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Metaphorical Communication & Project Complexity in 
Equity Crowdfunding: A Contingency Perspective 

 
Abstract 

Extant literature on entrepreneurial sensemaking advises new ventures to use metaphorical 
communication – figurative linguistic expressions that introduce something novel by reference to 
something more tangible and less abstract – as a tool to give sense to and help make sense of their 
product offerings, and as a tool to shape the interpretations of others in order to gain their support. 
Yet, such advice stems from scant literature that largely rests upon theoretical conceptions 
highlighting the assumed benefits of metaphorical communication, not taking into consideration its 
potential adverse effects or contextual limitations. This thesis combines literature on rhetoric 
sensemaking and equity crowdfunding to create a more granular knowledge on the true nature of the 
effects of entrepreneurs’ use of metaphorical communication in an equity crowdfunding setting. 
Specifically, this thesis provides evidence for a contingency argument, theorising that a venture’s use 
of metaphorical communication is positively related to its equity crowdfunding success, but that such 
positive effect is contingent upon the degree of complexity of the venture’s product offering. The 
hypotheses raised in this thesis are examined in a profound analysis of 80 U.S. equity crowdfunding 
campaigns, comprising a full-sample of cases available at the time of sampling. The study confirms 
the suggested positive attributes derived from entrepreneurs’ use of metaphorical communication on 
equity crowdfunding success, while at the same time it provides strong indications of a contingency 
effect under which the impact of metaphorical communication on funding success increases with 
higher levels of complexity of a venture’s product offering. In developing and investigating these 
ideas, this thesis contributes to the recent discussions on drivers of success in equity crowdfunding, 
and brings additional early evidence of how the effect of metaphorical communication depends on its 
context of use. 

 
 

 

 
  



II 

Table of Contents 
 
List of Appendices ........................................................................................................................... III 

List of Tables ................................................................................................................................... III 

List of Figures .................................................................................................................................. III 

1. Introduction ................................................................................................................................... 1 
1.1. Background .............................................................................................................................. 1 
1.2. Positioning ............................................................................................................................... 2 
1.3. Problematisation ....................................................................................................................... 3 
1.4. Research Question & Contribution .......................................................................................... 3 
1.5. Thesis Structure ........................................................................................................................ 4 

2. Research Methodology .................................................................................................................. 5 
2.1. Philosophy of Science .............................................................................................................. 5 
2.2. Research Approach .................................................................................................................. 5 
2.3. Nature of Data .......................................................................................................................... 6 
2.4. Level of Analysis ..................................................................................................................... 6 

3. Literature Review .......................................................................................................................... 8 
3.1. Dynamics & Success-Drivers in Equity Crowdfunding .......................................................... 8 
3.2. Sensegiving through Metaphorical Communication .............................................................. 18 

4. Metaphorical Communication & Funding Success: Development of Hypotheses ................ 22 
4.1. Metaphorical Communication & Funding Success ............................................................... 22 
4.2. The Moderating Effect of Project Complexity ...................................................................... 24 

5. Research Design .......................................................................................................................... 27 
5.1. Sample Process & Characteristics .......................................................................................... 27 
5.2. Operationalising the Variables of the Model ......................................................................... 28 
5.3. Statistical Analysis Approach ................................................................................................ 36 

6. Data Analysis ............................................................................................................................... 40 
6.1. Test of Model Assumptions ................................................................................................... 40 
6.2. Model Corrections .................................................................................................................. 40 
6.3. Data Analysis Results ............................................................................................................ 40 
6.4. Robustness Checks ................................................................................................................. 44 

7. Discussion ..................................................................................................................................... 50 
7.1. Theoretical Contributions ...................................................................................................... 50 
7.2. Practical Implications ............................................................................................................. 51 
7.3. Limitations & Future Research .............................................................................................. 52 

8. Conclusion .................................................................................................................................... 55 

References ......................................................................................................................................... 56 



 III 

List of Appendices 

Appendix 1. Coding Scheme ............................................................................................................. 71 

Appendix 2. Dataset: Coding (Excel) ................................................................................................ 74 

Appendix 3. Dataset: Data analysis (SPSS) ....................................................................................... 75 

Appendix 4. Test of Assumptions (Initial Model) ............................................................................. 76 

Appendix 5. Test of Assumptions (Final Model) .............................................................................. 82 

List of Tables 

Table 1. Examples of Metaphorical Communication Used by Ventures ........................................... 30 

Table 2. Distribution of Types of Metaphorical Communication ...................................................... 31 

Table 3. Summary of Model Variables .............................................................................................. 35 

Table 4. Correlations & Descriptive Statistics ................................................................................... 41 

Table 5. Hierarchical Regression Results .......................................................................................... 42 

Table 6. Hierarchical Regression Results - Alternative Success Measures ....................................... 45 

Table 7. Hierarchical Regression Results - Alternative Measure of Metaphorical Communication. 46 

Table 8. Hierarchical Regression Results - Alternative Interaction Term ......................................... 48 

Table 9. Hierarchical Regression Results - Including Additional Controls ....................................... 49 

List of Figures 

Figure 1. Typical Funding Sources Across a Company’s Life Cycle .................................................. 9 

Figure 2. Contingency Model of Equity Crowdfunding Success ...................................................... 26 

Figure 3. Interaction Effect of Complexity & Metaphorical Communication on Funding Success. . 43 



Page 1 

1.  Introduction 

1.1. Background 

When a new venture is founded, gaining access to resources is a vital step in securing its future 
survival and growth (Florin et al., 2003). In this regard, financing has long been perceived to be one 
of the most critical resources (Cassar, 2004; Denis, 2004; Florin et al., 2003; Gompers & Lerner, 
2004; Gorman & Sahlman, 1989; Kortum & Lerner, 2001; Paschen, 2017). New ventures typically 
seek their initial round of funding through informal sources such as the founders’ own funds and 
those of friends, family and ‘fools.’ (e.g. Berger & Udell, 1998; Kotha & George, 2012). However, 
these are often in short supply, which forces the ventures to turn to other sources of capital when their 
businesses start to take off. The next injection of funds has typically come from business angels 
(‘BAs’) (e.g. Maxwell et al., 2011) and venture capitalists (‘VCs’) (e.g. Shane & Cable, 2002), but 
throughout the last couple of decades, these parties’ focus has shifted from early-stage innovative 
ventures to later-stage investment opportunities. This has created a ‘financing gap’ that occurs when 
the informal financing funds are running low, and has caused many early-stage projects to not receive 
the funding necessary to survive and thrive. (Ley & Weaven, 2011; Robb & Robinson, 2014; Van 
Osnabrugge, 2000). In recent years, however, equity crowdfunding – intended here as “a method of 
financing, whereby an entrepreneur sells a specified amount of equity or bond-like shares in a 
company to a group of (small) investors through an open call for funding on Internet-based 
platforms.” (Ahlers et al., 2015, p. 958) – has emerged as a novel way for entrepreneurs to secure 
funding when the informal capital sources are falling short and BAs and VCs still perceive the 
investment risk and transaction costs to be too high to jump on board (e.g. Hellmann, 2007; Mollick, 
2014). This new source of capital has unfolded in the United States (‘U.S.’) since 2016 after the 
Securities and Exchange Commission (‘SEC’) adopted ‘Regulation Crowdfunding’, allowing 
companies to raise up to $1,070,000 per year from both accredited and unaccredited investors through 
online crowdfunding platforms (SEC, 2016).  

As such, equity crowdfunding in the U.S. is a recent phenomenon that plays a critical role for 
rising ventures in facilitating their future survival and growth, as it closes the detrimental financing 
gap which has caused many start-ups to not realise their full potential. Yet, despite its importance for 
new ventures’ survival and growth, little is still known about how these ventures successfully derive 
funding from their equity crowdfunding campaigns. Most notably is the work of Ahlers et al. (2015) 
and Lukkarinen et al. (2016) who collected their samples in some of the pioneering countries of equity 
crowdfunding, namely Australia and Finland, respectively. In these studies, the authors assessed the 
impact on funding success of variables traditionally important for deriving financing from other types 
of crowdfunding (e.g. social capital and early funding results) or related to traditional BA and VC 
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investment criteria (e.g. team and market characteristics). While this provides indicative clues about 
which factors are important for entrepreneurs as to achieve the critical equity crowdfunding, these 
factors cannot be said to comprise a collectively exhaustive set of variables in explaining funding 
success. In addition, these factors are rarely operational for the entrepreneurs in the sense that they 
are often relatively ‘set in stone’ at the time the focal financing need sets in.  

1.2. Positioning 

From a combined theoretical and operational angle, an interesting and important characteristic of 
online equity crowdfunding is that the entrepreneurs’ pitches of their product offerings are essentially 
limited to taking place in their project campaigns on the crowdfunding platform. This means that the 
entrepreneurs are bound to give sense to their product offerings through their campaigns on the online 
platform, as for the (potential) investors to make sense of these product offerings (see Gioia & 
Chittipeddi, 1991) to determine if they want to make an investment or not. Along these lines, 
therefore, each venture’s project campaign is also the fundamental tool by which the entrepreneurs 
in a deliberate manner can shape the interpretations of the (potential) investors in their sensemaking 
process (Cornelissen & Werner, 2014; Sopory & Dillard, 2002), and thus potentially influence the 
critical financing outcome. Yet, this sensegiving process can be a particularly complex task for the 
entrepreneurs, as they “operate at the edge of what they do not know” (Hill & Levenhagen, 1995, p. 
1057) and requires from them to “offer plausible explanations of current and future equivocal events 
as non-equivocal interpretations” (Gartner et al., 1992, p. 17) by developing a mental model or shared 
vision of the venture’s business environment (Hill & Levenhagen, 1995) and communicating this to 
the (potential) investors as to gain their support (Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001). In doing so, the 
entrepreneurs are challenged by operating in an often uncertain and ambiguous environment 
(Mintzberg, 1978; Mitton, 1989) under which language may not provide the means to 
comprehensively communicate the intuitive concepts of the entrepreneurs (Mintzberg, 1978; Ortony, 
1975) and their “vague feelings” (Bird, 1989, p. 41). In this regard, cognitive linguists and 
organisational literature have pointed towards metaphorical communication – intended here as the 
introduction of something novel by reference to something more tangible and less abstract (e.g. König 
et al., 2017a) – which is said to function as an enabling mechanism of which a communicator can 
untangle complex messages, guide the awareness of receivers, and favourably influence their positive 
attitudes of the message (see Landau et al., 2010). These positive traits of metaphorical 
communication have equally been noticed by entrepreneurship scholars who argue that the attribution 
of known characteristics from one (known and less complex) domain to another (unknown and more 
complex) domain aids the constituents in their sensemaking process (e.g. Hill & Levenhagen, 1995), 
thereby reducing their perceived uncertainty resulting from the minimal legitimacy of the venture. As 
a result of this, entrepreneurs have been advised to make use of metaphorical communication in 
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framing their business model to aid the constituents in their sensemaking process in order eventually 
to win their support (Cornelissen et al., 2012; Hill & Levenhagen, 1995).  

1.3. Problematisation 

Despite the potentially important recognition that the use of metaphorical communication may be 
beneficial for entrepreneurs to give and help make sense of their ventures, empirical literature 
addressing whether the use of metaphorical communication (positively) impacts constituents’ 
perception of the venture in an entrepreneurial setting is largely negligible. This is particularly 
problematic as there may if fact be reason to suspect that using metaphorical communication as a 
sensegiving tool to obtain the support of others may not necessarily be as beneficial as otherwise 
suggested. Cognitive linguists have argued that metaphorical communication is subject to some 
adverse shortcomings (e.g. Merkl-Davies & Koller, 2012; Ramsay, 2004; Steen, 2011). Most notably 
is the argument that the nature of metaphorical communication may instead be detrimental to 
constituents’ sensemaking as it compares two domains of knowledge that are socially constructed 
and thus do no fully correspond (e.g. Black, 1962; Shenkar et al., 2008). In addition to this is the less 
extreme but equally (and potentially more) important conclusion in very recent literature that the 
nature of how and when the use of metaphorical communication can be beneficial in deriving certain 
desired outcomes of the sender may be constrained by its context of use and may vary with the 
presence of other factors (see König et al., 2017a).  

1.4. Research Question & Contribution 

This study aims to address this critical situation in which the entrepreneurs are advised to use 
metaphorical communication as a sensegiving tool to achieve the pivotal financing support of others, 
although its effect on achieving such support is still merely notional and may in fact carry adverse 
effects. Specifically, the following research question is raised: To what extend and under which 
conditions does a venture’s use of metaphorical communication in its equity crowdfunding campaign 
affect the potential investors’ investment-decisions? Answering this research question will make 
several contributions that will influence both theory and practice. For theory, it will provide a more 
comprehensive and granular level of knowledge to the scarce literature on drivers of success in equity 
crowdfunding. In addition, it will provide evidence for or against the causal claims of the positive 
effect of using metaphorical communication in an entrepreneurial setting to win the support of others. 
Thereby, it will equally provide input to the broader scholarly discussion on the true effects of using 
metaphorical communication. Following this, it will contribute with essential knowledge for or 
against the recent indications that the effects derived from using metaphorical communication as a 
sensegiving tool is better perceived in a contextual, contingency view. For practice, it will supply a 
long overdue operational aspect, which the entrepreneurs can effectively implement (or not 
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implement) to influence their desired outcomes in terms of achieving the critical funding they need 
when faced with the potentially detrimental financing gap.  

1.5. Thesis Structure 

To deal with these important themes, this thesis is divided into 7 chapters from here. The succeeding 
chapter (chapter 2) will present the broad methodological lines applied in the thesis, and it functions 
as a guiding tool for the choices made in the remainder chapters. Next, a comprehensive review of 
the two literature streams relevant for the study at hand will be conducted (chapter 3). The literature 
review is particularly important as it forms a foundational knowledge on the topics discussed, and 
sets the stage for the development of hypotheses which follows in the next chapter (chapter 4). Based 
on the hypotheses formulated in chapter 4, an adequate research design to evaluate these hypotheses 
is then developed (chapter 5). In chapter 6, the statistical analysis is conducted, the results presented, 
and robustness checks performed. Following the statistical assessment is a discussion that focuses on 
theoretical and practical contributions, along with limitations and suggestions for future research 
(chapter 7). Finally, a concluding section that summarises the relevant elements required to answer 
the research question is presented (chapter 8).  
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2.  Research Methodology 
In this chapter, the broad methodology used for answering the research question will be described. It 
concentrates on four pillars, namely the philosophy of science, the research approach, the nature of 
the data, and the level of analysis of the study. Explicit account for these areas are designed to support 
the reader in understanding the fundamental underlying assumptions prevalent in the research 
conducted in this paper. More elaborate details on the research design will be presented in chapter 5.  

2.1. Philosophy of Science 

The two distinct phenomena of qualitative and quantitative approaches can be set apart in their 
comprehension of causality and as opposites in terms of ‘understanding’ and ‘explanation’ 
(Brinkmann, 2012; Justesen & Mik-Meyer, 2011). As such, the research focus as directed towards or 
away from causal relations affects which conclusions the researcher eventually can draw. In this 
study, the aim is to explain how the use of metaphorical communication is causally linked to equity 
crowdfunding success (cf. chapter 1 and 4), which marks its quantitative character. At a more granular 
level, the research question is rooted in the underlying scientific perspective applied, of which the 
focal study relies on the positivist paradigm. Guba (1990) explains the fundamental beliefs of the 
positivist paradigm as being “rooted in a realist ontology, that is, the belief that there exists a reality 
out there, driven by immutable natural laws.” (p. 19) and “[o]nce committed to a realist ontology, the 
positivist is constrained to practice an objectivist epistemology” (ibid.), implying that “the inquirer, 
must behave in ways that put questions directly to nature and allow nature to answer back directly.” 
(ibid.). As such, the ontology of this paradigm is based on a belief that reality exists ‘out there’ 
regardless of an inherent human recognition of it, and has an objective epistemology in that the 
researcher strives to minimise research-related biases by adopting a distant, noninteractive posture 
(Darmer & Nygaard, 2005; Guba, 1990). Following this, the positivist researcher conducts her 
research through an experimental and manipulative approach. Questions and hypotheses are raised 
based on basic assumptions assumed to be common laws within the scientific society, and verified or 
falsified under carefully controlled conditions. (ibid.). Empiricists place causality as a reserved 
method for quantitative analyses (Light et al., 1990) where truth is derived and legitimised through 
scientific methods under which the objectivist ontology allows for generalisability of findings that 
represents the world ‘out there’ (Andersen, 2013; Justesen & Mik-Meyer, 2011). This adequately 
captures the aim of, and perception applied in the research at hand, and sets the guiding structures for 
the approaches undertaken throughout the remainder of this study.  

2.2. Research Approach 

Following the ideas presented above in relation to the positivist paradigm, this study will be based on 
the deductive approach. Under this approach, the researcher has some prior expectations on what the 
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world looks like, which are typically formed based on existing literature (Saunders et al., 2008), and 
then examines these through research (Jacobsen, 2002). The existing literature plays an important 
role also in guiding the choice of variables and the resultant measures (Malhotra et al., 2012). As 
such, in the succeeding chapter (chapter 3), a thorough literature review will be conducted. Based on 
the findings from the literature review, hypotheses are derived and presented (chapter 4). These 
hypotheses are then operationalised by deriving relevant variables and measures from the literature 
(chapter 5), and tested statistically (chapter 6) where the decision as to either accept or reject the 
hypotheses will follow necessarily from the premises of the analyses. This process is aligned with the 
five-step approach proposed by Robson (2002) related to deductive research, and strictly follows the 
ontology and epistemic foundation of the positivist paradigm.   

2.3. Nature of Data 

The data used to examine the research question – and, more specifically, to examine the hypotheses 
that will be developed in chapter 4 - will be assessed in detail in chapter 5. However, some 
fundamental characteristics of the data deserve mention in this section. First, the data applied in this 
research will be primary by nature – intended as “data originated by the researcher specifically to 
address the research problem” (Malhotra et al., 2012, p. 115). This was chosen to ensure that the data 
is capable of adequately and comprehensively answering the research question. No secondary data 
was found to sufficiently satisfy this requirement. Second, the data used to answer the research 
question will be treated quantitatively. This choice follows naturally from the objective of the 
research question, which is to examine the (potential) causal link between the use of metaphorical 
communication and equity crowdfunding success (cf. section 1.4. & chapter 4). Importantly in this 
regard, a significant part of this study relates to operationalising the use of metaphorical 
communication in equity crowdfunding campaigns in a quantitative manner. This is done through the 
development and use of a reliable, context-sensitive and non-computerised content analytical 
instrument (Ryan & Bernard, 2000; Krippendorff, 2004), which will be elaborated in much more 
detail in section 5.2.2. The remaining variables are more straight-forward to operationalise for 
quantitative analysis as will be evident from – and explained in detail in – section 5.2.1., 5.2.3, and 
5.2.4.  

2.4. Level of Analysis  

It has been argued by strategic management scholars that a micro–macro divide exists in terms of 
methods and theories within the field (Aguinis et al., 2011), although such distinction can be less 
rigid and instead may fall along a continuum (Guerras-Martín et al., 2014). On the one hand, the 
micro-domain concentrates mainly its research questions and analyses on within-organisation issues, 
including primarily the individual and group levels (e.g. microfoundations). On the other hand, the 
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macro-domain is concerned primarily with the organisational or firm-level of analysis (e.g. industrial 
organisation). (e.g. Molina-Azorín, 2014). In between these two ‘ends’ of the continuum are 
perspectives such as the knowledge-based view and agency theory (Guerras-Martín et al., 2014). 
Guerras-Martín et al. (2014) additionally consider another axis representing a divide between an 
internal (firm factors; e.g. resource-based-view) and external (environmental attributes; e.g. industrial 
organisation) focus falling, again, along a continuum (see Guerras-Martín et al., 2014, p. 71 for an 
illustration). Along these lines, considering the level of analysis of the focal study, it has 
predominantly an internal focus and, importantly, falls in the upper-end of the continuum representing 
a macro-level of analysis. That is, the concern of this paper is focused on firm-specific factors (i.e. 
whether a firm’s use of metaphorical communication impacts its funding success in an equity 
crowdfunding setting) at the organisational level (i.e. considering the firms’ actions in terms of their 
use of metaphorical communication). This is an important positioning, and it will shine through 
throughout the rest of this paper in a similar way as the elements described in the preceding sections 
of this chapter.  
 
 
 
 
 

  



Page 8 

3.  Literature Review 
To allow for a detailed assessment of the role of metaphorical communication in an equity 
crowdfunding setting, a basic understanding of both concepts is essential. In this chapter, therefore, 
the core elements of these two streams of literature will be examined. As such, section 3.1. 
investigates literature related to dynamics and success-drivers of equity crowdfunding, while section 
3.2. provides a theoretical conceptualisation of metaphorical communication and elaborates on how 
it can be used as a sensegiving and –making tool to (potentially) influence various outcomes.  

3.1. Dynamics & Success-Drivers in Equity Crowdfunding  

3.1.1.   New Ventures’ Quest for Financing  

When a new venture is established, it requires a substantial amount of resources to gain a solid 
foothold to thrive and survive. Considering this, one of the most critical resources is access to capital. 
(Cassar, 2004; Denis, 2004; Florin et al., 2003; Gompers & Lerner, 2004; Gorman & Sahlman, 1989; 
Kortum & Lerner, 2001; Paschen, 2017). In this regard, several funding methods exist and have been 
assessed by entrepreneurship scholars. These methods can be grouped into two overall categories, 
namely debt and equity financing. Debt financing has received much attention in literature and has 
been shown to have some distinct advantages over its counterpart, equity financing. The advantages 
include a lower probability of intellectual property leakage (Townsend, 1979), retainment of control 
within the firm (Ueda, 2004), and that it can be less expensive on an after-tax basis (Graham, 2000). 
However, despite these advantages to equity financing, debt financing is often difficult to achieve for 
new ventures (e.g. Robb & Robinson, 2014), caused mainly by agency problems derived from 
asymmetric information and conflicting interests between borrower and lender (Brealey et al., 1977; 
Myers, 1977; Ross, 1973; Smith & Warner, 1979), along with the ventures’ liability of newness 
(Stichcombe, 1965). As such, entrepreneurship scholars have instead largely focused on equity 
financing (Drover et al., 2017).  

In relation to equity financing, four sources of capital have historically been the most commonly 
used amongst new ventures (e.g. Denis, 2004) and are often sought at different growth phases of the 
funding life cycle (e.g. Rossi, 2014). In the initial stage of the life of a venture, informal financing is 
often used. This typically include the founders’ own funds and those of friends, family and ‘fools.’ 
(e.g. Berger & Udell, 1998; Kotha & George, 2012). As these funds are generally scarce, the 
entrepreneurs often need to turn to other capital sources as their businesses grow. The next round of 
funding has often come from BAs (e.g. Maxwell et al., 2011) and VCs (e.g. Shane & Cable, 2002). 
BAs usually provide risk capital at earlier stages than VCs (Sohl, 2007, 2009) which tend to prefer 
later stages as they offer lower risk and shorter exit cycles (Sapienza et al., 1996). Finally, when the 
assumed investment risk has decreased to a very low level since seeding, companies often turn to 
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institutional investors (e.g. Deeds et al., 1997; Huyghebaert & van de Gucht, 2007). However, 
throughout the last couple of decades, it has become increasingly clear that BAs’ and VCs’ focus has 
shifted from early-stage innovative ventures to later-stage investment opportunities. This has largely 
created a ‘financing gap’ occurring when the informal capital funds are running short, and has 
consequently prevented many early-stage ventures from receiving the capital needed to survive and 
thrive. (e.g. Ley & Weaven, 2011; Robb & Robinson, 2014; Van Osnabrugge, 2000). 

FIGURE 1 
Typical Funding Sources Across a Company’s Life Cycle 

Source: Modified from Lukkarinen et al. (2016) and Van Osnabrugge and Robinson (2000).  
Note: The left-hand side axis (’Capital needs of company’) is represented through the bars of the distribution. The right 
hand-side (’Investment risk assumed by the investors’) is represented by the height of the text-boxes.  

3.1.2.   Crowdfunding - Closing the Financing Gap for New Ventures 

In recent years, literature has given increased attention to crowdfunding as a source of capital 
available for new ventures (Belleflamme et al., 2014; Short et al., 2017). Crowdfunding is typically 
sought when informal remedies are no longer sufficient and BAs, VCs and institutional investors still 
consider the transaction costs too high and the investment to be too risky for them to invest in. As 
mentioned above, many projects at this stage have traditionally not received the necessary funding, 
and crowdfunding can thus be said to fill the financing gap between ‘seeding’ and ‘early growth’ (see 
figure 1). (e.g. Hellmann, 2007; Klöhn & Hornuf, 2012; Mollick, 2014; Schwienbacher & Larralde, 
2010). With crowdfunding, the new venture seeks external financing by pooling often small amounts 
of capital from a large audience (‘the crowd’) of which the entrepreneur may or may not have personal 
ties. The entrepreneur thereby avoids relying on soliciting a small group of sophisticated investors 
such as BAs. (Belleflamme et al., 2014). The concept stems from crowdsourcing where the crowd is 
used for idea generation, feedback and solution development of corporate activities (e.g. Bayus, 2013; 
Howe, 2008; Kleemann et al., 2008; Poetz & Schreier, 2012). Crowdfunding can take different forms 
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which vary with the nature of the investment and the expectations of the investors (Short et al., 2017). 
In what has been denoted the ‘patronage model’, funders are essentially acting as philanthropists who 
have no expectations of direct returns for their donations (e.g. Mollick, 2014). The second approach, 
reward-based crowdfunding, is characterised by a situation where the investors receive perks such as 
being given the opportunity to meet the creators, getting their voice heard under creative development 
processes, receiving a sample of the product or receiving early-purchasing rights at beneficial terms 
(e.g. Harrison, 2013; Mollick, 2014). The third model relates to peer-to-peer lending. In the lending 
model, funds are essentially offered as loans incorporating the expectations of the investors to see 
their initial investment returned and, sometimes, to gain some rate of return on their invested capital 
(e.g. Allison et al., 2013; Mollick, 2014). Finally, in equity-based crowdfunding, the entrepreneurs 
treat funders as investors selling them small ownership stakes in the venture (e.g. Ahlers et al., 2015). 
Throughout the last decade, entrepreneurship scholars have focused mainly on the lending model 
(e.g. Allison et al., 2015; Herzenstein et al., 2011a & 2011b; Lin et al., 2013; Lin & Viswanathan 
2015) and on the reward-based approach (e.g. Agrawal et al., 2015; Belleflamme et al., 2014; Burtch 
et al., 2015; Frydrych et al., 2014; Kuppuswamy & Bayus, 2018; Mollick, 2014). Equity 
crowdfunding, however, has received significantly less attention in literature. The reason may be 
ascribed to the fact that U.S. security law until recently prohibited investments by non-accredited 
investors, although the regulatory environments in some other countries have been more favourable 
in this regard (e.g. Hornuf & Schwienbacher 2014, 2017; Klöhn et al., 2016).  

3.1.3.   Equity Crowdfunding & Its Institutional Background 

As mentioned in the preceding section, equity financing has recently emerged as a novel way for new 
ventures to ensure funding in the start-up stage without having to turn to BAs or VCs. In the U.S., a 
major initial step towards legalising equity crowdfunding was taken in April 2012 when the Congress 
signed into law the Jumpstart Our Business Startups (‘JOBS’) Act (Stemler, 2013). The JOBS Act 
focused on improving access to public capital markets for emerging growth companies (Kitchens & 
Torrence, 2012). In the light of equity crowdfunding, the most salient section of the Act is Title III, 
the ‘Capital Raising Online While Deterring Fraud and Unethical Non-Disclosure’ 
(‘CROWDFUND’) Act. It was enacted to allow entrepreneurial and small firms to issue limited 
amounts of equity in their ventures to a large number of investors through online platforms by making 
relatively low dollar offerings of securities less costly. (SEC, 2016). Such actions have previously 
fallen under the Securities Act of 1933 and subsequent legislation, where advertising and selling 
securities to the public was subject to complex registration requirements (Stemler, 2013). Under this 
Act, the cost of an underwritten public offering could often range from $300,000 to more than 
$1,000,000 (Bagley & Dauchy 2003; Sjostrom, 2001), thereby essentially preventing entrepreneurial 
and small firms in need of capital from this type of financing.  
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SEC adopted ‘Regulation Crowdfunding’ to implement the requirements of Title III of the JOBS 
Act in 2015 ultimately taking effect May 16., 2016. (SEC, 2017). As such, with the Regulation 
Crowdfunding in place, companies looking to raise up to $1,070,000 can do so from both accredited 
and unaccredited investors through online crowdfunding platforms (for elaborate details, see SEC, 
2016). As of the time of this writing, the adoption of Regulation Crowdfunding, and thus also equity 
crowdfunding in the U.S., is still a recent phenomenon although it has been prevalent in Europe for 
some years (see e.g. Tuomi & Harrison, 2017). Therefore, the literature assessing equity 
crowdfunding is still scarce. As a result, the succeeding section, which will examine literature on 
success-drivers in equity crowdfunding campaigns, will draw on literature related to its adjacent 
forms of financing, namely donation- and reward-based crowdfunding research along with research 
on VC and BA funding (see figure 1). Indeed, it will also include the limited research done on equity 
crowdfunding. This practice follows that of other scholars (Dorff, 2013; Lukkarinen et al., 2016), and 
is based on the idea that although equity crowdfunding has peculiar characteristics compared to other 
forms of financing, it possesses features overlapping with its neighbouring forms of financing 
(Manchanda & Muralidharan, 2014). 

3.1.4.   Success-Drivers in Equity Crowdfunding Campaigns  

3.1.4.1. Evidence from Crowdfunding Theory 

The price or minimum investment may be the most immediate factor one can expect to affect 
campaign success. Relating to reward-based crowdfunding, Meer (2014) studied charitable giving 
and found that an increased price of giving results in a lower likelihood of a project being funded. 
Along these lines, in a more recent study by Lukkarinen et al. (2016) focusing on equity-based 
crowdfunding, it was determined that the smallest investment amount one can pay to become an 
investor is negatively associated with the two success measures of total amount raised and number of 
investors. Yet, looking again at more donation-oriented causes, Saxton and Wang (2014) did not find 
any significant relation between price and funding success. Hornuf and Neuenkirch (2017) examined 
pricing decisions in light of the investors’ willingness to pay looking at the platform Innovestment, 
which in contrast to most other equity crowdfunding platforms runs a multi-unit second-price auction 
where backers can specify the price of an investment ticket. They found that willingness to pay was 
influenced by several factors, including e.g. campaign characteristics and investor sophistication, 
whereas other factors such as geographic distance and sniping at the end of an auction did not have 
an effect. Despite the potential for lower prices to attract more funding from the masses, Hu et al. 
(2015) found that high-type buyers choose the high-price option and that top 10 % of buyers 
contribute the majority of funds. This result points towards implementing several pricing options 
catering the masses and those willing to fund at a high-price option.  
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Funding target refers to the ventures’ target funding amount from its crowdfunding campaign. 
On some crowdfunding platforms, the entrepreneurs receive the funding only if their goal is achieved 
(the ‘all-or-nothing’ model) whereas on others, the entrepreneurs receive the collected funds no 
matter if their goal is achieved or not (the ‘keep-it-all’ model) (Cumming et al., 2015). In relation to 
the former, the ventures are often allowed to set a lower and an upper threshold. (ibid.). The empirical 
findings relating funding target to campaign success differ depending on the form of crowdfunding. 
Studies assessing reward- and donation-based crowdfunding platforms have found that success of a 
campaign is positively associated with realistic, lower funding targets (Hörisch, 2015; Mollick, 2014; 
Zheng et al., 2014). These results were supported by Ahlers et al. (2015) who examined the 
phenomenon in equity crowdfunding. In contrast, Lukkarinen et al., (2016) also examined this in 
equity crowdfunding and found that investors seemed to prefer campaigns with higher funding 
targets. Hakenes and Schlegel (2014) argue that in equity and debt-based crowdfunding, setting a 
higher target might provide security to funders as their investment only will materialise if the lower 
threshold is achieved signifying many people finding the campaign valuable. Belleflamme et al. 
(2014) moreover found that lower targets are superior in reward-based campaigns and higher targets 
in equity crowdfunding. However, Vismara (2016) points out that aside from the funding target, 
signifying the potential of the company through selling smaller fractions of the ventures (i.e. retaining 
equity) is positively related to campaign success in equity crowdfunding.  

Campaign duration has been subject to mixed results when related to campaign success. 
Assessing equity crowdfunding, Lukkarinen et al. (2016) found that the length of a campaign is 
negatively associated with number of investors although no significant relation was found when using 
amount raised as success criteria. Mollick (2014) and Kim et al. (2016) equally found an inverse 
relation between the length of a campaign and its success in reward-based crowdfunding. Hörisch 
(2015), however, came to the opposite conclusion. The impact of duration on campaign success may 
differ by geography. Zheng et al. (2014) examined U.S. and Chinese data, and found no significant 
effect of campaign duration in their U.S. dataset, but found a significant positive relation in the 
Chinese dataset.  

Another important factor assessed in literature is signals of quality of the campaign. Assessing 
donation- and reward-based crowdfunding campaigns, Hobbs et al. (2016), Mollick (2014), and 
Mollick and Nanda (2016) all found evidence that signals of quality and preparedness were positively 
associated with achieving funding targets. Such signals included having a video and pictures present 
in the campaign, presenting a detailed text description, proofread, and timely updates. It has later 
been argued that as it has become mainstream (and sometimes even required) to have videos in 
reward-based crowdfunding campaigns, its effect may have diminished (Frydrych et al., 2014) and 
can even negatively influence the success of a campaign (Kim et al., 2016). For both reward- and 
equity-based crowdfunding, sending signals that can reduce the uncertainty of the funders is essential 



Page 13 

(Ahlers et al., 2015; Hobbs et al., 2016; Mollick, 2014). Such signals include e.g. the provision of 
elaborate information about risks and references to traditional equity investment terms.  

Along the lines of signalling quality, the rhetoric and linguistics applied in a campaign has also 
been shown to impact campaign success. Using Aristotle's concept of ethos, pathos, and logos, 
Tirdatov (2014) assessed rhetorical means of persuasion used in reward-based campaigns and found 
that the most funded projects all included elements of both ethos, pathos, and logos. More generally, 
Kim et al. (2016) assessed the impact of the ability to communicate credible claims in campaigns and 
found that words demonstrating precision and distinction were positively related to success, whereas 
words demonstrating a greater level of complexity and personal speculation were negatively affecting 
campaign success. Ciuchta et al. (2016) assessed how venture quality information and social 
information impact the willingness of funders to support a crowdfunding project, and found that using 
positive words to describe the venture was positively associated with the inclination to fund projects.  

Recently, scholars have also directed their attention to references to an exit strategy along with 
the provision of financials in determining success of equity-based crowdfunding campaigns. Ahlers 
et al. (2015) examined the former but found no significant relationship between proposed exit channel 
and campaign success. However, in relation to the latter, both Ahlers et al. (2015) and Mollick (2014) 
found that a lack of provision of financials negatively impacted crowdfunding success measured as 
number of investors and amount raised, respectively. Assessing equity-based crowdfunding 
campaigns, Lukkarinen et al. (2016) found a positive, albeit small, relationship between the provision 
of financials and the number of investors. However, they did not find any significant relation when 
comparing to amount raised.  

Some evidence also exists that project concept and offering affects crowdfunding success. 
Belleflamme et al. (2013) found that projects offering products are more successful in attracting 
capital than those offering services. More so, examining reward-based projects Chen et al. (2016) 
compared success in achieving donations between utilitarian (functional) and hedonic (aesthetic, 
experiential, and joyful) products and found that the former tends to outperform the latter in this 
regard. In the more recent study within equity-crowdfunding, Lukkarinen et al. (2016) found that 
ventures with a business-to-consumer (‘B2C’) orientation are more likely than ventures with 
business-to-business (‘B2B’) orientation to succeed.  

Aligned with the project concept and offering is the organisational form. Specifically, at least in 
reward-based crowdfunding, non-profit organisations or organisations with a social oriented 
background tend to be more successful in raising funds than companies of other forms (Belleflamme 
et al., 2013, 2014; Hörisch, 2015; Pitschner & Pitschner-Finn, 2014). However, there is some 
evidence of a negative correlation between the non-profit organisation’s size and its crowdfunding 
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donations (Saxton & Wang, 2014), thus suggesting that smaller non-profit organisations may be more 
successful in raising funds through crowdfunding than larger ones.  

Social capital of the entrepreneurial venture has been examined with varying results in terms of 
how it affects campaign success. Whereas many scholars have found a significant positive 
relationship between the degree of social capital and campaign success (e.g. Lehner, 2014; Mollick, 
2014; Saxton & Wang, 2014; Vismara, 2016; Zheng et al., 2014), others have not been able to find 
such relationship (e.g. Ahlers et al., 2015). Kaartemo (2017) suggests that the variation in results may 
be attributable to differences in how social capital is operationalised by different scholars. Those 
operationalising it as an entrepreneur’s social network ties generally seem to find a positive 
relationship, whereas scholars operationalising it in other ways have not been able to find any 
significant relationship. Specifically assessing equity crowdfunding, Lukkarinen et al. (2016) 
determined that making posts about the ongoing crowdfunding campaign on the ventures’ social 
media page on Facebook was significantly positively related to campaign success. In a similar setting, 
Nevin et al. (2017) found that social media activity and engagement with the crowd is positively 
related to overall funding of the campaign. All these studies, however, relate to online social capital. 
As such, the offline social capital, including the existing fan-base, friends and family has also been 
determined to be positively related to campaign success (Agrawal et al., 2015; Hills, 2015; Quero & 
Ventura, 2015). Finally, internal social capital within the crowdfunding network has also been 
examined in literature. It seems to be generally agreed that building internal social capital, e.g. by 
backing other entrepreneurs’ projects, has a positive impact on campaign success (Bœuf et al., 2014; 
Colombo et al., 2015; Zheng et al., 2014, 2016).  

Another factor that has been shown to impact campaign success is geographical location of the 
venture. Agrawal et al. (2015) assessed successful reward-based crowdfunding campaigns and found 
evidence that a greater proximity between funders and capital-seekers was positively related to 
funding success. Importantly, however, and in relation to the offline social capital as assessed above, 
they also found that the proximity was greatest at the beginning of the campaign which might be 
explained by the degree of offline social capital (i.e. family and friends). Other scholars have equally 
found a positive relation between geographical proximity and campaign success (Kim et al., 2016; 
Lin & Viswanathan, 2013; Mendes-Da-Silva et al., 2016; Mollick, 2014). In addition, there is some 
evidence that proximity is not the only geographical factor affecting campaign success. For example, 
some cities have been found to be associated with higher success than others (Bœuf et al., 2014) and 
shared cultural capital (e.g. language, values and norms) has equally been shown to positively impact 
funding success (Lehner, 2014).  

In addition to the elements assessed above, several other factors have also been examined in 
literature and do, albeit briefly, deserve mention here as to ensure the full overview. First, literature 
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on traditional banking points towards a gender discrimination of lenders against female borrowers 
(e.g. Blanchflower et al., 2003; Cavalluzzo et al., 2002). This phenomenon has been assessed in a 
peer-to-peer lending setting both in the U.S. (e.g. Duarte et al., 2012; Pope & Sydnor, 2011) and in 
Germany (Barasinska & Schäfer, 2014). The studies carried out in the U.S., however, pointed towards 
that female borrowers were more likely to obtain funding then males, whereas the study in the light 
of the German market finds no significant effect on gender as determining campaign success. Second, 
one study has assessed the importance of intellectual capital as a signalling mechanism on campaign 
success in an equity-based setting. In particular, Ahlers et al. (2015) followed Silverman and Baum 
(2002) and Baum and Silverman (2004) in measuring this as whether a venture was granted a patent 
or not. They found no significant relation towards campaign success. Third, Meer (2014) and Parker 
(2014) show that competition on the platform as measured by alternative investment or donation 
opportunities has a positive influence on campaign success. Fourth, there is some evidence of the 
importance of copying - where uninformed crowdfunders follow other backers’ donation or 
investment decisions (Parker 2014) along with the projects featured by the platform (Mollick, 2014). 
Fifth, general agreement has been found across crowdfunding forms that early success seems to relate 
positively to eventual campaign success in that investment propensity rises as the cumulative capital 
raised increases (Agrawal et al., 2015; Colombo et al., 2015; Zhang & Liu, 2012). Sixth, Cumming 
and Johan (2013) found that timing plays an important role. Specifically, on all-or-nothing platforms, 
late investors tend to support campaigns with many investors which are close to their targets. Seventh, 
some scholars provide evidence that project category may influence campaign success. As such, 
Calic and Mosakowski (2016) found that projects with an a social or an environmental sustainability 
orientation in reward-based crowdfunding are positively related to campaign success. However, this 
was only true for technology projects, and not those within the film and video category. Indeed, 
Hörisch (2015) also examined reward-based crowdfunding and found no such relationship. Along 
these lines, and eight, number of project categories was determined by Leung and Sharkey (2014) to 
affect campaign success. Specifically, on platforms where fund-seekers can select multiple project 
categories, doing so was found to negatively impact the attractiveness of the campaign to funders. 
Finally, literature has also assessed how rewards and reward-levels impact campaign success. 
Although the number of reward-levels have been shown to positively impact campaign success 
(Mollick & Nanda, 2016), it has also been found that the underlying quality of the rewards are 
important (Hobbs et al., 2016; Hörisch, 2015). Supporting this, Chen et al. (2016) found that fewer 
meaningful reward-levels were positively impacting campaign success. While these studies all relate 
to reward-based crowdfunding, Vismara (2016) assessed the phenomenon in the light of equity 
crowdfunding and found that offering rewards to investors is not affecting the probability of campaign 
success.  
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3.1.4.2. Evidence from Research on Business Angel & Venture Capitalist Decision Criteria 

In contrast to research on crowdfunding, literature assessing investment criteria of BAs and VCs 
spans across multiple decades. Although investment criteria applied by individual VCs and, 
especially, individual BAs do, by their very nature, differ, some general patterns can be found in 
literature. These general patterns, however, tend to overlap significantly between different BAs and 
VCs and can be boiled down to five overall categories. (e.g. Sudek, 2006).  

First, as commonly identified in literature, characteristics of the entrepreneur constitute one key 
decision criteria used by BAs (Bachher & Guild, 1996; Chen et al., 2009; Feeney et al., 1999; Haines 
et al., 2003; Harrison et al., 1997; Hsu et al., 2014; Mason & Harrison, 1996, 2002; Mason & Stark, 
2004; Maxwell et al., 2014; Mitteness et al., 2012; Paul et al., 2007; Prowse, 1998; Stedler & Peters, 
2003; Sudek, 2006; Van Osnabrugge, 2000; Warnick et al., 2018) and VCs (Dautzenberg & Reger, 
2010; Hall & Hofer, 1993; MacMillan et al., 1985, 1987; Robinson, 1987; Timmons et al., 1987) in 
assessing investment opportunities of new ventures. Sudek (2006) studied BA decision criteria and 
identified passion, commitment and trustworthiness of the entrepreneur as key characteristics utilised 
by angel investors in making up their mind. The importance of trustworthiness was supported by 
other scholars including Harrison et al. (1997), Prowse (1998) and Maxwell et al. (2014). Warnick et 
al. (2018) found openness to feedback to be important for BAs. Bachher & Guild (1996) found, 
amongst other characteristics, the entrepreneur’s track record, industry experience and technical 
knowledge to be important for BAs. These authors also examined VCs decision making in relation to 
the entrepreneur and found characteristics such as commitment to success, familiarity with product 
and market, willingness to work and cooperate with investors, and managerial capabilities and 
business awareness to be important drivers. Also, Chen et al. (2009) found entrepreneur preparedness 
to be a key driver of achieving VC funding, although they did not find support that passion had any 
effect on attracting VC funding, which contrasts with literature related to BA funding.  

Team characteristics is the second main category determined to affect BAs’ (Feeney et al., 1999; 
Landström, 1998; Mason & Harrison, 2002; Sudek, 2006) and VCs’ (Franke et al., 2008; Goslin & 
Barge, 1986; Hall & Hofer, 1993; MacMillan et al., 1985, 1987; Robinson, 1987; Timmons et al., 
1987; Tyebjee & Bruno, 1984) investment decisions. Sudek (2006) argued that the literature of the 
time lacked a fundamental knowledge about which of the underlying attributes of the management 
team were important in terms of BAs’ decision criteria. He assessed this in detail and found passion, 
survivability, and openness of the team to be the three most important factors in this regard for BA 
investment decision making. Despite Sudek’s (2006) argument, prior literature related to BAs’ 
investment decisions, albeit limited, found factors such as credibility (Mason & Harrison, 2002) and 
market, administrative, financial and production capabilities (Landström, 1998) to be important. In 
addition, literature on VC funding decisions related to the management team has shown that industry 
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experience and a mixed educational background consisting of both engineering and management 
expertise are important (Franke et al., 2008; Goslin & Barge, 1986).  

 Third, characteristics of the market have also been determined important for both BAs (Bachher 
& Guild, 1996; Mason & Harrison, 1994; Stedler & Peters, 2003; Sudek, 2006; Van Osnabrugge & 
Robinson, 2000) and VCs (Hall & Hofer, 1993; MacMillan et al., 1987; Robinson, 1987; Timmons 
et al., 1987; Tyebjee & Bruno, 1984) in their investment decision making. For example, Bachher and 
Guild (1996) assessed the importance of market characteristics to BAs and found that an attractive 
growth potential of the market along with the venture satisfying an existing market need, to be two 
core underlying elements. The importance of growth potential was supported by both Van 
Osnabrugge and Robinson (2000) and Sudek (2006) who further point to the importance of the market 
being a niche. Related to VC research, market size and growth rates that provide the fundament for 
strong revenue growth and value generation are generally preferred (Bachher & Guild, 1986; Tyebjee 
& Bruno, 1981).  

Also, and fourth, product characteristics have equally been determined important for both BAs 
(Bachher & Guild, 1996; Landström, 1998; Mason & Harrison, 2002; Mason & Stark, 2004; Van 
Osnabrugge, 2000) and VCs (Hall & Hofer, 1993; MacMillan et al., 1987; Robinson, 1987; Shepherd 
& Zacharakis, 1999; Timmons et al., 1987; Tyebjee & Bruno, 1984) in deciding on which ventures 
to fund. For example, Landström (1998) found that for BAs the uniqueness of the product is prime, 
while Van Osnabrugge (2000) highlights quality and protectability as two core product features 
related to achieving BA funding. In addition, Khan (1987) found that a product with a new ‘twist’ 
was important for VCs in their decision making. In a similar vein, Shepherd and Zacharakis (1999) 
point towards product differentiation as important for VCs. A number of scholars have also found 
that it is important for VCs as selection criteria that the venture possesses patents (e.g. MacMillan et 
al., 1985; Nadeau, 2010). Furthermore, MacMillan et al. (1987) noted the importance of the products 
having demonstrated market acceptance.  

Fifth, and finally, financial factors have been found to be an important element in decision 
making of both BAs (Bachher & Guild, 1996; Denis, 2004; Feeney et al., 1999; Landström, 1998; 
Mason & Harrison, 2003; Mason & Stark, 2004; Sudek, 2006; Van Osnabrugge, 2000) and VCs 
(Gompers & Lerner, 1999; Hall & Hofer, 1993; MacMillan et al., 1985, 1987; Murray, 1999; 
Robinson, 1987; Timmons et al., 1987; Tyebjee & Bruno, 1984; Zacharakis & Meyer, 2000; Zider, 
1998). For example, Mason and Harrison (1996) found that flawed or unrealistic financial projections 
along with a non-viable business proposition are factors that will deter BAs. In addition, other factors 
such as the size of investment expected from the investor (e.g. Bachher & Guild, 1996) and high 
margins of the business (e.g. Van Osnabrugge, 2000) were found prime to BA investment decisions. 
Indeed, both VC and BA literature point towards the importance of the rate of return and expected 
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risk associated with the returns (e.g. Denis, 2004; Gompers & Lerner, 1999; MacMillan et al., 1985; 
Sudek, 2006). Moreover, for VC related investment decisions, cash out potential (e.g. MacMillan et 
al., 1985) and overall investment size (e.g. Tyebjee & Bruno, 1984) have also been highlighted as 
important determinants.  

On a final note, the relative importance that BAs and VCs place on each of the five overall 
categories have also been addressed in literature. In general, literature suggests that both BAs and 
VCs perceive the entrepreneur and the management team as the most important (e.g. Bachher & 
Guild, 1996; MacMillan et al. 1985; Mason & Harrison, 1994; Stedler & Peters, 2003; Streletzki & 
Schulte, 2013; Zacharakis & Meyer, 2000), although it has also been suggested that BAs put more 
emphasis on the aforementioned categories while VCs put more emphasis on the market and product 
categories (Sudek, 2006).  

3.2. Sensegiving through Metaphorical Communication  

3.2.1.   Conceptualising Metaphorical Communication 

The concept of ‘metaphor’ is a figure of speech and was first consciously interpreted by Aristotle 
who deemed it a sign of language mastery and intelligence, although he also noted that it is merely 
an ornamental concept appropriate primarily for poetry (Aristotle, 1952, trans.). In his view, the 
metaphor is essentially a substitute for literal statements or is used to express existing similarities 
thereby creating a comparison of literal truth between two or more elements (McGlone, 2003, 2007; 
Miller, 1993). This view of Aristotle was challenged many years later when Breal (1899), Richards 
(1936) and Black (1962), respectively, disregarded this traditional view perceiving a metaphor as 
being a mere ornament, and instead argued that it operates at a more granular level of conceptual 
structure. Richards (1936) proposed that the term used metaphorically can be denoted the ‘vehicle’, 
the term to which the vehicle is applied the ‘tenor’, and the meaning of the underlying metaphor the 
‘ground’. Building on this, in Black’s (1962) view, rather than acting as substitutes for literal 
statements and functioning merely as a figurative comparison, metaphors establish an interaction 
between its underlying elements. Specifically, a metaphor creates an interaction between the tenor 
and the vehicle, in which the vehicle is framed through the social construction of the tenor (Landau 
& Keefer, 2014) thereby discerning the tenor in terms of the vehicle to create a ground that combines 
the two elements’ shared conceptual characteristics which allows it to exceed the underlying literal 
meaning (McGlone, 2007). Black’s (1962) view has gained solid ground despite frequent critics for 
being vague in its account of figurative transcendence (Gentner, 1983; Ortony, 1979; McGlone, 2007; 
McGlone & Manfredi, 2001; Wolff & Gentner, 1992).  

Much literature has since debated how the tenor and the vehicle interact in generating metaphoric 
meaning. That is, the cognitive processes underlying the use and understanding of non-literal 
language. This has led to two different views, comprising the conceptual metaphor view (Ahrens, 
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2002, 2010; Bowdle & Gentner, 2005; Coulson & Van Petten, 2002; Lakoff, 1987, 1993, 2002; 
Lakoff & Johnson, 1980, 1998; Lakoff & Turner, 1989; Gibbs, 1992, 1994) and the attributive 
categorisation view (Gluckberg et al., 1997; Keysar et al., 2000; McGlone, 1996; McGlone & 
Manfredi, 2001). In the conceptual metaphor view, metaphorical expressions are perceived to be 
present in the human mind, actions and thought and are structured in conceptual metaphors (Lakoff 
& Johnson, 1980). Metaphors are instantiations of conceptual mappings and understood by mapping 
two conceptual knowledge domains - including a target domain, which is often abstract, and a source 
domain, which typically is more familiar and tangible (e.g. Kövecses, 2003; McGlone, 1996). As 
such, figurative expressions tend to cluster systematically around conceptual metaphors (McGlone, 
1996), and our comprehension of linguistic metaphors essentially becomes a recognition process 
(Gibbs, 1994). For example, consider metaphorical expressions such as “Your claims are 
indefensible”, “He attacked every weak point in my argument” and “His criticisms were right on 
target”. These can all be traced back to the conceptual metaphor “ARGUMENT IS WAR1” which 
represents an argument as something that is fought and desirably also won. (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980, 
p. 5). The way the three examples of metaphorical expressions are comprehended according to this 
view is a two-step process. The first step is the cognitive recognition of them as being instances of 
the conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR. The second step is to use the conceptual mappings 
the conceptual metaphor evokes, thereby mapping the underlying correspondences. This allows the 
interpreter to derive meaning from the conceptual metaphor to the metaphorical expression, and then 
to use it to make sense of a complex target domain (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980). In contrast, the 
attributive categorisation view holds that metaphors such as “Our marriage is a rollercoaster ride” is 
not derived from conceptual metaphors (‘LOVE IS A JOURNEY’ in this example), but rather 
understood as category-inclusion assertions taking the form ‘X is a Y’. As such, the vehicle (e.g. 
rollercoaster ride) is perceived to refer to an underlying category of its literal meaning (e.g. ‘scary’ 
or ‘exciting’ for the rollercoaster ride) which is used as an ‘attributive category’ that provides 
properties which are assigned to the tenor (e.g. marriage). When used extensively, the attributive 
category referent of the vehicle can sometimes become an additional conventional meaning of the 
term. (see e.g. McGlone, 2007). 

Despite the discussions in literature related to the definition of metaphors and to how 
metaphorical expressions are cognitively comprehended, it has also been assessed how broad the 
classification of the more general category of metaphorical communication should be. Recently, 
König et al. (2017a) proposed that metaphorical communication is a structural form of discursive 
framing that “(…) denotes all figurative linguistic expressions that convey thoughts and feelings by 
describing one domain, A, through another domain, B” (p. 2.), where domain B is often more clearly 

                                                
1 Following the practice of Lakoff and his colleagues, uppercase titles are used to highlight conceptual metaphors. 
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delineated, concrete and easy-to-grasp than domain A. This definition is aligned with that of Corbett 
and Connors (1999), who proposed that to classify as an element of metaphorical communication 
thoughts and feelings need to compare “something unfamiliar [...] with something familiar” (p. 95). 
Under these definitions, which combined align much with Black’s (1962) view on metaphors as 
examined above, it is not uncommon in literature to go beyond metaphors as elements of metaphorical 
communication. In particular, elements such as similes and analogies have equally been attributed to 
metaphorical communication as they instantiate cognitive processes which are similar in nature to 
those induced by metaphors (e.g., König et al., 2017a, 2017b; Pondy, 1983; Sopory & Dillard, 2002). 
Corbett and Connors (1999) distinguish the terms by degree of explicitness and comparison. They 
hold that metaphors – as an element of metaphorical communication – are linguistic, implicit 
comparisons of the form ‘A is B’; similes are closely related to metaphors, although they distinguish 
themselves by being explicit in the form ‘A is like B’; and, finally, analogies are extensions of the 
two other forms of comparisons that transfer a causal pattern from a familiar domain to a less familiar 
one. Other potential elements of metaphorical communication comprise idioms (expressions that over 
time have become fixed), metonymies (expressions in which one entity is replaced with another entity 
that it is associated with) and synecdoche (expressions in which one part is used to stand for the 
whole, and vice versa) (Sopory & Dillard, 2002). These, however, is usually considered distinct from 
metaphorical language, although such distinction can sometimes vary. For example, Sopory and 
Dillard (2002) did not include any of the three elements as part of metaphorical communication, 
whereas König et al. (2017a) considered metonymies an element of metaphorical communication.  

On a final note in conceptualising metaphorical communication, the novelty of metaphors and 
metaphorical communication is important for use in this paper and thus deserves a brief assessment. 
In contrast to novel (or innovative) metaphors (e.g. Black, 1962; Ricoeur, 1981) which are said to 
generate new knowledge about the target domain (or the tenor), dead (black, 1962) or 
conventionalised (Dirven, 1982; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Searle, 1979) metaphors are metaphoric 
expressions which used to be novel, but has become so familiar and habitual that we no longer are 
aware of their metaphoric nature and instead start using them as literal terms (Tsoukas, 1991). An 
example is the term ‘organisation’ (from organon, which means ‘tool’ in Greek), which e.g. is widely 
used to refer to – and understood as – a company or firm (ibid.). According to Rorty (1989) many, if 
not most, utterances in our everyday language constitute dead metaphors. As such, when dead 
metaphors are used in language, its original meaning is bypassed and what used to be the metaphorical 
utterance meaning is replaced with a new literal meaning of the dead metaphor (Searle, 1979). 

3.2.2.   Metaphorical Communication as a Sensegiving Tool  

Vast cognitive linguists and organisational literature have pointed out that metaphorical 
communication can aid a communicator in untangling complex messages, guiding the awareness of  
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receivers, and advantageously influencing the receivers’ positive attitudes of the message (see Landau 
et al., 2010). This, therefore, is a tool by which a communicator in a deliberate manner can shape the 
interpretations of others in their sensemaking process (Cornelissen & Werner, 2014; Sopory & 
Dillard, 2002) – what Gioia and Chittipeddi (1991), broadly speaking, denote ‘sensegiving’. The 
underlying reasoning is that metaphorical communication helps the receivers of the communicated 
message to make sense of information as they are introduced to something novel by reference to 
something more tangible and less abstract (e.g. König et al., 2017a), which in turn allows the receivers 
to gain a deeper awareness, understanding and retention of the communicated messages (Ortony, 
1975). Eventually, it therefore also holds the potential to align the responses of the receiver to the 
goals of the communicators (Antonakis et al., 2011). However, despite these positive effects of using 
metaphorical communication, cognitive linguists have also argued that metaphorical communication 
may be subject to some adverse shortcomings (e.g. Merkl-Davies & Koller, 2012; Ramsay, 2004; 
Steen, 2011). Hamington (2009) raised concern about the way metaphors structure meaning in 
business, and argue that metaphors are conceptual reductions that require shared understanding to 
function as originally intended by the communicator. Similarly, Black (1962) and Shenkar et al. 
(2008) have pointed out that metaphors fail to provide detail and precision, and never 
comprehensively and consistently represent the target domain or concept as intended.  

Despite these potential drawbacks associated with metaphorical communication, however, 
scholars tend to find support primarily on its positive attributes and ranges from fields as diverse as 
management (e.g. Antonakis et al., 2012; Cornelissen et al., 2011, 2012; Cornelissen & Werner, 
2014; Den Hartog & Verburg 1997; Gavetti et al., 2005; Gioia et al., 1994; König et al., 2017a; 
Miller, 2012; Walz, 2014; Weick, 1998), over politics (Graesser et al., 1989; Voss et al., 1992) to 
advertisement (Boozer et al., 1991; Miller, 2012; Stern, 1988). For example, Gavetti et al., (2005) 
investigated how the use of analogical reasoning can be beneficial in aiding strategy-makers to 
discover powerful competitive positions when faced with novel and complex environments. Amongst 
other things, the authors found that analogical reasoning were particularly powerful for managers 
who pay attention to peculiar industry characteristics in transferring meaning from one industry to 
another, although following the analogy too rigidly can be dysfunctional. However, König et al. 
(2017a) examined the effect on infomediaries’ statements caused by chief executive officers’ (CEOs) 
use of metaphorical communication in quarterly earning calls, and found that CEOs’ use of 
metaphorical communication positively influenced the post-assessments made by journalists, but 
negatively affected the post-assessments made by securities analysts. In addition, the authors 
determined that the effects were strengthened as firms’ performance fell behind market expectations. 
This, therefore, suggests that context matters as to when the effect of applying metaphorical 
communication can be expected to align with the intention of the communicator.   
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4.  Metaphorical Communication & Funding Success: 
Development of Hypotheses 

Building on the two different streams of literature examined in the previous chapter, sensegiving in 
an entrepreneurial setting can be a challenging exercise, as the entrepreneurs “operate at the edge of 
what they do not know” (Hill & Levenhagen, 1995, p. 1057) and are confronted with low legitimacy 
(Low & Abrahamson, 1997) and external validation (Stone & Brush, 1996) due to the novelty and 
uniqueness of the venture (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994). This requires from the entrepreneurs to “offer 
plausible explanations of current and future equivocal events as non-equivocal interpretations” 
(Gartner et al., 1992, p. 17) by constructing a mental model or shared vision comprehending the 
venture’s business environment (Hill & Levenhagen, 1995) and conveying this to others while 
(potentially) influencing their interpretations as to gain their support (Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001).  

4.1. Metaphorical Communication & Funding Success 

In developing a shared vision, the entrepreneurs not only make sense of their ideas, but 
simultaneously build a foundation for giving sense and for justifying the potential and legitimacy of 
the ventures (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Hill & Levenhagen, 1995; Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001). During 
this sensemaking and -giving process (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991), the entrepreneurs are constrained 
by operating in often uncertain and ambiguous environments (Mintzberg, 1978; Mitton, 1989) under 
which language may not sufficiently allow them to communicate their intuitive concepts (Mintzberg, 
1978; Ortony, 1975) and their “vague feelings” (Bird, 1989, p. 41). Relating to this deficit in the 
sensemaking and -giving process of new ventures, metaphorical communication can be an important 
mean to build the ideas and transfer them to the public domain to achieve shared understanding 
(Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Cornelissen & Clarke, 2010; Hill & Levenhagen, 1995; Lounsbury & Glynn, 
2001). In this regard, through the sensemaking process metaphorical communication can help the 
receivers by introducing something “novel by reference to something already known” (Foster-Pedley 
et al., 2005, p. 44), because it allows the receivers to achieve a deeper understanding and retention of 
the intended message (Hill & Levenhagen, 1995; Ortony, 1975), thereby reducing the perceived 
uncertainty resulting from the limited legitimacy. Therefore, the use of metaphorical communication 
can function as a sensegiving tool and, in turn, allow for the constituents to make sense of the venture 
and its product offering. However, in order to gain the support of the constituents, the entrepreneurs 
furthermore need to persuade them about the potential their ventures hold. In this regard, the use of 
metaphorical communication also provides the means to shape and direct the interpretations of the 
constituents (Burke, 1992; Cornelissen & Werner, 2014) and to “influence [their] attitudes” (Zashin 
& Chapman, 1974, p. 309). Therefore, metaphorical communication holds the possibility of not only 
being a foundation for sensegiving and -making, but also for the sender to steer the receivers’ 
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interpretations in a way that align the constituents’ actions with the senders’ aims (e.g. Antonakis et 
al., 2011; De Landtsheer, 2009; Mio, 1997; Read et al., 1990). 

Following this line of argumentation, it is proposed here that entrepreneurs’ use of metaphorical 
communication can lead to higher support levels. This theoretical argument is not inherently new 
(e.g. Hill & Levenhagen, 1995), but the literature addressing it empirically is scant. To the best of the 
author’s knowledge, it is limited to the work of Cornelissen et al. (2012) – building on the ideas of 
Hill and Levenhagen (1995) – who examined sensegiving to investors and employees as a means to 
achieve support for novel ventures. They conducted a micro-ethnographic study assessing how two 
individuals about to start new ventures gave sense to others through speech and gestures. Although 
they found support that metaphors were used in both speech and gesture, their findings were merely 
silent as to how such use of metaphors were related to success in achieving and sustaining support 
for the new ventures. As such, empirical knowledge on the relation between the use of metaphorical 
communication by entrepreneurs and its suggested positive implications in gaining and sustaining 
support remains notional. In this regard, equity crowdfunding platforms may provide a particularly 
good instrument as to address this gap. By design, on equity crowdfunding platforms each venture 
develops its own project campaign in which it can freely describe its project and provide any related 
piece of information to the potential investors (e.g. investment details, perks, industry related data, 
team presentation, and financials, to mention some). To draw a parallel, the project campaigns are 
similar to the more well-known ones from reward-based crowdfunding operators such as Kickstarter, 
although it may vary across platforms. From a sensemaking and -giving perspective, the nature of the 
relationship between the online equity crowdfunding campaigns and the decision making activities 
of the (potential) investors (i.e. invest or not) is unique in that the venture is bound to give sense to 
their projects and influence the actions of the potential investors only through the online campaign, 
which is where the potential investors achieve their information used in their sensemaking process. 
As such, equity crowdfunding campaigns essentially necessitates a clear sensegiving from the 
entrepreneurs in order for the potential investors to make sense of their projects, thereby decreasing 
the initial challenges of a perceived low legitimacy and external validation resulting from the novelty 
and uniqueness of the ventures. Moreover, this allows the entrepreneurs to use their campaign as a 
tool to shape and direct the interpretations of the potential investors.  

Combining these insights, ventures’ use of metaphorical communication in online equity 
crowdfunding campaigns holds the potential to aid the entrepreneurs in their sensegiving process of 
their projects and allows for the constituents to make sense of the projects before making up their 
minds as to invest in a venture or not. It equally allows the entrepreneurs to shape and direct the 
interpretations of the potential investors in order to convince them of the potential of their offerings. 
As such, if a venture uses metaphorical communication it aids the potential investors in understanding 
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the offering while effectively influencing their attitudes about its future potential. With these 
considerations in mind, the following formal hypothesis is proposed.  

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Ceteris paribus, the more (less) a venture uses metaphorical communication 
in its equity crowdfunding campaign, the higher (lower) its funding success  

4.2. The Moderating Effect of Project Complexity 

The theorising in the preceding section rests upon the assumption that the use of metaphorical 
communication as a sensegiving and -making tool is useful for describing novel projects with 
reference to something which is already known (e.g. Foster-Pedley et al., 2005; König et al., 2017a) 
and can be used to steer and shape the constituents’ interpretations of the venture (e.g. Mio, 1997; De 
Landtsheer, 2009; Read et al., 1990). Under these terms, the benefits derived from using metaphorical 
communication include, as mentioned above, the ability for the ventures themselves to give sense to 
the project, and, in turn, for the potential investors to make sense of the projects by allowing them to 
achieve a deeper understanding and retention of the intended message (Hill & Levenhagen, 1995; 
Ortony, 1975), along with the ability to steer the potential investors’ interpretations of the venture in 
a direction favourable to the entrepreneurs in order to gain their support (Antonakis et al., 2011). 
While these considerations are strongly supported in literature (e.g. Landau et al., 2010) and therefore 
formed the basis for the argumentation underlining hypothesis 1, such view does not come without 
its critics. In particular, as presented in section 3.2.2., some cognitive linguists have argued that 
metaphorical communication is subject to some unfavourable shortcomings (e.g. Merkl-Davies & 
Koller, 2012; Ramsay, 2004; Steen, 2011). Most notably, it has been argued that the nature of 
metaphorical communication may instead be destructive to sensemaking as it compares two 
knowledge domains that are socially constructed and never fully equate (e.g. Black, 1962; Shenkar 
et al., 2008). This view on the expected outcomes of metaphorical communication thus presents a 
contrasting perspective to the more conventional one that built the foundation for hypothesis 1. What 
is interesting to notice here is that the two views are essentially opposite ends in which metaphorical 
communication either is thought to have very positive effects (conventional view) or very negative 
ones (critics). Recently, however, scholars have turned to a more contextual perspective of when and 
how metaphorical communication is effective, thereby essentially breaking with the conception of 
the two polar opposite views. To exemplify, in their recent study König et al. (2017a) examined the 
effect on infomediaries’ statements caused by CEOs’ use of metaphorical communication in quarterly 
earning calls, and found that it positively influenced the post-assessments made by journalists, but 
negatively affected the post-assessments made by securities analysts, while the effects were 
strengthened as firms’ performance fell behind market expectations. 

Following this line of thought, this paper takes on a contingency perspective and argues, in the 
context of entrepreneurs’ sensegiving and constituents’ sensemaking of equity crowdfunding 
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projects, that the benefits stemming from the use of metaphorical communication depend upon the 
complexity of the construct which is described, and thus rather advocates a continuum-view than the 
two mutually exclusive and opposing ends mostly assumed in literature. In particular, it is argued 
here that the benefits of using metaphorical communication in equity crowdfunding campaigns is 
highest when plain language is insufficient as a facilitator of sensegiving and sensemaking, whereas 
it is lowest when plain language sufficiently can be used to give and help make sense of projects. As 
such, when ventures use metaphorical communication in conceptualising simple projects (e.g. a 
venture producing and selling bottled wine), the derived effect is low because the constituents do not 
need it to make sense of the project. However, despite the concern raised by some cognitive linguist 
scholars in that the comparison of two domains that do not fully correspond may negatively impact 
the effect of constituents sensemaking, it is argued here that metaphorical communication used to 
give sense to simple projects still have a small positive effect as it continues to hold the ability of the 
sender to shape and direct the interpretations of the potential investors (Cornelissen & Werner, 2014). 
On the contrary, when projects are complex (e.g. a new high-tech company operating at the edge of 
what has been seen before) the use of metaphorical communication instead is a better facilitator than 
plain language of sensegiving by the entrepreneurs and thus positively aids the potential investors in 
their sensemaking of the project. Therefore, when used to give sense to complex projects, the core 
value of metaphorical communication as a sensegiving tool – which in turn facilitates sensemaking 
by the constituents by allowing them to achieve a deeper understanding and retention of the intended 
message – shines through. In this setting, it allows the ventures both to shape and direct the 
interpretations of the potential investors, and at the same time facilitates sensegiving and 
sensemaking.  

As for the case of equity crowdfunding campaign success, the underlying complexity of the 
project therefore moderates the relationship between the use of metaphorical communication and 
funding success, in which the effect of using metaphorical communication is contingent upon the 
need for it to facilitate better sensegiving and sensemaking. It can thus essentially be boiled down to 
a relation between when plain language versus metaphorical communication is superior, and, in this 
regard, the positive effects of hypothesis 1 is argued to be moderated by project complexity. Stated 
formally: 

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Ceteris paribus, the more (less) complex a venture’s project offering, the 
stronger (weaker) the marginal effect of the venture’s use of metaphorical communication on its 
funding success 

These thoughts are summarised in figure 2. The second hypothesis extends the expected and 
more conventional thought of the positive benefits of metaphorical communication (i.e. H1), allowing 
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for a contingency perspective in which context plays an important role as to when metaphorical 
communication most effectively impacts equity crowdfunding success.  

FIGURE 2 
Contingency Model of Equity Crowdfunding Success 
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5.  Research Design 
In this section, the research design, which facilitates testing the hypotheses and, in turn therefore, 
answering the research question portrayed in the introduction, will be presented. In particular, the 
sample will first be described, then the measures will be determined and operationalised, and finally 
the approach used for statistical analysis will be outlined.  

5.1. Sample Process & Characteristics 

The sample used in the focal study constitute 80 venture campaigns and was drawn from the 
population of online equity crowdfunding projects in the United Stated which fell under Regulation 
Crowdfunding, allowing ventures to raise up to $1,070,000 per year from both accredited and 
unaccredited investors through online crowdfunding platforms (cf. section 3.1.3.). Specifically, the 
sample used in this study was collected from the equity crowdfunding platform StartEngine (see 
www.startengine.com), one of the leading players under Regulation Crowdfunding in the U.S. 
(Ivanov & Knyazeva, 2017). StartEngine was one of the initial operators within equity crowdfunding 
in the U.S. when Regulation Crowdfunding took effect on May 16., 2016 (SEC, 2017) and is now the 
second largest equity crowdfunding platform in the country (Ivanov & Knyazeva, 2017). Companies 
in different development stages and from a range of different industries can raise capital through the 
platform. It provides both small online public offerings (i.e. Regulation Crowdfunding) and large 
online public offerings (up to $50M per year) along with initial coin offerings, and operates under an 
‘all-or-nothing’ model, although ventures are allowed to decide on an acceptance range rather than 
an absolute target (StartEngine, 2018a). As for the investors on StartEngine, more than 95 % are un-
accredited. During its few years in the market, StartEngine has had more than 150 companies raising 
nearly $60M on its platform. (StartEngine, 2018b).  

StartEngine was chosen to be the ideal platform to retrieve the sample data from for the focal 
study as it presented several important advantages over other alternate crowdfunding platforms, 
including the largest U.S.-based crowdfunding platform, Wefunder (Ivanov & Knyazeva, 2017). Of 
particular importance for the study at hand, StartEngine maintains detailed records of completed 
campaigns on their website, which contrasts many other equity crowdfunding platforms. This is 
essential as it allows for the retrieval of specific details about the ventures’ campaigns along with 
their ultimate funding success. Such details are a prerequisite for the data analysis in this study in the 
form which will be presented in section 5.3. below. In addition, the platform constitutes its own 
ecosystem where campaigns are presented by the ventures, and investments are made by investors 
directly on the platform. This means that an otherwise critical issue of controlling for exogenous 
factors affecting the investment decisions of the investors (i.e. if investment decisions cannot be 
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traced directly to the platform campaign) is avoided. Finally, StartEngine was found to be comparable 
to alternative crowdfunding platforms in terms of functionalities, investment process, and design.  

Data from a total of 80 campaigns completed between its beginning in May 2016 and the time 
of data collection in February 2018 was collected from the platform (see appendix 2). These constitute 
all completed campaigns at StartEngine as of that time which classified under Regulation 
Crowdfunding. The 80 ventures operate within 25 different industries of which most (18 %) are 
within transportation, and are located across 22 different states although primarily (49 %) in 
California. The average funding amount achieved at the end of the campaigns is $199,765 (standard 
deviation of $310,398). The average lower threshold of the target range set by the ventures is $25,611 
(standard deviation of $37,263), and the average upper-threshold is 620,463 (standard deviation of 
$451,491). In addition, the average number of investors is 232 per campaign (standard deviation of 
380). Furthermore, 95 % of all campaigns included at least one video in the campaign, and 86 % 
accepted investments from international investors. Finally, and of high importance for this study, the 
average campaign length is 5.48 pages (standard deviation of 3.33) of 2,275 characters each, totalling 
approximately 400 campaign pages for the entire sample.  

5.2. Operationalising the Variables of the Model 

5.2.1.   Dependent Variable: Campaign Success 

It has been argued in literature that although the main goal of equity crowdfunding for new ventures 
is to raise funding (Lukkarinen et al., 2016), the ventures may also have other goals including e.g. 
building relationships (Belleflamme et al., 2014) getting feedback and advice (Chiu et al., 2014; 
Ferrary & Granovetter, 2009), demonstrating demand for the offering (Mollick, 2014) and using the 
campaign for marketing and sales purposes (Brown et al., 2017). Therefore, most studies assessing 
crowdfunding success have operationalised the concept not only through the amount of funds raised, 
but also through the number of investors (e.g. Ahlers et al., 2015; Lukkarinen et al., 2016; Mollick, 
2014). In addition to these more conventional measures of campaign success, some authors also 
include other variables to account for campaign success. For example, Mollick (2014) also considered 
the project target funding and the funding achieved as a fraction of the goal or target amount. Ahlers 
et al. (2015) included the speed of investment and whether a project was fully funded or not.  

In this study, three of these instruments to measure campaign success will be used, although only 
one of these – the funding achieved as a proportion of the goal or target amount, named funding 
fraction – is used in the main model to test the hypotheses. The two other measures of campaign 
success used in this study, the total amount raised and the number of investors, will be used to gauge 
the robustness of the findings from the main model. The variable funding fraction was found superior 
in terms of testing the hypotheses raised in this study for a few reasons. As mentioned above, the 
variable number of investors is designed to capture alternative goals of a crowdfunding campaign, 
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such as building relationships and the use of the campaign for marketing and sales purposes. Thus, 
since it captures alternative goals, it should not be perceived as a main measure of success. However, 
both funding fraction and total amount raised relate to the main success criteria of raising capital. Of 
these two measures, conceived in an equity crowdfunding setting, funding fraction was, again, 
determined, in this study, to best capture the concept of success. Although total amount raised has 
received the greatest attention in crowdfunding literature (i.e. donation, reward, debt, and equity-
based crowdfunding) as a measure of campaign success (e.g. Lukkarinen et al., 2016; Mollick, 2014), 
it generally rests upon the assumption that ‘more is always better’ (e.g. in reward-based 
crowdfunding, the reward is often merely symbolic, implying that the venture essentially receives the 
money at no or a very limited cost). In equity crowdfunding, however, the more funding a venture 
achieves, the more it sells of its company. As such, more is not necessary better in an equity 
crowdfunding setting, but needs to be perceived in relative terms as to how much the venture aims to 
achieve in financing and, thus, is willing to sell of its company. To capture this important effect, 
funding fraction will be used to test the hypotheses raised in this study. This variable will, as the name 
indicates, be coded by dividing the total amount of funding raised at the end of the campaign period 
by the target funding set by the venture. However, as mentioned in the preceding section, StartEngine 
operates the all-or-nothing model, and allows ventures to set a range of their target funding. It appears 
to be very common that the ventures set a very low beginning target (more than 70 % have $10,000 
as their lowest target), whereas the higher end varies significantly more. This, therefore, indicates 
that the higher-end scale is a better proxy for the true target of the ventures. As such, the higher end 
goal is used in operationalising this main instrument of campaign success. In addition, total amount 
raised and number of investors (for the robustness checks) will be coded simply as the final amount 
achieved in USD, and the total number of investors by the end of the campaign period, respectively, 
and therefore equally comprise continuous measurement scales. 

5.2.2.   Independent Variable: Ventures’ Use of Metaphorical Communication 

5.2.2.1. Crowdfunding Campaigns as Discursive Drivers 

To operationalise the use of metaphorical communication of ventures in an equity crowdfunding 
setting, the equity crowdfunding campaigns of the 80 projects in the sample from StartEngine were 
selected as the main discursive driver of the study. As specified in section 4.1., it is within these 
campaigns the exchange of information between the ventures and the (potential) investors is taking 
place before the (potential) investors make their investment decisions (i.e. to invest or not), and 
therefore the campaigns constitute the ideal setting to measure the use of metaphorical 
communication of ventures as to impact their funding success. In total, the campaigns of the sample 
represent approximately 400 standard pages of text. In addition, as most campaigns (95 %) had a 
campaign video, these were transcribed and used as well to capture all relevant discourse that has 
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taken place between the venture and the potential investors. As such, more than three hours of videos 
were transcribed which resulted in an additional 70 standard pages of text. In total, therefore, the final 
sample used to operationalise the independent variable of the study consists of approximately 470 
standard pages of text. The process through which this data was analysed is examined next. 

5.2.2.2. Coding Process & Operationalisation of Ventures’ Use of Metaphorical Communication 

To find and measure ventures’ use of metaphorical communication in their crowdfunding campaigns, 
a reliable, context-sensitive and non-computerised content analytical instrument (Ryan & Bernard, 
2000; Krippendorff, 2004) was first developed through an iterative process, and used to analyse the 
data. This procedure is in line with that of other scholars (e.g. König et al., 2017a; Mio et al., 2005) 
and included a four-step process. First, preliminary coding instructions were developed. These 
included concise definitions of the relevant elements of metaphorical communication, including 
metaphors, analogies, similes and metonymies (cf. section 3.2.1.). As part of the initial coding 
instructions, anchoring examples and basic coding criteria were developed. These examples and 
definitions of the concepts were developed by reference to the literature presented in section 3.2. An 
overview of the initial coding guidelines is included in the first part of appendix 1. Table 1 below 
provides some examples of the metaphorical expressions used by ventures in their project 
descriptions.  

TABLE 1  
Examples of Metaphorical Communication Used by Ventures 

 
 

Venture Statement Type  Venture  

“BOXX® is a future electric scooter for today.”  Metaphor BOXX  

“We're the Uber for stuff.” Analogy BringPro  

“Bikinis are notoriously flimsy. You jump into the pool at a party 
and suddenly your bikini top is now a belt.” 

Metaphor MI OLA 

 

“Our smart dash is the brain of the Monday Motorbikes M1 and will 
house the connected technologies.”  

Metaphor  Monday 
Motorbikes  

 

“Our goal with this movie is to help you get your Christmas on, hang 
with the fam, and shake with laughter like a bowl full of jelly.” 

Simile That 
Christmas 
Movie  

“The heart of our business is definitely the recreational rider.” Metaphor Trikke 
 

Second, the author and one independent coder pre-tested the preliminary coding instructions, 
which were then optimised based on the pre-test results. Specifically, the author and the independent 
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coder first hand-coded two randomly selected StartEngine campaigns independently, and then 
compared their codings. When inconsistencies were identified, the author and the independent coder 
discussed these until they arrived at an agreement. This is in line with the procedure suggested by 
Krippendorff (2004). Next, the author revised the initial coding instructions. At this point, the author 
received the coding instructions developed and applied by König et al. (2017a) which were used as 
further inspiration for the development of the coding instructions. In particular, three adjustments 
were made. First, more detailed examples were provided to the initial coding guidelines to ensure that 
any coder who would read the coding guidelines would be able to fully grasp the fundamental 
concepts. Second, it was decided to only code discourse that originally derived from the company. 
Specifically, as it was identified during the initial coding test that many quotes from external sources 
were used in the campaign descriptions, it was decided to not include these in the coding as this was 
not considered relevant company discourse per se. Third, it was identified during the initial coding 
that the project descriptions had several standardised sections, such as a generic risk warning related 
to equity crowdfunding in general. It was decided to exclude such sections from the coding. In 
addition to this, it was also chosen to not code some specific sections, as they were considered ‘non-
contentual’. These included: examples of media coverage text; company timelines; ‘meet our team’ 
sections; along with any updates made by the ventures. For clarity, these sections were not included 
in the final sample of 470 standard pages of text mentioned in section 5.2.2.1. above.  

Third, the author applied the coding guidelines to the project descriptions and video transcripts 
including all 470 standard pages. It was decided by the author that in case of doubts as to whether a 
sentence structure could be regarded as metaphorical (i.e. classified as a metaphor, analogy, simile or 
metonymy), the sentence structure was initially coded as to be re-evaluated later. This process yielded 
a total of 1,120 instances of metaphorical communication used in the project descriptions, of which 
992 (89 %) came from the project descriptions and the remaining 128 (11 %) came from video 
transcripts. During this initial coding of the 80 projects, an inter-rater agreement test was performed 
to gauged the robustness of the coding. It yielded satisfactory results (Cohen’s (1960) Kappa = 0.703). 
After the initial coding of the 80 projects, each of the 1,120 instances of metaphorical communication 
were re-evaluated by the author and an independent coder. It was decided to consider metaphors as 
‘dead’ (cf. section 3.2.1.) if they were classified as idioms in the Merriam-Webster or Cambridge  
 

TABLE 2 
Distribution of Types of Metaphorical Communication 

Total 
Counts 

Metaphor Simile Metonymy Analogy 
Amount Pct. Amount Pct. Amount Pct. Amount Pct. 

548 449 82 % 35 6 % 7 1 % 57 10 % 
Note: The percentages do not sum to one hundred due to rounding errors   
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dictionaries. This practice follows that of other scholars (e.g. Burbules et al., 1989; König et al., 
2017a). During this re-evaluation process, 90 instances of the initial 1,120 were classified as idioms 
and thus excluded as ‘dead’ metaphors, and 449 instances were decided to not classify as 
metaphorical after further re-evaluation. As such, a total of 548 instances of metaphorical 
communication were used in operationalising the independent variable of the study. Table 2 on the 
previous page shows how these group into the different types of metaphorical communication.  

Fourth, and finally, to operationalise the independent variable, it was decided to follow the 
practice of König et al. (2017a) in developing a measure that reflects the weight of metaphorical 
communication used in terms of the overall length of the communication. As such, a coding scheme 
for how to count the number of words relating to each instance of metaphorical communication was 
developed. The coding scheme was considerably inspired by that of König et al. (2017a) which was 
generously shared upon request. As such, it was decided to develop a set of general coding rules and 
a set of specific coding rules. The former included rules which were applicable in almost any instance 
of metaphorical communication, whereas the latter were merely applicable under certain conditions. 
In general, the aim of the coding was to include only the minimum amount of words needed to make 
sense of the metaphorical communication, which included all words that belong to a coherent 
sentence structure (i.e. subject, predicate, and object). This was facilitated through the coding scheme, 
which included detailed prescriptive rules such as not to code adjectives if they were not part of the 
metaphor (general coding rule), and, in instances where a metaphor was included in an interjected 
main clause, that interjected main clause was coded, not the whole sentence (specific coding rule). 
The complete coding scheme in relation to counting the number of words of metaphorical 
communication is attached in appendix 1. The coding scheme was applied for each of the final 548 
instances of metaphorical communication, and yielded a total of 7,759 words used as part of 
metaphorical communication in the sample. Next, to finally operationalise ventures’ use of 
metaphorical communication, the total number of words classified as part of a venture’s metaphorical 
communication in its campaign was divided by the total number of words (cf. the guidelines described 
above) in that same campaign description, and multiplied by 100 for easier interpretations. The 
variable is named metaphorical communication fraction.  

5.2.3.   Moderator Variable: Project Complexity 

In order to generate the interaction term between the use of metaphorical communication and project 
complexity, a measure of project complexity needs first to be operationalised. In this study, the 
measurement used by Lukkarinen et al. (2016) comprising the understandability of a project 
campaign is adapted and used analogically with project complexity. In particular, the variable 
business model is used, referring to whether the venture primarily focuses its operations through a 
business-to-business (‘B2B’) or through a business-to-consumer (‘B2C’) orientation. The rational 
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underlying this measure as conceptualising understandability and, therefore, project complexity, is 
that the majority of the (small) investors within equity crowdfunding are individuals to whom 
consumer-oriented companies may be easier to understand compared to those ventures whose 
offerings are targeted towards businesses (see Lukkarinen et al., 2016). Supporting this argument, 
and as mentioned in section 5.1., more than 95 % of the investors on StartEngine are un-accredited. 
The variable is coded as a dummy variable, where 1 indicates that the venture is primarily oriented 
towards B2B and 0 indicates that the venture is primarily oriented towards B2C2. In order to test the 
hypothesised moderation effect, the interaction term is generated by multiplying business model by 
a centered version of independent variable (i.e. metaphorical communication fraction). This follows 
the approach outlined by Aiken and West (1991). The resulting variable is named project complexity 
interaction.  

5.2.4.   Control Variables 

To account for alternative explanations of the dependent variable, several control variables are 
included in this study. However, the sample size of this study vis-à-vis the analytical model (as 
presented in the subsequent section) delimits the number of variables that can be included in the 
model. Some authors suggest that between ten and twenty subjects per variable is sufficient to avoid 
overfitting (e.g. Harrell, 2001; Schmidt, 1971), although a recent study proposed that as little as two 
subjects per variable is enough (Austin & Steyerberg, 2015). In this study, nine controls will be 
entered in addition to the independent variable and the interaction term (corresponding to ~ seven 
subjects per variable). These nine control variables were carefully selected and include those variables 
which have received significant attention in literature and generally have been found to impact 
campaign success, along with a number of variables specific to this study which are expected to 
impact the dependent variable3. As such, this study controls for four overall effects, namely campaign 
characteristics, social capital, perception of the product offering, and understandability of the product 
offering.  

                                                
2 It should be noted that this measure of project complexity is a significant simplification, which cannot be said to 

comprehensively capture the construct of project complexity. This will be considered when interpreting the results, and 
follows naturally as a limitation and guidance for future research (section 7.3.).   
3 In addition to the control variables described here, an initial model was run which included the variables: minimum 

investment (relating to campaign characteristics, and measuring the minimum accepted investment sum per investor in 
USD); location (relating to campaign characteristics, and measuring if the venture was located in California (capturing 
about 50 % of all ventures) or across other states (the remaining ventures were located across 21 other states); and 
financial data availability (equally relating to campaign characteristics, and measuring whether the venture presented a 
financial overview in their campaign). These variables were excluded from the analysis (they were the most insignificant 
variables in the initial model) to increase the degrees of freedom. They will, however, be used in robustness checks.  
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 In terms of campaign specific characteristics, variables that were specific to the StartEngine 
campaign and which can be expected to impact campaign success are included. The first such variable 
that is controlled for in this study is funding target high measured in USD. In a similar fashion as 
when operationalised for the dependent variable measuring funding achieved relative to the target 
amount (cf. section 5.2.1.), this variable represents the high end of the target ranges set by the 
ventures. Along these lines, the second campaign specific control is funding target low, measured as 
well in USD. This naturally represents the low end of the target ranges set by the ventures. The third 
campaign specific control is campaign length, and is measured as the total amount of words used in 
the campaign texts by the ventures. For consistency, these do not include standardised, or non-
contentual sections (cf. section 5.2.2.2.). In addition to these measures, the variable geographic reach 
was also included and indicates whether the ventures accepted international investments or U.S. only. 
It was coded as a dummy variable, where 1 indicates that a venture accepted investors from the U.S. 
only, and 0 indicates that a venture accepted international investment. Furthermore, the fifth and final 
campaign specific control included in this study consists of media exposure reports. This variable 
measures whether the ventures included examples of media coverage in their campaigns or not. It 
was chosen to code it as a dummy due to the potential high level of zeros, which would impact the 
regression negatively in case of potential log-transformations. The dummy was coded so that 1 
indicates that a venture reported examples of mentions in media in its campaign, and 0 indicates that 
it did not. Some additional variables of importance related to campaign characteristics comprise 
campaign quality and campaign duration (cf. section 3.1.4.1.). The quality variable, including such 
elements as whether the campaigns included a video, pictures, and the absence of spelling mistakes, 
was found to be constant by design due to the standards used by StartEngine. Thus, these were not 
included as controls in the study. Along these lines, campaign duration has also been found important 
by several other studies (ibid.). However, the campaign duration on StartEngine is fixed with a 
minimal variation and was thus neither included as a control in the study.  

 Related to social capital, two variables are included as controls. The first variable is social media 
network. This variable is coded as the total number of followers the ventures had on the external 
platform Facebook when this data was collected in the end of March 2018. Since the collection date 
differs from the campaign start date, and the measure thus can have changed significantly in between 
these dates, this measure is potentially biased and is perceived merely indicative. Second, the variable 
social media update was equally included as a control, and measures whether the ventures made a 
post on the external platform Facebook about their fundraising on StartEngine while the campaigns 
were active. This information was equally collected in the end of March 2018, but, as it was possible 
to go back and see if the ventures made a post or not, it is unbiased. The variable was coded 1 if a 
venture made a post, and 0 if a venture did not make such post.  
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 As for the perception of the product offering, it was chosen to include a single control capturing 
the basic nature of the offering. As such, the variable product offering was included, and was coded 
as a dummy variable in which 1 indicates that a venture offered a service, and 0 indicates that it 
offered a physical product.  

TABLE 3  
Summary of Model Variables 

 
 

Variable Concept  Definition  

Dependent Variable      
Funding fraction Campaign success Final total funding achieved at the end of the campaign 

divided by the highest target amount set by the venture 
prior to the campaign beginning  

Independent Variable      
Metaphorical 

communication 
fraction 

Effect on 
campaign success 

Number of words categorised as metaphorical from 
transcribed campaign video and campaign divided by total 
amount of words of transcribed video and campaign text 

 
Moderator Variable      

Project Complexity 
Interaction 

Moderation effect Proxy for project complexity (business model) multiplied 
by a centered version of the independent variable 
(metaphorical communication fraction).  

Control Variables      
Funding target high Campaign 

characteristics 
High end of the target range set by the venture prior to 
campaign start measured in USD  

Funding target low Campaign 
characteristics 

Low end of the target range set by the venture prior to 
campaign start measured in USD  

Campaign length Campaign 
characteristics 

Total number of words used in the project description 
 

Geographic reach Campaign 
characteristics 

Dummy = 1 if venture accepted U.S. investors only; 0 if the 
venture accepted international investments  

Media exposure reports Campaign 
characteristics 

Dummy = 1 if venture reported examples of mentions in 
media in campaign; 0 otherwise  

Social media network Social capital Total number of followers of the venture on Facebook  
Social media update  Social capital Dummy = 1 if venture made post about StartEngine 

fundraising campaign; 0 otherwise  
Product offering Offering 

Perception  
Dummy = 1 if venture offered a service; 0 if the venture 
offered a product   

Business model  Understandability Dummy = 1 if venture primarily operates as B2B; 0 if the 
venture primarily operates as B2C  

   

 Finally, in terms of understandability, the variable business model, used also to conceptualise the 
project complexity interaction (cf. section 5.2.3.), is included as a control. As such, as mentioned 
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earlier, it has been argued that the nature of the company is an important measure of how well the 
potential investors can grasp what they are investing in. Specifically, it is argued that investors within 
equity crowdfunding usually are individuals to whom consumer-oriented companies may be easier to 
understand compared to those ventures whose offerings are targeted towards businesses (see 
Lukkarinen et al., 2016). This construct was again coded as a dummy variable, where 1 indicates that 
the venture is primarily oriented towards B2B and 0 indicates that the venture is primarily oriented 
towards B2C. A list of all variables is summarised in table 3 on the previous page. 

5.3. Statistical Analysis Approach  

This sub-section will specify the models which will be used to test hypothesis 1 and 2 as presented 
in chapter 4, and outline a process for testing and satisfying the underlying model assumptions to 
ensure high validity of the statistical findings.  

5.3.1.   Model Specifications  

To test the hypotheses proposed in this study, hierarchical multiple regression will be used and will 
comprise three models related to the dependent variable funding fraction (cf. section 5.2.1.). In 
contrast to standard multiple regression, in hierarchical multiple regression variables, aside from the 
dependent variable, are entered into the regression equation in an order of the researcher’s choosing. 
In this study, this will therefore allow for determining how much, if any, extra amount of the variation 
in campaign success that can be explained by ventures’ use of metaphorical communication. In 
addition, it will, similar to in standard multiple regression, allow to test the presence of a moderating 
effect taking into account the effect of control variables. As such, three models will be run.  

The first model is the baseline model and regresses all the control variables against the dependent 
variable. It is specified as follows:  

Model 1. Funding fraction  
= a + b1 * Funding Target High + b2 * Funding Target Low + b3 * Campaign Length 

+ b4 * Geographic Reach + b5 * Media Exposure Reports + b6 * Social Media 
Network + b7 * Social Media Update + b8 * Product Offering + b9 * Business Model 

The second model includes all variables of the former model and adds the main effect of this 
research, namely ventures’ use of metaphorical communication. It is specified as follows: 

Model 2. Funding fraction 
= a + b1 * Funding Target High + b2 * Funding Target Low + b3 * Campaign Length 

+ b4 * Geographic Reach + b5 * Media Exposure Reports + b6 * Social Media 
Network + b7 * Social Media Update + b8 * Product Offering + b9 * Business Model 

+ b10 * Metaphorical Communication Fraction 
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Finally, the third model includes all the variables of the former two models and introduces the 
hypothesised interaction effect of project complexity. It is specified as follows: 

Model 3. Funding fraction 
= a + b1 * Funding Target High + b2 * Funding Target Low + b3 * Campaign Length 
+ b4 * Geographic Reach + b5 * Media Exposure Reports + b6 * Social Media 

Network + b7 * Social Media Update + b8 * Product Offering + b9 * Business Model 

+ b10 * Metaphorical Communication Fraction + b11 * Business Model * Centered 
Metaphorical Communication Fraction 

5.3.2.   Assumption Assessments 

A hierarchical multiple regression requires a set of eight assumptions to be met, of which the first 
two relate to the measurements as detailed in section 5.2., whereas the remaining six relate to the fit 
between the data and the hierarchical multiple regression model (Laerd, 2018). In this sub-section, 
each of these assumptions will briefly be outlined, and it will be defined how these will be tested and, 
if necessary, corrected for should one or more initially be violated.  

5.3.2.1. Assumptions of Measurement  

The first assumption of hierarchical multiple regression (‘A1’) is that the model includes one 
dependent variable that is measured at the continuous level (ibid.). This assumption is met by design 
as the dependent variable, funding fraction, is measured at the ratio level. In addition, the second 
assumption of hierarchical multiple regression (‘A2’) is that the model has two or more predictor 
variables which are measured either at the continuous or nominal level (ibid.). This assumption is 
equally met by design, as the independent and control variables in the models are either dichotomous 
categorical variables (i.e. ‘geographic reach’, ‘media exposure reports’, ‘social media update’, 
‘product offering’ and ‘business model’) or measured as ratio variables (i.e. ‘metaphorical 
communication fraction’, ‘funding target high’, ‘funding target low’, ‘campaign length’ and ‘social 
media network’). Since these assumptions are met by design, they will not receive further attention 
in the data analysis.  

5.3.2.2. Assumptions of Model & Data Fit 

In addition to the two basic assumptions above, the hierarchical multiple regression models need to 
meet another six assumptions relating to the model and data fit, which are equal to those of a standard 
multiple regression model (ibid.). As such, the residuals should be independent (‘A3’); there should 
be a linear relationship between the set of predictor variables and the dependent variable (‘A4’); the 
variation in the residuals should be equal (i.e. homoscedastic) (‘A5’); there should be no 
multicollinearity (i.e. the predictor variables should be uncorrelated) (‘A6’); the residuals should 
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approximately follow the normal probability distribution (‘A7’); and there should be no significant 
outliers, leverage points, or highly influential points (‘A8’) (Laerd, 2018; Lind et al., 2012). 

Independence of the residuals (i.e. A3) is in essence a test for the correlation of the residuals 
(formally referred to as ‘first-order autocorrelation’). This can be tested in several ways, e.g. by 
inspecting a plot of the residuals on the vertical axis versus the fitted values of y on the horizontal 
axis, or through the more formal Durbin-Watson test. However, due to the nature of the data used in 
this study (i.e. not time contingent), autocorrelation is not present per se, and thus no test is necessary 
to perform in relation to this in the data analysis. To check for linearity between the set of predictor 
variables and the dependent variable (i.e. A4), two steps will be taken. First, to determine if a linear 
relationship is present amongst the dependent variable and the set of predictor variables collectively, 
a scatterplot of the studentised residuals against the unstandardised predicted values will be inspected, 
and the assumption will be accepted if linear patterns are present. Second, to determine if a linear 
relationship is present between the dependent variable and each of the predictor variables (apart from 
the dichotomous ones), partial regression plots between every predictor variable and the dependent 
variable will be inspected. Increasing or decreasing trends with observations below and above the 
mean will be acceptable, whereas horizontal patterns will indicate a violation of the linearity 
assumption. In general, if non-linear relationships are found, transformations will be used to try to 
coax these into linear ones instead.  To test for homoscedasticity (i.e. A5), the same plot as used to 
test for linearity in the full model (i.e. the scatterplot of the studentised residuals against the 
unstandardised predicted values) will be inspected for variations in the spread of the residuals across 
the predicted values. If the variance is equal, the homoscedasticity assumption will be accepted. If 
not, heteroscedasticity is present, and alternative means to overcome this such as transformations or 
applying a weighted least-squares model will be considered. The non-multicollinearity assumption 
(i.e. A6) will be tested through inspection of correlation coefficients and variance inflation factor 
(‘VIF’) values. As such, a correlation matrix will be conducted and correlations between the predictor 
variables between -0.7 and 0.7 will indicate no issues with multicollinearity (Lind et al., 2012). 
Similarly, collinearity statistics will be performed, and any value of the VIF less than 10 is accepted 
(ibid.). In case of multicollinearity, it will be considered to drop one of the implicated variables. 
Furthermore, to check for normality (i.e. A7) a two steps approach will be followed. First, a histogram 
of the standardised residuals with a superimposed normal curve will be inspected. Ideally, it has 
approximately a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. In addition, and second, a normal P-P plot 
of the regression standardised residuals will be inspected, where the assumption of normality is 
accepted if the points align around the diagonal line. Finally, to gauge the presence of outliers, 
leverage points, and influential points (i.e. A8), three separate processes will be applied. First, in 
relation to detecting outliers, the default option in SPSS of using standardised residuals will be used, 
and a value of greater than ±3 standard deviations (Howell et al., 1998) is employed as the cut-off 
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criteria in which an observation will be classified as an outlier. If any outliers are present, they will 
be inspected further to determine if they should be included in or excluded from the analysis. Second, 
to check for high leverage points, leverage values for each case will be derived through SPSS and 
inspected to determine if any case has high leverage. Leverage values below 0.2 are ‘safe’, values of 
0.2 to below 0.5 are ‘risky’, and values of 0.5 and above are ‘dangerous’ (Laerd, 2018). If any cases 
are detected as dangerous, these will be considered with additional care in the assessment of 
influential points, but will not be excluded immediately. Finally, to check for highly influential points, 
SPSS will be used to derive Cook's Distance values for each case. Values greater than 1 will be 
investigated further (Cook & Weisberg, 1982). In particular, it will be considered to remove such 
cases, particularly if they also classified as dangerous in relation to leverage. Alternatively, 
transformations may be enough to adjust for such extremes, an option which will also be considered.  
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6.  Data Analysis 
In this chapter, the data analysis will be conducted and the results presented. First, however, the 
relevant model assumptions relating to the fit between the model and the data (i.e. A4-8) will be 
assessed in section 6.1. and 6.2. below. The analysis is conducted in SPSS, and access to the full 
dataset for the reference of the reader and for transparency is provided in appendix 3.  

6.1. Test of Model Assumptions 

Following the procedures outlined in section 5.3.2., the data analysis was initiated by tests of the 
model assumptions (cf. section 5.3.2.2., A4-8). The output is attached in appendix 4. Upon running 
the different tests, some initial violations of the assumptions appeared. As such, the scatterplot of the 
studentised residuals against the unstandardised predicted values indicates both problems with 
regards to linearity of the collective model and, especially, with regards to heteroscedasticity. In 
addition, most of the partial regression plots between the continuous predictor variables and the 
dependent variable indicate clear violations of the linearity assumption, as non-linear patterns are 
evident. This was particularly true for the predictor variables funding target high; funding target low; 
campaign length; and social media network. Furthermore, although no outliers were detected in the 
tests related to unusual points, a few high leverage points and one highly influential point was 
identified. Finally, the output also showed some clear indications of a violation of the normality 
assumption, as indicated by the skewed distribution of the histogram and the deviation of the 
observations from the line in the normal P-P plot. However, no indications of problems with the 
multicollinearity assumption occurred (the highest VIF value obtained was 1.50, and the highest 
correlation was 0.47, which are both below the thresholds of 10 and 0.7, respectively (cf. section 
5.3.2.2.)).  

6.2. Model Corrections  

As a consequence of the initial violations of the assumptions, it was chosen to log-transform a number 
of the variables in the model. This applies to the dependent variable, funding fraction, and the 
following predictor variables: funding target high; funding target low; campaign length; and social 
media network. After these transformations, the assumptions were assessed once more for the refined 
model. The related output is attached in appendix 5, and, as can be seen from the output and will be 
described in more detail below, the model no longer appears to violate any of the assumptions.  Hence, 
this model is applied below in testing the proposed hypotheses.  

6.3. Data Analysis Results  

Table 4 on the next page presents means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum values, along 
with pairwise correlations amongst the variables. As mentioned above, the model does not appear to 
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violate any of the regression assumptions. Specifically, looking at table 4 below, the correlations 
amongst the predictor variables are all within the acceptable range set in this study (i.e. between -0.7 
and 0.7). This indicates no problems with multicollinearity, and is supported by an examination of 
the VIF values (see appendix 5) which all are significantly lower than the threshold of 10.   

TABLE 4 
Correlations & Descriptive Statistics 

  Notes.   The number of observations (n) is 74 for all variables 
               **, * and † indicate significance levels of 1 %, 5 % and 10 %, respectively 

In addition, the partial regression plots, the plot of studentised residuals against the predicted 
values, the histogram, and normal P-P plot (see appendix 5) furthermore indicate no violations of the 
normality, linearity and homoscedasticity assumptions. Also, there were no studentised deleted 
residuals greater than the threshold of ±3 standard deviations; no leverage values were greater than 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 log(Funding 
fraction) 

1.00            

2 Geographic 
reach 

-0.13 1.00           

3 Social media 
update 

-0.08 0.08 1.00          

4 Media exposure 
reports 

0.35** -0.18† -0.29** 1.00         

5 Business model -0.02 -0.05 -0.05 0.01 1.00        

6 Product 
offering 

-0.22* 0.01 0.02 -0.13 0.05 1.00       

7 log(Funding 
target high) 

-0.26* 0.09 0.19 0.10 0.06 -0.08 1.00      

8 log(Funding 
target low) 

0.28** 0.10 0.13† 0.12 -0.10 -0.08 0.36** 1.00     

9 log(Campaign 
length) 

-0.25* 0.08 0.11 0.06 0.32** -0.07 0.33** -0.08 1.00    

10 log(Social 
media network) 

0.43** -0.25* -0.03 0.31** -0.22* -0.20* 0.30** 0.42** -0.03 1.00   

11 Metaphorical 
comm. fraction 

0.36** -0.14 -0.31** 0.09 0.07 -0.14 -0.00 0.11 -0.23* 0.21* 1.00  

12 Project comple-
xity interaction 0.34** -0.11 -0.23* 0.09 0.17† 0.04 -0.15† 0.10 -0.26* -0.07 0.46  1.00 

Mean -1.64 0.14 0.82   0.62  0.26  0.49  12.87   9.71  1.74 7.51 4.66 0.10 
Standard deviation 1.21 0.34 0.38   0.49  0.44  0.50  1.12   0.85  0.45 2.37 2.29 1.06 
Min. values -4.47 0.00 0.00   0.00  0.00  0.00  11.16   9.21  0.91 2.08 0.74 -3.36 
Max. values 0.00 1.00 1.00   1.00  1.00  1.00  13.88   12.43  3.25 14.27 12.63 4.48 
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the threshold of 0.2; and no Cook’s Distance values above the threshold of 1. As such, the model 
assumptions are considered met, and the hierarchical regression model to test the proposed 
hypotheses was run. Table 5 below presents the results of the hierarchical OLS estimations of this 
study. The models 1-3 are nested as described in section 5.3.1.: Model 1 includes and regresses all 
the control variables on the dependent variable log(funding fraction); Model 2 adds the main effect 
of metaphorical communication; and Model 3 further adds the interaction term. 

TABLE 5 
Hierarchical Regression Results 

  Notes.  The dependent variable is log(Funding fraction), Standard errors are in parentheses  
              ***, **, * and † indicate significance levels of 0.1 %, 1 %, 5 % and 10 %, respectively 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Geographic reach 0.240 
(0.334) 

0.304 
(0.320) 

0.356 
(0.313) 

Social media update 0.335 
(0.298) 

0.570† 
(0.297) 

0.612* 
(0.291) 

Media exposure reports 0.674** 
(0.240) 

0.718** 
(0.230) 

0.673** 
(0.225) 

Business model 0.538* 
(0.263) 

0.416 
(0.255) 

0.323 
(0.253) 

Product offering -0.337 
(0.214) 

-0.261 
(0.206) 

-0.290 
(0.202) 

log(Funding target high) -0.525*** 
(0.112) 

-0.542*** 
(0.107) 

-0.520*** 
(0.105) 

log(Funding target low) 0.310* 
(0.148) 

0.289* 
(0.141) 

0.235† 
(0.140) 

log(Campaign length) -0.450† 
(0.266) 

-0.275 
(0.262) 

-0.181 
(0.260) 

log(Social media network) 0.224*** 
(0.057) 

0.203*** 
(0.055) 

0.224*** 
(0.055) 

Metaphorical communication fraction  0.133** 
(0.050) 

0.089† 
(0.053) 

Project complexity interaction   0.235* 
(0.113) 

Intercept 0.520 
(1.549) 

-0.077 
(1.496) 

0.057 
(1.460) 

n 74 74 74 
R2 0.523 0.572 0.600 
R2 adjusted 0.456 0.504 0.529 
F 7.798*** 8.414*** 8.439*** 
DR2 0.523 0.049 0.028 
DF 7.798*** 7.184** 4.290* 
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6.3.1.   Main Effect 

Model 1 shows that six of the nine control variables have an effect on funding success, and combined 
explain no less than approximately 52 % of the total variation in the dependent variable (F = 7.798, 
p < 0.001, R2 = 0.523). When the independent variable of interest, metaphorical communication 
fraction, is added, it significantly improves the overall fit of the model, as the F-test difference 
between Model 1 and 2 is significant at the 0.01 level (F = 8.414, p < 0.01). Hypothesis 1 predicted 
that the ventures’ use of metaphorical communication in their equity crowdfunding campaigns is 
positively related to funding success. Since the coefficient of metaphorical communication fraction 
is positive and significant (b = 0.133, p < 0.01) in the main effects model (i.e. Model 2), this 
hypothesis is supported. As judged based on the R-square change between Model 1 and Model 2, the 
inclusion of metaphorical communication fraction improved the total variance explained in funding 
success by 4.9 %.  

6.3.2.   Interaction Effect 

In the second hypothesis, it was proposed that the previously hypothesised (positive) effect of a 
venture’s use of metaphorical communication on its funding success is contingent upon the level of 
complexity of its product offering. When the interaction term of centered metaphorical 
communication * business model, measuring complexity of the project offering, is added in Model 3, 
its coefficient is positive and significant (b = 0.235, p < 0.05) and positively contributes to the model 
(DF = 4.290, p < 0.05). This is in line with, and thus supports hypothesis 2. This effect is captured in  
 

FIGURE 3 
Interaction Effect of Complexity & Metaphorical Communication on Funding Success 
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figure 3, which highlights the moderating effect of product offering complexity on the relationship 
between the use of metaphorical communication and funding success. The figure is conducted in line 
with the procedure outlined by Aiken and West (1991). 

6.4. Robustness Checks 

To strengthen the confidence in the conclusions drawn above in testing the two hypotheses of this 
study, several actions were taken to examine the robustness of the findings.  

6.4.1.   Alternative Measures of Campaign Success 

As mentioned in section 5.2.1., other studies have frequently used two alternative measures of 
campaign success, namely number of investors and total amount raised. These are included here in 
two separate analyses (each with three separate models as above) as dependent variables, following 
otherwise the same steps and including the same predictor variables as the main model. The output 
for the first model, including a log transformed version of total amount raised as the dependent 
variable, is shown in the left-hand side of table 6. As the output indicates, the coefficients of both the 
independent variable of interest and the interaction term are positive and significant (b = 0.133, p < 
0.01 (Model 2) and b = 0.235, p < 0.05 (Model 3), respectively). Therefore, the results obtained using 
the total amount raised as a dependent variable are consistent with those obtained when using funding 
fraction, thus strengthening the confidence in the results obtained in this study.  

In addition, the output for the second model, which includes a log-transformed version of the 
variable number of investors as the dependent variable, is shown in the right-hand side of table 6. 
This shows that the use of metaphorical communication positively and significantly influences the 
number of investors (b = 0.093, p < 0.1 (Model 2)), which again strengthens the confidence in the 
main effect of the focal study. In contrast, however, the inclusion of the interaction term is highly 
insignificant (p = 0.78). Under these terms, the second hypothesis would be rejected, which points 
towards the need to interpret the initial results, in which hypothesis 2 was accepted, with caution.  

6.4.2.   Alternative Measure of the Use of Metaphorical Communication 

Another important action in relation to examining the robustness of the findings relates to the 
measurement of the main variable of interest in this study, namely the independent variable measuring 
the ventures’ use of metaphorical communication. Following the approach used by Mio et al. (2005), 
another operationalisation of the concept is to count the number of instances in which metaphorical 
expressions are used, instead of going the extra mile and counting the number of words included in 
each of these instances. As such, the main model of this study was re-run, now with this alternative 
measure of the independent variable of metaphorical communication counting the instances of use. 
The output is presented in table 7. As can be derived from the output, the alternative measure of  
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TABLE 6 
Hierarchical Regression Results – Alternative Success Measures 

  Notes.  ***, **, * and † indicate significance levels of 0.1 %, 1 %, 5 % and 10 %, respectively 
             a Dependent Variables, Standard errors are in parentheses  

                                DVsa 
Variables 

log(Total funding achieved) log(Number of investors) 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Geographic reach 0.240 
(0.334) 

0.304 
(0.320) 

0.356 
(0.313) 

0.266 
(0.321) 

0.310 
(0.316) 

0.318 
(0.319) 

Social media update 0.335 
(0.298) 

0.570† 
(0.297) 

0.612* 
(0.291) 

0.489 
(0.286) 

0.652* 
(0.294) 

0.657* 
(0.297) 

Media exposure reports 0.674** 
(0.240) 

0.718** 
(0.230) 

0.673** 
(0.225) 

0.735** 
(0.231) 

0.766*** 
(0.227) 

0.760** 
(0.230) 

Business model 0.538* 
(0.263) 

0.416 
(0.255) 

0.323 
(0.253) 

0.450† 
(0.253) 

0.364 
(0.252) 

0.352 
(0.258) 

Product offering -0.337 
(0.214) 

-0.261 
(0.206) 

-0.290 
(0.202) 

-0.432* 
(0.206) 

-0.379† 
(0.204) 

-0.383† 
(0.206) 

log(Funding target high) 0.475*** 
(0.112) 

0.458*** 
(0.107) 

0.480*** 
(0.105) 

0.363*** 
(0.108) 

0.352*** 
(0.106) 

0.355** 
(0.107) 

log(Funding target low) 0.310* 
(0.148) 

0.289* 
(0.141) 

0.235† 
(0.140) 

0.307* 
(0.142) 

0.293* 
(0.139) 

0.285* 
(0.143) 

log(Campaign length) -0.450† 
(0.266) 

-0.275 
(0.262) 

-0.181 
(0.260) 

-0.395 
(0.256) 

-0.273 
(0.259) 

-0.260 
(0.265) 

log(Social media 
network) 

0.224*** 
(0.057) 

0.203*** 
(0.055) 

0.224*** 
(0.055) 

0.198*** 
(0.055) 

0.183*** 
(0.054) 

0.186*** 
(0.056) 

Metaphorical 
communication fraction 

 0.133** 
(0.050) 

0.089† 
(0.053) 

 0.093† 
(0.049) 

0.086 
(0.054) 

Project complexity 
interaction 

  0.235* 
(0.113) 

  0.033 
(0.116) 

Intercept 0.520 
(1.549) 

-0.077 
(1.496) 

0.057 
(1.460) 

-4.698** 
(1.489) 

-5.113*** 
(1.477) 

-5.094*** 
(1,489) 

n 74 74 74 74 74 74 

R2 0.655 0.690 0.710 0.633 0.653 0.654 

R2 adjusted 0.606 0.641 0.659 0.582 0.598 0.592 

F 13.473*** 14.015*** 13.797***      12.289*** 11.858*** 10.630*** 

DR2 0.655 0.035 0.020 0.633 0.020 0.000 

DF 13.473*** 7.184** 4.290* 12.289*** 3.559† 0.081 
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TABLE 7 
Hierarchical Regression Results – Alternative Measure of Metaphorical Communication 

  Notes.  ***, **, * and † indicate significance levels of 0.1 %, 1 %, 5 % and 10 %, respectively 
The dependent variable is log(funding fraction), Standard errors are in parentheses  
a Re-calculated using a centered version of metaphorical expression count  multiplied by business model 

metaphorical communication obtains similar results as when using the original operationalisation of 
the concept. In particular, it significantly improves the model fit and explains 5.5 % of the variation 
in funding success (DF = 8.172, p < 0.01) and the coefficient continues to be positive and significant 
(b = 0.076, p < 0.01). As such, this again strengthens the confidence in the main effect of the focal 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Geographic reach 0.240 
(0.334) 

0.306 
(0.317) 

0.295 
(0.319) 

Social media update 0.335 
(0.298) 

0.600* 
(0.297) 

0.614* 
(0.299) 

Media exposure reports 0.674** 
(0.240) 

0.714** 
(0.228) 

0.701** 
(0.230) 

Business model 0.538* 
(0.263) 

0.568* 
(0.250) 

0.566* 
(0.251) 

Product offering -0.337 
(0.214) 

-0.287 
(0.204) 

-0.256 
(0.209) 

log(Funding target high) -0.525*** 
(0.112) 

-0.550*** 
(0.107) 

-0.551*** 
(0.107) 

log(Funding target low) 0.310* 
(0.148) 

0.343* 
(0.141) 

0.347* 
(0.141) 

log(Campaign length) -0.450† 
(0.266) 

-0.780** 
(0.278) 

-0.739* 
(0.284) 

log(Social media network) 0.224*** 
(0.057) 

0.194*** 
(0.055) 

0.187*** 
(0.056) 

Metaphorical expression count   0.076** 
(0.027) 

0.088** 
(0.031) 

Project complexity interactiona 
  -0.039 

(0.052) 

Intercept 0.520 
(1.549) 

0.495 
(1.469) 

0.361 
(1.486) 

n 74 74 74 
R2 0.523 0.578 0.581 
R2 adjusted 0.456 0.511 0.507 
F 7.798*** 8.621*** 7.830*** 
DR2 0.523 0.055 0.004 

DF 7.798*** 8.172** 0.545 
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study. On the contrary, however, the interaction term was re-calculated now using the new measure 
of metaphorical communication, and included in Model 3. As can be seen in table 7, the inclusion of 
the interaction term in this model does not improve the model fit (DF = 0.545, p > 0.1) and the 
coefficient is insignificant (p > 0.1). This result strengthens the concern raised above that the initial 
conclusion related to hypothesis 2 needs to be interpreted with caution. 

6.4.3.   Alternative Measure of Project Complexity  

The conceptualisation of the understandability of the product offering is complex and only some early 
indications on how this can be done exists (e.g. Lukkarinen et al., 2016). Following the idea that 
physical product offerings may be easier to quickly understand than service offerings (Belleflamme 
et al., 2013; Lukkarinen et al., 2016), the control variable of product offering, which measures 
whether a venture offers a service (coded 1) or a product (coded 0), is included here in computing the 
interaction term (i.e. centered metaphorical communication fraction * product offering). The original 
model was re-run, now instead including the alternative complexity measure to examine the 
robustness of the findings in relation to hypothesis 2. The results are presented in table 8. As the 
results show, the inclusion of the alternative interaction term in Model 3 does not significantly alter 
the model fit (DF = 0.124, p > 0.1), nor does it moderate the relationship between metaphorical 
communication and campaign success as the coefficient is insignificant (p > 0.1). Once more, this 
adds further concern in relation to the validity of the findings related to hypothesis 2, which again 
points towards a need to cautiously interpret the initial conclusion supporting hypothesis 2. 

6.4.4.   Inclusion of Additional Predictor Variables  

Finally, a fourth step to test the validity of the findings of the regression models conducted in this 
study was taken. Specifically, the three regression models were conducted with the inclusion of the 
hitherto excluded predictor variables (cf. section 5.2.4.). These consist of the minimum investment, a 
dummy for the project location (0 = California; 1 = Other), and the variable financial data availability, 
which indicates whether (coded 1) or not (coded 0) the venture included a financial data overview in 
their campaign. The results of this robustness check are shown in table 9. Not surprisingly, none of 
the additional controls were significant in any of the three models. In the second model, the inclusion 
of the independent variable of interest metaphorical communication fraction, improved the model fit 
(DF = 5.953, p < 0.05) and remained to significantly and positively (p < 0.05, b = 0.125) impacting 
campaign success. The R-square difference fell slightly from 4.9 % in the original model to 4.2 % in 
this model. In the third model, the inclusion of the interaction term continues here to positively 
contribute to the model (DF = 4.232, p < 0.05) and to be significant and positive (p < 0.05, b = 0.238). 
As such, the inclusion of the additional control variables did not impact the coefficients of the main 
model or the interaction effect, which provides support for the findings of this study.  
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TABLE 8 
Hierarchical Regression Results – Alternative Interaction Term 

  Notes.  ***, **, * and † indicate significance levels of 0.1 %, 1 %, 5 % and 10 %, respectively 
              The dependent variable is log(Funding fraction), Standard errors are in parentheses  
             a Product offering * centered metaphorical communication 

 
  

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Geographic reach 0.240 
(0.334) 

0.304 
(0.320) 

0.315 
(0.323) 

Social media update 0.335 
(0.298) 

0.570† 
(0.297) 

0.580† 
(0.301) 

Media exposure reports 0.674** 
(0.240) 

0.718** 
(0.230) 

0.711** 
(0.232) 

Business model 0.538* 
(0.263) 

0.416 
(0.255) 

0.432 
(0.261) 

Product offering -0.337 
(0.214) 

-0.261 
(0.206) 

-0.263 
(0.208) 

log(Funding target high) -0.525*** 
(0.112) 

-0.542*** 
(0.107) 

-0.540*** 
(0.108) 

log(Funding target low) 0.310* 
(0.148) 

0.289* 
(0.141) 

0.283† 
(0.144) 

log(Campaign length) -0.450† 
(0.266) 

-0.275 
(0.262) 

-0.291 
(0.268) 

log(Social media network) 0.224*** 
(0.057) 

0.203*** 
(0.055) 

0.202*** 
(0.055) 

Metaphorical communication fraction  0.133** 
(0.050) 

0.146* 
(0.062) 

Alternative project complexity interactiona 
  -0.034 

(0.097) 

Intercept 0.520 
(1.549) 

-0.077 
(1.496) 

-0.076 
(1.507) 

n 74 74 74 
R2 0.523 0.572 0.573 
R2 adjusted 0.456 0.504 0.497 
F 7.798*** 8.414*** 7.554*** 
DR2 0.523 0.049 0.001 
DF 7.798*** 7.184** 0.124 
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TABLE 9 
Hierarchical Regression Results – Including Additional Controls 

  Notes.  ***, **, * and † indicate significance levels of 0.1 %, 1 %, 5 % and 10 %, respectively 
              The dependent variable is log(Funding fraction), Standard errors are in parentheses  

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Geographic reach 0.273 
(0.342) 

0.325 
(0.330) 

0.381 
(0.323) 

Social media update 
0.390 

(0.304) 
0.595† 
(0.304) 

0.640* 
(0.297) 

Media exposure reports 0.677** 
(0.243) 

0.718** 
(0.234) 

0.674** 
(0.229) 

Business model 0.535† 
(0.274) 

0.417 
(0.268) 

0.316 
(0.265) 

Product offering -0.348 
(0.220) 

-0.272 
(0.214) 

-0.299 
(0.209) 

log(Funding target high) -0.521*** 
(0.118) 

-0.535*** 
(0.114) 

-0.509*** 
(0.111) 

log(Funding target low) 0.358* 
(0.155) 

0.324* 
(0.150) 

0.268† 
(0.148) 

log(Campaign length) -0.427 
(0.270) 

-0.270 
(0.267) 

-0.173 
(0.265) 

log(Social media network) 0.211*** 
(0.062) 

0.194** 
(0.060) 

0.213*** 
(0.059) 

Minimum investment 0.000 
(0.001) 

0.000 
(0.001) 

0.000 
(0.001) 

Location 0.205 
(0.233) 

0.135 
(0.226) 

0.121 
(0.220) 

Financial data availability 0.341 
(0.347) 

0.257 
(0.335) 

0.296 
(0.327) 

Metaphorical communication fraction  0.125* 
(0.051) 

0.081 
(0.054) 

Project complexity interaction   0.238* 
(0.116) 

Intercept -0.467 
(1.755) 

-0.753 
(1.692) 

-0.669 
(1.648) 

n 74 74 74 
R2 0.536 0.578 0.606 
R2 adjusted 0.445 0.487 0.513 
F 5.882*** 6.328*** 6.495*** 
DR2 0.536 0.042 0.028 
DF 5.882*** 5.953* 4.232* 
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7.  Discussion 
In this chapter, the theoretical and practical contributions of this study will be presented, and 
limitations and future research will be examined and suggested, respectively.  

7.1. Theoretical Contributions 

The first finding of this research shows that the use of metaphorical communication in an equity 
crowdfunding setting is positively affecting funding success. This finding was found in the preceding 
chapter to be both significant and very robust, and adds several contributions to theory. First, it brings 
important knowledge to the scant literature on the recent phenomenon of success-drivers in equity 
crowdfunding targeted primarily to unaccredited investors. The introduction of metaphorical 
communication as a driver of equity crowdfunding success explained approximately an additional 5 
% (cf. DR-squared in Model 2 of table 5) of the variation in the dependent variable measuring funding 
success as the funding achieved in relation to the targeted amount. Furthermore, being –  to the best 
of the author’s knowledge – the first of its kind using a U.S. based equity crowdfunding dataset, it is 
interesting to see how some of the results derived from assessing the controls used in this study are 
different from the findings of the comparison studies. For example, Lukkarinen et al. (2016) found 
that the minimum investment was significantly negatively related to funding success, whereas it was 
found here to have no such effect (cf. table 9). Also, their findings were inconsistent in relation to the 
effect of provision of financials on funding success, whereas in this study he variable was consistently 
insignificant. These deviations provide some early evidence of country differences in success-drivers 
related to equity crowdfunding, although more research is needed to confirm this. In addition, and 
along these lines, the finding related to hypothesis 1 in this study also brings another important 
theoretical contribution by supplying empirical knowledge supporting the idea that the use of 
metaphorical communication by entrepreneurs carries positive implications in terms of the 
entrepreneurs gaining and sustaining support. Such relationship has, as mentioned several times 
earlier, been suggested in earlier literature by entrepreneurship scholars (Cornelissen et al., 2012; Hill 
& Levenhagen, 1995), but has until now received scant empirical support. Finally, and more broadly, 
the finding related to the main effect of the study also provides input for the ongoing discussion on 
the (potentially counteracting) effects of using metaphorical expressions in communication. As 
mentioned earlier, the conventional thought in literature is that the use of metaphorical 
communication entails a number of positive effects due to its ability to untangle complex messages, 
guide the awareness of the receivers, and favourably influence their positive attitudes of the message 
(e.g. Landau et al., 2010), while other linguist scholars have argued that it is inherently imprecise as 
it compares two socially constructed domains of knowledge that thus do no fully correspond (e.g. 
Black, 1962; Shenkar et al., 2008). The finding related to the first hypothesis of this study thus 
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supports the conventional thought highlighting positive outcomes of using metaphorical expressions 
in communication, and thereby simultaneously brings evidence against the suggested negative effects 
of using metaphorical communication – at least in an entrepreneurial setting.  

The second, and potentially more novel finding of this study relates to hypothesis 2 of this study 
suggesting that the benefits of using metaphorical communication in equity crowdfunding campaigns 
are highest when plain language cannot sufficient facilitate sensegiving and sensemaking (i.e. when 
the complexity of the offering is high), and lowest when plain language can sufficiently be used to 
give and help make sense of ventures’ product offerings (i.e. when the complexity of the offering is 
low). This hypothesis equally found support in the data analysis, although the robustness checks and 
the restricted operationalisation of the complexity of the projects entail that the finding needs to be 
interpreted with caution. Nevertheless, this finding is particularly important as it challenges the 
conventional view in which the use of metaphorical communication as a sensegiving tool has 
generally been perceived from two opposite ends as either carrying very negative or very positive 
consequences. Although the finding of the first hypothesis in this study supports the positive effects 
of using metaphorical communication in an equity crowdfunding setting, this second finding adds a 
contingency view in which the degree of the positive effect of metaphorical communication depends 
on the underlying complexity of the project offering. Such contingency view adds to the very recent 
finding of König et al. (2017a) who brought initial evidence that the outcome of metaphorical 
communication as a sensegiving tool can vary with exogenous factors (cf. section 3.2.2.). This study, 
therefore, contributes with important evidence supporting the recently suggested contingency view 
on the (positive) effects of using metaphorical communication as a sensegiving tool. Such evidence 
provides stronger means as to challenge the conventional conception under which the effect of 
metaphorical communication is perceived as two opposing ends (i.e. either positive or negative), 
instead suggesting for it to be considered in a more contextual perspective. By doing so, the literature 
will achieve a much more refined view and enable more detailed conclusions as to how and when the 
use of metaphorical communication can enable sensegiving and sensemaking in various settings to 
derive certain (positive) outcomes.  

7.2. Practical Implications 

This study also makes a number of important contributions to practice. First, consistent with the 
findings related to both hypothesis 1 and 2, from a managerial perspective entrepreneurs are advised 
to use metaphorical communication in their sensegiving process related (at least) to equity 
crowdfunding campaigns, as it was found to be an important determinant of their ultimate funding 
success. As such, this recommendation is aligned with what has historically also been suggested by 
entrepreneurship scholars (Cornelissen et al., 2012; Hill & Levenhagen, 1995) as highlighted above, 
while there now is an empirical foundation supporting such recommendation. Second, and along these 
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lines, in evaluating the use and potential outcomes of giving sense to the project offerings through 
metaphorical communication, the findings suggest that entrepreneurs with more complex offerings 
will derive more value from doing so than will entrepreneurs with less complex offerings. This is 
important specifically for entrepreneurs with complex offerings, as not using metaphorical 
communication will potentially have substantial negative impact on their funding success compared 
to if they had instead chosen to make use of it. In conclusion, these recommendations serve as a long 
overdue operational aspect which the entrepreneurs can effectively implement to influence their 
funding success in an equity crowdfunding setting. Thereby, the findings provided in this study tap 
into the limited literature available on how the entrepreneurs can effectively manage their business to 
impact their likelihood of achieving the pivotal funding they need when faced with the financing gap 
between ‘seeding’ and ‘early growth’ (cf. section 3.1.1.).  

7.3. Limitations & Future Research 

The contributions derived from this research need to be perceived in the light of their limitations, 
which, in turn, provide a promising foundation for future research. First, the concept of metaphorical 
communication is inherently complex in that the meaning of context has endless possibilities and 
may not always be equally effective. Specifically, when constituents make sense of metaphorical 
communication they do so by drawing a parallel between the target and the source domain (e.g. Black, 
1962; Corbett & Connors, 1999). In making such parallels, if the underlying metaphorical expression 
is so abstract that the receiver cannot make sense of it, the metaphorical expression loses its 
effectiveness. This is referred to as a conceptual distance or gap between the source and target domain 
(e.g. Eco, 1984), and yields interpretative complexities which make it relevant to control for how well 
the ventures’ use of metaphorical communication is aligned with their intended messages (Booth, 
1978). Although no such instances were immediately identified in this study where the author and 
the independent coder could not make sense of a metaphorical expression during the coding, the 
metaphorical expressions may still vary in effectiveness, which was not accounted for in this research. 
As such, this pose an opportunity for future research to examine varying degrees of effectiveness 
derived from various metaphorical expressions. In addition, it may be possible for scholars to find 
ways to automise the coding process involving detecting and classifying instances of metaphorical 
communication in language, e.g. through the use of ‘dictionaries’ (see e.g. Kreiner et al., 2009 for an 
example). This could potentially enable a higher degree of validity and ease the extensive work-load 
involved in coding large amounts of text.  

 Second, the effectiveness of the use of metaphorical communication in equity crowdfunding 
campaigns may not only vary with how easy the metaphorical expressions are to make sense of, but 
also by where and when they are used. In particular, one could imagine that when metaphorical 
communication is used to explain the core idea of a business (e.g. the analogy used by Bring Pro (cf. 
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table 1): “We're the Uber for stuff.”), it may be more (or less) effective in giving sense to the offering 
than when used in more detailed explanations of that business’ offering (e.g. the metaphor used by 
Monday Motorbikes (cf. table 1): “Our smart dash is the brain of the Monday Motorbikes M1.”). 
Also, and following this intuition, it is possible that when metaphorical communication is used early 
in the campaign description (e.g. in the introduction section of the campaign), it may be more effective 
than when used at a later stage (e.g. in a section describing the industry). That is, the investors may 
place greater importance in their investment-decisions on some parts of the campaign than others 
(e.g. it may be more relevant for them to understand the offering than the industry in order to decide 
whether to invest or not). These considerations could provide an important insight into the conditions 
under which the use of metaphorical communication is (most) effective in use.  

 Third, another intriguing opportunity for scholars interested in this field is to explore how 
alternative rhetorical tools used by ventures in their equity crowdfunding campaigns can influence 
the decision making of potential investors. In this paper, it was decided to focus on metaphorical 
communication because it has been proposed to be exceptionally suitable for untangling complex 
messages (e.g. Landau et al., 2010), which is at the heart of what entrepreneurs often are faced with 
in giving sense to their project offerings. Yet, other rhetorical ingredients, e.g. rhetorical appeals (i.e. 
ethos, pathos, logos) and linguistic style, may still be relevant to assess in relation to their effects on 
equity crowdfunding success, as they have been proven to influence success in reward-based 
crowdfunding (e.g. Parhankangas & Renko, 2017; Tirdatov, 2014). 

 Fourth, and importantly, an essential extension to this study is to examine how the true value of 
the underlying product offering is affecting the effectiveness of metaphorical communication used 
by entrepreneurs to give sense to their offerings. Specifically, in this paper it has been assumed that 
the likelihood of potential investors making an investment, ceteris paribus, increases with their ability 
to make sense of a venture’s product offering along with the entrepreneurs’ efforts in influencing the 
interpretation of the potential investors. However, an alternative consideration could be that if 
metaphorical communication allows the potential investors to make sense of the product offerings, it 
also allows them to distinguish the good projects from the bad ones. Thus, one could raise the question 
of whether the ventures with bad projects can influence the interpretations of the investors enough to 
ultimately achieve their support. If not, future research might in fact reveal that sensegiving through 
metaphorical communication is positively impacting the achievement of funding for ventures with 
inherently ‘good’ product offerings, and negatively impacting the achievement of funding for 
ventures with inherently ‘bad’ product offerings.  

 Fifth, although the sample constitute all available finished equity crowdfunding projects under 
Regulation Crowdfunding from StartEngine as of the time of sampling, a larger sample would allow 
to include more control variables in the study and thus increase the reliability and validity of the 
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findings. Along these lines, this study did not include any controls specifically related to traditional 
BA and VC investment criteria. This choice was made partly due to restrictions on the number of 
variables that could be included in the model as a result of the somewhat limited sample size, and 
partly due to complexities in operationalisation of the underlying constructs, while at the same time 
taking into consideration that Lukkarinen et al. (2016) found none of these underlying constructs to 
be significant in determining funding success in any of their models. Nevertheless, as argued in 
section 3.1.3., this may still be relevant because of the nature of equity crowdfunding closing the gap 
between traditional types of crowdfunding and BA and VC funding. Including more controls would 
equally provide a more refined foundation to test for country differences in terms of success-drivers 
of equity crowdfunding, of which some early indications were found in this study (cf. section 7.1. 
above). As such, to increase the reliability, validate the findings of this study, and to explore potential 
country differences in more detail, future research could replicate this study using a larger sample 
size and including more controls.  

 Last but not least, a critical limitation to this study which provides a very relevant area for future 
research relates to the operationalisation of the complexity of the product offering (i.e. the moderation 
effect). In this study, the measure of the construct (i.e. ‘understandability’ measured by the business 
type) was used to provide some directional indications as to under which conditions the effectiveness 
of the use of metaphorical communication varies. Yet, the measure used here cannot be said to 
sufficient capture the full spectrum of project complexity. Therefore, a natural next step for interested 
scholars is to better operationalise this construct and re-run the analyses performed in this study as to 
more reliably explain whether metaphorical communication is truly more effective in achieving 
funding when the product offering is more complex as opposed to when it is less complex.  
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8.   Conclusion 

Conceiving the positive effects of using metaphorical communication as a tool to give sense to their 
ventures, and to shape the interpretations of others in order gain their support, entrepreneurs have 
been advised to incorporate metaphorical expressions into their rhetorical toolbox (Cornelissen et al., 
2012; Hill & Levenhagen, 1995). Up until now, however, the positive implications assumed in 
making such recommendations have not been supported by sufficient empirical evidence, and largely 
fail to account for the potential adverse effects or contextual limitations the use of metaphorical 
communication might entail. To deal with this deficit, this study introduced a contingency perspective 
to the effectiveness of ventures’ use of metaphorical communication. The findings confirmed the 
suggested positive attributes derived from entrepreneurs’ use of metaphorical communication on 
equity crowdfunding success, while at the same time providing strong indications of the presence of 
a contingency effect. Specifically, it was determined that the use of metaphorical communication by 
entrepreneurs in an equity crowdfunding setting, ceteris paribus, positively impacts the funding 
success of a venture. In addition, evidence was found that such positive effect of metaphorical 
communication on funding success is contingent upon the degree of complexity of the venture’s 
product offering. The latter effect, however, requires further research that better operationalise the 
underlying construct of project complexity to achieve a sufficient level of validity. Nonetheless, these 
findings have important implications for both theory and practice. Most notably, from a theoretical 
standpoint they contribute with a more granular knowledge on the dynamics and drivers of success 
in equity crowdfunding. More so, they support the early indications of a contextual influence on the 
effectiveness of using metaphorical communication as a sensegiving and affective vehicle. For 
entrepreneurs who use equity crowdfunding, the findings confirm the benefits of applying 
metaphorical communication in their campaigns as hitherto suggested. However, the findings also 
point towards this effect being contingent upon the context of use, so that entrepreneurs with 
inherently complex offerings derive more value from it than those with a less complex offering. Such 
knowledge provides the entrepreneurs better means themselves to effectively impact their likelihood 
of achieving the critical funding they need when faced with the financing gap between ‘seeding’ and 
‘early growth’ otherwise impeding their future survival and growth.  

 In conclusion, this research makes its contributions to the theorising on success-drivers in equity 
crowdfunding and to the ongoing discussion on the effectiveness of metaphorical communication 
providing early evidence of contextual contingency effects. It is the hope that this study can serve as 
a starting point for future research investigating the true effects of applying metaphorical 
communication in an equity crowdfunding setting and as a first step towards a more nuanced and 
refined perspective on ventures’ use of metaphorical communication.   
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1.   BASIC MEANING OF ELEMENTS OF METAPHORICAL COMMUNICATION 
1.1.  Summary of Rhetorical Ingredients to be Considered in Coding 

1.2. Summary of Determinants of Novelty of Metaphorical Expressions 

Rhetorical 
Ingredient Description of Ingredient Examples 

Metaphor 
A metaphor implicitly 
compares two issues or ideas 
(“A is B”) 

1.   “Argument is war.” 
2.   "This game is heaven." 
3.   "The product is an eagle taking flight." 

Simile 
A simile explicitly compared 
two issues or ideas (“A is 
like B”) 

1.   “Employees are like flowers.” 
2.   "As black as coal." 
3.   "As blind as a bat." 

Metonymy 

A metonymy does not 
compare A with B, but 
substitutes the “A” that is 
actually meant with a “B” 
that is attributive or 
suggestive of “A” 

1.   “The White House said...” (White House refers to 
the US President) 

2.   "Let me give you a hand." (hand refers to help) 
3.   "England decides to keep check on immigration.” 

(England refers to the government.) 

Analogy 

An analogy is an extended 
comparison in which a 
causal pattern is transferred 
from a familiar domain to a 
less familiar domain (Corbett 
& Connors, 1998). 

1.   “Big companies often produce bureaucracy the 
way gardens produce weeds.” (Kindler, 2010). 

2.   "We are the Uber of Healthcare." 

Novelty of Metaphor Detailed Description 

Metaphorical 
Communication 

Aim to "mark as metaphorical any word that has an active metaphorical 
basis, in the sense of there being a widespread, knowable, comparison, 
and contrast between that word’s contextual and basic meanings." 
(Pragglejaz Group, 2007)  

Dead Metaphor 

Based on the above, a dead metaphor is any word of which there 
historically has been "a widespread, knowable, comparison, and 
contrast between that word’s contextual and basic meanings" but which 
has been so conventionalised that its metaphoric and basic meaning are 
alike.  

Idiom 

Along the lines of above, and in a similar vein as König et al. (2017a), 
idioms are considered as dead metaphors, as they are no longer 
perceived in a figurative understanding and their meaning has turned 
into routine (Burbules et al., 1989).  
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2.   SPECIFIC CODING GUIDELINES 
2.1. General Coding Rules  

* Yellow represents parts to be coded 

2.2. Specific Coding Rules 

Rule # Coding Instruction* 

1. 
Rule: Aim at a complete sentence structure of the coded words: Subject - Predicate – 
Object 

2. 
Rule: Do not code adjectives if they are not part of the metaphor 
Example: Crowdfunding is woven into the very DNA of xCraft. 

3. 

Rule: Do not code descriptive clauses which are independent of the metaphor. Check if 
the accessory clause is necessary using these criteria:  
          a) Would the meaning of the metaphor change without the accessory clause?    
          b) Does the accessory clause only act as a description of the metaphor? 
Example:  Globally, if we’re right, the industry could enjoy annual revenues of $3-5 
billion.  

4. 
Rule: Do not change the form of the verb 
Example:  Use: We have been travelling… 
                 Instead of: We have been travelling… 

Sentence 
Structure Coding Instruction* 

Main Clause 

Rule: The main clause is separate: a) The whole sentence is coded, unless b) 
adjectives, which do not refer to the metaphor, are present, as these should be 
excluded (i.e. Not coded) 
Example:  a) The reason for that was the wild ride of developing the machine.  
                 b)  The main reason for that was the wild ride of developing the 
machine. 

Interjected Main 
Clause 

Rule: If a metaphor is included in an interjected main clause, that interjected 
main clause is coded, not the whole sentence. 
Example:  
 
Hispanics, due to their expanding demographic and economic clout and 
propensity to mix and merge with others even as they seek to sustain their own 
cultural moorings, are key players in the reimagining of America. 



APPENDIX 1. CODING SCHEME 

Page 73 

* Yellow represents parts to be coded 

 
  

Accessory 
Clause 
If,  
If…then  

Rule: For accessory clauses starting with "if" or "if…then", the "if" or 
"if…then" is/are not coded. 
Example:  All families go through crises, and good Christmas movies remind 
us that we can get through it and become a stronger family, laughing together 
in the end (if we don’t kill each other first). 

As 
Rule: "As" is not coded 
Example: As xCraft's flagship product, the X PlusOne, has a host of killer 
features 

Verb + -ing 

Rule: When the metaphor is included in an accessory clause, which starts with 
a verb + -ing, code the subject, predicate and object to which the construction 
is referring. 
Example: Having the ability to democratize capital beyond the institutional 
walls of Wall Street or Silicon Valley makes Regulation Crowdfunding an 
attractive option for … 

So that; that’s 
why; which is 
why; as a result; 
but; because; 
also; and; 
always; still; just; 
kind of 

Rule: No coding of connectors or adverbs, and no coding of "and” 
Example: That's why I started Xcraft to realize the full potential of these flying 
robots. 
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1.   ACCESS TO EXCEL CODING DATASET 

The excel-file containing the coding and extracted data from StartEngine was attached as an appendix 
in the online submission. Alternatively, please follow the link below to download a copy:  
https://www.dropbox.com/s/gxt9hv4g1tkp9fh/Coding_cleansed_submission.xlsx?dl=0  
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1.   ACCESS TO SPSS DATA ANALYSIS DATASET 

The SPSS-file containing the final dataset was attached as an appendix in the online submission. 
Alternatively, please follow the link below to download a copy:  
https://www.dropbox.com/s/flsnf753yxp9x6n/Dataset_cleansed_submission.sav?dl=0  
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1.   LINEARITY  
1.1. Linear Relationship Collectively  

 
 
1.2. Linear Relationship Independently (Categorical Independent Variables Excluded)  
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2.   HOMOSKEDASTICITY  

 
 

3.   UNUSUAL POINTS (I.E. OUTLIERS, HIGH LEVERAGE AND INFLUENTIAL 
POINTS) 
 

3.1. Outliers  

The analysis in SPSS showed no standardised residuals of greater than ±3 standard deviations (i.e. 
the casewise diagnostics table was not produced and, thus, not included here).  

3.2. Leverage points 

Leverage values were calculated through SPSS, and two stood out as ‘dangerous’ (i.e. leverage values 
of or above 0.5). In particular, observation 15 (leverage value = 0.9696) and 9 (leverage value = 
0.5281) were classified as dangerous.   

3.3. Influential points 

Cook's Distance values for each case was calculated in SPSS. One observation had a value greater 
than the cut-off value of 1. This observation was number 15, thereby also the one with the highest 
leverage point of 0.9696. Its Cooks value was extreme at 45.7556. Upon further inspection, these 
results were due to a very high number of followers on Facebook (approximately 1.6M).  
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4.   MULTICOLLINEARITY 
 

Correlation Matrix & Collinearity Statistics 

Notes.   The number of observations is 76 for all variables. 
             **, * and † indicates a significance level of 1 %, 5 % and 10 %, respectively 

  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 Funding fraction 1.00                       

2 Geographic 
reach 

-0.22* 1.00                     

3 Social media 
update 

-0.01 0.09 1.00                   

4 Media exposure 
reports 

0.27** -0.15† -0.27** 1.00                 

5 Business model 0.02 0.01 -0.05 0.02 1.00               
6 Product offering -0.29** 0.05 0.02 -0.13 0.08 1.00             

7 Funding target 
high 

-0.03 0.04 0.19† 0.11 0.03 -0.12 1.00           

8 Funding target 
low 

0.34** 0.05 0.10 -0.01 -0.11 -0.10 0.26* 1.00         

9 Campaign length -0.19* 0.03 0.11 -0.02 0.33** -0.01 0.27** -0.10 1.00       

10 Social media 
network 

0.04 -0.07 0.04 0.09 -0.09 0.08 0.15† 0.05 -0.02 1.00     

11 Metaphorical 
Co. Fraction 

0.38** -0.17† -0.31** 0.08 0.05 -0.15† 0.02 0.16† -0.21* 0.07 1.00   

12 Project comp-
lexity Int. 0.25* -0.17† -0.24* 0.06 0.11 0.01 -0.12 0.10 -0.23* -0.01 0.47** 1.00 

Collinearity Statistics            
Tolerance  
VIF  0.93 

1.08 
0.78 
1.29 

0.86 
1.16 

0.82 
1.21 

0.92 
1.09 

0.77 
1.30 

0.86 
1.16 

0.74 
1.36 

0.94 
1.07 

0.67.. 
1.50.. 

0.71 
1.42 
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5.   NORMALITY 
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1.   LINEARITY  
1.1. Linear Relationship Collectively  

 
 
1.2. Linear Relationship Independently (Categorical Independent Variables Excluded)  
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2.   HOMOSKEDASTICITY  

 
 

3.   UNUSUAL POINTS (I.E. OUTLIERS, HIGH LEVERAGE AND INFLUENTIAL 
POINTS) 
 

3.1. Outliers  

The analysis in SPSS showed no standardised residuals of greater than ±3 standard deviations (i.e. 
the casewise diagnostics table was not produced and, thus, not included here).  

3.2. Leverage points 

Leverage values were calculated through SPSS, and in this model none stood out as ‘dangerous’ (i.e. 
leverage values of or above 0.5). The highest leverage value of 0.36 did not pose any particular threat.  

3.3. Influential points 

Cook's Distance values for each case was calculated in SPSS. The highest value was 0.17, thus 
remaining significantly below the cut-off value of 1.  
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4.   MULTICOLLINEARITY 

Correlation Matrix & Collinearity Statistics 

 Notes.   The number of observations is 74 for all variables. 
              **, * and † indicates a significance level of 1 %, 5 % and 10 %, respectively 

  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 log(Funding 
fraction) 

1.00                

2 Geographic 
reach 

-0.13      1.00               

3 Social media 
update 

-0.08      0.08      1.00              

4 Media exposure 
reports 

0.35**     -0.18†     -0.29**      1.00             

5 Business model -0.02     -0.05     -0.05      0.01      1.00            
6 Product offering -0.22*      0.01      0.02     -0.13      0.05      1.00           

7 log(Funding 
target high) 

-0.26*      0.09      0.19      0.10      0.06     -0.08      1.00          

8 log(Funding 
target low) 

0.28**      0.10      0.13†      0.12     -0.10     -0.08     0.36**      1.00         

9 log(Campaign 
length) 

-0.25*      0.08      0.11      0.06     0.32**     -0.07     0.33**     -0.08      1.00        

10 log(Social media 
network) 

0.43**     -0.25*     -0.03     0.31**     -0.22*     -0.20*     0.30**     0.42**     -0.03      1.00       

11 Metaphorical 
Co. Fraction 

0.36**     -0.14     -0.31**      0.09      0.07     -0.14     -0.00      0.11     -0.23*     0.21*     1.00      

12 Project comp-
lexity Int. 0.34**     -0.11     -0.23*      0.09      0.17†      0.04     -0.15†      0.10     -0.26*     -0.07     0.46     1.00     

Collinearity Statistics            
Tolerance  
VIF 

 
 

0.82 
1.22 

0.77 
1.30 

0.79 
1.27 

0.77 
1.30 

0.92 
1.08 

0.69 
1.46 

0.67 
1.50 

0.68 
1.46 

0.57 
1.76 

0.65 
1.53 

0.66 
1.51 



APPENDIX 5: TEST OF ASSUMPTIONS (FINAL MODEL) 

Page 87 

5.   NORMALITY 

 
 

 
 

 


