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Abstract

Which novelties do donation- and reward-based crowdfunding bring to philan-

thropy? Scholars interested in crowdfunding contributed to developing empirical

explanations on which features impact online giving. However, the focus on the-

ory building is limited. We developed a theoretical framework by categorizing

the empirical findings reported in 198 studies, which resulted in four crowdfund-

ing features impacting giving: (1) project creator, (2) social information,

(3) rewards, and (4) project description. We explain why these features impact

giving by integrating them with insights from several fields of social sciences,

deriving seven giving mechanisms. We conclude that with impacting donations

via crowdfunding, three giving themes exist: being affected by (1) the perceived

project's quality, (2) social connections and/or (3) tangible rewards. The categori-

zation of mechanisms for giving allows initiators to extract best practice exam-

ples for increasing the probability of successful crowdfunding projects

considering the giving mechanisms.
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Practitioner Points

What is currently known about the subject of the paper?

• The advancements of digitalization have led to a changing giving landscape, introducing new

forms like donation- and reward-based crowdfunding.

• Crowdfunding is an online marketplace for fundraising appeals involving four actors: crowd-

funding project, initiator, donor, and crowdfunding platform.

• Despite its increasing popularity among private individuals and charitable organizations,

crowdfunding projects often lack enough funding.

• While several empirical accounts regarding influential factors and the above-mentioned

actors exist, a clear theoretical background is missing.
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What does our paper add to this?

• We systematically reviewed the literature (n = 198) and added a theoretical framework of

donation- and reward-based crowdfunding concerning giving behavior. Our framework

includes information on what impacts donor behaviour (i.e., features) why (i.e., mechanism).

• The findings reveal four influential features: (1) project creator, (2) social information,

(3) rewards, and (4) project description, and seven explanative mechanisms summarized in

three themes: (1) perceived project quality signals, (2) social aspects and (3) tangible rewards.

Advise for practice?

Based on the findings, we advise individuals and charitable organizations to:

• Ensure quality signals by (1) choosing a well-reputed and trustworthy project creator, (2) pro-

viding a transparent and informative project description including imagery content and rea-

sonable length, and (3) engaging more competent and renowned donors that promote the

campaign and function as role models for other donors. Charity advice: Projects with an offi-

cially recognized non-profit status tend to be more successful than projects without such a

status.

• Benefit from social aspects by (1) engaging a well-connected project creator with strong

social ties, and (2) using community-building and emotional content. For example, sharing

updates about the project's development or offering intangible goods facilitates interactions.

Also, highlight the word “community” and use social media at the beginning of the campaign.

Charity advise: As charities have looser ties (leaning less on direct family and friends), they

need to provide more information about the project to be successful or focus on a commu-

nity connected with the project's aim (e.g., artists).

• Provide tangible rewards to encourage a younger crowd, primarily. Charity advice: While

tangible rewards can increase the fundraising success of individuals, a charitable organization

should refrain from offering just tangible rewards.

1 | INTRODUCTION

Online fundraising methods like donation- and reward-based crowd-

funding are becoming more critical since traditional methods like

door-to-door collections are less effective in soliciting donations

(e.g., see the Netherlands, Van Teunenbroek & Bekkers, 2020b; Van

Teunenbroek et al., 2022; Van Teunenbroek & Hasanefendic, 2022).

Crowdfunding projects involve four actors: the funding goal (“crowd-

funding project”), the person or group that is proposing a project and

seeking funding (“initiator”), the Internet users who support the pro-

ject by pledging an amount of their choosing (“donor”) and the Inter-

net platform (“crowdfunding platform”). The platform hosts

crowdfunding projects, therefore, playing a mediating role between

initiators and donors. Platforms promote projects via customized

pages hosted by the initiator. Before the project is launched, the initi-

ator has to determine a target amount: the minimum required for the

project to be successful. This connects to the timeframe: projects

have a predefined number of days to collect the money. Both are

communicated with potential donors via the webpage of the project.

Crowdfunding is used to collect funds for individuals (private indi-

viduals or professionals like artists, see Dalla Chiesa, 2022), charities

(Van Teunenbroek & Hasanefendic, 2022) and institutions (like cultural

institutions, see Dalla Chiesa, 2022; Dalla Chiesa & Dekker, 2021; Dalla

Chiesa et al., 2022; Van Teunenbroek & Smits, 2022). For instance,

collecting funds to cover medical costs,1 support medical research,2

work on a new art show,3 support Ukrainian war victims4 and earth-

quake victims in Turkey.5 Currently, many crowdfunding projects lack

enough funding to succeed (Jiang et al., 2021; Wei Shi, 2018). For

instance, only 1 out of 10 viewers of a crowdfunding page donate (Van

Teunenbroek & Bekkers, 2020a). Thus, discussing how crowdfunding

can contribute to understanding philanthropic behavior online is of

great importance.

Since 2011, numerous studies have examined stimulants for

donating via crowdfunding, although attention is scarcer than the

scholarly debate on equity- and lending-based crowdfunding

(Alegre & Moleskis, 2021). While systematic reviews of donation- and

reward-based crowdfunding exist (Salido-Andres et al., 2021), our aim

is not to merely summarize studies but to provide a theoretical frame-

work focused on the mechanisms that are common to crowdfunding.

We observed that studies contributed limitedly to no effort to devel-

oping consistent theoretical explanations. As a result, we are left with

a series of empirical accounts without a clear theoretical background,

especially when reward and donation models are considered. The

model choice is not determinant for giving behavior since both allow

non-commercial support (Bürger & Kleinert, 2021). Typically,

donation-based platforms (e.g., Go Fund Me) thrive on giving behavior

as a rule, while reward-based platforms (e.g., Kickstarter) allow dona-

tions in the “reward” tiers. For most of reward-based crowdfunding,
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donating is a matter of choosing a reward level without a physical or

digital product in return.

Given our comprehensive focus on the two models, we consider

a review focused on developing a theoretical framework an essential

next step to assist practitioners and academics in exploring crowd-

funding. Our research question is: Which features of crowdfunding pro-

jects mediate and impact online donations? We developed such a

theoretical framework by first categorizing the empirical findings

reported in 198 studies, which resulted in four key characteristics of

crowdfunding, namely (presented in no particular order) the (1) project

creator, (2) social information, (3) rewards, and (4) project description.

As a next step, we explain why these features impact giving

(i.e., mediators) by integrating them with insights from several fields of

social sciences, like behavioral economics, social psychology, con-

sumer behavior and philanthropy.

Our model is consistent with the finding that donors have differ-

ent reasons for giving (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011) and that crowd-

funding offers a specific way to engage with fundraising campaigns.

With crowdfunding, donors can easily identify the project creator,

which is often a person, a group of people, or an institution (Van

Teunenbroek & Hasanefendic, 2022). Via this, donors are affected by

the relationship with the project creator (Tosatto et al., 2022) or the

creator's credibility (Li & Du, 2020). Second, via a crowdfunding page,

a donor can see the behavior of other donors (i.e., social information,

see Van Teunenbroek, 2020), which can be interpreted as a quality

signal (Van Teunenbroek et al., 2020). A donor might think: if others

are donating to this project, they must consider it a qualitatively good

enough project. Third, rewards are a key component of crowdfunding as

it stimulates those expecting any in-kind (Ryu et al., 2016) or intangible

rewards (Bitterl & Schreier, 2018). Fourth, the transparency of crowd-

funding is reflected in the detailed project description, whereby the pro-

ject's goal, cause of the problem and suggested solutions are conveyed.

Donors are, thus, affected by the project's quality (Wu, Huang,

et al., 2022), emotional reaction (Nakagawa & Kosaka, 2022), and con-

nected community (Zheng et al., 2018). We conclude that three general

themes are specific to giving via crowdfunding: being affected by (1) a

project's quality, (2) social connections, or (3) tangible rewards.

The categorization of mechanisms for giving via crowdfunding

adds to an emerging area of research. It allows initiators to extract

best-practices for increasing the probability of successful projects.

2 | METHODOLOGY

The core of our review is 198 empirical studies reporting on stimu-

lants for crowdfunding from several fields (e.g., philanthropy, behav-

ioral economics, consumer behavior, and social psychology). The high

amount of papers prevents us from citing and discussing each paper.

Therefore, following the example of Chapman et al. (2022), we discuss

categories of articles, using selected articles to describe the proposed

framework. Further details of the corpus of literature and topics cov-

ered are published as Data S1 via the Open Science Framework

(https://osf.io/ahdrc/).

Following the methodological approach of Van Teunenbroek

et al. (2020), the process consists of two steps: we (a) systematically

reviewed the literature (see Figure 1) and (b) developed a theoretical

framework (see Figure 2).

To review the literature, we used several inclusion criteria (see

Figure 1). We focus on donation- and reward-based crowdfunding,

excluding papers on equity- and lending-based crowdfunding, as they

focus on investment behavior instead (Pierrakis, 2019). We focus on

papers reporting on giving behavior but exclude papers on developing

algorithms and initiators' motives since those do not add to our under-

standing of mechanisms impacting giving behavior.

Academics published the included studies in journals, books, or

working papers before June 2022. We searched (a) academic data-

bases (PsychInfo, PubMed); (b) Google Scholar; (c) ResearchGate and

(d) references cited in the articles found. We used the following key-

words: reward-based crowdfunding, donation-based crowdfunding,

philanthropic crowdfunding, stimulants, stimulating, increasing suc-

cess, and motivation. We searched for studies with these keywords in

their title, keywords, or abstracts. This process resulted in 194 papers.

Finally, we used a snowball process of retracing in-article references,

which resulted in 219 articles.6

We coded the (a) studied variables, (b) type of crowdfunding,

(c) research context and (d) country (see Figure 2). An overview of the

categorization per paper is included as Data S1.7 The suggested fea-

ture refers to the independent variable used in the paper. The type of

crowdfunding can consist of donation-based and/or reward-based

crowdfunding. The research context indicates whether it was a lab

experiment, a field experiment, an interview, a case study or a survey.

Country refers to the country where the data was collected. As many

projects are available worldwide, and if the paper did not specifically

mention a specific country focus, we categorized it as “worldwide.”
Next, we developed a theoretical framework by reviewing each

study and specifying the paper's focus (i.e., independent variable, cen-

tral concept). This resulted in four main crowdfunding features, sup-

ported by 169 articles, which are said to impact giving; see step 3 in

Figure 2. Table S1 overviews the supporting papers per feature. Next,

we focused on explaining why (i.e., mediators) these features impact

giving via crowdfunding, supported by 198 articles, by using (1) expla-

nations mentioned in the cited papers, (2) the theoretical framework

proposed by Bekkers and Wiepking (2011), (3) insights from social

psychology (e.g., need to belong, social ties), (4) behavioral economics

(e.g., quality signals, utility) and (5) consumer behavior (e.g., consuming

rewards). This resulted in 10 mechanisms (see Figure 3).

3 | GENERAL MECHANISMS IMPACTING
GIVING BEHAVIOR

In terms of philanthropy, we follow the definition of Schuyt (2021),

who states that: “Philanthropy is a universal social arrangement that

provides the framework for philanthropic behaviour, giving (money,

goods and time) to others (outside the own household), to the group

or community by individuals and organisations, to primarily serve the

van TEUNENBROEK ET AL. 3 of 15

 26911361, 2023, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/nvsm

.1791 by U
niversity O

f T
w

ente Finance D
epartm

ent, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/10/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://osf.io/ahdrc/


interest of those other(s) (or group/community).” His definition is a

renewed and more modern version of the definition of Payton (1988).

The definition of Schuyt (2021) considers giving as philanthropic as

long as it is outside of one's household. For our purposes, thus, giving

behavior is a decision taken at the individual level, in which the cho-

sen crowdfunding model plays a minor role as long as online platforms

allow supporters to give money without expected returns.

Several mechanisms impacting giving behavior in traditional giving

contexts (see Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011) are also expected to influence

giving via crowdfunding. For example, altruism may explain why socially

oriented-projects succeed more than more business-like projects

(Calic & Mosakowski, 2016). Solicitation is expected to impact giving

since most donors giving via crowdfunding are still approached to give

(Van Teunenbroek & Hasanefendic, 2022). Moreover, donors often

mention psychological benefits like joy of giving (Cecere et al., 2017;

Efrat et al., 2020; Yi et al., 2022): the positive mood change because of

donating (Andreoni, 1989). In our framework, we do not deny their

influence but rather focus on key features of crowdfunding and how

they impact giving. Therefore, we add to the literature by introducing a

more modern way of online giving and its related mechanisms.

4 | CROWDFUNDING FEATURES AND
MECHANISMS IMPACTING GIVING
BEHAVIOR

We present the literature via four key crowdfunding features identi-

fied by the literature to impact crowdfunding donations (see Figure 3).

1. Applica�on or
exclusion criteria

2. Selec�on approach
round I

3. Eligibility criteria
and search terms

4. Manually selected or
deselected the found
ar�cles further (n =
194)

a) Limited our search to ar�cles published before March 2022.
b) Limited our search to ar�cles wri�en in English, Dutch or

German.

a) Searched databases (Google Scholar and ResearchGate).

a. Dona�on context I: with at least one of these words ‘reward-
based crowdfunding’, ‘dona�on-based crowdfunding’ or
‘philanthropic crowdfunding’; in the �tle, keywords and/or
abstract (n = 6,360).

b. Dona�on context II: without the words “equity-based” and/or
“lending-based” (n = 2,960).

c. Increasing the focus on s�mula�ng giving I: Excluding papers
that used the following keywords: finance, legal (n = 501).

d. Increasing the focus on s�mula�ng giving II: Included papers
that used the following keywords: dona�ng, dona�on, giving
(n = 254).

a. Specified the independent variable: the ar�cle needed to focus
on impac�ng crowdfunding behaviour, explaining giving via
crowdfunding or researching mo�ves for giving.

b. Excluding papers that only describe the concept of
crowdfunding, like discussing the different crowdfunding
models.

c. Excluding papers that focus on the non-giving side of
crowdfunding: ar�cles focussed crowdfunding pla�orms,
ini�ators or end-beneficiaries.

d. Excluding papers focussed on developing an algorithm able to
predict crowdfunding success.

e. Excluding papers focussing solely on ventures if the backers
were organisa�ons rather than individuals.

5. Selec�on approach
round II (n = 219)

a. Snowball process of retracing in-ar�cle references.
b. Personal and email contact with several authors of the found

papers.

Review approach F IGURE 1 Overview of the
selection process.
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We discuss multiple mechanisms that might explain why donors are

affected by these four features. While multiple mechanisms exist, we

focus on those who received the most support from the crowdfunding

literature. The mechanisms do not exclude each other: they may oper-

ate concomitantly.

4.1 | Project creator

With crowdfunding, the project creator, the individual or the group

seeking funding, is clearly stated and easily identified. Here we focus

on any information related to the project creator (written or visual),

thereby excluding information on the project (which we consider as

“project description”). Research suggests that the relationship

between project creators and donors is essential when studying

crowdfunding (see Table S1), as participants are likelier to donate to a

project with a stated initiator than those assigned to a project without

the initiator's name (Nekmat & Ng, 2019). We propose that the pro-

ject's creator influences donors because of (1) the strength of the ties

with the creator and (2) the creator's reputation.

4.1.1 | Tie strength with the project creator

Crowdfunding is mostly characterized by network-based fundraising

(Van Teunenbroek & Hasanefendic, 2022; Van Teunenbroek &

Smits, 2022), as initiators are often close to donors (Borst et al., 2018;

Dalla Chiesa, 2022). Therefore, we argue that people are likelier to

donate to a crowdfunding project with a strong tie than a weak one

(Tosatto et al., 2022)—the latter representing only casual contacts

(Haythornthwaite, 2005). This suggests that direct contact between

the initiator and donor is important (Ahrens et al., 2019).

1. Research context &
sample country
(n = 219)

2. Research concept
and outcome
(n = 219)

3. Crowdfunding
features (n = 169)

4. Suppor�ng
mechanisms (n = 198)

a) Research strategy: describes how the data was collected (e.g.
survey, interview, case study, experiment).

b) Country se�ng: describes the country in which the data was
collected. If no specific country was selected and it was a
worldwide pla�orm, it was coded as “worldwide”.

a) Main concept: describes the ar�cle's main focus (e.g.
mo�va�on, project descrip�on, image).

b) Outcome: describes the measured outcome. Op�ons were:
dona�on amount, number of donors, total amount and success
rate.

Categorizing the concepts to structure the concepts resulted in four
crowdfunding features impac�ng giving:

a) Project creator
b) Social informa�on
c) Project descrip�on
d) Rewards

Iden�fied mechanisms that can explain why those four features
impact giving via crowdfunding:

a) We reviewed the papers regarding the theory they used to
support their design.

b) We reviewed the papers regarding the theory they used to
explain their (lacking) findings.

c) If needed, we used the theore�cal framework of Bekkers and
Wiepking (2011) to support a mechanism.

d) If needed, we used theories of social psychology, behavioural
economics and consumer behaviour.

Developing the theore�cal framework

5. Main themes
The seven mechanisms resulted in three overall themes which can
explain why people give via crowdfunding:
a) Quality signals
b) Social aspects
c) Tangible rewards

F IGURE 2 Overview of the
steps taken to develop the
theoretical framework.
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In interviewing donors, participants used words such as “near”
versus “far” to describe the relationship with the initiator, giving more

often to the first category (Huang et al., 2021). Donors often

expressed that personally knowing the initiator was enough for them

to donate. When this is not present, donors focus on the project's

content (Demandt, 2019). Survey research suggests that donation-

based donors with weak ties need more information about the project

than strong ties (Polzin et al., 2018).

The focus on network-based fundraising means that project

makers need a large network to collect larger amounts successfully

(Aprilia & Wibowo, 2017; Byrnes et al., 2014; Kromidha &

Robson, 2016; Kunz et al., 2016; Liao et al., 2015; Sokolova &

Perez, 2018; Zhang, Liu, et al., 2022). Founders may strategically with-

hold the campaign launch until the most beneficial moment to collect

monetary gifts based on strong ties. In a qualitative study, Dalla

Chiesa and Dekker (2021) show how founders of artistic projects sub-

stantially rely on earlier kindness, prior debts, and the expectations of

gift-giving on celebratory dates to channel donations.

The network impact is more present at the beginning and end of

a campaign (Borst et al., 2018) since early contributions of “family and

friends” are later replaced by loyal backers who care more about the

content of the project than the creator (Skirnevskiy et al., 2017). This

connects to the finding that social media is most effective at a cam-

paign's beginning (Dehdashti et al., 2022), since with soliciting close

ties, social media platforms play an essential role, with Facebook being

the leading media platform from the start (Hekman & Brussee, 2013;

Hong et al., 2015), and to this day (Van Teunenbroek &

Hasanefendic, 2022). Researchers explain that Twitter focuses on

objective information and quality signals, while Facebook focuses on

supporting connections and social norms. Moreover, to strengthen

the connection, direct communication between the donor and project

creator is important (Cicchiello et al., 2022) and often happens within

the platform via comments and updates.

4.1.2 | Perceived credibility of the project creator

Crowdfunding provides information that impacts the perceived credi-

bility of a creator (Li & Du, 2020). We perceive credibility as a percep-

tual concept rather than an objective one (Flanigan, 2017). In that

sense, credibility relates to trustworthiness, thereby impacting how

much people find the information8 trustable or believable (Kim &

Park, 2022). Crowdfunding is typically characterized by high uncer-

tainty and ambiguity, wherein information asymmetry exists between

initiators and donors (Josefy et al., 2017). In such a case, people focus

on quality signals to guide their behavior (Van Teunenbroek

et al., 2020). Thus, with crowdfunding, trustworthiness and quality

signals are critical elements impacting donations (Cavalcanti

Junqueira & Soetanto, 2022; Liu et al., 2018). We argue that donors

perceive a project creator as a reflection of the project's quality.

Crowdfunding research suggests that a project creator's per-

ceived reputation is related to the project's perceived credibility

F IGURE 3 Overview of the crowdfunding features and discussed mechanisms impacting giving via crowdfunding. The colors reflect the three
overarching themes we identified: quality signals (blue), social aspects (green) and tangible rewards (orange).
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(Courtney et al., 2017; Kasri & Indriani, 2021; Kim et al., 2022; Liu

et al., 2018; Zhang, DeCarlo, et al., 2022) and success (Borrero

Domínguez et al., 2022; Bukhari et al., 2019; Lee & Chiravuri, 2019).

For instance, among religious-oriented projects, findings suggest that

previous experience and accomplishments in crowdfunding matter

(Bukhari et al., 2019). Projects with experienced project creators were

more often successful than first-timers. Similar results were found

among non-religious projects (Borrero Domínguez et al., 2022;

Courtney et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2017; Lee & Chiravuri, 2019; Qian &

Lin, 2017; Skirnevskiy et al., 2017; Steigenberger, 2017; Usman

et al., 2019; Wang & Yang, 2019; Zhang, DeCarlo, et al., 2022). On

the other hand, a project creator's credibility does not always affect

giving. For instance, it was found that experience did not affect fund-

ing success after including cognition-promotion aspects: responding

to questions, updates and rewarding sponsors (Koch & Siering, 2015;

Yeh et al., 2019), which might be another way to gain respect.

Projects with an officially recognized non-profit status also tend

to be more successful than projects without it (Hörisch, 2015). Chi-

nese charities using donation-based crowdfunding focus on creating a

reliable image by mentioning quality signals—for example, project cre-

ators connected with international organizations or governments

(Liu & Chen, 2021). Charities also present their previous work by

highlighting earlier projects. By surveying respondents, research

shows that the initiator's reputation (measured as the extent to which

a potential donor believes the initiator is honest to the donors) corre-

lates with the perceived quality of a project (Jiao et al., 2021).

On the other hand, creators with a higher research experience

(e.g., professor) did not attract more donors to science-based projects

than projects with more novel initiators (e.g., PhD candidates)

(Sauermann et al., 2019). This contradicts the idea that the perceived

quality of a project is vital for success, as an individual further in her

career is more likely to deliver a high-quality project. Alternatively,

donors might perceive projects from senior researchers as “adversely
selected,” thus, of lower quality because they were rejected by tradi-

tional funding sources (Sauermann et al., 2019). In addition, the need

for help might be perceived as higher among junior researchers since

they are at the start of their careers. The perceived need for help has

been found to be an important influence on traditional giving

(Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011).

Younkin & Kuppuswamy, 2018 finding highlights the subjectivity

of quality signals. The researchers found that projects initiated by

African American men are less likely to be funded and unconsciously

perceived as lower quality than similar projects by Caucasian men.

The bias can decrease with information about the prior success of

African American initiators (Younkin & Kuppuswamy, 2018).

4.2 | Social information

Social translucence theory argues that donation activity should be vis-

ible online to achieve a common goal (Erickson et al., 1999); since

donations rarely go offline, online cues are critical for decision-making

(Xu, 2018). A crowdfunding page reports the number of donors who

supported the project, and some also mention the donation amounts

of others. Both are examples of social information: information about

the behavior of others (Van Teunenbroek, 2020). Several studies

report that donors are affected by social information in a crowdfund-

ing context (see Table S1), which reflects a quality signal (Potters

et al., 2001; Van Teunenbroek et al., 2020).9

4.2.1 | Perceived project quality and credibility of
the project creator

It is an economic assumption that people are rational and utility-maxi-

mizers, and donors prefer to donate to high-quality projects (Fishbach

et al., 2011), as low-quality projects are of lower utility-maximization.

In addition, high-quality campaigns might provide qualitatively better

rewards (Kim et al., 2020). However, people find it hard to judge phil-

anthropic projects' and practitioners' quality, especially in a charitable

context (Vesterlund, 2003). In such an ambiguous context, individuals

often rely on others' choices to guide their decision (Suls et al., 2002).

Donors use information as a quality signal via a signaling effect

(Potters et al., 2001), which occurs when potential donors feel uncer-

tain about the project or creator's quality and use peers' decisions as a

signal of high-quality (Andreoni, 2006). This way, individuals can use

the experience of others to direct their behavior (Erickson &

Kellogg, 2000).

We expect quality signals to be essential for reward-based and

donation-based crowdfunding (Burtch et al., 2013; Mollick, 2014).

Asking experts to rate crowdfunding projects without knowing if

donors backed them showed that experts often supported the same

projects as donors (Mollick & Nanda, 2016). This suggests that donors

can be helpful in decision-making, especially when they are end users

(e.g., visitors to a theater).

A large field experiment at a Dutch reward-based crowdfunding

platform using a random control setting shows that the donation

amount of others increased funding by stimulating some donors to

give high amounts, but it left the number of donors unaffected (Van

Teunenbroek & Bekkers, 2020a). Similar effects were observed with

donation-based projects (Raihani & Smith, 2015; Sasaki, 2019; Smith

et al., 2015). For instance, a £10 increase in past donations increased

donations by £2.50 (Smith et al., 2015). Mimicking a crowdfunding

campaign, an online experiment shows that the donation amount of

others did not affect the number of donations (Van Teunenbroek

et al., 2021). These findings suggest that social information primarily

impacts crowdfunding success by stimulating higher amounts rather

than attracting a larger donor pool.

Adverse effects are also reported. A field experiment on a

reward-based platform found that donating small amounts decreased

the donation amounts of other donors (Zaggl & Block, 2019). The

researchers explain that this signals uncertainty and hesitation from

the donor, which might decrease the perceived quality of a project.

Conducting a field experiment at a donation-based platform, Koning

and Model (2013) found that, at the beginning stage, projects

assigned with a moderate-sized ($40) donation increased donations
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while small-sized ($5) donations decreased giving. Another example

reports that fake social information had a short-term positive effect

on reward-based projects and later negatively affected donations

(Wessel et al., 2016). Perhaps quality signals are more profound in the

beginning stage of a project (Cason et al., 2021; Koning &

Model, 2013; Van Teunenbroek & Bekkers, 2020a), when uncertainty

abounds.

Projects supported by a company were more often successful

than projects receiving no support from companies (Gangi &

Daniele, 2017). The researchers conclude that even with crowdfund-

ing, donations from more competent and renowned donors can pro-

mote funding success, described as the endorsement effect of third

parties (Stuart et al., 1999).

The impact of quality signals suggest a rational assessment of a pro-

ject's success (Mollick, 2014). Social information also explains failures

when campaigns struggle to collect funds in the first weeks (Cason

et al., 2021; Greenberg et al., 2013; Rijanto, 2018; Van de Rijt

et al., 2014). Moreover, as the number of previous donors to a project

increases, so do the odds of a new donor donating: the closer a crowd-

funding campaign comes to the target amount, the higher the participa-

tion rate (Kuppuswamy & Bayus, 2017, Kuppuswamy & Bayus, 2018;

Li & Wang, 2019; Zvilichovsky et al., 2018), and donation amounts

(Dai & Zhang, 2019; Van Teunenbroek & Bekkers, 2020a).

4.3 | Rewards

Crowdfunding feature: Reward-based crowdfunding projects offer tan-

gible (physical items) and intangible rewards (like a unique experience

or a digital product). Both may or not have a clear monetary value

(Chinman et al., 2005). In this case, donors seek to receive a reward

even if their intentions are philanthropic. It is common to mix material

and non-material rewards to explore the maximum consumer surplus

(Dalla Chiesa & Handke, 2020), hence designing an effective reward

structure (Wei Shi, 2018). Thus, we expect donors to be affected by

rewards if: (1) they want to collect a tangible rewards or (2) to collect

an intangible reward.

4.3.1 | Collect a tangible reward

The economic literature on philanthropy broadly discusses intrinsic

(e.g., altruism, warm-glow, see Andreoni, 2006) and extrinsic

(e.g., desire to acquire material rewards or other benefits, like t-shirts

or event tickets) motivations. Some are motivated to give by material

self-gain (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). If a donor requests a reward,

this can partly be understood as a form of consumption (Bekkers &

Wiepking, 2011). Material rewards offer “tangible benefits” with clear

gratification (Allen & Meyer, 1990).

The crowdfunding literature suggests that donors may want a

proposed reward as compensation for a donation effort (Gerber

et al., 2012; Ryu et al., 2016; Ryu et al., 2020; Ryu & Kim, 2016).

These donors can often be found in art, design, and game projects

(Ryu & Kim, 2016), where charitable giving only partially explains

donation. As the type of reward depends on the donation amount,

the donor can modulate the value depending on the items avail-

able for pre-purchase. This type of donor is often younger than

charitable donors (Ryu & Kim, 2016). Participants scoring higher

on extrinsic motivation donate more to reward-based projects

than intrinsically motivated donors (Cox et al., 2018). For chari-

ties, offering rewards could be harmful (Zhao & Sun, 2019). The

researchers observed that projects connected to a charity

attracted fewer donors if they also offered rewards than projects

not offering rewards.

4.3.2 | Collect an intangible reward

Donors can be motivated to gain experience and connect with others.

Experience rewards are rather typical (i.e., intangible rewards), like vis-

iting a university lab, participating in a dinner celebration, and acces-

sing concerts. Via this, project creators focus more on an experience

component (Thürridl & Kamleitner, 2016) and connections with others

(Bitterl & Schreier, 2018). Theories from consumer behavior explain

that by choosing intangible rewards, donors can signal their commit-

ment to a community (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Moreover, social media

studies report the importance of connectedness (Chen, 2011). Social

psychology also considers social interactions a basic human need

(Tomova et al., 2020), thereby giving could give the possibility to con-

nect and network.

Intangible rewards excel in providing a connection with a charity

(Bitterl & Schreier, 2016; Hobbs et al., 2016; Van Teunenbroek &

Smits, 2022). Running multiple experiments, Bitterl and Schreier

(2016) found that donors connect strongly with a project by donating

rather than buying a product. By interviewing project creators, it was

found that rewards are facilitators of connection (Van Teunenbroek &

Smits, 2022). Furthermore, Hobbs et al. (2016) found that intangible

rewards are more attractive in the presence of celebrities (e.g., a

famous filmmaker) (Hobbs et al., 2016).

4.4 | Project description

Next to information on the project creator (previously discussed), the

webpage also portrays project-related information focusing on the

project's aim in the form of written information, a promo video and

images. In other words: why the initiator is fundraising and how they

will use the donations. These standardized project descriptions that

aim to inform the public distinguish crowdfunding from conventional

non-profit fundraising campaigns (Wash, 2013). The crowdfunding lit-

erature suggests that individuals are affected by the project descrip-

tion (see Table S1).

The description reflects the project's narrative. Narratives are

anything recounted by any individual, oral, written or visual, fictional

or non-fictional (Veenswijk & Berendse, 2008), and play an essential

role in people's lives, as narratives allow sensemaking and give
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meaning to interactions (Bruner, 1996). This way, the project becomes

more accessible to potential givers. This process of “projectization”
(a term coined by Krause, 2014) provides a better view of what they

are supporting (Alborough, 2017). Updates and comments are also

information providers (Choy & Schlagwein, 2016), which announce

new rewards, and questions, provide new content (Xu et al., 2014),

and community-building (Bao et al., 2022). Therefore, they are sug-

gested to impact crowdfunding success (Kuppuswamy & Bayus, 2018;

Salvi et al., 2022; Usman et al., 2020). Moreover, an online experiment

showed that donation-based projects featuring humans receive higher

donations than in their absence (Weinmann et al., 2020). We argue

that the project description affects giving because (1) donors use it to

determine the quality of a project, (2) it evokes an emotional reaction,

and (3) donors personally connect with the projects' community.

4.4.1 | Perceived project quality

Burtch et al. (2013) perceive project descriptions of donation-based

projects as pitches in which initiators attempt to convince individuals to

contribute via a short description of the project. Individuals can use pro-

ject descriptions to screen and judge projects' quality (Wu, Zhang, &

Xiao, 2022). The underlying rationale is that projects can signal their

credibility via the description, thereby reducing the information asym-

metry between “projects and donors”—like other online transactions

mediated by two-sided markets (Dalla Chiesa & Handke, 2020).

A project description can be perceived as a quality signal by

increasing the trust someone feels toward a project (Behl &

Dutta, 2020; Ho et al., 2021; Wu, Zhang, & Xiao, 2022). By perform-

ing a thematic and lexical analysis, De Crescenzo et al. (2022) found

that a compelling narrative (i.e., common among successful projects)

mentioned: (1) problem/need, (2) project description, (3) goods and

services offered to the person in need, (4) information about the initi-

ators and (5) venture history. Their findings suggest that narratives

should emphasize reassurance, reliability, and credibility. We under-

stand that these aspects build transparency (Spanos, 2018).

Roe (2016) used a survey experiment to test if reward-based pro-

ject videos use an significant argument (i.e., cognitive decision-making

via the central route, see elaboration likelihood model, Petty

et al., 1983), based on description content, rather than the explicit

argument (i.e., affective decision-making via the peripheral route,

Petty et al., 1983). Some people use either route more often (Petty &

Wegener, 1998). Their results showed that donors are more fre-

quently persuaded by the “argument” (worth or merit) made in a video

than by the feelings they get from watching it. This suggests that the

quality of the project is an important influence on the decision to

donate.

Projects with spelling errors had a lower success rate than those

without. Regardless of the crowdfunding model (Ho et al., 2021;

Mollick, 2014), the findings suggest that written descriptions should

remain understandable to a broad public without appearing unpro-

fessional (Gasc�on et al., 2015; Salvi et al., 2022). For instance, pro-

jects featuring radical, innovative ideas are less likely to be funded

because the project's aim is harder to understand (Chan &

Parhankangas, 2017).

It is a thin line between transparency and too much information

(Aprilia & Wibowo, 2017; Bi et al., 2017; Sokolova & Perez, 2018;

Sulaeman, 2017; Xu, 2018). Researchers found that the length of the

project description and the number of images increase donations

(Kubo et al., 2021; Wu, Zhang, & Xiao, 2022), while a lengthy text

(Kim et al., 2016; Zhang, Liu, et al., 2022) and the number of technical

terms decrease donations (Wu, Zhang, & Xiao, 2022). Kubo et al.

(2021) suggest that this effect follows an inverted U-shape: long and

concise project descriptions are associated with unsuccessful cam-

paigns, as are short descriptions.

A narrative can also be displayed via videos and images, which

enhance media richness in online communication (Lodhia, 2012), and

videos are also essential to communicate a project's quality (Courtney

et al., 2017; Hobbs et al., 2016). Some even suggest that visuals affect

quality assessments more than written descriptions. Based on Kick-

starter, Kim et al. (2016) found that video narratives are more impact-

ful than only written ones.

4.4.2 | Emotional reaction

A compelling narrative is essential since it can evoke emotions, which

is essential for giving (Wang et al., 2022). For instance, projects that

address social issues evoking cognitive empathy are more likely to be

supported than business-like projects (Nakagawa & Kosaka, 2022).

The philanthropic literature mostly suggests that a positive rather than

a negative framing increases giving (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011):

happy people give more than others (Kushlev et al., 2022).

This is supported by a part of the crowdfunding literature

(Defazio et al., 2021; Ryu et al., 2016; Wu, Zhang, & Xiao, 2022; Yi

et al., 2022), but most of the studies support “negative framing”; both
for donation-based (Rhue & Robert, 2018) and reward-based crowd-

funding (Chen et al., 2016; Kim et al., 2016; Kuo et al., 2022;

Moradi & Dass, 2019; Yazdani et al., 2021). Using an online experi-

ment, Kuo et al. (2022) found that negative messages lead to more

donations than positive ones. Guilt, to some extent, can increase

donations (Kim et al., 2022). This compels the responsibility to donate

to improve any given situation. Rossolini et al. (2021) also conclude

that this effect is more nuanced as it depends on the project category

(i.e., arts, charity, product-based, etc.). Studying campaigns in the

“community and environment” category, they found that negative

framing worked better for clean energy and climate-reservation pro-

jects but not for agri-food campaigns (e.g., organic food production).

Positive framing thus tends to work better for pro-social projects

(Allison et al., 2017) and negative for pro-environment goals.

4.4.3 | Community belonging

The project creator can also highlight a specific community connected

with the project (Ein-Gar, 2018; Josefy et al., 2017; Paust, 2021), an
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essential component of crowdfunding (Booth, 2015; Donelli

et al., 2022; Josefy et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2022; Paust, 2021; Zhang,

Zhang, & Gupta, 2022). Some feel a strong belonging need (i.e., the

human preference to be included by a valued group, see Baumeister &

Leary, 1995) to a specific community (Bürger & Kleinert, 2021;

Ko�sci�ołek, 2021). We argue that some donors donate to support a

particular community (Ahn, 2022; Gerber et al., 2012).

Ein-Gar (2018) found that highlighting the word “community”
resulted in higher donations. The positive effect is mediated by con-

nectedness with the community aimed at the project (in this case, a

Jewish community). Moreover, while communities are often hosted

online by social media platforms, offline contact can also have a

positive effect. Paust (2021) used discourse analysis to review

health-oriented projects and found that narratives are individual-

ized: focusing on one person or community instead of a common

good. Traditionally focusing on common goods is a critical compo-

nent of charitable giving (Payton, 1988), but it seems that crowd-

funding donors expect more specificity than generality.

Crowdfunding can allow donors to feel part of a community

because they are part of its development. In other words, “they made

it happen.” Sharing updates about the project's development signal

honesty (e.g., project changes) and facilitate interactions (Ahrens

et al., 2019). Via updates, initiators can show their appreciation (Xu

et al., 2014), which is expected to increase donor involvement

(Gadon, 2020).

Asking an ambassador to intermediate relations configures a form

of credible community-building among crowdfunding donors

(Gleasure & Morgan, 2018). Researchers further demonstrated that

the intention to back projects of like-minded individuals depends on

the type of project (Bürger & Kleinert, 2021). Backers of cultural and

artistic projects constitute a distinct community that is often intrinsi-

cally motivated to support art and connect with like-minded individ-

uals, unlike other types of campaigns.

5 | DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The literature on crowdfunding has yielded several insights for philan-

thropy. First, crowdfunding features share similarities and differences

with traditional giving behavior. An explanation of the mechanisms

explaining the effects is, however, absent. By reviewing the literature,

we identified four features affecting donating via crowdfunding:

(a) project creator, (b) social information, (c) rewards, and (d) project

description. The project creator is the individual collecting funds.

Social information is often mentioned in online campaigns in the form

of the number of donors and the donation amounts of others. Some

projects offer rewards, which can consist of tangible (e.g., an art prod-

uct) or intangible rewards (e.g., unique experience). Crowdfunding

webpages provide elaborate project descriptions and explain the

project's aim.

Further, building on the broader literature of social psychology,

behavioral economics, consumer behavior and philanthropy, we pro-

pose a model with 7 mechanisms to explain why these features

impact giving (see Figure 3). We conclude that the mechanisms are

connected to multiple features and can be summarized in three

themes: (1) quality signals, (2) social aspects, and (3) tangible rewards.

Quality signals reflect the project's and the creator's credibility

through trust and utility. Social aspects are reflected via the relation-

ship with the creator, intangible rewards and project description. For

this, ties' strength, community-building and emotional responses are

vital. Tangible rewards reflect a donor's desire to gain a particular

reward, which reflects consumer behavior.

We make four suggestions for future research. First, we unveil an

unanswered aspect: the relative influence of each mechanism—

whether the crowdfunding features primarily affect donating because

they reflect quality signals, social aspects or tangible rewards—is still

unclear. Multiple mechanisms are likely to operate simultaneously,

and their combinations might differ across time, contexts, project

types, and donors. There are also expected interaction effects: quality

signals are more critical if donors care about tangible rewards.

Second, in addition to the already studied gender and racial

effects on campaign success, other personal features of donors

(e.g., personality traits and socioeconomic characteristics) are likely to

moderate the impact of the mechanisms. Regarding socioeconomic

characteristics, crowdfunding demographics deserve wider worldwide

comparisons (Van Teunenbroek & Hasanefendic, 2022). Studying the

influence of individual characteristics in combination with socioeco-

nomic data would be fruitful. A challenge for future research is thus to

investigate which combination of individual and contextual features

brings more benefits to donors and creators. Which crowdfunding

mechanisms are more evident in different demographics or donor

segments?

Third, the features and mechanisms' effect might depend on the pro-

ject type and the project creator. Crowdfunding projects are hosted

mainly by individuals or groups of individuals, but charities, companies

and institutions are also present (Van Teunenbroek & Hasanefendic,

2022). At the moment, we consider the literature underdeveloped on this

subject, and we cannot describe how the type of project creator impacts

the effect of the features and mechanisms of our model.

Fourth, we suggest increasing donation behavior as much as pos-

sible by adhering to “the most effective stimulants.” We advise a

focus on “clean” manipulations with proper explanations for their

hypothesized effects (Van Teunenbroek et al., 2020). In other words,

few studies have tried to examine potential mediators to understand

“why” the effect occurs. Instead, researchers have mainly focused on

identifying crowdfunding features without adequately explaining why

they impact giving. This requires theorization, which our article aimed

to initiate by unveiling key mechanisms.

We focused on the key features that characterize crowdfunding,

thereby offering a picture of its unique mechanisms. Typical mecha-

nisms such as target amounts (i.e., the minimum amount initiators

need to collect) and social media effects are not thoroughly discussed

due to prior extensive research and often disputed results: some say

that high amounts are best (e.g., Sauermann et al., 2019), while others

argue for moderate target amounts (e.g., Cordova et al., 2015). Such

results are based solely on data scraping, which impedes causality.

10 of 15 van TEUNENBROEK ET AL.

 26911361, 2023, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/nvsm

.1791 by U
niversity O

f T
w

ente Finance D
epartm

ent, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/10/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



Future investigation is necessary to test our proposed model and

further map the effects of social information on individual and contex-

tual donor characteristics. This is in the interest of scholars who aim

to help this scientific field become more responsive to the advance-

ments of digitalization and the subsequent changing landscape of giv-

ing behavior.
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ENDNOTES
1 https://cofundhealth.com/.
2 https://steunmijnonderzoek.hartstichting.nl/updates/3424-

crowdfunding-voor-innovatief-onderzoek-van-start.
3 https://www.artfund.org/supporting-museums/programmes/art-

happens.
4 https://www.fundsurfer.com/crowdfund/drones-for-the-

ukrainian-army.
5 https://www.justgiving.com/crowdfunding/turkey-earthquake-

necessities-istanbul.
6 See: https://osf.io/ahdrc/.
7 See: https://osf.io/ahdrc/.
8 Information can refer to many different aspects, but most typically

relates to the platform, the project, or the creator.
9 Recent studies suggest that the online context impacts the way social

information is perceived. A literature review on social information

effects suggests that social information can, for instance, be interpreted

as a social norm and a quality signal (Van Teunenbroek et al., 2020). The

authors also describe that the context likely interacts with the mecha-

nisms explaining social information effects. A later study suggest that

social information is interpreted as a quality signal, if shown online (Van

Teunenbroek, 2020). In the absence of others, social pressure is less pro-

found and the researcher found not support for social norms mediating

the effect of social information (Van Teunenbroek, 2020; Van

Teunenbroek et al., 2021). They suggest, which we follow, that social

information presented in an online context is interpreted as a quality sig-

nal of the project.

REFERENCES

Ahn, S. (2022). To buy or to back? Backers' motivations for fashion crowd-

funding projects. Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management: An

International Journal. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFMM-01-2022-0013.

Epub ahead of print.

Ahrens, J.-P., Isaak, A., Istipliler, B., & Steininger, D. M. (2019). The star citi-

zen phenomenon & the "ultimate dream management" technique in

crowdfunding. Paper presented at the ICIS Proceedings.

Alborough, L. (2017). Lost in translation: A sociological study of the role of

fundraisers in mediating gift giving in non-profit organisations. Interna-

tional Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing, 22(4),

e1602.

Alegre, I., & Moleskis, M. (2021). Beyond financial motivations in crowd-

funding: A systematic literature review of donations and rewards.

Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations,

32(2), 276–287.
Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents of

affective, continuance and normative commitment to the organization.

Journal of Occupational Psychology, 63(1), 1–18.
Allison, T. H., Davis, B. C., Webb, J. W., & Short, J. C. (2017). Persuasion in

crowdfunding: An elaboration likelihood model of crowdfunding per-

formance. Journal of Business Venturing, 32(6), 707–725.
Andreoni, J. (1989). Giving with impure altruism: Applications to charity

and Ricardian equivalence. Journal of Political Economy, 97(6), 1447–
1458.

Andreoni, J. (2006). Philanthropy. In Handbook of the economics of giving,

altruism and reciprocity (Vol. 2, pp. 1201–1269). Elsevier.
Aprilia, L., & Wibowo, S. S. (2017). The impact of social capital on crowd-

funding performance. The South East Asian Journal of Management,

11(1), 3.

Bao, L., Wang, Z., & Zhao, H. (2022). Who said what: Mining semantic fea-

tures for success prediction in reward-based crowdfunding. Electronic

Commerce Research and Applications, 53(101156), 1–13.
Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for

interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psy-

chological Bulletin, 117(3), 497–529.
Behl, A., & Dutta, P. (2020). Engaging donors on crowdfunding platform in

disaster relief operations (DRO) using gamification: A civic voluntary

Model (CVM) approach. International Journal of Information Manage-

ment, 54, 102140.

Bekkers, R., & Wiepking, P. (2011). A literature review of empirical studies

of philanthropy: Eight mechanisms that drive charitable giving. Non-

profit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 40(5), 924–973.
Bi, S., Liu, Z., & Usman, K. (2017). The influence of online information on

investing decisions of reward-based crowdfunding. Journal of Business

Research, 71, 10–18.
Bitterl, S., & Schreier, M. (2016). More than just the money: Psychological

and behavioral consequences of participating in crowdfunding. ACR

North American Advances.

Bitterl, S., & Schreier, M. (2018). When consumers become project

backers: The psychological consequences of participation in crowd-

funding. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 35(4), 673–685.
Booth, P. (2015). Crowdfunding: A Spimatic application of digital fandom.

New Media & Society, 17(2), 149–166.
Borrero Domínguez, C. R., Cord�on-Lagares, E., & Hernández-Garrido, R.

(2022). Crowdfunding for social economy organisations: Success fac-

tors. REVESCO: Revista de Estudios Cooperativos, 140, 1–13.
Borst, I., Moser, C., & Ferguson, J. (2018). From friendfunding to crowdfund-

ing: Relevance of relationships, social media, and platform activities to

crowdfunding performance. New Media & Society, 20(4), 1396–1414.
Bruner, J. (1996). A narrative model of self construction. Psyke & Logos.

Bukhari, F. A. S., Usman, S. M., Usman, M., & Hussain, K. (2019). The effects

of creator credibility and backer endorsement in donation crowdfunding

campaigns success. Baltic Journal of Management, 15(2), 215–235.
Bürger, T., & Kleinert, S. (2021). Crowdfunding cultural and commercial

entrepreneurs: An empirical study on motivation in distinct backer

communities. Small Business Economics, 57(2), 667–683.
Burtch, G., Ghose, A., & Wattal, S. (2013). An empirical examination of the

antecedents and consequences of contribution patterns in crowd-

funded markets. Information Systems Research, 24(3), 499–519.

van TEUNENBROEK ET AL. 11 of 15

 26911361, 2023, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/nvsm

.1791 by U
niversity O

f T
w

ente Finance D
epartm

ent, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/10/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://osf.io/ahdrc/
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7295-3095
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7295-3095
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0452-6045
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0452-6045
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1645-9302
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1645-9302
https://cofundhealth.com/
https://steunmijnonderzoek.hartstichting.nl/updates/3424-crowdfunding-voor-innovatief-onderzoek-van-start
https://steunmijnonderzoek.hartstichting.nl/updates/3424-crowdfunding-voor-innovatief-onderzoek-van-start
https://www.artfund.org/supporting-museums/programmes/art-happens
https://www.artfund.org/supporting-museums/programmes/art-happens
https://www.fundsurfer.com/crowdfund/drones-for-the-ukrainian-army
https://www.fundsurfer.com/crowdfund/drones-for-the-ukrainian-army
https://www.justgiving.com/crowdfunding/turkey-earthquake-necessities-istanbul
https://www.justgiving.com/crowdfunding/turkey-earthquake-necessities-istanbul
https://osf.io/ahdrc/
https://osf.io/ahdrc/
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFMM-01-2022-0013


Byrnes, J. E., Ranganathan, J., Walker, B. L., & Faulkes, Z. (2014). To

crowdfund research, scientists must build an audience for their work.

PLoS One, 9(12), e110329.

Calic, G., & Mosakowski, E. (2016). Kicking off social entrepreneurship:

How a sustainability orientation influences crowdfunding success.

Journal of Management Studies, 53(5), 738–767.
Cason, T. N., Tabarrok, A., & Zubrickas, R. (2021). Early refund bonuses

increase successful crowdfunding. Games and Economic Behavior, 129,

78–95.
Cavalcanti Junqueira, M. I., & Soetanto, D. (2022). Funding decisions and

the role of trust: A qualitative study of reward-based crowdfunding in

the creative industries. Management Decision, 60(8), 2174–2194.
Cecere, G., Le Guel, F., & Rochelandet, F. (2017). Crowdfunding and social

influence: An empirical investigation. Applied Economics, 49(57), 5802–
5813.

Chan, C. R., & Parhankangas, A. (2017). Crowdfunding innovative ideas:

How incremental and radical innovativeness influence funding out-

comes. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 41(2), 237–263.
Chapman, C. M., Louis, W. R., Masser, B. M., & Thomas, E. F. (2022). Chari-

table triad theory: How donors, beneficiaries, and fundraisers influ-

ence charitable giving. Psychology & Marketing, 39(9), 1826–1848.
Chen, G. M. (2011). Tweet this: A uses and gratifications perspective on

how active twitter use gratifies a need to connect with others. Com-

puters in Human Behavior, 27(2), 755–762.
Chen, S., Thomas, S., & Kohli, C. (2016). What really makes a promotional

campaign succeed on a crowdfunding platform?: Guilt, utilitarian prod-

ucts, emotional messaging, and fewer but meaningful rewards drive

donations. Journal of Advertising Research, 56(1), 81–94.
Chinman, M. J., Wandersman, A., & Goodman, R. M. (2005). A benefit-

and-cost approach to understanding social participation and volun-

teerism in multilevel organizations. In A. M. Omoto (Ed.), Processes of

community change and social action (pp. 105–125). Mahwah, NJ, USA:

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Choy, K., & Schlagwein, D. (2016). Crowdsourcing for a better world: On

the relation between IT affordances and donor motivations in charita-

ble crowdfunding. Information Technology & People, 29, 0215.

Cicchiello, A. F., Gallo, S., & Monferrà, S. (2022). Mapping crowdfunding in

cultural and creative industries: A conceptual and empirical overview.

European Management Review, 19(1), 22–37.
Cordova, A., Dolci, J., & Gianfrate, G. (2015). The determinants of crowd-

funding success: Evidence from technology projects. Procedia-Social

and Behavioral Sciences, 181, 115–124.
Courtney, C., Dutta, S., & Li, Y. (2017). Resolving information asymmetry:

Signaling, endorsement, and crowdfunding success. Entrepreneurship

Theory and Practice, 41(2), 265–290.
Cox, J., Nguyen, T., & Kang, S. M. (2018). The kindness of strangers? An

investigation into the interaction of funder motivations in online

crowdfunding campaigns. Kyklos, 71(2), 187–212.
Dai, H., & Zhang, D. J. (2019). Prosocial goal pursuit in crowdfunding: Evi-

dence from kickstarter. Journal of Marketing Research, 56(3), 498–517.
Dalla Chiesa, C. (2022). The artists' critique on crowdfunding and online gift-

giving. The Journal of Arts Management, Law, and Society, 52(1), 20–36.
Dalla Chiesa, C., & Dekker, E. (2021). Crowdfunding artists: Beyond match-

making on platforms. Socio-Economic Review, 19(4), 1265–1290.
Dalla Chiesa, C., & Handke, C. (2020). Crowdfunding. In R. Towse & T.

Navarrette-Hernandez (Eds.), Handbook of cultural economics (3rd ed.,

pp. 158–167). Edward Elgar Publishing.

Dalla Chiesa, C., Pavlova, A., Lavanga, M., & Pysana, N. (2022). When fash-

ion meets crowdfunding: Exploring sustainable and innovative features

of online campaigns. Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management: An

International Journal. https://doi.org/10.1108/JFMM-03-2021-0068.

Epub ahead of print.

De Crescenzo, V., Bonfanti, A., Castellani, P., & Vargas-Sánchez, A. (2022).

Effective entrepreneurial narrative design in reward crowdfunding

campaigns for social ventures. International Entrepreneurship and Man-

agement Journal, 18(2), 773–800.
Defazio, D., Franzoni, C., & Rossi-Lamastra, C. (2021). How pro-social

framing affects the success of crowdfunding projects: The role of

emphasis and information crowdedness. Journal of Business Ethics,

171(2), 357–378.
Dehdashti, Y., Namin, A., Ratchford, B. T., & Chonko, L. B. (2022). The

unanticipated dynamics of promoting crowdfunding donation cam-

paigns on social media. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 57(1), 1–17.
Demandt, K. (2019). Why do people donate to online health crowdfunding?

University of Twente.

Donelli, C. C., Mozzoni, I., Badia, F., & Fanelli, S. (2022). Financing sustain-

ability in the arts sector: The case of the art bonus public crowdfund-

ing campaign in Italy. Sustainability, 14(3), 1641.

Efrat, K., Gilboa, S., & Wald, A. (2020). The emergence of well-being in

crowdfunding: A study of entrepreneurs and backers of reward and

donation campaigns. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior

and Research, 27, 397–415.
Ein-Gar, D. (2018). Let's get together and make a difference: Experiencing

a Community in Donation-Based Crowdfunding. In A. Gershoff, R.

Kozinets, & T. White (Eds.), Advances in consumer research (Vol. 46,

pp. 532–533). Association for Consumer Research.

Erickson, T., & Kellogg, W. A. (2000). Social translucence: An approach to

designing systems that support social processes. ACM Transactions on

Computer-Human Interaction, 7(1), 59–83.
Erickson, T., Smith, D. N., Kellogg, W. A., Laff, M., Richards, J. T., &

Bradner, E. (1999). Socially translucent systems: Social proxies, persistent

conversation, and the design of “babble”. Paper presented at the Pro-

ceedings of the SIGCHI conference on Human Factors in Computing

Systems.

Fishbach, A., Henderson, M. D., & Koo, M. (2011). Pursuing goals with

others: Group identification and motivation resulting from things done

versus things left undone. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General,

140(3), 520–534.
Flanigan, S. T. (2017). Crowdfunding and diaspora philanthropy: An inte-

gration of the literature and major concepts. Voluntas: International

Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 28(2), 492–509.
Gadon, K. R. (2020). Building trust in financially supporting crowdfunding ini-

tiatives in The Philippines. Keio University.

Gangi, F., & Daniele, L. M. (2017). Remarkable funders: How early-late

backers and mentors affect reward-based crowdfunding campaigns.

International Business Research, 10(11), 58–69.
Gasc�on, J. F. F., Rodríguez, J. R., Monforte, J. M., L�opez, E. S., &

Masip, P. M. (2015). Crowdfunding as a formula for the financing of

projects: An empirical analysis. Revista Cientifica Hermes, 14, 24–47.
Gerber, E. M., Hui, J. S., & Kuo, P.-Y. (2012). Crowdfunding: Why people are

motivated to post and fund projects on crowdfunding platforms. Paper

presented at the Proceedings of the international workshop on design,

influence, and social technologies: Techniques, impacts and ethics.

Gleasure, R., & Morgan, L. (2018). The pastoral crowd: Exploring self-

hosted crowdfunding using activity theory and social capital. Informa-

tion Systems Journal, 28(3), 489–515.
Greenberg, M. D., Pardo, B., Hariharan, K., & Gerber, E. (2013). Crowd-

funding support tools: Predicting success & failure. In CHI'13 extended

abstracts on human factors in computing systems (pp. 1815–1820).
Association for Computing Machinery.

Haythornthwaite, C. (2005). Social networks and internet connectivity

effects. Information, Community & Society, 8(2), 125–147.
Hekman, E., & Brussee, R. (2013). Crowdfunding and online social

networks.

Ho, H.-C., Chiu, C. L., Mansumitrchai, S., Yuan, Z., Zhao, N., & Zou, J.

(2021). The influence of signals on donation crowdfunding campaign

success during COVID-19 crisis. International Journal of Environmental

Research and Public Health, 18(14), 7715.

12 of 15 van TEUNENBROEK ET AL.

 26911361, 2023, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/nvsm

.1791 by U
niversity O

f T
w

ente Finance D
epartm

ent, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/10/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1108/JFMM-03-2021-0068


Hobbs, J., Grigore, G., & Molesworth, M. (2016). Success in the manage-

ment of crowdfunding projects in the creative industries. Internet

Research, 26, 146–166.
Hong, Y., Hu, Y., & Burtch, G. (2015). How does social media affect contribution

to public versus private goods in crowdfunding campaigns? Fort Worth.

Hörisch, J. (2015). Crowdfunding for environmental ventures: An empirical

analysis of the influence of environmental orientation on the success

of crowdfunding initiatives. Journal of Cleaner Production, 107,

636–645.
Huang, Z., Ouyang, J., Huang, X., Yang, Y., & Lin, L. (2021). Explaining

donation behavior in medical crowdfunding in social media. SAGE

Open, 11(2), 21582440211014520.

Jiang, Y., Tan, Y., & Chen, X. (2021). Worth the candle? An empirical inves-

tigation of user effort and referral outcome in crowdfunding. An Empir-

ical Investigation of User Effort and Referral Outcome in Crowdfunding

(November 12, 2021).

Jiao, H., Qian, L., Liu, T., & Ma, L. (2021). Why do people support online

crowdfunding charities? A case study from China. Frontiers in Psychol-

ogy, 12, 582508.

Josefy, M., Dean, T. J., Albert, L. S., & Fitza, M. A. (2017). The role of com-

munity in crowdfunding success: Evidence on cultural attributes in

funding campaigns to “save the local theater”. Entrepreneurship Theory

and Practice, 41(2), 161–182.
Kasri, R. A., & Indriani, E. (2021). Empathy or perceived credibility? An

empirical study of Muslim donating behaviour through online charita-

ble crowdfunding in Indonesia. International Journal of Islamic and Mid-

dle Eastern Finance and Management, 15, 829–846.
Kim, E., & Park, S. E. (2022). The determinants of supporting crowdfunding

sites: Understanding internal and external factors from public relations'

perspectives. International Review on Public and Nonprofit Marketing,

1–19. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12208-022-00340-8
Kim, J. G., Kong, H.-K., Hong, H., & Karahalios, K. (2020). Enriched social

translucence in medical crowdfunding. Paper presented at the Proceed-

ings of the 2020 ACM Designing Interactive Systems Conference.

Kim, P. H., Buffart, M., & Croidieu, G. (2016). TMI: Signaling credible claims

in crowdfunding campaign narratives. Group & Organization Manage-

ment, 41(6), 717–750.
Kim, S., Kang, C., & Engel, R. (2022). What convinces donors? An analysis

of donation-based crowdfunding projects from nonprofit charities:

The case of South Korea. Nonprofit Management & Leadership, 32(4),

627–649.
Kim, T., Por, M. H., & Yang, S.-B. (2017). Winning the crowd in online fun-

draising platforms: The roles of founder and project features. Electronic

Commerce Research and Applications, 25, 86–94.
Koch, J.-A., & Siering, M. (2015). Crowdfunding success factors: The char-

acteristics of successfully funded projects on crowdfunding platforms.

Koning, R., & Model, J. (2013). Experimental study of crowdfunding cas-

cades: When nothing is better than something. SSRN 2308161.

Ko�sci�ołek, S. (2021). Backers' motivations in sports clubs reward-based

crowdfunding campaigns. Journal of Physical Education and Sport,

21(2), 1165–1171.
Krause, M. (2014). The good project: Humanitarian relief NGOs and the frag-

mentation of reason. University of Chicago Press.

Kromidha, E., & Robson, P. (2016). Social identity and signalling success

factors in online crowdfunding. Entrepreneurship and Regional Develop-

ment, 28(9–10), 605–629.
Kubo, T., Veríssimo, D., Uryu, S., Mieno, T., & MacMillan, D. (2021). What

determines the success and failure of environmental crowdfunding?

Ambio, 50(9), 1659–1669.
Kunz, M. M., Englisch, O., Beck, J., & Bretschneider, U. (2016). Sometimes

you win, sometimes you learn–success factors in reward-based

crowdfunding.

Kuo, Y.-F., Lin, C. S., & Liu, L.-T. (2022). The effects of framing messages

and cause-related marketing on backing intentions in reward-based

crowdfunding. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 64, 102799.

Kuppuswamy, V., & Bayus, B. L. (2017). Does my contribution to your crowd-

funding project matter? Journal of Business Venturing, 32(1), 72–89.
Kuppuswamy, V., & Bayus, B. L. (2018). Crowdfunding creative ideas: The

dynamics of project backers. In The economics of crowdfunding

(pp. 151–182). Springer.
Kushlev, K., Radosic, N., & Diener, E. (2022). Subjective well-being and

prosociality around the globe: Happy people give more of their time

and money to others. Social Psychological and Personality Science,

13(4), 849–861.
Lee, C. H., & Chiravuri, A. (2019). Dealing with initial success versus failure

in crowdfunding market: Serial crowdfunding, changing strategies, and

funding performance. Internet Research, 29(5), 1190–1212.
Li, G., & Wang, J. (2019). Threshold effects on backer motivations in

reward-based crowdfunding. Journal of Management Information Sys-

tems, 36(2), 546–573.
Li, Y., & Du, J. (2020). What drives the rapid achievement of a funding tar-

get in crowdfunding? Evidence from China. Agricultural Economics,

66(6), 269–277.
Liao, C., Zhu, Y., & Liao, X. (2015). The role of internal and external social

capital in crowdfunding: Evidence from China. Revista de Cercetare si

Interventie Socialâ, 49(7), 187–204.
Liu, H., & Chen, X. (2021). The identity work of Chinese charities in their

online donation-oriented crowdfunding appeals. Discourse, Context &

Media, 42, 100514.

Liu, L., Suh, A., & Wagner, C. (2018). Empathy or perceived credibility? An

empirical study on individual donation behavior in charitable crowdfund-

ing. Internet Research.

Lodhia, S. (2012). Web based social and environmental communication in

the Australian minerals industry: An application of media richness

framework. Journal of Cleaner Production, 25, 73–85.
Mollick, E. (2014). The dynamics of crowdfunding: An exploratory study.

Journal of Business Venturing, 29(1), 1–16.
Mollick, E., & Nanda, R. (2016). Wisdom or madness? Comparing crowds with

expert evaluation in funding the arts.Management Science, 62(6), 1533–1553.
Moradi, M., & Dass, M. (2019). An investigation into the effects of mes-

sage framing on crowdfunding funding level. Journal of Electronic Com-

merce Research, 20(4), 238–254.
Nakagawa, K., & Kosaka, G. (2022). What social issues do people invest in?

An examination based on the empathy–altruism hypothesis of proso-

cial crowdfunding platforms. Technovation, 102508, 102508.

Nekmat, E., & Ng, H. W. (2019). Source effects and cause involvement in pro-

social online crowdfunding: A collective action perspective. First Monday.

Paust, S. (2021). "Struggling right along with You": Precarity and the power

of medical crowdfunding campaign narratives. Connections: A Journal

of Language, Media and Culture, 2(1), 30–41.
Payton, R. (1988). On discovering philanthropy: An informal guide to the

core literature. Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning, 20(6), 33–37.
Petty, R. E., Cacioppo, J. T., & Schumann, D. (1983). Central and peripheral

routes to advertising effectiveness: The moderating role of involve-

ment. Journal of Consumer Research, 10(2), 135–146.
Petty, R. E., & Wegener, D. T. (1998). Matching versus mismatching atti-

tude functions: Implications for scrutiny of persuasive messages. Per-

sonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24(3), 227–240.
Pierrakis, Y. (2019). Peer-to-peer lending to businesses: Investors' charac-

teristics, investment criteria and motivation. The International Journal

of Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 20(4), 239–251.
Polzin, F., Toxopeus, H., & Stam, E. (2018). The wisdom of the crowd in

funding: Information heterogeneity and social networks of crowdfun-

ders. Small Business Economics, 50(2), 251–273.
Potters, J., Sefton, M., & Vesterlund, L. (2001). Why announce leadership

contributions?: An experimental study of the signaling and reciprocity

hypotheses. Tilburg University.

Qian, Y., & Lin, J. (2017). Antecedents of project success in donation-based

crowdfunding-based on Tencent LeJuan platform in China (pp. 16–17).
Science ISCC.

van TEUNENBROEK ET AL. 13 of 15

 26911361, 2023, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/nvsm

.1791 by U
niversity O

f T
w

ente Finance D
epartm

ent, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/10/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12208-022-00340-8


Raihani, N. J., & Smith, S. (2015). Competitive helping in online giving. Cur-

rent Biology, 25(9), 1183–1186.
Rhue, L., & Robert, L. P. (2018). Emotional delivery in pro-social crowdfund-

ing success. Paper presented at the Extended Abstracts of the 2018

CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems.

Rijanto, A. (2018). Donation-based crowdfunding as corporate social

responsibility activities and financing. Journal of General Management,

43(2), 79–88.
Roe, M. (2016). Persuasion of Online Crowdfunding Videos.

Rossolini, M., Pedrazzoli, A., & Ronconi, A. (2021). Greening crowdfunding

campaigns: An investigation of message framing and effective commu-

nication strategies for funding success. International Journal of Bank

Marketing, 39(7), 1395–1419.
Ryu, S., Kim, K., & Kim, Y.-G. (2016). Reward versus philanthropy motivation

in crowdfunding behavior. Paper presented at the PACIS 2016

Proceedings.

Ryu, S., & Kim, Y.-G. (2016). A typology of crowdfunding sponsors: Birds

of a feather flock together? Electronic Commerce Research and Applica-

tions, 16, 43–54.
Ryu, S., Park, J., Kim, K., & Kim, Y.-G. (2020). Reward versus altruistic moti-

vations in reward-based crowdfunding. International Journal of Elec-

tronic Commerce, 24(2), 159–183.
Salido-Andres, N., Rey-Garcia, M., Alvarez-Gonzalez, L. I., & Vazquez-

Casielles, R. (2021). Mapping the field of donation-based crowdfund-

ing for charitable causes: Systematic review and conceptual frame-

work. Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit

Organizations, 32(2), 288–302.
Salvi, A., Raimo, N., Petruzzella, F., & Vitolla, F. (2022). The role of commu-

nication in the restaurant crowdfunding's success. British Food Journal,

124, 4323–4338.
Sasaki, S. (2019). Majority size and conformity behavior in charitable giv-

ing: Field evidence from a donation-based crowdfunding platform in

Japan. Journal of Economic Psychology, 70, 36–51.
Sauermann, H., Franzoni, C., & Shafi, K. (2019). Crowdfunding scientific

research: Descriptive insights and correlates of funding success. PLoS

One, 14(1), e0208384.

Schuyt, T. N. M. (2021). Filantropie: Hoe maatschappelijke betrokkenheid ons

helpt te overleven. Boom Uitgevers Amsterdam.

Skirnevskiy, V., Bendig, D., & Brettel, M. (2017). The influence of internal

social capital on serial creators' success in crowdfunding. Entrepreneur-

ship Theory and Practice, 41(2), 209–236.
Smith, S., Windmeijer, F., & Wright, E. (2015). Peer effects in charitable

giving: Evidence from the (running) field. The Economic Journal,

125(585), 1053–1071.
Sokolova, K., & Perez, C. (2018). The digital ingredients of donation-based

crowdfunding. A data-driven study of Leetchi projects and social cam-

paigns. Journal of Decision Systems, 27(3), 146–186.
Spanos, L. (2018). Complementarity and interconnection between CSR

and crowdfunding: A case study in Greece. In Corporate responsibility

and digital communities (pp. 29–49). Springer.
Steigenberger, N. (2017). Why supporters contribute to reward-based

crowdfunding. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior &

Research, 23(2), 336–353.
Stuart, T. E., Hoang, H., & Hybels, R. C. (1999). Interorganizational

endorsements and the performance of entrepreneurial ventures.

Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(2), 315–349.
Sulaeman, D. (2017). Charitable fundraising: Gaining donors' trust on online

platforms. Paper presented at the CSWIM 2017: Proceedings of the

11th China Summer Workshop on Information Management, Nanjing.

Suls, J., Martin, R., & Wheeler, L. (2002). Social comparison: Why, with

whom, and with what effect? Current Directions in Psychological Sci-

ence, 11(5), 159–163.
Thürridl, C., & Kamleitner, B. (2016). What goes around comes around?

Rewards as strategic assets in crowdfunding. California Management

Review, 58(2), 88–110.

Tomova, L., Wang, K., Thompson, T., Matthews, G., Takahashi, A., Tye, K.,

Saxe, R. (2020). The need to connect: Acute social isolation causes

neural craving responses similar to hunger. BioRxiv.

Tosatto, J., Cox, J., & Nguyen, T. (2022). With a little help from my friends:

The role of online creator-fan communication channels in the success

of creative crowdfunding campaigns. Computers in Human Behavior,

127, 107005.

Usman, S. M., Bukhari, F. A. S., Usman, M., Badulescu, D., & Sial, M. S.

(2019). Does the role of media and founder's past success mitigate the

problem of information asymmetry? Evidence from a UK crowdfund-

ing platform. Sustainability, 11(3), 692.

Usman, S. M., Bukhari, F. A. S., You, H., Badulescu, D., & Gavrilut, D. (2020).

The effect and impact of signals on investing decisions in reward-based

crowdfunding: A comparative study of China and the United Kingdom.

Journal of Risk and Financial Management, 13(12), 325.

Van de Rijt, A., Kang, S. M., Restivo, M., & Patil, A. (2014). Field experi-

ments of success-breeds-success dynamics. Proceedings of the National

Academy of Sciences, 111(19), 6934–6939.
Van Teunenbroek, C. (2020). Lots of people give me money: Towards a com-

prehensive understanding of social information effects on donation behav-

ior. Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam.

Van Teunenbroek, C., & Bekkers, R. (2020a). Follow the crowd: Social

information and crowdfunding donations in a large field experiment.

Journal of Behavioral Public Administration, 3(1), 1–17.
Van Teunenbroek, C., & Bekkers, R. (2020b). Geven door huishoudens. In

R. Bekkers, T. N. M. Schuyt, & B. M. Gouwenberg (Eds.), Geven in

Nederland 2020: Huishoudens, nalatenschappen, fondsen, bedrijven,

goede doelenloterijen en vrijwilligers (pp. 53–86). Lenthe Publisher.

Van Teunenbroek, C., Bekkers, R., & Beersma, B. (2020). Look to others

before you leap: A systematic literature review of social information

effects on donation amounts. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly,

49(1), 53–73.
Van Teunenbroek, C., Bekkers, R., & Beersma, B. (2021). They ought to do

it too: Understanding effects of social information on donation behav-

ior and mood. International Review on Public and Nonprofit Marketing,

18(2), 229–253.
Van Teunenbroek, C., De Wit, A., Koolen-Maas, S., & Bekkers, R. (2022).

Vrijwilligerswerk en geefgedrag tijdens de pandemie. In S. André, T.

Reeskens, & B. Völker (Eds.), De sociologie van de pandemie: Inzichten

en vooruitblik na twee jaar coronacrisis (pp. 144–157). Open Press TiU.

Van Teunenbroek, C., & Hasanefendic, S. (2022). Researching the crowd:

Implications on philanthropic crowdfunding and donor characteristics

during a pandemic. Journal of Philanthropy and Marketing, 28, e1773.

Van Teunenbroek, C., & Smits, R. (2022). They wear many hats:

Employees' perceptions of crowdfunding for cultural institutions. Jour-

nal of Philanthropy and Marketing, 1–12.
Veenswijk, M., & Berendse, M. (2008). Constructing new working practices

through project narratives. International Journal of Project Organisation

and Management, 1(1), 65–85.
Vesterlund, L. (2003). The informational value of sequential fundraising.

Journal of Public Economics, 87(3–4), 627–657.
Wang, Z., & Yang, X. (2019). Understanding backers' funding intention in

reward crowdfunding: An elaboration likelihood perspective. Technol-

ogy in Society, 58, 101149.

Wang, X., Zhang, X., & Tong, A. (2022). The impact of linguistic style of

medical crowdfunding philanthropic appeals on individual giving. Pro-

cedia Computer Science, 199, 293–300.
Wash, R. (2013). The value of completing crowdfunding projects. Paper pre-

sented at the Proceedings of the International AAAI Conference on

Web and Social Media.

Wei Shi, S. (2018). Crowdfunding: Designing an effective reward structure.

International Journal of Market Research, 60(3), 288–303.
Weinmann, M., Mishra, A., Kaiser, L., & vom Brocke, J. (2020). The attrac-

tion effect in reward-based crowdfunding: Evidence from four experi-

ments. SSRN Electronic Journal, 10, 1–52.

14 of 15 van TEUNENBROEK ET AL.

 26911361, 2023, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/nvsm

.1791 by U
niversity O

f T
w

ente Finance D
epartm

ent, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/10/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



Wessel, M., Thies, F., & Benlian, A. (2016). The emergence and effects of

fake social information: Evidence from crowdfunding. Decision Support

Systems, 90, 75–85.
Wu, W., Huang, X., Wu, C.-H., & Tsai, S.-B. (2022). Pricing strategy and

performance investment decisions in competitive crowdfunding mar-

kets. Journal of Business Research, 140, 491–497.
Wu, Y., Zhang, X., & Xiao, Q. (2022). Appeal to the head and heart: The

persuasive effects of medical crowdfunding charitable appeals on

willingness to donate. Information Processing & Management, 59(1),

102792.

Xu, A., Yang, X., Rao, H., Fu, W.-T., Huang, S.-W., & Bailey, B. P. (2014).

Show me the money! An analysis of project updates during crowdfunding

campaigns. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the SIGCHI confer-

ence on human factors in computing systems.

Xu, L. Z. (2018). Will a digital camera cure your sick puppy? Modality and

category effects in donation-based crowdfunding. Telematics and Infor-

matics, 35(7), 1914–1924.
Yazdani, E., Chakravarty, A., & Inman, J. (2021). Identifying emotions in

images and their effects on donation behavior in online crowdsourcing

platforms. SSRN 3778357.

Yeh, T.-L., Chen, T.-Y., & Lee, C.-C. (2019). Investigating the funding suc-

cess factors affecting reward-based crowdfunding projects. Innova-

tions, 21(3), 466–486.
Yi, Z., Luo, Y., Feng, Y., Wang, Y., Feng, Y., & Yang, C. (2022). Research on

the influencing mechanisms of Backers' impulsive support in reward-

based crowdfunding based on cognitive appraisal theory. Procedia

Computer Science, 199, 423–430.
Younkin, P., & Kuppuswamy, V. (2018). The colorblind crowd? Founder race

and performance in crowdfunding.Management Science, 64(7), 3269–3287.
Zaggl, M. A., & Block, J. (2019). Do small funding amounts lead to reverse

herding? A field experiment in reward-based crowdfunding. Journal of

Business Venturing Insights, 12, e00139.

Zhang, F., Zhang, H., & Gupta, S. (2022). Investor participation in reward-based

crowdfunding: Impacts of entrepreneur efforts, platform characteristics,

and perceived value. Information Technology and Management, 24, 1–18.
Zhang, X., Liu, X., Wang, X., Zhao, H., & Zhang, W. (2022). Exploring the

effects of social capital on crowdfunding performance: A holistic anal-

ysis from the empirical and predictive views. Computers in Human

Behavior, 126, 107011.

Zhang, Y., DeCarlo, T. E., Manikas, A. S., & Bhattacharya, A. (2022). To

exploit or explore? The impact of crowdfunding project descriptions

and backers' power states on funding decisions. Journal of the Academy

of Marketing Science, 51, 1–19.
Zhao, L., & Sun, Z. (2019). Pure donation or hybrid donation crowdfunding:

Which model is more conducive to prosocial campaign success? Baltic

Journal of Management, 15, 237–260.

Zheng, H., Xu, B., Zhang, M., & Wang, T. (2018). Sponsor's cocreation and

psychological ownership in reward-based crowdfunding. Information

Systems Journal, 28(6), 1213–1238.
Zvilichovsky, D., Danziger, S., & Steinhart, Y. (2018). Making-the-product-

happen: A driver of crowdfunding participation. Journal of Interactive

Marketing, 41(1), 81–93.

AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES

Claire van Teunenbroek works at the Center for Philanthropic

Studies (VU Amsterdam), she is specialized in online giving behav-

ior, fundraising via crowdfunding and social information effects.

She is the project manager at the European Research Network on

Philanthropy (ERNOP).

Carolina Dalla Chiesa is specialized in crowdfunding for the cul-

tural sector and the arts, cultural economics, cultural organizations

and social studies of markets. Her focus is to investigate the use

of alternative funding methods schemes from the point of view of

Cultural Economics and Economic Sociology.

Laura Hesse is specialized in online fundraising, focusing on peer-

to-peer fundraising. Her focus is to research the influences that

impact the success of peer fundraisers, applying insights from

business psychology and behavioral economics.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information can be found online in the Support-

ing Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Van Teunenbroek, C., Dalla Chiesa, C.,

& Hesse, L. (2023). The contribution of crowdfunding for

philanthropy: A systematic review and framework of donation

and reward crowdfunding. Journal of Philanthropy and

Marketing, 28(3), e1791. https://doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.1791

van TEUNENBROEK ET AL. 15 of 15

 26911361, 2023, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/nvsm

.1791 by U
niversity O

f T
w

ente Finance D
epartm

ent, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/10/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.1791

	The contribution of crowdfunding for philanthropy: A systematic review and framework of donation and reward crowdfunding
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  METHODOLOGY
	3  GENERAL MECHANISMS IMPACTING GIVING BEHAVIOR
	4  CROWDFUNDING FEATURES AND MECHANISMS IMPACTING GIVING BEHAVIOR
	4.1  Project creator
	4.1.1  Tie strength with the project creator
	4.1.2  Perceived credibility of the project creator

	4.2  Social information
	4.2.1  Perceived project quality and credibility of the project creator

	4.3  Rewards
	4.3.1  Collect a tangible reward
	4.3.2  Collect an intangible reward

	4.4  Project description
	4.4.1  Perceived project quality
	4.4.2  Emotional reaction
	4.4.3  Community belonging


	5  DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	Endnotes
	REFERENCES


