediaries or gatekeepers, 

and thus can retain a more significant proportion of that transaction than otherwise possible.  

In this manuscript I present a compilation of the papers I have jointly authored for publication 

during the period I have been enrolled as a PhD candidate at the University of Portsmouth, 

Faculty of Business and Law. In these related but individually distinct papers my co-authors and 

I address aspects of the crowdfunding model which, while relevant to crowdfunding broadly, 

are of particular relevance to the CCI sector. They draw heavily on datasets which are either 

wholly or substantially composed of CCI crowdfunding campaigns and have strong foundations 

in quantitative empirical analysis. We base these multidisciplinary papers in a variety of 

theoretical and methodological approaches relevant to the specific research questions which 

they address. Taken either individually, or collectively as they are presented here, they 

represent a unique contribution to the extant literature, with implications for theory and 

practice specific to the CCI’s crowdfunding activities, but also to broader crowdfunding as a 

whole. 

Outline of the Papers 

The first paper, titled “An Overview of Crowdfunding in the Creative and Cultural Industries” 

introduces the factors and drivers behind the increasing importance of internet-based 

crowdfunding to the creative and cultural industries (henceforth referred to as the “first” or 

“Crowdfunding in the CCI” paper). In this manuscript it acts as an introduction to, and overview 

of, crowdfunding and the CCI, and introduces a number concepts and items of terminology 

important to the framing and understanding of the subsequent papers and the topic generally. It 

starts by providing an overview and definition of the CCI, together with an exploration of the 

traditional financing and related issues which affect the CCI; those being the increasing relative 

cost of producing the “high arts” (colloquially termed Baumol’s cost disease), the financial 

drivers underpinning the “commercialised” arts, and the difficulties in running independent CCI 

projects. It then discusses the role of crowdfunding within the CCI, highlighting both advantages 

and disadvantages specific to crowdfunding founders who are based in the CCI, together with a 

short history of CCI crowdfunding and overview of current CCI crowdfunding platforms. Next a 

statistical overview of CCI crowdfunding is offered, drawn from a large dataset of crowdfunding 

campaigns aggregated by the Crowd Data Centre. This statistical overview remains, to the 

author’s knowledge, unique in that it covers both an unusually large number of campaigns (> 

500K) hosted on a variety of international crowdfunding platforms, together with discussion 

which specifically addresses CCI categories at its core, rather than as an ancillary set of 
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observations. Following this analysis this paper outlines the current state of crowdfunding 

research relevant to the CCI, including such aspects as funder and founder motivations, the 

importance of social networks, geography, etc., while also identifying future directions for 

fruitful research. This paper concludes with a cautiously up-beat assessment on the future of 

crowdfunding in the CCI, identifying that crowdfunding represents a significant opportunity for 

creators individually and the CCI as a whole, although one that is not without its unique 

challenges. 

The second paper, titled “With A Little Help From My Friends: The role of online creator-fan 

communication channels in the success of creative crowdfunding campaigns” answers the 

research question “How do social ties embedded within multiple coexisting online creator-fan 

communication channels impact the conversion of fans into campaign funders?” (henceforth 

referred to as the “second” or “Help from Friends” paper). Understanding that both CCI 

crowdfunding and the D2F model draw heavily on founders’ relationship to the three “F’s” – 

friends, family, and fans – it considers how the social ties embedded within multiple coexisting 

online creator-fan communication channels impact the conversion of fans into campaign 

funders. After exploring the extant crowdfunding literature that considers the role of online 

communication channels, it develops an understanding of social ties and their role and 

importance in creator-fan communication channels. Identifying that social ties can vary in 

strength, from strong to weak ties, and even latent ties, it situates those social ties within the 

most common online communication channels used by crowdfunding musicians – specifically 

Email, Facebook and Twitter – with Email representing proportionally the strongest ties, and 

Twitter representing the weakest. Building on that framework we then hypothesis that “The CCI 

founder’s email network associates with stronger social ties than their Facebook network and 

will have a stronger association with the financial performance of crowdfunding campaigns 

than their Facebook network” and “The CCI founder’s Facebook network associates with 

stronger social ties than their Twitter network and will have a stronger association with the 

financial performance of crowdfunding campaigns than their Twitter network”. Further, 

understanding that this relationship may be unequal amongst campaigns, and that better 

performing campaigns may exhibit the ability to better manage their strong tie networks, we 

further hypothesise that “Better performing campaigns will do a better job of monetising strong 

ties through email than less well-performing campaigns”. To investigate this research question 

and associated hypothesis we consider a private dataset of 370 campaigns drawn from the 

music crowdfunding site PledgeMusic.com (now defunct) over a 5-year period. This dataset is 

unusual in that it includes ex-ante measures of crowdfunding founder communication channel 

metrics (email database size, Facebook likes, Twitter followers), allowing us to be confident that 

these measures do not suffer from endogeneity issues introduced as a result of the ex-post 
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collection of these measures more commonly found in other studies. Using a combination of 

negative binomial and logistic regressions, we find evidence of a clear hierarchy of importance 

of online communication channels, with email representing the most effective medium and 

Twitter the least important. This finding both supports the contention that stronger social ties 

are more usefully relied upon for financial support, and shines a light on the importance of 

email, an otherwise under-considered factor in crowdfunding performance. A quantile 

regression analysis further demonstrates that the importance of social ties maintained through 

email tends to be relatively greater among better-performing campaigns, while the importance 

of the length of written funding pitch is found to be greater for comparatively poorly-

performing campaigns. Our research makes a unique contribution to deepening the 

understanding of the relationship between crowdfunding and social ties and social media. 

Through our analysis we uncover the importance of email as a communication channel in CCI 

crowdfunding, a channel whose role is largely unacknowledged and is under-represented in 

research into both crowdfunding and contemporary online social networking. The findings in 

general, and specifically the findings regarding email, have significant implications for practice – 

the astute crowdfunding founder should pay attention to their email based strong social ties; as 

well as theory – future crowdfunding researchers should endeavour to account for email based 

social ties in future research. 

The third paper, titled “For love or money? Impact philanthropy and the completion of online 

crowdfunding campaigns” answers the research question “To what extent is the behaviour of 

funders making completion contributions to online crowdfunding campaigns consistent with 

the theory of impact philanthropy?” (henceforth referred to as the “third” or “Completion Bias” 

paper). Prior researchers had identified that the single contribution that takes a crowdfunding 

campaign over the target amount (the “completion contribution”), is not merely important due 

to its pivotal nature (it effectively changes the campaign status from unfunded to funded), but 

that its monetary value is also disproportionately large. However prior authors had not 

determined the motivation underlying this unique contribution, nor had they accounted for the 

proximity of the funding deadline in their analysis. Further they limited their analysis to 

donations-based crowdfunding which, while interesting, was of limited usefulness to CCI 

crowdfunders who are far more likely to use rewards-based crowdfunding.  To investigate our 

research question, building on theories of impact philanthropy, we test the hypothesis that “The 

relative magnitude of completion contributions will increase with proximity to the funding 

deadline.” Understanding that certain crowdfunding models, by their nature, place more 

emphasis on impact of the contribution than others, we further explore whether any such 

relationship tends to be more or less pronounced among “keep-it-all” (KiA) or “all-or-nothing” 

(AoN) crowdfunding campaigns by testing a hypothesis exploring “The extent to which 
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completion contributions respond to the proximity of campaign deadlines will tend to be less 

pronounced among KiA campaigns compared with AoN campaigns.” Taking this one step 

further we also test against crowdfunding models that place a greater emphasis on philanthropy 

(Donations vs. Rewards vs. Equity Crowdfunding) by testing the hypothesis exploring “The 

extent to which completion contributions respond to the proximity of campaign deadlines will 

tend to be more pronounced among crowdfunding models associated with stronger 

philanthropic motivations (i.e., Donation > Reward > Equity).” Our empirical analysis makes use 

of a unique multi-platform dataset consisting of longitudinal (daily) observations for >40k 

crowdfunding campaigns launched on the Kickstarter, Indiegogo, Donors Choose, and 

Crowdcube platforms, making its size and scope largely unparalleled within the crowdfunding 

literature. Overall we find that the patterns of behaviour we observe are consistent with the 

theory of impact philanthropy.  More specifically, we show that completion contributions tend 

to vary significantly and positively with proximity to funding deadlines.  We also find that this 

relationship tends to be more pronounced among donations-based platforms and less 

pronounced among equity-based platforms. Our research makes an important contribution to 

understanding the factors that explain how and why campaigns achieve their funding targets, 

together with better understanding the behaviours of contributors that make pivotal 

contributions to crowdfunding campaigns. 

The final paper, titled “Tired or Wired? Investigating the impact of fatigue in crowdfunding” 

answers the research question “How significant are the impacts of “crowdfunding fatigue” on 

the contribution patterns of crowdfunding funders?” (henceforth referred to as the “fourth” or 

“Crowdfunding Fatigue” paper). A number of prior researchers had identified in passing the risk 

that crowdfunding was a fad, or that crowdfunding would suffer from a fatigue effect. Similar 

concerns were also found in the popular press. If found to be a real threat, crowdfunding fatigue 

would represent an existential issue for what is still a fledgling business model, and one which is 

built disproportionately on the activities of repeat funders. However, the empirical analysis of 

this effect remained lacking, indeed even a clear definition of fatigue in crowdfunding was 

absent from the literature. Seeking the address this deficiency this paper draws on existing 

literature, predominately from fatigue in social network research, to build a functioning model 

of long-term fatigue in crowdfunding. From this we extrapolate three measures of activity in 

crowdfunding participants which indicate a long-term fatigue effect. Utilising survival analysis 

and panel regression we test the following three hypothesis to determine the impact of fatigue 

on crowdfunding founders: “Crowdfunding fatigue will cause more frequent repeat funders to 

reduce the likelihood of subsequent crowdfunding”; “Crowdfunding fatigue will cause more 

frequent repeat funders to reduce the size of their subsequent contributions”; and 

“Crowdfunding fatigue will cause more frequent repeat funders to increase the gap between 
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their subsequent contributions.” To complement our research into long-term fatigue in 

crowdfunding we also investigate short term (intra-day) fatigue, based upon research into 

decision fatigue in investing. Utilising panel regression we investigate the following three 

hypotheses: “Crowdfunding fatigue will cause intraday repeat funders to reduce the value of 

subsequent crowdfunding contributions”; “Crowdfunding fatigue will cause intraday funding 

decisions by repeat funders to be made with less consideration”; and “Crowdfunding fatigue will 

cause intraday funding transactions by repeat funders to exhibit herding”. Analysis of our 

contribution-level datasets, drawn from two leading crowdfunding platforms, indicate that, 

while there are some statistically significant indications of crowdfunding fatigue, the real-world 

economic impact of fatigue is negligible. This allows us to conclude that, contrary to the 

suggestions of others, the crowdfunding model is neither a fad, nor one that is likely to suffer 

from longevity or existential issues as a result of the impacts of crowdfunding fatigue. Our 

research contributes to existing literature in that it is the first paper to develop and empirically 

test a functional definition of fatigue in crowdfunding. Our utilisation of survival analysis, a 

technique more commonly applied in medical or engineering settings, is unusual but uniquely 

suited to analysing fatigue in our research setting. Future researchers considering fatigue in 

crowdfunding or a related setting would be well advised to consider utilising both the 

methodological and empirical approaches we take in this paper. 

The Threads Which Link The Papers 

Crowdfunding is a fledgling field, having existed for a little over a decade at the time of writing. 

While in that decade it has featured double (and more frequently triple) digit annual growth, 

and is currently valued in the hundreds of billions (Ziegler et al. 2020), its rise has occurred 

against the backdrop of a sustained economic growth following the Global Financial Crisis. 

Crowdfunding is only now suffering adverse economic conditions, experiencing its first decline 

as a result of the Covid-19 epidemic (Leland 2020). Indeed, during the period of this research 

one platform, PledgeMusic.com, whose data has informed two of the presented papers, has 

ceased trading due to insolvency. It remains to be seen how crowdfunding will recover and 

adapt to the post-Covid-19 world as it simultaneously transitions from “alternative finance” into 

an established fundraising model. 

Crowdfunding research, while similarly young, has also seen a significant growth, with the 

academic indexing service Google Scholar reporting approximately 150k articles in its index 

mentioning the term (November 2021). Despite this growth, crowdfunding research still has 

many limitations: large-scale empirical studies tend to rely upon screen-scraped datasets, 

typically from a single source, and limited to details which are made publicly accessible (and 

lacking those which may be commercially valuable); detailed studies tend to rely on (small) 
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convenience samples often obtained from a single online platform (McKenny et al., 2017). 

Popular rewards based crowdfunding sites which are frequent research subjects (e.g. 

Kickstarter.com, Indiegogo.com) typically cater to a combination of entrepreneurial, social, and 

CCI campaigns, which differ greatly in their object, their target market, and their rewards. 

Consequently, much of the resulting analysis which aggregates these together does an excellent 

job of describing crowdfunding as a whole, at the expense of drawing out the finer details 

relevant to the specific categories which comprise their hosted campaigns. While some may 

counter that this distinction is moot as a CCI creator is still “selling” a product, it is self-evident 

that a start-up crowdfunding a 3d printer is a different undertaking from an independent and 

unsigned singer-songwriter crowdfunding their next album; the first is seeking customers out of 

a global pool of people considering purchasing a 3d printer (and who might also subsequently 

become “fans” of their brand or product), the other is seeking to convert existing fans into 

customers – the addressable markets are quite different, as are the means by which they are 

addressed. Indeed, literature even denotes these differently, with the first considered a subset 

of the Direct-to-Consumer or D2C business model, and the latter of the Direct-to-Fan or D2F 

business model. 

The papers collected in this manuscript have sought to, where possible, examine datasets 

encompassing multiple crowdfunding platforms/models or representing uncommonly collected 

and analysed metrics. This has allowed these papers to investigate questions which other 

authors have not considered, or to deepen the understanding of theories which other authors 

have not so fully explored.  

As internet crowdfunding is a platform based model, based on a tri-party relationship existing 

between platform, founder, and funder, these papers have considered aspects of crowdfunding 

relevant to all three parties: the importance of email and strong social ties has particular 

relevance to the crowdfunding founder, the motivations of the pivotal completion-bias funder is 

particularly useful in deepening understanding of crowdfunding funders, the scale and scope of 

crowdfunding fatigue is of particular importance to crowdfunding platforms. Similarly the 

specific case of CCI crowdfunding is also addressed, either directly or indirectly, in all papers: 

the overview of CCI crowdfunding is valuable to any future researcher seeking to understand 

and situate their CCI crowdfunding research, the importance of email and social ties is of 

particular relevance to the CCI crowdfunding founder engaging in D2F activities, as is the 

identification of the completion-bias “super fan” among their fan networks, and the knowledge 

that the crowdfunding model is sustainable in the long term is critical to anyone seeking to build 

a business upon it, whether as a CCI crowdfunding platform, as a service provider, or as a 

“culturepreneur”. Finally these papers have expanded the understanding of a number of 
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theoretical frameworks; the second paper has expanded the theory of social ties by deriving and 

testing a social tie hierarchy of online communication channels, the third paper has deepened 

the understanding of impact philanthropy by showing that it is influenced by proximity to a 

deadline and need, and the final paper has provided a working and measurable framework of 

fatigue in crowdfunding, one which can be applied in other similar online contexts.  

Taken individually each of these papers makes its own unique contribution. However, taken 

together they are greater than the sum of their parts. Writing in 2007, before the rise of internet 

crowdfunding, Kevin Kelly proposed that a successful creator in the CCI needed just 1000 true 

fans to make a comfortable, sustainable living (Kelly 2008). His model described the future 

Direct-to-Fan business model which has since created a new class of self-sufficient creative, 

existing between enthusiastic hobbyist and commercially successful professional, and which is 

substantially built on the crowdfunding model. A popular saying goes “Art is the window to 

man's soul. Without it, he would never be able to see beyond his immediate world; nor could the 

world see the man within” (attributed to Claudia Alta "Lady Bird" Johnson). The importance of 

independent “indie” or alternative music, film, comics, etc. funded by the D2F model is, in the 

opinion of the author, increasingly important in a world where it seems that independent 

creative voices are increasingly marginalised, whether as a result of decreasing CCI revenues, 

increasing agglomeration of purveyors of CCI content, or the algorythimisation of curated 

content. Thus it is position of this author that this research into CCI crowdfunding is not just 

valuable in and of itself, but that it, along with similar research, constructs an understanding 

which is critical in justifying the building and expanding the economic infrastructure to 

underpin a sustainable and diverse set of creative and cultural voices funded directly by their 

fans. The “long tail” of CCI funding, which is where crowdfunding is clearly situated, still 

represents a significant economic value and a place of marketplace innovation – who would 

have expected the resurgence of vinyl records as a medium for distributing music. Ultimately, 

reading between the lines, CCI crowdfunding is not just good for independent creatives and the 

content they produce, the research in this PhD indicates that CCI crowdfunding is also good 

business for everyone involved. 

Final Words 

This PhD manuscript now presents, as separate chapters, the four papers which make up the 

substance of its content. They are presented in chronological order in which they were written, 

although other than the first paper, which forms a detailed introduction to the subject matter, 

their order has no deeper meaning. As is unavoidable there is some small level of overlap 

between each in the papers, and the rapidly evolving CCI crowdfunding marketplace has meant 

that the earliest published paper reflects a slightly different marketplace than exists now (e.g. 
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the demise of the PledgeMusic platform is not addressed, nor is the rise of the erotic 

subscription crowdfunding platform OnlyFans, or the purchase of subscription crowdfunding 

platform Drip.us by Kickstarter, and its subsequent and puzzling termination due to being 

deemed “nonviable”, nor is the recent YouTube owned and integrated D2F subscription service 

“Channel” discussed). Similarly, the introductory paper’s overview of CCI crowdfunding 

research lacks the most recent scholarship in the field (including the author’s subsequent 

papers). The papers are presented as published (where published) or as submitted (where they 

are still under review). 

Following the papers is a concluding chapter which will outline a number of future research 

directions which arise from the work presented, together with a number of interesting lines of 

research that were uncovered in relation to this research, but that were left unaddressed due to 

either a lack of time, data, or resources. It is hoped that future researchers may benefit not just 

from the research papers presented, but also from these suggestions for fruitful future research 

(and, of course, the author is more than happy to discuss these further with anyone seeking to 

undertake this research). Finally, this manuscript will finish with a concluding discussion that 

integrates the work and places it into a broader context.  
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Abstract 

This chapter explores the factors and drivers behind the rise of internet-based crowdfunding in 

the creative and cultural industries. An overview of the current CCI crowdfunding market 

together with its relationship to the broader CCI is provided. This is complemented by a 

thorough statistical analysis of the CCI crowdfunding vertical encompassing a number of the 

major rewards based crowdfunding platforms. It further discusses the current state of research 

into this area of crowdfunding together with some suggestions for future research directions.  

Introduction 

The drive to produce items of an artistic nature, where the importance of form far exceeds that 

of function, appears to be fundamental to being human. It is seen as far back as prehistoric man 

painting bison on cave walls, and is ubiquitous throughout the history of human culture. C J Jung 

says that “Art is a kind of innate drive that seizes a human being and makes him its instrument ... 

To perform this difficult office it is sometimes necessary for him to sacrifice happiness and 

everything that makes life worth living for the ordinary human being.” (Jung et al. 1967). 

However, for art to move beyond a hobby and to become a career requires that it is 

economically rewarding for the artist. For many artists throughout history, this was achieved 

through patronage by the wealthy or powerful in society: Bach was employed variously by the 

church and the nobility, as was Michelangelo. Others achieved this through creating art for 

public consumption: Shakespeare’s plays were written for paid public performance, Dickens’ 

novels were originally purchased by the public in instalments. Others did not succeed in finding 

these economic rewards and, as Jung suggests, sacrificed greatly for their art.  Some of these 

artists would subsequently be universally acclaimed: Van Gogh was financially supported by his 

brother, and considered a madman and a failure throughout his life. 

Crowdfunding represents a new and innovative mechanism for the financing of CCI projects. In 

2013, Katherine Boyle of the Washington Post wrote that Kickstarter, a single US based 

crowdfunding platform, was responsible for more arts funding than the US Government’s 

national Endowment for the Arts (Boyle 2013). In doing so, she observed publicly something 

that many within the field of arts funding had already realised; that the recent popularity of 
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internet crowdfunding was a significant development in the future of funding creative and 

cultural projects.  While some will use it to pre-sell creative output and de-risk projects which 

would nevertheless have proceeded anyway, others will see it as a unique opportunity to 

produce new and different output which was not sufficiently attractive or profitable for the 

existing funding models to support.  At a market level it is seen by some as a potent force for the 

democratisation of CCI funding, although the value of this is subject to debate. 

The potential for crowdfunding to democratise access to arts funding represents both an 

opportunity and a threat to the existing arts funding models and structures, and for the 

creatives themselves it offers the possibility a new path to the illusive self-sufficient creative 

career. This chapter seeks to explore the factors and drivers behind the rise of internet-based 

crowdfunding and how it is influencing the creative and cultural industries, to provide a 

statistical overview of the sector, and to discuss the current state of research into this area of 

crowdfunding together with some suggestions for future research directions.   

Background to Funding in the CCI 

In order to discuss the influence and impact that crowdfunding is having on the CCI, it is first 

necessary to define those industries and discuss the financing issues they face. While there 

exists a number of list of what activities are and are not included (and, naturally, no two lists are 

the same) it is convenient to use that given by the European Union, as it includes a rationale 

together with a non-exhaustive list of activities. They offer the following definition, with the 

author’s further comments in brackets: 

Cultural industries: industries producing and distributing goods or services that … are 

considered to have a specific attribute, use or purpose that embodies or conveys cultural 

expressions, irrespective of the commercial value they may have. Besides the traditional 

arts sectors (the performing arts (traditional music, dance and theatre), and visual arts), 

they include film, DVD and video, television and radio, video games, new media, music, 

books and press. 

Creative industries: industries that use culture as an input and have a cultural 

dimension, although their outputs are mainly functional. They include architecture and 

design, which integrate creative elements into wider processes, as well as subsectors 

such as graphic design, fashion design or advertising (and also includes artisan 

craftsmen) (European Union 2010). 

From this definition we can see that the CCI’s scope is broadly specified.  It is also difficult to 

understate the importance to society of the CCIs; at a personal level we all consume some form 

of cultural or creative output every day, whether it is in the form of a book we read on the bus, a 
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television program we watch when we return home from work, or just the background music 

that we hear as we go shopping. Similarly, its economic importance also cannot be understated; 

in a 2015 review of the worldwide CCI Ernst and Young estimated that CCI revenues amounted 

to US$2,250bn annually, and supported 29.5m jobs (Lhermitte et al. 2015). In an earlier paper, 

the same organisation estimates that the CCI in the EU alone generates €535.9bn or 4.2% of 

GDP and employs 7m EU workers or 3.3% of the active workforce (Lhermitte and Perrin 2014).  

However, the significant revenues and employment figures associated with the CCI disguise 

some unpleasant economic realities for market participants, that being that for many of the 

‘creatives’ involved, it is far from a profitable sector to work in.  

The high costs of the ‘high arts’: The difficulties in funding cultural production is something 

which has been widely discussed within the field of economics. Over 50 years ago, Baumol and 

Bowden (Baumol and Bowen 1966) identified that the so-called ‘high arts’ of classical music, 

theatre, opera, and ballet are inevitably doomed over time to become increasingly more 

expensive to produce. This is a consequence of the fact that the labour required to produce 

these performances remains the same (a string quartet requires 4 skilled musicians, which is 

unchanged from Mozart’s time to now), however the salaries of the artists must increase in line 

with inflation for it to remain a viable career. Yet, unlike most other industries, the high arts 

have not enjoyed the productivity gains associated with technological advancement. Without 

any corresponding increase in productive output, the result must be increasing ticket prices 

and/or decreasing profits, downward wage pressures, together with an increasing reliance on 

public subsidies and private grants (the so-called ‘Baumol’s cost disease’).  As the organisations 

involved in the production of the high arts generally engage in a sequential creation of new 

productions, each production’s fixed costs tend to be high relative to its variable costs.  While 

there is significant opportunity to engage in price discrimination through graded ticket sales, it 

is nonetheless impossible to reasonably recover all the production costs from charges paid by 

direct users, except in the case of a uniquely popular and long running production. It is for this 

reason that public subsidies are so important to the high arts. These generally take two forms; 

direct government expenditure in the form of grants, and indirect in the form of tax deductions 

for private donations. Direct government expenditure on the arts varies widely according to 

country; in 2007 in the EU it ranged from €32 (Greece) to €352 (Denmark) per capita. Indirect 

spending aided by tax deductions is more difficult to estimate, however most cultural 

economists assume that it is substantial, and often larger than direct expenditure, such as in the 

USA (Frey 2011).  It may seem disingenuous to some that these cultural productions 

significantly benefit from public and private subsidies, while being appreciated by only a 

relatively small segment of society that is often educated, privileged, and wealthy.  However 
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without these financial crutches, it is unlikely that they would remain economically viable to 

produce.  

‘Commercialised’ arts financing and the creative industries: On the other side of the fence 

are the ‘commercialised’ arts including activities such as popular music, film, publishing, etc.  At 

an individual project level these activities are typically loss-making after production and 

promotion costs are accounted for, but the fraction which are successful are often extremely 

profitable (Vogel 2014). This is due to the nature of the economies of scale of production, 

whereby the fixed costs are high, but the incremental costs are small (e.g. a blockbuster movie 

typically has a production budget over $US100M, however the incremental cost of seating an 

additional cinema patron to view it is tiny). For this reason, these activities are generally 

financed and undertaken under a commercial entity who spreads their risk across a number of 

projects, and who retain much of the profit from the few successes to subsidise the unprofitable 

many (Caves 2000).  For popular music, this role is played by record labels, publishing 

companies for books, film studios for cinema etc. To ensure their success, these companies must 

have firm control of the resultant Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) generated.  Due to the 

reliance of these companies on the exploitation of IPR, they are sometimes referred to as 

‘copyright based industries’, which the International Intellectual Property Alliance estimate 

contribute 6.71% of US GDP in 2013 (Siwek 2014). However, in common with the high-arts, 

commercialised activities are also under existential threat, from recent advances in digital 

distribution and reproduction along with resultant online piracy activity. While production 

companies themselves are frequently profitable, with some rare and notable exceptions (e.g. 

Damien Hirst, Madonna, Stephen King, etc.), financial success as a creative in the CCI is relatively 

uncommon (Abbing 2011). The stereotype of the starving artist may be a cultural trope, but it is 

not without basis in reality.  

Independent CCI projects: The same unpleasant economic realities are also reflected in the 

exercise of starting and running an independent CCI project.  Public and private financing 

options are often onerous to apply for, subject to approval from industry gatekeepers and 

tastemakers (who often requires some level of creative oversight) and in some instances come 

with obligations in respect of such things as return on investment, IPR, or rights over future 

creative output (Caves 2000). Where an independent CCI project manages to reach the stage of 

production, it can be difficult to find an effective outlet for commercial distribution, as 

promotional opportunities, venues, stores, etc., are tightly woven into the existing business 

models.  Structures that offer the capacity to accommodate ‘independent artists’, beyond the 

local environment, are therefore often unavailable (Crombie and Hagoort 2010).  
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In summary, activities within the CCI are currently funded through a variety of means, but those 

means are not without their issues. The high arts are seen as inefficient as they require state 

subsidies and their appeal within society is limited. The commercialised arts are profitable, and 

some ‘stars’ are wealthy, yet artists on the whole are poor.  Global CCI revenues are measured in 

trillions of dollars per year, clearly demonstrating that society is consuming CCI output and is 

willing to pay for it.  As a result, the many financial problems highlighted above are likely to be a 

result of issues relating to the allocation and distribution of funding.   

Role of Crowdfunding in the CCI  

Crowdfunding represents an attractive as an alternative to traditional financing options as it 

offers a possible solution to a number of these issues. For the high arts, it offers a new form of 

crowd-based micro patronage based on actual demand, while for the commercialised arts it 

offers creatives no-strings funds, full creative freedom, and involves ceding no IPR. At a project 

level, crowdfunding also represents an integrated promotion, pre-sales, and through the system 

of pre-sale, a partial distribution mechanism. Most importantly, crowdfunding represents a 

solution to the problems of allocation and distribution highlighted above, as it represents the 

shortest financial path between creative and consumer, along with the fewest intermediaries. 

However, while crowdfunding provides an alternative to traditional financing sources it is not, 

as we shall discuss, a perfect replacement, involves a number of compromises and 

considerations, and is not suitable for all creatives or CCI projects.  

Terminology: For consistency throughout this chapter we use the following terminology in 

reference to crowdfunding: We refer to the activity to be undertaken with the funds raised as 

the ‘project’, the entity seeking the funds to be the campaign ‘founder’, the activity to raise the 

funds to be the crowdfunding ‘campaign’ which is hosted on an online ‘crowdfunding platform’, 

and the crowd of financial contributors to be the campaign ‘funders’, to wit: A founder raises 

money from a crowd of funders through a crowdfunding campaign hosted on a crowdfunding 

platform to complete a specified project.  

Example: Within the music sector a musician or band (founder) raises money from their fans, 

friends, and family (funders) through a crowdfunding campaign (campaign) hosted on 

Kickstarter (platform) to record and distribute a new CD album (project). 

Table 1: Crowdfunding Terminology 

To understand the influence of crowdfunding in the CCI, it is important define its role clearly 

and to explain how it is able to provide a viable alternative to traditional funding sources. 

Crowdfunding’s recent popularity has led to frequent mis-application of the term to any form of 

public fundraising.  However, fundraising for general organisational use or ongoing activities 
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should be differentiated from actual crowdfunding, the unique attribute of which being its 

linkage to a specific project whose future is dependent on the success of the campaign. CCI 

crowdfunding is typically run on a rewards-basis (the ‘Kickstarter’ model), where funders 

receive a benefit, most often in the form of a product or service linked to the project, in return 

for their contribution.  As an example, a music project may offer a CD as a reward, a theatre 

project may offer tickets to the subsequent production, a book project may offer a signed copy 

of the book, etc.  The variety of threshold contribution levels at which rewards can be earned 

accommodates funders who want to contribute more and/or receive limited-edition or 

otherwise unique items, and reward pricing may or may not reflect actual retail values of the 

rewards themselves.  Other forms of crowdfunding are uncommon in the CCI, but not unknown; 

Donations-based crowdfunding is used by a small number of CCI projects, and Equity and Debt 

crowdfunding, while uncommon, is not unknown; with examples noted in music and theatre. 

 Advantages: It has been observed that most CCI crowdfunding founders are creatives 

themselves; musicians, authors, theatre or film directors; who have turned to crowdfunding as 

an alternative to more traditional funding means (Gerber and Hui 2013).  The benefits to 

founders of choosing crowdfunding vary, but commonly include the following: 

 Proximity to their audience: by involving the audience at a project’s formative stage, 

crowdfunding allows creatives to both tailor their final product to the actual tastes 

of their audience as indicated by their feedback, and also to generate a sense of 

audience involvement in, and ownership of, the production process and subsequent 

final product. 

 Artistic freedom: where traditional financing options often prescribe the form of 

the end-product as a condition of applying for and/or receiving funds, 

crowdfunding gives a creative the freedom to make the art they and their audience 

want, provided that the proposition is attractive enough to obtain the funds sought. 

 Financial: while traditional CCI financing may require that funds are spent in a 

particular way, and that advanced funds are recouped in sales, by financing a 

project through crowdfunding creatives receive ‘no strings attached’ funds. By 

effectively pre-selling a product through crowdfunding, creatives stand to retain a 

more significant proportion of the reward price than often would otherwise be 

available through traditional outlets that involve traditional marketing and 

distribution overheads. 

 Lack of traditional funding options: crowdfunding represents an alternative for 

creatives who are unable or unwilling to obtain traditional financing, either because 
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their project is unlikely to recoup its investment, or it is otherwise unsuitable or 

unattractive to conventional funding bodies.  

 Marketing opportunities: by engaging potential audiences early in a project’s 

lifecycle, a crowdfunding campaign can itself constitute a marketing campaign for 

the project. 

 Legal freedoms: where traditional financing options can involve legal obligations 

regarding Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) and restrictive contractual provisions, 

crowdfunding projects typically leave a creative free to exploit the IPR generated by 

their project, and are not constrained by ongoing legal obligations.  

 Assessing demand: crowdfunding allows creatives to ascertain demand for a project 

before significant financial or other commitments are made towards its completion. 

Where the project involves production of a tangible product, the use of 

crowdfunding provides a clear indication of unit quantities to be produced; 

reducing cost and waste through overage.  

Drawbacks: The process of crowdfunding is not without its drawbacks. By stepping outside of 

the scope of traditional CCI financing channels, a creative also may be limited in their ability to 

take advantage of the opportunities typically made available through those channels. These 

opportunities will vary according to the activity and industry but may include in such areas as 

marketing and promotion, distribution, access to performance venues, or preferential access or 

pricing in regard to necessary goods and services (De Voldere et al. 2017). Significantly, 

creatives also do not receive the creative and professional guidance offered by organisations 

with a vested interest in the current and future success of the project and/or the creative. 

Wisdom of crowds versus gatekeepers: In an era of increasing austerity, crowdfunding is 

seen by many as a great and necessary innovation for CCI funding. Traditional CCI funding 

decisions have been observed to be made by a small group of specialists gatekeepers, 

sometimes with opaque decision-making processes and questionable priorities, as well as a 

suspicion of nepotism (Marcella et al. 2006).  For alternative, small, or risky CCI projects 

unlikely to receive traditional government or commercial support, crowdfunding offers a ‘third 

way’ based on direct public support and a democratizing of public arts funding. This notion 

directly challenges the idea that CCI funding decisions must be made by a small group of 

specialist tastemakers, and, by extension, that the public are not sufficiently cultured to be 

relied upon in their artistic tastes. Yet research comparing the decisions of subject matter 

experts and the crowd regarding the funding of theatre projects, a category where expert and 

crowd preferences might be expected to differ significantly, finds that there is substantial 

agreement in the funding decisions of these two groups, and where there is disagreement the 
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crowd is more inclined to offer funding (Mollick and Nanda 2014). This same research, in 

comparing outcomes between crowd and expert supported projects, finds that there is no 

difference in financial performance observed between projects chosen by either the crowd and 

experts and those chosen by both.  Clearly within the CCI there is at least some basis to support 

to the idea of a ‘wisdom of crowds’ in selecting projects to support. 

CCI crowdfunding and public subsidies: If the crowd is wise, and crowdfunding outcomes are 

as good as those mediated by specialist, is there still a need for a gatekeeper-mediated public 

arts funding programme at all? Without seeking to answer that very political question, we 

believe that some relevant observations can be made. While some suggest that crowdfunding is 

a democratizing force in CCI funding, these claims frequently bear similarities to those of 

conservative groups seeking to de-fund public CCI funding programs (Brabham 2016), and that 

the very language crowdfunding proponents use to promote it may also assist politicians hoping 

to unravel public CCI funding. Further, the idea that crowdfunding liberates creatives from the 

oppressive and controlling hand of existing CCI gatekeepers tends to overlook that fact that, in 

moving the funding decision to the crowd, creatives may just be exchanging one master for 

another. This may result in a cultural ‘race to the bottom’ where every successful CCI 

crowdfunding project resembles one another, something a small number of dominant platforms, 

in proscribing the form that campaigns take, may exacerbate. Additionally, where a CCI 

crowdfunding campaign is focussed on a single project initiated by a single creative executed at 

a specific point in time for a specific audience, the various public arts funding institutions have 

the opportunity to consider many wider issues such as a coordinated and broad diversity of 

creative output, a variety of offerings suitable for different sectors of the community, long-term 

sustainability of the institution and art-form, as well as providing training, career development, 

and income security to creatives (Knell and Taylor 2011). Lastly, given that internet 

crowdfunding is still a relatively new phenomenon, its longer term viability has not yet been 

established. The impacts of donor fatigue, an effect noticed in other fundraising contexts where 

net contributions tend to drop off over time (Van Diepen et al. 2009), has yet to be established 

in relation to CCI crowdfunding, and may turn out to be significant. 

With the above considerations in mind, when one seeks to answer the question of what role 

crowdfunding plays in the CCI, the obvious answer is that it represents a positive development 

to the extent that it supplements traditional funding models and the institutions which manage 

them.  A further source of benefit is the potential to offer more funding to creatives, resulting in 

greater quantity and diversity of creative output, and more opportunities for CCI consumers to 

interact with the CCI.  However, the temptation to substitute or even replace traditional CCI 

funding sources with crowdfunding must carefully consider the impacts to the broader roles 
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that the institutions which manage these funding sources play, as well as the long term impacts 

to the CCI if those roles are no longer filled. 

The Development of CCI Crowdfunding 

While the recent and very public proliferation of CCI crowdfunding campaigns and platforms 

suggests that it is a recent development, historical precedents dating back centuries can be 

found. According to Garber (2013), some of the earliest pre-internet CCI crowdfunding 

campaigns include the 1713 translation by Alexander Pope of Homer’s Illiad into English, 

Mozart’s (initially failed) attempt to publicly fund the performance of three new piano concertos 

in 1783 and Joseph Pulitzer and newspaper The New York World funding the construction of 

the base of the Statue of Liberty in 1885.  

Early online CCI crowdfunding: With the increasing availability of residential internet a 

number of creatives, recognising the new opportunities the internet offered for direct outreach 

with their fans, attempted to use the medium to fund their projects, typically through custom 

developed websites.  For example, in the field of film and cinema, Mark Kines raised $125k 

through his website to complete the film ‘Foreign Correspondent’ in 1998.  In the area of 

literature, Stephen King released his novel ‘The Pant’ in serial form through his website in 2000, 

which was funded through an honour system.  However, after six instalments he terminated the 

project citing a decline in funder numbers as the reason.  In the area of music, British rock band 

Marillion, raised a total of £39k to fund their US tour in 1997 through an email appeal to their 

fans, while singer/songwriter Jill Sobule raised over $75k from her fans in 2008 to 

independently finance her 8th album, hosted on the dedicated website jillsnextrecord.com and 

offering multiple levels of rewards to funders.  Perhaps most notably of all, UK band Radiohead 

released their 2007 album ‘In Rainbows’ independently over the internet on a pay-what-you-

want model, reportedly raising $3M from the fans.  Following this success their next two albums 

were also released direct-to-fan over the internet. 

A number of early CCI crowdfunding platforms also arose in the early 2000’s, with varying 

business models and levels of success. In Europe, early music crowdfunding platforms 

Sellaband, Slicethepie, and Bandstocks all suffered from issues relating to their ‘equity-like’ 

crowdfunding models together with insufficient volumes of campaigns or funders to make the 

business model sustainable, and have since ceased operating.  Early US rewards-based 

crowdfunding platforms which hosted CCI projects include ThePoint.com (which since pivoted 

and is now operating as publicly listed crowd couponing site Groupon), Fundable.org (which 

shut down over internal management issues in 2010), and music crowdfunding platform 



29 

Artistshare, which bears the proud distinction of being the first online crowdfunding platform 

and remains operating today. 

CCI crowdfunding becomes mainstream: The ability for CCI crowdfunding to succeed on a 

broader scale required that the usage of other antecedent technologies reached critical mass 

among potential funders. More specifically, the rise of social networking and internet payments 

represented both a way for creatives to contact and organise their fans, as well as a way for 

transactions to be easily processed. This critical mass of acceptance appears to have occurred 

sometime around 2008-9, when general rewards based crowdfunding sites Kickstarter and 

Indiegogo were launched.  In their wake, many competing crowdfunding sites also launched 

which are relevant to the CCI, although many of those have subsequently shut down. 

Crowdfunding sites or ‘platforms’ in the area of the CCI can be conveniently split into four broad 

categories: rewards-based crowdfunding sites, which generally operate internationally and are 

open to both CCI and entrepreneurial projects; Market specific crowdfunding sites which also 

operate regionally or internationally but have a tailored service offering to a specific CCI vertical 

and often offer ancillary services relevant to that vertical; Regionally specific crowdfunding sites 

which target projects and contributors in a specific geographic region in the native language and 

offering locally relevant payment options; and other crowdfunding models, which is used here 

as a convenient catchall for newly emerging and other relevant but less significant models. 

Notable examples of each of these currently include: 

International 

Rewards-Based 

Crowdfunding 

Platforms 

Market Specific 

Crowdfunding 

Platforms 

Regionally Specific 

Rewards-Based 

Crowdfunding 

Platforms 

Other Crowdfunding  

Models 

 Kickstarter 

 Indiegogo 

 Rockethub 

 ArtistShare 

(music) 

 PledgeMusic 

(music) 

 Unbound (books) 

 Spot.us 

(journalism, since 

closed) 

 Pozible (AU) 

 Crowdfunder (UK) 

 Fundit(IE) 

 Voordekunst (NL) 

 Kisskissbankbank 

and Ulule (FR) 

 Verkami and 

Lanzanos (ES) 

 Wemakeit (DACH) 

 Patreon 

(subscription) 

 Gofundme 

(donations) 

 Ignitiondeck (DIY 

– wordpress 

crowdfunding 

theme) 

Table 2 Crowdfunding platforms 

CCI crowdfunding platforms: As the general business model of rewards based crowdfunding 

platforms is most often one of straight commission on each transaction processed, their success 

and growth is directly related the volume of transactions which they process, which is itself 

reflected in the volume and quality of projects which they attract. This represents an issue for 
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market specific CCI crowdfunding sites, as by limiting their business to a specific CCI vertical 

they also limit their potential project and customer base. To compete against international and 

regional rewards based crowdfunding platforms and remain financially viable, they generally 

have to offer vertical-specific services and tailoring together with some method to extract 

additional funds from the project.  For example, in the case of PedgeMusic the rate of 

commission is significantly higher (15% vs 5%) and the platform offers free campaign 

management assistance, tailored fulfilment tools and industry partnerships, in the case of 

Unbound authors are contractually tied to the platform’s publishing and distribution 

relationships as well as a 50/50 profit-share on sales.  Consequently, due to the pressures of 

competing with both the international and regionally specific rewards based crowdfunding 

platforms for projects, together with the limited market size in each vertical, market specific 

crowdfunding platforms tend to have problems achieving and/or sustaining financial viability. 

This results in only one (or occasionally two, and often zero) successful and long-term platforms 

in each CCI vertical.  Similar problems relating to market size are experienced by regionally 

specific rewards based crowdfunding platforms, where there also tends to only be a small 

number of successful and long-term platforms in each region (Greco 2017).  

Apart from typical crowdfunding platforms discussed above, a small number of other 

crowdfunding options exist for creatives. The DIY approach is available through a number of 

crowdfunding ‘themes’ for common online content management systems, the most popular of 

which is Ignitiondeck for Wordpress. These facilitate relatively easy construction of a 

crowdfunding page which can be hosted on the creative’s own website, charge a one-off fee but 

no commission, and generally have systemic connections to 3rd party payment processing 

services such as Paypal/Stripe/Amazon Payments (who also charge a fee). For creatives who 

regularly produce smaller-scale, intermittent content, such as YouTube content creators, 

bloggers, or musicians, Patreon.com offers a unique crowd subscription model based on either a 

periodic or a per-piece payment transaction.  This type of model is uniquely suited to creators 

working on smaller projects with frequent outputs, for a fee that is similar to other international 

rewards crowdfunding platforms. 

Crowdfunding successes: While crowdfunding may have initially been regarded as a less 

attractive alternative to traditional creative financing options, its reputation is improving in no 

small part due to the fact that it has funded numerous critical and commercial successes 

(Mollick 2016), including Academy Award and Grammy Award nominees and winners, top-ten 

charting albums, and at least one prizewinning book. Experience has also shown that significant 

sums of money can be raised through crowdfunding; in terms of gross funds raised, Kickstarter 
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tallies the following CCI campaigns on their site raising over $100K as of 2017 (Kickstarter 

2017). 

 Category $100K - $1M  Raised Over $1M Raised 

Music 67 2 

Film & Video 353 6 

Publishing 84 0 

Art 47 5 

Theatre 18 0 

Comics 79 1 

Photography 22 0 

Dance 1 0 

Crafts 7 0 

Journalism 7 0 

Table 3: Crowdfunding Campaigns 

While the micro-patronage model of crowdfunding is not new, it has most certainly developed 

significantly in the past decade. The practice is increasingly well developed and understood, the 

business models of the platforms are now mainstream and, for some, sustainable. Most 

importantly CCI output exhibits recognisable traits of quality, with some projects achieving both 

significant levels of funding as well as achieving critical and commercial successes. 

Film Case Study: Lazer Team by Rooster Teeth: In 2014 Rooster Teeth Productions, an 

established online content production company, launched an Indiegogo campaign to fund a 

sci-fi comedy feature film “Lazer Team”(Rooster Teeth 2014). After achieving their initial 

target amount of $650k in 10 hours, the campaign went on to become Indiegogo’s highest 

funded film campaign, raising $2.4m from 37,493 backers with rewards ranging in price from 

$ 5 to $10k. Shortly afterwards, in November 2014, Rooster Teeth was acquired by Fullscreen 

for an undisclosed sum (Yahoo 2014). The film was premiered in September 2015, had a 

limited theatrical release in January 2016 through a theatre-on-demand model, and was 

available to stream on Youtube’s paid streaming service (McNary and McNary 2016). It 

reportedly grossed over $1.6m internationally, leaving it technically lossmaking from its 

$2.4m budget (Busch and Busch 2016). The film received mixed critical reviews, however 

audiences received it well, and a sequel was made and released in November 2017, again on 

Youtube’s paid streaming service. 

Table 4: Film Case Study 
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Music Case Study: Amanda Palmer and Theatre is Evil: In 2012 musician Amanda Palmer’s 

Kickstarter campaign, featuring reward levels from $1 for a digital download, to $10k for a band 

party and photo-shoot, set a crowdfunding record as the first music campaign to exceed $US1M 

(Palmer 2012a). While Palmer was an independent unsigned artist at the time of the campaign 

she was formerly signed to the Roadrunner Records label as a member of the Dresden Dolls and 

subsequently as a solo artist. This was her 2nd crowdfunding campaign, the first also being run 

on Kickstarter in conjunction with her husband, author Neil Gaiman.  The ‘Theatre is Evil’ 

campaign benefited from professional campaign management, her own (and her husband’s) 

very significant online social media presence and a slick Bob Dylan: Subterranean Homesick 

Blues inspired introduction video emphasising the importance of fans and community. The 

subsequent album release was generally well reviewed and charted in the Billboard US Top 10, 

however after such a financially successful crowdfunding campaign Palmer received significant 

criticism for seeking experienced local wind and string musicians to support the album tour in 

exchange for “beer, hug/high-five you up and down … give you merch, and thank you mightily” 

rather than payment (Clover 2012). Interestingly Palmer publicly breaks down the costs of her 

campaign and its fulfilment (Masnick 2012), something which is not widely discussed, together 

with her social media/fan engagement strategy (Palmer 2012b). Palmer is one of crowdfunded 

music’s most publicly recognisable success stories; she has since presented a TED talk on her 

experiences crowdfunding (Palmer 2013), has been interviewed or written about by numerous 

well respected publications and has written a bestselling book about her experiences entitled 

‘The Art of Asking’.  She continues crowdfunding her music and art on the Patreon platform, 

together with a new Bob Dylan inspired introduction video (Palmer 2017).   

Table 5: Music Case Study 

Crowdfunding in the CCI - Statistics and Data  

It is possible to gain a considerable insight into the performance of CCI crowdfunding 

campaigns via data gathered by the website known as the Crowd Data Centre covering a total of 

538,499 rewards-based crowdfunding campaigns hosted on leading crowdfunding platforms in 

the US, Canada and UK over the period January 2014 – November 2017.  More specifically, the 

crowdfunding platforms included in the sample are Kickstarter, Indiegogo, Fundrazr, 

Crowdfunder.co.uk and RocketHub.  Although the selection of English-language platforms is 

concentrated in North America and the United Kingdom, the dataset includes many 

international campaigns founded by entrepreneurs from around the world.  The Crowd Data 

Centre uses 39 different categories to group similar campaigns together, including ‘Business’, 

‘Education’ and ‘Music’.  We further divide these 39 categories into three broad clusters: 
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‘Creative and Cultural’, ‘Commercial’ and ‘Community’ and focus our analysis upon campaigns in 

the ‘Creative and Cultural’ cluster compared with others. 

It can be observed that campaigns in the Creative and Cultural cluster are the most numerous, 

representing 61.3% of the total number of campaigns in our dataset, compared with 18.9% in 

the Commercial cluster and 19.8% in the Community Cluster.  Indeed, within the top ten 

categories by number of campaigns, six are related to the Creative and Cultural Cluster (Film; 

Music; Art; Publishing; Design; Fashion) versus three in the Commercial cluster (Food; 

Technology; Small Business) and one in the Community (Community) cluster.  Indeed, the six 

categories stated above collectively account for 43.2% of the campaigns in the entire dataset.  

These figures suggest that Creative and Cultural campaigns are the most heavily represented 

within the sample of rewards-based crowdfunding platforms analysed. 

Success rates and platforms: When analysing the distribution of success between campaigns, 

the results are even more heavily skewed towards the creative and cultural industries.  Across 

the entire dataset, 22% of the campaigns are successful in reaching their funding goals.  

However, the proportion of successful campaigns is higher within the Creative and Cultural 

Cluster (26.5%) compared with both the Commercial (12.8%) and Community (17.2%) clusters.  

As can be seen in Figure 1 (below), six out of ten categories with the highest success rates are in 

the Creative and Cultural cluster, including Comics (47.6%); Gaming (39.8%); Experimental 

(38.6%); Dance (36.4%); Theatre (36.1%) and Radio and Podcasts (33.4%).  Success rates are 

also relatively high among campaigns in the most heavily represented categories, specifically 

Film (22.8%) and Music (31.5%), both significantly ahead of other heavily represented 

categories such as Technology (15.1%).  Overall, these figures suggest that as well as being the 

most heavily represented in terms of raw numbers, campaigns in the Creative and Cultural 

cluster are also disproportionately more likely to be successful in reaching their funding goals 

compared with those in other clusters. 
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Figure 1 Number of Successful and Unsuccessful Campaigns by Category 

Across all of the successfully funded campaigns in the entire data sample, the largest proportion 

(67.5%) are hosted on Kickstarter, compared with 23% hosted on Indiegogo and the remaining 

9.5% hosted by a combination of the other three platforms in the sample.  It therefore appears 

that the Kickstarter platform significantly dominates other rewards-based platforms in North 

America and the UK, followed by Indiegogo.  No other platforms even come close to the 

proportion of successful campaigns hosted on these two main sites. 

When analysing the distribution of platforms among successful campaigns in different 

categories, a clear pattern emerges.  As can be seen in Figure 2 (below), among the 85,500 

successful campaigns in the Creative and Cultural cluster (representing 73.2% of the total 

number of successful campaigns in the dataset), 81.1% were hosted on Kickstarter and 17.7% 

on Indiegogo, with only 1.2% being hosted by other platforms.  By contrast, of the 18,000 

successful campaigns in the Community cluster, 6.3% are hosted by Kickstarter and 42.6% by 

Indiegogo, with the remaining 48.9% hosted by other platforms.  This significant difference 

demonstrates how Kickstarter particularly dominates campaigns in the Creative and Cultural 

cluster.  The same platform hosts a lower proportion of the successful campaigns in other 

clusters, with ‘Food’ and ‘Technology’ representing the most obvious exceptions.  
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Figure 2 Number of Successful Campaigns by Crowdfunding Platform 

Detailed analysis: Our dataset also allows for a more detailed analysis relating to the 

distribution of amounts raised, number of contributors and average pledge amounts for 

campaigns in different categories, although such data are only available for a shorter period 

between January 2014 and June 2015.  However, we have no evidence or reason to expect that 

the general trends outlined below would differ substantially over a longer sample period.  For 

the purposes of comparison, all campaigns raising funds in currencies other than the US Dollar 

were converted into dollar terms using the prevailing market exchange rate for the period, 

although the results do not differ significantly if the analysis is restricted only to campaigns 

denominated in US Dollars. During this period, the campaigns in our dataset raised just over 

$1bn during the sample period, over $800m of which was raised by campaigns that were 

successful in meeting their funding goals.  A summary of relevant data by category can be found 

below in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3 Average Funding Goal, Amount Raised and Number of Contributions by Category 

It appears that campaigns in the Creative and Cultural Clusters are generally responsible for 

setting relatively large average funding goals.  Across the entire data set, the average funding 

goal is shown to be $46,000 versus a median goal of $5,600.  This disparity suggests that the 

average (mean) indicators of campaign performance can be strongly influenced by large 

outliers, possibly as a result of the low barriers to campaign creation and the unrealistic 

expectations of a relatively small number of founders.  Among the top ten categories by average 

size of goal, all are part of the Creative and Cultural Cluster.  These are led by Art (average goal 

$196,000), Comics ($110,000) and Crafts ($105,000).  The heavily prevalent categories of Film 

and Music also tend to set relatively high average funding goals of $56,000 and $52,000 

respectively.  However, when looking at the median size of funding goals between categories, 

only three of the top ten categories are in the Creative and Cultural cluster, specifically Design 

($10,000); Transmedia ($7,800); and Games ($7,500).  By contrast, median campaign goals tend 

to be higher in the Commercial cluster, which are led by the Technology ($23,000); Business 

($20,000); and Small Business ($15,000) categories.   

The amounts actually raised by campaigns are also dominated by those in the Creative and 

Cultural cluster.  Across the whole sample, the average (mean) amount actually raised is $4,900 

compared with a median of just $350.  Among campaigns that are successful in achieving their 
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funding goals, the mean and median amounts raised are $16,000 and $4000 respectively.  Of the 

top ten categories by mean amount raised, all are within the Creative and Cultural cluster, led by 

Art ($51,000), followed by Comics ($14,000) and Crafts ($11,000).  The average amounts raised 

by all Film and Music campaigns are $4,400 and $3,900 respectively.  However, again when 

looking at the median values, six out of the 10 best performing categories are in the Creative 

and Cultural cluster, led by Games ($1,800), Theatre ($1,300) and Comics ($1,100).  The median 

amount raised by Film and Music campaigns is shown to be $700 and $900 respectively.   

By virtue of their typically higher success rates, it is unsurprising that the Creative and Cultural 

cluster also dominates others in terms of the average (mean) number of contributors.  Across 

the whole sample, the mean number of contributors per campaign is 53 versus a median of 7, 

compared with figures of 176 and 56 respectively among successful campaigns. The top ten 

categories by number of contributors are again made up exclusively of Creative and Cultural 

campaigns – again led by Art (223), Comics (167) and Crafts (151), while Film and Music record 

an average of 58 and 46 contributors respectively.  The median number of contributors is again 

much lower than the mean, but in contrast to the data on monetary performance it is also 

dominated by campaigns in the Creative and Cultural Cluster, led by Games (38), Comics (29) 

and Theatre (21).  All campaigns in the Film and Music categories record a median of 12 and 16 

contributors respectively.  Compared with the monetary amounts raised, data on the numbers 

of contributors shows that campaigns in the Creative and Cultural cluster generally appear 

consistently better supported than those in other clusters, at least in terms of raw numbers of 

contributors. 

Finally, the average pledge amount across the whole data sample is shown to be $68 versus a 

median of $37.  Again, this measure of performance is dominated by campaigns in the Creative 

and Cultural cluster, with the top ten categories by mean values made up of the same group of 

ten creative categories in the same order as per the number of supporters.  The mean value of 

the average pledge is led by Art ($640), Comics ($210) and Crafts ($180), with values of $76 and 

$73 for Film and Music respectively.  By median values, campaigns in the Creative and Cultural 

cluster are again less heavily represented in the top ten, with only three categories – Dance 

($56), Theatre ($56) and Film ($50).  The highest median average pledges tend to be for 

campaigns in the Community cluster. 

Patterns and trends:  The figures quoted above demonstrate that the number of creative and 

cultural campaigns is the largest of any of the clusters we identify, while also appearing to be 

more likely to achieve their funding goals.  Of the successful campaigns we analyse, the 

Kickstarter platform is by far the best represented among creative and cultural campaigns, with 

lower proportional representation among successful campaigns in other clusters.  It therefore 
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appears that Kickstarter is very much the ‘platform of choice’ among creatives looking to 

successfully crowdfund a project. 

According to the more detailed statistics we present on campaign performance, creative and 

cultural campaigns also appear to dominate others in terms of mean amounts raised, number of 

contributors and average pledges.  However, the median values of each of these performance 

indicators does not show such a heavy dominance of creative and cultural campaigns. The 

significant differences we observe between mean and median performance indicators is 

generally indicative of the long-tailed nature of the distribution of crowdfunding campaign 

performance.  Mean values are dominated by the strong performance of a very small number of 

outlying campaigns that raise disproportionately high sums, compared with a majority of other 

campaigns that raise very little.  According to the figures above, this pattern appears to affect 

campaigns in the Creative and Cultural cluster to a greater extent than others. 

Research into CCI Crowdfunding 

Research into the factors affecting the performance of CCI crowdfunding campaigns is 

something which is of significant interest to both academics and crowdfunding practitioners. 

The quantity of crowdfunding literature is growing rapidly, however the significant amount of 

quantitative research tends to take a platform-centric view. This is not surprising, as much data 

gathering from online platforms upon which this research is based is performed by automated 

tools tailored to specific websites, such as screen scrapers and the like. This is an unfortunate 

trend, as the entrepreneurial and creative projects gathered together by such studies tend to 

differ in many material ways, from the relationship between the founder and funders 

(customers v. fans), to the basic nature of the rewards offered (consumer products v. creative or 

cultural products). Consequently, it can sometimes be challenging to derive specific insights 

relating to CCI crowdfunding from existing broader crowdfunding research. However, it is often 

possible to find examples of broader crowdfunding research that specifically separates out CCI 

data in its analysis, or find authors who explicitly confirm that their results are consistent across 

campaign categories including the CCI. With that in mind the following section details much of 

the current research into CCI crowdfunding, ordered loosely by theme. 

The exploratory study of rewards based crowdfunding on the Kickstarter platform performed 

by Mollick (2014) provides one of the most thorough data-driven descriptive introductions to 

rewards based CCI crowdfunding currently available. Mollick analyses a dataset of almost 

50,000 campaigns providing summary statistics separated by category including amount raised, 

% funded, backers, average pledge, number of updates, etc. and finds that more campaigns fail 

than succeed in their fundraising, and that the majority that succeed do so by only small 
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amounts. He uses regression analysis to examine factors predicting project success, including 

the presence of a pitch video, founder’s social media usage, number of updates and general 

indicators of campaign quality, finding that all of these are statistically significant (see also 

(Koch and Siering 2015)). Mollick’s statistics paint an interesting picture of CCI crowdfunding, 

with music and film campaigns being significantly more common than any other category, with 

music both more likely to be successfully funded, but also having the lowest average goal 

amount. 

Kuppuswamy and Bayus (2015, 2017) further examine the funding dynamics of Kickstarter 

campaigns through the use of panel dataset encompassing almost 15,000 campaigns. Their 

published statistical data, taken together with that of Mollick (2014) provides a comprehensive 

overview of project dynamics on the Kickstarter platform and, by extension, those of rewards 

based crowdfunding generally, including the CCI. They find a “U” or “bathtub” shaped funding 

pattern indicating that funders were most likely to contribute in the first or last weeks of the 

campaign, and that this pattern is consistent across all categories of campaign on the platform, 

including the CCI.  The authors also discuss the so-called ‘Kickstarter Effect’, whereby the closer 

a campaign comes to the goal amount the more likely it is to reach the goal.  

Motivations: There is surprisingly little research into factors motivating funders to contribute 

to crowdfunding in CCI verticals. In the context of theatre campaigns, Boeuf et al. (2014) 

observe the importance of the structuring of rewards offered (symbolic compared to material 

rewards), the positive effect of pro-social behaviour by founders, and decreasing support for 

repeat founders. Funder engagement, supporting artists, and rewards are significant factors 

influencing funding decisions and campaign success on Polish music equity crowdfunding 

platform Megatotal, and in some cases rewards may even encourage funder participation in the 

project (Galuszka and Bystrov 2014a). The authors also separately consider the differences 

between equity and rewards crowdfunding models for music and the respective factors which 

influence the relationships between musicians and backers (Galuszka and Bystrov 2014b).  

Qualitative research into the motivations of founders and funders on rewards based 

crowdfunding platforms by Gerber et al. (2012) and Gerber and Hui (2013) unfortunately do 

not separate out the responses applying to entrepreneurial and CCI campaigns. Nevertheless, 

they represent a strong starting point for anyone seeking to understand the general motivations 

of these parties.  The finding that CCI crowdfunding founders tend to exhibit certain personality 

traits such as extroversion (Davidson and Poor 2014) and that funders are motivated at least in 

part by a willingness to help others (Galuszka and Bystrov 2014b) should not be surprising 

considering the nature of their respective relationships. 
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Social networks: The importance of the social networks of the founder is something which is a 

recurring theme in research. The correlation between founders’ Facebook networks and the 

ultimate performance of their crowdfunding campaigns is well established (Mollick 2014; Zheng 

et al. 2014; Kuppuswamy and Bayus 2015; Colombo et al. 2015).  Other authors have looked 

beyond Facebook to better understand what factors drive crowdfunding contributions. Byrnes 

et al. (2014) examine how online engagement and effort affects the niche field of crowdfunding 

of scientific research on rewards based crowdfunding platform Rockethub, noting that email, 

Facebook, and Twitter all contribute to online engagement. Hekman and Brussee (2013), 

examining Kickstarter campaigns, find that higher campaign targets require exponentially 

higher click-through rates in order to achieve success, whilst also observing that clicks 

originating from Facebook were more than twice as effective as those from Twitter.   In many 

respects, the importance of social networks to crowdfunding outcomes highlighted by the 

literature is not very far removed from the historical reality of funding for artists and creatives, 

whereby those who have the best connections have typically tended to find it easier to access 

funding and patronage (McLean 2007). 

Geography and gender: The influence of geography on CCI crowdfunding is of interest due to 

the general proximity of social networks to founders, as well as the impact of geographic 

clustering in the CCI. Research by Agrawal et al. (2011, 2015) finds that local funders are more 

likely to contribute larger amounts and earlier, and associate this with the proximity of ‘friends 

and family’ to the founders, a finding generally supported by Giudici et al. (2013) and Mendes-

Da-Silva et al. (2016). Evidence is also found of geographic clustering in CCI crowdfunding 

campaign distribution, where local CCI influences tend to be reflected in the prevalence of 

campaigns in the region.  For example, Nashville-based campaigns are found to be 

disproportionately more likely to be music oriented, while Los Angeles-based campaigns are 

more likely to be film-oriented (Mollick 2014) 

The relationship between gender and crowdfunding on Kickstarter indicates that while the 

overall distribution of campaigns by gender of founder is biased towards males (65%), within 

the CCI categories there is significant variation, and campaigns with female founders are more 

likely to reach their funding goals. As funders, males are still more prevalent (56%), but again 

there is significant variation within the CCI categories, with some being clearly more popular 

with particular genders. Interestingly, women are shown to be more likely to fund campaigns 

with a female founder (Greenberg and Mollick 2014; Marom et al. 2015). Others examine the 

impact of race on crowdfunding outcomes on the Kickstarter platform, finding that African-

American men are significantly less likely to receive funding that similar white founders, and 

that supporters rate identical projects as lower in quality when the believe the founder is an 
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African-American male (Younkin and Kuppuswamy 2017). They test their results against 

campaign categories, however do not find robust indications of variation. 

Outcomes: Research into the outcomes of crowdfunding campaigns has shown that late 

delivery of rewards is common and predicted by the level of project funding (Mollick 2014). 

Non-delivery of rewards is further shown to be more prevalent among small and very large 

campaigns and averages at around 9% across all campaigns, varying by +/- 5% according to 

category (Mollick 2015). In assessments of campaign quality experts and the crowd tend to 

agree regarding funding decisions for theatre campaigns, and the subsequent funded theatre 

productions show no quantitative or qualitative differences between those selected by the 

crowd alone and those that were selected by both the crowd and experts (Mollick and Nanda 

2014). When surveyed after their campaign, 41% of founders of CCI campaigns on Kickstarter 

report that their campaign helped them advance their career, 21% reported that it helped them 

find new job opportunities, and they generally agreed that their campaign helped them build a 

fan base which patronised them after their campaign ended. Additionally, when asked about the 

artistic freedom that their campaign allowed them, many agreed that their project would not 

have been possible to fund through other avenues, and that their campaign allowed them the 

creative independence they sought (Mollick 2016). 

Crowdfunding and the wider CCI: The influence of crowdfunding on the wider CCI is 

discussed by Bannerman (2013), who engages in a very wide ranging discussion on 

crowdfunding’s potential as a tool for funding cultural production, together with an assessment 

of the problems and potentials of crowdfunding in the context of cultural funding in particular. 

The author discusses the opportunities it offers for various forms of democratic cultural 

funding, while noting that it also generates new forms of gatekeeping mediated by such things 

as public tastes. Critical discourse analysis of news coverage about crowdfunding, analysing the 

similarities between pro-crowdfunding sentiments and anti-public arts funding advocates, has 

been performed by Brabham (2016), who concludes that this form of discourse represents a 

threat to future public financing of the arts. While his discussion is centred on US politics and its 

relationship with the NEA, his findings would likely sound familiar to non-US CCI participants.   

Crowdfunding in specific CCI verticals: A number of authors undertake studies into 

crowdfunding in the context of specific CCI verticals.  For example, Aitamurto (2011) discusses 

the role of crowdfunding in financing journalism, encompassing a single story project to a 

platform or service offering, while also discussing the relationship between crowdfunding and 

journalism in the value creation process. He observes that crowdfunding is not just about 

raising money, but also performs other valuable functions: testing public traction of a story, 

appeal of an author, or publication; provides a branding mechanism; and contributes to 
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audience building. The impact of crowdfunding on documentary film production in the UK has 

been examined by Sørensen (2012), who observes that while it solves a financing issue, existing 

gatekeeping mechanisms still influence access to the market. Gamble et al. (2017) examines the 

impacts of crowdfunding on the music business, finding that major record labels are now 

considering a more user-centric financial model as an innovation strategy, while the impact of 

crowdfunding on their marketing model may already be initiating its development in terms of 

creativity, strength and artist relations. It is interesting to note, in the context of the music 

industry, that Amanda Palmer (see case study above) choose to sign a deal with a record label to 

distribute and promote her crowdfunded album.  While its terms are not public, both parties 

have publicly stated that the deal is not entirely conventional, and that Palmer received 

comparatively favourable terms. Perhaps this case is indicative of a viable ‘everybody wins’ 

model for the future distribution of CCI crowdfunded projects, where existing gatekeepers and 

intermediaries continue to perform a subset of their previous roles (e.g. distribution, marketing, 

and promotion), balancing a smaller cut of the project revenue in exchange for significantly 

reduced exposure to financial risk by not being required to provide initial financing for the 

project. 

Future research: While the current research into CCI crowdfunding is topically wide ranging, 

there remain many directions for future research to explore. As much existing research is 

limited in scope to a single crowdfunding platform, researchers would benefit from exploring 

the extent to which existing findings are confirmed across multiple platforms, as well as 

whether category specific findings are consistent with other CCI categories. Further research 

regarding the impacts of crowdfunding on existing CCI organisations and business models 

would also be of significant value, as would developing a deeper understanding of motivations 

of founder and funders, as well as the fans who decline to contribute. Much existing research 

into the broader field of fundraising may have relevance to crowdfunding, so this could be a 

fruitful area of research considering the similarities between them. Likewise, there is significant 

research into the other crowdfunding models beyond the rewards-based system highlighted in 

previous sections, such as equity, debt and donations-based models, whose relevance to CCI 

projects is yet to be determined. Surprisingly little research has been performed in the areas of 

fraud, misrepresentation, and misadventure, yet there are indications of it occurring both at a 

founder and a funder level (Cornell and Luzar 2014), meaning that this area may also prove to 

be a fruitful avenue of inquiry.  

Concluding Remarks  

Writing shortly before the rise of popular crowdfunding and Kickstarter, Kevin Kelly suggested 

that a successful creator in the CCI needed 1000 true fans to make a comfortable, sustainable 
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living (Kelly 2008).  His contention was based on the assumption that each of those 1,000 fans 

spends $100 each year on creative output, and the creator can retain the vast majority of that 

sum. The two biggest problems with his model was that it required the creator to transact 

directly to retain the majority of the funds, and it required that the creator could contact and 

coordinate their true fans, both of which were difficult at the time. Crowdfunding platforms 

such as Kickstarter have provided an easy to use channel to transact directly with fans, and 

social networking platforms like Facebook and Twitter have further provided a mechanism to 

contact and coordinate those fans. Taken together, the fusion of these elements are termed by 

some as the Direct-to-Fan or D2F model.    

As a musician, a writer, a filmmaker, or any other CCI creator, crowdfunding has opened new 

opportunities to find economically rewarding and sustainable models to create their art 

professionally. Although crowdfunding is still young, we have already seen that it can offer the 

opportunity to innovate outside or alongside of the forms prescribed by existing CCI 

gatekeepers and intermediaries. However, whether this results in substantive and meaningful 

increase in volume and diversity of creative output is something which remains to be 

determined. Crowdfunding also represents a significant opportunity for creators individually 

and the CCI as a whole, although is not without its own challenges. CCI crowdfunders, buoyed by 

the democratising nature of their new funding source, have the opportunity to innovate, but 

they must beware of the risk of convergence to uniformity of creative output, and of exchanging 

one master (traditional gatekeepers) for another (popular opinion). They increasingly must also 

become ‘culture-preneurs’ responsible for not just creating their art, but also for nurturing and 

growing their fan/customer base. 

For the wider CCI, crowdfunding represents an opportunity to broaden both business and 

creative models. CCI funding organisations are already taking tentative steps towards 

embracing the opportunity to integrate crowdfunding into their traditional approaches, through 

initiatives such as crowdfunding mediated competitions for grants and offers of project match 

funding.  Such policy initiatives achieve the dual purposes of stretching their funding dollar 

further, whilst also providing new creative offerings that have a broader and more popular 

appeal. Similarly, CCI businesses are taking advantage of crowdfunding as a way of discovering 

emerging talent and de-risking investment decisions. CCI crowdfunding is also generating 

opportunities for developments of ancillary markets, whether directly for crowdfunding 

consultants, marketers, service providers, etc. but also indirectly, through the repositioning of 

existing business models as support services for crowdfunding projects.  An example of this 

practice is the rise of music ‘label services’ companies, providing a selection of services offered 
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by traditional record labels to independent musicians, but without the corresponding project 

financing and IPR restrictions. 

Lastly, for fans, CCI crowdfunding represents an opportunity to be involved in bringing 

something artistic into existence, rather than passively purchasing it after the fact. Thus, while a 

given individual may not have the time or the skill to produce the music they enjoy, 

crowdfunding offers the opportunity to contribute in a very direct way both financial and moral 

support to those people who do.  

We started this chapter with the observation that, in 2013, more US arts projects were funded 

through Kickstarter than that year's US National Endowment for the Arts (NEA). Now, in 2017, 

there is a proposal that the NEA be eliminated entirely from the US federal budget (Deb 2017). 

This is the first time such a thing has been seriously proposed since the Endowment was 

created in 1965, when President Johnson enacted it in legislation, observing that any advanced 

civilization must fully value the arts, the humanities, and cultural activity.  While this chapter 

has focussed on crowdfunding in the CCI, we hope that the reader will appreciate that the CCI as 

a whole is an interdependent ecosystem consisting of many components that change over time 

in response to market, aesthetic, and other forces. With less than a decade of solid experience to 

draw from, crowdfunding’s place in that ecosystem is still both evolving and incompletely 

understood. What we do know is that it gives creatives new opportunities and options. What we 

don’t yet know is the extent to which it will impact existing businesses and organisations, or the 

overall output of creative work. What we can be certain of is that crowdfunding, with its focus 

on a single project, may complement but cannot fully replace the existing CCI funding bodies, 

whose responsibilities are far wider than any single project or individual activity. The authors 

consider this to be both crowdfunding greatest strength and its most significant handicap.   
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Highlights 

 In creative and cultural industry crowdfunding there is a hierarchy of creator-fan 

communication channels. 

 Channels with higher message intimacy reflect stronger social ties and generate higher 

fan-to-funder conversions. 

 Email is the most effective channel for D2F crowdfunding, followed by Facebook. 

Twitter is least effective.  

 A variety of other factors also contributes, including objective measures of underlying 

founder and campaign quality. 

 Utilising quantile regression we show that better performing campaigns do a better job 

at maintaining and monetising strong ties through email. 

Abstract 

Over the past decade, the creative and cultural industries (CCI) have embraced Direct-to-Fan 

(D2F) crowdfunding as a new and innovative mechanism to finance their independent creative 

endeavours. We analyse a private dataset of crowdfunding campaigns, comprising ex-ante 

community metrics and rich qualitative measures, to determine how the social ties embedded 

within multiple coexisting online creator-fan communication channels impact the conversion of 

fans into campaign funders. Using a combination of negative binomial and logistic regressions, 

we find evidence of a clear hierarchy of importance of online communication channels, with 

email representing the most effective medium, followed by Facebook, and Twitter the least 

important. This finding both supports the contention that stronger social ties are better relied 

upon for financial support, and shines a light on the importance of email, an otherwise under-

considered factor in crowdfunding performance. A quantile regression analysis further 

demonstrates that the importance of social ties maintained through email tends to be relatively 

greater among better-performing campaigns, while for poorly performing campaigns the 

importance of the length of written funding pitch is greater.  We conclude by offering several 
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thoughts on how CCI creators can manage their online fan networks to develop stronger social 

ties and thus maximise the results of future D2F activities. 

Introduction  

Crowdfunding represents “an open call, essentially through the Internet, for the provision of 

financial resources either in form of donation or in exchange for some form of reward … in order to 

support initiatives for specific purposes” (Lambert and Schwienbacher 2010).  Over the last 

decade, the practice has become an established and increasingly important mechanism for the 

financing of Creative and Cultural Industry (CCI) projects (Lazzaro and Noonan 2020), 

particularly those which might struggle to find financing through other more conventional 

channels (Tosatto et al. 2019). Following the emergence of the popular and successful rewards-

based crowdfunding platforms Indiegogo (2008) and Kickstarter (2009), within the space of 

five years a single United States based crowdfunding platform (Kickstarter) was responsible for 

more arts funding than the annual US Government’s National Endowment for the Arts (Boyle 

2013). Within the broader CCI, crowdfunding is a prominent component of the increasingly 

important Direct-to-Fan (D2F) business model, so-called due to the importance of the CCI 

founder’s relationship to their three “F’s” – Fans, Friends, and Family – in driving sales (Tessler 

and Flynn 2015; Hughes et al. 2016; Dumbreck and McPherson 2016). 

While CCI creators have long found ways to communicate with their fans – initially through fan 

clubs, newsletters and the like – the internet has presented an opportunity for creators to 

contact, communicate with, and coordinate their fans on a scale not previously possible. As early 

as 2003 more than 40% of online paid artists were using the internet or email to keep in touch 

with fans of their art (Madden 2004). With the changes brought about by Web 2.0,  a plethora of 

bi and omnidirectional online communication channels arose (O’Reilly 2007), all of which 

enabled not just communication between creators and their fans, but also by and between fans 

themselves, facilitating the creation of vibrant online fan communities. This creator-fan 

communication is the foundation upon which successful CCI crowdfunding campaigns, and D2F 

more generally, is based. 

While various authors have considered the impact of social media, social ties, and social capital 

on the outcomes of crowdfunding campaigns, they typically limit themselves by reference to a 

single empirical measure - such as the number of Facebook friends of a founder (e.g. Mollick 

2014) or by reference to social capital internal to the crowdfunding platform itself (e.g. Zheng et 

al. 2014). Although it may be convenient to assume that the breadth of online social interactions 

of a founder can be summarised by a single variable, we consider that the fan networks of CCI 

creators and the social ties of which they are composed are more complex and diverse than can 
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be adequately represented by a single measure of online social connectedness. Indeed, our 

understanding of the nature of social ties itself is typically stratified into various categories 

reflecting the underlying nature of interactions, from deep to shallow and even latent social ties 

(Granovetter 1973, 1983; Wellman and Wortley 1990; Haythornthwaite 2002), as well as 

bridging and bonding social capital (Putnam 2000; Woolcock and Narayan 2000; Keeley 2007).  

The relevance of the multidimensional nature of social ties has been noted in the context of 

Dutch CCI campaigns by Borst et al. (2018), who observe the importance of strong, weak, and 

latent ties to successful CCI crowdfunding outcomes.  For this reason, we take a broader view 

that the true breadth and depth of creator-fan networks are more accurately represented by a 

selection of digital networks that better represent the true variety of the creator’s underlying 

social ties.   

In this paper, we analyse a private dataset of crowdfunding campaigns, comprising ex-ante 

community metrics and rich qualitative measures to determine how the social ties embedded 

within multiple coexisting online creator-fan communication channels impact the conversion of 

fans into campaign funders. Our study makes a unique contribution to the literature by 

assessing the relationship between the e-mail, Facebook and Twitter connections of founders 

and the ultimate outcome of their crowdfunding campaigns.  

Literature Review and Hypothesis Development 

Social ties in crowdfunding 

A social tie exists between people who interact in one way or another, be that in person or 

through digital networks. The strength of a social tie is determined by a combination of the time, 

emotional intensity, intimacy, and reciprocity which characterise the tie (Granovetter 1973). We 

can use this notion to differentiate between people who are family or close friends (strong ties) 

from mere acquaintances (weak ties), and observe that our weak tie networks are more 

dispersed and less dense than strong tie networks (Granovetter 1983). Both types of network 

are important; strong tie networks provide emotional and financial support, companionship, 

and personal services (Wellman and Wortley 1990), while weak tie networks perform other 

roles, such as as the wide movement (dispersal) of information. Along these lines, 

Haythornthwaite (2002) observes the value of weak ties in the “inclusion and empowerment of 

peripheral participants” and “providing access to a wider set of contacts” while also discussing a 

further category of tie –a latent tie –which is “available technically but that has not yet been 

activated by social interaction” (pp 388-9). Within and among CCI participants, the importance 

of social ties has been observed in various contexts and appears to be influential within all CCI 

industry verticals.  
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Various authors have also noted the importance of social ties in the wider crowdfunding 

context.  For example, Jian and Shin (2015) observe the importance of friends and family in 

relation to crowdfunded journalism; Muller et al. (2016) examine organisational crowdfunding 

and find that campaigns with more co-founders and, by extension, larger social tie networks, are 

more likely to reach their funding targets; Zheng et al. (2018) find that funders with high level of 

social ties to the founder and other funders are more likely to contribute; Polzin et al. (2018) 

find that funders with social ties (weak or strong) to the campaign founder are more likely to 

rely on information about the founder, whereas funders without those ties are more likely to 

rely on information about the campaign; and Simon et al. (2019) find that closeness and 

frequency increases the contribution likelihood. In the context of CCI crowdfunding, Borst et al. 

(2018) note the importance of strong, weak, and latent ties, finding all contribute to successful 

CCI crowdfunding outcomes in the Netherlands. 

Social ties and online creator – fan networks 

In the context of CCI crowdfunding, CCI founders and their fans can communicate across a 

variety of digital networks, each of those networks may comprise social ties of varying strengths 

(Gilbert and Karahalios 2009). In this section we discuss the relative strength of social ties 

embedding in the three most important online communication mediums in CCI D2F 

crowdfunding: email, Facebook, and Twitter. 

Among these three channels, email is generally argued to be associated with maintaining strong 

tie networks. Indeed, email carries the most detailed and time-consuming messages to read and 

write. Because of its nature, email requires that personal information is exchanged (email 

addresses) and that the fan positively opts-in to receiving long-form personally addressed 

messages in their own personal/private digital space (their inbox) at the discretion of the 

sender (although it is worth noting that longer messaging is also possible through Facebook and 

Twitter direct messaging, even if this is a less-common usage of the platforms). Evidence from 

literature is consistent with the contention. For instance, it shows that email users have been 

found to have deeper social tie networks by comparison to heavy chat users (Zhao 2006), and 

email has been shown to be especially useful for students in maintaining high school friendships 

(Kraut et al. 2006). Email is even considered to be superior to phone or in-person 

communication for individuals with large networks (Boase 2006).  The marketing literature 

argues that email empowers consumers (Hartemo 2016) and remains a more effective direct 

marketing channel for acquiring new customers than Facebook and Twitter combined 

(Aufrieter et. al, 2014). Personalisation of email also remains an effective technique for 

improving customer acquisition and retention (Sahni et. al. 2018). Facebook is generally 

associated with weak social ties (Steinfield et al. 2008; Burke et al. 2011), but not exclusively 
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(Ellison et al. 2007, 2014). Of the three channels, Twitter’s broadcast nature and its limited 

public message length (140 characters at the time of this study - this has been increased to 280 

characters in late 2017) results in communications with reduced intimacy. The fact that the 

majority of ties on Twitter are both unidirectional in nature, and low in cost to maintain, leads 

Takhteyev et al. (2012) to conclude that it also engenders predominately weak ties.  Along 

similar lines, both Virk (2011) and Hofer and Aubert (2013) consider that, as Twitter is content 

rather than relationship-centric, and following someone on Twitter does not require any 

personal connection, it should thus be classified it as a weak tie network (Lin et al. 2016).  

Intimacy in communication, a trait typically associated with strong-tie relationships, is higher 

on email than Facebook (Yang et al. 2014), which itself is higher than on Twitter (Waterloo et al. 

2018).  International students have been shown to perceive email as being more intimate than 

Facebook in maintaining relationships with old friends and family (Yang et al. 2014). Similarly, 

Barkhuus and Tashiro (2010) observe that Facebook supports communication between people 

with weaker ties than email since it is less intimate and does not require the exchange of 

personal information. While the argument can be made that reduced intimacy results from the 

intermingling of personal and impersonal email in most people’s inboxes (such as marketing 

communications from companies, the selling of commercial email mailing lists, and unsolicited 

“spam” emails), email users have always been able to easily ignore impersonal emails. This can 

be achieved dynamically and privately, by directing their attention away from senders or 

subjects in a way that does not notify and confront them as a de-friending (Facebook) of 

unfollowing (Twitter) would do, or by simply unsubscribing. 

Crowdfunding and online creator-fan communication channels. 

Literature discussing the broader crowdfunding phenomena widely reports a positive 

correlation between the Facebook networks of founders and the binary success/failure outcome 

of associated crowdfunding campaigns (see, for example, Mollick 2014; Zheng et al. 2014; 

Kuppuswamy and Bayus 2015; Colombo et al. 2015, among others). While much crowdfunding 

research tends to implicitly assume that social networks are somewhat interchangeable in 

regard to their impacts on outcomes (Hong et al. 2015), a limited number of authors have 

looked beyond Facebook to better understand other online communication factors that might 

potentially drive crowdfunding contributions. Unfortunately, however, their findings can often 

be inconsistent or contradictory.  

Of those authors Byrnes et al. (2014) examine how online engagement and effort affects the 

niche field of crowdfunding of scientific research, noting that email, Facebook, and Twitter all 

contribute to online engagement, and that Twitter and Facebook network size influences project 

success.  Hekman and Brussee (2013) examine Kickstarter projects encompassing both the CCI 
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and those with an entrepreneurial focus, finding that higher campaign targets require 

exponentially higher click-through rates in order to achieve success. They also find that clicks 

sourced from Facebook and Twitter contribute differently to the funding target, and that click-

through activities originating from Facebook are more than twice as effective as those from 

Twitter. Fietkiewicz et al. (2018) note the significance of the interaction between Facebook, 

Youtube and Linkedin on crowdfunding outcomes, however surprisingly do not find any 

relationship with Facebook when measured on its own. Other authors find that greater 

embeddedness of Twitter users can result in a disproportionate increase in crowdfunding 

results (Hong et al. 2015), and that the number of social media accounts of the project founder 

and the project itself are influential in respect of both number of funders and the funding total; 

however counterintuitively they also find that the social reach of these accounts is not 

significant (Clauss et al. 2020). It is interesting to note that email is generally an under-

considered channel in crowdfunding research, given its general pervasiveness and our own 

findings (later in this paper) regarding its importance. We attribute this phenomenon to the 

ease of automatically gathering large datasets of (semi-) public data from social networks such 

as Facebook, Twitter etc. through the use of screen scraping tools (see, for example Huhtamäki 

et. al. 2015), whereas datasets including reliable email measures are generally privately held 

and not typically shared.   

Taking the relationship between crowdfunding success and online communication a step 

further, other studies have integrated online communication metrics (Facebook friends and/or 

Twitter followers, Facebook shares, Twitter tweets) along with other factors into machine 

learning tools designed to predict Kickstarter campaign success/failure outcomes (Etter et al. 

2013; Greenberg et al. 2013; Chen et al. 2014; Li et al. 2016). In doing so they report a 

significant degree of accuracy, especially when post-launch campaign data is included in their 

models.  However, while illuminating, these results are of limited value in addressing our 

research focus as they only report the aggregate results of their computer-generated models, 

and do not explicitly estimate the marginal influence of each of the respective variables upon 

campaign outcomes.  To our knowledge, no published work accounts for the full range of 

communication channels with the level of detail that we use in this study. 

Hypothesis Development 

Combining the arguments from literature, we contend that email represents the strongest social 

ties and is the most intimate digital channel commonly used in CCI D2F crowdfunding. This 

argument is consistent with Marsden and Campbell (1984), who find that a measure of 

closeness or intensity is the best indicator of strength of ties, as well as Freeman and Brinkley 

(2014), who find that increased message length is typically associated with greater levels of 
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intimacy. Conversely, Twitter, which as a broadcast medium is the least intimate digital medium 

used in CCI D2F crowdfunding, and which carries the shortest messages, is expected to have the 

lowest proportion of strong ties. Situated between email and Twitter is Facebook, which is 

predominately used as a group communication medium, with messages typically longer than 

those found on Twitter, but less detailed or intimate than those sent through email. Thus, it is 

expected to have a lower proportion of strong ties than email, but will have a larger proportion 

of “stronger” weak ties than Twitter (Phua et al. 2017; Valenzuela et al. 2018). The relationship 

hierarchy between the three digital mediums is shown in Figure 1 and a visual demonstration of 

the relative differences in message length and intimacy is shown in Figure 2.   

Digital 

Messaging 

Channel 

Fundamental Attributes of Online 

Communication Channel 

(by design of the platform, and by 

common usage) 

Relative strength of social-tie network 

/ social capital 

Email  One-to-one / Personally addressed / 
Private 

 Longer message (typically multi-
paragraph) 

 More intimate  

 Highest proportion of strong ties  
 “Stronger” weak-ties 
 Lower proportion of latent ties 
 More bonding social capital 
 Less bridging social capital  

Facebook  One-to-many / Group addressed / 
Semi-public 

 Shorter messages (typically a single 
paragraph or two) 

 
↑ 
↓ 

Twitter  One-to- all / Unaddressed / Public 
 Very short message (140-character 

limit at the time of the study) 
 Least intimate 

 Lowest proportion of strong ties  
 “Weaker” weak-ties  
 Higher proportion of latent ties  
 More bridging social capital 
 Less bonding social capital 

Key: [arrow symbol] denotes a mid-point state between those described immediately above and below 

Figure 1: Online Communication Channel Attributes   
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Campaign announcement via email 

 

 

Campaign announcement via Facebook 

 

Campaign announcement via Twitter 

 

Figure 2: Sample PledgeMusic Campaign Announcements 

While this tie-strength hierarchy (email > Facebook > Twitter) appears relatively 

straightforward, it is nevertheless relevant to observe that in practice many users of digital 

networks will choose to utilise a variety of channels to maintain their various social ties, 

selecting platforms whose features and purposes meet their needs (Anderson and Jiang 2018, 

Agosto et al. 2012). Interestingly overlap between these channels is uncommon as individual 

users who use more than one channel tend to segregate the various channels for different 

functional purposes (Guy et al. 2008; Buccafurri et al. 2015).  The variety of platforms used has 

been found to vary according to factors such as age, gender, education, etc. (Kim et al. 2007) and 

also due to the passage of time (Smith and Anderson 2018), thus in the context of this research 

each channel can best be regarded as an amalgam of social ties of varying proportions. 

Since strong (and, by extension, “stronger” weak) ties are more usefully relied upon for the 

provision of financial support (Wellman and Wortley 1990; Boase 2006; Keeley 2007; Ryan et 

al. 2008; Hawkins and Maurer 2010) we hypothesise that, holding all other factors equal:  
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H1: The CCI founder’s email network associates with stronger social ties than their 

Facebook network and will have a stronger association with the financial performance 

of crowdfunding campaigns than their Facebook network; and 

H2: The CCI founder’s Facebook network associates with stronger social ties than their 

Twitter network and will have a stronger association with the financial performance of 

crowdfunding campaigns than their Twitter network; 

As an extension to our first two hypotheses, we also seek to examine whether better performing 

campaigns will do a better job of monetising strong ties through email. Our motivation for this is 

twofold: initially it is based in the experiences of the Obama 2008 and 2012 election campaigns 

where a widely reported factor that differentiated the successful Obama campaigns was their 

superior use of online communication channels to mobilise voters, something which resulted in 

significantly higher fundraising amounts received from individuals (see, for example, Bimber 

2014). Subsequently it is also informed by marketing literature that finds that both the nuances 

of market segment spending patterns can be better highlighted by examining the variations 

between quantiles (see, for example, Lew and Ng 2012) and also that email marketing that 

specifically empowers the consumer can be a highly effective channel (Hartemo M 2016).  Based 

on this we further hypothesize that, holding all other factors equal: 

H3: Better performing campaigns will do a better job of monetising strong ties through 

email than less well-performing campaigns. 

Data and Method 

Data Sample 

In this paper we examine the relationship between the online creator-fan communication 

channels commonly used by CCI founders to interact with online fan communities, and the 

impact of those channels on the financial outcomes of their crowdfunding campaigns. Assuming 

that the online creator-fan relationship is complex, with creators and fans electing to interact 

through a variety of channels chosen to reflect both their underlying social ties and their 

communication preferences, we believe it is important not to limit our research to a single 

channel. Instead we look at the three most relevant channels (specifically email, Facebook, and 

Twitter) to develop a more complete picture of this relationship. The analysis of these channels 

is of particular relevance to CCI crowdfunding as its founders typically utilise all of them to 

communicate directly and personally with their online fan communities. Therefore, the success 

of their D2F crowdfunding campaigns is likely to be significantly impacted by the effectiveness 

with which they leverage these channels to convert their crowd of “fans, friends, and family” 

into funders.   
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The dataset used in our analysis was provided by the rewards-based crowdfunding platform 

PledgeMusic (www.pledgemusic.com), which operated as a specialised music crowdfunding 

platform from 2009 to 2019.  In that decade it hosted thousands of crowdfunding campaigns 

and raised millions of dollars for musicians, and is unique in having recorded (and made 

available to us) detailed observations relating to online communication reach for a large 

number of campaigns (n=370) at a point immediately prior to the start of the campaign.  The ex-

ante timing of these observations is critical to our study, as it ensures that it does not suffer 

from the issue, common to many other studies, that relevant online metrics (such as number of 

Facebook friends) are gathered at some point during or after the campaign. This inevitably 

results in the introduction of endogeneity into these studies in relation to these metrics, 

something we are able to avoid. 

The decision to focus on the relationship between the use of online fan communications 

channels and crowdfunding outcomes was made based on the observation that online 

communication channels generally (and social media platforms more specifically) have been 

acknowledged to be important determinants of success for CCI projects (Potts et al. 2008). They 

also represent an increasingly important means by which creatives can communicate with their 

fans; as of late-2018, six of the top ten Twitter accounts by number of followers are popular 

musicians and six of the top ten celebrity accounts on Facebook are also popular musicians. 

The dataset, consisting of 370 campaigns initiated by the same number of unique 

musicians/bands, completed between 2009 and 2015, was constrained to campaigns that met 

the following criteria: 

1. Online communication channel metrics were reliably recorded, consisting of email 

mailing- list database size (i.e., number of addresses, self-reported by the founder), Facebook 

(number of “likes”, gathered directly from the Facebook platform) and Twitter (number of 

“followers”, gathered directly from the Twitter platform);  

2. Quality metrics were available; Due to the significant risk that a musician’s previous 

experience would impact both their online channel reach as well as their crowdfunding results 

we only analyse campaigns for which musician quality and experience measures are available. 

These measures (Scouted and Quality Rating) reflect the musician’s prior reputation within the 

industry and the platform’s assessment of combined musician/project quality respectively.  

3. Only campaigns that raised less than $50,000USD were included. This upper constraint 

was imposed as (i) a handful of very successful outliers benefited from professional marketing 

and campaign support and thus were not representative of the vast majority of campaigns, and 

(ii) the amount itself was chosen as a convenient round integer more than five standard 
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deviations from the mean.  Other than the criteria outlined above, no further constraints were 

applied, resulting in a dataset of 370 unique crowdfunding campaigns 

The decision to remove from the dataset campaigns a small number of outliers that failed to 

reach their fundraising target might be considered unusual, given the focus by other 

crowdfunding studies on the binary success or failure outcome in relation to a target amount.  

However, any suggestion that this introduces issues of survivorship bias can be addressed by 

the following three observations: (i) the PledgeMusic platform was unusual in that it took a very 

hands-on approach to assisting founders establish their crowdfunding campaigns, including by 

setting realistic and achievable campaign targets, assisting in actively managing the 

crowdfunding campaign, and displaying progress towards a target as a percentage rather than 

absolute monetary terms. As a result, the platform has a > 85% campaign success rate during 

the sample timeframe (compared to < 50% for other similar crowdfunding platforms such as 

Kickstarter and Indiegogo). Consistent with the findings of Kuppuswamy and Bayus (2015) 

those small number of outlier failed campaigns which we have excluded from our initial sample 

typically did not complete due to structural flaws associated with the campaign that were 

identified only after its commencement, or where the campaign was abandoned by the founders 

during the fundraising period (something not uncommon as the cost to “start” a campaign on 

the platform was effectively zero), and there were no cases in our dataset where bands raised a 

non-trivial amount but subsequently failed to successfully complete; (ii) the analysis 

undertaken does not seek to discuss the influence of communications channels upon a 

campaign’s binary success or failure outcome per se, but rather to understand how such factors 

contribute to actual financial performance, thus the exclusion of a small number of failed 

campaigns does not significantly impact the analysis or results; and (iii) crowdfunding target 

amounts themselves are somewhat arbitrary, determined by some combination of founder 

guesswork, confidence, and the observed experience of others, thus the measurement of an 

ability to meet an arbitrary target is of little practical or theoretical value other than to 

determine how well a funder can gauge the persuasiveness of their campaign (which does have 

intrinsic value, but is outside the scope of this paper).  

Descriptive Statistics 

A set of descriptive statistics for our dataset is found in Table 1.  The average founder running a 

crowdfunding campaign in our sample raised $7,249 from their campaigns and at its 

commencement had (i) an email mailing list consisting of 1,208 contacts; (ii) 3,910 likes on their 

Facebook page; and (iii) 1,179 followers on Twitter.  Over the course of their campaign, the 

average founder generated 17 updates to their campaign, which were typically syndicated to 

fans via these same channels. The average crowdfunding campaign was supported by 193 
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unique funders, with a mean contribution from each funder amounting to just over $40. The 

majority of campaigns were initiated by US-based founders, followed by the UK, with small 

numbers based in Europe, Australia, Canada, and elsewhere. Fewer than half of the campaigns 

were launched by solo acts (as opposed to bands) and fewer than half featured promotional 

videos. Many campaigns included a charitable component in the form of a donation linked to 

funds raised by the campaign; a practice encouraged by PledgeMusic.  
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 
Variable Mean Std. Dev Median Min Max Variable Description 

Amount Received 7248.89 7687.74 4432 116 46920 Amount collected by the crowdfunding campaign in US Dollars 
Number of Pledges 193.24 205.97 130 7 1640 Number of contributors to the campaign 
Average Pledge 40.07 21.92 35 6 167 Average pledge amount in USD Dollars 
Email 1207.82 1373.92 673 13 6500 Number of email addresses in the founder’s email  list 
Facebook 3910.22 6978.95 1468 62 48361 Number of likes on the founder’s Facebook page 
Twitter 1179.02 1619.84 553 13 9026 Number of followers of the founder’s Twitter account 
Updates 16.94 12.04 14 1 104 Number of updates to the campaign 
Quality Rating 2.84 0.83 3 0 5 PledgeMusic musician/project quality assessment (scale 0-5) 
Website (Years) 5.34 4.28 4 0 18 Number of years that the founder has registered their website 
Words (Title) 18.00 4.77 19 1 26 Number of words in the campaign title 
Words (Desc) 266.15 152.23 223 53 1253 Number of words in the campaign description text 

Spelling Error (Desc) 0.02 -  -  0  1 
Dummy variable (1 if campaign description text includes a common spelling error, 0 
otherwise) 

Charity 0.66  -  -  0  1 Dummy variable (1 if founders include a charity contribution, 0 otherwise) 
Video 0.40 - -  0  1 Dummy variable (1 if founders include an introduction video, 0 otherwise) 
Presale 0.04 - -  0  1 Dummy variable (1 if campaign is solely to presell an already financed project) 
Solo 0.37 - -  0  1 Dummy variable (1 if founder is a solo musician, 0 otherwise) 
Scouted 0.22 - -  0  1 Dummy variable (1 if founder was scouted by PledgeMusic, 0 otherwise) 
Outside US 0.34  -  -  0  1 Dummy variable (1 if campaign is not US based, 0 otherwise) 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 
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A correlation matrix containing the most relevant variables featuring in our empirical analysis is 

presented in Table 2.  Predictably, the amount of money received by the campaign is shown to 

be strongly and positively correlated with the number of contributors (> 0.7), the number of 

email addresses and Facebook likes of the founder (both > 0.4), and the number of campaign 

updates (> 0.3). Also, unsurprisingly, numbers of email addresses correlate with Facebook likes 

(> 0.3), and Facebook likes with Twitter followers (> 0.5).  However, the weakest correlation 

between the online channels is observed between email address and Twitter followers (< 0.3).  

Due to concerns over possible multicollinearity issues, variance inflation factors were calculated 

for each of the regression analyses appearing subsequently. As no variance inflation factor 

exceeded 1.5 (versus a conventionally held threshold of 10), multicollinearity between 

explanatory variables does not represent an issue affecting this analysis.  
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Table 2: Correlation Coefficients 
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Amount Received 1.00                  

Number of Pledges 0.78 1.00                 

Average Pledge 0.31 -0.11 1.00                

Email 0.46 0.39 0.07 1.00               

Facebook 0.48 0.48 0.00 0.34 1.00              

Twitter 0.32 0.28 0.02 0.28 0.55 1.00             

Updates 0.34 0.34 0.07 0.25 0.04 0.02 1.00            

Quality Rating 0.32 0.34 -0.01 0.25 0.20 0.24 0.18 1.00           

Website (Years) 0.20 0.13 0.12 0.29 0.11 0.08 0.15 -0.04 1.00          

Words (Title) 0.02 0.01 0.09 0.01 -0.04 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.00 1.00         

Words (Desc) 0.26 0.21 0.05 0.18 0.13 -0.02 0.21 0.03 0.05 -0.02 1.00        

Spelling Error (Desc) -0.01 0.01 -0.03 -0.02 0.06 -0.05 0.00 0.03 -0.01 -0.01 0.19 1.00       

Charity 0.09 0.11 0.02 0.10 -0.04 0.00 0.11 0.09 0.07 -0.01 0.13 0.00 1.00      

Video -0.06 -0.06 -0.03 0.02 0.07 0.05 -0.14 -0.04 -0.02 -0.01 -0.11 -0.06 -0.09 1.00     

Presale -0.15 -0.13 -0.12 0.08 0.04 -0.02 -0.13 -0.14 0.08 -0.13 0.01 -0.03 -0.14 0.14 1.00    

Solo -0.09 -0.07 -0.01 0.00 -0.11 0.01 0.03 -0.02 0.08 0.06 0.12 0.03 0.17 -0.04 0.04 1.00   

Scouted 0.34 0.31 0.07 0.33 0.19 0.22 0.16 0.22 0.02 0.06 0.08 0.03 0.14 -0.12 -0.04 0.03 1.00  

Outside US -0.21 -0.11 -0.31 -0.13 -0.03 -0.01 -0.06 0.05 -0.08 -0.01 -0.03 -0.05 -0.01 0.02 -0.09 -0.04 -0.08 1.00 

Table 2: Correlation Coefficients 
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Model. 

Our research investigates the impacts of online fan communication channels on the financial 

performance of crowdfunding campaigns according to the following regression model:  

𝑌𝑖 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1(𝐸𝑚𝑎𝑖𝑙𝑖) + 𝛽2(𝐹𝑎𝑐𝑒𝑏𝑜𝑜𝑘𝑖) + 𝛽3(𝑇𝑤𝑖𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖) + 𝛽4𝑋𝑖 + 𝜇𝑖  

Where: 

Yi: is the dependent variable (Amount Received; Number of Pledges; Average Pledge), which is 

the total amount raised, number of pledges received, or average pledge amount for the ith 

crowdfunding campaign in our sample.2 

Emaili: The number of email addresses in the founder’s email mailing list prior to the 

start of the campaign i, self-reported by the musician. 

Facebooki: The number of likes of the founder’s Facebook page prior to the start of 

campaign i, collected by the platform directly from Facebook.3 

Twitteri: The number of followers of the founder’s Twitter account prior to the start of 

campaign i, collected by the platform directly from Twitter. 

Xi: A vector of additional campaign-dependent control variables which include the 

number of updates, inclusion of a video, whether the musician or musician is a solo or 

group act, nationality, spelling errors in campaign description, charity (the promise of a 

charitable donation by the founders as part of the campaign), length of the campaign 

title and description, length of website registration, and two measures of musician 

quality. 

μi: A conventional error-term. 

The statistical significance and relative magnitudes of parameters 𝛽1, 𝛽2 and 𝛽3 estimated using 

negative binomial and logistic regressions allows us to test the validity of hypotheses H1 and 

H2.   

Empirical Analysis. 

Table 3 shows the details of these regression analyses.  The results from Specification I, where 

the dependent variable (Amount Raised) is reported in levels and estimated using negative 

                                                             

2 On the PledgeMusic site contributions to a crowdfunding campaign are termed “pledges”. 

3 At the time the data was collected bands on Facebook were “liked” rather than having “friends”. 



66 

binomial regression, demonstrates that both email contacts and Facebook likes of the founder 

associate significantly and positively with the amount raised by the campaign.  A comparison of 

the relative magnitudes of coefficient estimates suggests that email has a stronger impact on the 

financial performance of crowdfunding campaigns than Facebook likes.  By comparison, the 

coefficient reflecting the number of Twitter followers is statistically equivalent to zero.   The 

statistical significance and relative magnitudes of coefficient estimates remain consistent in 

Specification II, where the dependent variable is included in log form. 
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Table 3: Regression Results 

 I 
Amount Raised 

 II 
Ln Amount Raised 

 III 
Number of Pledges 

 IV 
Ln Number of Pledges 

 V 
Average Pledge 

 VI 
Ln Average Pledge 

Email (x100) 0.0139 
(0.0031) 

***  0.0064 
(0.0014) 

***  0.0127 
(0.0036) 

***  0.0057 
(0.0014) 

***  0.0084 
(0.1099) 

  0.0006 
(0.0011) 

 

Facebook (x100) 0.0035 
(0.0006) 

***  0.0013 
(0.0003) 

***  0.0038 
(0.0006) 

***  0.0014 
(0.0003) 

*** 
 -0.0089 

(0.0186) 
  -0.0001 

(0.0002) 

 

Twitter (x100) -0.0017 
(0.0025) 

  0.0001 
(0.0011) 

  -0.0023 
(0.0022) 

  0.0002 
(0.0011) 

  0.0119 
(0.0927) 

  -0.0001 
(0.0008) 

 

Updates 0.013570 
(0.003764) 

***  0.005178 
(0.001708) 

***  0.015496 
(0.004345) 

***  0.005149 
(0.001676) 

*** 
 0.010771 

(0.101856) 
  0.000029 

(0.001040) 

 

Quality Rating 0.177920 
(0.053492) 

***  0.0912294 
(0.0230348) 

***  0.174641 
(0.047615) 

***  0.088154 
(0.020905) 

*** 
 -0.730673 

(1.431348) 
  0.003077 

(0.014769) 

 

Website (Years) 0.022380 
(0.009685) 

**  0.011390 
(0.004617) 

**  0.008374 
(0.009173) 

  0.005496 
(0.003934) 

  0.522699 
(0.286804) 

*  0.005894 
(0.002786) 

** 

Words (Title) 0.003700 
(0.007193) 

  0.000951 
(0.003183) 

  -0.006016 
(0.006580) 

  -0.002732 
(0.002960) 

  0.273082 
(0.218838) 

  0.003683 
(0.002271) 

 

Words (Desc) 0.000746 
(0.000244) 

***  0.000364 
(0.000092) 

***  0.000557 
(0.000208) 

***  0.000305 
(0.000087) 

*** 
 0.006050 

(0.007230) 
  0.000059 

(0.000075) 

 

Spelling Error (Desc) -0.319319 
(0.340026) 

  -0.153342 
(0.144454) 

  -0.316258 
(0.217529) 

  -0.079069 
(0.089173) 

  -9.792752 
(7.036267) 

  -0.074286 
(0.089604) 

 

Charity -0.060127 
(0.081819) 

  -0.014494 
(0.036506) 

  0.005585 
(0.073019) 

  -0.001618 
(0.032847) 

  -1.004862 
(2.378885) 

  -0.012873 
(0.022800) 

 

Video 0.006254 
(0.078674) 

  0.016381 
(0.033880) 

  0.009672 
(0.071890) 

  0.002785 
(0.032263) 

  0.226327 
(2.400638) 

  0.013604 
(0.023854) 

 

Presale -1.504614 
(0.194463) 

***  -0.676817 
(0.101407) 

***  -1.130615 
(0.142136) 

***  -0.473459 
(0.071701) 

*** 
 -18.297360 

(3.733089) 

***  -0.203328 
(0.051134) 

*** 

Solo -0.104324 
(0.068492) 

  -0.014135 
(0.0315681) 

  -0.016554 
(0.066135) 

  0.005100 
(0.0301616) 

  -1.464467 
(2.339837) 

  -0.019232 
(0.023530) 

 

Scouted 0.313902 
(0.090540) 

***  0.133906 
(0.040363) 

***  0.221938 
(0.084708) 

***  0.106591 
(0.035753) 

*** 
 1.889152 

(2.907785) 
  0.027323 

(0.029684) 

 

Outside US -0.385231 
(0.076801) 

***  -0.178134 
(0.033130) 

***  3.904186 
(0.388167) 

**  -0.021253 
(0.031471) 

  -14.801990 
(2.147134) 

***  -0.156887 
(0.022717) 

*** 

Time Dummies 
 

YES   YES   YES   YES   YES   YES 
 

Constant 7.099343 
(7.099343) 

***  3.099061 
(0.122596) 

***  3.90419 
(0.388167) 

  1.595996 
(0.111931) 

*** 
 34.054530 

(12.282600) 

***  1.503067 
(0.069883) 

*** 

Table 3: Regression Results
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The results presented in Specifications III and IV use the number of individual pledges received 

as the dependent variable, estimated using negative binomial and logistic regression 

respectively. The results are highly consistent with the equivalent estimates reported in 

Specifications I and II.  Each additional e-mail contact and Facebook like associates positively 

and significantly with the number of pledges.  The relative magnitudes of the coefficient 

estimates again imply that email is more influential in this regard than Facebook.  No significant 

relationship is observed between the number of pledges received by the campaign and the 

number of Twitter followers of the founder.  

Specifications V and VI use the average monetary value of each pledge as the dependent 

variable, again reported in levels and logs respectively.  The results from these specifications 

show no evidence that any online communication channel has a statistically significant 

relationship with the average pledge amount.  Taken together, the results presented in Table 1 

indicate that the higher aggregate amounts typically raised by founders with greater volumes of 

online communication channels seem to derive from attracting greater numbers of pledges 

rather than encouraging those pledging to contribute larger sums.  

Consideration of our range of campaign-level control variables reveals a number of other 

important factors associated with music crowdfunding outcomes that are worth noting.  For 

example, both Mollick (2014) and Kuppuswamy and Bayus (2018) observe that more numerous 

campaign updates tend to associate positively with campaign success; similarly, we find that 

they associate with better financial outcome for the campaign.  This finding is not altogether 

surprising, given that updates are typically syndicated by a founder to all online fan 

communication channels they use, and they thus expose their fans to the associated online 

discourse, regardless of whether or not they have already become funders.  In effect, each 

update acts as an additional unit of promotion for the campaign, and constitutes a subtle 

reminder to all fans who have not yet become funders that their support is still sought.  

Unsurprisingly, the PledgeMusic quality rating associates positively and significantly with 

campaign outcomes, while there is weaker evidence to suggest that artists who have held their 

websites for longer periods also tend to perform slightly better.  This finding implies that 

campaigns initiated by more established artists marginally outperform those from newer 

artists. 

Also interesting is that the country of origin of the campaign is shown to have a significant 

impact on both the final amount raised and the average pledge amount, with non-US campaigns 

experiencing measurable shortfalls in both when compared with US-based campaigns. This 
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phenomenon may relate to the fact that both crowdfunding and online payments were more 

developed and culturally mainstream in the US (and that US contributors are more comfortable 

using them) at the time of the study, the fact that over the data collection period the purchasing 

power of the typical US consumer was higher than the UK, EU, Australia, or Canada (OECD, 

2013), or, more likely, a combination of these two factors.  

Taken together, our results generally offer support for Hypothesis H1, in that email addresses 

have a stronger positive association with campaign outcomes than Facebook likes.  We find 

strong evidence of a positive association between email addresses and campaign performance, 

the strength of which is consistently greater than for Facebook. However, one caveat is that the 

effect is only apparent for the aggregate amounts raised and the number of pledges received 

and does not extend into average monetary contributions. Our results also clearly support 

hypothesis H2, in that Facebook likes are found to have a more positive effect on campaign 

outcomes than Twitter followers; the latter being found to be statistically indistinguishable 

from zero in all cases. 

Further Empirical Analysis  

In order to address hypothesis H3, we model our range of explanatory variables against the two 

independents variables expressed as counts (Amount Raised and Number of Pledges) using 

quantile regression analysis.  As opposed to conditional mean models, quantile regressions 

allow us to estimate the extent to which our explanatory variables are more or less important in 

explaining variations in performance among higher or lower percentiles of the dependent 

variables (see Koenker and Hallock (2001) for an overview of the technique).  The results of 

these regressions are in Table 4. Specifications I, II and III relate to different quantiles of amount 

raised, with the dependent variable expressed in logs in each case.  Comparing the coefficient 

estimates across these three specifications demonstrates that the association between the 

amount raised by a campaign and the number of email contacts of the founder monotonically 

increases when moving from the 25th to 50th to 75th percentiles.  We observe a similar (albeit 

weaker) trend for Facebook likes, while number of Twitter followers remains statistically 

insignificant at all percentiles of the dependent variables.   
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Table 4: Quantile Regression Results 
 I 

Ln Amount Raised 
0.25 

 II 
Ln Amount Raised 

0.50 

 III 
Ln Amount Raised 

0.75 

 IV 
Ln Number of Pledges 

0.25 

 V 
Ln Number of Pledges 

0.50 

 VI 
Ln Number of Pledges 

0.75 

Email (x100) 0.0046 
(0.0015) 

***  0.0068 
(0.0015) 

***  0.0085 
(0.0019) 

***  0.0043 
(0.0019) 

**  0.0053 
(0.0015) 

***  0.0075 
(0.0018) 

*** 

Facebook (x100) 0.0009 
(0.0003) 

***  0.0014 
(0.0003) 

***  0.0014 
(0.0004) 

***  0.0013 
(0.0004) 

*** 
 0.0013 

(0.0003) 

***  0.0017 
(0.0004) 

*** 

Twitter (x100) 0.0018 
(0.0013) 

  -0.0006 
(0.0013) 

  -0.0019 
(0.0016) 

  0.0014 
(0.0016) 

  -0.0002 
(0.0013) 

  -0.0013 
(0.0016) 

 

Updates 0.005667 
(0.001511) 

***  0.004749 
(0.001463) 

***  0.005392 
(0.001860) 

***  0.005152 
(0.001860) 

*** 
 0.006126 

(0.001523) 

***  0.007387 
(0.001814) 

*** 

Quality Rating 0.103694 
(0.022858) 

***  0.118340 
(0.022121) 

***  0.082032 
(0.028127) 

***  0.086641 
(0.028125) 

*** 
 0.094117 

(0.023038) 

***  0.078837 
(0.027432) 

*** 

Website (Years) 0.013541 
(0.004181) 

***  0.012409 
(0.004046) 

***  0.012900 
(0.005144) 

**  0.000670 
(0.005144) 

  0.006416 
(0.004214) 

  0.000965 
(0.005017) 

 

Words (Title) 0.003757 
(0.003585) 

  -0.001702 
(0.003470) 

  -0.003229 
(0.004412) 

  0.000168 
(0.004411) 

  -0.001500 
(0.003613) 

  -0.004816 
(0.004303) 

 

Words (Desc) 0.000493 
(0.000119) 

***  0.000444 
(0.000115) 

***  0.000209 
(0.000147) 

  0.000335 
(0.000147) 

** 
 0.000417 

(0.000120) 

**  0.000209 
(0.000143) 

** 

Spelling Error (Desc) -0.288959 
(0.149675) 

*  -0.076847 
(0.144853) 

  -0.168775 
(0.184179) 

  -0.044900 
(0.184164) 

  -0.203946 
(0.150854) 

  -0.256742 
(0.179629) 

 

Charity -0.000353 
(0.037853) 

  -0.011869 
(0.036634) 

  -0.061631 
(0.046579) 

  0.002743 
(0.046575) 

  -0.018047 
(0.038151) 

  -0.023504 
(0.045428) 

 

Video 0.021176 
(0.037920) 

  0.009122 
(0.036698) 

  -0.021310 
(0.046661) 

  0.011197 
(0.046657) 

  0.003464 
(0.038219) 

  0.015413 
(0.045509) 

 

Presale -0.687015 
(0.091040) 

***  -0.669804 
(0.088108) 

***  -0.679069 
(0.112028) 

***  -0.401181 
(0.112019) 

*** 
 -0.407559 

(0.091758) 

***  -0.574302 
(0.109260) 

*** 

Solo 0.005660 
(0.036024) 

  -0.007718 
(0.034864) 

  -0.041805 
(0.044328) 

  -0.002769 
(0.044325) 

  0.015584 
(0.036308) 

  0.012736 
(0.043233) 

 

Scouted 0.103579 
(0.044506) 

**  0.136696 
(0.043072) 

***  0.125780 
(0.054766) 

**  0.132255 
(0.054761) 

** 
 0.102805 

(0.044857) 

**  0.073991 
(0.053413) 

 

Outside US -0.193925 
(0.036233) 

***  -0.162567 
(0.035066) 

***  -0.187442 
(0.044585) 

***  -0.018335 
(0.044582) 

  -0.027507 
(0.036518) 

  -0.005903 
(0.043484) 

 

Time Dummies YES   YES   YES   YES   YES   YES  

Constant 2.933822 
(0.381339) 

***  2.804910 
(0.369056) 

***  3.219113 
(0.469249) 

***  1.515400 
(0.469210) 

*** 
 1.574378 

(0.384345) 

***  1.821528 
(0.457657) 

*** 

Table 4: Quantile Regression Results
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Equivalent results relating to the number of pledges (again expressed in log form) are presented 

in Specifications IV-VI.  The results of these regressions are highly consistent with those relating 

to the amounts raised.  Specifically, the number of e-mail contacts is of greater importance 

among better performing campaigns.  Again, there is weaker evidence of a similar effect for 

number of Facebook likes and no evidence of any significant pattern of change among number 

of Twitter followers.  These findings indicate that online communication channels, especially e-

mail contacts, tend to become more important determinants of performance among campaigns 

raising relatively larger sums and/or receiving a greater number of pledges, and thus we find 

that hypothesis H3 is supported.   

Most of the other explanatory variables demonstrate similar coefficient estimates across the 

range of specifications.  The only obvious exception is the number of words in the campaign 

description, whereby the magnitudes and significance of the coefficient estimates diminish at 

higher percentiles of the independent variable(s).  Thus, while online communication channels 

are relatively more important among better performing campaigns, the length of the written 

description is found be relatively more important among campaigns that perform comparatively 

poorly.  Overall, our results show that relationship between online communication channels and 

fundraising outcomes will differ among better-performing campaigns compared with poorer-

performing campaigns. We find that that the increasing importance of those channels among 

better performing campaigns is broadly in-line with the hierarchy outlined in the previous 

section, specifically that better performing campaigns make more effective use of their email 

networks, and the stronger social ties they embody, in raising funds through crowdfunding. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Contribution to Literature 

In this paper we analyse a private dataset of crowdfunding campaigns, comprising ex-ante 

community metrics and rich qualitative measures to determine how the social ties embedded 

within multiple coexisting online creator-fan communication channels impact the conversion of 

fans into campaign funders. Using a combination of negative binomial and logistic regressions, 

we find evidence of a clear hierarchy of importance of online communication channels, with 

email representing the most effective medium and Twitter being least important. 

Our study contributes to the literature on the relationship between crowdfunding and social 

networks (e.g. Hekman and Brussee 2013; Byrnes et al. 2014; Hong et al. 2015; Fietkiewicz et al. 

2018; Clauss et al. 2020) and social ties (e.g. Zheng et al. 2014, 2018; Polzin et al. 2018; Borst et 

al. 2018; Simon et al. 2019) by offering a nuanced insight into how the online fan 



72 

 

communication channels of CCI campaign founders represent their underlying social ties with 

their fans. We also contribute to literature on online social ties (e.g. Ellison et al. 2007, 2014; 

Yang et al. 2014; Valenzuela et al. 2018; Waterloo et al. 2018) by deriving and testing a 

hierarchy of social tie strength within online channels in the context of crowdfunding. We 

uniquely analyse the three channels most relevant to CCI crowdfunding, and we further 

contribute to the literature by quantifying the differences between individual channels in the 

D2F context and how they each impact conversions of fans to funders. In doing so, we uncover 

the importance of email, a channel whose role is largely unacknowledged and is under-

represented in research into both crowdfunding and contemporary online social networking.  

Recognising the inherent risks of endogeneity to empirical crowdfunding research, especially 

for that concerning something as inherently subjective as creative output, we utilise objective 

third party controls to account for variation in founder and campaign “quality”. Our study is also 

unique in that our data measuring online fan communication channels is collected ex-ante the 

launch of the crowdfunding campaign, eliminating the endogeneity issues experienced by many 

other studies that rely exclusively on ex-post data (e.g.  Mollick 2014; Zheng et al. 2014; 

Kuppuswamy and Bayus 2015; Colombo et al. 2015). Finally, our study is unusual in that we 

utilise both negative binomial regression and quantile regression, allowing us to reflect on the 

differing impacts of dispersed dependant variables generally, and for more and less successful 

campaigns within our dataset.  

Implications for Theory and Practice. 

As the D2F model centres on the conversion of a fan into a funder, the astute CCI founder will 

already be aware that, in addition to the volume of fans they have, the quality of their 

relationship with their fans is also important. While conventional wisdom suggests that a CCI 

founder should do their best to increase their aggregate fan-base in the months before 

launching a crowdfunding campaign (and, indeed, during said campaign), a CCI founder seeking 

to make the most of their existing fan relationships will also seek to migrate as many of those 

relationships to a communication channel which is more intimate and represents stronger 

social ties prior to the start of the campaign. Our results suggest that, consistent with it hosting 

predominately latent ties, Twitter may be particularly well suited to certain low-impact creator-

fan interactions such as those requiring only “ambient awareness” (Levordashka and Utz, 

2016). Fans who are connected to the founder through Twitter alone are unlikely to convert 

into funders, and should be targeted to be “moved up the hierarchy” to Facebook or, preferably, 

email. Some founders associated with the PledgeMusic platform reportedly achieved this 

through offering incentives (e.g. “sign up to our mailing list and receive a free unreleased song”). 
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While not specifically analysed in this paper, anecdotal evidence gathered in conversation with 

crowdfunding platforms in connection with this research suggested that CCI founders who were 

able to increase the intimacy of their email communications with their fans were able to achieve 

unusually high rates of fan-to-funder conversions. Ways to achieve this included moving beyond 

a generic “mailing-list personalised” email (which Trespalacios et. al (2016) find does not affect 

response rates) to sending each email separately and including specific hyper-personalised text 

in the body.  

Further, our quantile regression analysis indicates that different types of campaigns may 

experience different associations with key campaign characteristics.  Our results suggest that 

campaigns at the upper-end of the performance distribution tend to enjoy a stronger 

association with their number of online connections (especially email) compared with 

campaigns that perform less well.  Conversely, campaigns at the lower end of the performance 

distribution tend to benefit from a stronger association with the length of their written 

description compared with better-performing campaigns.  These findings imply that founders 

with lower quality campaigns (e.g., inexperienced or novice founders) expecting to raise 

relatively modest sums might be better served focusing more of their attention to improving 

their funding pitch compared with others.  Conversely, founders with better quality campaigns 

(e.g., experienced or high-performing founders) may benefit by focusing more of their attention 

to improving the breadth and intimacy of their social ties compared with others. 

Our work also shows that future researchers seeking to analyse factors influencing 

crowdfunding campaign performance should not limit themselves to quantifying the founder’s 

Facebook network alone, but consider the broader reach of a founder through other online 

channels, and to account for the quality of the social ties those channels represent. Additionally, 

in assembling their models they should seek, where possible, to gather D2F community data on 

an ex-ante basis, to limit issues of endogeneity, and consider a number of other variables that 

are relevant to crowdfunding outcomes, e.g., the location of the founder and objective measures 

of founder and campaign quality. Finally, they should consider basing their analysis on the gross 

funds raised by the campaign, rather than a binary success or failure outcome, as this provides a 

more useful measure to analyse crowdfunding performance. 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research. 

In order to focus our analysis of the specific effects of online fan communication channels on CCI 

crowdfunding outcomes our data set is necessarily very specific.  We have investigated only one 

particular type of crowdfunding campaign (music), as well as a single crowdfunding platform 

(PledgeMusic), and our dataset looked only at successful campaigns.  While we are confident of 
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the broader application of our findings to rewards-based crowdfunding activities on other 

online platforms and within different market contexts, the nature and strength of these 

relationships may be subject to variation. Our decision to investigate the effects of only three 

online fan channels was consciously made due to their significance both in the D2F music 

segment and in the CCI and crowdfunding more broadly. Nevertheless, we acknowledge the 

existence of other online communication channels, that other market contexts may have more 

relevant online communication channels, and that the online communication ecosystem tends 

to evolve rapidly.  

Considering these limitations, various opportunities exist for extension of this work in future 

research. Extending our analysis to encompass other CCI verticals, additional crowdfunding 

platforms, and other online communication channels would likely yield both theoretical and 

practical benefits. Suggestions for CCI verticals worthy of examination would include film, 

books, theatre, art, and comics, among others. Additionally, platforms such as Kickstarter, 

Indiegogo, Crowdfunder, Patreon, and Unbound could be investigated, as well as broadening the 

scope of online communication channels to include platforms such as Youtube, Instagram, and 

online discussion forums. Similarly, ascertaining the relevance of our findings to other 

crowdfunding sectors would also offer potentially beneficial areas of future research; possible 

candidates would include equity/debt crowdfunding, donation crowdfunding, and rewards-

based crowdfunding beyond the CCI such as the more entrepreneurial campaigns for software, 

design, consumer goods, and technology projects. A closer examination of specific factors in CCI 

crowdfunding would also offer opportunities for further research; for example, it would be 

interesting to examine possible variations in relation to music genres, founder and funder age, 

race and gender, and the influence of past crowdfunding experience on subsequent campaigns 

by the same founder (the so-called “repeat founder”). As our study only addresses gross 

amounts raised by successful campaigns it would also be valuable to examine the differences 

between successful and unsuccessful campaigns, and the relationship between amounts raised 

against target amounts.  

When considering the fan communities themselves, our dataset is also somewhat limited. While 

it provides a good understanding of the size of these communities, it does not indicate the 

extent to which fans may be members of more than one community and thus receive 

communications through multiple channels (although Guy et al. (2008) and Buccafurri et al. 

(2015) suggests that this is uncommon). Similarly, we have no information on how frequently 

communications actually occurred across the individual communications channels. Future 

quantitative research seeking to build on our findings would benefit from controlling for such 

factors as the frequency of communication across the various channels, the impacts of fan 
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membership across multiple online communities, and the impacts of communication within the 

fan community itself. Future qualitative research might also seek to develop a greater 

understanding of the subjective view of the creator-fan relationship that is experienced through 

these channels. Additional factors which future researchers might want to consider include 

funder specific traits, and the relationship between the device upon which communications are 

received by the fan and the device on which they typically make internet payments (e.g. PC vs. 

smartphone), something which the authors were not able to determine from the data available 

to them.  

Conclusion 

This paper makes several important contributions to the literature on CCI crowdfunding and 

online fan communication channels. Specifically, the paper constitutes the first piece of research 

closely examining the relationship between multiple fan communication channels and actual 

financial outcomes of CCI crowdfunding campaigns, a model colloquially referred to in the 

industry as Direct-To-Fan or D2F. Recognising the inherent issues of endogeneity present in 

crowdfunding research, we utilise two independent measures of founder and campaign quality 

together with ex-ante measures of online fan communication channel reach. Through our 

analysis, we demonstrate a clear hierarchy of importance of online fan communication channels 

for the purpose of CCI crowdfunding, with email clearly situated at the top of that hierarchy.  

More specifically, through estimating a series of negative binomial and logistic regressions, we 

demonstrate a positive and significant relationship between the monetary amounts raised by 

crowdfunding campaigns and the use of both e-mail and Facebook as online fan communication 

channels, although observe a statistically insignificant relationship in the case of Twitter.  Our 

quantile regression results further demonstrate that online communication channels, 

particularly email, tend to associate more strongly with outcomes among better performing 

campaigns.  Conversely, the length of written description tends to associate more strongly with 

outcomes among poorer-performing campaigns.  These findings have implications for the 

relative importance of campaign characteristics and the focus of resources to prepare and 

support crowdfunding campaigns for different types of founders. 

Drawing on literature regarding social ties and online communication channels, we 

demonstrate that channels that are more intimate and represent proportionally stronger social 

ties are more effective in converting fans to funders, resulting in better crowdfunding outcomes.  

Given that many previous studies of crowdfunding have typically focussed on the relationship 

between crowdfunding outcomes and Facebook ‘friends’, we show that future work will likely 

benefit from controlling for the presence of multiple online communication channels, 
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particularly email. Future CCI crowdfunding research would also benefit from accounting for an 

objective analysis of the quality of a founder’s creative output as it also impacts crowdfunding 

outcomes.   

Ultimately we demonstrate that in D2F CCI crowdfunding, as in life, the Beatles were right – we 

do all get by with a little help from our friends. 
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Structured Abstract 

Purpose: We investigate whether the investment patterns of a particular type of crowdfunding 

investor are consistent with the theory of impact philanthropy.  To address this aim, we test 

whether the individual ‘completion contributions’ that enable online crowdfunding campaigns 

to meet or exceed their targets will tend to vary contingent upon the proximity of both the 

deadline and crowdfunding model. 

Design/Methodology/Approach: We use campaign-level data incorporating observations on 

campaigns from reward (both all-or-nothing and keep-it-all), donation, and equity-based 

platforms.  To our knowledge, the coverage of our data is unparalleled elsewhere in the 

crowdfunding literature.  Using these data, we analyze whether completion contributions tend 

to be larger in relative terms when made nearer to the funding deadline, where the impact upon 

the campaign outcome is likely to be greater. 

Findings: The patterns of behavior we observe are consistent with the theory of impact 

philanthropy.  More specifically, we show that completion contributions tend to vary 

significantly and positively with proximity to funding deadlines.  We also find that this 

relationship tends to be more pronounced among donations-based platforms and less 

pronounced among equity-based platforms.  

Originality / Value: Our study contributes to developing a better understanding of the 

behaviors of contributors to online crowdfunding campaigns and whether those behaviors are 

consistent with theories of philanthropy.  Our study also has considerable value in 

understanding the non-financial factors associated with the informal financing of business 

startups. 

Introduction 

Online crowdfunding is a relatively new form of collective fundraising initiative.  The practice 

has been defined as “an open call…for the provision of financial resources either in form of 

donation or in exchange for the future product or some form of reward to support initiatives for 

specific purposes” (Belleflamme, Lambert and Schwienbacher, 2014, p. 588). The practice 
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lowers the transaction costs associated with collecting small sums from dispersed sets of 

informal investors (Polzin, 2018) and also offers many additional benefits to entrepreneurs in 

areas such as strategy, marketing and operations (De Luca et al., 2019).   Our study investigates 

the behaviors of investors making pivotal contributions towards online crowdfunding 

campaigns; namely the specific individual ‘completion contributions’ which enable 

entrepreneurs to meet or exceed their funding targets.  Throughout this study, we refer to the 

investors making these contributions as ‘completion funders’ and the monetary amount they 

contribute as ‘completion contributions’.  These contributions can be thought of as the single 

most important contributions received in crowdfunding, since their presence (or absence) 

separates successful from unsuccessful campaigns by definition.  However, despite their 

importance, completion contributions have received very limited attention in the research 

literature.   

To our knowledge, only two previous studies by Wash (2013) and Argo et al. (2020) have 

formally acknowledged the existence of completion contributions, noting that they tend to be 

several times larger in magnitude than others.  However, both of these studies limit their 

analysis exclusively to the context of donation-based crowdfunding and are also somewhat 

speculative in terms of the theories that might explain the behavior.  Our study contributes 

towards this literature by investigating whether the behavior of investors making completion 

contributions is consistent with a specific theory of altruism known as impact philanthropy.  

The theory suggests that individuals tend to be motivated to behave philanthropically in order 

to personally make a difference to recipients (Duncan, 2004).  Impact philanthropists would 

therefore generally prefer to help a smaller number of beneficiaries to a significant extent 

rather than larger numbers to a smaller extent.   

We test the application of impact philanthropy in the specific context of crowdfunding by 

addressing the following research question: To what extent is the behavior of funders making 

completion contributions to online crowdfunding campaigns consistent with the theory of 

impact philanthropy’?  In order to address this question, we investigate whether completion 

contributions tend to vary with proximity to the funding deadline, given that late contributions 

are likely to be even more pivotal in determining the ultimate outcome than equivalent 

contributions made earlier in the funding cycle.  In addition, we further explore whether any 

such relationship tends to be more or less pronounced among crowdfunding models that place a 

greater emphasis on philanthropy.  Our empirical analysis makes use of a unique multi-platform 

dataset consisting of longitudinal (daily) observations for crowdfunding campaigns launched on 

the Kickstarter, Indiegogo, Donors Choose and Crowdcube platforms and completed between 

January 2014 and May 2015 inclusive.  The data we use as part of our study are unique in that 
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they cover a range of fundraising models, the size and scope of which is largely unparalleled 

within the crowdfunding literature. This particular aspect of our study addresses the limitations 

of many others that tend to rely on (small) convenience samples (McKenny et al., 2017); often 

obtained from a single online platform.   

Our study makes unique and important contributions to the crowdfunding literature in a 

number of ways.  First, we make an important contribution to understanding the factors that 

explain how and why campaigns achieve their funding targets, thereby responding to calls for 

research into the funder-level determinants of campaign outcomes across different 

crowdfunding platforms (Chan et al., 2018).   In addition, our work extends and develops the 

contribution made by Kuppuswamy and Bayus (2017) in terms of better understanding the 

behaviors of contributors that make pivotal contributions to crowdfunding campaigns.  In 

particular, our study responds to a call in that study for future research into whether the 

monetary value of contributions also varies in accordance with the extent to which they 

‘matter’, in addition to their volume and timing.   

Theory and Literature 

Completion contributions represent vitally important contributions to crowdfunding 

campaigns, given the pivotal role they play in determining success or failure.  However, these 

contributions might follow different patterns to others, although the extent to which they differ 

is unknown and represents an underexplored area in the literature.  To our knowledge, only 

two previous studies have formally investigated the phenomenon of completion contributions, 

with both focusing exclusively on the donations-based model.  The first such study by Wash 

(2013) shows that completion contributions tend to be more than twice as large as others in the 

context of donation-based crowdfunding. The author speculates on three possible explanations 

for the phenomenon: either individuals who would naturally make larger monetary 

contributions are more willing to contribute if they can complete a campaign; large donors 

delay their contributions until they are sure the campaign will be fully funded; and/or 

individuals that have already chosen to fund are willing to increase the size of their contribution 

in order for a campaign to reach its target.  The author is unable to determine which, if any, of 

these explanations hold using their data, but suspects the behavior results from a perception on 

the part of contributors that the amount required to meet the target is small enough to be 

achieved at an individual rather than collective level.   

A more recent study by Argo et al. (2020) reports similar evidence, also in the context of 

donation-based crowdfunding.  The authors argue that the upward bias they observe among 

completion contributions may be driven either by a desire either to resolve uncertainty 
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regarding the campaign outcome, or to personally make a difference to the recipient.  The 

empirical results from their study suggest that the latter explanation is more likely than the 

former.  However, the authors find that mention of crises or difficult circumstances in campaign 

descriptions does not typically associate with variations in contribution size or speed, 

somewhat calling into question whether any desire to ‘make a difference’ is entirely based 

around the need of the recipient.   

We contribute towards resolving these ambiguities in the literature by investigating the 

observed behavior of completion funders through a different theoretical lens.  The literature on 

crowdfunding suggests that funders are generally motivated by a combination of intrinsic 

factors such as altruism; social factors such as a desire for reputational enhancement; and/or 

extrinsic factors such as material rewards (Gerber and Hui, 2013; Hu et al., 2015; Cox et al. 

2018).  However, of these three possible motivations, completion contributions seem less likely 

to be driven by extrinsic factors or a desire for reputational enhancement.  We make this 

contention on the basis that no crowdfunding platforms (to our knowledge) publicly 

acknowledge completion funders, nor do they receive any additional material benefit over and 

above other contributions of similar magnitudes.  Additionally, contributions made later in the 

funding cycle are seemingly less likely to originate from within the immediate social circle of the 

entrepreneur, given that friends and family have been found to be disproportionately likely to 

contribute during the early stages of a campaign (Agrawal et al., 2015; Jian and Shin, 2015).  As 

such, it does not seem likely that completion contributions can be adequately explained using 

theories of social capital in the same way as initial contributions (Colombo et al., 2015).   

We focus instead on an alternative and relatively understudied economic model of altruistic 

behavior known as impact philanthropy, which was first proposed by Duncan (2004).  This 

model assumes that individuals behave philanthropically due to a desire to personally make a 

difference to the recipient, which involves a subjective assessment as to whether the behavior 

will be impactful.  Impact philanthropists will tend to experience so-called ‘compassion fade’ 

(Butts et al., 2019), whereby helping a smaller number of recipients to a greater extent is 

preferred to helping a larger number to a lesser extent.  Thus, the opportunity to feed a single 

hungry child with 1,000 grains of rice would be considered preferable to providing a single 

grain of rice to 1,000 hungry children (Duncan, 2009, p.166).    Funders motivated by impact 

philanthropy also want their donation to have a noticeable effect (Bekkers and Wiepking, 2007) 

and will therefore target particular recipients in order to increase their perceived impact on the 

individual or the cause (Sargeant and Woodliffe, 2007).   
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Although impact philanthropy has been relatively understudied in empirical settings compared 

with alternative theories of philanthropy, a small number of studies have attempted to research 

the phenomenon in the context of giving to charitable organizations. For example, Amos et al. 

(2015) also finds that impact philanthropy represents the most substantial motivation among 

contributors to an animal sanctuary, whereas egoistic motives were found to be the least 

substantial.  Along similar lines, contributors to charities have been found to exhibit a 

preference to support relatively smaller organizations with lower revenues, which implies a 

desire for contributions to have relatively higher impact (Borgloh et al., 2013).  A study by 

Bradley et al. (2019) further demonstrates that a sizeable proportion of contributions to 

charitable fundraising initiatives come from ‘impact donors’ who choose to support campaigns 

which are nearer to achieving their targets than those which are further away.  

Some authors have also investigated the theory of impact philanthropy in the specific context of 

online crowdfunding, with mixed results.  For example, Steigenberger (2017) finds that the 

motivation of contributors to rewards-based campaigns is partly consistent with the theory of 

impact philanthropy, although the desire to positively impact a particular entrepreneur is 

shown to be a more important driver of behavior than the desire to affect a greater goal.  By 

contrast, Zvilichovsky et al. (2018) show that individual funders tend to increase their 

participation in rewards-based crowdfunding where their contribution is pivotal, although such 

contributions tend to be driven by a desire to ‘make the product happen’ rather than helping a 

particular entrepreneur.   

Hypothesis Development 

Based on the theory and literature outlined in the previous section, we contend that impact 

philanthropists are likely to perceive the act of making a single larger contribution that allows a 

crowdfunding campaign to reach its target to be more impactful than making a larger number of 

smaller contributions that do not allow campaigns to reach their targets.  In addition, many 

online crowdfunding platforms employ an ‘All-or-Nothing’ (AoN) approach to fundraising in 

order to increase the extent to which campaign deadlines are meaningful.  According to this 

approach, campaign founders are required to raise an amount that meets or exceeds a 

nominated funding target prior to the expiration of a set deadline, otherwise their project is 

cancelled and all contributions are returned.  As a result of overcoming psychological barriers 

such as procrastination and diffusion of responsibility, the AoN approach has been shown to 

result in a significant upturn in contributions as crowdfunding campaigns approach their 

deadlines (Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 2018). 
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Prior research into late contributions to online crowdfunding campaigns have arrived at mixed 

results regarding the extent to which they are consistent with philanthropic motives.  On the 

one hand, several studies have suggested that such contributions are disproportionately likely 

to be driven by philanthropy.  For example, the findings of Deb et al. (2019) suggest that 

campaigns that reach their target closer to their deadlines tend to attract a much higher 

proportion of support from donors rather than buyers, compared with those that reach the 

target earlier in during the campaign lifecycle. Li and Wang (2019) further demonstrate that the 

increase in funding activity observed towards the end of the campaign period tends to be more 

pronounced among campaigns listed in ‘public good’ rather than ‘private good’ categories, 

implying that late contributions tend to be affected by the degree of project prosociality. The 

findings of both of these studies are consistent with those of Kuppuswamy and Bayus (2017), 

who show that ‘donations’ to reward-based crowdfunding campaigns cease almost entirely once 

the target has been achieved, whereas contributions from ‘buyers’ continue.    

Specifically, in relation to impact philanthropy, goal-gradient theory suggests that late-stage 

contributions to fundraising campaigns are likely be perceived as having greater value than 

equivalent early-stage events, as the ratio of benefit to (remaining) cost increases with 

proximity to the goal (Cryder et al., 2013).  Thus, the perceived impact of contributions to 

crowdfunding campaigns is likely to vary in relation to the point in the funding cycle at which 

they are made (Belleflamme et al., 2019).  This perspective has recently found support from Van 

Teunenbroek and Bekkers (2020), who argue that funders making pivotal contributions in 

crowdfunding tend to find campaigns less attractive if more donors have already contributed. 

As a result, campaigns that raise large amounts of support during the early stages will not be 

particularly attractive to impact philanthropists compared with campaigns that enter their later 

stages having raised relatively little.  

Following this line of reasoning, we argue that completion contributions made later in the 

funding cycle will be perceived as having relatively higher impact, as campaigns that approach 

their deadlines in an unfunded state reflect a ‘dire situation’ and prompt a sense of urgency 

among potential funders (Chan et al., 2020).   Conversely, contributions made at an earlier stage 

will be perceived as having comparatively lower impact, as there is more time remaining for the 

required amount to be contributed by other funders.  As such, impact philanthropists will prefer 

to help support campaigns when they are closer to their funding deadlines.  We therefore 

hypothesize that, while funders may be willing to pay a premium in order to make a completion 

contribution towards any crowdfunding campaign at any point in the fundraising cycle, the 

relative size of the premium will be higher in situations where the impact of the contribution is 

likely to be greater.  We therefore expect to observe a stronger ‘completion bias’ (i.e., a higher 
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premium paid above the average of previous contributions) in cases where such contributions 

are made closer to the deadline.   This contention leads us to outline the following research 

hypothesis: 

H1: The relative magnitude of completion contributions will increase with proximity to the 

funding deadline. 

Additionally, we test whether the relationship between completion contributions and proximity 

to the funding deadline varies compared with the AoN model in cases where the alternative 

‘Keep-it-All’ (KiA) fundraising model is adopted.  KiA campaigns allow the founder to retain any 

and all amounts raised, regardless of whether the stated monetary target is achieved before the 

expiration of the funding deadline.  For AoN campaigns, the perceived impact of a completion 

contribution made nearer to the deadline is likely to be greater than an equivalent contribution 

made towards a KiA campaign.  In the former case, the absence of a completion contribution 

would result in the entrepreneur raising nothing, while in the latter case, the entrepreneur 

would still be able to retain all of the other funds raised up to that point.  This key distinction 

leads us to outline our second research hypothesis, which we test in the context of KiA and AoN 

campaigns hosted on the Indiegogo platform.  

H2: The extent to which completion contributions respond to the proximity of campaign 

deadlines will tend to be less pronounced among KiA campaigns compared with AoN 

campaigns. 

We further extend our analysis of these behaviors and the extent to which they are consistent 

with impact philanthropy by investigating whether the relationship between completion 

contributions and proximity to the funding deadline is more pronounced among crowdfunding 

platforms that place a greater emphasis on philanthropy.  It is appropriate to investigate this 

issue given that the motivations of investors will typically differ according to the fundraising 

model employed (Pierrakis; 2019).  At one extreme of the spectrum are donation-based 

platforms.  This funding model adopts a patronage-type approach (Bernardino and Santos, 

2016), whereby investors are essentially philanthropists who expect no direct return for their 

contribution (Wuillaume et al., 2018).  Funder behavior in donations-based campaigns has been 

shown to be consistent with a number of theories of philanthropic motivation; namely intrinsic 

motivations (Jian and Shin, 2015); psychological gains and intrinsic rewards (Allison et al., 

2015); social and non-financial motivations (Bagheri et al., 2019) and personal satisfaction 

coupled with a desire to support the greater good (Gleasure and Feller, 2016).   

At the other end of the spectrum, equity crowdfunding involves entrepreneurs selling a 

specified amount of equity or bond-like shares in a company (Ahlers et al., 2015, p. 958). 
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Investors in campaigns hosted on equity-based crowdfunding platforms have been shown to be 

motivated by a desire to minimize risk and maximize financial return (Nitani et al., 2019).  As 

such, nonfinancial motives have been argued to have no association with funding decisions 

made in relation to equity crowdfunding (Cholakova and Clarysse, 2015).  Thus, a broad 

distinction can be made between donation-based crowdfunding which is driven by 

philanthropic motives and equity-based crowdfunding which is driven by profit-seeking 

(Mamonov and Malaga, 2019). 

Campaigns hosted on reward-based platforms offer investors material rewards in line with the 

value of their contributions.  A number of authors have arrived at somewhat mixed conclusions 

regarding the motivations of contributors to reward-based crowdfunding campaigns.  Several 

studies have concluded that the behavior of rewards-based funders is consistent with a mix of 

predominantly social and other-oriented motivations (Giudici et al., 2018; Mastrangelo et al., 

2019; Martínez-Climent et al., 2020).  By contrast, others find evidence that self-oriented 

motivations are more likely to dominate (Zhang and Chen, 2019; Prędkiewicz and Kalinowska-

Beszczyńska, 2020).  As such, it is likely that contributions to rewards-based crowdfunding 

campaigns are motivated by a combination of intrinsic and extrinsic factors. 

Overall, the literature indicates that donations-based platforms tend to be more reliant on 

intrinsic motivations, whereas equity-based crowdfunding platforms tend to be more reliant on 

extrinsic motivations (Efrat et al., 2020).  By contrast, rewards-based crowdfunding platforms 

are likely to sit somewhere between these two extremes (Steigenberger, 2017).  Based on these 

arguments, we summarize the extent to which philanthropic motives are likely to be prevalent 

among contributors to different types of crowdfunding campaigns in Figure 1, which itself is 

based on the typology of funding models outlined by Hossain and Oparaocha (2017).    
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Figure 1: Altruism Among Crowdfunding Models (adapted from Hossain and Oparaocha, 2017) 

Our first hypothesis contended that completion contributions will tend to vary in magnitude 

with proximity to the funding deadline.  We also propose that the relationship predicted by 

hypothesis H1 is likely to be stronger in more philanthropic settings (i.e., donation-based) and 

weaker in less philanthropic settings (i.e., equity-based) relative to reward-based platforms.  

This point leads to the development of our third research hypothesis, namely: 

H3: The extent to which completion contributions respond to the proximity of campaign 

deadlines will tend to be more pronounced among crowdfunding models associated with 

stronger philanthropic motivations (i.e., Donation > Reward > Equity). 

Data and Method 

Data 

Our dataset consists of campaign-level observations from a number of online crowdfunding 

platforms.  Data relating to the rewards-based platforms Kickstarter and Indiegogo, as well as 

the equity-based platform Crowdcube, are derived from the daily aggregation of funding activity 

recorded at the campaign-level by the Crowdfunding Center4.  Data from the donation-based 

                                                             

4 https://www.thecrowdfundingcenter.com/ 
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platform Donors Choose are extracted using their own API5.  In each and every case, our dataset 

contains observations on all campaigns hosted on each platform that started and completed 

during the period between January 2014 and May 2015 (inclusive).  We eliminate from our 

dataset any campaigns which fail to achieve their funding targets, since these campaigns have 

no completion contribution by definition. In addition, given our focus on the period immediately 

leading up to campaign completion, we do not include data on funding received after the target 

has been met, even though we acknowledge a number of successful campaigns will 

subsequently raise amounts in excess of their funding targets. 

For each of these campaigns appearing in our dataset, we then calculate the average 

contribution from other funders received up to the day of completion, and divide the average 

contribution on the completion day by this amount to determine a ‘completion contribution 

ratio’ (CCR).  This measure reflects the relative magnitude of the contributions received on the 

completion day compared with the average received on all previous days of the campaign.  The 

CCR therefore serves as a consistent means by which to compare the phenomenon across the 

wide variety of campaigns and platforms included in our study.   

In order to address Hypothesis H2, we compare our results from the Kickstarter platform with 

9,007 successful KiA and 947 successful AoN campaigns hosted on the rewards-based platform 

Indiegogo.  While we expect that results from the AoN campaigns hosted on Indiegogo will be 

similar to the results from Kickstarter, we further expect that the results from KiA campaigns 

will vary significantly, given the vastly differing consequences of failure to meet the fundraising 

target within the allotted timeframe.  As a result of the reduced impact of completion 

contributions made to KiA campaigns hosted on Indiegogo, we expect that the any relationship 

between the CCR and proximity to the funding deadline will be weaker than for AoN campaigns 

hosted on either platform. 

With respect to Hypothesis H3, we compare our results across crowdfunding models by 

undertaking an equivalent analysis using data from equity and donations-based crowdfunding 

platforms.  Our sample relating to the equity-based model contains observations on the full 128 

successful equity crowdfunding campaigns hosted on the Crowdcube platform during the 

sample period. Our analysis of the donations-based model incorporates data from 9,562 

successful campaigns hosted on the Donors Choose platform.  The API provided by this platform 

allows us to capture a complete, itemized list of each and every individual contribution towards 

                                                             

5 Application Programming Interface – a type of software interface for connecting and communicating between computer 

applications. 
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campaigns during the sample period.  Thus, we are able to calculate the exact magnitude of the 

completion contribution for all Donors Choose campaigns with absolute certainty, regardless of 

the number of other contributions made on the completion day. 

Measures 

Our primary variable of interest is the ‘Completion Contribution Ratio’ (CCR), which is the ratio 

of average contribution received by a campaign on the completion day to average contribution 

on all other days.  To our knowledge, the use of such a measure is unique within the 

crowdfunding literature, as other studies of completion contributions by Wash (2013) and Argo 

et al. (2020), both identify the magnitude of completion contributions relative to others using a 

dummy variable.  While it is not possible to precisely identify specific completion contributions 

among the aggregated daily data for these additional campaigns, we calculate a CCR on the basis 

of the average contribution on the completion day relative to the average contribution from all 

prior days.  Although this issue could be seen as a limitation affecting our data, we explore the 

effect that it is likely to have on our results as part of the robustness checks conducted 

subsequent.  Our research hypotheses are addressed through analyzing the relationship 

between the CCR and the ‘Days Remaining’, which represents the number of days remaining 

before the funding deadline at the point at which the target is met. When using daily data, 

accounting for the number of days remaining before the expiration of the deadline is consistent 

with the approach used in a range of other studies including Chan et al. (2020); Kuppuswamy 

and Bayus (2018) and Nguyen et al. (2019).   

The other key control variables included in our model are ‘Prior Funders’, ‘Campaign Target’ 

and ‘Campaign Duration’.  Respectively, Prior Funders represents the number of funders 

aggregated across all days prior to the completion day.  The use of this variable is consistent 

with a number of other studies in crowdfunding, including Argo et al. (2020); Burtch et al. 

(2013); and Mollick (2014).  We include this variable to control for the possibility that the 

impact of a contribution may be affected by the number of other parties contributing, as per the 

findings of Van Teunenbroek and Bekkers (2020).   The prior funding decisions of other 

contributors may also affect subsequent contributions in other ways, for example as a result of 

herding behaviors (Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 2017, p. 78).  Consistent with several other 

studies, including Argo et al. (2020); Barbi and Bigelli (2017); and Kuppuswamy and Bayus 

(2017), we also control for the absolute value of the Campaign Target, which is the target 

amount (in USD) set by the campaign.  Finally, we control for the absolute Campaign Duration, 

which is the absolute duration (in days) of each campaign.  The use of this variable as a control 
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is consistent with the approach taken in studies such as Barbi and Bigelli (2017); Chan et al. 

(2020); and Mollick (2014). 

Descriptive statistics for our sample of campaigns from each crowdfunding platform are 

presented in Table 1.  All monetary values are reported in US Dollars, with values originally 

recorded in other currencies converted to USD using the daily exchange rate on the day that the 

campaign was launched.   Within the sample from Kickstarter, we compute an average CCR of 

3.01, meaning that completion contributions tend to be around 3 times higher than the average 

of other contributions.  However, the lower median CCR of 1.19 indicates the presence of a small 

number of relatively large completion contributions in the dataset.  The overall profile of 

campaigns hosted on Indiegogo is similar to the AoN campaigns hosted on Kickstarter.  

However, KiA Indiegogo campaigns tend to have slightly lower targets and numbers of funders 

compared with AoN Kickstarter campaigns, although the targets are met on average with 

slightly more days remaining before the deadline.   

The data from Donors Choose are more obviously different compared to the rewards-based 

platforms, where campaigns are observed to have much lower targets and numbers of funders 

on average, but tend to achieve completion with more days remaining before the deadline.  The 

mean CCR of 4.82 suggests a slightly stronger upward bias among completion contributions 

compared with campaigns hosted on Kickstarter and Indiegogo, although the much lower 

median CCR indicates that the upward bias among completion contributions tends to be 

concentrated among an even smaller number of campaigns.  By comparison, the equity-based 

campaigns from Crowdcube tend to be larger in size than any others included in our study, with 

much higher targets and numbers of funders typically observed compared with other 

crowdfunding models.  Perhaps somewhat surprisingly, Crowdcube campaigns also have a 

higher average CCR than those hosted on other platforms. 
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 

 KICKSTARTER - REWARDS AoN 
32.9% Campaign Success Rate 

24,397 Successful Campaigns 

Variable Mean Median Std Dev Min Max 

Completion Contribution Ratio (CCR) 3.01 1.19 8.59 0.01 375.75 

Days Remaining 12 7 11 1 60 

Prior Funders 109 48 306 0 18,674 
Campaign Target (USD) 10,238 4,000 33,131 0.87 2,970,000 

Campaign Duration 30 30 10 1 60 

 

INDIEGOGO - REWARDS KiA 

13.5% Campaign Success Rate 
9,007 Successful Campaigns 

Variable Mean Median Std Dev Min Max 

Completion Contribution Ratio (CCR) 3.11 1.23 9.70 0.001 303.50 

Days Remaining 13 8 14 1 60 
Prior Funders 70 29 298 0 14,360 

Campaign Target (USD) 6,441 2,083 31,731 384 2,000,000 

Campaign Duration 35 31 15 1 60 

 

INDIEGOGO - REWARDS AoN 

21.7% Campaign Success Rate 

947 Successful Campaigns 

Variable Mean Median Std Dev Min Max 

Completion Contribution Ratio (CCR) 3.03 1.21 7.55 0.12 97.05 

Days Remaining 14 8 15 1 60 

Prior Funders 111 43 336 0 8,879 
Campaign Target (USD) 10,443 3,500 23,893 412 472,421 

Campaign Duration 37 34 15 1 60 

 
DONORS CHOOSE- DONATIONS 

74.5% Campaign Success Rate 

9,562 Successful Campaigns 

Variable Mean Median Std Dev Min Max 

Completion Contribution Ratio (CCR) 4.82 0.95 18.82 0.001 992.40 
Days Remaining 82 97 38 1 149 

Prior Funders 4 3 4 1 70 

Campaign Target (USD) 468.18 345 557 65 12,838 

Campaign Duration 116 119 15 2 161 

 

CROWDCUBE – EQUITY 

41.0% Campaign Success Rate 

 128 Successful Campaigns 

Variable Mean Median Std Dev Min Max 

Completion Contribution Ratio (CCR) 7.68 3.42 24.46 0.23 248.29 

Days Remaining 16 14 12 1 54 

Prior Funders 295 219 431 19 3,712 
Campaign Target (USD) 406,999 246,473 510,664 32,786 3,369,300 

Campaign Duration 48 50 23 1 124 

Completion Contribution Ratio is the ratio of the (average) contribution made on the completion day relative to the 
average contribution from all other days. 

Campaign Target is the funding target/goal set by the founder at the start of the campaign, expressed in USD. 

Days Remaining is the number of days remaining before the campaign deadline on the day that the campaign target is 
met (completion day). 

Prior Funders is number of funders aggregated across all days for each campaign prior to the completion day. 

Campaign Duration is the maximum number of days that the campaign is set to run. 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 
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Analysis 

Our research investigates the interrelationship between the CCR and proximity to the 

fundraising deadline using the regression model outlined below in Equation (1). Initially, we 

perform the regression specified in Equation (1) sepatarely using data from each crowdfunding 

platform.  We take natural logs of all non-binary variables for the purposes of estimating our 

model, which has the effect of reducing skewness in our original data and allowing consistent 

interpretation of coefficient estimates in terms of percentage changes. In Equation (1), CCRi 

represents the Completion Contribution Ratio for the ith campaign.  The natural log of this 

measure is used as our dependent variable.  Days Remainingi, Prior Fundersi, Targeti and 

Campaign Durationi are the key control variables outlined above, each measured with respect to 

the ith campaign. In this basic regression, the sign and statistical significance of the 𝛽1 

parameter is used to test the validity of Hypothesis H1.  

𝐿𝑛(𝐶𝐶𝑅𝑖) = 𝛼 + 𝛽1𝐿𝑛(𝐷𝑎𝑦𝑠 𝑅𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑖) + 𝛽2𝐿𝑛(𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟 𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑖)

+ 𝛽3𝐿𝑛(𝑇𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑡𝑖) + 𝛽4𝐿𝑛(𝐶𝑎𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑖𝑔𝑛 𝐷𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖) + 𝛽5(𝑋𝑖)  +  𝜇𝑖 

(1) 

We subsequently estimate the regression specifications outlined below in Equation (2), which 

involves combining data from multiple platforms in the same regression and adding both a 

Platform Dummy variable for observations from the jth platform, as well as an interaction term 

between this platform dummy and the natural log of the Days Remaining variable.  In this 

extended regression, the sign and statistical significance of the 𝛽7 parameter is used to test the 

validity of both hypotheses H2 and H3. 

𝐿𝑛(𝐶𝐶𝑅𝑖) = 𝛼 + 𝛽1𝐿𝑛(𝐷𝑎𝑦𝑠 𝑅𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑖) + 𝛽2𝐿𝑛(𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟 𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑖)

+ 𝛽3𝐿𝑛(𝑇𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑡𝑖) + 𝛽4𝐿𝑛(𝐶𝑎𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑖𝑔𝑛 𝐷𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖)

+ 𝛽5(𝑋𝑖) + 𝛽6𝑃𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑚 𝐷𝑢𝑚𝑚𝑦𝑗

+ 𝛽7 (𝑃𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑚 𝐷𝑢𝑚𝑚𝑦𝑗 × 𝐿𝑛(𝐷𝑎𝑦𝑠 𝑅𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑖)) +  𝜇𝑖 

(2) 

In both Equations (1) and (2), Xi represents a vector of other controls for the ith campaign.  

These controls differ somewhat according to the information available made available on each 

platform.  In all cases, we include time dummies reflecting the month and day of the week in 

which the campaign completed, which is an approach consistent with Kuppuswamy and Bayus 

(2018); and Hornuf and Schwienbacher (2018); and Patel et al. (2021).  In the case of rewards-

based campaigns hosted on Kickstarter and Indiegogo, we also control for geographic location 
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of the entrepreneur through the inclusion of a dummy variable indicating non-US campaigns, as 

well as category controls organizing campaigns into community, commercial and cultural 

groupings6.  The inclusion of controls for (non) US-based campaigns and funding categories is 

consistent with the approach used by Barbi and Bigelli (2017).  A majority of reward-based 

campaigns are listed in ‘Cultural’ categories such as Music and Film, which is consistent with the 

distribution of Kickstarter campaigns outlined by Mollick (2014).  In all cases, the α 

parameter represents a constant term, while μi represents a conventional error-term. 

Table 2 presents correlation coefficients for key variables appearing in Equation (1), with 

panels A-E reflecting pairwise correlations for each crowdfunding model.  The correlation 

coefficients in Table 2 are generally low and a majority are below 0.10 in absolute terms.  

The exceptions are relatively higher correlations between the Campaign Target and the 

number of Prior Funders in the case of the data from both rewards and equity-based 

campaigns, which take values in the range of approximately +0.60 to +0.80 dependent on the 

platform.  These correlation coefficients indicate that campaigns with higher targets tend to 

attract correspondingly larger numbers of funders.  Relatively high correlation also tends to 

be observed between Days Remaining and Campaign Duration, with correlation coefficients 

ranging between around +0.25 to +0.40 dependent on the platform.  These correlation 

coefficients indicate that campaigns with longer durations tend to complete with more days 

remaining in the funding period compared with those campaigns with shorter durations. 

However, across our regressions, the largest VIF scores for any variable range from 3.04 – 

3.38 depending on the specification, with an overwhelming majority of scores below a 

threshold of 3.  Against the commonly regarded upper-limit of 10, these VIF scores suggest 

no significant problems of multicollinearity across our regression analysis. 

  

                                                             

6 Specifically, the ‘Cultural’ grouping includes campaigns listed under ‘Art’, ‘Comics’, ‘Crafts’, ‘Dance’, ‘Experimental’, 

‘Fantasy’, ‘Film’, ‘Games’, ‘Music’, ‘Photography’, ‘Publishing’, ‘Radio and Podcast’, ‘Theatre’, ‘Transmedia’, ‘Video/Web’, 

‘Video Games’ or ‘Writing’ categories.  The ‘Commercial’ grouping includes campaigns listed under ‘Business’, ‘Design’, 

‘Fashion’, ‘Food’, ‘Science’, ‘Small Business’ or ‘Technology’ categories.  The ‘Community’ grouping includes campaigns listed 

under ‘Animals’, ‘Charity’, ‘Community’, ‘Education’, ‘Environment’, ‘Event’, ‘Family’, ‘Health’, ‘Legal’, ‘Other’, ‘Personal’, 

‘Politics’, ‘Religion’ or ‘Sports’ categories. 
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Table 2: Correlation Coefficients 
  PANEL A: KICKSTARTER (REWARDS AoN) 

Variable  [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] 

Completion Contribution Ratio 

(CCR) 

[1] 

1     

Days Remaining [2] -0.053 1    

Prior Funders [3] -0.040 -0.014 1   

Campaign Target (USD) [4] -0.023 0.001 0.599 1  

Campaign Duration [5] 0.045 0.296 0.066 0.085 1 

  PANEL B: INDIEGOGO (REWARDS KiA) 

Variable  [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] 

Completion Contribution Ratio 

(CCR) 

[1] 

1     

Days Remaining [2] 0.027 1    

Prior Funders [3] -0.013 0.009 1   

Campaign Target (USD) [4] 0.006 0.012 0.809 1  

Campaign Duration [5] 0.066 0.388 0.073 0.069 1 

  PANEL C: INDIEGOGO (REWARDS AoN) 

Variable  [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] 

Completion Contribution Ratio 

(CCR) 

[1] 

1     

Days Remaining [2] -0.079 1    

Prior Funders [3] -0.044 -0.009 1   

Campaign Target (USD) [4] -0.044 0.025 0.818 1  

Campaign Duration [5] 0.086 0.392 0.059 0.132 1 

  PANEL D: DONORS CHOOSE (DONATIONS) 

Variable  [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] 

Completion Contribution Ratio 

(CCR) 

[1] 

1     

Days Remaining [2] -0.074 1    

Prior Funders [3] -0.093 -0.069 1   

Campaign Target (USD) [4] 0.221 -0.003 0.156 1  

Campaign Duration [5] 0.010 0.277 -0.011 -0.006 1 

  PANEL E: CROWDCUBE (EQUITY) 

Variable  [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] 

Completion Contribution Ratio 

(CCR) 

[1] 

1     

Days Remaining [2] 0.010 1    

Prior Funders [3] -0.025 0.242 1   

Campaign Target (USD) [4] 0.030 0.115 0.501 1  

Campaign Duration [5] 0.063 0.356 0.064 0.032 1 

Table 2: Correlation Coefficients 
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Results 

Completion contributions and proximity to the funding deadline (H1) 

Table 3 contains regression results covering each of the platforms included in our study. In each 

specification, the Ln Days Remaining coefficient estimates the relationship between the relative 

magnitude of completion contributions and proximity to the funding deadline.  A negative 

coefficient estimate suggests that completion contributions tend to become larger when made 

nearer to the funding deadline, when the number of days before the deadline is lower. The 

results presented in Specifications I-IV all show negative and statistically significant coefficient 

estimates for the Days Remaining variable.  This finding indicates that the magnitude of the 

completion contribution tends to increase significantly as crowdfunding campaigns approach 

their deadlines for all of the reward and donations-based platforms included in our study7.   

  

                                                             

7 It should be noted that we also conduct equivalent analysis excluding outlying observations where the CCR value is below the 1st 

or above the 99th percentile.  Although we do not report these results to conserve space, in all cases out parameter estimates in these 

regressions remain highly consistent with the equivalent results presented in Table 3, leading us to conclude that our primary findings 

are not significantly influenced by the presence of significant outliers.   
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Table 3: Analysis of Crowdfunding Platforms and Funding Models 

Specification I II III IV V 

Platform 
Kickstarter AoN 

(Reward Based) 

Indiegogo KiA 

(Reward Based) 

Indiegogo AoN 

(Reward Based) 

Donors Choose 

(Donation-Based) 

Crowdcube 

(Equity-Based) 

 Coeff. Std. Error. Coeff. Std. Error. Coeff. Std. Error. Coeff. Std. Error. Coeff. Std. Error. 

Ln Days Remaining -0.118 (0.006) *** -0.032 (0.009) *** -0.137 (0.027) *** -0.485 (0.018) *** 0.081 (0.087)  

Ln Prior Funders -0.180 (0.009) *** -0.240 (0.021) *** -0.215 (0.048) *** -0.261 (0.024) *** 0.005 (0.201)  

Ln Campaign Target 0.063 (0.007) *** 0.175 (0.018) *** 0.080 (0.043) * 0.022 (0.036)  -0.288 (0.177)  

Ln Campaign Duration 0.226 (0.017) *** 0.191 (0.019) *** 0.409 (0.063) *** 0.430 (0.081) *** 0.187 (0.126)  

Non US-Based -0.026 (0.014) * 0.005 (0.022)  -0.061 (0.063)  - -  - -  

Commercial Category -0.039 (0.015) *** -0.097 (0.039) ** 0.080 (0.085)  - -  - -  

Community Category 0.001 (0.026)  -0.004 (0.023)  0.180 (0.095) * - -  - -  

Month/Year Dummies  YES   YES   YES   YES   YES  

Day-of-Week Dummies  YES   YES   YES   YES   YES  

Constant 0.020 (0.065)  -0.799 (0.109) *** -0.568 (0.298) * 0.230 (0.430)  4.421 (2.007) ** 

F  37.40 ***  8.89 ***  3.29 ***  34.83 ***  2.37 *** 

R2  0.05   0.03   0.10   0.07   0.20  

N  24,397   9,007   947   9,562   128  

For all specifications, the dependent variable is Ln Completion Contribution Ratio. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. ***, **, and * indicate significance of parameter estimates at the 1%, 5% and 10% level 

respectively. 

Table 3: Analysis of Crowdfunding Platforms and Funding Models 
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More specifically, our coefficient estimates indicate that a 10% reduction in the amount of time 

remaining before the deadline associates with around a 1.2% and 1.4% increase in the 

magnitude of the CCR for AoN campaigns hosted on Kickstarter and Indiegogo respectively.  By 

comparison, the same proportional reduction in the time remaining before the deadline is found 

to associate with an increase of around 0.3% and 4.9% increase in the magnitude of the CCR for 

Indiegogo KiA campaigns and Donors Choose respectively. These results imply the presence of 

the funding deadline seems to associate with lower variation in completion contributions for 

KiA rewards-based campaigns compared with the AoN model and associate with greater 

variation for donations-based campaigns.   

By comparison, the results presented in Specification V for campaigns hosted on Crowdcube do 

not suggest that completion contributions tend to significantly vary with proximity to the 

funding deadline on this particular platform. It is worth noting that equity crowdfunding 

campaigns typically end fundraising once the target has been achieved, even if there is still time 

remaining before the deadline.  As a consequence of this feature, it may be that the absolute 

level of upward bias we observe among completion contributions in Table 1 is a consequence of 

higher quality campaigns taking less time to achieve their funding targets (and vice versa).  It 

may also be that funders that invest larger sums strategically time their contributions to allow 

sufficient time to undertake due diligence, while not investing so late as to miss out on the 

investment opportunity (as per Nguyen et al., 2019).  We further explore whether the 

insignificant coefficient estimate we observe in the case of equity-based crowdfunding might be 

consistent with expected variations in philanthropic motivations across platforms. 

In summary, a clear majority of the specifications demonstrate a negative and statistically 

significant coeffect estimate for the Ln Days Remaining variable.  We therefore accept 

Hypothesis H1 on the basis that completion contributions are found to increase in magnitude 

with proximity to the funding deadline, where the perceived impact of the contribution is likely 

to be greater. Overall, the results presented in this section appear entirely consistent with the 

theory of impact philanthropy.   

KiA and AoN Campaigns (H2) 

In this section, we directly compare our estimations from Kickstarter with samples of rewards-

based campaigns hosted on the Indiegogo platform. Undertaking this analysis allows us to 

explore the effect of a ‘softer’ deadline for KiA campaigns, where we expect completion 

contributions made later in the funding cycle to have reduced impact compared with AoN 

campaigns.  Specifications I-II in Table 4 respectively involve a combination of data from 

Kickstarter with those of Indiegogo KiA and AoN campaigns. In each case, we include a Platform 
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Dummy variable taking a value of 1 for all observations from the non-Kickstarter platform, as 

well as a term capturing the interaction between this Platform Dummy and the natural log of the 

Days Remaining variable.  The F test undertaken for the exclusion of the Interaction term allows 

us to test hypothesis H2. 
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Table 4: Tests for Differences in Coefficient Estimates 

Specification I II III IV 

Platforms 
Kickstarter / 

Indiegogo KiA 

Kickstarter / 

Indiegogo AoN 

Kickstarter / 

Donors Choose 

Kickstarter / 

Crowdcube 

 Coeff. Std. Error. Coeff. Std. Error. Coeff. Std. Error. Coeff. Std. Error. 

Ln Days Remaining -0.118 (0.005) *** -0.121 (0.005) *** -0.125 (0.005) *** -0.121 (0.005) *** 

Ln Prior Funders -0.190 (0.008) *** -0.180 (0.008) *** -0.197 (0.010) *** -0.178 (0.009) *** 

Ln Campaign Target 0.080 (0.007) *** 0.061 (0.007) *** 0.067 (0.009) *** 0.060 (0.007) *** 

Ln Campaign Duration 0.218 (0.012) *** 0.235 (0.016) *** 0.253 (0.018) *** 0.224 (0.016) *** 

Month/Year Dummies  YES   YES   YES   YES  

Day-of-Week Dummies  YES   YES   YES   YES  

Platform Dummy -0.214 (0.023) *** -0.052 (0.063)  0.365 (0.079) *** 0.457 (0.159) *** 

Interaction 0.077 (0.010) *** 0.012 (0.025)  -0.312 (0.018) *** 0.140 (0.068) ** 

Constant -0.074 (0.054)  -0.002 (0.063)  0.020 (0.070)  0.034 (0.064)  

F  44.27 ***  40.17 ***  90.21 ***  40.83 *** 

R2  0.041   0.048   0.078   0.050  

N  33,404   25,344   33,959   24,525  

F (Platform Dummy = 0)  88.47 ***   0.68   21.30 ***  8.30 *** 

F (Interaction = 0)  61.51 ***  0.24   313.23 ***  4.23 *** 

F (Platform Dummy = 0 & Interaction = 0)  44.25 ***  0.47   489.99 ***  29.76 *** 

For all specifications, the dependent variable is Ln Completion Contribution Ratio. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. ***, **, and * indicate significance of parameter estimates at the 1%, 5% and 10% level 

respectively. 

Table 4: Tests for Differences in Coefficient Estimates 
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The results presented in Specification I relating to data from Kickstarter AoN and Indiegogo KiA 

campaigns suggest that the interaction between the Dummy and Days Remaining variable is 

statistically significant, while the F-test results for exclusion strongly reject the hypothesis that 

the parameter is equal to zero.  These results imply that statistically significant differences exist 

in the relationships between the CCR and Days Remaining variables across the two funding 

models.  By contrast in Specification II, the equivalent estimates and exclusion tests suggest no 

significant difference in the relationship between these variables for AoN campaigns hosted on 

the Kickstarter and Indiegogo platforms.  Overall, these findings support our contention that 

deadlines for AoN campaigns are more meaningful than those of KiA campaigns, hence later 

contributions are likely to be perceived as having more impact in the case of the former. These 

findings are further consistent with expectations relating to the theory of impact philanthropy.  

As the Interaction term cannot be excluded from Specification I and can be excluded from 

Specification II, we therefore accept Hypothesis H2.   

Donation and Equity-Based Platforms (H3) 

In this section, we further test whether the behaviors we observe in above are consistent with 

expectations relating to theories of philanthropic motivations.  Specifications III and IV in Table 

4 respectively contain results from regression analysis where our data from rewards-based 

campaigns hosted on Kickstarter are combined with those from the donation-based model of 

Donors Choose and the equity-based model of Crowdcube. These results provide a comparison 

with platforms that respectively emphasize philanthropy to greater and lesser extents 

compared with the rewards-based model.  We determine whether there are statistically 

significant differences in the relationship between the CCR and Days Remaining variables using 

the Platform Dummy and Interaction terms, as per the approach adopted above.  In 

Specification III relating to data from the Kickstarter and Donors Choose platforms, we find the 

Interaction term to be statistically significant and the F test for exclusion to be strongly rejected.  

This result suggests that there is a significant difference in the relationship between the CCR 

and Days Remaining across both funding models.  Thus, it appears that completion 

contributions respond more strongly to the impending presence of the deadline (and therefore 

the need of the entrepreneur) in the case of pure-donations crowdfunding compared with the 

reward-based model.   

Specification IV relates to a combination of data from Kickstarter and Crowdcube platforms. In 

common with Specification III, we again find evidence of a significant difference in the 

relationship between the CCR and Days Remaining across these funding models.  Bearing in 

mind that the results of Specification V in Table 3 suggest no significant relationship between 
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these two variables in the case of equity crowdfunding, we conclude that completion 

contributions these kinds of campaigns platform are not likely to be driven by philanthropic 

motives and do not appear to respond to the perceived need of the entrepreneur.  The 

statistically significant results in Table 4 imply that our ‘ranking’ of coefficient estimates across 

the platforms included in our study is consistent with the expectations previously outlined in 

Figure 1.  Overall, the pattern we observe suggests that the approach of a fundraising deadline 

associates with a greater variation in completion contributions for campaigns hosted on 

platforms that place a greater emphasis on philanthropy.  As the Interaction term is found to be 

statistically significant and cannot be excluded from Specifications III and IV, we therefore 

accept Hypothesis H3. 

Robustness Check - Entrepreneur Self-Funding 

It is possible that any variations in completion contributions we observe over the campaign life-

cycle may be driven by strategic self-funding on the part of campaign founders, whereby they 

themselves contribute the monetary amount required to reach the target.  Doing so allows the 

founder of an AoN campaign to retain the full amount raised even if the target is not met before 

the fundraising deadline.  We argue that entrepreneurs making self-funded completion 

contributions (either themselves of via close family/friends) are likely to wait until near to the 

campaign deadline before doing so, in hope that the funding target will otherwise be achieved as 

a result of authentic contributions from third parties. A study by Crosetto and Regner (2018) 

supports this contention, demonstrating that self-funded completion contributions are 

disproportionately likely to occur during the final 10% of the fundraising period (Fig 4, p. 1471).  

For a typical 30-day campaign this would mean that self-funded completion contributions 

would be most likely to occur within the window up to and including 3 days before the 

campaign deadline.   

With these findings in mind, we adopt an approach similar to that of Kappuswamy and Bayus 

(2017) by incrementally excluding from our sample any campaigns that achieve their targets 

between one three days prior to the campaign deadline.  The results from this secondary 

analysis are presented in Table 5.  In this set of results, we re-estimate the regressions from 

Table 3, whereby Panels A-E contain results corresponding to one of the platforms included in 

our study.  In each case, we incrementally exclude campaigns that achieve their funding targets 

up to thresholds of between 1 to 3 days of their deadlines (Specifications I-III respectively). 

Although there are some slight variations in the magnitude of coefficients between 

specifications, their signs and statistical significance are consistent with their full sample 

equivalents presented in Table 3.  Specifically, we find consistent evidence of a negative and 
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statistically significant relationship between the CCR and proximity to the fundraising deadline.  

We therefore conclude that the interrelationship we observe between these two variables is 

unlikely to be significantly influenced by strategic self-funding behaviors. 
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Table 5: Robustness Check - Excluding Most Likely Self-Funding 
Specification I II III 

Restriction 
Exclude Days 

Remaining = 1 

Exclude Days 

Remaining = 1-2 

Exclude Days 

Remaining = 1-3 

 Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error 

PANEL A: KICKSTARTER REWARD-BASED CAMPAIGNS 

Ln Days Remaining -0.117 (0.007) *** -0.149 (0.009) *** -0.178 (0.011) *** 

Ln Prior Funders -0.153 (0.009) *** -0.139 (0.009) *** -0.127 (0.009) *** 

Ln Campaign Target 0.055 (0.008) *** 0.051 (0.008) *** 0.046 (0.008) *** 

Ln Campaign Duration 0.244 (0.019) *** 0.282 (0.021) *** 0.291 (0.024) *** 

Constant -0.075 (0.071)  -0.129 (0.076) * -0.083 (0.082)  

R2  0.04   0.04   0.04  

n  20,652   18,298   16,411  

PANEL B: INDIEGOGO (AoN) REWARD-BASED CAMPAIGNS 

Ln Days Remaining -0.185 (0.037) *** -0.163 (0.049) *** -0.145 (0.050) *** 

Ln Prior Funders -0.221 (0.051) *** -0.190 (0.053) *** -0.182 (0.048) *** 

Ln Campaign Target 0.110 (0.046) ** 0.089 (0.049) * 0.088 (0.045) ** 

Ln Campaign Duration 0.335 (0.068) *** 0.320 (0.078) *** 0.299 (0.082) *** 

Constant -0.437 (0.311)  -0.366 (0.337)  -0.355 (0.365)  

R2  0.09   0.08   0.08  

n  819   715   649  

PANEL C: INDIEGOGO (KIA) REWARD-BASED CAMPAIGNS 

Ln Days Remaining -0.030 (0.013) ** -0.042 (0.016) *** -0.055 (0.019) *** 

Ln Prior Funders -0.235 (0.022) *** -0.238 (0.024) *** -0.241 (0.024) *** 

Ln Campaign Target 0.176 (0.020) *** 0.179 (0.021) *** 0.179 (0.022) *** 

Ln Campaign Duration 0.199 (0.023) *** 0.211 (0.026) *** 0.210 (0.028) *** 

Constant -0.843 (0.122) *** -0.834 (0.130) *** -0.823 (0.138) *** 

R2  0.03   0.04   0.03  

n  7,603   6,735   6,145  

PANEL D: DONORS CHOOSE DONATION-BASED CAMPAIGNS 

Ln Days Remaining -0.520 (0.021) *** -0.533 (0.025) *** -0.557 (0.026) *** 

Ln Prior Funders -0.262 (0.024) *** -0.258 (0.025) *** -0.256 (0.025) *** 

Ln Campaign Target 0.015 (0.036)  0.012 (0.037)  0.013 (0.037)  

Ln Campaign Duration 0.477 (0.083) *** 0.483 (0.088) *** 0.491 (0.088) *** 

Constant 0.202 (0.433)  0.250 (0.455)  0.309 (0.458)  

R2  0.06   0.05   0.05  

n  9,430   9,340   9,279  

PANEL E: CROWDCUBE EQUITY-BASED CAMPAIGNS 

Ln Days Remaining -0.053 (0.160)  -0.036 (0.194)  -0.027 (0.193)  

Ln Prior Funders 0.121 (0.282)  0.131 (0.284)  0.124 (0.288)  

Ln Campaign Target -0.348 (0.198)  -0.359 (0.201) * -0.346 (0.206) * 

Ln Campaign Duration 0.269 (0.215)  0.255 (0.218)  0.252 (0.269)  

Constant 4.757 (2.374) ** 4.884 (2.459) ** 4.781 (2.724) * 

R2  0.20   0.20   0.20  

n  113   110   107  

For all specifications, the dependent variable is Ln Completion Contribution Ratio. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. ***, **, and * indicate significance of parameter 

estimates at the 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively. 

All regressions include controls for Time (Month and Day of the Week).  Kickstarter and 

Indiegogo regressions also include controls for Category and Country. 

Table 5: Robustness Check - Excluding Most Likely Self-Funding 
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Robustness Check – Restricted Numbers of Completion Day Funders 

While it is not possible to precisely identify specific completion contributions among the 

aggregated daily data, our main analysis involves the calculation of a CCR on the basis of the 

average contribution on the completion day relative to the average contribution from all prior 

days.  It is expected that the value of the CCR will in cases where there are more funders 

recorded on the completion day, as any smaller ‘non-completion’ contributions also made on 

the same day will dilute the effect of the completion contribution in the derivation of the 

average.  However, the presence of a larger completion contribution should still result in a 

higher average contribution compared with all other days, but by a smaller margin in cases 

where there are larger numbers of additional investors on the completion day.   

In order to investigate whether this limitation has a significant effect on our results, we conduct 

a robustness check whereby we analyze reduced sub-samples of data from the Kickstarter 

platform.  These reduced sub-samples are restricted to include campaigns with a maximum 

number of individual funders recorded on the completion day.  The results of this robustness 

check can be found in Table 6. Specifications I-IV report results when we incrementally vary the 

size of the sample to exclude campaigns where the number of funders recorded on the 

completion day exceeds a particular threshold.  In Specification I, we are able to precisely 

identify the specific completion contribution by virtue of there being only a single funder 

recorded on the completion day.  We incrementally expand the maximum number of funders on 

completion day in our other sub-samples ranging from two or fewer (Specification II) to eight or 

fewer funders (Specification IV).   
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Table 6: Robustness Check - Reduced Sub-Samples of Kickstarter AoN Campaigns 

Specification I II III IV 

Completion Day Funders 

Kickstarter AoN 

Reduced Sample 

Single Contributor 

Kickstarter AoN 

Reduced Sample 

≤ 2 Contributors 

Kickstarter AoN 

Reduced Sample 

≤ 4 Contributors 

Kickstarter AoN 

Reduced Sample 

≤ 8 Contributors 

 Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error 

Ln Days Remaining -0.247 (0.024) *** -0.221 (0.016) *** -0.186 (0.012) *** -0.147 (0.009) *** 

Ln Prior Funders -0.474 (0.040) *** -0.439 (0.030) *** -0.388 (0.023) *** -0.345 (0.017) *** 

Ln Campaign Target 0.414 (0.028) *** 0.365 (0.022) *** 0.301 (0.017) *** 0.233 (0.013) *** 

Ln Campaign Duration 0.335 (0.058) *** 0.288 (0.042) *** 0.273 (0.031) *** 0.254 (0.024) *** 

Non US-Based -0.046 (0.051)  -0.090 (0.035) *** -0.071 (0.026) *** -0.050 (0.020) ** 

Commercial Category -0.061 (0.061)  -0.027 (0.042)  -0.022 (0.030)  -0.015 (0.023)  

Community Category 0.028 (0.095)  0.047 (0.065)  0.022 (0.048)  0.003 (0.037)  

Month/Year Dummies  YES   YES   YES   YES  

Day-of-Week Dummies  YES   YES   YES   YES  

Constant -0.876 (0.228) *** -0.798 (0.163) *** -0.772 (0.122) *** -0.573 (0.095) *** 

R2  0.16   0.12   0.09   0.07  

N  3,070   5,852   9,966   14,691  

For all specifications, the dependent variable is Ln Completion Contribution Ratio. 

Robust standard errors in parentheses. ***, **, and * indicate significance of parameter estimates at the 1%, 5% and 

10% level respectively. 

Table 6: Robustness Check - Reduced Sub-Samples of Kickstarter AoN Campaigns 
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The results from each of these specifications are consistent with those presented in Table 3, 

supporting the contention that proximity to the fundraising deadline tends to associate with a 

statistically significant increase in the CCR.  Further, the monotonic decrease in the absolute 

value of the coefficient estimates for the Days Remaining variable observed between 

Specifications I-IV is consistent with the presence of a single, larger completion contribution 

among the others received on the completion day.  Put differently, if all funders on that day 

contributed the same (larger) amounts compared with previous days, the magnitude of these 

coefficient estimates would be very similar or identical across all specifications.  We therefore 

conclude that the findings presented are unlikely to have been significantly affected by the 

aggregation of funding activity to a daily level. 

Discussion 

Overall, our results support the contention that certain investors in online crowdfunding are 

willing to pay a premium in cases where their contribution allows a campaign to reach its 

funding target, which has a number of important implications for crowdfunding theory and 

literature.  First, we uniquely demonstrate that ‘completion bias’ is not a static phenomenon and 

responds dynamically to the proximity of the fundraising deadline.  By implication, our results 

therefore suggest that any altruistic benefits derived from making completion contributions are 

enhanced if the funder is more likely to have ‘saved’ a campaign otherwise at risk of imminent 

failure.  Thus, we contend that the observed behaviors of completion funders are consistent 

with the theory of impact philanthropy.  Our findings therefore complement those of Deb et al. 

(2019); Li and Wang (2019); and Kuppuswamy and Bayus (2017) in that the behavior of 

contributions made near to the expiration of the fundraising deadline is shown to be consistent 

with theories of philanthropy.  We also find evidence of funder behavior that is consistent with 

the findings of Belleflamme et al. (2019); and Van Teunenbroek and Bekkers (2020), in that 

contributions made nearer to the expiration of the deadline may be perceived as more impactful 

on the campaign outcome compared with those made earlier in the funding cycle. 

Second, our results allow us to comment on the validity of various explanations for completion 

bias proposed by other authors.  More specifically, Wash (2013) contends that completion 

funders might typically elect to delay their contributions until they are sure the campaign will 

reach its funding target. This is a similar argument to that made by Argo et al. (2020), who state 

that completion bias may be driven by a desire to resolve high levels of uncertainty regarding 

campaign outcomes. If this argument was true, the magnitude of completion bias and its 

response to the proximity of the funding deadline would vary in accordance with the risk of 

campaign failure.  However, the success rate of campaigns hosted on the platforms included in 
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our study reported in Table 1 imply that the risk of campaign failure (in effect an inversion of 

campaign success rates) follows the ordering Rewards > Equity > Donations.  Such an ordering 

is not consistent with our ranking of the strength of relationship between completion bias and 

the campaign deadline, casting significant doubt over as to whether the pattern we observe is 

related to the risk of campaign failure.   In addition, if the arguments relating to risk were valid, 

the relationship between CCR and proximity to the deadline should be consistent no matter the 

number of other funders contributing on the completion day.  However, the evidence we find 

from our robustness check demonstrates that this relationship monotonically diminishes with 

larger numbers of funders.  This finding implies that not all contributions made on the 

completion day are significantly larger than average.  This same set of results also casts doubt 

over whether funders pledging larger sums also tend to wait until the approach of the deadline 

before making their contributions. 

Wash (2013) further speculates that an alternative explanation for completion bias is that 

funders who naturally make larger contributions are more willing to contribute if they can 

complete a campaign.  However, if this were indeed the case, it does not fully explain why the 

CCR differs to such an extent across platforms and funding models, nor why it varies with 

proximity to the deadline. Further, we would expect the absolute monetary amount required for 

a campaign to reach its target to diminish ceteris paribus with the approach of the deadline, 

given that funds are typically raised incrementally from other contributors over time.  If 

completion funders strategically timed their contributions to complete campaigns later in their 

funding cycles at the lowest possible cost, the relationship between the CCR and number of days 

remaining should be positive rather than negative.   

Compared with all of the alternative explanations outlined above, our results seem more 

consistent with arguments that individuals who have already chosen to contribute are willing to 

increase the amount they give in order for a campaign to reach its target.  Our results show that 

the amount by which the investor is willing to increase the size of their contribution varies 

consistently with the level of need and, hence, the extent to which it makes a difference to the 

recipient.  Thus, a relevant implication of our study is that the theory of impact philanthropy 

offers the most convincing explanation for the behavior of completion funders.  Thus, impact 

philanthropy should be more widely considered as part of the ‘other’ motivations that underpin 

informal investments to crowdfunding campaigns.   

Conclusion 

This study investigates a specific subset of informal investors who contribute towards online 

crowdfunding campaigns.  We test the whether the theory of impact philanthropy explains the 
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behaviors of these funders by analyzing whether their monetary contributions tend to vary in 

response to the need of the entrepreneur, as indicated by proximity to the fundraising deadline.  

Our analysis of a large sample of campaigns drawn from the Kickstarter, Indiegogo, Donors 

Choose and Crowdcube platforms shows that, in a majority of cases, completion contributions 

tend to increase in magnitude with proximity to the fundraising deadline. Our findings 

contribute to knowledge on crowdfunding by demonstrating that the behavior of completion 

funders is consistent with the theory of impact philanthropy, given the way in which they are 

observed to respond to both the ‘need’ of the entrepreneur and the degree to which the 

crowdfunding model emphasizes philanthropy.   

Our study has several practical implications for crowdfunding platforms and entrepreneurs.  We 

suggest that campaign founders may wish to pay particular attention to the individual 

completion funders whose contributions allow their campaigns to achieve their funding targets.  

Given the relevance of impact philanthropy in explaining the behaviors of these funders, they 

may also particularly appreciate follow-up communications to thank them personally for their 

contribution and for the impact they have made on the fundraising campaign.  By extension, 

given their behavior is consistent with the desire to ‘make a difference’, completion funders may 

also be among the most emotionally invested in the campaign and hence have considerable 

potential to become ‘passionate evangelists, dedicated contributors and loyal return customers’ 

(Pallister, 2012).   

Our findings also have practical relevance for crowdfunding platforms.  For example, it may be 

possible to encourage a greater volume and value of completion contributions by publicly 

acknowledging completion funders in some way.  Such acknowledgement may be achieved by 

awarding a prominent signal on the profile pages of completion funders, such as a badge, star or 

medal.  As per Harbaugh (1998), increased visibility of completion contributions would 

potentially appeal to a desire for status or reputational enhancement, which could further 

enhance the willingness-to-pay among such investors.  A related recommendation is that 

platforms could generally make more of an effort to highlight campaigns that would especially 

benefit from completion contributions, especially those close to their deadline and/or relatively 

close to achieving their targets.   

A limitation of our study relates to our use of daily aggregated measures of funding activity for 

campaigns hosted on the Kickstarter, Indiegogo and Crowdcube platforms. As a consequence, 

the only completion contributions we can identify with absolute precision on these platforms 

are those where there is a single funder recorded on the completion day. The robustness check 

we undertake is based on subsets of data mostly consist of smaller campaigns, which are also 
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more susceptible to the influence of extreme (outlying) funding behaviors.  We partly address 

these two limitations by demonstrating the robustness of our results to the exclusion of 

campaigns that are most likely to be affected by self-funding.  However, it remains that case that 

a future study with access to more granular data might be able to precisely identify completion 

contributions among a larger number of campaigns, which may allow further insights into the 

phenomenon. 

Another limitation of our study is that, while we observe evidence of completion bias that is 

consistent with the theory of impact philanthropy, we do not ultimately have access to any 

concrete information on the precise motivations of these individuals.  Instead, their motivations 

can only be inferred based on observed patterns of behavior.  Qualitative and/or experimental 

studies into the motivations and subsequent behaviors of completion funders may shed a 

greater light on the way in which they view their relationship to the campaign and founder, as 

well as with other funders.  Future work of this nature would offer insights of both theoretical 

and practical value in developing our understanding of the motivations of contributors to 

crowdfunding campaigns.  

Overall, our research not only makes a unique contribution to the literature on crowdfunding 

but also develops our understanding of investment patterns and trends among contributors to 

collective fundraising initiatives, especially in circumstances where their actions are more likely 

to have a significant impact upon the recipient.  Future research may extend this work by 

seeking to develop a deeper understanding of these unique and potentially pivotal 

contributions, as well as the extent to which the theory of impact philanthropy is a prevalent 

motivation among other types of informal investors. 
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Highlights: 

We consider the impact of funder fatigue, a widely cited but under-researched phenomenon in 

online crowdfunding.  

Drawing from the literature on investment and engagement with online platforms, we define 

fatigue in terms of a number of distinct and observable changes in funder behaviours over time. 

We combine survival analysis and panel regression to determine the impact of fatigue on 

crowdfunding funder, using data from two leading crowdfunding websites. 

While we find evidence of a number of statistically significant indications of crowdfunding 

fatigue, the practical impact of that fatigue is found to be relatively small. 

Abstract 

Investor fatigue, the effect of funders losing interest in the fundraising model for reasons 

varying from annoyance to weariness, is a widely cited but under-researched phenomena in the 

crowdfunding literature. In this paper we draw on existing research into fatigue in social 

network services, investing, and other settings to define and observe indications of fatigue 

among contributors to online crowdfunding campaigns. We utilise large panel datasets 

containing funder-level observations from two leading crowdfunding platforms in order to test 

the presence and impact of both short-term and long-term crowdfunding fatigue.  Utilising a 

combination of survival analysis and fixed-effects panel regression, we find evidence of a 

number of statistically significant indications that are consistent with funder fatigue.  However, 

we also estimate that practical effect of this fatigue on funding behaviour is negligible.  As a 

result of these findings, we conclude that funder fatigue is unlikely to represent a serious threat 

to the sustainability of the crowdfunding model over the longer-term. 
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Introduction 

Crowdfunding is an innovative method for financing early-stage entrepreneurial projects by 

pooling funding from many individuals, frequently in return for either new products 

(Schwienbacher and Larralde, 2010), an interest in the resultant commercial undertaking (Bruton 

et al., 2015), or to fund community or quasi-public assets (Davies, 2015). The practice provides a 

much needed mezzanine level of early-stage start-up financing, situated somewhere between 

friends and family and angel investment (Lasrado and Lugmayr, 2013; Harrison, 2013).  Online 

crowdfunding has also improved financing opportunities for entrepreneurs in underserviced 

funding regions and into industries that may be unattractive to traditional financing channels 

(Stevenson et al. 2019), including social and cultural entrepreneurship (Lehner, 2013; Bocconcelli 

et al. 2020).  Typically, a founder seeking to fund their project from contributions sourced from 

the crowd compiles a webpage describing their project, which is uploaded to one of a range of 

online platforms.  Thereafter, members of the public are invited to pledge monetary 

contributions towards the campaign, often requiring a target amount or ‘goal’ to be achieved 

within a limited timeframe. If the goal is met within the specified funding period, then those 

contributions are collected and aggregated by the platform, and the resultant lump sum 

forwarded to the founder to enable them to undertake their project.  If the goal amount is not 

achieved, the amounts received are typically returned to the funders and the project is 

cancelled8.  

The fundamental model underpinning online crowdfunding is not new, and activities which we 

would now identify as crowdfunding can be found as early as the 18th century (Garber, 2013).  

However, the changes brought about by Web 2.0 (O’Reilly, 2007) has resulted in a proliferation of 

online crowdfunding platforms over the past decade (Tosatto et al., 2019). Against this backdrop, 

the value of crowdfunding and P2P lending has been shown to double year-on-year (Fleming 

and Sorenson 2016), and now represents a major component of the global alternative finance 

sector valued at $370bn annually (Ziegler et al., 2020, p.2).  Although the significant growth in 

crowdfunding over the past decade owes much to a steady stream of new participants, the 

particular importance of repeat funders to the long-term viability of the model has only become 

clearer as the model has matured. While only 1/3 of funders on the popular US based 

Kickstarter.com platform will return to fund another campaign after their first, those repeat-

funders represent 80% of the contributions made through the platform as a whole, averaging 

                                                             

8 For a more thorough overview of the crowdfunding process and variations on the model, see Beaulieu et al. (2015). 
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slightly over 8 contributions each in total (Kickstarter, 2020). This relationship is demonstrated 

visually in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Kickstarter Funder Breakdown (2020) 
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Figure 1: Kickstarter Funder Breakdown (2020) 

While these statistics are only publicly available for the Kickstarter platform, it is not 

unreasonable to assume that they are consistent across the industry. Consequently, while 

repeat funders may represent a sizeable minority of the funding population, their financial 

contributions are likely to be disproportionally impactful to the crowdfunding sector as a whole. 

This situation makes the study of repeat funders and their behaviours an important avenue of 

inquiry.  If this critical group of funders are found to experience fatigue associated with their 

participation, it could represent a long-term existential issue for the crowdfunding model which, 

at the time of writing, had already seen project volumes decrease by 30% as a result of the 

Covid-19 pandemic (Leland, 2020).  Additionally, crowdfunding campaign success rates across 

the industry remain consistently below 50% and have also more frequently appeared in the 

news in relation to misrepresentation, failure, and fraud (Cumming et al., 2016).  An editorial 

assessment of the crowdfunding sector by McKenny et al. (2017) expresses further concerns 

that crowdfunding may be merely a fad, not yet having established its lasting socio-economic 

importance, nor having long-term staying power as a fundraising mechanism. A number of 

other studies (Saviance, 2014; Horvát et al., 2015; Robertson and Wooster, 2015; Kuppuswamy and 

Bayus, 2017; Zakhlebin and Horvát, 2019; Burtch et al., 2020) document the possibility of a fatigue 
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effect in crowdfunding and argue that funders may eventually lose interest in the model for 

reasons varying from annoyance to weariness.  

In line with McKenny et al. (2017), discussions concerning the ongoing viability of 

crowdfunding as a financing model tend to highlight the risk that a fatigue effect will, in time, 

diminish its impact or viability (Saviance 2014; Horvát et al. 2015; Robertson and Wooster 2015; 

Kuppuswamy and Bayus 2017; Zakhlebin and Horvát 2019; Burtch et al. 2020).  In the context of 

crowdfunding, the terms ‘crowdfunding fatigue’ and ‘Kickstarter fatigue’ have been used 

somewhat interchangeably, no doubt due to the close association of the Kickstarter platform 

with the business model. However, the precise meaning and effect which the term describes is 

not entirely clear. In the academic literature, some authors use the term to refer to a general 

loss of interest among funders (Zakhlebin and Horvát, 2019), others with feeling overwhelmed or 

weary due to the volume of crowdfunding campaigns which they encounter (Horvát et al., 2015; 

Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 2017).  Others still use the term fatigue to refer to an annoyance due to 

receiving repeated solicitations from the same founders (Saviance, 2014; Robertson and Wooster, 

2015; Burtch et al., 2020). These authors, however, only refer to fatigue in passing and the 

paucity of actual empirical research into the phenomenon represents a significant gap in the 

crowdfunding literature.   In particular, a clear direction for the definition and measurement of 

funder fatigue remains lacking.  

Our paper aims to address this gap in the literature by both defining fatigue and undertaking an 

empirical investigation into the phenomenon among funders of online crowdfunding 

campaigns.  The primary research question we seek to address in this study is: to what extent is 

there evidence of fatigue in online crowdfunding and does any such fatigue affect the contribution 

patterns of crowdfunding funders? To address this question, we first build a functional definition 

of crowdfunding fatigue based on definitions drawn from the related fields of entrepreneurship, 

fundraising, e-commerce and online social networking. After outlining this definition, we 

conduct an empirical investigation using two large panel datasets containing individual funder-

level data, drawn from two different online crowdfunding platforms; PledgeMusic and Donors 

Choose. Our analysis utilises survival analysis, specifically the Cox proportional hazards model, 

to examine the impact of prior funder contributions on the decision to make subsequent 

contribution(s).  We also perform fixed effects panel regressions to explore the relationship 

between prior funding decisions and subsequent funding events.  Our analysis shows that, while 

there is some evidence of fatigue among crowdfunding funders, the practical impact of this 

fatigue is relatively small.  
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Our research contributes to a line of crowdfunding research that investigates patterns in funder 

behaviour over time, such as herding and retention (e.g., Saviance, 2014; Horvát et al., 2015; 

Robertson and Wooster, 2015; Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 2017; Zakhlebin and Horvát, 2019; Burtch et 

al., 2020).  Many of these studies pose questions relating to funder fatigue that remain 

unanswered within the literature.  We also contribute to a broader line of research into online 

fatigue in general (e.g., Ravindran et al., 2014; Bright et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 2016; Shokouhyar et 

al., 2018; Logan et al., 2018), whereby empirical studies are often undertaken in the context of user 

engagement with social media platforms.  Our work is unique within both these literatures, as to 

the best of our knowledge it represents the only study to undertake an empirical investigation 

of fatigue among funders of online crowdfunding campaigns, and is one of only a very small 

number of studies to use survival analysis to measure fatigue in an online setting.  In making 

these unique contributions to the literature, we respond to the call from McKenny et al. (2017) 

for research that helps “better understand the characteristics of the pool of investors that 

contribute to crowdfunding campaigns” (p. 297), as well as establishing whether online 

crowdfunding represents a fad that “might not have staying power as a fundraising mechanism” 

(p. 299).  We conclude our study by offering some suggestions for further research into 

crowdfunding fatigue, as well as comments on the implications of our work for future research 

and practice in crowdfunding. 

Literature and Hypothesis Development 

Discussions concerning the ongoing viability of crowdfunding as a financing model tend to 

highlight risks to the long-term viability of the practice due to fatigue (Saviance, 2014; Horvát et 

al., 2015; Robertson and Wooster, 2015; Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 2017; Zakhlebin and Horvát, 2019; 

Burtch et al., 2020). The term fatigue is used broadly and in a variety of contexts.  In physical 

health it refers to muscle exhaustion; in mental health, to an inability to maintain cognitive 

performance; in materials science, to a weakening of materials due to repeated application of 

loads or forces; and in finance and entrepreneurship, to a decline in decision-making quality by 

investors (Hirshleifer et al., 2019; Ma et al., 2021).  What each of these unrelated fields have in 

common is that the use of the term ‘fatigue’ refers to a deviation in performance from the 

established norm, manifesting as a very specific form of deterioration resulting from repetition.  

In the specific context of crowdfunding, the terms ‘crowdfunding fatigue’ and ‘Kickstarter 

fatigue’ have been used somewhat interchangeably, no doubt due to the close association of the 

Kickstarter platform with the business model it made both popular and widely accessible. 

However, the precise meaning and effect of this term is not entirely clear. In the academic 

literature, some authors use the term to refer to a general loss of interest among funders 
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(Zakhlebin and Horvát, 2019), others with feeling overwhelmed or weary due to the volume of 

crowdfunding campaigns which they encounter (Horvát et al., 2015; Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 

2017).  Others still refer to annoyance resulting from repeated solicitations from the same 

founders (Saviance, 2014; Robertson and Wooster, 2015; Burtch et al., 2020). However, although 

each of the aforementioned studies discusses crowdfunding fatigue from a theoretical 

perspective, none conduct any explicit empirical research into the phenomenon.  Thus, a clear 

definition of funder fatigue and the ways it can be measured represents a significant gap in the 

crowdfunding literature.  

While direct research into crowdfunding fatigue may be limited, fatigue effects have been 

discussed other online contexts, particularly in relation to social media and social networking 

sites (SNS) and sometimes with conflicting results.  For example, Hampton (2012) finds little 

evidence of Facebook fatigue among a sample of users, and that the more Facebook friends a 

respondent has, the more frequently they contribute, and the more friend requests they send 

and accept.  By contrast, Raine et al. (2013) finds that 20% of current online adults who do not 

currently use Facebook had done at one time, and 61% of current Facebook users had taken “a 

break … for several weeks or more”, with the most common cited reasons including being too 

busy with other demands or not having time (21%), a general lack of interest (10%), and an 

absence of compelling content (10%); all of which imply fatigue.   

A number of authors, such as Bright et al. (2015); Cramer et al. (2016); Zhang et al. (2016); Lee et 

al. (2016); Shokouhyar et al. (2018); and Whelan et al. (2020), find that social media fatigue can 

be best conceptualized in terms of reduced usage as a result of either becoming overwhelmed 

by information, communication, social comparison and/or system features.  In a more detailed 

empirical study based on occupational and clinical studies of fatigue, Ravindran et al. (2014) 

analyse changes in both frequency and variety of activity to quantitatively measure the 

incidence of fatigue in SNS use. As a result of their analysis, the authors develop a working 

definition of social network fatigue, as a “subjective, multidimensional user experience 

comprising feelings such as tiredness, annoyance, anger, disappointment, guardedness, loss of 

interest, or reduced need/motivation associated with various aspects of social network use and 

interactions” (p.2317).   These effects are argued to result in a decline or moderation in SNS 

activities, or even a departure from the SNS in more extreme cases.  

Taken together, the studies cited in this section indicate that individual-level fatigue in the use 

of online platforms can essentially be conceptualised as a reduction in the frequency or variety 

of activity over time, or as an outright cessation of activity.  We propose to build on these 

insights to build a working definition of fatigue in online crowdfunding, which will help to 
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identify changes in funder behaviour over time that are consistent with the phenomenon.  While 

individual funders may not engage crowdfunding activities with nearly the same frequency as 

do social network users, nor does crowdfunding have the variety of activities that can be 

performed on a social network, many repeat crowdfunding funders do engage in multiple 

funding activities over time. Additionally, for each individual funding incidence, funders must 

also decide the monetary amount they wish to contribute.  In this study, we therefore define 

long-term fatigue in terms of funders that, over time: (i) reduce the monetary values of their 

contributions; (ii) make contributions less frequently; and/or (iii) cease contributing to 

crowdfunding campaigns altogether. On the basis of these definitions, we propose the following 

testable hypotheses: 

H1: Crowdfunding fatigue will cause more frequent repeat funders to reduce the likelihood 

of subsequent crowdfunding over time. 

H2: Crowdfunding fatigue will cause more frequent repeat funders to reduce the size of 

their contributions over time.  

H3: Crowdfunding fatigue will cause more frequent repeat funders to increase the gap 

between their contributions over time. 

To complement our long-term (inter-day) fatigue research, we further consider the impacts of 

decision fatigue in crowdfunding, specifically in the context of intra-day funding decisions made 

by repeat funders. Where a funder decides to contribute to more than a single campaign on a 

single day, it is not unreasonable to expect that their subsequent decision making may be 

impacted by decision fatigue. In the context of investment decision making where investors 

make multiple investment decision in a single day, Ma et al. (2021) finds that decision fatigue 

tends to manifest in terms of lower bids and reduced bid accuracy, as indicated by decisions 

which demonstrate reduced cognitive effort, such as submitting round-number bids.  Along 

similar lines, Hirshleifer et al. (2019) consider decision fatigue in the context of investment 

analyst forecasts and find that accuracy declines as the number of forecasts issued that day 

increases.  The same authors also find that analysts suffering from fatigue tend to display a 

reduction in cognitive effort and therefore tend towards consensus-based investments 

consistent with herding behaviours.  

Building on these studies of intraday decision fatigue among investors, we consider the position 

of funders that back multiple crowdfunding campaigns on the same day.  We expect that the 

impact of decision fatigue will result in them making decisions which display reduced cognitive 

effort, which we hypothesise will manifest in devoting less time to the decision-making process 
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and pledging lower monetary amounts for subsequent contributions.  We also expect that 

funders backing multiple campaigns in a single day will tend towards supporting more popular 

campaigns (consistent with herding) as the number of campaigns they support that day 

increases.  On the basis of these expectations, we put forward the following testable hypothesis 

in relation to the intraday funding decisions of repeat funders: 

H4: Crowdfunding fatigue will cause intraday repeat funders to reduce the monetary value of each 

subsequent contribution made on the same day. 

H5: Crowdfunding fatigue will cause intraday repeat funders to reduce the amount of time 

between each subsequent contribution made on the same day. 

H6: Crowdfunding fatigue will cause intraday repeat funders to support more popular projects 

(herding) for each subsequent contribution made on the same day. 

As am empirical exercise, we also develop alternate model specifications to test each of the 

above hypotheses H1-H6 with the inclusion of both linear and quadratic (squared) terms for our 

incremental measure of funding activity.  We include these squared terms in order to test for 

non-linearity in the relationship between the number of contributions and different forms of 

fatigue, thereby determining whether any fatigue effect tends to become more (or less) 

pronounced at particularly high levels of funding activity.   Results from this additional analysis 

are presented alongside our baseline models. 

Data and Method 

To examine fatigue among repeat crowdfunding funders, we assemble panel datasets containing 

individual-level funder observations drawn from two crowdfunding platforms: 

PledgeMusic.com, a rewards-based crowdfunding platform catering to the creative sector; and 

DonorsChoose.org, a donations-based crowdfunding platform in the education sector.  In the 

case of PledgeMusic, our dataset captures all funding activity from 2011-2018, at which time 

PledgeMusic ceased trading.  In the case of DonorsChoose, we capture all funding activity from 

2013-2018.  Table 1 breaks down contributions by repeat funders across both platforms.  The 

complete PledgeMusic dataset includes information on 412,144 unique repeat funders who 

entered into an average of 4 transactions during the sample period. For DonorsChoose, the 

dataset contains information on 552,939 unique repeat funders who entered into an average of 

5.8 transactions during the sample period.  These figures show that repeat funders are 

disproportionately important for both platforms, which is consistent with the data from 

Kickstarter referenced above. 
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Table 1: Aggregate Overview of Funders by Platform 

 Donors Choose (2013-2018)  PledgeMusic (2011-2018) 

Total Number of Contributions 4,687,845 100.00%  2,799,479 100.00% 

Total Number of Contributions by Repeat Funders 3,216,229 68.61%  1,623,328 57.99% 

Contributions by One-time Funders 1,471,616 31.39%  1,176,151 42.01% 

      

Total Number of Funders 2,024,555 100.00%  1,746,228 100.00% 

Total Repeat Funders 552,939 27.31%  412,144 23.60% 

Total One-time Funders 1,471,616 72.69%  1,334,084 76.40% 

Table 1: Aggregate Overview of Funders by Platform 

Our dataset consists of a combination of repeat and single funders, where the latter group are 

observed to contribute towards only one campaign during the period under observation.  The 

relevance of these single funders to our analysis is not immediately clear.  On one hand, single 

funders are not able to exhibit fatigue effects in the sense of exhibiting changes in behaviour 

when supporting multiple campaigns over time.  On the other hand, it could be argued that 

single funders represent the most fatigued, given that they cease funding campaigns after only a 

single contribution.  Given this ambiguity, we base several elements of our analysis on data both 

including and excluding single funders, to which we refer as the ‘full’ and ‘repeat’ datasets 

respectively.  Both datasets are winsorised at the 1st and 99th percentiles based on the size of 

monetary contribution in order to eliminate outliers. All monetary values are converted into 

USD equivalents.  Due to the (very) large size of the respective datasets, we base our analysis of 

both the full and repeat datasets on a randomly selected sub-sample of 1/4 of the total number 

of funders respectively for Pledge Music and 1/16 of the total funders for DonorsChoose.    

Summary statistics for the random sub-sample of the ‘full’ dataset are presented below in Table 

2. We calculate a number of contribution-specific variables on the basis of the observed 

activities of repeat funders, which include their number of previous contributions and the 

number of days between contributions. Additionally, a number of platform specific control 

variables are included for each dataset, as well as a series of time dummies to account for the 

day of the week and year of contribution. A dummy variable is also used to control for 

contributions made in currencies other than USD.  Although the respective statistics for the two 

platforms are similar, the figures do indicate a degree of heterogeneity.  Specifically, funders on 

the DonorsChoose platform appear to contribute larger monetary sums and take less time 

between contributions than funders on PledgeMusic. A significantly higher proportion of 

Donors Choose funders are also observed to support multiple campaigns on the same calendar 



128 

 

day.  However, funders on the PledgeMusic platform tend to support more campaigns in total 

over the sample period and also tend to support campaigns with a much larger number of prior 

funders.  These differences are likely to be driven by the differing nature and fundraising 

models adopted by the respective platforms. 
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Table 2: Summary Statistics 
  Donors Choose (n = 220,820)  PledgeMusic (n = 667,269) 

Variable Definition Mean Median Std Dev Min Max  Mean Median Std Dev Min Max 

Increment Incremental count of the number of contributions made by 
the funder 

2.340 1 25.458 1 4627  3.791 1 10.224 1 220 

ContributionUSD 
 

Value of the contribution in cents (converted to USD for 
PledgeMusic) 

7224.859 3651 11764.17 100 82500  4220.579 2500 5637.966 0 37081 

Days Count of the number of days since the last contribution  
 

64.549 0 171.224 0 1908  95.690 0 246.682 0 2783 

Multi Dummy variable indicating if multiple contributions were 
made on the same day 

0.125 0 0.331 0 1  0.0460 0 0.209 0 1 

Priors Count of prior contributions to the target campaign 6.898 4 16.458 1 855  1282.166 453 2358.696 1 27186 

             
Platform-Specific Controls (Donors Choose)            
Teacher Dummy variable indicating whether the funder is a teacher 0.200 0 0.400 0 1  - - - - - 
Zip Dummy variable indicating whether the funder is located 

proximate to the school 
0.310 0 0.462 0 1  - - - - - 

Lunch Percentage of students at school receiving a free school 
lunch  

63.148 68 25.871 0 100  - - - - - 

             
Platform-Specific Controls (PledgeMusic)            
Repeat Dummy variable indicating the whether the campaign 

founder has run a prior Pledgemusic campaign 
- - - - -  0.209 0 0.407 0 1 

Updates Number of campaign updates made by the campaign 
founder 

- - - - -  21.178 16 20.453 0 205 

Charity Dummy variable indicating whether the campaign includes 
a contribution to charity 

- - - - -  0.258 0 0.437 0 1 

             

Table 2: Summary Statistics 
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To investigate Hypothesis H1, we use survival analysis to determine the impact of prior funding 

activities on the decision to contribute to subsequent crowdfunding campaigns. Survival 

analysis is a statistical method used to explain variations in the time it takes for an event to 

occur.  The technique is commonly used in medical research to analyse such events as patient 

survival times during treatment, or failure time analysis in engineering. Survival analysis is 

considered particularly useful for analysing panel data, as it provides less biased results than 

standard regression models (Yang et al., 2015).  A number of prior authors have used survival 

analysis to better understand the impact of factors leading to the cessation of engagement with 

online platforms (see, for example, Xing et al., 2018; Yang et al. 2015), while in the context of 

equity crowdfunding, Butticè et al. (2020) also use survival analysis to model follow-on venture 

capital financing events.  For our analysis, we use the Cox proportional hazards model (Cox, 

1972) to investigate hypothesis H1.  The effect of various factors on the occurrence of a funding 

event is expressed according to the hazard function in equation (1) below: 

ℎ(𝑡) = ℎ0(𝑡) ∗ exp (𝑏1𝑥1 + 𝑏2𝑥2+. . . +𝑏𝑝𝑥𝑝) (1) 

 

Where: 

t represents the time till next contribution (the survival time). 

ℎ(𝑡) is the hazard function determined by a set of variables (𝑥1, 𝑥2, … , 𝑥𝑝), e.g., time since last 

contribution, number of prior contributions, etc. 

the coefficients (𝑏1, 𝑏2, … , 𝑏𝑝), measure the impact of the 𝑥 variables. 

the term ℎ0 is the baseline hazard.  

The quantities 𝑒𝑥𝑝(𝑏𝑖) are the hazard ratios. In survival analysis, a hazard ratio with a value 

greater than 1 indicates variable that is positively associated with the recurrence of an event, 

which in our case is a contribution to a crowdfunding campaign. Conversely, a variable with a 

hazard ratio less than 1 represents a variable associated with non-recurrence of a funding 

event, and is thus indicative of fatigue. Greater deviation of the hazard ratio from the value 1 

reflects the scale of influence of the variable in either direction.  

To complement our survival analysis, we further investigate the impacts of fatigue on the 

funding decisions of repeat crowdfunding funders according to the following panel regression 

models including funder fixed effects.  In this analysis, the unit index variable is the funder, and 

the time index variable is the contribution increment:  
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To test Hypothesis H2 we perform the regression outlined in Equation (2) below: 

𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑢𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖,𝑗,𝑡 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1(𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖,𝑡) + 𝑋𝑖,𝑗 + 𝜇𝑖,𝑗,𝑡 (2) 

 

To test Hypothesis H3 we perform the regression outlined in Equation (3) below: 

𝐷𝑎𝑦𝑠𝑆𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑒𝐿𝑎𝑠𝑡𝑖,𝑗,𝑡 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1(𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖,𝑡) + 𝑋𝑖,𝑗 + 𝜇𝑖,𝑗,𝑡 (3) 

 

Where, in both cases: 

Contributioni,j,t: The amount contributed by funder i to campaign j on date t.  This 

variable is expressed either in base or logged form, dependant on the specification. 

DaysSinceLasti,j,t: The number of days that have elapsed between funder i’s contribution 

to campaign j on date t and the date of their previous contribution to a campaign hosted 

on the same platform.  This variable is expressed either in base and logged form 

dependant on the specification. 

Incrementi,t: The number of prior contributions funder i has made through the 

crowdfunding platform as of date t.  This is the key independent variable that we use to 

test our research hypotheses.  As indicated above, we also include a squared value of the 

increment to selected model specifications in order to test the possible non-linear 

relationship between funding increments and our various measures of fatigue.  

α: A constant term. 

Xj: A vector of additional control variables for funder i and/or campaign j. 

μi,t: A conventional error-term. 

To investigate Hypothesis H4, H5, and H6, we restrict our analysis to funders making multiple 

contributions on a single day, to whom we refer as intra-day repeat funders. While this practice 

is relatively uncommon, we are fortunate that we are able to observe many incidences of this 

occurring given the size of our dataset.  We label each observed contribution to a campaign on 

each respective platform using an increment to identify the order in which each transaction is 

made (DayIncrement).  We also calculate a new variable representing the time separating each 

transaction (Minutes). We exclude from our dataset a small number of intraday contributors 

who make more than 15 contributions in a single day, as these contributors are 

disproportionately likely to represent institutional actors. We then perform panel regressions to 

determine whether intraday funders exhibit fatigue effects by examining whether, for 
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subsequent contributions, their contribution amount decreases (H4), whether the time between 

each contribution decreases (H5) and whether funders exhibit herding by supporting more 

popular campaigns with subsequent contributions (H6). 

To test Hypothesis H4 we perform the regression outlined in Equation (4) below: 

𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑢𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖,𝑗,𝑡 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1(𝐷𝑎𝑦𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖,𝑡) + 𝑋𝑖,𝑗 + 𝜇𝑖,𝑗,𝑡 (4) 

 

To test Hypothesis H5 we perform the regression outlined in Equation (5) below: 

𝑀𝑖𝑛𝑢𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑖,𝑗,𝑡 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1(𝐷𝑎𝑦𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖,𝑡) + 𝑋𝑖,𝑗 + 𝜇𝑖,𝑗,𝑡 (5) 

 

To test Hypothesis H6 we perform the regression outlined in Equation (6) below: 

𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟𝑠𝑖,𝑗,𝑡 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1(𝐷𝑎𝑦𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖,𝑡) + 𝑋𝑖,𝑗 + 𝜇𝑖,𝑗,𝑡 (6) 

 

Where, in all cases: 

Contributioni,j,t: The amount contributed by funder i, expressed either in base and logged 

form dependant on the specification. 

Minutesi,j,t: The number of minutes that have elapsed between funder i’s contribution to 

campaign j at time t, and the time of their previous contribution to a campaign hosted on 

the same platform, expressed either in base and logged form dependant on the 

specification. 

Priorsi,j,t: The number of contributions previously made by other funders to campaign j 

at the point in time (t) that funder i makes their contribution, either in base and logged 

form dependant on the specification. 

DayIncrementi,t: The number of prior contributions that funder i has made through the 

crowdfunding platform on the same day, as of time t.  For consistency with our inter-day 

analysis, we also include a squared value of the increment to selected model 

specifications presented in the following section. 

α: A constant term. 

X: A vector of additional control variables for funder i and/or campaign j. 

μi,t: A conventional error-term. 
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Results 

Inter-day (Long-Term) Fatigue 

Table 3 contains the results of survival analysis used to test hypothesis H1.  We present both the 

results for the ‘full’ and ‘repeat’ datasets which are presented as specifications I / III and V / VII 

for DonorsChoose and PledgeMusic respectively. In addition, to study the non-linear 

relationship between funding events and the number of prior funding events we calculate all of 

the above models with the addition of a squared term for the Increment variable. These results 

are presented as in Specifications II / IV for DonorsChoose and VI / VIII for PledgeMusic 

respectively. 
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Table 3: Survival Analysis 

Platform DonorsChoose  PledgeMusic 
Specification I II III IV  V VI VII VIII 
Dataset (Full) (Full) (Repeat ) (Repeat)  (Full) (Full) (Repeat) (Repeat) 

Increment 
 
1.001 *** 
(0.000106) 

1.004 *** 
(0.00127) 

1.001 *** 
(0.000114) 

1.004 *** 
(0.00124)  

1.023 *** 
(0.000923) 

1.083 *** 
(0.00348) 

1.022 *** 
(0.000841) 

1.070 *** 
(0.00256) 

 
Increment Squared 

 
- 

 
0.999 * 
(0.000000708) - 

0.999 * 
(0.000000691)  - 

0.999 *** 
(0.000057) - 

0.999 *** 
(0.0000394) 

 
Multi 

 
1.254 *** 
(0.0408) 

 
1.163 *** 
(0.0369) 

 
1.243 *** 
(0.0463) 

 
1.140 *** 
(0.0382)  

 
1.198 *** 
(0.00755) 

 
1.106 *** 
(0.00538) 

 
1.130 ***  
(0.007) 

 
1.071 *** 
(0.00562) 

 
Priors 

 
1.002 *** 
(0.000274) 

1.002 *** 
(0.000269) 

1.004 *** 
(0.000490) 

1.004 *** 
(0.000434)  

0.999 *** 
(0.000000552) 

0.999 *** 
(0.000000558) 

1.000003 ** 
(0.00000108) 

1.00001 *** 
(0.00000101) 

          
Year Dummies YES YES YES YES  YES YES YES YES 
Weekday Dummies YES YES YES YES  YES YES YES YES 
Platform-Specific 
Controls 

YES YES YES YES  YES YES YES YES 

Currency Dummies NO NO NO NO  YES YES YES YES 
          
Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.  Statistical significance indicated as follows: *** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.1. Platform-specific controls for Donors 
Choose include the variables Teacher, Zip and Lunch.  Platform-specific controls for PledgeMusic include the variables Repeat, Updates and Charity. See Table 2 for 
variable definitions. 

Table 3: Survival Analysis 
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For both crowdfunding platforms the estimated coefficient for the variable representing the 

number of prior contributions (Increment) is found to be statistically significant.  However, in 

each case, the respective coefficient estimates are sufficiently close to a value of 1 so as to have a 

relatively trivial impact on the likelihood of additional contributions. This finding is consistent 

across both the ‘full’ and ‘repeat’ datasets. When we also include the squared increment terms in 

the appropriate specifications, the relevant coefficient estimates are found to be (very) slightly 

below a value of 1, which indicates that funders that have contributed to a larger number of 

campaigns tend to show slightly greater signs of fatigue. However again, the variables remain 

sufficiently close to a value of 1 that the effect is marginal. While these results technically 

support Hypothesis H1, in practical terms it appears that incremental increases in funding 

activity do not tend to associate with a meaningful reduction in the probability of future 

funding. With respect to our control variables, Multi (a dummy variable capturing funders that 

make more than one contribution to campaigns on the platform during a single day), is both 

positive and significant.  This result demonstrates that such funders are more likely to return to 

fund subsequent campaigns.  Coefficient estimates for the control variable ‘Priors’ shows that, in 

general, funders are more likely to contribute to more popular campaigns with larger numbers 

of prior funders. 

Table 4 contains results from the panel data analysis of the full dataset used to test Hypotheses 

H2.  Specifications I-IV relate to Donors Choose, while specifications V-VIII relate to 

PledgeMusic.  In each case, the dependent variable (the monetary value of each contribution) is 

expressed in either logs or levels, although results are substantively similar in each case.  If a 

fatigue effect is present, we expect a statistically significant negative coefficient for the 

Increment variable, which would indicate that funders tend to decrease the amounts they 

pledge for their subsequent contributions.  Results excluding the squared term demonstrate a 

lack of statistical significance for the Increment variable in all except one case (Specification III).  

However, the estimates including the squared increment term suggest that an increase in the 

number of campaigns supported on the Donors Choose platform associates with a 

disproportionately large reduction in the average monetary amount contributed (specifications 

II and IV).  However, the results for PledgeMusic demonstrate the opposite finding, with average 

contributions found to disproportionately increase at higher funding increments (Specifications 

VI and VIII). Taking all of the above into account, our results demonstrate only limited and 

inconsistent support for Hypothesis H2, with the caveat that our findings in this respect differ 

significantly by platform.  As an aside, it noteworthy that the coefficient for the control variable 

‘Multi’ is estimated to be both positive and statistically significant across all specifications.  This 

result implies that funders who make more than a single pledge on any day will typically 
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contribute greater sums in aggregate, as opposed to dividing a fixed sum between a larger 

number of campaigns.  
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Table 4: Panel Regressions (Dependent Variable: ContributionUSD) 

Platform Donors Choose PledgeMusic 
Specification I II III IV V VI VII VIII 
Dependent Variable (Log) (Log) (Level) (Level) (Log) (Log) (Level) (Level) 

Constant 8.126 ***  
(0.0332) 

8.103 ***  
(0.0319) 

6799.447 ***  
(277.354) 

6745.516 *** 
 (257.113) 

 
7.846 ***  
(0.0276) 

7.835 ***  
(0.0278) 

3885.845 ***  
(183.043) 

3786.415 ***  
(184.723) 

Increment -0.0000385 
(0.000126) 

0.000374 ** 
(0.000177) 

-1.555 **  
(0.697) 

-0.585 
(1.889) 

 
-0.000357 
(0.000485) 

-0.00467 *** 
(0.000668) 

0.116 
(4.3231) 

-36.063 *** 
(5.064) 

Increment Squared 
 

-0.00000011 *** 
(0.0000000344)  

-0.000267 
(0.000358)  

 
0.0000318 *** 
(0.00000589)  

0.267 *** 
(0.0519) 

Multi 0.896 ***  
(0.0138) 

0.895 ***  
(0.0132) 

8898.389 ***  
(478.701) 

8894.371 ***  
(482.077) 

 
0.689 *** 
(0.00583) 

0.687 *** 
(0.00584) 

4510.307 ***  
(62.793) 

4490.839 ***  
(62.288) 

Priors -0.00392 *** 
(0.000440) 

-0.00390 *** 
(0.000435) 

-13.3272 *** 
(2.846) 

-13.262 *** 
(2.824) 

-0.0000276 *** 
(0.00000107) 

-0.0000277 *** 
(0.00000107) 

-0.159 *** 
(0.00676) 

-0.160 *** 
(0.00675) 

         
Year Dummies YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Weekday Dummies YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Platform-Specific Controls YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Currency Dummies NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES 
         
r2 0.0752 0.0677 0.1066 0.1072 0.0248 0.0503 0.0380 0.0380 
         

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.  Statistical significance indicated as follows: *** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.1. Platform-specific controls for Donors Choose include the variables Teacher, Zip and Lunch.  Platform-
specific controls for PledgeMusic include the variables Repeat, Updates and Charity. See Table 2 for variable definitions.  

Table 4: Panel Regressions (Dependent Variable: ContributionUSD)
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Table 5 contains results from the panel data analysis of the full dataset used to test Hypothesis 

H3.  If fatigue is present, we expect to find a statistically significant positive coefficient for the 

Increment variable, which would indicate that repeat funders tend to increase the number of 

days between subsequent contributions.  For both platforms, we observe that estimated 

coefficient for the Increment variable is both negative and statistically significant in all model 

specifications, which contradicts the expectations of Hypothesis H3. However, the squared 

Increment term is estimated to be positive in the specifications where it is included, indicating 

that heavier repeat funders tend to be disproportionately likely to leave longer gaps between 

their contributions. This finding therefore offers some support for Hypothesis H3.  
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Table 5: Panel Regressions (Dependent Variable: Days) 
Platform Donors Choose PledgeMusic 
Specification I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

Dependent Variable (Log) (Log) (Level) (Level) (Log) (Log) (Level) (Level) 

Constant 
 
3.860 *** 
(0.0810) 

3.980 *** 
(0.0846) 

247.314 *** 
(7.504) 

258.059 *** 
(8.370) 

-3.881 *** 
(0.0897) 

-4.0774 *** 
(0.0854) 

-534.762 *** 
(11.783) 

-575.398 *** 
(10.777) 

Increment 
 
-0.00168 *** 
(0.000410) 

-0.00383 *** 
(0.000928) 

-0.155 *** 
(0.0367) 

-0.348 *** 
(0.0943) 

-0.0639 *** 
(0.00435) 

-0.135 *** 
(0.00489) 

-9.389 *** 
(0.734) 

-24.1754 ***  
(1.121) 

Increment Squared 
 

 
0.000000594 ** 
(0.00000023)  

0.0000533 ** 
(0.0000237)  

0.000527 *** 
(0.0000363)  

0.109 ***  
(0.00934) 

Multi 
 
-0.0509 ** 
(0.0205) 

 
-0.0419 ** 
(0.0203) 

 
4.522 ** 
(1.7601) 

 
5.323 *** 
(1.718) 

-0.0270 * 
(0.0162) 

-0.0653 *** 
(0.0161) 

-5.527 *** 
(1.931) 

-13.483 ***  
(1.948) 

Priors 
 
-0.0000117 
(0.000315) 

 
-0.000155 
(0.000319) 

 
-0.00269 
(0.0243) 

 
-0.0156 
(0.0255) 

0.000015 *** 
(0.00000305) 

0.0000144 *** 
(0.00000303) 

-0.00280 *** 
(0.000357) 

-0.00291 *** 
(0.000346) 

         
Year Dummies YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Weekday Dummies YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Platform-Specific 
Controls 

YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Currency Dummies NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES 
         
r2 0.0254 0.0243 0.0248 0.0258 0.0338 0.0194 0.0356 0.0301 
         

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.  Statistical significance indicated as follows: *** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.1. Platform-specific controls for Donors Choose include 
the variables Teacher, Zip and Lunch.  Platform-specific controls for PledgeMusic include the variables Repeat, Updates and Charity. See Table 2 for variable definitions. 

Table 5: Panel Regressions (Dependent Variable: Days)
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Although we only find partial support for H2 and H3, it is interesting to observe that the 

magnitude of the coefficient estimates that indicate fatigue (as well as the contraindicating 

coefficients) in both cases are quite small. While some of the statistically significant results 

indicate the presence of fatigue, in effect these impacts correspond to mere cents relative to 

average contributions of between $50-$70, or mere hours in typical gaps of 60-90 days.  The 

magnitudes of our coefficient estimates lead us to conclude that, while there is some statistically 

significant evidence of fatigue, the impact on behaviour in practical terms is very small.  For all 

of our panel regressions, it is worth noting that, while the key independent variables featuring 

in our analysis are statistically significant, the corresponding r-squared values are somewhat 

low. However, this outcome is not unexpected given our focus on modelling variations in 

individual-level behaviour, nor is it without precedence in the crowdfunding literature (see, for 

example, Agrawal et al., 2011, whose widely cited research suffers from similar constraints and 

whose results exhibit comparable r-squared values).  

Intra-day (Short-Term) Fatigue 

Results from our intra-day analysis of funders contributing to multiple campaigns on the same 

day are presented in Table 6.  Specifications I-VI relate to Donors Choose and specifications VIII-

XII relate to PledgeMusic.  If fatigue is present at the intra-day level, we expect the 

DayIncrement variable will be both statistically significant and negative in the case of H4 and 

H5, and positive in the case of H6. 
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Table 6: Intraday Regression Analysis 

Platform Donors Choose 
Specification I II  III IV  V VI 

Dependent Variable 
ContributionUSD 
 

ContributionUSD  Minutes Minutes  Priors Priors 

 (Level) (Log)  (Level) (Log)  (Level) (Log) 

Constant 
 
5134.624 *** 
(437.293) 

7.289 *** 
 (0.0328)  

81.974 *** 
(7.661) 

2.327 *** 
(0.0641)  

14.583 *** 
(0.933) 

1.892 *** 
(0.0421) 

Day Increment 
 
-29.957   
(35.353) 

-0.00537  
(0.0036)  

0.2642 
(0.635) 

0.0111   
(0.00697)  

0.260 *** 
(0.0852) 

0.0349 *** 
(0.00459) 

         
Platform-Specific 
Controls 

YES YES  YES YES  YES YES 

         
r2 0.005 0.0205  0.0035 0.0082  0.0249 0.0568 

 

Platform PledgeMusic 
Specification VII VIII  IX X  XI XII 

Dependent Variable ContributionUSD ContributionUSD  Minutes Minutes  Priors Priors 

 (Level) (Log)  (Level) (Log)  (Level) (Log) 

Constant 
 
4360.58 *** 
(330.110) 

7.946 ***  
(0.0178)  

58.634 *** 
(3.459) 

2.435 *** 
(0.0364)  

837.623 *** 
(33.204) 

5.510 ***  
(0.0351) 

Day Increment 
 
38.290   
(88.279) 

-0.0114 ** 
(0.00526)  

0.784   
(1.065) 

-0.00592   
(0.0118)  

-12.505  
 (8.156) 

-0.00281   
(0.00932) 

         
Platform-Specific 
Controls 

YES YES  YES YES  YES YES 

         
r2 0.0003 0.0134  0.0015 0.0000  0.0614 0.1112 
         
Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.  Statistical significance indicated as follows: *** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.1. Platform-specific controls for Donors Choose 
include the variables Teacher, Zip and Lunch.  Platform-specific controls for PledgeMusic include the variables Repeat, Updates and Charity. See Table 2 for variable 
definitions. 

Table 6: Intraday Regression Analysis
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In considering our regressions, we find that the only statistically significant results supporting 

Hypothesis H4 in the case of PledgeMusic, and then only when the dependent variable is 

expressed in logged form (Specification VIII).  We find no results across any specification 

indicating support for Hypothesis H5.  In the case of Hypothesis H6, we find statistically 

significant evidence of fatigue in the case of Donors Choose (specifications I-VI) but not 

PledgeMusic (specifications VII-XII).  These results lead us to conclude that there is partial 

support for H4 and H6, however H5 is completely unsupported. Again, in the limited cases 

where we find support for our hypotheses in these results, the magnitude of the coefficients is 

such that the impact is very small in practical terms. 

Discussion 

In this paper we analyse contribution-level panel datasets from two different crowdfunding 

platforms to measure the impact of long and short-term fatigue among funders of online 

crowdfunding campaigns. Using a combination of survival analysis and panel regression we 

determine that, while there are some statistically significant indications of fatigue in the 

observed behaviours of funders, the actual effect of this fatigue is very small in practical terms.  

Considering the importance of repeat funders to online crowdfunding, this finding leads us to 

conclude that the model is unlikely to represent a fad, nor does evidence suggest it is likely to 

suffer from longevity or existential issues as a result of funder fatigue.  

Our research has a number of important implications for future crowdfunding research and 

practice. In deriving a testable model of both long and short-term fatigue in crowdfunding, we 

provide future crowdfunding researchers with a clear framework from which to discuss and 

measure incidences of funder fatigue, together with the methodology to test for its occurrence.  

Future studies of online crowdfunding fatigue would benefit from the definitions of fatigue that 

we derive in above, as well as the empirical techniques that we outline and employ.  Specifically, 

future researchers should, where appropriate, consider utilising survival analysis in examining 

recurrence of activities potentially subject to fatigue in addition to more common techniques 

such as panel regression. Researchers considering fatigue in related settings, such as venture 

capital, angel investing, etc. will also benefit from adopting and extending the theoretical model 

and empirical testing which we have utilised. 

In performing our analysis, we determine that while there are some statistically significant 

indications of crowdfunding fatigue, their impact is very small in practical terms. Our findings 

are of importance to a number of key stakeholders in crowdfunding, given that our empirical 

evidence supports the ongoing sustainability of this alternative finance model.  This issue has 

already been highlighted as being of particular relevance to online platforms and campaign 
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founders, especially in sectors such as the creative and cultural industries (Tosatto et al. 2019) 

and early stage start-up financing (Lasrado and Lugmayr 2013; Harrison 2013). Our results further 

indicate that oft-cited concerns that crowdfunding is a fad destined to suffer an inevitable and 

significant decline seem largely unfounded. Similarly, for (potential) investors in crowdfunding 

platforms and others seeking to build business models which integrate elements of 

crowdfunding into their organisational fabric, our results support the sustainability of the 

crowdfunding model, and that fatigue among funders need not necessarily represent an 

existential concern. 

Our analysis of fatigue in online crowdfunding is not without its limitations.  First, our research 

only considers fatigue in relation to two crowdfunding platforms (PledgeMuisc and Donors 

Choose), as well as only two crowdfunding models (rewards and donations).  While we are 

confident that our findings are representative of fatigue in the wider crowdfunding sector, 

particularly in terms of rewards and donations-based crowdfunding, we nevertheless 

acknowledge that similar analysis would be valuable to further explore possible variations in 

fatigue effects across different platforms, crowdfunding models, and industry verticals.  Second, 

as our research is purely quantitative in nature, we have no information on the thought 

processes or motivations of repeat funders that experience fatigue. We also have no indication 

whether funders that appear to cease their activities move to other platforms (which would 

suggest that their fatigue is platform related) or exit crowdfunding altogether (suggesting 

fatigue in relation to the crowdfunding model as a whole).  Future qualitative research into 

crowdfunding fatigue could therefore examine the (de)motivations of fatigued funders and seek 

to link those motivations to the particular manifestation of their fatigue. 

Third, our dataset is somewhat limited in relation to the number of additional campaign and 

funder related variables available for analysis.  This problem is not uncommon among empirical 

crowdfunding studies, where detailed longitudinal data is frequently difficult to acquire 

(McKenny et al. 2017). This limitation is due to a number of factors, including the desire of online 

platforms to protect user anonymity, resulting in whatever data are available being heavily 

redacted of contributor-level information.  Future researchers with access to richer data may 

have the opportunity to further explore other funder-specific characteristics than we were able 

to analyse in our work.  Finally, as it was outside the scope of our study, we do not explore 

fatigue experienced by serial founders, nor their relationships with repeat funders.  Boeuf 

(2014) argues that both of these behaviours are subject to meaningful fatigue effects and would 

therefore also represent appropriate avenues for further enquiry. 
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Conclusion 

In this study, we address the question of the extent to which there is evidence of fatigue among 

the contribution patterns exhibited by funders of online crowdfunding campaigns. This issue is 

of particular importance to the industry, given questions surrounding the viability of the 

crowdfunding model as a whole, as well as its ‘staying-power’ as a fundraising mechanism 

(McKenny et al. 2017). After developing a set of hypotheses reflecting both short and long-term 

fatigue in online crowdfunding, we explore the issue empirically using both survival analysis 

and fixed effects panel regressions using datasets from two online crowdfunding platforms.  We 

conclude that, while there are some statistically significant indications of fatigue, the magnitude 

of these effects is small in practical terms. While theory might suggest that funders of online 

crowdfunding campaigns would be expected to eventually feel tired, empirical analysis of their 

actions suggest that they do indeed remain relatively wired into the fundraising model. 
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Conclusion 

As discussed in the introduction, much quantitative research into crowdfunding does a very 

good job of describing crowdfunding as a model and, by extension, the platforms upon which it 

is based. However, often this occurs at the expense of neglecting the nuances of the users of the 

platforms and the diverse categories of campaigns hosted. At its heart crowdfunding is a tri-

party relationship, between the campaign founder, the funder, and the platform. As important as 

understanding the wider crowdfunding industry is, understanding the nuances which make it 

work well for all its various groupings of participants is critical to ensuring that those 

participants can extract the most benefit from their participation. The starting point for this 

research was the realisation that crowdfunding was becoming increasing important to the CCI, 

in particular to independent CCI projects, however quantitative research looking at 

crowdfunding issues of specific relevance to the CCI was lacking. It also considered that 

quantitative research into CCI crowdfunding should address all three sides of the relationship, 

and not focus on the platform alone. 

The papers which comprise this manuscript, while relevant to broader crowdfunding, have 

particular relevance to furthering our understanding of CCI crowdfunding. While the first paper 

explores CCI crowdfunding in the context of the wider rewards-based crowdfunding industry, 

each following paper looks at an element of particular relevance to furthering our 

understanding of each of the three parties –the founder, the funder, and the platform. 

Additionally, each paper investigates an aspect of the direct-to-fan model upon which CCI 

crowdfunding is based – whether it is in means of communicating with the fan, the motivations 

of the unique fan who makes the pivotal completion contribution, or the longer term fatigue 

experienced by repeat funders. 

The papers’ contribution to theory and practice includes deepening the understanding of the 

role and importance of social ties and email in CCI crowdfunding, in understanding the 

motivations of the pivotal funder who completes crowdfunding campaigns, and in establishing 

the existence of crowdfunding fatigue while determining its impact as being insignificant. Each 

paper represents its own unique contribution, however taken together these papers increase 

our understanding of specific factors and drivers underpinning the ongoing success of CCI 

crowdfunding, as well as crowdfunding generally.  

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

The research presented in this manuscript is not without its limitations. Each individual paper 

discusses specific limitations relevant to the research at hand, and also suggests a number of 
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fruitful directions for future related research. However, looking at the papers together, a 

number of themes arise which are worth addressing. Speaking broadly, the research presented 

is all quantitative research, which allows it to make specific analysis and draw specific 

conclusions with a clarity and certainty unique to such data-driven research. However, this 

approach has natural limitations: it lacks the nuance and understanding of certain deeper 

motivations which can only be explored through qualitative research; it is also structurally 

limited to data which has been both collected and is available (and therefore handicapped by 

what is considered commercially sensitive and is thus not available); and its results can be 

argued to be specific to the platforms and categories analysed.  

Considering these limitations future researchers seeking to build on the research presented 

herein have a number of interesting avenues to consider. Extending the presented research by 

exploring stated and unstated motivations of the participants through qualitative techniques 

can bring a level of depth and insight to the findings which was not possible through 

quantitative analysis alone. Further developing the models through exploring richer datasets 

than were available to the author may provide deeper insights to the theories which have been 

explored, however the availability of such datasets may represent an issue to such undertakings. 

Exploring the relevance and applicability of these findings beyond the CCI and the crowdfunding 

platforms explicitly analysed may also represent a fruitful activity.    

Additionally, throughout this research there arose many interesting questions which the author 

was unable to explore further, either due to a paucity of data, or a lack of time and resources. 

Self-funding fraud in crowdfunding, something mentioned briefly in the third paper, was an 

interesting area of inquiry (and one in which anecdotal evidence was encountered), however 

one which was not followed due to a lack of available data and willing discussants. Fraud (other 

than self-funding fraud) in crowdfunding was also a topic which was found interesting but was 

not investigated (however one which gained public attention during the course of writing due to 

some notable crowdfunding campaigns which did not deliver promised rewards). The personal 

motivations of repeat funders is something not considered in the final paper, but one which 

represents a potentially fruitful avenue of inquiry; additionally, the experiences of repeat 

founders (and the repeat funders of repeat founders) was something which represented an 

interesting line of enquiry, but was not followed. 

Other research avenues which were not followed include: the role and operation of subscription 

crowdfunding platforms (e.g. Patreon.com) to CCI creators is one which was not explored, 

however one which is increasingly relevant to the CCI; exploring variations among CCI 

campaigns according to sub-groupings (e.g. by genre, within the music category); exploring the 
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self-mobilising activities of fans to promote CCI crowdfunding campaigns beyond the existing 

creator networks (something noted in relation to fans of heavy metal music communicating on 

internet forums dedicated to the genre), and exploring the incidence of self-imposed upwards 

price discrimination among CCI fans in contributing to CCI crowdfunding campaigns (where 

some fans will willing pay “above normal value” of an item in order to make a more financially 

impactful contribution). Finally, if somewhat tangentially, the conceptualisation and 

measurement of fatigue in the final paper is one which could be applied with little difficulty to 

crowdsourcing, and may have very interesting implications for understanding contribution 

patterns to public-good crowdsourcing projects like Wikipedia.org. 

Final Words 

An observation made to the author during this research was that “the CCI has always been fan-

funded”, whether directly by the purchase of tickets, content, or merchandise, or indirectly 

through government subsidies. However traditional CCI funding options lacked efficiencies – it 

required gatekeepers and intermediaries – and they often imposed some level of creative 

control, extracted a fee, and kept the creative at a financial arms-length from their fans. 

Crowdfunding and the direct-to-fan business model represents the most efficient and direct 

path through which creatives and their fans can transact at scale. Within a decade it has 

transitioned from a fringe form of alternative financing, to being an established and respectable 

mechanism to finance a self-sustaining creative livelihood. Prior to the rise of crowdfunding a 

creative essentially had two options – to remain a hobbyist, or to comply with the obligations 

and limitations implicit in securing traditional CCI financing. Crowdfunding represents an 

innovative third way, without CCI middlemen or gatekeepers, and without ceding creative or 

legal control, of getting art into the hands of fans who are happy to pay for it. In the course of 

writing this manuscript I spoke to many people involved in CCI crowdfunding, whether 

founders, funders, or platform representatives (and some people who, at one time or another, 

had been all three), and the most notable finding was that almost everyone had a good 

experience with the process (with the single exception being those caught-up in the insolvency 

of the PledgeMusic platform). For the founders, running a crowdfunding campaign was not easy 

(variously described as “sprint”, “exhausting”, and “demanding”) but the rewards were 

significant: greater financial certainty, artistic freedom, ownership of the output, and a stronger 

connection with the fans. The fans, too, appreciated that their contribution was going directly to 

the creative (rather than to an intermediary) and that the resultant creative output was created 

“for them”. The representatives of the platforms typically felt they were providing a service 



152 

 

which was important in enabling independent CCI voices to be heard, and on a personal level 

enjoyed interacting with the founders and funders. 

Ultimately history has shown that Kevin Kelly was right, a creative with enough “true fans” is 

able to build a self-sustaining creative livelihood, and those fans are happy to financially 

contribute to that. All it ever needed was the platforms to make it possible. 
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Appendix 1: Abbreviations 

AoN: All or Nothing 

CCI: Creative and Cultural Industry (also Cultural and Creative Industry) 

CCR: Completion Contribution Ratio 

D2C: Direct to Consumer 

D2F: Direct to Fan 

IPR: Intellectual Property Rights 

KiA: Keep it All 

SNS: Social Network Service 
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Appendix 2: Form UPR16 

 


