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ABSTRACT 

This master’s thesis explores the contemporary phenomenon of overfunding, an act of receiving 
more money than it is needed, in the context of crowdfunding. The term ‘overfunding’ is originated 

in financial business and is used when a crowdfunding project receives more funds than its initial 
funding goal, which, by scholars, has been directly associated with delays in delivery of the funded 

products. However, at present, there is still and evident gap in the academic research within this 

field. Thereby, as a contribution to the literature, this thesis presents a qualitative study on how 
overfunding is experienced by project founders. With a focus on the reward-based crowdfunding 

model, the study has collected primary data from in-depth interviews conducted with a group of 
international founders, who are familiarized with the phenomenon as an outcome of their 

experiences on Kickstarter.com and Indiegogo.com. With an abductive approach and a thematic 
analysis, data has been examined and interpreted in order to record various patterns. The themes 

across data have been organized and presented in a new model, that can be used as a 
representation of the most common phases that projects founders reported to go through in their 

relation with overfunding. The stages include the project’s preparation, the platform selection, the 
marketing plans, the communication with backers, adopting an entrepreneurial thinking, 

overcoming challenges, assuming risks and delivering the results. The study validates prior 

researchers’ findings that overfunding is problematic due to the various unforeseen events that 
appear on the sides. However, the thesis’ results also suggest a series of solutions recommended 

for the future founders and entrepreneurs interested in successfully overcoming overfunding 
implications. Hence, an extensive preparation, well prepared marketing strategies along with a 

strong entrepreneurship skillset are suggested for founders to become successful entrepreneurs 
after an overfunding experience.  

 
 
Keywords: Overfunding, Crowdfunding, Entrepreneurship, Kickstarter, Indiegogo 
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INTRODUCTION  

 “You put your campaign up on Kickstarter or Indiegogo, and it’s just been overfunded like 
crazy. Great, right? Well, yes, it’s the greatest thing that could happen. But it comes with a lot of 

problems.”  
(Jonas Gyalokay1, 2015) 

A year after his project was overfunded by 793%, Jonas Gyalokay wrote an article to explain 

“Why overfunded crowdfunding campaigns can really suck” (venturebeat.com, 2015). The 
successful Danish entrepreneur briefly shared the biggest impediments that overfunding caused 

him. Nevertheless, reading Gyalokay’s statement, triggered a substantial curiosity to explore the 
overfunding problems through the eyes of those founders who have experienced the phenomenon 

first-hand. This story was the initial and motivational factor for examining how other founders 
experience the phenomenon of overfunding. Therefore, a deeper understanding of overfunding 

through the eyes of founders is aimed to be shed and presented in order to motivate and help 
future entrepreneurs.  

 

Background of the Problem 
Entrepreneurs all over the world face an inherent problem when it comes to attracting funds. 

Crowdfunding is considered a technique that “has made possible to seek capital for project-specific 

investments as well as for starting up new ventures” (Schwienbacher and Larralde, 2010, p.3). 
Referenced first a decade ago by blogger Michael Sullivan (Harms, 2015), crowdfunding 

represents a type of crowdsourcing, which is the process of soliciting ideas, services or 
contributions from large groups of people, rather than traditional suppliers (Laudon and Traver, 

2014).  
Scholars (Cordova et al., 2015; Mollick, 2013; Mollick and Kuppuswamy, 2014) are using the 

definition of crowdfunding provided by professor Armin Schwienbacher and his master student 
Benjamin Larralde (2010). In their opinion, crowdfunding has a degree of novelty because of its 

																																																													

1 Jonas Gyalokay is the founder of Airtame [1], the most funded European project until MATE e-BIKE [7], 
another Danish project took the title in November 2016, when they got overfunded by 4,240% and became 
one of the most funded campaigns on Indiegogo at this day (www.indiegogo.com/explore). 
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emerging use by entrepreneurs who rely on Internet users to finance them, instead of asking 

venture capitalists (VCs), banks or business angels (Schwienbacher and Larralde, 2010). 
The crowdfunding process, according to Valanciene and Jegeleviciute (2014), has three key 

elements: content, context and linkages between different actors. The content is provided by 

‘founders’ who have an idea or a product concept and who require funds to commence or 
implement the production. The context is given by platform operators who offer the digital 

environment for people all over the world, the backers, to pledge money to the project. Different 
kinds of relationships evolve between the actors of crowdfunding which lead to various outcomes. 

Depending on what founders promise in return to their backers, crowdfunding runs on six business 
models: donation, reward, microfinancing, equity, peer-to-peer and royalty (Gabison, 2015). This 

study, however, has a focus on the reward-based model investigating two of the most renowned 
crowdfunding platforms: Kickstarter (Kickstarter) and Indiegogo (Indiegogo).  

Besides its models, actors or platforms, the scholars have also looked into the crowdfunding 
determinants (Mollick, 2013) and its outcomes (Mollick and Kuppuswamy, 2014), by using large 

datasets of both successful and failed projects. However, the literature is quite scarce in presenting 

qualitative data and in-depth research on some crowdfunding aspects such as overfunding. 
Overfunding is a concept born in finance which is defined as the action of “receiving more money 

that is needed or allowed for a particular purpose, organization, etc.” (dictionary.cambridge.org, 
2016). Yet, an official definition of overfunding in the context of crowdfunding has not been stated 

by the scholars. Nevertheless, it is mentioned to represent an outcome of a project which has 
received over 100% funds (Cordova et al., 2015; Gabison, 2015, Mollick, 2013). In order to 

understand the phenomenon, this study is placing it in the crowdfunding process within the digital 
entrepreneurship sphere where it is examined through the founders’ perspectives. 

 

Statement of the Problem 
Recently, Professor Ethan Mollick has published some of his research on Kickstarter which 

has effectively been of great help for many project founders (Alois, 2016), as well as significant 

guidance for this study. His findings show that 9% of the projects which are successfully funded, 
fail to deliver the rewards as promised to their backers. The causes are determined through 

extensive quantitative analysis of large datasets of crowdfunding projects. Currently there are no 
published peer-reviewed articles on the matter of overfunding as a phenomenon lived by founders 
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and analysed through their experiences. Therefore, to identify the current situation of the 

phenomenon, the following research question has been formulated: 
 

RQ: How do founders experience overfunding? 

 

Among the advantages of providing insights into how founders experience overfunding, one 

can state that numerous entrepreneurs interested in launching a crowdfunding project will benefit 
from learning of the events of founders who have successfully been overfunded. The importance of 

this study also illustrates in its contribution to the literature which currently lacks the topic.  
In order to answer the research question, a series of in-depth interviews with a sample of 

founders from 5 different countries were conducted and analysed. The qualitative data from the 
interviews has been interpreted in correlation with the concepts underlined in the Literature Review 

chapter. Based on ontological and epistemological assumptions, the research has been taken 
under the interpretivism philosophy. Therefore, the study presents the reality of founders who have 

experienced overfunding and the individual interpretations of their cases. Moreover, using an 

abductive approach, the findings section aims to show a series of emerging themes from the data. 
The entire analysis process was orchestrated using NVivo, a qualitative data analysis software 

program. The methods and procedures selected and conducted will be discussed in detail in the 
Methodology Chapter.  

 

Delimitations 
During the research, it has been assumed that the interviewees are qualified to participate in 

the study due to their experiences and results within overfunding. Moreover, an additional 
assumption has been made which stipulates that their responses are both honest and given to the 

best of their individual abilities. The non-probability sample (Saunders et al., 2009) is a delimitation 

of the study since is not large enough to represent the whole population of founders who have 
been overfunded. Although the respondents are originally from 3 continents and 5 different 

countries, the sample does still not represent the entire overfunding population.  
This study focuses on the reward crowdfunding model and uses Kickstarter and Indiegogo, two of 

the most popular reward-based crowdfunding platforms, as a resource for selecting the informants. A 
further delimitation consists in the choice of method. Given the low level of availability among founders, 
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the in-depth interview was the preferred method to approach and reach out to them. Moreover, it 

allowed a personal interaction, which, in this case can be seen interesting and relevant for the study 
purpose. The primary data collected through interviews is unique in addition to the existing gap in the 

literature.  

The interpretivist philosophy used to present the data with the researcher’s interpretations is 
delimiting the study by its subjective nature (Saunders et al, 2009). Knowing that interpretivism leaves 

room for bias on the behalf of researcher (Creswell, 2013), a high level of control has been applied 
during the research in order to avoid this aspect.  

 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Crowdfunding 

The term ‘crowdfunding’ was born in 2006 when a blogger created “fundavlog”, a platform 

where people would donate a cent per click to content creators as a form of appreciation (Harms, 
2015). Notwithstanding, the concept of crowdfunding has been used in different forms throughout 

the history. For example, when the United States of America required financing of the construction 
of the Statue of Liberty in 1885, the famous publisher Joseph Pulitzer took the liberty to create a 

fundraising campaign on the first page of his newspaper, The New York World (“The Statue of 
Liberty”, 2013). The campaign had a victorious success with enough money to complete the 

pedestal and give the sculptor a gift. There were more than 160,000 donors, including children, 
businessmen, politicians and even street cleaners (“The Statue of Liberty”, 2013).  

In their attempts to explain and define the term crowdfunding, scholars (Cordova et al., 2015; 
Mollick and Kappushwamy, 2014) show different and creative ways how the phenomenon is seen or 

perceived. The most popular definition amongst scholars is the following one: crowdfunding is “an open 

call, essentially through the Internet, for the provision of financial resources either in the form of 
donation or in exchange for some form of reward and/or voting rights in order to support initiatives for 

specific purposes” (Schwienbacher and Larralde, 2010, p.4).  
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Professor Ethan Mollick (2013) concluded that this definition is not complete, thus added two 

aspects: the goal of crowdfunding and the goal of the investors. Therefore, based on the premise that in 
an entrepreneurial context crowdfunding should be more specific, he suggests the following definition: 

 “Crowdfunding refers to the efforts by entrepreneurial individual and groups - cultural, social and 

for-profit - to fund their ventures by drawing on relatively small contributions from a relatively large 
number of individuals using the Internet, without standards financial intermediaries.”  

        (Mollick, 2013, p.2) 
Research conducted prior to this paper has predominantly been based on data from reward-based 

crowdfunding platforms with a strong focus on the motivation behind people’s decision to use the 
crowdfunding platforms. Therefore, the most popular incentives for people to launch crowdfunding 

projects are “raising money, getting attention and obtaining feedback on product/service” (Cordova et 
al., 2015, p. 116). Additionally, Gerber and Hui (2013) conducted a ground-based theory and 

underlined the fact that the founders are motivated by having full control over their projects, by 
receiving validation, connecting with others, replicating successful experiences and expanding 

awareness of their work through social media. In addition, a successful strategy is when the initial 

capital requirement is relatively small and “consumers who enjoy higher utility will pre-order the product 
and pay more with respect to later consumers, who will wait until the product is offered on the market at 

a lower price” (Cordova et al., 2015, p. 117).  
 

Crowdfunding Terminology 

Considered a new technology-enabled innovative process that is disrupting the traditional funding 
methods, crowdfunding has been the attention of only few research studies in the last couple of years. 

However, given the novelty of the concept, the terminology in the available research is somewhat 
inconsistent. Different terminologies have been used when discussing the topic. Hence, to dismiss any 

possible confusions surrounding crowdfunding, A Conceptual Framework for Understanding 

Crowdfunding (Beaulieu et al., 2015) will be applied in this research paper to ensure a clearly defined 
and consistent terminology. According to Beaulieu et al. (2015), the way the crowdfunding process 

functions is determined by the main crowdfunding participants who are presented as follows.  
Firstly, the hub of the ecosystem in crowdfunding consists in the ‘website providers’ which in this 

paper will be referred as the crowdfunding platforms. The providers are facilitating the connection and 
communication between the founders and backers. The term ‘founder’ is applied to any individual or 
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team who creates a crowdfunding campaign (or project) to receive funding (Beaulieu et. al, 2015). 

Literature spawns with terms such as ‘creator’, ‘entrepreneur’, ‘firm’, ‘owner’, etc., yet, the authors 
consider that they are too narrow and leave out a range of participants. By comparison, whilst the term 

‘entrepreneur’ does not necessarily involve seeking for funding, a ‘founder’ refers to “those who start 

communities, charitable organizations, and businesses” (Beaulieu et. al, 2015, p.4). Moreover, the 
current usage in the crowdfunding literature lends better credibility to the term ‘founder’.  

Gerber (2012, as stated in Beaulieu et al., 2015) considers that founders have the purpose to 
present a product or a project in a transparent way, but also to build relationships and collaborations 

with backers. Any individual who supports a crowdfunding campaign is referred as a ‘backer’. An 
interesting perspective of Beaulieu et al. (2015) is that the role of the backer goes beyond providing 

monetary funding. Backers can also be supportive by spreading the word about a project. They can 
also validate an idea by providing judgement on whether the project is worth funding. This qualifies the 

choice of using the term ‘backer’ instead of any other such as ‘funder’, ‘crowdfunder’, ‘investor’, 
‘contributor’, etc. In this paper the term ‘founder’ will be used consistently when referring to any project 

creator, and the term ‘backer’ will be used for any individual who is supporting a crowdfunding 

campaign. For a better understanding of the roles of these actors, an introduction of the crowdfunding 
process is presented next.  

 

Crowdfunding Process 
Crowdfunding is a process made of “a set of describable activities (content) in an uncertain 

business environment (context)” with a linkage between different stakeholders (Valanciene & 
Jegeleviciute, 2014, p.600). The stakeholders referred to in this study are the main actors of 

crowdfunding as presented above: the platform operators, the founders and the backers who are all 
interconnected.  

The typical process of a crowdfunding event begins with a founder who has an idea or a project in 

mind and presents it in an original and attractive way on a platform to raise a certain amount of money 
(the initial funding goal) in a predetermined period. During this time, the founder is promoting the 

campaign in order to attract and convince potential backers to pledge money. Backers can be anyone 
with experience or not, originated all over the world, with the possibility to invest using a bank account.  

Each project founder has to pay a fee which is established by the platform operators as a fixed 
percentage of the total collected funding (Koch, 2016). Backers use the crowdfunding platforms to 
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explore different projects and decide whether they want to contribute. The platforms support the 

communication between founders and backers, and provide secure payment systems for each party. 
The payment operators also charge the users. Valenciene and Jegeleviciute (2014, p.602) claim that 

“the more entrepreneurial, innovative and wealthy the society is, the more users crowdfunding could 

possibly have, and this leads to success of crowdfunding”. As mentioned earlier, an essential feature of 
the crowdfunding lays within platforms which function under different crowdfunding models. In the 

following section, a classification of the platforms and the crowdfunding business models is presented. 
 

Crowdfunding Business Models 
 “A business model describes the rationale of how an organization creates, delivers, and captures 

value” (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010).  
It is important to mention that crowdfunding itself has several business models to show how 

different individuals or companies can plan activities that result in profit. There are various 
classifications of the types of crowdfunding. Gabison (2015) presents four major ways founders can 

create their campaigns in: donation, reward, lending and equity. To be more specific and to show the 

emerging characteristic of the crowdfunding environment, Beaulieu et al. (2015) present two more 
crowdfunding models: royalty and microfinance. Further, a presentation of each one of them is offered 

(Table 1) with two main characteristics, the exchange, which is “what the founder is willing to give up in 
‘exchange’ for capital”, and the risk, which is calculated “through two easily identified attributes: the 

amount of the capital goal and the average contribution from a backer” (Beaulieu et al., 2015, p.9).  
There are three general exchange rules in crowdfunding models (Beaulieu et al., 2015): ‘Equity’ is 

when a founder gives the backers an interest in future profits from the project in exchange for invested 
capital. ‘Debt’ is when the founder is returning the principal amount borrowed but with an interest, and 

‘appreciation’ occurs when the founder gives the backers appreciation in exchange for money. 
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Table 1: Crowdfunding Business Models (source: own creation inspired from Beaulieu et al., 2015) 

 
Private Equity  
Started in 2010, private equity is currently one of the most growing crowdfunding models (Gabriel, 

2016). The equity exchange requires the founder to offer backers an ownership interest in the firm for 
their contribution. Most founders choose equity crowdfunding because they want exposure, their 

backers become brand ambassadors and they can stay in control with small individual investors rather 
than having more board seats (Gabriel, 2016). Capital funding goals are usually higher (generally over 

USD 1 M), and backers’ contributions are also higher (generally over USD 10,000) compared to other 

crowdfunding models. Consequently, the risks of business failure remain high for backers who might 

MODEL EXCHANGE 
Typical Capital Goal(TCG) & 
Typical Contribution (TC) 

EXAMPLES OF 
PLATFORMS 

PRIVATE EQUITY Equity 
TCG: high to very high 
TC: high to very high 

Dealmarket.com 
Circleup.com 

ROYALTY Equity 
TCG: low to medium 

TC: low 

Roylaltyclouds.com 

Appsfunder.com 

MICROFINANCING Debt 
TCG: very low to low 

TC: very low 

Kiva.com 

Lendforpeace.org 

PEER-TO-PEER Debt 
TCG: medium (but wide variety) 
TC: relative to capital goal 

Upstart.com 
Fundingcircle.com 

REWARD 
Appreciation/ 

goods 

TCG: low to high 

TC: very low to high-medium 

Kickstarter.com 

Indiegogo.com 

DONATION Appreciation 
TCG: low to medium 

TC: very low 

Gofundme.com 

Donorschoose.org 
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wait several years before they get a return from their investments (Colao 2013 as stated in Beaulieu et 

al., 2015). 
 

Royalty Model  
The royalty model is another type of equity crowdfunding which differs from the private equity by 

providing a lower risk: both capital goals and the average contribution amount are lower (typically under 

USD 50,000, respectively under USD 100). The founder is agreeing to share the profits with backers for 
single projects “which are typically not on-going business, but represent a discreet product, such as a 

record album, a music tour, or a mobile app” (Beaulieu et al., 2015, p. 14). For example, if an individual 
posts his mobile app idea on a platform like appsfunder.com, in exchange for financing the 

development costs, backers receive a share of the future download revenue. The disadvantages of the 
royalty model include projects that never become profitable, backers who are entitled only to little profit, 

and poor communication between backers in the larger communities (Beaulieu et al., 2015, p. 14).  
 
Microfinancing Model 
Microfinancing offers options to founders from rural or undeveloped areas who have limited 

resources and little access to banking. The concept dates back to the 18th century (Investopedia, 

2016), but it is now referred to as crowdfunding because of the different websites which started lending 
or donating money to poor communities. “For example, through kiva.org, a backer may review posted 

projects and decide whether they want to donate money to founders who have been pre-qualified 
through an intermediary party. Founders pay loan interest to the intermediaries. However, no interest is 

paid to the backer who simply receives their principal back, which can then be withdrawn from Kiva or 
lent to someone else in need” (Beaulieu et al., 2015, p. 15).  

 
Peer-to-peer Model (P2P) 
P2P model involves individuals lending small loans one to another bypassing banks as a mediator. 

“Founders post their needs on a P2P lending website and complete a questionnaire that determines 
their credit worthiness and the resulting interest rate for the loan” (Beaulieu et al., p.16). Backers, 

receive their fund back with interest, but their contribution is usually small when it comes to personal 
loans. The capital funding goals vary; “smaller businesses typically have larger funding goals than 
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personal loans” and “larger capital goals are associated with larger individual contributions from 

backers” (Beaulieu et al., p.16). 
 

Donation Model 
The donation model is based on the goodwill of the backers who do not receive anything back but 

gratitude from the founders. Usually the capital funding goals are low (under USD 5.000) and the 

average contribution per backer is around USD 100. Donation, often called philanthropy is common in 
the fields of education, open access journalism or scientific research. The founders show their 

appreciation by sharing results which are considered to be a public good. 
 
Reward-Based Model  
The reward model is the most prevalent form of crowdfunding which allows founders to pre-sell 

products or services at a better price or with special benefits (Du and Wang, 2016). Backers are 
considered early buyers of different kinds of goods (clothing, games, invitations to events, etc.) that can 

be at the prototype or idea stage and will be developed when the capital goal is received. The capital 

funding goals vary from under USD 100 to over USD 1 M (average being around USD 10,000) and the 
backers’ contribution as well (the average is around USD 70) (Beaulieu et al., 2015). Every founder is 

organising a campaign (typically for 30 days) where they describe the project with text, pictures and 
often videos to pitch the idea. Social networking sites (e.g. Facebook, Twitter) are linked to allow not 

only backers but also visitors to share the campaign (Kuppuswamy and Bayus 2013 in Beaulieu et al., 
2015). 

The reward crowdfunding model is interesting because of its innovative and unique characteristics. 
Compared to the equity and debt models, which are basically imitating current practices of debt and 

equity, “albeit with a larger and more diverse group of founders and backers, [...] the reward model 

represents a new type of business model” (Beaulieu et al., 2015, p. 18). Another difference between the 
reward model and the others is that the backers are interested for the project to be completed in a 

short-term because technically it does not exist at the funding time. This is the biggest distinction if the 
reward model would be compared with the e-commerce business model, which represents “digitally 

enabled commercial transactions between and among organisations and individuals” (Laudon and 
Traver, 2014, p.10).  
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Crowdfunding Platforms 
Crowdfunding platforms are the intermediaries that facilitate the crowdfunding process, and the 

number of crowdfunding platforms have significantly grown in the last decade and so have their 

purposes (Gabison, 2015). According to Gabison (2015), their first role is to help founders raising 
money from friends and family in a less traditional way. He adds that the second purpose of the 

platforms is to host a project campaign for the founders on a public webpage. Having a place to 
publicise their project gives the founders the opportunity to access the platform’s broader network and 

the reassurance of potential backers; also to receive a substantial feedback. When they see that a 
great number of backers are donating, other people are inclined to contribute as well (Gabison, 2015). 

This can be referred as the wisdom of the crowds, a concept explored by Surowiecki (2005), where a 
large group of people can make better decisions than individuals. Besides, if potential backers can see 

who is contributing, “they may be further encouraged to participate” (Gabison, 2015, p. 11). A third 
purpose relies in the real costs of the platform. Crowdfunding platforms require a fee from the founders, 

but also require a lot of their time to prepare a campaign. Gabison (2015) states that the crowd usually 

has three options in crowdfunding. One is that a member can research a project, generate information 
and add experience to the project; second, an individual can consume the existing information, and 

third, one can do neither but still choose to participate or not.  
In crowdfunding, platforms have the incentive to avoid bad, failing and fraudulent products, 

otherwise their reputation and their goodwill will be at stake. Nonetheless, founders have an incentive 
to disclose positive information and to make the crowd believe their project will succeed (Gabison, 

2015). Gabison (2015) also states that more information is not necessarily a selling point, and that the 
project’s quality should be the focus. The nature of information disclosed is depending on each 

founder’s strategy to attract backers.  
Platforms function based on the crowdfunding models described previously. In this study, the focus 

falls only on one type of crowdfunding platforms and that is the reward-based model. On reward-based 

platforms there are two types of crowdfunding models. First is the all-or-nothing model which entitles 
the founders to their funds only if the initial funding goal is reached. The second is the keep-it-all model 

which allows the founders to keep the entire pledged amount, regardless of the amount of the initial 
goal (Gabison, 2015). According to Gabison (2015), the reward-based model comes with a motivational 

factor for the crowds to spread the word and share the campaigns. This, and the popularity of the 
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reward platforms such as Kickstarter.com and Indiegogo.com, are some of the reasons that the 

attention of the research falls on them only. 

 
Kickstarter  
Looking at prior research, there is a visible tendency of exploring reward-based platforms, and 

Kickstarter.com is the main source for projects. Called “the largest and dominant crowdfunding site” 

(Mollick, 2013, p.2), Kickstarter is based on the all-or-nothing model or “threshold” model which lets the 
founders to collect their funds only if the goal is reached. Created in April 2009, in the United States of 

America, Kickstarter allows founders from over twenty countries to publish projects in a range of fifteen 
categories including Technology, Games, Art, Food or Photography (“Our mission is to help”, 2016). 

Founders can create different rewards as motivational triggers as part of their customized design 
schema of their campaign. In their research paper, Cordova et al. (2015) include Kickstarter as data 

collection source to draw some of the success determinants of crowdfunding. However, as Du and 
Wang (2016) argue, the choices for the schema that will impact the success of the campaign is 

currently not well-defined.  

Kickstarter publishes overview statistics on a regular basis and permits founders to connect with 
their Facebook accounts. This allows the research to look at founders’ networks. For example, Mollick 

(2013) has analysed a dataset of Kickstarter projects and uncovered that backers’ geographical 
location is correlated with founders’ successes. Kappuswamy and Bayus (2013) have analysed The 

dynamics of project backers in Kickstarter and their findings are consistent with Mollick’s. Therefore, on 
Kickstarter “projects with smaller goals, of shorter duration, and having a video are likely to garner 

additional backer support. In addition, projects with many reward categories and having a colon in their 
title tend to attract new backer pledges, as do projects from creators with prior experience” 

(Kappuswamy and Bayus, 2013, p. 14). Moreover, Kickstarter projects have the most backers “in the 

first and last weeks of their funding cycle”. Kickstarter has rules, blog posts, Q&A’s and many other 
helpful guidelines for founders and backers. The platform operators have the incentive to help projects 

being funded, therefore they select and promote them under sections like ‘What’s Popular’, ‘Projects 
We Love’ or ‘Recommended for You’.  
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Indiegogo  
Even though Indiegogo.com is one year older than Kickstarter, it has less media coverage, hence 

less attention from researchers. Indiegogo has a mission to help entrepreneurs from over 220 countries 

“to bring their projects to life” and connecting them with backers (“About us”, n.d.). On their website, 
Indiegogo is presenting their values comparing to Kickstarter (“Choose the crowdfunding”, n.d.). In the 

media, the two platforms are presented in a sort of competition, because the founders have to make a 
choice considering different aspects of the web providers. The main difference between Kickstarter and 

Indiegogo lies within the business model of choice. Where Kickstarter has a fixed funding, Indiegogo 
has a flexible funding model which allows the founders to receive the funds instantly, regardless of the 

amount. Therefore, there is a tendency of founders choosing Indiegogo over Kickstarter, even though 
the success rate between the two platforms is quite big. While Kickstarter has a 37% success rate, 

Indiegogo’s is somewhere between 8-9% (“Kickstarter vs Indiegogo”, 2015). Another two decisive 
factors for choosing one platform over another, are the project eligibility and the selection of categories. 

Kickstarter has recently introduced a special rule which does not allow any founder to publish a project 

without having a working prototype of their product (“Prototypes & Renderings”, n.d.). Indiegogo does 
not have any eligibility rules, therefore anyone can publish a project. Moreover, Indiegogo has 24 

categories, whilst Kickstarter only allows 15 types of projects. An extensive comparison inspired from 
thecrowdfundingformula.com (2015) between the two platforms is presented in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Kickstarter v. Indiegogo (own creation using data from thecrowdfundingformular.com, 2015) 

 

As also seen on the Indiegogo’s mission statement, founders are perceived as entrepreneurs. To 

have a better understanding of the concept, a further dive into the entrepreneurship is upcoming.  
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Entrepreneurship  

In 1755, Cantillon defined the ‘entrepreneur’ as “any individual who operates under conditions 

where expenditures are known and certain, but incomes (sales revenues) are unknown and uncertain” 

(Thompson and Martin, 2005, p.142). A couple of centuries later, Schumpeter (1934, in Thompson and 
Martin, 2005) defines the role of the entrepreneurs as driving through innovation, based on the premise 

that innovation is interconnected with the creation of new firms. When he was referring to new firms, he 
also mentioned them as real competitors even for the large companies. Nowadays, it is no surprise that 

start-ups continue to be the engine of innovation in the economy and these companies are led by 
entrepreneurs. But what describes best an entrepreneur?  

In order to answer that question, professor Saras D. Sarasvathy (2005) has investigated the 
characteristics, habits and behaviors of the entrepreneur species. After analysing the problem-solving 

process of successful entrepreneurs, Sarasvathy has recognised a distinct form of rationality which is 
now familiar to the public as “entrepreneurial”. The researcher termed it as “effectual reasoning” which, 

surprisingly, does not begin with a specific goal. “Instead it begins with a given set of means and allows 

goals to emerge contingently over time from the varied imagination and diverse aspirations of the 
founders and the people they interact with” (Sarasvathy, 2005, p. 2).  

Sarasvathy’s characteristics for entrepreneurial thinking include skills and training, but also 
imagination, spontaneity, risk-taking and salesmanship. There are three reasons presented by the 

author that have the same categories of means that all entrepreneurs start with. The first is who they 
are and what are their traits, tastes and abilities. The second is what they know including their 

education, training, expertise and experience, and third, whom they know: their social and professional 
networks. In Sarasvathy’s perspective, potential entrepreneurs are thought to follow “an extremely 

causal process - the sequential progression from idea to market research, to financial projections, to 
team, to business plan, to financing, to prototype, to market, to exit, with the caveat, of course, that 

surprises will happen all the way” (Sarasvathy, 2005, p.3). Inspired by the concept of ‘entrepreneurial 

thinking’, this study will consider later on how founders are relating to it.  
Considered disruptive to traditional approaches of funding, the crowdfunding model has been of 

interest to entrepreneurship scholars in three main research areas. First, understanding the 
determinants of the success and failures (Cordova et al., 2015; Gabison, 2015; Hou et al., 2015; 

Mollick, 2013) which are driven in a similar dynamic as other forms of entrepreneurial investment. 
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Second, examining the role of distance in crowdfunding which might be important in entrepreneurial 

finance, but in crowdfunding new markets for different industries are created and facilitated on the 
Internet (Agrawal et al., 2010). And finally, there has been an interest for research on the crowdfunding 

performances and the results delivery in reward-based crowdfunding (Koch, 2016). In the next part of 

this section, the attempt is to add more supportive information to these areas. 
 

Crowdfunding Dynamics  
In order to develop evidence about the dynamics of crowdfunding, Mollick (2013) has analysed 

factors that influence the success or failure as outcomes of a campaign. Based on the argument that a 

project can get easily funded by the founder himself if the funding goal is not too high, the success rate 
of projects is determined by the relatively small margins of the goal setting. Other patterns of success 

are dominated by the nature of the projects and their quality signals. Backers are known to evaluate the 
quality of the product, the team and the likelihood of success, just like Venture Capitalists (VCs). VCs 

are investors who can either provide capital to start-up ventures or support small companies that want 

to expand, but do not have access to equity markets (Investopedia, 2016). The incentive of VCs is the 
possibility of earning a high return of investment in case these companies become successful. 

Some projects are better than others and the best ones tend to attract backers who share and 
promote the project with other potential backers in their network. This is called the Matthew Effect 

(Merton, 1957, as stated in Mollick, 2013) which magnifies the impact of the project’s quality. Amongst 
the key quality signals, one is planning a good campaign which shows the time and effort the founders 

took to create a successful pitch for their projects. Another aspect for measuring quality is the spelling 
errors in the pitches which usually indicates poor preparation. Self-governing from the quality signals, 

the social network has been found to influence the success in crowdfunding, as well in this study as in 
others (Agrawal et al., 2010). The bigger and more professional a founder’s social network is, the better 

are the chances to get funded. Being featured, endorsed or promoted is strongly connected with the 

success rate, but a founder also needs to have a frequent online presence with updates and 
engagement.  

Conversely, failures happen by large margins. “The cynical argument is that, since Kickstarter 
releases funding on all-or-nothing basis, it may encourage individuals to make up the difference 

between the amount desired and the amount raised out of their own pocket” (Mollick, 2013, p. 6). 
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Cordova et al. (2015) investigated2 the determinants of success as well, and their findings have 

confirmed the previous results reported in Mollick (2013). Therefore, they confirmed that large amounts 
of initial funding goals cause failures and small amounts cause successes3.  

Another result of Cordova et al. (2015) study was the evidence supporting the fact that the projects 

which have a substantial contribution from their founders is not necessarily leading to success. “This is 
because the average success rate of smaller projects (defined by Mollick as those projects requesting 

an investment below EUR 1,000) is higher than that for bigger projects (60% vs. 17%)” (Cordova et al., 
2015, p. 118). This was also demonstrated by Mollick (2013) when he pointed out that this may be a 

determinant of the fact that backers do take into account the project’s quality, thus low quality projects 
will not be successfully funded. They have included variables such as number of comments, updates, 

mean contribution, as well as the number of spelling errors as contributing factors. Additionally, as the 
backers’ experience in the field and their behaviour, or the information on founders’ previous 

experience - whether they have launched previous projects on crowdfunding platforms, advertised it on 
the main page or their involvement in the new venture.  

Crowdfunding has overcome the distance-related economic frictions which were usually 

associated with financing entrepreneurial ventures by connecting the main actors on one online 
platform. Agrawal et al. (2011) has analysed the role of geography on a crowdfunding platform for 

financing early stage entrepreneurs in the music industry. Their findings are in contrast with what prior 
literature has voiced upon the importance of spatial proximity in entrepreneurial finance. “Our result 

suggest that online mechanisms can reduce economic frictions associated with investing in early-stage 
projects over long distances” (Agrawal et al., p. 19). They have stressed the important role that family 

and friends play in generating early investment, which, in their opinion, can signal “entrepreneurial 
commitment”. However, Gabison (2015) argues that trusting backers on these premises can be 

																																																													

2 By using a data set of 1127 technology start-ups seeking funds from four different crowdfunding platforms 
between 2012 and 2013 and comparing failed and successful projects. The study aims to determine the 
factors that lead to a complete funding are the same that affect the overfunding rate.  
3 This was demonstrated by calculating ‘the mean value of success rate’ as “the ratio between the difference 
between the amount Requested by the crowdfunder and the actually Financed amount over the amount 
Requested” (Cordova et al., 2015, p.118). Moreover, successful projects obtained on average an additional 
13% of their initial goal which is affected by the highly successful cases (for example, one project got funded 
24 times higher than the initial goal). 
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problematic. Family and friends can strategically invest in a project on biased reasoning. For example, 

parents would support their children even if they do not necessarily believe in the value of their project. 
Mollick (2013) has analysed the outcomes of crowdfunding projects in 471 successful Kickstarter 

projects by noting how many delivered the promised rewards in time. The direct failure rate was 3.6% 

and it included projects which issued the refunds or stopped answering to backers. “The concerns 
about the ability of projects to deliver, however are supported. The majority of products were delayed, 

some substantially, and may, never be delivered” (Mollick, 2013, p. 12). Another aspect Mollick (2013) 
is slightly touching in his research is whether successful crowdfunding steers to the successful 

development of goods and services. As opposed to other forms of fundraising, in crowdfunding the 
money is raised up front and many of the legal obligations are still unclear in regards to the delivery of 

the rewards. An enormous challenge for the founders is to plan as well as possible their budgets and 
schedules for developing and delivering before even starting their crowdfunding campaign. A great role 

in the preparation phase of a crowdfunding project lays in the way founders communicate with different 
media and how they reach to backers. Further, an insertion of what communication on crowdfunding 

implies is provided.  

 

Communication on Crowdfunding 
The role of communication in crowdfunding is underlined by Gerber and Hui’s (2013) research on 

motivation of founders and backers to participate in crowdfunding. The authors present online 
communities as virtual spaces where people interact and exchange information on different topics. In 

crowdfunding, founders decide what content to post from the presentation of the campaign, the updates 
they keep adding, the rewards for backers, to answering to questions and comments. Gerber and Hui’s 

findings show that many founders find themselves overwhelmed with the responsibilities of managing 
large crowds and answering to a substantial number of comments. This is also due to the multitude of 

available means to reach potential backers. To enumerate just a few of them, there is the platform 

itself, the social media channels, email, plus different ways of offline communication such as in-person.  
In addition, it seems that many founders are motivated to participate again in crowdfunding or at 

least continue the interaction with the backers after the project ends just to improve their online 
communication skills. This is one established downsides for the backers along with “delays, ineffective 

use of funds and poor communication” (Gerber and Hui, 2013, p.22).  
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Crowdfunding Regulations 
When Mollick (2013) analysed the dynamics of success and failures in crowdfunding, the main 

limitation of his study was due to the uncertainty of the crowdfunding regulations at the time. The 

Jumpstart Our Business Startups Act (JOBS Act4) was passed in the United States to help start-ups 
raising funding and to ensure an expanding development for crowdfunding in an environment where 

risks are properly mitigated and investors are sufficiently protected; similar bespoke regimes are 
currently under preparation in other countries (Gabison, 2015). 

The European Crowdfunding Network (ECN) 5 has published a Code of Conduct for its members 
and the European crowdfunding at large to be applied in any situations. The Code of Conduct6 includes 

the following guiding principles: “act with integrity and in fairness; keep your promises; disclose conflicts 
of interest; foster data transparency; maintain confidentiality; do not harm the industry, society or 

environment; use, at all times, adequate and appropriate human and technical resources that are 
necessary for the proper management of a crowdfunding platform” (“Crowdfunding in the EU”, 2016, 

p.18).  

The Report on Crowdfunding in the EU Capital Markets Union (2016) concludes that crowdfunding 
is developing rapidly with a great potential to transform the financial system especially for small and 

medium-sized enterprises on the long term. However, there is still room for innovation and development 
in this sector, and the Commission Services are holding meetings with the European Supervisory 

Authorities and the Member States to promote convergence, sharing of best practice and monitoring 
activities. The ECN is supporting the development of the cross-border businesses with a special 

consideration of backers’ protection aspects.  
In some EU Member States, crowdfunding has been developing rapidly with an estimation of EUR 

4.2 billion successfully raised through crowdfunding platforms in 2015 only across the EU 
																																																													

4 “The Jumpstart Our Business Start-ups Act, or JOBS Act, was signed into law by President Obama on April 
5 of 2012. The legislation had previously passed Congress the week prior to the signing with a 73-26 Senate 
vote and a 380-41 House vote approving the measure. While having many different functions, the one that 
has captured the most attention is the area surrounding Crowdfunding. The Act requires the Securities and 
Exchange Commission to adopt rules to implement a new exemption that will allow for crowdfunding. The 
initial time frame was for 270 days for review. Issuers that generate any offers or sales of securities 
purporting to rely on the crowdfunding exemption would be unlawful under the federal securities laws until 
such date as the regulatory groups have deemed it appropriate” (Tanner, n.d.).  
5 The European Crowdfunding Network is a Brussels-based professional network promoting adequate 
transparency, (self) regulation and governance (“Crowdfunding in the EU”, 2016, note 42). 
6 The Code of Conduct is available at http://eurocrowd.org/about-us/code-of-conduct-2/  
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(“Crowdfunding in the EU”, 2016). ECN reports a positive correlation between governments’ support 

and industry growth and maturity. More countries are adopting the industry’s legislations and the 
volumes are rising quickly in almost all European countries (“Crowdfunding in the EU”, 2016). 

Therefore, it can be said that the lack in the taxonomy and transparency at European level for 

crowdfunding is justified when founders, who are also company owners, often find it difficult.  
 
Danish Crowdfunding Regulations 
Dr. Rotem Shneor from the Nordic Crowdfunding Alliance, has made the following statement: 

“Despite significant growth, crowdfunding as a concept remains relatively unknown and/or unclear to 
the majority of the public in the Nordic countries, a situation also prevalent among players in local 

entrepreneurial ecosystems” (“Current State of crowdfunding”, 2016). This shows the current situation 
of crowdfunding regulatory environment in many countries, however the Nordic countries have special 

regimes. Crowdfunding market in Denmark has become even more popular in 2014 when Kickstarter 
has opened for Danes to publish their projects on the platform. “The Danish Ministry of Business and 

Growth disclosed a report in May 2015 stating that Crowdfunding in general is considered a legal form 

of financing” (Aschenbeck-Florange and Dlouhy, 2015, p.109). Very similar to the donation model, the 
reward-based model in Denmark implies that the founders have to list the income from the sales 

through crowdfunding in their annual reports along with any expenses for manufacturing or delivery, 
thus they have to pay attention to corporate taxation and VAT declarations (Aschenbeck-Florange and 

Dlouhy, 2015) (see Appendix A for more information on Danish crowdfunding regulations). 

Overfunding 

The prior research (Cordova et al., 2015; Mollick, 2013) has given founders information about the 

backers’ incentives to pledge money and what makes a campaign successful. The implications of these 
studies, as Koch (2016) puts it, have helped a lot of founders to run a successful campaign, from 

selecting the platform to setting the right amount of threshold pledge. However, the overfunding 
phenomenon has barely even been mentioned. Hence the interest of this research paper to provide 

more insights on the topic for future founders and crowdfunding enthusiasts. 
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Typing the keyword ‘overfunding’ to look for scholarly articles on the phenomenon, brings up over 

thirteen thousand results, yet most of them are referring to the financial meaning of the word. A 
renowned financial dictionary is defining ‘overfunding’ as follows: 

 

“(1) Describing any investment, annuity or other financial instrument containing more assets than 
liabilities. That is, contributions and the investment of those contributions amount to more than what the 

instrument owes to holders. This is considered a sign of financial health for the instrument. (2) In the 
United Kingdom, the practice of lending more government securities than the government is expected 

to need to fund its activities. The excess is used to fight inflation.”  
(Overfunding as defined in Farlex Financial Dictionary, 2009). 

 
In the Cambridge Dictionary the term ‘overfunding’ is a noun that means “the act of providing or 

receiving more money that is needed or allowed for a particular purpose, organization, etc.” 
(dictionary.cambridge.org, 2016). However, there is no definition that explains the term in the context of 

crowdfunding. To have a starting guidance of the concept’s meaning, in this paper the Cambridge 

definition for ‘overfunding’ will be considered the crowdfunding context.  

 
Previous Research 
In order to understand the newly phenomenon of overfunding, the next step is to look deeper into 

what has already been done in the research world. Due to its novelty, previous academic contributions 
on the subject are rather scarce. When narrowing down the search for scholarly articles to the two 

related concepts ‘overfunding crowdfunding’, the results, all written in the last five years (2011-2016) 
show only one article containing the ‘overfunding’ word in the title: “The Phenomenon of Project 

Overfunding on Online Crowdfunding Platforms - Analysing the Drivers of Overfunding”, written by 

Jascha-Alexander Koch (2016) who confirms that there have been indeed very few research findings 
on overfunding.  

Looking for more academic articles on different e-libraries like libsearch.cbs.dk, at the time of 
research very few papers containing the word ‘overfunding’ were found and they are mostly financial 

studies. To find a relevant collection of articles, the search was narrowed down to the articles found 
using the two keywords: ‘overfunding crowdfunding’. No relevant results were found on public libraries 
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like bibliotek.dk and there are no records of any papers on overfunding searching among previous 

master theses in the CBS archive.  

 
Overfunding Aspects 
Scholars are describing briefly ‘overfunding’ as an outcome of crowdfunding (Cordova et al., 2015; 

Gabison, 2016; Hu et al., 2015; Mollick, 2013). The general opinion is that overfunding is a complex 

outcome that is likely to cause problems both for the founders and the crowdfunding models. First, 
overfunding is seen as a phenomenon that induces “overconfidence” amongst backers who seem to 

believe that an overfunded project is more successful than its founder “believed it would be” (Gabison, 
2015, p.11). Moreover, Gabison (2015) has stated that “overfunding discourages information gathering” 

due to the fact that subsequent backers are assuming that the large crowd who has already 
substantially backed a project, they have already performed the due diligence, thus it is safe to invest. 

In addition, backers “have certain egoistic incentives for a further backing of already funded projects 
instead of prioritizing a more demand-oriented distribution of funding” (Koch, 2016, p.1). Therefore, 

overfunding is a phenomenon that instigates herding which is causing an “inequality between projects 

and founders” (Gabison, 2015, p.12). 
The second biggest issue with overfunding is that it leads to a certain level where founders loose 

control over the project and this causes delays with delivering the rewards (Mollick, 2013). The delays 
are explained due to poor anticipation by the founders of the extra demands. “Hence, since the realized 

demand exceeds the expected supply, the delivery takes longer than expected” (Gabison, 2015, p.12).  
In order to be achieved, overfunding is encouraging founders to lower their initial funding goals 

(Gabison, 2015). However, this causes the negative aspect of delays in delivery and further financial 
problems in cases where the funds are not enough to cover the increasing costs required to fulfil the 

demand.   

Due to their revenue model, platforms have an interest equally supporting each project. The 
platforms operators are in favour for projects to be overfunded due to the additional traffic the 

campaigns generate, hence more promotion and higher revenues. Nevertheless, some projects receive 
massive overfunding and others, which could also be worth the same amount as already overfunded 

projects, do not. The “extreme funding results have been discussed as potential functional weaknesses 
on crowdfunding platforms (Malave, 2012). However, overfunding can also be highly beneficial for 
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those project founders that desire to generate publicity and to sell their products or services” (Koch, 

2016, p. 2). 
Additionally, overfunding can be considered particularly relevant for founders who have stretched 

goals. For example, Star Citizen7, a video game with a current crowdfunding level of USD 137.4 

million8,  has added several features such as multiplayer version or extra space points for backers who 
are willing to pledge more money. In this case, the stretch goals’ implementation is decided by the level 

of overfunding. By comparison, another example of extreme overfunding is the Kickstarter project, 
‘Pebble’ [10], which is Kickstarter’s most funded project as of this date (Kamps, 2016). Pebble 

Technology has created three campaigns for a smart watch who reached the enormous level of 9,900% 
overfunding, however there are no reports to show that the success is based on the stretch goals.  

While in the traditional market a company can charge higher prices for a product that has a 
high demand, in crowdfunding, even in the case of overfunding that high demand is clear, the 

prices are set and the campaign creators have to support the costs (Gabison, 2015). “In general, 
overfunding places the risk of under-funding on the committed investors whereas without 

overfunding the risk is on the campaign creator. Without overfunding, campaign creators may end 

up being more forthcoming about what they need. They still have an incentive to set the threshold 
to what they think they can reach; but since they know that over-funding is not possible, these 

thresholds ought to be more reflective of what they need” (Gabison, 2015, p. 14). However, these 
circumstances should not negatively affect overfunding, in fact, countries like Italy have emitted 

regulations which allow investors to retract their investment until the initial goal is reached. 
Thereby, some level of overfunding makes sense to be needed in case of this kind of 

indecisiveness amongst backers. With the argument that the backers need and expect to be 
thoroughly informed, Gabison (2015, p.14) claims that overfunding should “be capped and more 

importantly fully disclosed”. Additionally, “investors should be able to change their mind if they think 

that the entrepreneurs will keep 90% of the equity but because of overfunding it gets reduced to 

																																																													

7 The Star Citizen has started crowdfunding in 2012 on their own website with a WordPress plugin for 
crowdfunding and it is now one of the biggest crowdfunding project ever. The same year the company 
extended the funding source by running a campaign on Kickstarter where they got overfunding of USD 2.1 
million from an initial goal of USD 500,000 [11]. 
8 As of 29 December 2016 stated on https://robertsspaceindustries.com/funding-goals 
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80%” (Gabison, 2015, p.14). While overfunding is not allowed in traditional Initial Public Offerings9, 

equity crowdfunding allows it.  

 
Overfunding Determinants 
Koch (2016) has researched and presented the overfunding determinants considering 

variables such the conditions a campaign is created, the information given of a project, aspects 

about the founders, backers’ behaviour and platform operators. The findings presented in Koch 
(2016) show that overfunding is reached by the founders who offer more textual information about 

their projects, have designed a higher number of reward levels, have previous crowdfunding 
experience, spend more time on the platform and have a larger number of social media friends. 

The projects’ quality signals are relevant for overfunding and influence the platform operators’ 
decision to promote a project.  

Koch (2016) states that there are founders who are intentionally trying to get overfunded. 
Moreover, backers drive overfunding by being drawn to the idea of helping a project to be created, not 

for the reason to be overfunded. Thus, once a project has been fully-funded, backers are less 

motivated to help it and they “might search for another project that needs support to reach its goal” 
(Koch, 2016, p. 13).  

Koch has underlined that the main crowdfunding actors have different reasons to participate in the 
process. Thus, the platform operators are incentivized by the adequate fees, the backers participate 

because they find the rewards interesting, and the founders participate because they need money or 
publicity which is eased once they are on crowdfunding platforms. However, in regards to overfunding, 

further investigation is needed in order to gather more information.   
A visual representation of the main articles reviewed in this chapter and the concepts relevant for 

this research is shown in Table 2. Further, a description of the undertaken research process is 

provided, with argumentation for each method and tool used to answer the research question: How do 
founders experience overfunding? 

																																																													

9 “An initial public offering (IPO) is the first time that the stock of a private company is offered to the public. 
IPOs are often used by smaller, younger companies seeking capital to expand, but the can also be done by 
large privately owned companies looking to become publicly traded” (definition available at 
http://www.investopedia.com/terms/i/ipo.asp)  
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Table 2: Literature review: main articles and concepts 

ARTICLES 
CONCEPTS 

Crowdfunding Aspects Entrepreneurship Overfunding 
Agrawal et al. 
(2010) 

Geography (friends and 
family) 

Founders as 
entrepreneurs - 

Beaulieu et al. 
(2015) 

Terminology, ecosystem, 
models, platforms 

Finance source, 
entrepreneurs v. 

founders 
- 

Cordova et al. 
(2015) Success determinants Founders as 

entrepreneurs Quality signals 

Ethan Mollick 
(2013) 

Success and failure 
dynamics 

Entrepreneurial 
financing/context 

Delays, founders’ 
goals, geography 

Gabison (2015) AON model, reward-
based platforms  

Regulations. 
Entrepreneurial context 

– issues 

Issues: herding, 
distortive incentives, 

overconfidence, 
delays, lower goals 

Gerber & Hui 
(2013) 

Motivations and 
determinants 

Entrepreneurial skills, 
entrepreneurial 

thinking 
- 

Koch (2016) Variables and drivers - Variables and 
drivers 

Mollick & 
Kappuswamy 
(2014) 

Models, regulations, 

Traditional 
entrepreneurs v. 

crowdfunding 
entrepreneurs 

 Delays 

Sarasvathy 
(2005) - Entrepreneurial 

thinking, skills - 

Valanciene & 
Jegeleviviute 
(2014) 

Process, context, content, 
relationships 

Founders as 
entrepreneurs, 

entrepreneurial spirit 
- 

 



	

	 29							

METHODOLOGY  

Embarking in this research comes with one general academic goal, and that is to develop 
knowledge by exploring the phenomenon of overfunding from founders’ lived experiences. The problem 

is addressing the meanings that founders ascribe to this phenomenon and the way they participate in it. 
To find the best way of data collection, first it is important to understand the philosophical orientation of 

this study.  

According to Saunders et al. (2012), in business and management there are five major 
philosophies: positivism, critical realism, interpretivism, postmodernism and pragmatism. A way to 

logically design the research project is by looking at the ontological and epistemological assumptions. 
Thereby, based on the classifications made by Saunders et al. (2012, table 4.3, p.136-137), a short 

comparison of each philosophy’s assumptions is presented to highlight the most suitable one for this 
study.  

In the current research study, the reality consists of founders of successful crowdfunding 
campaigns. For positivists, who are natural scientists that produce accurate knowledge, the reality is 

universal, external and independent. They would see the founders as physical objects and the 
phenomena as real (ontology), based on on observable and measurable facts like numbers 

(epistemology). In a similar way, critical realists consider reality external, “but not directly accessible 

through our observation and knowledge of it” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 139), because they look at 
historical causal explanation. According to Saunders et al. (2012), both positivism and critical realism 

are objective philosophies which consider the social reality or the researched objects as external to 
other social actors. However, in this research the stance is meant to be more subjective because of the 

importance given to the founders’ perspectives on the overfunding and the way they think about it.   
The postmodernists reject the realist ontology of things by deconstructing realities. They focus on 

absences, repressed meanings and challenges of dominant views as contribution. In contrast, 
pragmatists are focusing on existing theories and practices that are relevant to solve problems 

(Saunders et al., 2012). While a postmodernist approach to overfunding phenomenon would imply 
thorough investigation of every single evidence, a pragmatist one would find ways to contribute in 

solving a problem. The goal of this study is not to unravel the founders, but to discover how they have 

overcome the challenges brought by an overfunded outcome of their crowdfunding projects. Which is 
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why the attention falls onto interpretivism, the philosophy that focuses on what is significant to the 

research participants. Furthermore, a deeper explanation for the choice of this philosophy is provided.  

The Interpretivist Philosophy  

According to Saunders et al. (2012), interpretivists devote time and attention to gaining knowledge 

of meanings created by humans who are different from the physical phenomena. In interpretivism, the 
ontological assumptions refer to a complex and reach reality, full of experiences, processes and 

practices that are socially constructed through culture and language. The current researched reality 
consists of founders who have experienced the phenomenon of overfunding under different 

circumstances. With that in mind, the ontological assumptions are made around the way these founders 
perceive the crowdfunding process and the phenomenon of overfunding.  

The epistemology consists in interpretations of the lived stories told by the founders during 

qualitative interviews. Due to the fact that the interpretivists contribute with new understandings and 
worldviews, this research does not have a theoretical framework to base the research on. This is also 

supported by Saunders et al. (2012) statements that in the interpretivism philosophy, the theories and 
concepts are considered too simplistic. Therefore, the focus will be on the founders’ perceptions, their 

narratives and the researcher’s interpretations of the data which are meant to contribute as knowledge 
in the field.  

The Abductive Approach  

The process of methodology is based on a logic that the researcher follows throughout the study. 
The current study has an explorative nature, which has the advantage to be flexible and adaptable to 

change (Saunders et al., 2009). Based on a qualitative research, it starts with the assumption that the 
founders are experiencing some unexpected challenges once their projects get overfunded. To study 

this problem, an emerging qualitative approach will be used to inquiry the founders in a natural setting. 
Therefore, the data analysis is going to be organised using an abductive approach.  

Whereas the deductive approach starts the data analysing based on clear established theories and 
the inductive approach leads the data to theories, the abduction combines them both by juggling with 
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data and theories back and forward (Saunders et al., 2012). Since one objective of this study is to 

obtain qualitative data that will be sufficiently rich to allow a different exploration of overfunding, the 
abductive approach is adopted to help identifying and explaining emergent themes underpinning the 

phenomenon. Moreover, a presentation will be provided with all “the voices of participants, the 

reflexivity of the researcher, a complex description and interpretation of the problem and its contribution 
to the literature or a call for change” (Creswell, 2015, p. 44).  

The research’s problem statement aims to look into what is happening when overfunding occurs, 
and to understand it from the founders’ perspective. In order to provide evidence, in-depth interviews 

will be conducted with representatives of overfunded campaigns on two reward-based platforms, 
Kickstarter and Indiegogo. 

Choosing the abductive approach does not come without any risks. There is is the risk that 
research can take longer than expected, the risk of collecting data from where no useful patterns will 

emerge, and the risk of changing the essence of the research questions because of the overlooked 
researcher’s preferences.   

To conclude upon the choice of the research design approach, using abduction, data are going to 

be used in order to explore at the best the phenomenon of overfunding, identify themes, explain 
patterns, test existing theories and generated new ones. However, the latter objectives involving 

theories might be harder to accomplish since there is a lack of prior knowledge on the subject and a 
limited access to data in the given time frame.  

Data Collection  

The choice of data collection in this study has been made based on the objective to understand 
various perceptions of the overfunding phenomenon. The primary data consists in qualitative in-depth 

interviews conducted with 11 key informants who have participated in overfunded campaigns on the 
two platforms, Kickstarter and Indiegogo. Their experiences, thoughts and opinions are recorded and 

transcribed (see Appendix F). To find the respondents, an intensive investigation of different projects 
from Kickstarter and Indiegogo was undertaken. Every interviewee has created a project page on one 

of the two platforms where numerical statistics on objects like updates, comments, funds, backers and 
rewards are visible to the public. For example, on Kickstarter anyone can see what was a project’s 

initial goal and what the final amount of money pledged was. By making this comparison, one can 
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determine the level of overfunding. On Indiegogo, the initial goal is not visible, however, the platforms 

operators are stating the funding/overfunding level. This aspect was taken into consideration when 
selecting the respondents and it was also discussed during the interviews. 

Data about each project’s representative (interviewee), its country of origin, the used currency in 

the campaign, the project category, the duration of the campaign, the number of reward levels and 
stretch goals, the number of updates, the number of comments, are visible in Appendix B. Also, the 

readers can see how many backers, where most of them are they backing from and how many are they 
backing for the first time for each selected project. To have an overview on the funding level, data on 

the initial goal and the final overfunding was collected as well. For the Kickstarter projects, 
www.kicktraq.com, an analytical tool was used to collect most of the information mentioned. This is a 

tool that Kickstarter project founders use to get insights on the pace of funding, the rate at which 
backers are pledging, the average amount of pledge and the possible overfunding level they can reach. 

Kicktraq is available for the public to get informed about a Kickstarter project at any time, thus the 
access and the source for this study. It was harder to obtain information about the projects on 

Indiegogo, hence the founders were asked to provide them. Additionally, data was also collected from 

different online sources such as newspapers, blogs or the projects’ campaign pages, to support 
discussions with the informants. 

Qualitative Research Interview 

The qualitative interview instrument was chosen based on its goal “to see the research topic from 

the perspective of the interviewee, and to understand how and why they come to have this particular 

perspective” (King in Cassell and Symon, 2004, p. 11). It can be said that in this way the research can 
provide descriptions of the phenomenon of overfunding directly from the founders’ experiences. 

Another purpose for choosing the interview as a method is given by its access to people’s experiences 
which can be inspiring for many future founders.  

“Interviewing distinguishes itself from other research approaches by engaging participants directly 
in a conversation with the researcher in order to generate deeply contextual, nuanced and authentic 

accounts of participants’ outer and inner worlds, that is, their experiences and how they interpret them”.   
(Schultze and Avital, 2010, p. 1).  
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According to Schultze and Avital (2010), for interviews to provide substantial insights into people’s 

life, the generated data need to be rich enough to lend to a “thick description” which presents their 
behaviours and intentionalities. In order to meet the goals of the interviews, King (in Cassell and 

Symon, 2004) stated that, first of all the interviewer has to present a simple structure with a dominance 

of open questions and a focus on specific situations that the interviewee is familiarised with. Moreover, 
the nature of the relationship between the interviewer and interviewee is a key feature. In this sense the 

interviewer has been putting effort in making the interviewee participate and engage as much as 
possible.   

An important objective of this study is to discover participants’ personal experiences, incentives 
and intentions, which provide the data with a nuance of richness. Richness can occur in different 

perspectives and it is in the hands of the researcher how it is interpreted. The rich data is considered to 
be a stamp of authenticity of quality inquiry and a “key to lending credibility and persuasive strengths to 

qualitative studies” (Brekhus et al., 2005 as stated in Schultze & Avital, 2010). 

 
Interview Guide 
Semi-structured interviews were used to cover some specific topics within the area of research, but 

additional questions were asked as well. According to Saunders et al. (2009), it is normal for some 

questions to be omitted in particular interviews, given a specific organizational context. Also, the order 
of the questions can be varied depending on the flow of the conversation. The choice for semi-

structured interviews is also based on the opportunity the interviewer is given to shape the questions 
depending on the flow of each the interview.  

The interview guide (which can be seen in Appendix C) was structured having in mind the 
main research question and the objectives of the study. Each question was formulated clearly to 

be easily understood when introduced in the conversation. The interview guide “incorporates fully 

formed questions” (King in Cassell and Symon, 2004, p.16) which emerge sometimes 
spontaneously depending on the flow of the conversation. It was intended that most of the 

questions (which are presented in Appendix D) to be open-ended for the interviewees to have the 
liberty of elaborating as much as they want on specific topics. Storytelling was expected, thus the 

interviewees were encouraged to provide rich data in that aspect. However, some respondents 
engaged more by providing richer details, whereas others were less conversational.  
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Recruiting Participants 
The amount of time and resources available determined the selection of participants in this 

study. After hours of constructing the interview guide and finding sources for recruiting the 

participants, the most consuming part was getting in contact and establishing meetings with each 
of the respondents. Out of 27 contacted founders, 11 have responded positively to be interviewed. 

The selected founders were found through a search amongst the most funded projects on 
Kickstarter and Indiegogo, through local newspaper articles (http://www.business.dk/), at friends’ 

recommendations, from danskcrowdfundingforening.dk, and through LinkedIn.com. Most of them 
were contacted via emails and Facebook.com where further conversations have been carried out 

to establish meetings. 
Explaining the topic and the goal of the research was facile and fast, none of the founders got 

confused, in fact many of them sounded excited about it. The communication was informal and the 
settings were chosen by the participants. Three interviews were conducted face-to-face, two at the 

founders’ companies’ offices and one in a public café in Copenhagen. The other 8 interviewees 

chose to have a Skype call due to their location outside of Copenhagen at the time of the research.    
As seen in Table 3, the interviewees are quite distinctive from each other. There are 4 

Romanians, 5 Danes, 1 Estonian and 1 Australian, who is also the only woman in the study. 
Despite their nationalities, some of them were found in different locations at the time of the 

interview. Tore Muurholm Dhal (Interview 2) was in Brazil, Valentin Nicoara (Interview 11) was in 
Spain, Andrei Novac (Interview 4) was in Poland and Alex Berghian (Interview 9) was in Romania. 

It was challenging and interesting to conduct interviews in circumstances where the interviewees 
were caught in business trips, vacations or relocations to other countries. The most challenging 

part was setting up the meetings. Some of the interviews were rescheduled several times due to 
the time and location differences. All the interviews were conducted between the months of 

September and November, 2016. 
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Table	3:	Details	of	the	conducted	interviews	(source:	own	creation)	

	

 
Conducting the Interviews 
Each interview started with an introduction of the researcher’s topic and goal of the study, 

presented in an informal way to make the interviewee feel comfortable enough to join the 

conversation. The interviewees were firstly asked simple questions about their incentives to do 
crowdfunding or their initial thought before they got overfunded. The spontaneous questions arisen 

during the interviews were constructed as simple as possible, not to lead the interviewee to give 
certain answers. Therefore, founders were asked to describe their business strategies and how 

they got their projects overfunded. The interviewer tried to connect and adapt the further questions 
to the interviewees’ answers. At the end of the interviews uncovered topics were discussed. 

Moreover, founders were asked to bring up any untouched topics that they consider relevant for 
the study.   

The length of each interview was approximately one hour, some of them lasted longer, and 
some were shorter due to various reasons. For example, some interviews lasted around two hours 

because of the interviewees’ high level of interest on the topic. The shortest interviews lasted forty 

minutes because of the interviewees’ busy schedule or the lack of stories on the theme.  
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The interviewees’ ages are close; the youngest one is 24 and the oldest one is 36 years old. 

However, there is no reason to believe that the age, the nationality or the location have influenced 
the duration of the interviews or the discussions’ intensity.  

The laddering technique suggested by Schultze and Avital (2010) was applied under the premise 

of guiding the interviewees in accessing the meanings of their actions throughout their crowdfunding 
projects and uncovering patterns regarding the overfunding aspect. This is mainly reflected in asking 

how and why questions during the interviews to ultimately achieve a rich understanding of why some 
elements of overfunding were particularly challenging and how they are managed. “In laddering, 

questions probe for elements, constructs, and links and the relationships among them” (Schultze & 
Avital, 2010, p. 14). In terms of constructs, the research question determined the themes of the 

discussions. To mention some of them briefly, the interviews have started with a natural introduction of 
the topic of crowdfunding, have become more complicated when asking founders about 

entrepreneurship and have ended with detailed perspectives on overfunding. They were intended to 
discover patterns in their strategies, objectives, risks, communication and views on what overfunding 

represents.  

Each interview ended in a positive tone with a closing question about the interviewees intentions to 
run another crowdfunding project or their voluntary advices to future founders. Some of them have 

added extra information to the topic which was omitted during the interview, but they considered to be 
interesting.  

 
Reliability and Validity  
In the attempt of establishing best the reliability and validity of the results, the researcher navigated 

between contradictory discussions on the usefulness of these two concepts in qualitative research. 

Therefore, according to Golafshani (2003), both of the concepts originate from quantitative research 

and cannot be applied in their traditional definitions to qualitative studies. However, Creswell (2013) 
presents different ways to verify the reliability and validity of quality data by implying that the researcher 

has to be self-critical enough to present the transparency and credibility of data.  
To offer the reader a sense that the data presented in this study has credibility and worthiness, the 

researcher reached to a couple of supporting reasons. First is explaining clearly what the research 
method was and how the tools have been used to collect data, which according to Saunders and Rojon 

(2014), leads to establishing the reliability and validity of the results. Each interview was recorded and 
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transcribed using software devices such as Voice Memos (iPhone’s recording application) and 

oTranscribe.com which indicates timestamps, pauses, interruptions and interlocutors’ names. 
Moreover, the data analysis was conducted in NVivo, a computer software which is considered to be 

adding “rigour to qualitative research” (Richards and Richards, 1991 in Welsh, 2002). The second 

reason is also inspired from Saunders and Rojon (2014) who claim that the researcher’s justification for 
selecting the non-probability or judgemental sample is important to the validity of the project. The 

reasons behind choosing the non-probability sample for this study is based on the premise that the 
respondents have reached a certain level of experience after participating in overfunded campaigns. 

Therefore, they are appropriate to offer insights from which the researcher can build understandings 
around the phenomenon.  

Notwithstanding what the above said, the sample used for interviews in this research is not 
statistically representative of all founders who got overfunded. However, the analysis of the data does 

not include the purpose of including statistical generalisations. Rather it will seek out patterns between 
founders in order to generalize different aspects of overfunding.  

Thematic Analysis  

The chosen method for further analysis of data collected from the interviews is a qualitative 
approach of thematic analysis. Called ‘template analysis’, this method is based on the researcher’s 

ability to produce a “list of codes (‘template’) representing themes identified in their textual data” (King 
in Cassell and Symon, 2004, p. 256). In this study, the template analysis allows the researcher to make 

interpretations by approaching the topic of overfunding from different perspectives and to provide rich 

descriptions of the findings. Another reason for using a template analysis is its flexibility “with fewer 
specified procedures, permitting researchers to tailor it to match their own requirements” (King, in 

Cassell and Symon, 2004, p. 257). Moreover, it is considered to be less time-consuming than for other 
methods and it can be used for analysing large sets of data (Cassell and Symon, 2004). 

After conducting each interview, the researcher uploaded the transcription document in NVivo 
(Figure 3), the software for qualitative data analysis made available by CBS. Provided by QSR 

International, the latest version of NVivo 11 is a great tool to store and organize both primary and 
secondary data. Moreover, it helps the researcher analyse qualitative data by coding quotes into labels 

or categories named ‘nodes’. Using NVivo, the analysing process has become easier since it allows the 
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coding of every interview once it has been transcribed. Additionally, NVivo allows comparisons among 

code labels by creating case classifications with different attributes. The researcher has clustered 
elements and developed ‘master themes’ which consequently have some subordinate themes, all in 

favour to compare different perspectives provided by the interviewed founders. 

 
Figure 2: Screenshot of NVivo working place for the interviews’ analysis 

 
Based on the interview guide, before starting the data analysis, an initial template was created in 

NVivo using the ‘mind map’ feature (see Figure 4). The master theme of this research is ‘Overfunding’. 
The subsidiary themes are including aforementioned concepts such as ‘entrepreneurship’, ‘success 

drivers’, ‘challenges and risks’ and ‘crowdfunding ecosystem’. These themes also have their “child” 
nodes, for example the different coloured topics for ‘entrepreneurship’ are related to the business 

strategies founders have executed in order to achieve their goals. Under each category, parts of the 
interviews which refer to them are coded (stored) (see Appendix E for more information on the nodes 

classification). The initial template was used to start clustering relevant themes in order to answer the 

main research question.  
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Figure 3: Mind map – initial template analysis (source: the author’s own creation in NVivo) 

 

 

After the data was collected and the analysis was completed, three master themes have emerged 
in NVivo. Figure 5 is a representation of all the themes created after coding the interviews in NVivo 

based on the number of nodes, consequently subsidiary themes. The three master themes are 
represented in different colours and structured by the number of clusters they include, hence the 

‘crowdfunding process’, the ‘founder as an entrepreneur’ and the ‘overfunding aspects’. 
 

 
Figure 4: Screenshot of the themes organised by number of codes 
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To have an overview of the most discussed topics, a word query was applied to show the 

frequency of the most used 100 words in the coded themes. With a glimpse on the word cloud 
(Figure 6), one can see the most used words are ‘people’ who ‘think’ about the ‘product’, 

‘campaign’ (which is often used as a synonym for ‘project’). ‘Kickstarter’ is the third most used 

word in all the interviews, and that’s also based on the research sample which includes 9 out of 11 
participants from Kickstarter. The ‘projects’ ‘want’ ‘backers’ who ‘need’ ‘rewards’ and that defines 

the crowdfunding process and in the least amount of words, adding the fact that it takes ‘time’, 
‘work’ and ‘goals’ to become ‘successful’. Which can be ‘difficult’. ‘Overfunding’ is placed right on 

top of the list, surrounded by word such ‘important’, ‘funding’, ‘goal’ and ‘mean’. Now, this leads to 
further interpretations which can be seen later once all the findings are presented and discussed in 

relation to the research question.  

 
Figure 5: Word Cloud of the most used 100 words in the coded themes (created in NVivo) 
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FINDINGS 

Further, evidence generated from the analysis of data from eleven interviews is presented in 
the order of prevalence for founders, thus from the start of their crowdfunding processes to the 

closest events to the time of the research.  

 
The Crowdfunding Process 
Founders are incentivized to use crowdfunding mainly for funding their projects in a non-

traditional way, which is both challenging and demanding. They look for validation of their concept, 

a platform to connect with potential customers, who may also provide feedback. Moreover, they 
look at crowdfunding as a marketing tool, because crowdfunding is a complex process that 

combines several areas a founder should be prepared for. A founder of a project that offers unique 
Danish belts said:  

 “A crowdfunding campaign is all about preparation. And it's all about storytelling - telling a 
compelling story and do traditional marketing, because crowdfunding is marketing and it's 

branding, and it’s project management, and it's really everything combined.” 
(Tore Muurholm Dahl, THE BELT CONCEPT, p.23)  

Crowdfunding is useful for projects that need an initial capital to start the production and 

launch on a market. Yet, it is also used as an alternative financial source, or as an environment 
where founders can develop relationships and explore new markets. The two platforms, Kickstarter 

and Indiegogo support the project creators by offering them means for communication with the 
backers or other stakeholders. A founder who has created Danish designed wood watches, 

reported that his incentives for choosing crowdfunding were: 
 “Mostly to get funding, to be able to afford the production - very simple. Otherwise I would 

have had to put my own money and take a loan. That would mean a lot of risk for me. And I 
thought it would be challenging and fun to try crowdfunding and I also thought it would be a good 

platform to marketing. A good place to expand the brand, a good communication platform. After 
Kickstarter, we also had a lot of retailers and distributors from across the world. They have found 

us and our brand because of our Kickstarter campaign.” 

(Janus Lykke Aarup, VEJRHØJ, p.87) 
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A founder, who is also a CBS student, stated that he really wanted to try crowdfunding for his 

uncle’s company so they can have a start in the business market:  
“Our plan was to make a crowdfunding campaign, get a proof of concept for the product and 

obviously for the company, and then take it from there. Either go get angel investors, VC’s or 

maybe make a new crowdfunding campaign. We hadn’t really decided that much, we just knew 
that crowdfunding will open a lot of doors.”  

(Tore Muurholm Dahl, THE BELT CONCEPT, p.17-18) 
In another case, where a founder has run several overfunded campaigns, crowdfunding 

becomes part of the company’s business model. A founder of a table top game has six successful 
Kickstarter projects with an average of 600% overfunding and now he is in the middle of his 

seventh. He explained:  
“We looked at crowdfunding, first as a marketing tool and then, to offer our company the 

proper cash-flow. So in a way, crowdfunding for us it was some kind of a gold mine because we 
were able to raise awareness - to get a lot of people to at least be aware of what we are doing - 

and, second we were able to pre-finance our project which allowed us to grow as a company by at 

least 50% every year for the past 3 years.” 
(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.32) 

The motivation does not only come from one side. Although the backers are not under the 
focus of this study, the founders say that they are always paying attention to the backers’ 

incentives to invest which are found to be different than in other financing ways. A founder of a 
fitness bike said that: 

“It's really different when raising money from VC's and raising money through crowdfunding. 
Reward-based crowdfunding is basically a platform where to pre-sell your product, test the market 

and getting your first customers. They are practical regular customers. If they are good VC's, they 

are interested in your product as well, but they want to get their money back. If we are talking 
about crowdfunding, these people, the first interest they have is to follow your story, they are 

interested in the product, they wanna give feedback, they wanna be part of the story, you know? 
so people have different motivations comparing VC and Backers.” 

(Jens Juhanson, ME-MOVER, p.9) 
Founders’ experience is also related to the platform choice. For reward-based crowdfunding, 

founders choose between Kickstarter and Indiegogo, the main competitors. The incentives for 
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choosing a platform vary, as well as the features provided by each website operator. Depending on 

factors such as popularity, success rate, country availability or product category, founders first 
choose a host for their campaign. However, a founder of a sex toy said in an advisory mode the 

following: 

“Don't think you gonna put your product on Indiegogo or Kickstarter and people will just write 
about it in the news, start buying your product...it doesn't work like that. Plan for an advertising 

campaign, for marketing, and also plan for having problems when dealing with the people in China 
who are creating your product. Oh, and choose a product that is not adult category because it's not 

so easy to get it in the media.”  
(Alex Berghian, AUTOBLOW2, p.85)  

The most preferred platform, by far, is Kickstarter which is considered to be more professional 
and with a larger media coverage. Because of its characteristics, Kickstarter has leverage to 

Indiegogo, because it has a higher success rate. Founders believed that it was easier to connect 
with Kickstarter, whilst Indiegogo is still lacking some important features. The wood watches 

project’s founder has summed up the main differences between the two platforms and the reasons 

why one is winning over the other one: 
“I know that Kickstarter is the biggest platform, there is also Indiegogo which I looked at, but 

Indiegogo is less creative with the products that are there - it doesn’t have to be something that 
you have designed, you can basically put your name on something on Indiegogo and then you're 

good. On Kickstarter you have to have a unique product that you sell, so I think Kickstarter it's a 
stronger brand, and also I read something about Kickstarter’ backers tend to be a little bit higher 

educated and have a little bit more money than the backers for example on Indiegogo. You can 
find some statistics on that. And I think the all-or-nothing model on Kickstarter is very simple. […] It 

was just easier on Kickstarter.” 

(Janus Lykke Aarup, VEJRHØJ, p.88) 
Country availability and openness for project categories are incentives that founders consider 

first. While an Australian founder waited a few years for Kickstarter to become available in AU, a 
Romanian founder explained that the only reason he chose Indiegogo was because Kickstarter is 

not available in his home country: 
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“When we started, you couldn't have an account on Kickstarter from Romania. But Indiegogo 

allowed it. And we didn't risk to make a company in the US.”  
(Alexandru Chis, TINTAG, p.49) 

There are two Indiegogo projects among the eleven interviewees, the Romanian rechargeable 

item tracker, TINTAG and the sex toy, AUTOBLOW2. While the first chose Indiegogo because of 
the location, the latter was limited by its product category, adult projects which are not allowed on 

Kickstarter.  
“We wanted to go with Kickstarter, but they didn't allow any kind of adult products, so 

Indiegogo allowed it - that's why we chose it.” 
(Alex Berghian, AUTOBLOW2, p.80) 

Another thing that founders appreciate about Kickstarter is that the operators introduced the 
rule of a working prototype which has to be proven before the project is accepted on the platform, 

whereas on Indiegogo, anyone can post any project. Therefore, it can be said that some platforms 
are working harder than others to prevent the launching of fraudulent projects.  

“Kickstarter entered the rule that you need to have a working prototype before you start your 

campaign there, but I can tell you for sure that Indiegogo doesn't have this requirement.” 
(Alex Berghian, AUTOBLOW2, p.86) 

While the platforms have rules regarding the projects’ categories, rewards or accounts, the 
founders often found themselves in situations where they were missing a regulatory crowdfunding 

environment. A card game founder explained how the crowdfunding regulations are interpreted:  
“Not regulations per se, actually more like a lack of information. There is an enormous lack of 

information in the area of crowdfunding. So I took the safe route and I basically treated all my 
funding as sales. So there are sales outside of EU, sales within EU, and there is when you add 

VAT and when you take VAT off.”  

(Emil Larsen, BURNING SUNS, p.60) 
Founders’ general opinion is that the crowdfunding regulations are scarce, no matter which 

country they are running a project from. Because they are not aware of specific crowdfunding 
regulations, they place themselves in a position to connect the trading process of rewards within 

the e-commerce model. Hence, founders treat the crowdfunding platforms as web-shops, their 
backers as customers who pay for goods, and the taxes in accordance to the e-commerce 

business model. A successful founder of table top games explained: 



	

	 45							

“The whole process of getting funded, from the legal standpoint is a big fussy in many 

European countries. For example, in USA crowdfunding wasn't regulated a few years back, it's 
been regulated, as far as I remember, since 2014, and now Kickstarter creators have the 

incentives by the legal obligations to fulfil to the best of their abilities of funded projects. When it 

comes to Europe, first of all Kickstarter is not open to all European countries and most of the 
European countries don't have a clear legislation.”  

(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.37) 
It is a general belief amongst the interviewees that preparation constitutes a key to succeed in 

crowdfunding. Founders prepare, they spend time analysing their options, the market, the media 
and a great deal of previous projects for inspiration. Whereas some founders spent a very short 

amount of time for launching a project, the majority of founders spent a great amount of time 
preparing for all sorts of scenarios. They mentioned the level of preparation to be of the first 

success determinant for overfunding. The founder with the most experience in overfunding stated: 
“It took us 12 months of preparation of research and another 6 months for preparation before 

we were able to go with the first project online.” 

(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.33) 
Overfunding does happen. In fact, one founder says it is very common to get overfunded 

amongst the successful projects because all the founders he knows are experiencing it. He is also 
the founder who put a threshold between being fully-funded and being overfunded.  

“I think what is over 200% I would consider it overfunding. 200% is not an arbitrary chosen 
threshold, just a guideline to define overfunding for small and medium projects. Funding between 

100% and 200% can easily be dealt with or without stretch goals in a project with a funding goal of 
15,000 USD for example.” 

(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.42) 

Even if they have not defined it in a percentage, the other founders seemed to agree that it is 
more relevant to discuss overfunding when it surpasses the initial goal significantly. As another 

founder explained:  
“Real overfunding is when your project receives more funding than you have budgeted for. But 

that is not the budget you put on your Kickstarter campaign. When you exceed your actual funding 
goal, that's when you succeed. But it gets really individually.” 

(Emil Larsen, BURNING SUNS, p.65) 
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In order to get overfunded, founders mention that getting informed about all the crowdfunding 

aspects is really important. On top, getting inspiration from former successful or failed projects, and 
see what works or not for a project to succeed, is a common thing amongst founders’ strategies. A 

successful founder explained: 

“As a strategy, I am gonna be very honest here, we simply looked over other people's projects 
and tried to get the best of each of them. I personally backed at least 100 campaigns. Just to give 

you an idea, we went on crowdfunding the first time in 2014 and by then we actually read through 
about 600 projects. And when I say "read through" I don't mean just get the headlines, but read 

and study in depth their videos, their project structure, pretty much everything.” 
(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.33) 

Additionally, founders admitted they get inspired before publishing their projects from different 
sources such as bloggers or public figures. For example, the creator of a portable sound system 

said their Kickstarter video was inspired by a famous Danish business man: 
“I think we had a good video. A lot of people liked this ‘cut the bullshit sort of thing’. Because 

there is this marketing hype where you present your product as "the best". We had a very down to 

earth approach to it. It was very like: <we are here, this is Audiocase, our product, it's a speaker, 
there is not a lot to it>. And we wanted to do it like that. We were actually inspired by Lars Larsen, 

one of the most successful business man that have ever been in Denmark. A lot of people make 
fun of him because he started from zero, he had no money whatsoever and now he's worth 

billions, and he started this company where his marketing approach was based on this simple 
approach. He would be in the commercial saying his name, presenting the product that would cost 

5,000 but he would sell it for 2,000 and he would end it every time with: "That's a good offer, right?" 
And it was so lame, but it really worked.”  

(Søren Larsen, AUDIOCASE, p.77) 

This founder was really proud of their original crowdfunding video and said it was one of their 
success determinants. 

“I mean what makes a crowdfunding campaign successful? Most of it it's marketing - how do 
you present your product and how do you make your video. And this is something you have to do 

proactively and not looking back at how other people did it, of course you can inspire, but the really 
good ones think outside of the box, in ways that no one has done it before.” 

(Søren Larsen, AUDIOCASE, p.75) 
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The video plays an important role in convincing the public that the product is worth investing 

in. Founders spent time and a certain amount of resources to create an appealing video, knowing 
that it is one of the first things that the backers examine. One founder mentioned it as a tool to 

reach their goals: 

“First to get funded for the production, get our brand known across several markets and also 
to use Kickstarter to tell more about ourselves, it's a learning platform - you have the video, the 

story - it's a good opportunity to tell a lot about yourself, your product, your company, to involve 
people in your brand. 

(Janus Lykke Aarup, VEJRHØJ, p.93) 
In addition to creativity, time commitment is necessary to have a winning video: 

“You might think <I can do this within a month>, you know, actually raising awareness takes a 
lot of time, making this really, really nice video thinking through your project page, this takes a lot 

of time. So this is difficult maybe for everybody.” 
(Jens Juhanson, ME-MOVER, p.4) 

Another part of preparation is consultancy. Founders believed that it is needed in the cases 

where experience is missing and it comes from entrepreneurs who have already been through a 
crowdfunding campaign. Regardless if they have succeeded or failed in their crowdfunding 

experiences, consultants are expected to speak from their own experiences. At least in the opinion 
of the founders who have been overfunded. Due to his vast experience, founder Andrei Novac 

considers himself a crowdfunding expert in the board gaming category and explained: 
“I think the most expertise you can get is from experts in a specific field. When it comes to 

board games, there are at least 50 recognised experts when it comes to board gaming, I want to 
believe we are one of them.” 

(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.36) 

 
Entrepreneurship 
Founders are entrepreneurs to the extent where they run a business and they are doing it 

successfully. They believe a crowdfunding founder should posses entrepreneurial qualities, which 

vary from communication skills to project management and passion. The founder of a photography 
project, explained why entrepreneurship knowledge is required to be successfully overfunded: 
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“It's kind of important to be an entrepreneur to be able to succeed in something like that, but I 

think everyone can give it ago, as long as you realise that it takes a lot of hard work and self-
management and dedication, which sort of goes hand-in-hand with being an entrepreneur.” 

(Zoe Morley, NONJABULO, p.28)  

Findings show that founders should develop an entrepreneurial thinking in order to achieve 
high overfunding levels. A board games founder, who is also a successful entrepreneur and a 

crowdfunding consultant stated: 
“I think a founder should have an entrepreneurial thinking to the highest possible degree.”  

Andrei Novac (MISTFALL, p.40) 
Another board game founder added that the entrepreneurial thinking is connected to the 

success rate. Thus, a founder that has managed to fully-fund a crowdfunding project is a 
successful founder, but giving examples of numerous projects that have failed to deliver in 

crowdfunding, he explained that it takes a whole lot more to become a successful entrepreneur: 
“So a founder is a successful Project Manager because he successfully funded the project, 

then he would be a successful entrepreneur if he can develop a sustainable business from that 

campaign.” 
Emil Larsen (BURNING SUNS, p.61) 

To point out the differences between a founder and an entrepreneur, especially in the case of 
overfunding, the sound system project founder generalized crowdfunding founders into two groups:  

“Well I think you sort of divide Kickstarter or crowdfunding projects in general into 2 groups. 
One group is about people who... I think people that haven't studied crowdfunding in detail like you 

do, but people that just know about crowdfunding in general, they think of crowdfunding as this sort 
of romantic idea of a small company that has this idea for a product or service that can't go to a 

bank or investor, or don't want to, but instead they have this platform where they can tell their idea 

and then a lot of people would think it's a great idea and will invest in it and they will get enough 
money to start and thrive their business. And that's also how Kickstarter wants to sell this idea. So 

that's one group of campaigns. But then there is another group of companies that actually don't 
need to go to Kickstarter. They have a cash flow, they have a lot of money, but they just go to 

Kickstarter to use it as a marketing platform. So this whole thing about overfunding is not a 
problem for the second group, but it can be a problem for the first group.” 

(Søren Larsen, AUDIOCASE, p.73-74) 
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Whereas the speaker founder along with other start-ups interviewed founders chose 

crowdfunding to get funded in order to start the production and expand the business, another 
group of founders confirmed they used crowdfunding just as a marketing strategy. As this sex toy 

founder stated about their company’s initial objectives for going on crowdfunding: 

“Our main idea was to find a platform for pre-selling our product, we didn't use crowdfunding 
as a source of actually funding our product to go to market. […] Actually we already had the 

tooling, the product was in the production at the moment of the crowdfunding campaign, so for us it 
wasn't mandatory that we would get funded on crowdfunding. We were going to launch the product 

anyway.”  
(Alex Berghian, AUTOBLOW2, p.79) 

 
Business Strategies 
As part of their overfunding experience, founders mentioned the implementation of different 

marketing and management strategies. Therefore, during the campaign, an extremely time-

consuming period, founders and everyone around them are focusing substantially on 

crowdfunding. For example, a representative from an overfunded project explained how they 
succeeded: 

“We kinda transferred the whole company to be a crowdfunding company, so everyone was 
doing different things. For example, the IT people were doing some videos for our campaign, so 

we posted the videos for our customers and fans and we also put engineers to work for our 
crowdfunding success. So this is one of the things, to transfer the whole company to be a 

crowdfunding company. Talking about getting funded, getting the money, I think we prepared 
different scenarios.” 

(Jens Juhanson, ME-MOVER, p.3) 

Even before launching the project on the platform, the founders had shown that they were 
working hard on attracting backers. Different marketing strategies that involve extensive PR, social 

media, word of mouth, paid advertising and e-mail marketing were used. One founder described 
how they managed to raise funds from the first days:  

“I build an email list of around 350 people that would be interested to buy the watch right 
away. I had a good solid base to begin with. We had a good launch party where we raised 35,000 

DKK in a couple of hours. And then we already had a little customers’ data base on Facebook that 
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we could communicate and announce that we are online, then we had some good media coverage 

from Berlingske Business and from Metro Express which maybe gave us around 100,000 DKK, 
those 2 articles.” 

(Janus Lykke Aarup, VEJRHØJ, p.92) 

Founders said that the media coverage is definitely a success determinant. The more popular 
a project gets amongst readers, the higher the chances are to get more backers. A founder who 

created rain pants said that they failed to get fully funded in their first crowdfunding campaign 
because they did not have enough samples to send to journalists:  

“We didn't reach the goal because journalists don't write about campaigns anymore if you 
don't send them a sample, because there were many scams in the past. And since we had 

problems with manufacturers, we couldn't send any samples.” 
Valentin Nicoara (THE LEGS JACKET, p.97) 

As this founder put it, “almost all successful projects creators will tell you the same thing: 
communication is the key to pretty much everything” (Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.35). This 

statement has been confirmed by several respondents. Whether is to respond to questions, or to 

announce news about the project’s development, founders use the crowdfunding platform, the 
social media channels and emails to deliver important messages. Therefore, communication 

becomes an important key factor in overfunding. Communication is an omnipresent aspect that 
founders consider to be essential the whole journey of crowdfunding. A founder pointed out its role 

after overfunding: 
“The way to cope with overfunding is to be prepared and to have a good list of stretch goals 

and, more importantly, very good communication. Telling your backers that this is what you have to 
offer, and anything beyond a certain point is over reaching in a later project, either financially 

unrealistic or massively delayed, is a good strategy.” 

(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.34) 

 
Rewards and Stretch Goals 

The successful founders admitted they have prepared ahead for overfunding. One strategy 

they used is having stretch goals ready to offer the backers a further incentive. However, the 
stretch goals development depends on the nature of the product. For example, one boarding 

games founder explained:  
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“Previously famous Kickstarter creators said one simple thing: <<You have to prepare for the 

worst case scenario and for the best case scenario>>. Now, the worst case scenario is that you 
don't get funded and you have to have a backup plan, maybe go again on Kickstarter, or whatever 

crowdfunding platform you use, but overfunding is usually a problem. And I know that people don't 

usually see it that way, but as soon as you reach your funding goal, unless you have some product 
that's so unimaginably awesome that people would keep pledging, if it's just a regular product, 

something which is innovative, but not ground breaking, I mean if you're not making the next 
iPhone, you need to prepare stretch-goals. So extra incentive for people to stay on the project and 

to keep backing, incentives for the backers to be interested to upgrade a product for everyone […] 
We asked for 19,000 US dollars, we were funded after 24 hours and then we went for a list of 

stretch goals which went all the way to 100,000 dollars. We stopped at 95,000 and we burnt 
through 22 or 23 stretch goals.”     

(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.33) 
As this next game founder stated, the rewards and stretch goals are really making a difference 

for overfunding in the board game category.  

“I think board games is one of the first category that implemented stretch goals and 
implemented other interesting initiatives like social media stretch goals and so on. […] The thing is 

that people prepare differently for overfunding. Stretch goals are one way to do it.”  
(Emil Larsen, BURNING SUNS, p.61/65) 

The rewards, as the foundation of the reward-based crowdfunding model which is under 
investigation, represent the biggest incentive for backers to pledge. Founders explained that there 

are two significant periods of a campaign: the first days and the last days. Therefore, the rewards 
system is build to attract the backers at the beginning with some “early birds” type of rewards, and 

at the end, stretch goals are meant to kick in. However, the founders also said they are creating 

individually the system depending on their products. A photography project founder described it:  
“If you have a huge project where you actually make something, then I think rewards are 

pretty important, because it helps people get some tangible things, some kind of reward. Yeah, so I 
think definitely rewards are important, but I think it depends on what project it is.”  

(Zoe Morley, NONJABULO, p.30) 
Although it was never a recruiting reason, most of the interviewed founders have been 

selected by the platforms’ operators under their promotional categories such Kickstarter’s “Projects 
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We Love”, “Trending” or “Recommended for You”, or Indiegogo’s “Top Picks for You”. Founders 

said that the platforms encourage everyone to promote their pages individually, but they also help 
them getting more attraction by placing them on the top of these categories where most of the 

viewers are. For example, this founder reported that when the campaign ended, Indiegogo helped 

them increase their overfunding level from 142% to 220%.  
“We were included in Indiegogo’s newsletter and I think that was when there was a lot of 

buying - those few days.” 
(Alexandru Chis, TINTAG, p.53) 

The findings show that the overfunding level is also depending on the strategy of the initial 
funding goal. Founders are aware that the lower the goal is, the higher the chances to get fully 

funded are, therefore their tendency is to set the goal as low as they can afford it. As one founder 
explained:  

“The initial goal was low compared with what we wanted in reality. We set out goal low so it 
wouldn't be discouraging for backers. If they would see a large amount, they would might think we 

cannot reach it and so on. We really wanted to get more, but we managed with what we got 

anyway.”  
(Alexandru Chis, TINTAG, p.51) 

Moreover, as this founder explains, there are cases when overfunding is really something that 
one needs to achieve, thus the company’s strategies adapt to it: 

“We really wanted overfunding. It was also a strategy that we put the goal low so that when 
we had the high percentage of funding, it will seem really successful. We wanted to seem more 

successful and this overfunding definitely shows it. […] We set our goal really low. Wet set it even 
lower than what we anticipated would be break-even. Our calculations said that we would break-

even if we reached I think it was 140.000 or 150.000 DKK and we only had our goal at 100K. 

Because we simply agreed that the most important thing is actually not the money. The most 
important thing is that we actually have support and that people are validating the idea. So if we 

needed some extra money, well, I said to him back then, well if this is the case, if we need 200k 
DKK to complete the project, then I am happy to chip some money in to get a part of the company, 

because then we have it validated then this is for sure something I want to be a part of.” 
(Tore Muurholm, THE BELT CONCEPT, p.13-15) 
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Friends and Family  
Overfunding brings extra backers, therefore more curious and demanding minds. The 

complexity of the product, how it is presented and where it has media coverage, are factors that 

determine the sources of funding. On Kickstarter the public can see, under the community section 
of each project, the number of backers sorted by country location. They can also see the number 

of first time backers (see more of the projects’ details in Appendix B). Founders use analytical tools 
where they can see which countries the backers are coming from, but not who they actually are. 

When asked about how did friends and family contribute to their project’s overfunding, a founder 
said: 

“Insignificantly I would say. Friends and family bought some and they spread the word, but it 
was nothing that influenced the campaign. I know that in the rules of crowdfunding they say you 

rely first on your friends and family, but you have to have a very big family or a lot of friends to 
have a huge impact.” 

(Alexandru Chis, TINTAG, p.53) 

The photographer founder who started a crowdfunding campaign hoping that the funding 
would mostly come from her friends and family, confessed:  

“I actually didn't think the public would, I just thought it would be my friends and family that 
would fund me.” 

(Zoe Morley, NONJABULO, p.25) 
The contribution of a founder’s closest friends and family is depending a lot on how the project 

is promoted and how developed one’s connections are. A founder explains that his product 
became really popular in his network: 

“Friends and family contributed a lot. A lot of the sales were simply to our network and it still is 
today. Most of the sales that we do, is someone that knows someone who bought our speaker and 

then they've seen it and then they talk about us and buy it. It's not a lot of customers that have 

never heard about us that suddenly see it and then they buy. I think it's common for projects like 
ours. But of course the bigger ones go beyond their network.”  

(Søren Larsen, AUDIOCASE, p.76) 
Although some products can be backed by friends and family, most of them are created for a 

wider audience and the products’ target groups. For example, a representative of a sex toy project 
laughed at this question: 
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“Because of the nature of our product, I would say there wasn't any kind of contribution. I 

mean yeah, friends and family can share it on Facebook and twit it, but in our case it didn't really 
matter.”  

(Alex Berghian, AUTOBLOW2, p.83) 

While most founders say that friends and family’s contribution is insignificant, this table top 
game creator gave a different meaning to the concept: 

“My family gave me room to do my campaign. I think that's the most important thing was that I 
got room - they didn't really understand anything, of course they contributed with some few dollars. 

By room I mean time and understanding. That was their biggest contribution. But there were some 
distant backers who helped me translate the game, read the rules through lots of time, finding 

spelling errors and translating the game into foreign languages and demoing the game for tons of 
people.” 

(Emil Larsen, BURNING SUNS, p.63-64) 
As Larsen mentioned, backers can be from any country in the world. A lot of times founders 

are surprised about the locations they have to send their products to, or how their projects are 

successful in markets they didn’t even target for. However, as this watch creator said, this kind of 
distance becomes problematic when the founders are caught unprepared:   

“Distance can be a problem due to of course, tariffs, but I don't think many actually think about 
that. US have to pay a custom per backer before they receive the watch. Also, the currency...if you 

back from let's say Australia, or from Japan you will see the DKK sign, of course you can translate 
into Euros or dollars. Of course, it is also more tricky to ship to other countries, Denmark is easy to 

ship to. It's more difficult to ship to China, US - you have to fill out some customs papers and stuff 
like that. There is also the language barrier, of course.” 

(Janus Lykke Aarup, VEJRHØJ, p.92-93)  

Founders presented distance as problematic in regards to the shipping procedures. They are 
often found in situations where they have to think of strategies to reduce some of the delivery 

costs. When founders are not well informed about the shipping costs in countries that have 
different regulations, they will spend extra time on researching and solving the problem. Therefore, 

they have to announce the backers that they will have to expect some delays in delivery. A founder 
explained:  
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“Distance matters only when it comes to fulfilment, so if you look at the backers, from let's say 

an average of 1,000 backers for a project, 500 of them should come from the US, another 100 
should come from Canada, another 200 come from UK and Australia together and the rest are 

spread with smaller numbers throughout Western Europe and South East Asia. Now, what we do 

is use the different fulfilment centers in the US, Canada, UK and Poland, and we deliver the 
rewards to backers locally as much as possible to help them avoid taxations, customs.” 

(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.38) 

 
Risks and Challenges 
Not knowing beforehand what overfunding brings them, creates problems for founders. They 

can read and hear a lot of professional advices before starting a crowdfunding project, but the kind 
of problems that occur once overfunding is achieved are individual. For example, the CBS student 

who launched a successful crowdfunding project made “by the book” encountered a difficult 
situation with his business partner, who is also his uncle, a Danish hand made belts designer. He 

describes the reasons why they have failed to deliver the rewards to the backers to the day:  

“Because of my uncle Thomas. He didn't posses that entrepreneurial spirit which I was talking 
about before, which is so important in the funding process. He wants to make the product, but he 

doesn’t want to do the effort. Not enough at least. So the few manufacturers that he lined up and 
which he said they can do it, they can make the product, they had the timeframes, the prices, but 

when we had the money to do it, the test products didn’t fulfil Thomas's expectations so he decided 
not the make them because he didn't feel the quality. Obviously I tried to explained to him this is 

crowdfunding, this is first production, not everything will be 100% on the first attempt. […] There 
were some problems with the product design which they couldn't manufactured and we didn't have 

a test production before. We only had samples that he made by hand. So this was by far the 

biggest lesson learn from my crowdfunding experience: you have to have a test production. You 
can't promise hundreds or thousands of people that you gonna make them a product if you haven't 

actually tested it, so many things could go wrong.” 
(Tore Muurholm Dahl, THE BELT CONCEPT, p.18) 

Just like this founder said, production tests are really essential for the projects to be 
successful in delivering their results. Almost all of the interviewees gave examples of other 

campaigns to explain their experiences in comparison with successful or failed projects. The most 



	

	 56							

popular example is the Coolest Cooler [5], an overfunded project that to this day has failed to 

deliver to over 40,000 backers, although its overfunding level is 26,560%. Because of the 
unexpected costs and the low initial goal set to attract easily the backers, the founder, Ryan 

Grepper admitted after 3 years that the cost of producing the cooler surpassed the price asked on 

Kickstarter for it (Alois, 2016). Ryan Grepper is a founder that failed to deliver his Kickstarter 
product to thousands of backers and went to sell it on Amazon.com on a higher price, but backers 

did not appreciate that and placed hundreds of negative comments both on Kickstarter and 
Amazon. This example is often associated with having an immense success on receiving funds on 

crowdfunding, but not being able to deliver the product due to poor business strategies. A founder 
used this example to point out the difference between a successful founder and a successful 

entrepreneur: 
 “You probably already read about The Coolest Cooler and you know that one failed pretty 

spectacular, which is just a shame and hard to understand; so funding has nothing to do with the 
success of the project. The Coolest Cooler is a successful founder, but an unsuccessful company 

or project.”  

(Emil Larsen, BURNING SUNS, p.61) 
It seems that it all comes down to the entrepreneurial thinking of the projects’ creators. The 

interviewed founders say that it is easier if the product is simpler. It becomes easier to build the 
business plan and to overcome overfunding issues. Moreover, the professional nature of the 

founder has a great deal. Therefore, it matters if it is an individual who has started a crowdfunding 
project or a company with an established cash flow. As this founder said:  

 “Crowdfunding used to be something for dreamers, for people who had just a great idea and 
they wanted to get funded, to get people support a great product to get on the market. This is, in 

my opinion, no longer the case. There are so many companies crowdfunding right now that at least 

in our domain, which is board games, there are less and less individuals who are able to use 
crowdfunding successfully, right now the bar is set so high by big companies who choose to use 

Kickstarter that it has become a business model. You have to have a lot of entrepreneurship sense 
to be able to do a proper project with chances to get funded.”  

(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.40) 
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The founders make it clear that there are two different categories of them, depending on the 

business level they are and their crowdfunding goals. As a worker for a global company, this 
founder said that: 

“I think overfunding would be a problem for new companies, but for a company that just uses 

the platform for pre-selling I don't think there is any difference. Is just selling.”  
(Alex Berghian, AUTOBLOW2, p.83) 

 
Delivering the Results 
Most problems occur to the founders who are experiencing overfunding for the first time and 

fail to prepare well enough for the phenomenon. There are two main problems that occur in 

overfunding. First is in relation to the manufacturing of the products, and second is destroying a 
brand’s image. However, founders are aware that all the problems have solutions. The general 

opinion of the founders is that the role of preparation includes the anticipation of the problems, as 

well as having additional resources prepared beforehand. As one interviewee said, “overfunding 
could lead to troubles if you don’t plan that. And this could lead to…bankruptcy” (Jens Juhanson, 

ME-MOVER, p.11). There are many examples of companies that have declared bankruptcy after 
being overfunded because they could not deliver, due to the public interest for the projects that fail. 

Founders mentioned the example of ZANO drone [17], Europe’s most funded Kickstarter project, a 
company that has announced its voluntary liquidation a year after they raised USD 3.6M (Harris, 

2016). The large overfunding of 1,867% from over 12,000 backers, caused massive difficulties for 
the creators to deliver a proven product. The biggest problem was that the drone could not be 

made to fly properly after the campaign ended. One of the ZANO’s founders explained:  
“Consumers expect to see a fully functional, everything working consumer product. Zano 

wasn’t at that stage at that point. With that sort of publicity, you make one mistake, and that’s the 

end of the product.”  
(Ivan Reedman, ZANO Co-Founder in medium.com) 

Except only one, the successful entrepreneur and creator of seven overfunded projects, 
Andrei Novac (MISTFALL), all the interviewees have taken more time than promised to deliver the 

rewards. However, this is a rare case in crowdfunding, as Novac stated: 
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“So far we have no delays in delivery which puts us in the top 1% Kickstarter creators from 

this point of view, but that is because we took a lot of time to research.” 
(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.41) 

Founders seem to be relaxed about the delays, because it has become a normal thing to 

happen in crowdfunding. As one founder said, it is really important to have support from the 
backers.  

 
“In general our backers were really kind to us and understood. Also, looking back now, I think 

6 months delay on Kickstarter is nothing.”  
(Søren Larsen, AUDIOCASE, p.76) 

A common risk mentioned by several interviewed founders is the crowdfunding impact on the 
company’s brand. While crowdfunding is a way to get media coverage and to attract backers, alias 

buyers, in case of a failure to get funded, or even worse, fail to deliver, the company’s image could 
suffer from it. As this founder described it, the negative opinion of the backers who are not happy 

with the reward system can ruin one’s business. 

 “If you cannot deliver you also destroy your brand. You will never sell anything again with that 
wreck. You have like a Kickstarter wall with 1,000 negative comments. You cannot sell anything 

again if you cannot deliver.” 
Janus Lykke Aarup (VEJRHØJ, p.91) 

Asked what would have happened in the case if their project would only get funded and not 
overfunded, Aarup said that he would have had to spend his own money. This comes in strong 

relation with the aforementioned aspect of setting the initial goal too low just to be overfunded 
faster and easier. Founders believe that being “just” 100% funded is riskier than being overfunded 

in terms of having enough resources. However, as this board game founder explained it, too much 

overfunding can become a problem of large proportions.  
 

“The more backers you have, the more products you have to make. Any mistake in one place 
for having a board game will multiply by the number of backers. So overfunding comes with more 

backers. […] It increases a little bit you risk because it's almost impossible to make a complex 
product without making any mistakes. But sometimes it happens to make mistakes and then the 



	

	 59							

cost of repairing your mistake might out-fund the overfunding basically. The expense to fix 

something will be higher than what you get in overfunding.”  
(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.41) 

 

Risks and Challenges 
There is a distinction between challenges and risks that founders point out. A risk is when 

backers are not interested to pledge, whereas a challenge is when the founder receives a large 

amount of inquiries that were not anticipated. Given the fact that they all got overfunded, the 
interviewees mentioned the existing risks towards the production. Most of them are aware that the 

risk of receiving flawed products – especially in the first batch of the production – is the most 
common for overfunded campaigns. The challenge that occurs from this risk is how to deal with 

less professional manufacturers and how to check if the production is correctly done. Most 
founders have their manufactures in China and they are in contact with them. Among the possible 

solutions, like this founder mentioned, personal visits to China and having a number of backup 

manufacturers to be contacted in case of errors are required in order to have happy backers and a 
positive reputation. 

“I think we, as creators, we owe our backers to insure the quality of our products. That's why I 
am leaving soon to China to check the production. It can happen for the suppliers or manufacturers 

to send very beautiful samples and the final product not to look the same. In these conditions you 
wanna go to China yourself and make sure everything is right. We have 4 manufacturers now: 2 in 

China and 2 in Poland.”  
(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.42) 

Another challenge for founders is the time management. To run a crowdfunding campaign has 
proved to be more time consuming than they have anticipated. Moreover, most of them have 

companies to run aside or full-time jobs which did not allow them to be 100% dedicated. When 

asked what would they do differently in a new crowdfunding project, most of them answer that they 
would dedicate more time to all the stages from preparation to delivery.  

Overfunding: “a good problem to have” 
Overfunding is a phenomenon that occurs unexpectedly or if it is well planned ahead. 

However, it is not easy to handle and it can be problematic in several ways. As described by one 

founder:  
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 “Overfunding per se is when you pass your initial goal. Ad litteram, we did have overfunding, 

but practically with all the costs that followed, it wasn't enough what we got. But theoretically we 
surpassed our initial goal in this campaign.” 

(Alexandru Chis, TINTAG, p.51) 

When too much funding occurs, if not distributed well, it can lead to an “out-funding”, a term 
used by the founders to describe a situation when the extra funds do not cover all the costs a 

founder has in order to produce and deliver the products. Founders have to exercise their 
entrepreneurial thinking and plan ahead different scenarios. They also have to overcome 

challenges such as dealing with untrustworthy business partners or different tax regulations issued 
by the countries where they have to ship the rewards to the backers. Therefore, delivery delays are 

experienced by both founders and backers as an overfunding consequence. However, overfunding 
is a phenomenon that can be handled and treated as a “good problem” as this founder indicated.  

“Overfunding is usually a good problem to have. If it doesn't blow out of proportions (too 
much). I think it's case by case basis. For us, the year when did more than one crowdfunding 

project it almost doubled our company's turn over, but then we are trying to rely less and less on 

crowdfunding because there are many aspects of crowdfunding that we cannot control.” 
(Andrei Novac, MISTFALL, p.39) 

In Figure 7 the summary of the findings sorted by the analytical themes is presented. In the 
next chapter, a discussion is provided where all the findings are reviewed, interpreted and 

explained in the context of the literature and the existing knowledge about the topic.  

 
Figure 6: Findings summary based on the concepts' frequency in the interviews (source: own creation) 
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DISCUSSION 

This research started with the goal of investigating overfunding in order to add nuanced 
evidence to fill the gap of knowledge in the literature. As already established, the research on 

overfunding is scarce and qualitative studies around it are undoubtedly needed. The findings from 
this study suggest that overfunding is a phenomenon that can be lived and experienced differently 

from founder to founder. The meanings and interpretations that founders ascribe to their 

overfunding experiences vary and yet, they have common grounds. Within the previous chapter, a 
listing of the most interesting, relevant and, in the same time, surprising elements were presented 

in order to help shed light on the research question. Therefore, as seen in Figure 8, the results 
have been orderly categorised around the nucleus statement: How do founders experience 

overfunding?  
Firstly, an overview of the findings summary is provided. In their attempt to harness a 

successful outcome, founders prepare a representative video of their project with other digital 
accessories which are usually inspired from former successful or failed projects. An important 

decision lays on the platform choice which, in the case of reward based model comes down to the 
most renowned ones, Kickstarter and Indiegogo. The incentives for choosing crowdfunding are 

overlapping with the goals founders initially have for their projects. According to the intensity of 

these goals, founders adopt entrepreneurial thinking and plan different management and 
marketing strategies. Thereby, founders created scenarios of different outcomes in order to be 

prepared for a case of failure or an impressive number of excited backers. During the campaign, 
founders are dealing with necessary media coverage, PR strategies and social media presence 

which are exponentially determining the level of overfunding. Overfunding does not come easily, 
even when is planned for. Challenges occur often and place founders in problematic situations. 

Further, a discussion will be provided on the risk of getting bad press, the risk of not having 
sufficient money for the production and not being able to deliver the promised rewards. 
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Figure 7: Findings interpretation - the overfunding stages (‘overfunding spider’) (source: author’s own 

creation in NVivo) 

 
Unexpected Results 
Among the unexpected results of this research, the founders’ personal opinions on the 

overfunding phenomenon itself come first. Called a “good problem to have” (Interview 4, p. 39; 
Interview 11, p.104) by a few respondents, overfunding is definitely an outcome that founders 

desire, even when it is not planned. There is no evidence of regretting it, not even when it caused 

problems for the founders and their companies. Although the dictionary is not placing the definition 
in the context of crowdfunding, scholars (Cordova et al., 2015; Mollick, 2013) have defined it as the 

extra funds received on top of an initial funding goal in a crowdfunding project. However, the 
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findings of this research show additional meaning to the phenomenon through the eyes of founders 

when they call it “real overfunding” (Interview 7, p.65). It can be said that they are aware of the 
traditional definition and its meaning, yet being individually experienced gives it a different 

proportion. What founders mean by “real overfunding” is the ideal situation where the extra funds 

are enough to cover all the rewards’ demand that comes with the extra number of backers. 
Therefore, overfunding is perceived as a phenomenon that happens at different stages and it 

depends on how it is dealt with by the founders. The two most obvious cases are the one that can 
out-fund a project, and the one that manages to solve all the financial problems.  

This study validates previous findings (Mollick, 2013; Cordova et al., 2015; Koch, 2016) 
according to which overfunding is determined by the projects’ information quality, active 

communication from founders and support from the platform operators. In addition, founders who 
can be creative with their reward system, and can add stretch goals to incentivize more backers, 

determine overfunding as well. However, given its qualitative nature, this research is refining the 
overfunding determinants by including the entrepreneurial thinking that founders adopt or posses. 

Whereas prior research considers all founders to be entrepreneurs (Cordova et al., 2015), the 

findings of this study show there is a difference between these two concepts. In order to explain it, 
an interviewee (Interview 7) described a successful founder as anyone who can raise an amount of 

money, whereas a successful entrepreneur is one who has the abilities and the skills to transform 
that amount of money into a sustainable business. As evidence, several overfunded projects that 

failed to deliver, including the case of one interviewee, were given as examples.  

 
Preparation 
Furthermore, while crowdfunding is placed in “an uncertain business environment” 

(Valanciene and Jegeleviciute, 2014, p. 600) the findings of this research show that overfunding 

can be planned and achieved with extensive preparation. Besides creating a quality project, 
founders prepare by getting inspiration from other campaigns, considering their success and failure 

determinants. Moreover, consultancy from experts in the field constitutes an extra element. It is 
important to mention that overfunded founders consider experts in the field as other project 

creators who can speak from their own experiences. Yet, sources of founders presenting their 
overfunding stories as inspiration are missing and founders need to search themselves for 

inspiring projects. As a first initiative on this matter, Kickstarter recently published a blog post 
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(Pollari, 2015) where they briefly present the stories of two overfunded projects. It can be stated 

that this study may provide Kickstarter with extra similar stories from the conducted interviews.  
In addition, to successfully overcome the overfunding challenges, founders prepare scenarios 

where they consider business strategies for different funding percentage levels. For Kickstarter 

projects, founders have a tool (kicktraq.com) that helps them keep an overview of their campaign 
stats and predicting the outcome. So far, there is no mention of any Indiegogo similar tools. 

Considering the overfunding stages that founders go through (Figure 8), one can say that the 
platforms should provide more help in this regard, however this should be done within the limits of 

not disrupting the natural crowdfunding business model.  

 
Entrepreneurial skills 
Founders who succeeded in dealing with the challenges of overfunding, shown they possess 

entrepreneurial thinking characteristics as presented in Sarasvathy (2005). For example, they have 
used their imagination when they have created the projects’ video presentations, they have been 

spontaneous and have proven they have salesmanship qualities by selling their products to both 

media and backers. Though crowdfunding derives from the concept of crowdsourcing and it in 
itself has six business models, due to its exchange nature which involves paying taxes, founders of 

reward-based projects treat it as e-commerce. This is also because crowdfunding does not have a 
universally general regulatory environment (yet), and founders are treating it according to the 

project’s host country’s regulations. Thereby, founders from Denmark are paying different taxes 
than founders from US. This aspect is one of the first challenges overfunding brings with. The 

Danish founders experience more problems due to the complicated tax system10 which asks them 
to pay taxes as it is ordinary sales income. Nevertheless, if the funding is significantly higher than 

the performance of the product, the excess amount can be treated as a donation. Considering the 

fact that the regulations have not been mentioned as problematic for founders from other 
countries, it can be said that in crowdfunding the regulatory environment is uneven and founders 

																																																													

10 On skat.dk, the Danish tax system, crowdfunding is a presented as a special way to finance projects 
thought a network. With the mention that there are no special taxes to regulate it, it is the tax regulators’ 
mission to decide the taxes according to the type of crowdfunding in use (translated to English from 
https://www.skat.dk/SKAT.aspx?oId=2172087 on 27 November, 2016). 
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are being differentiated from country to country. Additionally, for some founders, the platforms’ 

rules are the only crowdfunding regulations they can think of.   

 
Platforms  
The findings confirm prior research (Gabison, 2015) in that the reward platforms are playing a 

motivational factor for founders and the fact that they are connected to social media channels is a 

benefit. This incentivizes founders to promote their projects and to get awareness, and also 
penetrate new markets which they could not reach otherwise. 

According to founders’ opinions, the incentives to choose Kickstarter are clear and evident. It 
can be argued that the higher rate of success Kickstarter has over Indiegogo is because of its 

ways of satisfying people’s needs instead of accomplishing their financial goals. “Our goal is to 
provide a safe and trusted platform where people are honest and open with one another as they 

collaborate to bring creative projects to life” (kickstarter.com, 2016). Moreover, Kickstarter is not a 
store (Strickler and et., 2012) and, as the co-founder and CEO of Kickstarter, Yancey Strickler said 

for medium.com, besides its support to help founders get overfunded, the platform shares in the 

risks as well (Harris, 2016).  
Kickstarter versus Indiegogo is an aspect worth analysing further, with the mention that one 

platform’s users are not aware entirely of the other’s capabilities. Moreover, both of them are 
constantly changing by expanding their availability and features. It would also be interesting and 

helpful for crowdfunding enthusiasts to look into the overfunding drivers of each platform.  

 
Communication  
Another aspect of the overfunding experience is the communication founders conduct with the 

backers. Overfunding bring more funds, therefore more backers who have demands, critics and 

the power to influence a founder’s reputation. Communicating a message to the backers via 
updates and emails, whether is positive or negative, represents a key factor to prevail over further 

challenges. Although there are not any standard recipes for how communication should be 
managed, founders should have the right skills and start by following previously established 

successful techniques (Hui et al., 2014). Thus, a prompt reply to comments, followed by a regularly 
updating and a positive engagement are recommended.  
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Marketing Strategies 
In close relations to communication, comes the marketing strategy a founder has to plan in 

order to promote their projects and attract backers. It is interesting to notice that in the reward-

based crowdfunding model, backers are not the only ones who like the rewards. Journalists and 
bloggers are also incentivized to write about a project in exchange for a product sample as a 

reward. Since the founders’ objectives imply brand awareness and reaching potential customers, it 
comes naturally that they need help from media. Considering the founders’ stress on the media 

coverage, it can be stated that this is an overfunding determinant along with the other marketing 
strategies to attract backers.  

 
Challenges 
Overfunding has proven to be challenging for founders due to its extra work load that it brings. 

Founders express difficulties when it comes to the production of products in larger quantities than 

expected. However, this cannot be blamed on overfunding, but rather on the level of preparedness 

of each founder. Those who have considered beforehand the scenario of having to produce more 
rewards than mentioned in the initial goal, have been successfully handling the extra production.  

The extra demand usually requires more time for production and for the delivery, therefore 
previous findings associating overfunding with delays (Mollick, 2013) are confirmed. Considering 

there are cases that prove the contraire, it can be said that this problem of overfunding can be 
solved with extensive preparation. This involves establishing relationships with reliable 

manufactures and a proper prototype testing.  
Another challenge lays in dealing with anxious backers who can demotivate a founder. As 

previously mentioned, communication is a key factor for solving these kind of problems. 
Management strategies that involve having a good team behind the project can help founders to 

overcome situations where backers have problems understanding the process. Time management 

is a challenge that has become well known in the crowdfunding world. It takes 100% dedication to 
succeed and founders are aware of it. It is recommended that to be successfully overfunded, one 

should spend several months for research, answer within a day to comments, update backers 
weekly during a campaign and at least twice a month after it ends. Crowdfunding does not start, 

nor does it end with the online campaign duration; it is a complex process that involves knowledge 
and experience to overcome challenges.  
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Risks 
In general, founders fail to prepare for risks, in the sense that they do not have a certain 

strategy for this. However, they are aware of the existence of three types of risks. The first risk is to 

get a level of overfunding that is not covering all the expenses and puts the founders in the position 
where they would have to contribute financially themselves. This happens when founders wrongly 

calculate their capabilities, or the manufacturers make mistakes in the production and the process 
needs to be repeated. A common strategy to be overfunded has proven to be lowering the initial 

funding goal (Gabison, 2015). Nevertheless, this strategy does not necessarily insure the founders 
that overfunding will come with enough money for them to produce all the extra products in 

demand.  
Another risk of overfunding is not being able to deliver the rewards to the backers. This 

happens and it is considered fraudulent. Thereby, due to the fact that crowdfunding has a scarce 
regulatory environment, backers have the option to use institutions that serve the consumers’ 

rights. For example, the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) has taken legal action for the first time 

in 2015 involving a case of crowdfunding (“Crowdfunding project”, 2015). The Director of FTC’s 
Bureau of Consumer Protection reported that even though they enjoy the opportunity to help the 

development of a product through crowdfunding, backers “should be able to trust their money will 
actually be spent on the project they funded” (“Crowdfunding project”, 2015). This confirms that 

there are repercussions for founders who are not taking their responsibilities towards backers 
seriously. The interviewed founders also mentioned that they are aware of this, yet, crowdfunding 

needs to be more seriously represented within the Laws.  
Disappointing the backers leads to the third type of risk in overfunding: bad press. It is in the 

role of media to spot failed successful crowdfunding projects. Currently Kickstarter reported to 

have 9% of successful projects that do not deliver the rewards (Mollick, 2015). 

 
Results Delivery 
Once a project gets overfunded, the hardest and the most important mission of the founder is 

to deliver the results. On top of fulfilling the project and accomplishing their promises to the 
backers, this is also a test and a success determinant for founders to prove their entrepreneurial 

skills. It comes with extra challenges such as different value-added taxes (VAT) for shipping in 
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countries all over the world, and consequently delays. All these have to be managed and taken to 

a positive outcome where the founder can call himself a successful entrepreneur. Being able to 
overcome all the challenges a phenomenon like overfunding brings, is definitely preparing the 

founder for the business world.  

 
Limitations of the Study 
Having discussed the findings, the reader should be aware that they are limited to the sources 

of data collection. As a consequence of the study’s research to understand and explore the way 

founders experience the phenomenon of overfunding, the purposive sampling method was used to 
select the informants. Any individual’s experience is unique, yet, the scope of this research was to 

see if there are patterns between founders’ experiences. The limitations are also determined by 
the country of origin of the overfunded projects. This study included projects located in 5 different 

countries from three continents, however it would be more representative for the crowdfunding to 
select founders from all the participant countries. For example, Kickstarter is currently available in 

22 countries (kickstarter.com, 2016). It would be interesting to interview founders from each one of 

the member countries to look for the same patterns. Moreover, the platform selection constitutes a 
limitation of the study. The two platforms selected, Kickstarter and Indiegogo, are limiting the 

overfunding experiences founders can have. Therefore, further investigation including more 
crowdfunding platforms can be considered to determine their influence.  

In regards to the data collection method, the limitation lies in the selection of the qualitative 
research interview as mono-method used in the study. Although it has been strongly argued and it 

fits in the given time frame for the study, other qualitative methods could be used to compare the 
results. For example, participant observation method can determine the causation of the founders’ 

lived overfunding experiences. Another small limitation consists of the language barriers. None of 

the founders speak English as their mother tongue, and as a further matter, one interview 
(Interview 6) was translated from Romanian. On that account, a study conducted in the founders’ 

first language would be more accurate.  
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CONCLUSION 

This study has taken a closer look at overfunding, a recognized phenomenon that has neither 
ben sufficiently explored, nor officially defined in the context of crowdfunding. To fill the gap in 

current literature and to contribute with knowledge for enthusiasts and future entrepreneurs, a 
qualitative approach has been taken into researching the topic through the lived experiences of 

founders of successfully overfunded projects.  

After interviewing a group of eleven international overfunded projects’ representatives, the 
findings have shown that overfunding brings additional challenges, but is yet rewarding. In the 

same way it was presented by scholars (Cordova et al., 2015; Koch, 2016; Mollick, 2013), 
overfunding has among founders a general understanding of surpassing the initial funding goal in a 

determined campaign period. Using a template analysis method, the results generated themes and 
patterns between the interviewees’ experiences. Therefore, it can be concluded that overfunding is 

an individually lived experience which can be described through 8 generic phases (as it can be 
seen in Figure 8).  

Although mentioned by prior researchers (Mollick, 2013) as an important overfunding driver, 
the level of preparedness has been taken to a higher extent within this study. Thus, besides 

preparing a project with video, text and images, founders need to get inspiration from other 

successfully funded projects. Moreover, founders who have been successful on crowdfunding on 
multiple occasions and have shown a high level of enthusiasm in the topic, are turning into 

specialists in the field who may also provide consultancy. For that reason, this research has helped 
various founders not only to reflect on their overfunding experiences, but present themselves as 

useful sources of inspiration.  
Another phase in overfunding is determined by the choice of platform. This study has provided 

a qualitative analysis of two of the most well-known reward-based platforms, Kickstarter and 
Indiegogo from the founders’ perspectives. It has shown that the platforms are a contributing factor 

to overfunding due to their constantly evolving characteristics and incentives to adapt to their users 
needs. Because of its novelty, future researchers are invited to look more into how platforms are 

influencing the overfunding aspects without disrupting the crowdfunding process.  

In addition to the formerly established overfunding drivers (Koch, 2016), this study brings in 
attention an important factor. An unexpected finding lays in the entrepreneurial thinking founders 
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have to adopt in order to have successful overfunded projects. Due to the classification that arose 

in the analysis, which separates founders of start-up projects from founders of existing projects 
that need brand awareness, it can be stated that founders who develop entrepreneurial skills are 

managing to overcome the overfunding’s challenges. The stories of the key respondents have 

shown that a founder who succeeds to be fully-funded on a crowdfunding platform can be called a 
successful founder. Yet, it is only after the founders manage to fulfil all the objectives and continue 

a sustainable business, that they become successful entrepreneurs.  
There are currently twelve million people who have backed a project on Kickstarter at least 

once (kickstarter.com, 2016). Imagine all of them pledging DKK 1 for a product that can change 
lives. In this case, one creative person can have the necessary financing for a project to become 

real and to prove himself as a successful entrepreneur. Because, as shown in the literature review 
chapter, crowdfunding is about storytelling, creativity, alternative financial ways and a group of 

actors that can contribute to a business growth.  
It has been shown that founders possess entrepreneurial thinking (Sarasvathy, 2005), 

however, their strategies of managing overfunding have placed them in different stages of 

entrepreneurship. Thus, whereas a founder has the spontaneity and the salesmanship skills, 
overfunding can bring unexpected challenges that affect one’s business. In order to surpass 

different business problems such as production costs or shipping taxes, founders are taking the 
crowdfunding process serious and to the extent of introducing it to their company’s business 

model.  
Due to the fact that crowdfunding has an uneven regulatory environment from country to 

country, founders take different measures to deal with extra funds. One strategy is to treat the 
reward-based model as the e-commerce model. Considering the high speed to which 

crowdfunding is evolving and becoming part of companies’ revenue models, it would be useful for 

the research to explore deeper the business model topic from the regulation standpoint.  
Overfunding has been proven to be a substantial revenue model for some companies, but due 

to its novelty and uncertainty, it is not fully embraced. As a founder of seven successful overfunded 
Kickstarter projects stated:“It's a good thing to have overfunding and it can change your business 

model if you get it - I mean this is what helped us grow and hire more people - but we are trying not 
to make a business model out of it.” 

Andrei Novac (MISTFALL, p.39) 
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This research has shown that overfunding brings new challenges to crowdfunding projects in 

the sense that it puts the founders in unexpected situations. Amongst the biggest challenges, 
founders have to deal with production problems, unhappy backers and time pressure. Therefore, 

they have to diligently prepare beforehand through strong business relations with different 

manufacturers, have good communication skills in order to maintain a good connection with the 
backers and organize their time effectively.  

By not overcoming the challenges brought to them by overfunding, founders risk to damage 
their branding and loose customers. Moreover, not sufficiently calculating their budgets, there is a 

risk of ‘out-funding’ the overfunding and the founders have to contribute themselves in order to 
cover the production and delivery costs. As shown by this study’s findings, entrepreneurial thinking 

could help a founder to make more accurate budgets, more product tests and to better prepare for 
different levels of overfunding. Thus, it can be possible to reduce the rate of the successful projects 

that do not deliver the rewards to the backers (which is currently of 9% as stated by Mollick, 2015).  
The results delivery phase of overfunding is known to be problematic due to the delays that 

occur after the campaign ends (Mollick, 2013). This study has shown that even if it is a common 

aspect in crowdfunding for rewards to be delayed, there are solutions to prevent it. On that 
account, founders who prepare intensively by getting informed about different aspects such as the 

VAT taxes and the shipping durations in the countries backers are pledging from, the risk of delays 
can be mitigated.  

Although overfunding is known as a phenomenon happening in the crowdfunding world, 
scholars have not researched it through the eyes of founders of overfunded projects. With this 

explorative study, there has been shed light on overfunding by showing the most important phases 
founders go through when they are experiencing it. This is meant to help future entrepreneurs 

understand the phenomenon and prepare for unforeseen outcomes.  

This research has shown that overfunding is problematic to the extent that it subdues the 
founders to extra challenges. Future research should examine whether the overfunding issues are 

determined by a founder’s level of business experience and entrepreneurial skills. It would be 
interesting to see what founders do with the extra funds from overfunding in order to determine if 

there is a common threshold between a project’s break-even and profit. Also, researchers are 
invited to explore the phenomenon from a positivist approach to see how it affects crowdfunding 

companies. 
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Overfunded projects:  
[1] AIRTAME: Wireless HDMI for everyone: https://www.indiegogo.com/projects/airtame-wireless-

hdmi-for-everyone-streaming-work#/  
[2] AUDIOCASE. Portable sound system: 

https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/2105072518/audiocase-portable-sound-
system/description  

[3] AUTOBLOW2: a robotic oral sex stimulator for men: 

https://www.indiegogo.com/projects/autoblow-2-a-robotic-oral-sex-simulator-for-men#/ 
[4] BURNING SUNS: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/suntzugames/burning-

suns?ref=nav_search 
[5] COOLEST COOLER: 21st Century Cooler that’s Actually Cooler: 

https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/ryangrepper/coolest-cooler-21st-century-cooler-thats-
actually  
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[6] ME-MOVER. Get FIT! Full body fitness that takes you everywhere: 

https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/memover/get-fit-full-body-fitness-that-takes-you-
everywher?ref=nav_search  

[7] MATE. The coolest and most affordable e-bike ever: https://www.indiegogo.com/projects/mate-

the-coolest-and-most-affordable-ebike-ever-bicycle#/ 
[8] MISTFALL – Legendary adventures for 1-4 fearless heroes: 

https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/nskn-ludibooster/mistfall-legendary-adventures-for-1-4-
fearless-her?ref=city 

[9] NONJABULO Revisited: HIV/AIDS beyond infancy (Photo project):  
https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/1716842721/nonjabulo-revisited-hiv-aids-beyond-infancy-

photo/description  
[10] PEBBLE Time: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/597507018/pebble-2-time-2-and-core-an-

entirely-new-3g-
ultra?ref=8.jellopcrowdfunding.com&utm_source=jellop&utm_medium=facebook&utm_term=8

.jellopcrowdfunding.com&utm_campaign=RM&utm_content=Pebble-RM1  

[11] Star Citizen: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/cig/star-citizen/description  
[12] THE BELT CONCEPT. Patented. Danish Made: 

https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/thebeltconcept/the-belt-button-minimal-innovative-
patented-concep/description 

[13] THE LEGS JACKET (waterproof and breathable): 
https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/vear/the-legs-jacket-waterproof-and-

breathable?token=f9aa425b 
[14] TINTAG, the first rechargeable item tracker: https://www.indiegogo.com/projects/tintag-the-

first-rechargeable-item-tracker#/ 

[15] WALLZ Copenhagen: https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/1521543395/wallz?ref=nav_search 
[16] VEJRHØJ. Watches crafted from wood and steel with a maritime touch: 

https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/vejrhoj/watches-crafted-from-wood-and-steel-with-a-
maritim/comments  

[17] ZANO - Autonomous. Intelligent. Swarming. Nano Drone: 
https://www.kickstarter.com/projects/torquing/zano-autonomous-intelligent-swarming-nano-

drone/?ref=kicktraq 	  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Crowdfunding Regulations in Denmark 
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Appendix B: Details about the projects of the interviewed founders 

 
*As of 20th of November2016 
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Appendix C: Interview Guide 

THEMES QUESTIONS CONCEPTS  

CROWDFUNDING 
INCENTIVES  

What was your incentive to choose 

crowdfunding? raise awareness, 
market research, proof of 

concept 
popularity, research, 

regulations, 

successful projects 

What were the incentives behind 

choosing the platform, duration and 
currency? 

To what extent did you get 

inspiration from other crowdfunding 
projects? 

CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS 

What were the initial objectives of 
the crowdfunding project? 

preparation, 
objectives, strategies, 

risks, changes, 
regulations 

To what extent has the 

crowdfunding changed the company’s 
strategies? 

To what extent did you prepare for 
any kind of risks? 

What was the impact of the national 
regulations on your crowdfunding 

project? 

ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

How would you describe a 
successful founder? 

entrepreneurship, 

professionals, 
consultancy, feedback, 

challenges, successful 
founder 

To what extent does a founder have 
an entrepreneurial thinking? 

To what extent do you consider is 

important to get consultancy or feedback 
from professionals? 

As a founder, what challenges did 
you experience before, during and after 

your crowdfunding campaign? 
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   CROWDFUNDING  
 
  COMMUNICATION 

How did you manage the 

communication with all the backers? 
communication, 

social media, platform, 
updates, e-mails, 

backers 

What was the marketing strategy for 
your project? 

How did friends and family 
contribute comparing to the distant 

backers? 

OVERFUNDING 
ASPECTS 

From your perspective, what is 
‘overfunding’? 

overfunding, 
success drivers, reward 

levels, stretch goals, 
objectives, challenges, 

issues, delivery 

How did you prepare for an 
overfunding outcome? 

What factors led to overfunding in 
your case? 

To what extent are the reward 

levels a success driver? 

To what extent were the initial 

objectives fulfilled once the project got 
overfunded? 

Did you experience any issues after 

the crowdfunding campaign ended? 

To what extent can overfunding 

become challenging? 

Ending Questions: 

Any advice for someone who wants 

to do a crowdfunding project? 

 

Is there anything you would like to 
add that we haven’t discussed about? 
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Appendix D: Interview Questions 
Part I: CROWDFUNDING INCENTIVES  

1. What was your incentive to choose crowdfunding? 

2. Why did you choose Kickstarter/Indiegogo? 

3. How much did you get inspired from other crowdfunding projects? 
Part II: CROWDFUNDING PROCESS 

4. To what extent has the crowdfunding campaign changed the company’s strategies? 
5. How did you prepare for any kind of risks? 

6. How did the national regulations impact your crowdfunding project? 
Part III: ENTREPRENEURSHIP 

7. How would you describe a successful founder? 
8. To what extent does a founder have an entrepreneurial thinking? 

9. To what extent do you consider it is important to get consultancy or feedback from professionals 
when you are doing crowdfunding? 

10. As a founder, what kind of challenges did you experience? 

Part IV: CROWDFUNDING COMMUNICATION 
11. How would you describe the communication with all the backers? 

12. How did you plan the marketing strategy for your project? 
13. How did your friends and family contribute comparing to the distant backers? 

Part V: OVERFUNDING ASPECTS 
14. From your perspective, what is ‘overfunding’? 

15. How did you prepare for an overfunding outcome? 
16. What factors led to overfunding in your case? 

17. To what extent are the reward levels a success driver? 

18. To what extent were the initial objectives fulfilled once the project got overfunded? 
19. Did you experience any issues after the crowdfunding campaign ended? 

20. To what extent can overfunding become challenging? 
CLOSING QUESTIONS: 

21. Any advice for someone who wants to do a crowdfunding project? 
22. With this I covered all my interview questions, is there anything you would like to add that might 

be relevant for my project? 
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Appendix E: Nodes Classification by Number of Coding References 

Nodes Numb
er of 

coding 
references 

Aggre
gate 

number of 
coding 

references 

Nu
mber of 

items 
coded 

Aggre
gate 

number of 
items 

coded 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS 

19 181 7 11 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\Backers 

10 25 4 9 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\Backers\Distance in 
Crowdfunding 

8 8 7 7 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\Backers\Friends & 
Family 

7 7 7 7 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\crowdfunding categories 

6 6 3 3 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\crowdfunding Platforms 

2 48 2 11 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\crowdfunding 
Platforms\Indiegogo 

7 7 2 2 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\crowdfunding 
Platforms\Kickstarter 

39 39 10 10 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\Incentives to do 

12 12 9 9 
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crowdfunding 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\Preparation 

19 58 6 11 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\Preparation\Consultancy 

15 15 9 9 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\Preparation\Inspiration 
from other campaigns 

13 24 10 11 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\Preparation\Inspiration 
from other campaigns\Examples of 
crowdfunding projects 

11 11 7 7 

Nodes\\CROWDFUNDING 
PROCESS\Regulations 

13 13 8 8 

Nodes\\FOUNDER AS AN 
ENTREPRENEUR 

20 140 11 11 

Nodes\\FOUNDER AS AN 
ENTREPRENEUR\Business 
strategies 

47 67 10 10 

Nodes\\FOUNDER AS AN 
ENTREPRENEUR\Business 
strategies\Marketing strategies 

20 20 9 9 

Nodes\\FOUNDER AS AN 
ENTREPRENEUR\Communication 

21 21 11 11 

Nodes\\FOUNDER AS AN 
ENTREPRENEUR\Entrepreneurial 
thinking 

15 15 7 7 

Nodes\\FOUNDER AS AN 17 17 8 8 
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ENTREPRENEUR\Founders' goals 

Nodes\\OVERFUNDING 
ASPECTS 

30 171 11 11 

Nodes\\OVERFUNDING 
ASPECTS\Challenges 

35 60 11 11 

Nodes\\OVERFUNDING 
ASPECTS\Challenges\Delivering 
the results 

25 25 10 10 

Nodes\\OVERFUNDING 
ASPECTS\Risks 

26 26 10 10 

Nodes\\OVERFUNDING 
ASPECTS\Success determinants 

25 55 11 11 

Nodes\\OVERFUNDING 
ASPECTS\Success 
determinants\Rewards & Stretch 
Goals 

30 30 11 11 

 
Appendix F (Available on USB drive) 
Interview 1: Jens Juhanson (ME-MOVER) 
Interview 2: Tore Muurholm Dhal (THE BELT CONCEPT) 

Interview 3: Zoe Morley (NONJABULO) 
Interview 4: Andrei Novac (MISTFALL) 

Interview 5: Troel Fonsbøl (WALLZ) 
Interview 6: Alexandru Chis (TINTAG) 

Interview 7: Emil Larsen (BURNING SUNS) 
Interview 8: Emil Larsen (AUDIOCASE) 

Interview 9: Alex Berghian (AUTOBLOW2) 

Interview 10: Janus Lykke Aarup (VEJRHØJ) 
Interview 11: Valentin Nicoara (THE LEGS JACKET) 


