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Definition

Crowdfunding is the approach fundraisers take to
raise funding for a project, venture, or personal
needs, from a crowd of people, or known as
investors, backers, or supporters based on charac-
teristics of different crowdfunding models, essen-
tially through the Internet. Crowdfunding is
considered as an alternative finance option
for different purposes of businesses (e.g., new
venture creation, business growth and exit), indi-
viduals (e.g., life events and challenging circum-
stances), local communities (e.g., saving a local
pub), and public sector. This entry will have a
brief look at the history and trend of the different
crowdfundingmodels, as well as their relationship
with entrepreneurs and public sector.

Introduction

In the recent two decades, crowdfunding
has become a popular fundraising method in the
alternative finance industry. It is a form of
crowdsourcing, which has a long and rich history
with roots going back to the 1700s.

Crowdsourcing was initially designed for a
local firm to get support from others in order to
solve problems or access knowledge from areas
where the firm may not usually have access. In the
modern era, the first crowdfunding platform was
recognized in 2000, and Schwienbacher and
Larralde (2010, p.4) defined crowdfunding as
“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.”

A broader definition is given byMollick (2014,
p. 2) who defines crowdfunding in an entrepre-
neurial context as “the efforts by entrepreneurial
individuals 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 standard financial intermediaries.” The
definition generally considers all the funding
from the “crowd” online as crowdfunding. Some-
times, it might be confused with alternative
finance, or crowd-based finance. There has not
been a widely accepted classification/taxonomy
on this yet. We will take the broader definition
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here, that is, the activities of raising funding from
the crowd online can all be considered as
crowdfunding.

Crowdfunding models can be generally cate-
gorized in two groups – the model that can possi-
bly generate financial returns (e.g., peer-to-peer
lending and equity-based crowdfunding) and the
models with no monetary returns (e.g., donation-
based crowdfunding and reward-based
crowdfunding). In general, the former group
raised much higher funding than the latter group.
In 2017, £544 million was raised through equity-
based crowdfunding in the UK market, which is
much higher than the £44 million raised through
reward-based crowdfunding (Zhang et al., 2018).

The funders are generally different groups of
people as well. Funders of the former group are
mostly private or professional investors with a
high level of income – more than 50% of them
have an annual income above £50,000, whereas
funders of the latter group normally known as
backers or supporters, 47% of them earned less
than £25,000 per annum (Baeck, Collins, &
Zhang, 2014). Therefore, they appear to have
different expectations and motivation to fund or
invest, depending on the model categories.
Equity-based crowdfunding funders were primar-
ily driven by the financial returns and were those
who would have used the amount for savings and
investment, whereas funders of donation or
reward-based crowdfunding varied from egoisti-
cal motive (e.g., reward) to altruistic motive (e.g.,
charitable giving).

Additionally, fundraisers’ motives also vary
depending on the model categories. Equity-
based crowdfunding fundraisers valued the
speed at which they could access funding or qual-
ity of customer service. Donation or reward-based
fundraisers most valued having more control over
their projects, which was seen as one key issue for
nascent entrepreneurs as they tend to have a sig-
nificantly higher need for independence. It is
worthwhile therefore to discover more about the
history and development of crowdfunding.

History of Crowdfunding

The first online crowdfunded project is believed to
have occurred in 1997. Fans of Marrillion (a Brit-
ish band) raised $60,000 via Internet to help
finance a North American tour. Although the
band was not involved in this round of
fundraising, they used the method to finance
their album in 2001 and two albums afterwards.
In the same year, in the United States, ArtistShare
was launched as a website where musicians could
seek donations from their fans to produce digital
recordings. It is also recognized as the first dedi-
cated crowdfunding platform (ArtistShare, 2019;
Freedman & Nutting, 2015; Fundable, 2017; The
Startups Team, 2018). Later it has evolved into a
fundraising platform for music, film/video, and
photography projects. ArtistShare’s first
crowdfunding project was Maria Schneider’s
jazz album. It can be viewed as the first proper
crowdfunding project. A tiered system of rewards
were offered; for example, for a $9.95 contribu-
tion, a backer could be among the first to down-
load the album, fans who contributed $250 or
more could have their names listed in the booklet
of the album as those who “helped to make this
recording possible,” and “one fan who contrib-
uted $10,000 was listed as executive producer”
(Freedman & Nutting, 2015). This initial tiered
system of rewards is still in use in the reward-
based crowdfunding platforms, for example, the
most prominent ones – Indiegogo and Kickstarter.

The launch of JustGiving in 2000, London,
announced the start of donation-based
crowdfunding communities. Research on these
types of donation-based crowdfunding communi-
ties draws on the extensive literature involving
philanthropy and public goods (Andreoni, 2006;
Vesterlund, 2006). In 2010, Gofundme was
launched in the United States, and now it is the
largest donation-based crowdfunding platform in
terms of market volume (Solomon, 2019). This
free platform (only for personal campaigns)
allows people to raise money for their life events
(e.g., celebrations and graduations) or challenging
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circumstances (e.g., accidents, illness, and
lawsuits).

Further on that, qualitative studies find that
rewards are one of the most important motivations
for participating in crowdfunding communities
(Gerber, Hui, & Kuo, 2012; Steinberg, 2012). It
explains the successive launches of Indiegogo and
Kickstarter in succession in 2008 and 2009 as
reward-based crowdfunding platforms.

Later in 2010, Naval Ravikant founded
AngelList, an online equity-based angel investing
platform, built to reduce search frictions and
“improve the matching between start-ups and
potential investors” (Bernstein, Korteweg, &
Laws, 2016, p. 7). The company was argued to
have the potential to reshape the venture capital
landscape and early-stage funding (Ramsinghani,
2013; Kolodny, 2013; Stone, 2014; The Econo-
mist, 2014). In the following year, the launch of
CrowdFunder and Circleup unveiled equity-based
crowdfunding, offering a platform on which one
can sell shares of a company. CircleUp focused on
consumer products and retail, which helped 106
companies raise over $125 million till 2015.

Until this stage, investors mainly engaged in
donation-based or reward-based crowdfunding in
small amounts through crowdfunding platforms.
With the emergence of various financial fraud and
platform malpractices, in 2012, the passing of the
JOBS Act legalized equity crowdfunding by
relaxing various restrictions concerning the sale
of securities. Before the Act, issuers of private
securities could not advertise their offerings or
solicit investors generally. The former president
of the United States, Obama claimed that with the
Act “for the first time, ordinary Americans will be
able to go online and invest in entrepreneurs that
they believe in” (McCracken, 2015).

In general, in the beginning, crowdfunding was
seen by some studies as a niche with little prospect
of ever impacting the broader financial system,
whereas nowadays it has grown into a significant
force in global finance. The crowdfunding market
is “growing increasingly complex, fluid and
dynamic” (Zhang, Baeck, Ziegler, Bone, & Gar-
vey, 2016, p. 11). Looking at the emergence of
various crowdfunding platforms and the market
trends, it is clear that the industry is pushing

boundaries of market growth, public awareness,
product innovation, and international expansion
with both social and regulatory support.

On the side of private sectors, entrepreneurial
financing plays a vital role in the survival and
viability of businesses. Crowdfunding has been
considered as a suitable finance option for differ-
ent stages of firm growth or creation. In the fol-
lowing, the authors will firstly have a look at the
use of crowdfunding in entrepreneurial finance.

Crowdfunding and Entrepreneurial
Finance

A growing number of crowdfunding models has
emerged, such as third-party payment systems and
other “shadow banking” mechanisms, social
impact bonds and alternative currencies like
Bitcoin (ICOs). However, in the perspective of
entrepreneurial finance, the main well-recognized
crowdfunding models are peer-to-peer consumer
lending, peer-to-peer (P2P) business lending,
community shares, invoice trading, pension-led
funding, debt-based securities, equity-based
crowdfunding, reward-based crowdfunding, and
donation-based crowdfunding. Studies believed
that these models could offer more diverse and
transparent ways for consumers to invest or bor-
row money, fostering innovation, stimulating
regional economies, and funding worthwhile
social causes (Baeck et al., 2014; Wardrop,
Zhang, Rau, & Gray, 2015). In 2018, the com-
bined market activity of the industry grew to
£17.2billion – an increase of about 10 times com-
pared to the £1.74 billions of 2014 (Baeck et al.,
2014; Zhang et al., 2018). In a wider region,
European online alternative finance industry
(excluding the UK) grew 63% from € 2.06 billion
in 2016 to €3.37 billion in 2017 (Ziegler et al.,
2019). The market in the United States grew by
24% with $42.81 billion total market volume in
2017 than the previous year. The total volume in
the Americas across North, Central, and South
America reached $44.3billion in 2017 (Ziegler et
al., 2017). The volume and increasing trend sug-
gest the importance and potential of the market.
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In the following, the authors will have a
deeper look at the different crowdfunding
models from a perspective of market trend,
funders’ and fundraisers’ characteristics in terms
of each models’ appropriateness for nascent
entrepreneurs.

Peer-to-Peer Consumer Lending

Individuals use P2P consumer lending platforms
to borrow from a number of individual lenders
with each lending a small amount. In simple
terms, the platforms perform the brokerage func-
tion of financial intermediaries by matching
lenders’ supply and borrowers’ demand for
funding (Havrylchyk & Verdier, 2018). This
model has been evolving to become an important
force in the UK consumer credit and lending
space. It reached a market volume of £1,403 mil-
lion in 2017 (Zhang et al., 2018).

It has been seen as a substitution and competi-
tion for traditional bank lending to SMEs, and
some P2P consumer lending platforms even
have referral agreement from a formal financial
institution. However, different from banks, P2P
lending platforms do not create money or imple-
ment risk and maturity transformation; hence
most P2P consumer lending is unsecured personal
loans. Without collateral, the inherent problem of
information asymmetry is not knowing if a bor-
rower has the capability to pay the loan or is
truthfully willing to pay it in due time making
P2P loans riskier than bank loans. Therefore, to
keep a low default rate (less than 1), the platforms
usually have strict requirements for borrowers.
The borrowers need to have an A or A+ credit
rating to be put into the “prime” or “super-prime”
borrower category, even so, the average rejection
rate is still as high as 90%, that is, 9 out of 10 loan
applications are rejected.

Moreover, rather than starting a new business,
most borrowers applied the loan to fund the pur-
chase of a vehicle (46%), or home improvement
(26%) and debt consolidation (25%) with an aver-
age amount of £5,471 (Baeck et al., 2014). Gen-
erally, borrowers use the platforms to seek a loan
with a better interest rate and more flexible terms,

while the lenders’ principal concern is the interest
rate available on the loans they finance and the
risk related to it.

A P2P consumer lending model is not very
suitable for nascent entrepreneurs. Firstly, the
amount of loan is somewhat limited. As men-
tioned above, most of the loans are used for per-
sonal use, such as the purchase of a vehicle, home
improvement, or for a small project. Secondly, the
A or A+ credit rating may not be suitable for those
young or early entrepreneurs. Lastly, lenders are
seeking a low-risk high-interest rate loan, while
nascent entrepreneurs can hardly guarantee the
yield rate of their new ventures.

Peer-to-Peer Business Lending

The P2P business lending model is generally the
same as consumer lending, but borrowers are
businesses, and the lenders can be individuals or
institutional investors (Baeck et al., 2014;
Wardrop et al., 2015). It has experienced impres-
sive growth and retained the largest market seg-
ment in the online alternative finance industry
over the last 4 years, with £2billion in transaction
volume in 2017; almost half of it in the whole
industry (Zhang et al., 2018). There is a growing
institutionalization trend of the model; 40% of the
funding was provided by institutional lenders
including mutual funds, pension funds, asset man-
agers, banks, family offices, and other financial
institutions. In light of this, lenders are less social-
cause motivated but primarily motivated by the
financial return available. The main factors
influencing their lending decision-making are
business creditworthiness, diversifying invest-
ment portfolios and rate of return (Zhang et al.,
2016). Therefore, borrowers need to present their
creditworthiness and the ability to provide a high
return.

Most P2P business lending borrowers are
SMEs from the manufacturing, professional busi-
ness services, construction, or retail sectors seek-
ing growth capital or working capital. The speed
and ease of use are their main reasons to use this
financing model (Baeck et al., 2014), although
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newly established businesses can hardly guaran-
tee a high rate of return.

Since 2014, the P2P lending market has been
included in the Financial Conduct Authority
(FCA)’s regulated activities, and platforms have
to comply with a series of regulatory requirements
ranging from prudential capital requirements to
business conduct rules (Lu, 2018). These regula-
tions are definitely an essential policy for the
sustainability of the P2P lending market, but
they also set a high entry barrier for nascent entre-
preneurs or newly established business to utilize
the financing model.

Community Shares

Community shares refer to withdrawable share
capital, which is unique to cooperative and com-
munity benefit society legislation (Zhang et al.,
2016). In simple terms, investors investing in
community shares of a business that is mostly
serving their community, so that the share capital
will help finance the business. Collective partici-
pation makes it possible to install more substantial
projects in the community, which will lead to cost
efficiencies. Most community-based projects aim
to support a social or environmental cause, not to
make a financial gain, although investors may
receive limited interest and tax break on the
investment.

Most studies of this financing model focused
on community renewable energy projects, such as
wind farms and solar energy (Chan, Evans,
Grimley, Ihde, &Mazumder, 2017; Holstenkamp,
2019; Beery & Day, 2015) and community-based
tourism (Dodds, Ali, &Galaski, 2018). Studies
have mainly discussed the application of this
financing model, investors’ characteristics, and
implication to policies. It is clear that these pro-
jects have a strong geographical characterization
in which the explicit aim is to improve the partic-
ipation of local communities in the renewable
energy or tourism investments accruing in their
territories. Moreover, this type of share capital can
only be issued by cooperative societies, commu-
nity benefit societies, and charitable community
benefit societies. Although investors have the

right to withdraw some or all of their share capital,
subject to terms and conditions, the shares can
never be worth more than how much is paid for
them, and they could go down in value if the
society gets into financial difficulties.

Therefore, considering the policy and the
nature in this sector, the community shares
model is not suitable for most of start-up financ-
ing, while small local community businesses such
as a local pub are more likely to use this model.
This type of share capital can only be issued by
certain types of businesses and is largely affected
by the location.

Invoice Trading

Invoice trading financing is usually auction-based
with the firms selling their invoices or receivables
at a discount to a pool of individual or institutional
investors in order to receive funds immediately
rather than waiting for invoices to be paid. Invoice
trading has a relatively large market volume in the
UK, with £787 million in 2017, in third position
after the two P2P models in the online alternative
finance industry (Zhang et al., 2018). The model
has proved to generate a relatively substantial
value flow and attracts businesses which require
“immediate” finance (as the invoices are usually
auctioned on a 24-h basis, and sellers receive the
payment in a short time after the auction ends).
The model can be particularly useful for small and
microenterprises to get “right-on-time” access to
working capital with the average invoice auction
duration of only 8 h.

Pension-Led Funding

Pension-led funding allows individuals mainly
SME owners/directors, to use their accumulated
pension funds in order to start or reinvest in their
businesses. It can be seen as a source of funding
for P2P business or consumer lending; however,
in this instance, due to its uniqueness to nascent
entrepreneurs, the author chose to discuss it
separately.
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In 2016, pension-led funding reached £23 mil-
lion (Zhang et al., 2016), which is a quite small
figure compared to other alternative finance
models. The businesses seeking pension-led
funding came from a range of sectors with retail,
construction, technology, and manufacturing
among the most prevalent. The average amount
of funding secured by those using pension-led
finance was £70,257 (Baeck et al., 2014).

It is clear that the model could be an option for
older entrepreneurs with private pension savings
who wish to start their businesses. It works better
for older small business leaders who have a larger
size of fund to leverage and use intellectual prop-
erties as collateral.

Debt-Based Securities

This model allows individuals purchase debt-
based securities (DBS) (typically a bond or deben-
ture) at a fixed interest rate and receive full repay-
ment plus interest paid at full maturity. Since
2016, HMRC ruled that debt-based crowdfunding
(DBC) investment can be included in Innovative
Finance ISAs (Triple Point, 2017), which can be
seen as a tax incentive to attract investors.
Besides, DBS are regulated investment products
under the governing of FCA rules and most of
them are fully tradable and transferable. DBS
platforms are responsible for conducting due dil-
igence and verification of the offers. Platforms
also manage the transfer of ownership and facili-
tate any payments when a DBS is sold. DBS is
perceived as lower volatility than equities and
predictable income with a predetermined maturity
date. The returns can be up to 6% per annum, tax-
free (Best, 2017). It is a relatively new alternative
finance model with only a small amount of deals
having been offered and funded, the investors
focused mostly on the renewable energy sector.
The model has been rarely studied academically.

Equity-Based Crowdfunding

Equity-based crowdfunding (EBC) is defined as
the sale of registered security in a business to a
number of investors in return for their investment

(Wardrop et al., 2015). Businesses on EBC plat-
forms vary from early-stage to growth-stage, and
investors can diversify their portfolio by investing
in the business at different stages. It reached £544
million in 2017 with 64% growth from 2016
(although most of this growth relied on real estate
crowdfunding) (Zhang et al., 2018), contributing
the most among the three models. For those cau-
tious of investing large amounts, in 2014, the
Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) introduced a
“10%” rule, which requires retail investors that
are neither “sophisticated” nor “high net worth” to
certify that they are not committing more than
10% of their net investable assets in EBC (FCA,
2015). This reduces investors’ perceived risk to
some extent. With the primary aim of making a
financial return, EBC investors consider the qual-
ity of the team and the pitch as the most important
decision-making factors.

Although EBC for seed and start-up financing
has maintained a high growth rate, as the maturing
of the model, the focus has gradually shifted to
bigger, later stage venture investment deals on the
platforms. As for nascent entrepreneurs, equity-
based crowdfunding has similar drawbacks to
venture capital or business angels. First, a long
period to get the investment. The average EBC
campaign duration is 60 days. This may not be as
long as the business angels’ decision-making pro-
cess but to prepare for the campaign and to net-
work around it still takes quite a long time.
Second, the lack of business creditworthiness.
EBC may help businesses to directly communi-
cate with potential investors but newly established
or concept-proving period businesses can still
have difficulty persuading them that the business
could make an impressive profit. Third, although
investors on EBC do not have the rights of
involvement in a business operation like business
angels, selling shares – suggesting losing part of
the voting rights is not ideal for nascent
entrepreneurs.

Donation-Based Crowdfunding

With donation-based crowdfunding (DBC), also
known as charitable crowdfunding model, indi-
viduals donate small amounts to meet the broader
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funding aim of a specific charitable project while
receiving no financial or material return in
exchange. There is no legally binding financial
obligation incurred by a recipient to a donor; no
financial or material returns are expected by the
donor. It allows fundraisers, primarily from social
and cultural groups, creative enterprises and com-
munity-based organizations to directly make an
online appeal for donations and connects donors
directly with fundraisers and beneficiaries without
a standard intermediary (e.g., charity organiza-
tion). DBC accounted for £41 million in 2017 –
a slight increase of 3% from the previous year
(Zhang et al., 2018).

The social and communal nature of DBC is the
primary draw for funders. Studies suggest that
both “warm glow” and pure altruism play an
essential role for donors in donation-based
crowdfunding markets. Donors are motivated by
both purely altruistic (solely the desire to provide
for a recipient) and the joy of giving. Studies on
features associated with the success of DBC cam-
paigns discovered that personal connection and
credible appeals are the key factors increasing
the likelihood of receiving a donation (Polzin,
Toxopeus, & Stam, 2018; Majumdar & Bose,
2018).

Most backers reported that the first introduc-
tion they had to the model came through recom-
mendations made by a friend or family member or
other social connections. Building on this, social
media plays a strong role in getting backers to
support DBC campaigns (Baeck et al., 2014).
These influencing factors may shed light when
exploring the factors influencing fundraisers’
decision-making in RBC campaigns as they are
both financing models without monetary return.

Reward-Based Crowdfunding

Reward-based crowdfunding (RBC) is one of the
oldest and highest usage rate crowdfunding
models. Various researchers have given their def-
initions on this relatively new concept. Generally,
it is an exchange of a monetary contribution for

some nonmonetary reward. Backers would expect
that “fund recipients” provide “a tangible but non-
financial reward or product” at a later date in
exchange for their contributions. In an RBC pro-
ject, various levels of rewards/pledges would be
introduced based on different pledge amounts
from backers. Therefore, by the nature of RBC,
unlike the equity-based capital mentioned above,
all RBC campaigners retain their control in the
business and intellectual property rights (e.g., pat-
ents, trademarks, and copyrights), which is valued
highly by nascent entrepreneurs. It enables them
to raise funds on their own terms with a transpar-
ent and efficient funding process.

The growth of the RBC market volume is quite
remarkable, although it only accounted for a rela-
tively low percentage (0.7%) of the whole online
alternative finance industry in 2017. The market
volume based on RBC platforms in the UK grew
from £26 million in 2014 to £44 million in 2017
(Zhang et al., 2018), and the number of both
successful campaigns and repeat fundraisers
increased by a large amount. It suggests that
RBC platforms and the market are becoming
more regulated and standardized, which is a cru-
cial issue to retain the sustainable growth of RBC.

RBC is a more relevant model for nascent
entrepreneurs. Baeck et al. (2014), from a survey
of 191 fundraisers and 1,128 backers who have
used RBC, summarized the general business fea-
tures, as well as the characteristics and motiva-
tions of fundraisers and backers. They discovered
that most of the campaigns tend to be small oper-
ations in the social sector or creative industries;
often individuals with little trading history and
modest, if there is any turnover. Around half of
the fundraisers participants were “unable to get
funding elsewhere” or “unable to source funding
locally” and stated they would have been
“unlikely” or “very unlikely” to raise funds with-
out crowdfunding.

The crowdfunding models discussed above are
mostly focusing on their applicability to entrepre-
neurship, that is, how it can be used to achieve an
individual/private organization’s goal. On the
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other hand, public institutions are also beginning
to explore what crowdfunding means for them.

Crowdfunding and the Public Sector

To public institutions, in the modern era, one of
the biggest challenges for public services is prob-
ably to ensure their spending decision can reflect
the needs of taxpayers in a more transparent way.
Civic crowdfunding in this circumstance could
grow in popularity.

Civic Crowdfunding

Civic crowdfunding is not a new practice. For
instance, to renovate and develop the iconic archi-
tecture in London, the Royal Albert Hall, it has
been funded partially through incremental citizens
donations what is now known as civic
crowdfunding. The use of the term can be traced
to 2012, when online civic crowdfunding plat-
forms were established soon after RBC platforms,
such as Spacehive (2011), and Neighbor.ly (2014)
and Citizinvestor (2012, closed now). However,
there is still a lack of academic studies on the
model. Davies (2014, 2015)’s definition on civic
crowdfunding is more accepted. Davies (2014)
put the civic crowdfunding projects as
“crowdfunded projects that provide services to
communities,” and the expected output of such a
project is a public good or a common pool
resource that can be consumed equally by mem-
bers of a community, no matter how much contri-
bution they put for the good (Davies, 2015). It has
gained great attention for its potential to channel
citizen funds towards public services or local
community projects, as well as its potential to
associate fundraisers with municipalities, organi-
zations, and individuals who are interested espe-
cially at a time of constrained government budgets
(Stiver, Barroca, Minocha, Richards, & Roberts,
2015).

For the local community projects in civic
crowdfunding, it is similar to the community
shares model, only the former one is more dona-
tion-based. The backers may not have specific

ownership, although sometimes a “thank-you”
note or name on the wall could be expected. The
motivation of backers focuses more on a desire to
engage collectively and solve shared problems.
Nonetheless, if a resource is built/generated as
planned but is not maintained properly over time
or used in an unexpected manner, backers may
feel that their contributions less significant than
they had thought at the time of funding (Davies,
2015).

On the other hand, not all civic crowdfunding
platforms permit individuals and community
groups to initiate projects. For instance,
Citizinvestor (closed now) projects used to be
created by government-authorized entities only.
There are also hybrid models using match-
funding between public institution and citizens.
For instance, the mayor of London pledges up to
£50,000 to the best idea/project as “one of the
crowd” to on Spacehive – an online civic
crowdfunding platform. The idea is to make Lon-
don “a better place for everyone who visits, lives
or works in the city” (Spacehive, 2014).

However, the relationship between civic
crowdfunding and government has been per-
ceived in contradictory ways. Some think it as a
threat to the power of local government, while
some think it as an opportunity to widen the
possibilities for public–private cooperation rather
than to disinvest from existing services. For
instance, in the current pandemic of Covid-19,
the NHS Charities Together has put up a
crowdfunding campaign in aims of supporting
the heath and emotional well-being of NHS staff
and volunteers caring for Covid-19 patients
(Justgiving, 2020). This will certainly relieve
some burden of the government. However, at the
time of when the public constantly questioning the
government the reason for NHS staff to extremely
lack of personal protective equipment (PPE), this
may cause divergent outcomes.

In all, recognizing those possible criticisms,
civic crowdfunding has the potential to encourage
collaboration across citizens, government bodies,
and businesses, and to provide a more transparent
method for the government to utilize public funds.
It shows both the future opportunities and
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challenges in using the civic crowdfunding in the
financing of public goods.

Social Networking and Crowdfunding

Social networking is regarded as one of the most
important factors for the success of the
crowdfunding projects. Studies have investigated
the formation of social network ties, the geo-
graphic locations of advocates, and the number
of an entrepreneur’s fans (Gerber et al., 2012;
Lehner, 2014; Mollick, 2014). These studies
show that the initial phase of a crowdfunding
project usually is “friend funding” (Colombo,
Franzoni, & Rossi-Lamastra, 2015). Mollick
(2014) argued that the number of an entrepre-
neur’s Facebook friends could be considered as
an indicator to predict the success of the
crowdfunding project. Dushnitsky and Marom
(2013) claimed that the backers for RBC are not
predominately provided by the community.
Instead, the vast majority of contributors are
from the project creator’s own social network,
such as his family, friends, and followers from
his/her own social network sites (SNSs).

Also, by connecting SNSs to crowdfunding
platforms, creators are more likely to turn their
social network into social capital. Lu, Xie, Kong,
and Yu (2014) discovered that social media has a
positive impact on promoting crowdfunding pro-
jects by increasing their success rate. They believe
that the most effective and convenient way for
entrepreneurs to broadcast their online
crowdfunding projects is through SNSs, such as
Facebook and Twitter, as online information can
be rapidly and widely spread through social media
(Mollick, 2014). Most studies used Twitter and
Facebook as the main SNSs to investigate the
impact of SNSs on the relationship between entre-
preneurs and their advocates. Most backers found
out about campaigns through social media or
direct mailing. In many cases, they also had
some connection to, or knowledge of, the
fundraiser prior to the crowdfunding campaign,
so that they gave funds to someone they knew at
least by reputation. This suggests the important

role of the social network towards fundraising
success.

Like Granovetter (1973)’s discussion about the
“strength” of social ties, in the study of
crowdfunding, Mollick (2012) considering a cam-
paigner as the actor, classified a campaigner’s
social network into three degrees. He argued that
the First Degree Network is a campaigner’s family
and friends, while a wider network (friends of
friends) defined as the Second, and the Third
Degree Networks are formed by strangers. These
three degree networks are proved to generate con-
tributions for crowdfunding (Mollick, 2012;
Pirolo & Presutti, 2010). Personal networks of
project founders are significantly correlated with
the success of crowdfunding (Mollick, 2014;
Kim, Hong, & Yang, 2017).

Crowdfunding platforms, in some studies, are
also considered as a part of social networks that
connect different players, such as creators and
backers (Beier & Wagner, 2015). The interaction
among them is mainly through communication
via the platform online. Watzlawick and Beavin
(1967) have drawn a conceptual line between the
content and relational aspects of communication,
that “communication is synonymous with what is
observable in human interaction” (p.4).

Considering the crowdfunding platform as an
actor, Colombo et al. (2015) classified social net-
works into two types. First, internal social capital
is embedded in crowdfunding platforms by
establishing relationships with entrepreneurs and
backers. Second, external social capital is devel-
oped outside crowdfunding platforms or in other
third-party social network websites. Closer rela-
tionships, like family and friends or personal
acquaintances in the real world, had supported
the internal social capital and other relationships
from resources embedded in crowdfunding plat-
forms, such as the social relationships developed
and communities established through
crowdfunding platforms supported the external
social capital (Bao & Huang, 2017; Kendall,
2014). It can be seen that, compared to most
other sources of entrepreneurial financing,
crowdfunding has the advantage of getting finan-
cial support from platforms. This means that the
appeal for financial support has moved from
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focusing on a small group of targets to a broader
world (Kim & Viswanathan, 2013; Lagazio &
Querci, 2018; Lu et al. 2014). Kang Jiang, and
Tan (2017)argued that the process of reaching a
wider world could be done in two ways; the entre-
preneur promotes the project himself/herself or
engages advocates to help.

Therefore, based on the internal social network
embedded in crowdfunding platforms between
entrepreneurs and backers, reciprocal giving
could be one way of building up social network.
André, Bureau, Gautier, and Rubel (2017) argued
that crowdfunding platforms foster specific kinds
of relationships relying on reciprocal giving,
beyond the usual opposition between altruistic
and selfish motivations.

For internal relationship support, Staber (2006)
argued that an entrepreneur could develop and
maintain social capital through investing in other
entrepreneurs’ projects. That may generate strong
ties with other entrepreneurs and develop an
entrepreneurs’ reputation in the social network.
Therefore, it develops an obligation among other
entrepreneurs to fund his/her project. For exam-
ple, if a project creator once got capital supports
from other entrepreneurs in the same platform, he
or she may feel it is a duty or commitment to give
back to these entrepreneurs when their future
crowdfunding projects need investment (Zheng,
Li, Wu, & Xu, 2014). It can be called “obliga-
tions.” Therefore, in a community of
crowdfunding, entrepreneurs can create and main-
tain such internal relationship supports with peers
by investing others’ projects and then gradually
forming a reciprocity mechanism. Most
crowdfunding platforms could display the number
of projects that an entrepreneur has supported in
the public profile. So early backers are more will-
ing to support those entrepreneurs that have
behaved as good members of the crowdfunding
community.

Conclusion

Crowdfunding is an emerging alternative finance
method beginning from early twenty-first century
but based on the old concept of crowdsourcing

with roots going back to the 1700s. The concept is
simple but in line with human nature as a social
animal – to (get) support (from) other people.
Therefore, with the maturation of the market and
regulations, crowdfunding is here to stay. The
importance of it is more likely to increase. A
definition and brief look at the history of it, as
attempted in the begin of the chapter, helps to
better understanding what is crowdfunding. Inter-
est groups from individuals, entrepreneurs, busi-
nesses to public sectors should have a closer look
at the different crowdfunding models to better
understanding the opportunities it offers and chal-
lenges in this emerging context.

Cross-References

▶Digital Marketing
▶ Social Media as Used by Interest Groups

References

André, K., Bureau, S., Gautier, A., & Rubel, O. (2017).
Beyond the opposition between altruism and self-inter-
est: Reciprocal giving in reward-based crowdfunding.
Journal of Business Ethics, 146(2), 313–332. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3652-x.

Andreoni, J. (2006). Philanthropy. In S. Kolm & J. Ythier
(Eds.), Handbook of the economics of giving, altruism
and reciprocity: Foundations (pp. 1201–1269). North-
Holland, Netherlands: Elsevier.

ArtistShare. (2019). About us. Retrieved from https://
www.artistshare.com/about.

Baeck, P., Collins, L., &Zhang, B. (2014).Understanding
Alternative Finance – The UK Alternative Finance
Industry Report2014. Retrieved fromwww.nesta.org.
uk.

Bao, Z., & Huang, T. (2017). External supports in reward-
based crowdfunding campaigns. Online Information
Review, 41(5), 626–642. https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-
10-2016-0292.

Beery, J. A., &Day, J. E. (2015). Community investment in
wind farms: Funding structure effects in wind energy
infrastructure development. Environmental Science &
Technology, 49(5), 2648–2655.

Beier, M., &Wagner, K. (2015). Crowdfunding success: A
perspective from social media and e-commerce. SSRN
Electronic Journal, (March), 1–16. https://doi.org/
10.2139/ssrn.2677432.

Bernstein, S., Korteweg, A., &Laws, K. (2016).Attracting
early-stageinvestors: Evidence from a randomized field

10 Crowdfunding

http://link.springer.com/search?facet-eisbn=978-3-030-13895-0&facet-content-type=ReferenceWorkEntry&query=Digital Marketing
http://link.springer.com/search?facet-eisbn=978-3-030-13895-0&facet-content-type=ReferenceWorkEntry&query=Social Media as Used by Interest Groups
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3652-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3652-x
https://www.artistshare.com/about
https://www.artistshare.com/about
http://www.nesta.org.uk
http://www.nesta.org.uk
https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-10-2016-0292
https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-10-2016-0292
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2677432
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2677432


experiment. The Journal of Finance. https://doi.org/
10.1111/jofi.12470.

Best, L. (2017). The case for using debt-based securities.
Financial Times.Retrieved from https://www.ftadviser.
com/investments/2017/11/13/the-case-for-using-debt-
based-securities/.

Chan, G., Evans, I., Grimley, M., Ihde, B., &Mazumder, P.
(2017). Design choices and equity implications of com-
munity shared solar. Electricity Journal, 30(9), 37–41.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tej.2017.10.006.

Colombo, M. G., Franzoni, C., & Rossi-Lamastra, C.
(2015). Internal social capital and the attraction of
early contributions in crowdfunding. Entrepreneur-
ship: Theory and Practice, 39(1), 75–100. https://doi.
org/10.1111/etap.12118.

Davies, R. (2014). Civic crowdfunding: Participatory
communities, entrepreneurs and the political economy
of place. Entrepreneurs and the Political Economy of
Place (May 9, 2014).

Davies, R. (2015). Three provocations for civic
crowdfunding. Information, Communication & Soci-
ety, 18(3), 342–355. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1369118X.2014.989878.

Dodds, R., Ali, A., & Galaski, K. (2018). Mobilizing
knowledge: Determining key elements for success
and pitfalls in developing community-based tourism.
Current Issues in Tourism, 21(13), 1547–1568. https://
doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2016.1150257.

Dushnitsky, G., & Marom, D. (2013). Crowd monogamy.
Business Strategy Review, 24(4), 24–26.

Financial Conduct Authority. (2015). A review of the
regulatory regime for crowdfunding and the promotion
of non-readily realisable securities by other media.
Financial Conduct Authority.

Freedman, B. D. M., & Nutting, M. R. (2015).A brief
history of crowdfunding including rewards, donation,
debt, and equity platforms in the USA. Freedman and
Nutting.

From leafy to lofty: Venture capital is adapting itself to the
new startup landscape. (2014). The Economist.
Retrieved from http://www.economist.com/news/spe
cial-report/21593585-venture-capital-adapting-itself-
new-startup-landscape-leafy-lofty

Fundable. (2017). The history of crowdfunding. Retrieved
10 February 2017, fromhttps://www.fundable.com/
crowdfunding101/history-of-crowdfunding

Gerber, E. M., Hui, J. S., & Kuo, P.-Y. (2012).
Crowdfunding: Why people are motivated to post and
fund projects on crowdfunding platforms. In Proceed-
ings of the international workshop on . . . (p. 10).
https://doi.org/10.1145/2530540.

Granovetter, M. S. (1973). The strength of weak ties.
American Journal of Sociology, 78(6), 1360–1380.

Havrylchyk, O., & Verdier, M. (2018). The financial
intermediation role of the P2P lending platforms.
Comparative Economic Studies, 60(1), 115–130.
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41294-017-0045-1.

Holstenkamp, L. (2019). Financing consumer (co-) own-
ership of renewable energy sources. In Energy
transition (pp. 115–138). Cham, Switzerland: Springer.

Justgiving. (2020). Supporting NHS staff and volunteers
caring for Covid-19 patients. Retrieved fromhttps://
www.justgiving.com/campaign/NHScharities-
COVID19URGENTAPPEAL.

Kang, L., Jiang, Q., & Tan, C. (2017). Remarkable
advocates: An investigation of geographic distance
and social capital for crowdfunding. Information &
Management, 54(3), 336–348. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.im.2016.09.001.

Kendall, P. (2014). Kickstarter: Can crowdfunding save
culture? The Telegraph, 21. https://www.telegraph.co.
uk/culture/film/10817134/Kickstartercan-crowdfundin
g-save-culture.html.

Kim, K., & Viswanathan, S. (2013). The Experts in the
Crowd: The role of reputable investors in a
crowdfunding market. SSRN Electronic Journal.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2258243.

Kim, T., Hong, M., & Yang, S. (2017). Winning the crowd
in online fundraising platforms: The roles of founder
and project features. Electronic Commerce Research
and Applications, 25, 86–94. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.elerap.2017.09.002.

Kolodny, L. (2013, October 8). AngelList and beyond:
What VC’s really think of crowdfunding. The Wall
Street Journal. https://blogs.wsj.com/venturecapital/
2013/10/08/angellist-and-beyond-what-vcs-really-think-
of-crowdfunding/.

Kraus, S., Richter, C., Brem, A., Cheng, C.-F., &
Chang, M.-L. (2016). Strategies for reward-based
crowdfunding campaigns. Journal of Innovation &
Knowledge, 1(1), 13–23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jik.2016.01.010.

Kshetri, N. (2015). Success of crowd-based online tech-
nology in fundraising: An institutional perspective.
Journal of International Management, 21(2), 100–
116. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2015.03.004.

Lagazio, C., &Querci, F. (2018). Exploring the multi-sided
nature of crowdfunding campaign success. Journal of
Business Research, 90(May), 318–324. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.05.031.

Lehner, O. M. (2014). The formation and interplay of
social capital in crowdfunded social ventures. Entre-
preneurship & Regional Development, 26(5–6), 478–
499. https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2014.922623.

Lu, C., Xie, S., Kong, X., &Yu, P. S. (2014).Inferring the
impacts of social media on crowdfunding categories
and subject descriptors. In: Proceeding WSDM ‘14
proceedings of the 7th ACM international conference
on web search and data mining, pp. 573–582. https://
doi.org/10.1145/2556195.2556251.

Lu, L. (2018). Solving the SME financing puzzle in the
UK: Has online P2P lending got the Midas Touch ?
Journal of International Banking Law and Regulation,
33(November), 449–460.

Majumdar, A., & Bose, I. (2018). Mywords for your pizza:
An analysis of persuasive narratives in online

Crowdfunding 11

https://doi.org/10.1111/jofi.12470
https://doi.org/10.1111/jofi.12470
https://www.ftadviser.com/investments/2017/11/13/the-case-for-using-debt-based-securities/
https://www.ftadviser.com/investments/2017/11/13/the-case-for-using-debt-based-securities/
https://www.ftadviser.com/investments/2017/11/13/the-case-for-using-debt-based-securities/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tej.2017.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12118
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12118
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2014.989878
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2014.989878
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2016.1150257
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2016.1150257
http://www.economist.com/news/special-report/21593585-venture-capital-adapting-itself-new-startup-landscape-leafy-lofty
http://www.economist.com/news/special-report/21593585-venture-capital-adapting-itself-new-startup-landscape-leafy-lofty
http://www.economist.com/news/special-report/21593585-venture-capital-adapting-itself-new-startup-landscape-leafy-lofty
https://www.fundable.com/crowdfunding101/history-of-crowdfunding
https://www.fundable.com/crowdfunding101/history-of-crowdfunding
https://doi.org/10.1145/2530540
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41294-017-0045-1
https://www.justgiving.com/campaign/NHScharities-COVID19URGENTAPPEAL
https://www.justgiving.com/campaign/NHScharities-COVID19URGENTAPPEAL
https://www.justgiving.com/campaign/NHScharities-COVID19URGENTAPPEAL
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2016.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2016.09.001
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/culture/film/10817134/Kickstartercan-crowdfunding-save-culture.html
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/culture/film/10817134/Kickstartercan-crowdfunding-save-culture.html
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/culture/film/10817134/Kickstartercan-crowdfunding-save-culture.html
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2258243
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2017.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2017.09.002
https://blogs.wsj.com/venturecapital/2013/10/08/angellist-and-beyond-what-vcs-really-think-of-crowdfunding/
https://blogs.wsj.com/venturecapital/2013/10/08/angellist-and-beyond-what-vcs-really-think-of-crowdfunding/
https://blogs.wsj.com/venturecapital/2013/10/08/angellist-and-beyond-what-vcs-really-think-of-crowdfunding/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2016.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2016.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2015.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.05.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.05.031
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985626.2014.922623
https://doi.org/10.1145/2556195.2556251
https://doi.org/10.1145/2556195.2556251


crowdfunding. Information & Management, 55(6),
781–794. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2018.03.007.

McCracken, H. (2015). Crowd capitalism. Fast Company.
Retrieved from https://ejwl.idm.oclc.org/login?
url¼http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?
direct¼true&db¼bth&AN¼109570732&site¼ehost-
live.

Mollick, E. (2014). The dynamics of crowdfunding: An
exploratory study. Journal of Business Venturing, 29
(1), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbusvent.2013.06.005.

Mollick, E. R. (2012). The dynamics of crowdfunding:
Determinants of success and failure. SSRN Electronic
Journal. https://doi.org/https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id¼2088298.

Pirolo, L., & Presutti. (2010). The impact of social capital
on the start-ups’ performance growth. Manuela Jour-
nal of Small Business Management, 48(2), 197–227.

Polzin, F., Toxopeus, H., & Stam, E. (2018). The wisdom
of the crowd in funding: Information heterogeneity and
social networks of crowdfunders. Small Business
Economics, 50(2). https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-
016-9829-3.

Ramsinghani, M. (2013, October2). How software is
eating venture capital. Forbes.

Rydén, P., Ringberg, T., & Wilke, R. (2015). How man-
agers’ shared mental models of business-customer
interactions create different sensemaking of social
media. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 31, 1–16.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intmar.2015.03.001.

Schwienbacher, A., & Larralde, B. (2010).
CROWDFUNDING OF SMALL ENTREPRENEUR-
IAL VENTURES. In Handbook of entrepreneurial
finance. Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK..

Solomon, R. (2019). Happy List 2019: GoFundMe
campaigns are about far more than money, according
to its CEO. Independent.

Spacehive. (2014). Mayor of London. Retrieved from
https://www.spacehive.com/profile/
greaterlondonauthority#funds.

Staber, U. (2006). Social capital processes in cross cultural
management. International Journal of Cross Cultural
Management, 6(2), 189–203. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1470595806066328.

Steinberg, D. (2012). The kickstarter handbook. Real-life
crowdfunding success stories. Retrieved from http://
www.seaofstories.com/download/Kickstarter-
Title�info_Sheet.pdf.

Stiver, A., Barroca, L., Minocha, S., Richards, M., &
Roberts, D. (2015). Civic crowdfunding research:
Challenges, opportunities, and future agenda. New

Media & Society, 17(2), 249–271. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1461444814558914.

Stone, B. (2014, January17). AngelList – The social net-
work for startups. Bloomberg. Retrieved from https://
www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/201401-16/angellis
t-the-social-network-for-startups.

The Startups Team. (2018). A brief history of
crowdfunding. Available at: https://www.startups.com/
library/expert-advice/history-of-crowdfunding.

Triple Point. (2017). How to diversify your Portfolio using
“Debt Based Securities”.

Vesterlund, L. (2006). Why do people give? The Nonprofit
Sector: A Research Handbook, 2, 568–587. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0275074005275308.

Wardrop, R., Zhang, B., Rau, R., & Gray, M. (2015).
Moving mainstream – The European Alternative
Finance Benchmarking Report. Retrieved from http://
www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/index.php?id¼6481#.
VTOtICGqpBd.

Watzlawick, P., & Beavin, J. (1967). Some formal
aspects of communication: Pragmatics as reciprocal.
The American Behavioral Scientist, 10(8), 92–97.
Retrieved from http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/
10.1177/0002764201000802.

Zhang, B., Baeck, P., Ziegler, T., Bone, J., & Garvey, K.
(2016). Pushing boundaries: The 2015 UK Alternative
Finance Industry Report, (February), 56.

Zhang, B., Ziegler, T., Mammadova, L., Johanson, D.,
Gray, M., & Yerolemou, N. (2018).The 5th UK
alternative finance industry report.

Zheng, H., Li, D., Wu, J., & Xu, Y. (2014). The role of
multidimensional social capital in crowdfunding: A
comparative study in China and US §. Information &
Management, 51(4), 488–496. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.im.2014.03.003.

Ziegler, T., Reedy, E. J., Le, A., Zhang, B., Randall, S. K.,
& Kieran, G. (2017). 2017 The Americas alternative
finance industry report: Hitting stride. CCAF (Cam-
bridge Center for Alternative Finance). Retrieved from
https://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/fileadmin/user_upload/
research/centres/alternative-finance/downloads/2017-
06-americas-alternative-finance-industry-report.pdf%
0Ahttps://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/fileadmin/user_upload/
research/centres/alternative-finance/downloads/2017-
0.

Ziegler, T., Shneor, R., Wenzlaff, K., Odorovic, A.,
Johanson, D., Rui, H., & Ryll, L. (2019). Shifting
paradigms the 4th European alternative finance
benchmarking report. Retrieved from https://cdn.
crowdfundinsider.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/
CCAF-4th-european-alternative-finance-benchmarki
ng-industry-report-shifting-paradigms-April-2019.pdf.

12 Crowdfunding

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2018.03.007
https://ejwl.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=109570732&site=ehost-live
https://ejwl.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=109570732&site=ehost-live
https://ejwl.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=109570732&site=ehost-live
https://ejwl.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=109570732&site=ehost-live
https://ejwl.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=109570732&site=ehost-live
https://ejwl.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=109570732&site=ehost-live
https://ejwl.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=109570732&site=ehost-live
https://ejwl.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=109570732&site=ehost-live
https://ejwl.idm.oclc.org/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=109570732&site=ehost-live
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2013.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2013.06.005
https://doi.org/https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2088298
https://doi.org/https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2088298
https://doi.org/https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2088298
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-016-9829-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-016-9829-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intmar.2015.03.001
https://www.spacehive.com/profile/greaterlondonauthority%23funds
https://www.spacehive.com/profile/greaterlondonauthority%23funds
https://doi.org/10.1177/1470595806066328
https://doi.org/10.1177/1470595806066328
http://www.seaofstories.com/download/Kickstarter-Title%c2%b0info_Sheet.pdf
http://www.seaofstories.com/download/Kickstarter-Title%c2%b0info_Sheet.pdf
http://www.seaofstories.com/download/Kickstarter-Title%c2%b0info_Sheet.pdf
http://www.seaofstories.com/download/Kickstarter-Title%c2%b0info_Sheet.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444814558914
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444814558914
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/201401-16/angellist-the-social-network-for-startups
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/201401-16/angellist-the-social-network-for-startups
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/201401-16/angellist-the-social-network-for-startups
https://www.startups.com/library/expert-advice/history-of-crowdfunding
https://www.startups.com/library/expert-advice/history-of-crowdfunding
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074005275308
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074005275308
http://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/index.php?id=6481%23.VTOtICGqpBd
http://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/index.php?id=6481%23.VTOtICGqpBd
http://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/index.php?id=6481%23.VTOtICGqpBd
http://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/index.php?id=6481%23.VTOtICGqpBd
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/0002764201000802
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/0002764201000802
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2014.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2014.03.003
https://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/fileadmin/user_upload/research/centres/alternative-
https://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/fileadmin/user_upload/research/centres/alternative-
https://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/fileadmin/user_upload/research/centres/altern
https://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/fileadmin/user_upload/research/centres/altern
https://cdn.crowdfundinsider.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/CCAF-4th-european-alternative-finance-benchmarking-industry-report-shifting-paradigms-April-2019.pdf
https://cdn.crowdfundinsider.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/CCAF-4th-european-alternative-finance-benchmarking-industry-report-shifting-paradigms-April-2019.pdf
https://cdn.crowdfundinsider.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/CCAF-4th-european-alternative-finance-benchmarking-industry-report-shifting-paradigms-April-2019.pdf
https://cdn.crowdfundinsider.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/CCAF-4th-european-alternative-finance-benchmarking-industry-report-shifting-paradigms-April-2019.pdf

	3-1: 
	Crowdfunding
	Definition
	Introduction
	History of Crowdfunding
	Crowdfunding and Entrepreneurial Finance
	Peer-to-Peer Consumer Lending
	Peer-to-Peer Business Lending
	Community Shares
	Invoice Trading
	Pension-Led Funding
	Debt-Based Securities
	Equity-Based Crowdfunding
	Donation-Based Crowdfunding
	Reward-Based Crowdfunding
	Crowdfunding and the Public Sector
	Civic Crowdfunding
	Social Networking and Crowdfunding
	Conclusion
	Cross-References
	References


