
1 
 

Is Talking about the Future a Curse or a Blessing? The Effects of Future-focused 

Message Framing on Fundraising Performance  

 

Abstract 

The growth of crowdfunding has attracted interest from academics and managers alike. 

Crowdfunders are consumers in the sense that they consume start-up ideas now and their 

outputs in the future. Given that a crowdfunding platform is almost the only channel for 

entrepreneurial marketers to interactively communicate with consumers, it is pivotal to study 

the effectiveness of campaign message design. Thus, the goals of this research are 1) what 

impact does future-focused message framing have on seeking seed-stage finance when 

promoting novel ideas to retail investors who may become future consumers? 2) what are 

other factors that can be further combined as digital communication tools to effectively 

improve fundraising performance? We collected a dataset of 3,361 reward-based 

crowdfunding campaigns on Kickstarter, the results of which show that a future-focused 

campaign has a negative impact on the amount of funds raised. In order to reduce such 

adverse effects on fundraising, campaigners’ extensive engagement is necessary especially 

when only a handful of reward options are available. This study highlights the critical role of 

future focus in driving digital communication effectiveness and offers important implications 

for research and practice. 

 

Keywords: Communication design, Crowdfunding, Engagement, Future focus, Reward 

options  

 

 

  



2 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

For entrepreneurs, future focus (FF hereafter) has been pivotal in successful firm 

performance. FF refers to the perception of individuals who are highly goal-oriented, make 

longer-term plans, and are more likely to consider future consequences [1]. Due to its 

forward-looking nature FF relates closely to the notion of innovativeness, which has been 

welcomed by investors, but resisted by customers [2, 3]. Recently, an emerging research 

stream has started to investigate FF of start-ups in the context of entrepreneurial finance. 

Specifically, FF is typically treated as a dispositional trait possessed by individuals—for 

example, FF entrepreneurs are more likely to raise funds from venture capitalists (VCs), 

especially in later rounds of fundraising [4]. However, research also shows that FF may be 

associated with an unrealistic mentality and disconnection with operational realities [5]. 

Consequently, entrepreneurs may fail to achieve their aims because they devote too many 

resources to planning the future instead of expending them on the present [6-8].  

It has become increasingly important to address the controversial role that FF plays in 

entrepreneurial finance, for both scholars of entrepreneurship and digital communication in 

innovation, because of the recent proliferation of crowdfunding platforms whereby 

entrepreneurs raise funds from the public openly via online campaigning [9]. Entrepreneurs 

embark upon crowdfunding because it is a market that is less restricted by the preferences of 

traditional private equity investors. It has now been described as “moving mainstream” in the 
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field of entrepreneurial financing, complementing traditional investors while threatening their 

dominance at the same time [10].  In this two-sided market, entrepreneurs are creators of the 

campaigns (hence “campaigners”) who try to obtain finance and generate market awareness 

among crowdfunders. Crowdfunders are also consumers, in the sense that they consume the 

start-up ideas of entrepreneurs and often become end-users of the innovations that they fund 

[11]. 

Crowdfunding is characterized by a high level of information asymmetry [12] due to the 

early-stage nature of ventures, insufficient scrutiny of platforms in the form of venture 

screening and due diligence, and short fundraising timeframes [13]. As a result, from a digital 

communication perspective, it is especially difficult for campaigners to engage with users 

who have never interacted with, or have little knowledge about crowdfunding. What adds to 

the difficulties for entrepreneurs is the ‘All-or-Nothing’ model that is typically adopted by 

major platforms, such as Kickstarter and Indiegogo. Such models stipulate that entrepreneurs 

are granted the funds raised only if their campaigns hit their targets or become over-funded; 

otherwise, a campaign is deemed to have failed, and require investors to be refunded. 

Given that crowdfunders and potential consumers are primarily intertwined, this study 

probes the impact of FF that is embedded within campaigners’ introductory narratives 

presented on reward-based crowdfunding platforms from a digital communication 

perspective. Unlike owners or managers of larger and more mature firms that communicate 
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with investors and consumers via a rich variety of channels, such as annual reports, press 

releases and social media, seed-stage start-ups are usually limited in financial and other 

relevant resources. As a consequence, such campaigns on crowdfunding platforms become 

almost their only channel of communication with potential consumers; hence, in order to 

interactively market their innovations via crowdfunding, entrepreneurs are advised to frame 

messages as effectively as possible. Previous research [9, 14] has identified several 

entrepreneur-level factors, such as academic and professional background, with information 

value that could influence investors’ pledging decisions. However, these factors are mostly 

difficult for entrepreneurs to control or change at the time of fundraising. Agrawal et al. [15] 

document the signaling effect of a campaign’s dynamic progression, which is measured by 

the cumulative number of investors and the funds so far received.  However, such dynamics, 

which are the collective results of investor behaviors, are again mostly beyond direct control 

of the entrepreneur.  

These accumulated facts make a campaign’s introductory contents, such as text, image, 

and video, especially valuable as digital communication tools, since they are created exactly 

as the entrepreneur prefers. Research along these lines has started to catch up by discovering 

the pivotal factors that determine a campaign’s outcome [11, 16]. Whereas the provision of 

images and videos that help to introduce the entrepreneurial idea are optional for the 

campaigners, the use of short textual paragraphs is almost mandatory. The majority of 
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researchers have focused their studies on the perceived quality of entrepreneurs’ linguistic 

style and use of rhetoric [17-19]. However, research that explores the effects of FF in digital 

communication has been scarce. More specifically, given the studies that consider FF as a 

dispositional trait of individual creators, it is as yet unknown whether or not it can be used as 

a method of digital communication, or whether the use of such an approach to promote a 

campaign, would be of benefit to the entrepreneur. If FF indeed has its digital communication 

aspect of value, understanding its specific impact could have pivotal implications for 

entrepreneurs in an era characterized by crowd-based investment platforms. Therefore, in this 

study we explore two research questions, 1) what impact does FF have on seeking seed-stage 

finance when promoting novel ideas to retail investors who may become future consumers? 

2) building on the knowledge of FF, what are other factors that can be further combined as 

digital communication tools to effectively stimulate interest from prospective consumers? A 

nuanced understanding of such questions can have important consequences with regard to the 

design of innovatory marketing strategies and the means of communication.  

To answer these questions, we first modelled the effect of FF message framing on 

fundraising performance. We then identified, from a marketer’s perspective, two types of 

stimulus by which campaigners can attract consumers: 1) as a creator’s progression update, 

which acts both as an accumulative stimulus while a campaign is progressing and funds are 

flowing in, and also as a measure of the creator’s efforts of engagement, and 2) as a number 
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of reward options – or choice sets – that the creator sets prior to starting the campaign. The 

richness of rewards reflects the campaigner’s resource commitment and helps to legitimate 

the project, which, at the time of fundraising, might not be concrete, but just an idea. In this 

study, therefore, we set out to see how these stimuli interact with both an FF campaign and 

with each other. 

In order to achieve this, we collected a dataset consisting of 3,361 campaigns on 

Kickstarter, the world’s leading reward-based crowdfunding platform, which we analyzed by 

using text mining techniques and their creators’ levels of FF as expressed through their 

introductory narratives. Obtaining insights by using text analytical software has been widely 

employed by extant research [20-22]. Surprisingly, our results indicate that more FF 

campaigns tended to show weaker fundraising performance than less FF campaigns, and that 

entrepreneur engagement, such as by way of frequent fundraising progression updates, 

mitigated the negative impact. Furthermore, we found that the positive moderating effect of 

campaigner engagement is more prominent when they are less able to offer a wide range of 

reward options as incentives. 

This research contributes to entrepreneurial finance, digital communication and 

crowdfunding literature by unveiling such negative impact of FF campaigns among seed-

stage investors who may eventually become future consumers. Our study is among the first to 

consider entrepreneurs’ marketing communication efforts and to study their effect on 
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fundraising performance. We first distinguish from previous studies by taking FF as a 

communication message rather than a dispositional trait. Secondly, whereas previous studies 

[e.g., 4] found the positive effects of future focused entrepreneurs among institutional 

investors like venture capitalists, our study shows a negative effect of FF when the 

entrepreneur’s audience is seed-stage investors and consumers. Thirdly, we study the 

interaction between campaigner engagement and reward options, and its effect in mitigating 

the negative impact of FF. In order to enhance their success, campaigners are recommended 

to manage the balance between FF, the offering of rewards, and the frequency of updates 

very carefully, since not to do so could have an unfavorable impact on the fundraising 

outcome. 

 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT  

A. Entrepreneurial Finance and Campaigns in Crowdfunding  

Crowdfunding emerged as an alternative source of private equity finance for seed- and early-

stage start-ups, and has grown and expanded rapidly and to become “mainstream” [10]. An 

increasing number of start-ups are embarking upon crowdfunding campaigns and use 

crowdfunding as the first step to ascend the so-called funding escalator [23].  

Grounded in the broader domain of entrepreneurial finance (e.g., [24-26]), crowdfunding 

sector is described as complementary to the existing private equity market in several 
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significant ways. Firstly, it funds entrepreneurs that traditional investors are not willing to 

fund. Specifically, the provision of crowdfunding relieves entrepreneurs from the dominance 

of traditional private equity investors (i.e., professional investors like business angels and 

institutional investors like venture capitalists) that have narrow and strict funding preferences 

[27]. For example, extant research has documented that these investors favor large scale start-

up projects in specific sectors (e.g., finance and hi-tech) and locations (e.g., “within 2-hour's 

drive”) founded by entrepreneurs with certain qualifications (e.g., patterns, degrees, and 

relevant experience). These barriers have deterred a considerable number of entrepreneurs 

from entering the market with their innovative ideas. In contrast, crowdfunding, especially 

reward-based crowdfunding, supports entrepreneurs regardless of the factors mentioned 

above as long as the public values their ideas.  

Secondly, crowdfunding fills funding gaps that are too small to be of interest to 

institutional investors (e.g., [25]). Moreover, later-stage investors and lending bodies tend to 

evaluate the market acceptance and profitability potential of new ventures by using 

crowdfunding outcome, making the sector a stepping stone for all. As a consequence, it is not 

surprising to see that crowdfunding has surpassed venture capitalists and made a material 

impact on not only the micro but also the macro innovation landscape. 

Given the steady growth of the sector, research has focused on the determinants of 

campaign outcomes from the perspective of both campaigners (i.e., entrepreneurs) and 
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investors. However, there are mixed results relative to the impact of temporal (future) focus 

in the literature on entrepreneurial finance and management [6, 28, 29], motivating us to 

further investigate FF since it is closely related to the notion of innovativeness, which is a 

critical player in the field (e.g., [7]).  

In addition, we selected campaigner engagement and reward option as the other two 

main variables of interest for the following reasons: Firstly, both variables have been 

explored by the extant crowdfunding literature as an important determinant of campaign 

fundraising performance, giving us theoretical support [30, 31]. Secondly and more 

importantly, we consider these two factors as controllable by the entrepreneurs, since they 

can determine, at their own discretion, the frequency of giving updates on campaign progress 

and how many reward tiers to offer to incentivize and attract future consumers.  

Our research aims to fill that gap in the literature by bringing FF theories and the 

significant implications of digital communication practices to the study of entrepreneurial 

finance. The theoretical framework (depicted in Figure 1) examines the relationship between 

the FF campaign, campaigner engagement, and reward options in the context of fundraising 

performance. We elaborate on our rationale below.   

B. Future-focused Campaigns 

The perception of a firm is shaped by how a digital communication program is 

assimilated in people’s memories [32], and there is evidence that suggests that the 
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entrepreneurial teams whose communication patterns are associated with a higher level of 

forward-looking perspective, make more strategic changes than their counterparts who score 

lower in future orientation [33]. Adapted from previous work [6], we define FF campaigns as 

advertising communications that reflect the extent to which they incorporate future 

expectations into appeals by using phrases and words like “will”, “going”, “might”, 

“someday”, “soon”. 

A number of innovation and new product development researchers [8, 29] have 

suggested that future market vision, particularly in small and medium-sized firms, is a 

determinant in sustaining firm performance. In addition to the perspectives from top 

management teams, Boyd and Zimbardo [34] found that highly committed FF individuals are 

willing to work hard for distant payoffs. Such mindsets and foresight residing in the minds of 

entrepreneurs about future events could be embedded in messages to the public, generating 

the impression that investors will eventually receive returns on their investments. 

Although FF campaigns may create positive associations for investor evaluation, thereby 

influencing what investors think about the projects, a greater degree of FF message framing 

could at times be associated with statements that an entrepreneur is planning too much, rather 

than a commitment to deploy resources straight away [7, 35]. After all, actions speak louder 

than words. Furthermore, investors – who are often regarded as both buyers and users in the 

context of reward-based crowdfunding – have a tendency to resist innovative products, since 
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they might be required to adopt new behavior and/or discontinue past behavior, leading to 

high switching costs or to the loss of emotional attachment to old technology [36, 37]. As a 

consequence, FF campaigns may lead to concerns that could hold investors back from 

investing. 

Because evidence based on prior research seems to be inconclusive, we offer two 

hypotheses: 1) the positive main effect of FF on fundraising performance, and 2) the negative 

main effect of FF on fundraising performance. Accordingly, we posit: 

H1a: The higher the future focus of a campaign, the more funding it will raise.  

H1b: The higher the future focus of a campaign, the less funding it will raise. 

 

C. The Moderating Role of Campaigner Engagement 

Marketers design their campaigns in order to stimulate and attract consumers. Because the 

campaign duration on crowdfunding platforms is relatively short, creators normally pay 

substantial attention to their campaign’s development by updating fundraising progress [30, 

31]. For instance, campaigners often inform crowdfunders of the latest development by way 

of appending messages to the main page of the projects. In this research, campaigner 

engagement refers to the extent of which the most recent news is updated by the creator to 

keep its funders informed. 

We propose that active engagement in a highly uncertain start-up environment has a 

facilitative force either to strengthen FF positive impact, or reduce FF negative impact, 
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depending on the direction of the result of FF we find for the first hypothesis. Our line of 

reasoning is as follows. Firstly, it is not surprising that high levels of purchasing involvement 

motivate both marketers and consumers to provide and process information thoroughly, since 

previous studies have shown that highly involved individuals attend to and elaborate on 

information in the ad  [38]. In such situations, the exchange of relevant information between 

the parties eliminates the possibility of fundraising information asymmetry, thereby 

expounding the benefits and/or attenuating the drawbacks of FF [12].  

Secondly, providing the latest funding progress shows that the campaigner has nothing 

to hide and that the campaign’s objectives are aligned with those of the consumers. As a 

consequence, crowdfunders are more likely to interpret the engagement by campaigners or 

entrepreneurial marketers as being credible, honest and trustworthy when considering 

uncertain outcomes in the future [39, 40].  

Thirdly, by contrast, a lower level of campaigner engagement may be seen as an 

indication that the owners of crowdfunding projects are inactive; hence, investors could feel 

alienated or not being associated with the most recent events [41]. Such feelings could 

generate negative association when it comes to investment. As with other forms of 

information sharing, people have an inherent interest in being kept in the loop [42, 43]. 

Fourthly, consumers who think that campaigners are not providing as many updates as 

they should often tend to infer a lower value for the projects, resulting in the overall 
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campaigns being evaluated less favorably irrespective of actual content of appeals [44]. 

Hence, we posit: 

H2: Campaigner engagement positively moderates the relationship between FF 

campaigns and fundraising performance, such that a higher level of campaigner 

engagement is more likely to either 1) strengthen the positive effect of FF campaigns on 

fundraising performance; or 2) weaken the negative effect of FF campaigns on 

fundraising performance.  

 

D. Three-way Interaction: The Moderating Role of Reward Options in the Relationship 

between Future-focused Campaigns and Campaigner Engagement on Fundraising 

Performance 

Crowdfunding projects use reward options to create additional appeals for funders who would 

like to show their support to others [45]. In this research, reward options refers to the number 

of reward options that investors are able to choose from, and receive, in return for their 

donations. Generally, rewards come in several distinct forms, such as pre-selling of the 

principle product of the campaign, the offer of an unrelated service, souvenir accessories, and 

specialized services/products that are meant only for investors as being part of community 

benefits [9].  

We anticipate that the effect of an FF campaign and the level of campaigners’ 

engagement on fundraising performance depends on the number of reward options. Faraji-

Rad, et al. [46] found that consumers have a desire for control when adopting new products. 

Such innate motive is more likely to be satisfied when various combinations of project 
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rewards are provided. However, we speculate that the positive interaction between FF and 

engagement is actually conditional on a smaller number of reward options, which, as 

Schwartz [47] observed, is in line with a commonly-held belief that “more isn’t always 

better”. Thus, a large choice can prove to be too much, since it induces “choice paralysis” 

thereby reducing people’s satisfaction with their decision, particularly when the campaigners 

have been highly stimulating in their engagements and adopted forward-looking campaigning 

themes. 

Advertisements written in FF is likely to be construed as inherently distant and abstract 

[48]. Instead of including concrete details, the gist of information is represented 

schematically to the individual. It is possible that an engaging campaign, together with a 

number of reward options, may appear more concrete, feasible and to some extent less risky, 

because funders are able to select from a collection of informed choices. Nonetheless, 

empirical studies have shown that campaigns are seen as more legitimate when they conform 

to the rules by presenting a manageable selection of rewards, as opposed to an excessive 

bouquet of options, contributing to the success of the crowdfunding projects [30]. As a matter 

of fact, the owners of crowdfunding projects who normally have limited resources and 

constrained capabilities turn out to be offering legitimate benefits when their reward options 

are confined to achievable funding amounts in addition to their frequent engagement efforts. 

In addition, an appeal to the desire for special experiences together with a few select 
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others, offers a scarcity principle in digital communication; qualitative exploratory study 

conducted by Gerber, et al. [49] provides similar evidence about the importance of rarity in 

lay inference. This research shows that crowdfunders who are motivated by seeking self-

related rewards that are somewhat identical to exclusive possessions, rather than many 

common rewards, tend to be more generous in donating higher amounts of money. Therefore, 

we posit: 

H3: Campaigner engagement positively moderates the relationship between FF 

campaign and fundraising performance when the number of reward options is low 

rather than high. 

 

III. METHOD   

A. Sample and Data Collection 

In order to examine our posited effects, we collected field data from the crowdfunding 

platform, Kickstarter, which was chosen because, 1) since its inception in 2009, projects 

listed there have raised $3.7 billion, and 2) over 145,000 projects have been successfully 

funded [50]. Project campaigns were used as the unit of analysis. The dataset we collected 

covered the time duration between the end of May and the end of November 2017, creating 

an initial sample of 3,513 campaigns. In order to reduce noise in the campaigns, the following 

steps were taken, 1) projects that were cancelled at the time of data collection were removed 

(N = 19), 2) projects which included non-English languages were removed (N = 95) and, 3) 
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campaigns that contained no text content, meaning that the campaigns contained only images, 

were removed (N = 38).  

As a result, our sample consisted of 3,361 campaigns including two categories; design 

(N = 1,716) and technology (N = 1,645), which we consider to be the most influential and 

popular ones, yet with unsatisfactory fundraising performance because, according to 

Kickstarter Stats, these two categories have the lowest level of fundraising success rate 

among all the other categories. At the same time, the existing literature on crowdfunding 

often focuses on the technology sector specifically, due to the potential long-lasting impact of 

new products from this sector [51]. By taking a similar approach, our results are comparable 

with existing findings and hence provide additional insightful contributions and implications 

in terms of literature. The average amount raised by these campaigns in our sample was USD 

$31,052.26.  

B. Measures 

1) Dependent Variable: The fundraising performance of entrepreneurs was 

operationalized as the total investment amount spent on each project campaign. As the 

funding of each campaign is skewed due to distinct project size, we log transformed it for 

normalization. 

2) Independent Variable: FF measurement for each project campaign was conducted 

with a computerized text analysis software – Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) – 
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which has been used in several studies [52-56]. LIWC calculates the extent to which certain 

cognition and emotions are present in a text, based on the frequency of words and phrases 

related to a concept. FF includes words and phrases, such as “will”, “going”, “might”, 

“someday”, “soon” etc. Words are counted and then normalized by the length of the text; 

therefore, all reported measures are proportional to the total number of campaigns analyzed. 

This technique prevented our measures from being distorted by the length of the campaigns. 

The dimension of FF computed by LIWC is measured on a one-hundred-point scale. 

3) Moderators: First, we operationalized entrepreneur engagement as the number of 

campaigns updated, because the extent to which the campaign content was updated implied 

that the creators were engaged in revising and appending new information. Regarding the 

second moderator, we incorporated reward options, which referred to the number of reward 

options that the creators had designed for each campaign. 

4) Control Variables: Our analysis controlled for five relevant variables related to, a) 

campaign creator, b) campaign sector and, c) Q&As frequency between creators and funders, 

which are the ones that are relatively more extensively exploited by the works of literature as 

factors that exert influence on crowdfunding campaign outcome [51, 57]. Given that 

fundraising performance can vary depending on the background of the creator, the first three 

variables were measured by using the number of previous successful experiences in 

fundraising, the provision of social media connections, and the provision of expense 
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explanations. We also controlled a distinct sector of the campaign (i.e., technology and 

design). Finally, since the level of interaction between creators and funders can vary across 

campaigns, and there is a likelihood of larger number of Q&As indicating a greater interest 

among funders, we controlled Q&As frequency that could strongly influence the result of 

fundraising.  

 

IV. DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Table I presents descriptive statistics and correlations between the key variables, 

suggesting that our empirical context provides adequate variations in these variables. Table II 

shows the estimated results of our proposed models. The first of these is the base model that 

shows the main effects of the key independent fundraising variables. The second model 

examines the synergic effect of FF fundraising campaigns and campaigner engagements. The 

fourth model, which is based on the third model regarding the three-way interaction among 

three key variables, incorporates control variables to assess the funding results. We reported 

the findings based on the fourth model in order to discuss the three hypotheses.  

The following interpretation of estimated coefficients is based on log-transformed 

dependent variables. As shown in Table II, a negative and significant main effect of FF on 

fundraising (p = .025) suggests that FF campaigns hinder funding by returning 17.5% less 

funds, which supports H1b.  
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Furthermore, the two-way interaction between FF and engagement shows a positive and 

significant result (p = .005) which supports H2, demonstrating that campaigner engagement 

mitigates the adverse effects of FF. Since the moderator campaigner engagement (i.e. number 

of campaign update) was continuous, we looked for the turning points for where exactly, in 

the absolute value of campaign update, the effect of FF changes from non-significance to 

significance. This is done by using the Johnson-Neyman technique. Figure 2(a) reveals that 

when the number of campaign updates is greater than 12.96, then the effect of FF on 

fundraising performance becomes significantly positive.   

In Table II, we also observed a significant three-way interaction between FF, 

campaigner engagement and reward options on fundraising performance (p = .000) in a 

negative sign, showing that a higher level of campaigner engagement alleviated the negative 

effect of FF campaigns when the number of reward options was low (as opposed to high), 

thereby supporting H3. Figure 3(b) shows the moderator value of reward options is at 7.02. 

 

V. ROBUSTNESS CHECKS 

Finally, in the course of building the model, we had to take several competing 

explanations into consideration in order to examine the robustness of our findings. Our results 

may be driven by the facts that startups, compared with established entrepreneurs who might 

use Kickstarter as merely one of many marketing tools, are more likely to be future-oriented 
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in the sense that they attempt to not only scale up, but also sustain their businesses in the long 

term. Needless to say, these start-ups who rely on the fundraising platform to capitalize ideas 

and create initial market awareness tend to raise less funding due to their less developed 

markets. In order to address this concern, we therefore created a dummy variable Start-up, 

which takes value of 1 if the campaigner has no previous successful funding experience (and 

hence are “truly innovative startups”) at Kickstarter and 0 otherwise. We first noted that there 

are 2,945 (87.62%) campaigners without previous successful experience and 416 

campaigners who have track records with more than one backed campaign. Unsurprisingly, 

startups have higher average FF scores (M = 1.43, SD = .87) than experienced campaigners 

(M = 1.16, SD = .76; t(3359)=6.20, p < .001). Then, we incorporated it in model 4 as shown 

in Table II, resulting in a slightly better explained variation of .52 R-squared and a 

significantly negative impact of startups on fundraising performance (β = -.421, p < .001). 

Although, as expected, the negative impact of FF marginally decreased (β = from -.175 to -

.167, p < .001), in general, the value of other variables stayed the same, demonstrating that 

our proposed effects were not washed away. 

In addition, we re-estimated the model using several other variables. In order to strive 

for financial resource and market acceptance through market awareness, campaigners may 

adopt multiple funding channels (e.g., multiple platforms and crowdfunding models, and 

multiple types of media) to share updates. We changed the social media connection variable 
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and, instead of looking at its provision as a whole, used four dummies to indicate the absence 

or presence of major platforms: Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn, and Twitter. In doing so, we 

came closer to accounting for the process of spreading updates that could counteract our 

proposed effects. In regard of reward options, one would expect that campaigns that offer 

product prototypes instead of souvenirs such as T-shirts or mugs, are more likely to raise 

funds. We revisited the entire sample to differentiate reward options containing products (1) 

from those without products (0). For example, if a reward card is not merely offered as a 

token of gratitude but as a ticket to a music concert that the campaign aims to support, then 

we set the value of variable Product to 1. Furthermore, we considered time-related concerns. 

Specifically, we addressed the impact of seasonality by including monthly dummy variables 

that were coded based on the end dates of campaigns (1 = June, 2 = July, 3 = August, 4 = 

September, 5 = October, 6 = November) in addition to the duration of campaigns (1 to 60 

days according to Kickstarter). Even though we found campaigns that started fundraising in 

July and October tended to have better funding performance, our proposed effects hold. 

Taken together, we present the result of the full model alongside all added variables in 

Appendix A, showing that our proposed effects are consistent with those presented 

previously1. 

 
1 Thanks to our anonymous reviewers, distinction between campaigns that marginally and vastly exceed their 

funding goals was also considered since there is a possibility that FF campaigns could perform poorly on 

average but campaigns with wide margins would have relatively low level of FF. Results show that the effects 

of our interested variables preserve even using only campaigns that marginally exceeded their funding goal. 
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VI. DISCUSSION 

A. Summary of Findings 

In this study we discerned the negative impact of future focus expressed through 

entrepreneurs’ (campaigners’) introductory narratives in reward-based crowdfunding. We 

also found that campaigner engagement in the form of progress updates are always beneficial 

in that they offset the negative impact of FF. Moreover, we highlight the synergy between 

entrepreneur engagement and reward option, as entrepreneurs with limited resources and 

capabilities to demonstrate legitimacy benefit more from a high level of engagements.  

B. Theoretical Implications 

Of the several contributions that this study may make to the literature, we highlight three 

in particular. Firstly, we reveal the negative impact that a future focused linguistic style may 

have at the earliest phase of communication between fundraising entrepreneurs and investors. 

Considering linguistic cues as a deliberate marketing message, our study is in clear contrast 

to established literature on entrepreneurship, which suggests that FF may often be, the 

reflection of a dispositional trait possessed by individual entrepreneurs [4, 6, 7]. Rather like 

innovation resistance theories, we contend that presenting an innovation in highly considered 

FF language to retail investors and potential consumers can actually backfire and lead to 

unsatisfactory fundraising performance and even future market failure. This study has found 

that consumers may respond negatively due to their association of FF with a lack of 
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concreteness and a possible misallocation of limited resources. In view of FF’s negative 

impact, we have addressed the advisability of campaigners avoiding those particular 

linguistic cues.    

Secondly, this paper expounds fundraising campaigns that are based in the virtues of the 

narratives of entrepreneurs, and contributes to the literature on reward-based crowdfunding. 

Generally, most crowdfunding literature has utilized signaling, social networking, and 

information exchange theories in order to discuss certain intrinsic qualities possessed by 

particular entrepreneurs, and certain factors that are not controlled by campaigners as 

fundraising performance predictors. Nevertheless, in our study we examined introductory 

narratives that are mostly ‘costless’ information and can be created at an entrepreneur’s own 

discretion.  

Thirdly, the findings of this paper are closely relevant to, and contribute to the broader 

field of entrepreneurial finance [10, 23-26]. The rapid increase of crowdfunding has made 

this method of funding a fundamental starting point on the funding escalator; crowdfunding 

success is seen by institutional investors, such as business angels and venture capitalists 

(VCs), as almost a pre-requisite to provide further staged financing. Alongside previous 

research, our paper also sheds light on the discrepancy between crowdfunders – the potential 

consumers – and institutional investors, such as VCs. The effectiveness of linguistic style as 
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information cues depends on the nature of the audience.  In this way we also responded to the 

call for research on crowdfunding along other lending bodies in start-up financing [e.g., 58]. 

Furthermore, given that the field of entrepreneurial finance is characterized by 

information asymmetries and market frictions, this paper takes an important step towards 

understanding a potential source of market friction, which is investors’ general favour 

towards a less future-focused linguistic style. Hence, our findings could guide entrepreneurs 

in gauging for market awareness and fundraising success, which in turn will further increase 

the share of crowdfunding in the entire entrepreneurial finance market.  

C. Managerial Implications 

Our research is among the first to address the pivotal need for entrepreneurial marketers 

to manage their linguistic cues with more consideration when they introduce their innovations 

to potential consumers. Whereas institutional investors generally welcome FF ventures, 

crowdfunders are essentially consumers, rather than investors, in that they may be adverse to 

a lack of concreteness, or the entrepreneur’s misallocation of limited resources. Although 

innovation is typically forward-looking, it is still important that marketers recognize the 

differences in perception of early-stage investors and consumers, and avoid a fallacy of FF by 

communicating in less future-focused language. As a result, project teams might be more 

likely to increase market awareness and secure funding from external sources to 

commercialize innovations [59]. 
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We have also addressed the positive impact made by frequent progress updates from 

campaigners and how they significantly weaken the downside of FF by showing that the 

creators of the project are entirely committed. For example, we have seen cases where a 

campaign reveals contributions made by celebrities or makes announcements of reaching 

certain milestones. Frequent updates can assist entrepreneurs who lack the resources to 

provide a rich variety of rewards in order to encourage investors. In all, by focusing on the 

factors that are controlled and/or created by entrepreneurs, our study provides insights for 

campaigners to strategically enter the crowdfunding market of potential consumers. In the 

light of the opposing sentiments towards FF between crowdfunders and institutional 

investors, we would suggest to campaigners that they adjust their strategy by being cognizant 

of their different audiences and by considering more carefully the wording and cues in their 

messages.    

D. Limitation and Directions for Future Research 

This study is subject to several limitations, which provide avenues for future research. 

Firstly, we explored FF as it is conveyed through the language used in entrepreneur’s 

introductory narratives. However, we relize that images and videos are now being used to 

supplement, and sometimes replace, texts. As a result, studies begin to focus on the 

dispositional trait of entrepreneurs expressed through introductory videos [3]. Accordingly, 
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we suggest future research about FF to analyze the images, shapes, colors, voices, body 

language and other features that appear in campaign videos.  

Kickstarter is the largest and one of the oldest and most important reward-based 

crowdfunding platforms operating in the world today. Its model is internationally adopted. Its 

scale and experience would be hard for other platforms to match. Nevertheless, we 

acknowledge the fast growth of other multiple reward-based crowdfunding schemes across 

the globe, for instance, those in Asia. Given that researchers found that geography and culture 

create frictions that have affected the outcome of some start-up financing schemes [e.g., 60], 

we believe there is a need to test whether the results and consequent implications of our study 

can be generalized across geographical and cultural boundaries.  

Furthermore, the emergence of other types of crowdfunding, such as equity investment 

models, have attracted investors who are distinctly different from reward-based 

crowdfunders, in respect of investment motivations and behavioral rationale. Also, Wardrop, 

et al. [10] reported that the industry is witnessing increased entanglement of “mainstream 

investors” like business angels and venture capitalists, who differ significantly from reward 

crowdfunders by way of their wealth, experience, and expertise. Therefore, it is likely that 

investors on these platforms will react differently to future focused campaigns; hence further 

research is bound to prove beneficial in both these fields. Equity crowdfunding has been 

under tightening regulatory frameworks (e.g., Title III, Title IV, Regulation A+, etc.) since it 
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was firstly legitimated by the JOBS Act in the US in 2016. As the crowdfunding sector is 

making a material impact on entrepreneurial finance, we expect more regulatory efforts to be 

made relative to reward-based crowdfunding in domains such as campaigner disclosure, 

reward settings, and investor eligibilities. Future researchers could examine the consequences 

of such regulatory developments. 

We note that our collected dataset covers a relatively short time span. Although we 

endeavored to incorporate seasonality through monthly fixed effects, we were not able to 

examine the impact of certain time-sensitive factors. For example, our data and model does 

not reflect the substitution effect of holiday consumption and positive stock market 

performance on people’s incentive to make crowdfunding investments. Additionally, and due 

to the purpose and interest of this paper, we did not collect time-variant measurements of 

campaign performance (e.g., campaign fundraising progress by day). Such data would assist 

with a better understanding of the impact of factors that accelerate or slow down a campaign 

in achieving its funding goal.   

Furthermore, we only focused on campaigns from the design and technology sector (the 

largest sector in terms of total funds raised and number of campaigns, but with relatively low 

success rate). Future research may consider including campaigns with a comprehensive list of 

industry sectors and investigate inter- and intra-sectoral insights. We therefore encourage 

future research to formally test such effects using a richer dataset with longitudinal structure.  
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In addition, we recognize a possible angle for future research to study the impact of 

inter-channel complementarity or competition and to examine in further detail the contents 

posted on social and professional media. 

On the whole, our study reveals the critical impact of future-focused message framing in 

the context of reward-based crowdfunding. The crowdfunding sector has been growing 

exponentially since its inception. Investors, entrepreneurs, and the various platforms have 

been evolving side-by-side. By employing innovative methods, such as text mining and large-

scale observation, our findings prove to be of great value regarding an understanding of the 

transformation of investor preferences and entrepreneurial finance marketing strategies, as 

well as it being an insightful projection into the future. 
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Fig. 1. Research model. 
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Fig. 2. Conditional effects on fundraising performance  

 (a) Effect of FF at values of campaigner engagement  

 

(b) Effect of FF x engagement interaction at values of reward options 
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TABLE I 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND CORRELATIONS (N= 3,361) 

 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1.  Log fund 1.00                               

2.  FF campaign -.27** 1.00                             

3.  Reward options .45** -.17** 1.00                           

4.  Campaigner engagement .61** -.16** .37** 1.00                         

5.  Q&As .27** -.06** .13** .35** 1.00                       

6.  Previous successful experience .15** -.06** .07** .15** .05** 1.00                     

7.  Duration (days) .04* .00 .04* .05** .05** -.05** 1.00                   

8.  Outcome (1=success)  .62** -.16** .30** .58** .24** .15** .01 1.00                 

9.  Category (1=technology) -.25** .14** -.18** -.14** .01 -.10** .04* -.13** 1.00               

10. Start-up (1=first time creator) -.25** .11** -.11** -.22** -.11** -.64** .04* -.20** .15** 1.00             

11. Expense explanation (1=yes) -.01 .05** .06** .01 -.02 -.04* -.02 .01 .14** .04* 1.00           

12. Product as reward (1=yes)  .26** -.14** .18** .15** .04* .04* -.01 .11** -.20** -.09** -.03 1.00         

13. Facebook (1=yes) .09** .00 .11** .09** .01 .04* .02 .06** -.06** -.04* .02 .05** 1.00       

14. Instagram (1=yes) .11** -.05** .11** .10** -.01 .00 -.02 .06** -.17** -.03 -.02 .10** .10** 1.00     

15. LinkedIn (1=yes) -.06** .03 -.01 -.04* -.02 -.02 -.02 -.05** .08** .02 .01 -.03 .04* .07** 1.00   

16. Twitter (1=yes)  .06** .01 .05** .06** .02 .00 -.01 .04* .07** -.01 .03 .03 .10** .36** .16** 1.00 

Summary statistics                  

Counts of value 1  all all all all all all   all 928 1645 2945 260 3014 1903 668 176 473 

Mean  2.91 1.40 7.64 4.52 56.99 .32 34.71 .28 .49 .88 .08 .90 .57 .20 .05 .14 

SD  1.49 .86 5.41 6.90 340.50 1.33 10.94 .45 .50 .33 .27 .30 .50 .40 .22 .35 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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TABLE II  
IMPACT OF FUTURE FOCUS, CAMPAIGNER ENGAGEMENT AND REWARD OPTIONS 

ON FUNDRAISING PERFORMANCE.  
 

 DV = Log amount of fundraising 

All observations (N=3,361) 

Model 1: 

Main effect 

Model 2: 

2-way 

interaction 

Model 3: 

3-way 

interaction 

Model 4: 

3-way 

interaction 

and controls 

Future focus (H1) 
-.150*** 

(.023) 

-.266*** 

(.024) 

-.190*** 

(.025) 

-.175*** 

(.025) 

Campaigner engagement 
.498*** 

(.003) 

.132*** 

(.003) 

.129*** 

(.003) 

.119*** 

(.003) 

Reward options 
.241*** 

(.004) 
 

.074*** 

(.004) 

.069*** 

(.004) 

Future focus x campaigner 

engagement (H2) 
 

.027*** 

(.004) 

.021*** 

(.005) 

.017*** 

(.005) 

Future focus x reward options    
-.003 

(.005) 

-.002 

(.005) 

Reward option x campaigner 

engagement 
  

-.006*** 

(.000) 

-.006*** 

(.000) 

Future focus x reward options x 

campaigner engagement (H3) 
  

-.001* 

(.000) 

-.001* 

(.000) 

No. of Q&As     
.000*** 

(.000) 

No. of previous successful 

fundraising experience 
   

.048*** 

(.014) 

Funding category    
-.318*** 

(.038) 

Social media connection    
.030 

(.037) 

Expense explanation    
.013 

(.069) 

Constant 
2.287*** 

(.049) 

2.940*** 

(.020) 

3.011*** 

(.020) 

3.426*** 

(.063) 

R-squared .45 .41 .49 .51 

F Statistic 
F (3, 3357)  

= 926.811*** 

F (3, 3357)  

= 780.872*** 

F (7, 3353)  

= 461.304*** 

F (12, 3348)  

= 287.53*** 

Note: Symbols indicate significance levels including * p<.05, ** p<.01, and *** p<.001. Standard 

errors are in brackets. DV denotes dependent variable. Continuous variables are mean-centered. 
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APPENDIX A 

FULL MODEL WITH ROBUSTNESS CHECKS 

 

Variables β S.E. t p-value 

Constant 2.7550 .1693 16.2719 .0000 

Main effect     

Future focus (FF) -.1585 .0244 -6.5004 .0000 

Campaigner engagement (engagement) .1144 .0034 33.5923 .0000 

Reward options (options) .0654 .0038 17.3488 .0000 

Two-way interaction     

FF x engagement .0174 .0045 3.8627 .0001 

FF x options -.0024 .0045 -.5286 .5971 

Engagement x options -.0051 .0004 -11.7174 .0000 

Three-way interaction     

FF x engagement x options -.0010 .0005 -1.8254 .0680 

Controls     

No. of Q&As .0003 .0001 5.4365 .0000 

No. of previous successful experience -.0134 .0175 -.7626 .4457 

Funding category -.2625 .0389 -6.7427 .0000 

Expense explanation .0148 .0680 .2177 .8277 

Product  .4386 .0615 7.1346 .0000 

Start-up -.4012 .0720 -5.5696 .0000 

Facebook  .0208 .0366 .5676 .5703 

Instagram -.0174 .0495 -.3527 .7244 

LinkedIn  -.1460 .0816 -1.7886 .0738 

Twitter  .0541 .0565 .9571 .3386 

Campaign duration .0021 .0017 1.2595 .2079 

July .2700 .1367 1.9753 .0483 

August .1822 .1367 1.3328 .1827 

September .2244 .1366 1.6436 .1004 

October .3262 .1388 2.3495 .0189 

November .0714 .1704 .4193 .6750 

R-squared .5233 

F Statistic F (23, 3337) = 158.6102 

 

 


