
Journal of Strategic Information Systems xxx (2015) xxx–xxx
Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Journal of Strategic Information Systems

journal homepage: www.elsevier .com/ locate/ js is
Resistance to crowdfunding among entrepreneurs:
An impression management perspective
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2015.09.001
0963-8687/� 2015 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

⇑ Address: Room 2.112 O’Rahilly Building, University College Cork, Cork, Ireland. Tel.: +353 214902503.
E-mail address: r.gleasure@ucc.ie

Please cite this article in press as: Gleasure, R. Resistance to crowdfunding among entrepreneurs: An impression management pers
J. Strateg. Inform. Syst. (2015), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2015.09.001
Rob Gleasure ⇑
Department of Accounting, Finance, and Information Systems, University College Cork, Cork, Ireland

a r t i c l e i n f o a b s t r a c t
Article history:
Received 3 December 2014
Received in revised form 1 September 2015
Accepted 1 September 2015
Available online xxxx

Keywords:
Crowdfunding
Crowdsourcing
Entrepreneurialism
Resistance
Impression management
Crowdfunding has been a topic of much excitement for scholars of entrepreneurialism.
Onlookers and early adopters have noted the new strategies afforded when funding bottle-
necks can be bypassed and members of the public can be engaged early in development.
Yet if crowdfunding is to prove truly disruptive for entrepreneurs then greater efforts must
be made to understand non-adopters. This study models entrepreneurs’ resistance to
crowdfunding using an impression management perspective. A case study of 20 entrepre-
neurs suggests that resistance is influenced by entrepreneurs’ fear of disclosure, fear of vis-
ible failure, and fear of projecting desperation.

� 2015 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
Introduction

Crowdfunding technologies have emerged in the last decade as part of the broader paradigm of crowdsourcing (Howe,
2008). Rather than leveraging crowdsourcing for creative purposes (e.g. Threadless, Innocentive), crowdfunding offers busi-
nesses the opportunity to obtain funding directly from the public. This opportunity has particular significance for entrepre-
neurs, i.e. those individuals who seek to create new organisations (c.f. Gartner, 1988). Obtaining finance is one of the
foremost challenges for such individuals and the strategies they adopt in doing so may ultimately determine their success
(King and Levine, 1993; Shane and Cable, 2002). The new strategic capabilities for entrepreneurs offered by crowdfunding
have significant disruptive potential for existing models of entrepreneurial financing (Lasrado and Lugmayr, 2013). This
has been recognised by high-profile legislative changes around fundraising, most notably in the US with the ‘Jumpstart
Our Businesses’ or ‘JOBS’ Act (Kitchens and Torrence, 2012; Stemler, 2013). Yet despite this disruptive potential, little is
known about those entrepreneurs who are choosing to avoid these new technologies. This is a significant oversight from
a strategic information systems perspective, as previous research suggests the value of crowdsourcing technologies may
be limited when diverging groups of individuals and organisations are not considered (e.g. Majchrzak and Malhotra,
2013; Stol and Fitzgerald, 2014). Thus, if crowdfunding is to fulfil its disruptive potential, theorising must extend beyond
the strategic perceptions of early-adopters.

This study investigates non-users by employing an Impression Management (IM) perspective that posits entrepreneurs’
resistance to crowdfunding is impacted by their desire to manage external perceptions of their companies. The next section
reviews existing research on the strategic use of crowdfunding by entrepreneurs. This includes a discussion of the public
nature of crowdfunding and analysis of existing literature documenting the importance of IM for entrepreneurs. That
pective.
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discussion is used to create a preliminary model which is investigated vis-à-vis a case study of entrepreneurs in Ireland. This
case study looks at 20 entrepreneurs who have thus far avoided crowdfunding and investigates their key motivations for
doing so. Finally, a refined model is presented and the implications for both practice and research are discussed.
Literature review and development of a preliminary model

Crowdfunding as an entrepreneurial financing mechanism

Crowdfunding has been employed to allow businesses to receive investment in a variety of ways (Haas et al., 2014;
Beaulieu et al., 2015). Some models reward investment with material goods or pre-purchased products (e.g. Kickstarter,
IndieGoGo), while others encourage investment purely for philanthropic or social reasons (e.g. Razoo, Fundrazr). Others
reward investment with delayed financial returns, either in the form of unsecured interest-based loans (e.g. LendingClub,
LinkedFinance) or by allowing businesses to sell equity (e.g. Crowdcube, Seedrs). More recently, businesses have begun to
embed crowdfunding technologies directly into their personal websites, rather than relying on third party crowdfunding
platforms (e.g. Robert Space Industries). In each case, crowdfunding allows individuals or businesses to make an open call
for donations via the web in exchange for some commitment by those individuals or businesses.

The strategic benefits of crowdfunding for entrepreneurs are both direct and indirect. Directly, the smaller amount
required by individual investors presents opportunities for start-ups who would be too high-risk in conventional settings,
as new investors may be more likely to invest small amounts speculatively (Higgins, 2012; Stemler, 2013), to support port-
folio development (Ley and Weaven, 2011), or for ideological or personal reasons (Gambardella, 2012; Kuppuswamy and
Bayus, 2013). Indirectly, financial donations from potential customers encourage a long-term personal and emotional invest-
ment in the company (Ordanini et al., 2011) and may foster collaboration and market research as part of open innovation
(Burtch et al., 2014). Further, hype around new products developed through crowdfunding can serve to boost sales, as seen
in several high-profile projects, such as the Pebble smart watch and the Oculus Rift virtual reality headset.

Yet the public domain in which crowdfunding technologies operate also presents complexities for new businesses. Social
capital is seen as an important asset for entrepreneurs (Davidsson and Honig, 2003), meaning how they manage their public
image is crucial to their success (Baron and Markman, 2003; Nagy et al., 2012). This suggests the level of public dialogue and
information sharing required by crowdfunding may present a meaningful concern for entrepreneurs. Thus, the objective of
this study is to investigate how concerns around impression management may impact upon entrepreneurs’ resistance to
crowdfunding.
Crowdfunding and impression management

The theory of Impression Management (IM) originated in the late 1950s (c.f. Goffman, 1959) and describes human beha-
viour as performances by individuals taking place before real or imagined audiences. IM is used to explain how individuals
use their personal appearance and the tone of their interactions to control others’ perceptions towards them, and illicit
desired attributions (Dillard et al., 2000). Put differently, IM suggests the manner in which individuals present themselves
is ultimately goal-oriented, directed towards encouraging esteem-enhancing external impressions (Leary and Kowalski,
1990). IM has been applied to a range of domains, including health (Leary et al., 1994), sports psychology (Halbert, 1997),
social media (Krämer and Winter, 2008) management (Elsbach and Sutton, 1992), and ecommerce (Winter et al., 2003).

A review of research on IM in the field of psychology (Leary and Kowalski, 1990) suggests the process of impression man-
agement has two components. The first of these is ‘impression motivation’, which is heightened in situations that are explic-
itly judgmental and/or goal-oriented in nature (e.g. job interviews, first dates, public speaking). This implies impression
motivation will be high during entrepreneurial fundseeking, which by its nature requires such explicit judgements from
potential customers and investors (Cardon et al., 2011; Baron and Markman, 2003).

The second component of IM is ‘impression construction’, which describes the mindful and goal-oriented management of
external perceptions. Impression construction for an organisation is typically performed through the interaction of upper
management with potential customers or investors, whereby symbolic groups are formed and relationships are negotiated
(Dutton and Dukerich, 1991; Dutton et al., 1994). This is especially vital for entrepreneurs, for whom external perceptions of
characteristics such as personal credibility, organisational achievement, and interpersonal relationships can determine firm-
level resource acquisition and business growth (c.f. Zott and Huy, 2007). However, crowdfunding typically demands
fundraising takes place earlier and with a broader range of stakeholders than conventional funding (Burtch et al., 2014). This
not only reduces an entrepreneur’s ability to limit interpersonal relationships but also offers onlookers a publically visible
quantification of their perceived potential from external parties. Such information may have significant future implications
for that entrepreneur that supersede crowdfunding activities. This is because crowdfunding, like many other web-based
technologies, operates within what may be described as a ‘layered modular architecture’ (c.f. Yoo et al., 2010; Yoo, 2012),
in which the device and network layers of the Internet give rise to various services and content distributed among hetero-
geneous disciplines and communities. Thus, the impression constructed by entrepreneurs during crowdfunding is likely to
become a part of their ongoing broader digital identity, and so may influence their dealings with a variety of stakeholders in
the long term.
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Modelling resistance to entrepreneurial crowdfunding

This study seeks to engage with the community of non-users for crowdfunding, as understanding these non-users is
important for predicting and explaining the growth of crowdfunding-based strategies. Thus, rather than theorising around
adoption (c.f. Davis, 1989) or diffusion (c.f. Cooper and Zmud, 1990) which would focus on entrepreneurs already engaging
with crowdfunding, this study seeks to model ‘resistance’. Resistance refers to forces that prevent new behaviours from tak-
ing hold in seemingly functional systems (Keen, 1981; Gibson, 2003; Jasperson et al., 2005). Understanding resistance is
important for IS researchers looking to explain the non-adoption of new innovations (Jiang et al., 2000). A review of research
on resistance performed a decade ago (Lapointe and Rivard, 2005) suggested that resistance was rarely explicitly addressed
in IS research at that time. Exceptions to this included a handful of studies looking at how proposed changes become entan-
gled with on-going power struggles between individuals (e.g. Markus, 1983; Hirschheim and Newman, 1988; Joshi, 1991), or
with personal stress resulting from the introduction of new technologies (Marakas and Hornik, 1996). Subsequent studies
have expanded upon other sources of resistance, e.g. resisting transparent systems for fear of ridicule (Doolin, 2004), resist-
ing organisational redefinition (Markus, 2004), and resisting the reallocation of valuable resources within an organisation
(Kallberg and Mähring, 2007; Laumer and Eckhardt, 2012).

The model of resistance developed by Kim and Kankanhalli (2009) is selected to act as a theoretical foundation for this
study for two reasons. Firstly, the individual-based view of resistance resonates with this study’s focus on individual entre-
preneurs, rather than organisations or markets. Secondly, the rational view of resistance presented by Kim and Kankanhalli
assumes that an individual’s resistance is, at least partially, concerned with the accomplishment of specific goals. This har-
monises with the goal-oriented nature of IM, helping to ensure these multiple up-front theory building components are
complementary, rather than in competition (Sarker et al., 2013).

A one-to-one mapping of this model to crowdfunding is made challenging by the fact that crowdfunding is not just about
specific purpose-built technologies, but is rather a broader novel fund-seeking and customer-relationship paradigm enabled
by a range of web-based resources. This means entrepreneurs must not only engage with new tools, but also new sets of
established practices and social norms that may have evolved towards a variety of diverging goals. Thus, rather than prema-
turely committing to the specific constructs or hypotheses developed by Kim and Kankanhalli, this study initially applies the
logic of that model at the proposition-level. This allows a preliminary model to be developed that maintains higher explora-
tory capacity (see Fig. 1).

Kim and Kankanhalli’s model presents six key antecedents of an individual’s resistance. Three of these antecedents reflect
perceptions of usefulness, namely perceived value, switching benefits, and switching costs. Perceived value represents an indi-
vidual’s perception of the net benefits for adopting some new technology, and is influenced by the switching benefits and
switching costs of that adoption. In this context, the perceived value reflects how strategically useful an entrepreneur per-
ceives crowdfunding to be when compared to alternatives, such as venture capital or angel investment. Documented switch-
ing benefits of crowdfunding include market development and opportunities for feedback early in product development (e.g.
Schwienbacher and Larralde, 2012), while documented switching costs include the loss of expertise and business connections
afforded by venture capitalists (e.g. Hsu, 2004). These are all initially considered under the collective term of entrepreneur’s
value perceptions of crowdfunding. Kim and Kankanhalli suggest that higher value perceptions lead to lower resistance. Thus,
the first proposition:

Proposition 1A. Entrepreneur’s value perceptions for crowdfunding will have a negative impact on their resistance to
crowdfunding.

The remaining variables described in Kim and Kankanhalli’s model relate to an individual’s personal awareness and social
exposure to a new technology. These include an individual’s self-efficacy for change, colleague opinion concerning the new
technology, and organisational support for change. Organisational support for change is less relevant in this context, as entre-
preneurs are by definition creating their own organisational environment. An entrepreneur’s self-efficacy for change can be
considered the extent to which they believe they are capable of managing a crowdfunding campaign. This requires not only
digital literacy but also the ability to manage the social demands involved. Colleague opinion may take multiple forms for
entrepreneurs, as an entrepreneur’s ‘colleagues’ can include suppliers, partners, as well as acquaintances in neighbouring
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Fig. 1. Preliminary/sensitising research model.

Please cite this article in press as: Gleasure, R. Resistance to crowdfunding among entrepreneurs: An impression management perspective.
J. Strateg. Inform. Syst. (2015), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2015.09.001

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2015.09.001


4 R. Gleasure / Journal of Strategic Information Systems xxx (2015) xxx–xxx
markets (Carland et al., 1984). These variables are initially considered under the collective term of entrepreneur’s awareness of
crowdfunding. Kim and Kankanhalli’s (2009) suggest such awareness does not impact directly on resistance, but rather
impact on value perceptions. Thus:

Proposition 2A. Entrepreneurs’ awareness of crowdfunding will have a positive impact on their value perceptions for
crowdfunding.

Having considered entrepreneurs’ resistance to crowdfunding in broad terms, an IM perspective may be developed. One
IM-related concern is the lack of control that comes from the increased public transparency demanded by crowdfunding.
This increased transparency has featured heavily in legal discussions of crowdfunding, where the assumption is that com-
panies will seek to circumvent it where possible (Hazen, 2011; Palmiter, 2012). A further concern surrounds the IM cost
of fundraising failure. Many well-known crowdfunding sites show high failure rates and public failures threaten to create
an impression that the company is in crisis, so damaging their credibility (Elsbach and Sutton, 1992; Bansal and Clelland,
2004). Such concerns, initially considered under the collective term of entrepreneur’s impression management perceptions
of crowdfunding, are likely to influence entrepreneurs as they attempt to manage their impression construction. Thus:

Proposition 1B. Entrepreneur’s impression management concerns around crowdfunding will have a positive impact their
resistance to crowdfunding.

In addition to impacting upon their value perceptions, it is likely that entrepreneurs’ awareness of crowdfunding will also
influence their IM concerns. In terms of impression motivation, entrepreneurs with greater awareness of crowdfunding
should be better equipped to gauge the level of IM risk, having observed successes and failures in comparable cases. Further,
as IM is informed by expectancies built up over ongoing social interaction (Melone, 1990), more of these observations should
also allow entrepreneurs to appreciate the level of skill required in the process of impression construction. This is supported
by a study of 383 ventures seeking crowdfunding that suggested a subset of entrepreneurs were able to share less costly
information, while still receiving investment (Davis and Allison, 2013). Thus:

Proposition 2B. Entrepreneurs’ awareness of crowdfunding will have a positive impact on their impression management concerns
for crowdfunding.
Method

Selection of case: entrepreneurs in Ireland

The nascent use of crowdfunding in entrepreneurial contexts means that flexible and exploratory approaches to theory
development are preferable (Myers, 1997). Hence this study adopts a positivist case-study approach, in which one environ-
ment is explored in-depth to identify a range of emerging factors that may be tested and refined in subsequent research (Lee,
1989; Dubé and Paré, 2003). The Republic of Ireland presents a suitable environment for this case study for three reasons.
First, entrepreneurialism is seen as an important economic and technological driver for the country (Guillén and Suárez,
2001; Dowell et al., 2012). Second, Ireland’s economic downturn in late 2007/early 2008 significantly decreased the funding
available from conventional sources such as banks (Honohan, 2009; Gurdgiev et al., 2011). Third, Ireland has a strong IT sec-
tor and relatively high levels of technological literacy (Heavin et al., 2003; Dowell et al., 2012). Thus, the basic infrastructural
conditions are in place for entrepreneurs to leverage crowdfunding, should they choose to do so.

Data gathering and analysis

Data were gathered over a twelve-month period from March 2014 to March 2015 for 20 entrepreneurs working full-time
as founder of a startup. This took place over two stages, the first of which lasted from March 2014 to December 2014 and
included Entrepreneurs A through J, the second of which lasted from January 2015 to March 2015 and included Entrepre-
neurs K through T. Sampling targeted those entrepreneurs who were in the early stages of fundseeking rather than those
who had already been successful in attracting large amounts of venture capital, as these are the individuals for whom crowd-
funding is seen as most disruptive (Bartram, 2011; Barry, 2012; Giudici et al., 2012). This number was not determined in
advance, rather sampling ceased because insights generated from the iterative analysis of new entrepreneurs plateaued
(Kvale, 1996). Data gathering was implemented using a theoretical sampling strategy that targeted entrepreneurs with poten-
tially relevant differences, rather than seeking some homogeneous strata of the population (Eisenhardt, 1989; Corbin and
Strauss, 1990; Urquhart et al., 2010). This resulted in a final sample of 7 of entrepreneurs in business-to-business (B2B) envi-
ronments, 7 in business-to-consumer (B2C) environments, and 6 who identified their startup as a hybrid B2B/B2C model.

Analysis of each company focused upon a single one-to-one interview, complemented by analyses of available online
records such as company websites, press releases, media coverage, and available financial records. Interviews formed the
primary source of data for the analyses, with other sources treated as secondary to (i) triangulate findings and improve inter-
nal validity (Miles and Huberman, 1994) and (ii) increase immersion within the broader context of the case (Glaser and
Strauss, 1967). Three interviews were conducted face-to-face (Entrepreneurs B, D, and F), however this was found to offer
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no advantage over phone calls, hence phone calls were preferred for all other interviews to maximise participant conve-
nience and increase sampling reach. Interviews typically lasted half an hour (minimum 18 min, maximum 52 min) and were
semi-structured in nature, guided by the evolving theoretical model and a set of corresponding open-ended and probing
questions. To maintain consistency across interviews, questions about crowdfunding were prefaced by a description of
crowdfunding that included rewards-based, equity-based, loan-based, and charity-based models. Discussions were tran-
scribed and analysis was performed using the three grounded theory coding techniques (open, axial and selective) advocated
by Corbin and Strauss (1990). This use of grounded theory techniques to expand upon an initial sensitising model is consis-
tent with accepted practice (Birks et al., 2013; Urquhart and Fernández, 2013), so may be considered a ‘valid combination’ for
qualitative IS research (Sarker et al., 2013).

Open coding required that a transcription of each interview was put through a ‘line by line’ exhaustive inspection (Bowen,
2008; Charmaz, 2006) and themes evolved continuously from the constant comparison of theoretical memos (c.f. Birks et al.,
2013). Axial coding was performed iteratively after each interview to relate and compare concepts identified in open coding
and to ensure the evolving interview protocol captured emerging constructs and relationships. This allowed the initial model
to be expanded and delineated into a more defined and lucid hypothesis-based model, complete with explanations for the
proposed hypotheses and the underlying mechanisms. It also allowed themes for constructs to be refined, combined, or
abandoned based on ongoing observation. Finally, selective coding required transcripts were revisited and recoded according
for the final set of constructs and themes to reinforce the validity and trustworthiness of the study (Denzin and Lincoln,
2000) and to ensure the reliability and replicability of findings (Mays and Pope, 1995).

The potential misinterpretation of data during coding was minimised in two ways. First, following the stabilisation of
emerging themes, constructs, and interview structure from analysis of the 10 entrepreneurs sampled in the first stage of data
gathering, a research assistant coded interview transcripts separately. Codes were compared and discussed at the level of
constructs, themes, and relationships and any divergences were resolved before the second stage of data gathering pro-
ceeded. Second, conclusions were distributed to interview participants at the end of each stage as a form of ‘venting’, further
testing the validity and reliability of the author’s interpretation (Goetz and LeCompte, 1984).
Findings and theory building

Proposition 1A was fully supported. Two constructs emerged relating to entrepreneurs’ value perceptions (perceived
switching benefits of crowdfunding and perceived switching costs of crowdfunding), each of which were found to impact on their
resistance to crowdfunding. Proposition 2A was also fully supported. Three distinct constructs for entrepreneurs’ IM-related
concerns emerged (fear of disclosure, fear of visible failure, and fear of projecting desperation), each of which were also found to
impact on their resistance to crowdfunding. Partial support was observed for Propositions 2A and 2B. The initial construct for
entrepreneur’s awareness of crowdfunding was redefined as exposure to crowdfunding and this construct was found to
impact on the perceived switching costs of crowdfunding and two of three IM-related concerns (fear of disclosure and fear of
projecting desperation). An additional construct was also identified as entrepreneur’s level of B2C focus, which was found
to impact on perceived switching costs of crowdfunding, perceived switching benefits of crowdfunding, and fear of disclosure.
Fig. 2 presents the refined model.

The following sections describe the emerging constructs in the refined model, as well as the themes that characterised
them, and the frequency with which those themes were observed.
Entrepreneurs’ resistance to crowdfunding

Entrepreneurs’ resistance to crowdfunding was characterised by three themes, illustrated in Table 1. These themes collec-
tively demonstrate the formative role of high profile success stories for many entrepreneurs’ strategic understanding of
crowdfunding, particularly stories of rewards-based early-stage crowdfunding of consumer-facing ‘gadgets’ or social move-
ments. The first theme (N = 9) suggested resistance was greatest when entrepreneurs’ believed the nature of their business
means crowdfunding offers little strategic value. Five of these entrepreneurs were operating in B2B markets and felt their
offerings were too niche to engage the general public, e.g. ‘‘It’s alright for certain kinds of businesses, the business-to-
consumer type ones or the ones that do things that that would be of interest to the general public. . . we’re in the
business-to-business area so it wouldn’t really have a lot to do with us.” (Entrepreneur A). Two entrepreneurs were operating
with hybrid models but saw limited value in crowdfunding due to their companies’ maturity, e.g. ‘‘I think it’s ideal for early
stage investment but I think we’re beyond that now” (Entrepreneur O). The remaining two entrepreneurs were operating in
B2C markets and believed crowdfunding was not strategically relevant as it’s designed for social or philanthropic projects, e.
g. one entrepreneur who had been party to a non-profit art-based crowdfunding campaign remarked that ‘‘The projects I do
outside of the website. . . they’re not really a business. . . When you intend to make money from something, crowdfunding
doesn’t seem, well it’s not as easy anyway” (Entrepreneur G).

The second theme was more passive, with many entrepreneurs expressing enthusiasm for the strategic value of crowd-
funding, just not for any of their business’ existing offerings, e.g. ‘‘What I would be open to trying. . . I would be interested in
putting up ‘[company] wants to build an app’ and allowing the public to contribute to it if they wanted. So the public can say
that they helped to build this” (Entrepreneur D). The third theme was more passive still, as the remainder of the
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Fig. 2. Refined research model.

Table 1
Themes for entrepreneurs’ resistance to crowdfunding.

Construct Explanation Themes: Entrepreneur believes. . .

Resistance to
crowdfunding

The extent to which an entrepreneur is actively or passively
resistant to using crowdfunding

� the nature of their company means it is not suitable for
crowdfunding (N = 9)

� the nature of their existing products means they are not suit-
able for crowdfunding (N = 6)

� they have been restricted by the time required to investigate
a new financing paradigm (N = 5)
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entrepreneurs acknowledged that crowdfunding may offer strategic value in the context of their business’ existing offerings.
However these entrepreneurs were reluctant to commit time and effort into exploring these values until they were confident
it would be worthwhile, e.g. ‘‘I’d need to know an awful lot more about the pros and cons of crowdfunding and what it means
for you and your business” (Entrepreneur H).

Entrepreneurs’ perceived value of crowdfunding and its impact on their resistance

Two constructs emerged around the perceived value of crowdfunding, themes for which are illustrated in Table 2. The first
construct is perceived switching benefits of crowdfunding. This manifested five themes, two of which captured a desire to
increase contact with future customers and three of which a desire to decrease contact with professional investors. The first
theme was the potential for marketing offered by crowdfunding a new development. Such benefits were highly salient for all
of the B2C-focused entrepreneurs and represented their dominant perceived switching benefits of crowdfunding, e.g. ‘‘I suppose
really we’re trying to develop a brand that has a transparency and an involvement level, so we think crowdfunding can
reflect a little bit of the company ethos – that it’s a community kind of thing or a family kind of thing” (Entrepreneur C).
The second theme concerned the speed of development. Several entrepreneurs saw crowdfunding as a way of quickly testing
a concept before engaging in full development, e.g. ‘‘We want to check whether the general framework works, then see if it
can make a little bit of money. . . if I don’t get money for financial services, that won’t stop me from searching other domains”
(Entrepreneur F).

The third theme reflected the most popular motive for wishing to decrease contact with professional investors, namely
the slow speed of obtaining fundraising from them. This was especially salient for entrepreneurs who had already attracted
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Table 2
Themes for the perceived switching costs and perceived switching benefits of crowdfunding.

Construct Explanation Themes: Entrepreneur believes crowdfunding
offers

Perceived switching
benefits of
crowdfunding

The strategic benefits perceived by an entrepreneur from
crowdfunding, as opposed to conventional funding methods

� switching benefits from marketing (N = 11)
� switching benefits from product validation
(N = 7)

� switching benefits from speed (N = 9)
� switching benefits from creative and strate-
gic control (N = 7)

� switching benefits from retaining equity
(N = 6)

Perceived switching costs
of crowdfunding

The strategic costs perceived by an entrepreneur from crowdfunding,
as opposed to conventional funding methods

� switching costs from loss of access to exper-
tise (N = 15)

� switching costs from loss of access to busi-
ness experience (N = 15)

� switching costs from loss of access to busi-
ness connections (N = 14)

� switching costs from funders’ lack of appre-
ciation for investment risk (N = 6)
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funding and were frustrated with associated administrative overheads, e.g. ‘‘it’s a huge amount of work to get investment
from the VC community, the angel community, and from [national agencies]. It’s extremely time consuming. . . We would
probably update five or six people every month. And that’s not something we’d have to do on a crowdfunding platform”
(Entrepreneur N). The fourth theme concerned retaining creative control. This applied to both specific offerings, e.g. ‘‘you
don’t have a publisher saying ‘‘zombies are in vogue, you need zombies in your game” (Entrepreneur S), as well as the busi-
ness itself, e.g. ‘‘I think the VCs, they call them vulture capitalists for a reason, they’re very much out for their own benefits at
the end of the day and I think maybe a crowd-type model may be more in the company’s favour” (Entrepreneur I). The fifth
theme also concerned ownership, however this time it was about retaining equity. Several entrepreneurs had followed and
admired campaigns where developers had used crowdfunding to generate what were effectively pre-sales, e.g. ‘‘if we were
selling the TileTM or something, rather than giving equity away, that jumps out at me” (Entrepreneur B).

The second construct was the perceived switching costs of crowdfunding, which manifested four distinct themes. Interest-
ingly, while several themes for switching benefits concerned increasing the distance to professional investors, each of the
themes for switching costs lamented this increased distance. The first theme describes the inability to leverage the expertise
accompanying conventional investors. For some this referred to expertise in their domain, e.g. ‘‘we specifically targeted angel
investors that had some concept or had already invested in educational companies because we know that they can help us,
and not just the money side of it” (Entrepreneur M). For others, this referred to a broad business skill-set to round out theirs,
e.g. ‘‘we nearly teamed up with a company from [area]. They were bringing to the table a whole background of stuff. The
accounts, the VAT, all the niggly stuff I wouldn’t really know about” (Entrepreneur R). The second theme referred to the
inability to leverage the general business experience accompanying conventional investors, e.g. ‘‘I’m a great believer that
if someone has money to give away and invest then they have the brains to have made that money. You can get a lot of
resources from speaking with these people” (Entrepreneur O). The third theme described the inability to use investors’ con-
nections to access potential suppliers, customers, and partners, e.g. ‘‘the doors will open. You have an advocate” (Entrepre-
neur Q). The fourth and final theme concerned the loss of established investors’ understanding of risk. On one hand this had
to do with the dangers of unanticipated costs, e.g. ‘‘I remember buying [an app], that was one I backed on Kickstarter, and I
still haven’t got it and it’s four years later. You go on the blog and you see they’re having a tough time of it. The thing about
follow-on funding is you can’t really go back to a crowd of angry people and ask them for more, whereas with investors you
have a chance” (Entrepreneur O). More broadly, this had to do with a sense of letting down backers, e.g. ‘‘if you’re an angel
investor and you’re seasoned you know that it’s a high-risk game. With the best intentions in the world, things can go wrong.
Everyone knows what the score is, and that’s a safer place to be” (Entrepreneur Q).

The entrepreneurs presented each of these constructs as important determinants of their resistance to using crowdfund-
ing. Thus, the following hypotheses:

H1. Entrepreneurs’ perceived switching benefits of crowdfunding will have a negative impact on their resistance to it.
H2. Entrepreneurs’ perceived switching costs of crowdfunding will have a positive impact on their resistance to it.
Entrepreneurs’ IM perceptions and their impact on resistance

Three constructs emerged concerning entrepreneurs’ impression management concerns around crowdfunding, themes for
which are illustrated in Table 3. The first and most frequent construct described a fear of disclosure. This construct was per-
haps the most intuitive, as it reflected the desire to control the basic currency for IM, namely information flow. However, the
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nature of the information being protected varied. The first theme was the concern that other, larger companies could easily
replicate their offering once they became aware of its potential, e.g. ‘‘say a big mobile phone provider, they could pump in a
few hundred grand and put us out of business tomorrow” (Entrepreneur R). The second theme differed, in that entrepreneurs
expressed concerns around the disclosure of operational information of strategic value. A striking example was the following
anecdote from Entrepreneur C

I suppose a little bit of reservations would be in relation to that [fear of disclosure], because we have had, just say in the last
number of months a competitor of ours who has been posing as someone else emailing us to try and find information in relation
to our launch, like our launch timings, our retail price. . . we’ve been able to identify that and weed it out, but I suppose that’s
because we keep the information to ourselves.

The third theme emerged because entrepreneurs felt that transparency could compromise ongoing strategic partnerships.
In three cases, this issue was based on a subjective judgment from entrepreneurs, e.g. ‘‘I handle a lot of sensitive information
and having a public ‘comhairle’ (council) probably wouldn’t be a good way to start a business” (Entrepreneur P). In the fourth
case, the issue was more explicit ‘‘we can’t talk about those projects until our partner says ‘you’re allowed to talk about those
projects’. We’re developing [some offering] for a large multinational at the moment and it’s virtually finished, the company
want to launch it this July, but we’re still not allowed to talk about it” (Entrepreneur S).

The second construct was a fear of visible failure. The entanglement of crowdfunding within other web-based technologies
was not lost on several entrepreneurs, each of whom had concerns how poor performance during crowdfunding could affect
future activities. The first theme was the concern that future investors might be deterred by failure to raise funds using
crowdfunding, e.g. ‘‘I’ve always found it annoying that you’re on the Web. You search for that company, that crowdfunding
thing comes up and you see that they haven’t hit their target, or they missed their target by a mile. For trying to find follow-
on investors that’s a massive flag” (Entrepreneur O). The second theme was related but less common, with several entrepre-
neurs expressing concerns that such failure might influence future customers, e.g. ‘‘if you were to go down the crowdfunding
route and you were to fail to get funding it might send out a lack of confidence in your platform, which would not be positive
for potential partners” (Entrepreneur P). The third theme describes a concern that failure might reflect badly on them per-
sonally, e.g. ‘‘Certainly I would feel, on a personal level, a level of insecurity over the backing of the project if that makes
sense. And I would feel that there would be repercussions along the line because it is in some senses a very public forum”
(Entrepreneur C).

The third construct was a fear of projecting desperation. Unexpectedly, in half of the cases entrepreneurs’ felt that, regard-
less of its success or failure from a financing perspective, the mere act of adopting crowdfunding could create a negative
external perception. Once more, this reflected the position of crowdfunding within the layered modular architecture of
the web. This position meant several entrepreneurs were wary that adopting crowdfunding would mean more assertively
adopting the web in general, possibly at the expense of existing non-web-based architectures. The first theme was a fear
their company’s brand might be damaged by opening it up to a less discriminatory architecture, e.g. ‘‘The only concern might
be how having all those people involved might impact other investors or stakeholders, what other investors would think
about that other class of people. I think that would be the concern” (Entrepreneur K). A second theme suggested onlookers
might interpret their attempt to crowdfund their company as a lack of interest from conventional financiers, e.g. ‘‘I’d be ner-
vous of going to Ernst and Young with what might be perceived as struggling for funding” (Entrepreneur B). Others felt that a
product in need of funding would almost by definition be unfinished, hence not ready for mass exposure, e.g. ‘‘It doesn’t do
Table 3
Themes for fear of disclosure, fear of visible failure, and fear of projecting desperation.

Construct Explanation Themes: Entrepreneur believes crowdfunding

Fear of disclosure The negative impact on image that entrepreneurs perceive from
disclosing information when using crowdfunding

� may expose innovative aspects of their offering to
competitors for imitation (N = 15)

� may expose innovative operational details to com-
petitors for imitation (N = 7)

� may expose sensitive information that will damage
partner or customer relationships (N = 4)

Fear of visible
failure

The negative impact on image that entrepreneurs perceive when
failing to raise the desired funds using crowdfunding

� may deter future investors, if applied unsuccessfully
(N = 8)

� may deter future customers, if applied unsuccessfully
(N = 4)

� may damage their professional image, if applied
unsuccessfully (N = 3)

Fear of projecting
desperation

The negative impact on image that entrepreneurs perceive when
using crowdfunding in general

� may cheapen their brand by association (N = 8)
� may suggest a lack of interest from conventional
investors (N = 6)

� may expose users to their offering prematurely
(N = 4)
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you any favours to have it out there early on when you’re trying to build something and you’re not ready for it” (Entrepre-
neur A).

Concerns over the fear of disclosure, the fear of visible failure, and the fear of projecting desperation were all presented as
significant contributors to entrepreneurs’ resistance to crowdfunding. Several entrepreneurs noted that they simply would
not consider any strategy involving crowdfunding unless they could nullify these concerns somehow. Examples of how
the fear of disclosure and fear of projecting desperation might be nullified included setting up spin-off companies, such that
sensitive information or company branding could be fenced off (e.g. Entrepreneurs F, S). However each of the entrepreneurs
espousing such an approach admitted that the added burden of setting up a spin-off makes it impractical for them in the near
future, as well as negating some of the benefits. Several entrepreneurs suggested they would negate the fear of visible failure
by only running a campaign once they were convinced it would succeed (e.g. Entrepreneurs P, R). One entrepreneur
remarked on colleagues who had donated money anonymously to their owning failing crowdfunding campaigns to avoid
embarrassment, and admitted they might need to have emergency funds available for a similar contingency (Entrepreneur
Q). The unavailability of such certainty (or the required emergency funds) also makes these strategies impractical to imple-
ment. Thus:

H3. Entrepreneurs’ fear of disclosure will have a positive impact on their resistance to crowdfunding.
H4. Entrepreneurs’ fear of visible failure will have a positive impact on their resistance to crowdfunding.
H5. Entrepreneurs’ fear of projecting desperation will have a positive impact on their resistance to crowdfunding.
Entrepreneurs’ awareness of crowdfunding and its impact on value and IM perceptions

Predicted considerations of self-efficacy offered little insights as none of the entrepreneurs doubted their personal ability
to perform crowdfunding, e.g. ‘‘Every other day as an entrepreneur you’re two steps outside your comfort zone. . . but you
just do it, you learn whatever you need to” (Entrepreneur A). This is not entirely surprising given the personality of an entre-
preneur is typically proactive and confident when engaging with new phenomena (Crant, 1996). However, two other con-
structs emerged in the form of entrepreneurs’ exposure to crowdfunding and their level of B2C focus (see Table 4).

Themes for entrepreneurs’ exposure to crowdfunding described an increasingly active relationship with the paradigm. The
most common theme described observing media coverage, e.g. ‘‘Stuff in the media, reading things online. . . recently, the last
year or so, the general population is finding out more and more about it” (Entrepreneur M). The second most common theme
involved discussing crowdfunding with colleagues, e.g. ‘‘As I’m an entrepreneur. . . I have lots of other friends who are doing
similar things to me, so it’s come up in conversation a lot” (Entrepreneur H). Half of the entrepreneurs had gone one step
further and followed specific campaigns, either because they were run by friends or colleagues or simply because they found
the projects themselves interesting, e.g. ‘‘The first time I noticed it for myself is [describes a friend’s business]. . . she had an
idea in her head for a dress and she wanted to become a designer so she crowdfunded to be able to make the dresses and get
her design out there” (Entrepreneur D). Finally, five entrepreneurs had actually backed specific crowdfunding campaigns, e.g.
charitable causes (Entrepreneur J) or friends’ theatre projects (Entrepreneur B).

While some entrepreneurs’ businesses were clearly B2B or B2C in nature, several others reflected hybrid models. Hence,
rather than viewing business models in binary terms, entrepreneurs’ level of B2C focus was coded. The most basic theme
for this construct was a strategy to sell primarily to the general public. This theme characterised all of the B2C
entrepreneurs sampled, though several noted the importance of other businesses in the supply chain, e.g. ‘‘we have other
product ranges for which we’ll be looking for stockists as well. . . those are our sales channel at the moment”
(Entrepreneur H). This was complemented by three additional entrepreneurs who had plans to subsidise their business
with B2C offerings in the future, e.g. ‘‘in the roles and the time between signing contracts and getting purchase orders
and getting through all the red tape of large multinationals. . . those lulls in development time we do our own independent
development stuff to keep our development team working on something” (Entrepreneur S). Finally, an additional three
Table 4
Themes for exposure to crowdfunding and level of B2C focus.

Construct Explanation Themes: Entrepreneur . . .

Exposure to crowdfunding The extent to which an entrepreneur has come
across crowdfunding in different contexts

� has been exposed to media coverage of crowdfunding (N = 17)
� has discussed crowdfunding with colleagues (N = 12)
� has followed crowdfunding campaigns (N = 10)
� has backed crowdfunding campaigns (N = 5)

Level of B2C focus The extent to which an entrepreneur’s business
strategy focuses on members of the public

� sells primary offering to the public (N = 7)
� relies on public perceptions to be competitive (N = 4)
� sells secondary offerings to the public (N = 3)
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entrepreneurs with hybrid strategies noted the importance of public perceptions of their company even if they didn’t sell
to them directly, e.g. Entrepreneur R noted that, while hospitality businesses would actually purchase their product, it was
the public who would drive the market ‘‘What we’re really trying to do is. . . when you’re walking down the street you’re
thinking. . . ‘where’s the nearest [name of offering]?’ We’re trying to establish a brand. That’s really the idea – the brand
itself will be valuable down the line”.

Entrepreneurs’ exposure to crowdfunding was found to be a significant contributor of their perceived switching benefits of
crowdfunding. This was because those entrepreneurs who had closely followed other campaigns were more likely to observe
the types of benefits accrued, e.g. ‘‘There are a few Kickstarters that just flood Facebook because their ideas are really smart
and one like this has got a lot of attention from the people who hear about it. So if it did get going on Kickstarter, you never
know how much exposure it could end up getting” (Entrepreneur R). This is in contrast with the entrepreneurs who had less
exposure and struggled to identify benefits, e.g. ‘‘I actually don’t know about it, the only thing I know is that you can get
funding. That’s about it” (Entrepreneur L). Thus:

H6. Entrepreneurs’ exposure to crowdfunding will have a positive impact on their perceived switching benefits for it.
In IM terms, exposure to crowdfunding was presented as a significant contributor to the fear of failure visibility by the

entrepreneurs. Those entrepreneurs who possessed most exposure to crowdfunding had also observed numerous failed
crowdfunding campaigns and were more likely to find this situation intimidating. This meant these entrepreneurs were
likely to worry about such public failures, e.g. ‘‘you go on those sites and you can see the companies that aren’t raising
money and of course you wouldn’t like to be in that position” (Entrepreneur H), whereas less familiar entrepreneurs
viewed the chances of success as lower, and were consequently less concerned about being seen to fail, e.g. ‘‘most things
aren’t going to make it. So if you’re not one of the 10% or whatever that gets your money, what harm really” (Entrepreneur
A). Thus:

H7. Entrepreneurs’ exposure to crowdfunding will have a positive impact on their fear of visible failure.
Entrepreneurs’ exposure to crowdfunding was also identified as a significant contributor to their fear of projecting desper-

ation. This appeared to be because entrepreneurs with lower exposure to crowdfunding were aware of fewer success stories,
hence saw it a last resort. This is demonstrated by contrasting perspectives from entrepreneurs with lower levels of expo-
sure, e.g. ‘‘For a financial services company, I don’t think it was appropriate. If I say some partner B, who was crowdfunded
and handling lots of sensitive information. . . I’m not sure I’d look at it in a positive light” (Entrepreneur P), and higher levels
of exposure, e.g. ‘‘I think, in this industry – the gaming industry – because crowdfunding has been successful it’s not seen
with any sort of stigma” (Entrepreneur S). Thus:

H8. Entrepreneurs’ exposure to crowdfunding will have a negative impact on their fear of projecting desperation.
Almost all of the entrepreneurs expressed a fear of disclosure, yet this was more pronounced for entrepreneurs with a

greater level of B2C focus. This can be attributed to the greater role of corporate partnerships and embedded offerings in those
strategies aimed at B2B environments, meaning many of these entrepreneurs were less concerned they could be neatly
replaced by competitors, e.g. ‘‘I know the barriers to entry in what we’ve done, so exposing that to your average Joe Soap,
or even somebody who would have a bit of insight – I personally know the barriers that have to be overcome from a tech-
nology point of view to getting to where we are” (Entrepreneur I) and ‘‘Yes [the B2C developments tend to be more repro-
ducible]. For us, in our B2B stuff we’re using our partners’ intellectual property in terms of their logo, so if someone tried to
copy it they’d be in legal trouble” (Entrepreneur S). Thus:

H9. Entrepreneurs’ level of B2C focus will have a positive impact on their fear of disclosure.
Entrepreneurs’ level of B2C focus was also presented as a significant contributor to both the perceived switching costs of

crowdfunding and the perceived switching benefits of crowdfunding. From the perspective of switching costs, several entrepre-
neurs noted the role of conventional investors in establishing dialogue with potential corporate clients, e.g. ‘‘for B2B it’s para-
mount – you have to have contacts so you’re not going in hat in hand. The businesses we’re trying to deal with are very big
players, so they’re not going to take a call from me. It has to be done through a contact network. . . The investors, it’s in their
interest to allow me to utilise their contacts so I can take it further” (Entrepreneur 0). Similarly, entrepreneurs typically felt
that many of marketing and public-engagement benefits were diminished when consumers were less directly targeted, e.g.
‘‘Hugely, yes I do [think the benefit of crowdfunding are less for B2B companies]. I think if you’re B2B that advantage of the
viral nature is gone because you might be selling to a corporation and they don’t really care. That warm fuzzy feeling goes
away if you’ve got a widget that connects to a widget. . . The consumer side is definitely part of that equation” (Entrepreneur
Q). Thus:

H10. Entrepreneurs’ level of B2C focus will have a negative impact on their perceived switching costs of crowdfunding.
H11. Entrepreneurs’ level of B2C focus will have a positive impact on their perceived switching benefits of crowdfunding.
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Discussion

The analysis in the previous section presents several important findings. First, IM was found to play an important role in
explaining entrepreneurs’ resistance to crowdfunding via three distinct constructs. Findings around the fear of disclosure
reflect the reality that entrepreneurs are typically engaging with perishable opportunities where first-mover advantage is
seen as a key strategic asset (Drucker and Drucker, 2007) and external perceptions must be carefully cultivated
(Davidsson and Honig, 2003). Such fear of disclosure was particularly salient for entrepreneurs with a high level of B2C focus.
The management and accumulation of relationships and interdependencies with partners is traditionally seen as a key
strategic challenge for small-to-medium companies looking to penetrate B2B markets (Raisch, 2001; Gulledge, 2002), thus
it is understandable why B2B-focused entrepreneurs are comparatively less likely to feel easily replaced. Findings around the
fear of projecting desperation emerged from entrepreneurs’ concerns their company could be ‘cheapened’ by association with
crowdfunding. This fear faded for those entrepreneurs with greater exposure to crowdfunding who had followed successful
campaigns by other relatable businesses. This resonates with previous work demonstrating the influence of social norms
and accepted practices on entrepreneurs’ decision-making (e.g. Meek et al., 2010). Perhaps the biggest surprise surrounded
the fear of visible failure. Findings suggested the implications of such failures were more lucid for entrepreneurs who had
observed them first-hand; this meant the fear of visible failure was greatest for entrepreneurs with higher exposure to crowd-
funding. This makes sense in IM terms, yet contradicts observations of failure-desensitisation in other entrepreneurial con-
texts (Politis and Gabrielsson, 2009). This is symptomatic of crowdfunding’s technological situation within the larger
‘layered modular architecture’ (Yoo et al., 2010) of the web. Entrepreneurs with greater web entanglement were more likely
to encounter crowdfunding, thus more capable of inferring subtle or long-term impression costs associated with failure. Fur-
ther, they were arguably more vulnerable to such costs due to greater content/service/architectural overlap with other
activities.

Second, this study identified key strategic trade-offs that entrepreneurs perceived for crowdfunding. The perceived costs of
crowdfunding were reasonably uniform, particularly as regards investors’ expertise, experience, and connections. These
assets were seen as a valuable means to access potential partners/corporate clients and access vital skills. The perceived ben-
efits of crowdfunding noted by entrepreneurs were more varied. This makes sense, given the greater level of speculation
required from the sample of entrepreneurs. The least obvious finding building upon existing research was entrepreneurs’
enthusiasm for the creative and strategic freedom they felt crowdfunding would afford them, assets less common when
seeking conventional funding (Hellmann, 1998). The attitudes of individual entrepreneurs surrounding this issue have been
largely ignored to date and this study provides some insights into the perceived value therein. Other benefits echoed the
strategic capabilities identified in existing literature, such as the ability to raise funds quickly and test offerings early in
development (Gelfond and Foti, 2012; Burtch et al., 2014) and market offerings in novel and interesting ways (Ordanini
et al., 2011). The interplay between these constructs, the nature of the business strategies employed, and the IM concerns
identified offers new insights as businesses seek to apply crowdfunding in ever more varied contexts (Giudici et al., 2012;
Danmayr, 2014).
Implications for research

Much has been said about the strategic usefulness of crowdfunding for entrepreneurs (e.g. Bartram, 2011; Danmayr,
2014), yet little research to date has engaged with non-users. Understanding these individuals is important for predicting
and explaining the growth of crowdfunding and this study provides a foundation by exploring non-users in a non-
judgmental manner. Further, a vital pillar in this understanding is the recognition that crowdfunding behaviours and tech-
nologies are part of a larger web-based architecture, the uses for which far exceed fund-seeking for entrepreneurs. This sug-
gests that, if IS scholars’ are to truly understand how entrepreneurs are affected by the interplay of technologies, businesses,
and communities involved in crowdfunding, the most effective strategy may not be to theoretically isolate and compartmen-
talise crowdfunding behaviours.

As regards IM, this study enables future theorising in this space by bringing to light a range of related themes describing
each of the identified theoretical constructs. These themes may inform subsequent qualitative research which expands upon
specific aspects of entrepreneurs’ resistance, or they may inform the development of quantitative scales for survey-based
field studies to determine the statistical generalisability of findings. Secondly, this study demonstrates the role of IM-
related concerns for entrepreneurs considering the strategic use of crowdfunding. While previous research has suggested
a role for IM in such contexts (e.g. Davis and Allison, 2013), it has not been addressed as a source of non-adoption. The find-
ings from this study dig deeper into the entrepreneurial community and thus act to strengthen the link between theory
development around crowdfunding and conventional models of entrepreneurialism.

This study also possesses limitations that must be acknowledged. Firstly, the exploratory nature of this research lent itself
towards a qualitative case study approach that sampled across different industries in one country. This choice of method
allowed for the analytical generalisability of findings but not the statistical generalisability (Yin, 2009). This means it is pos-
sible, for example, that resistance will take different forms in industries or regions where entrepreneurs’ strategic use of
crowdfunding is significantly more or less established, as the aggressiveness or passiveness with which new technologies
are resisted is often determined at the group level (Lapointe and Rivard, 2005). Hence, future research in those domains
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may look to inform theorising by comparing findings with this study. Secondly, this study focused on entrepreneurs in the
relatively early stages of fundseeking. These entrepreneurs were targeted as a priority group because it is to these individuals
that much of the discussion around the potential for crowdfunding refers. Yet the perceived benefits of crowdfunding iden-
tified in this study may also apply to entrepreneurs with more mature ventures. This latter group must also be investigated
in future research. Thirdly, it is not clear from this study how closely entrepreneurs’ perceptions match the perceptions of
other stakeholders. For example, many entrepreneurs were concerned as to how future investors may interpret the use of
crowdfunding, yet it is not clear whether such concerns are warranted. Neither is it clear whether imitation from larger busi-
nesses represents a meaningful threat for entrepreneurs adopting crowdfunding. The validity of such perceptions remains
open for future research.
Implications for practice

This study has practical implications for the design and strategic use of crowdfunding technologies. For entrepreneurs
seeking to use crowdfunding, this study brings three key issues to light. First, the layered interconnectedness of crowdfund-
ing with other web-based technologies and behaviours means that it cannot be considered simply a one-to-one alternative
for traditional fundseeking. Rather, this web-based context presents distinct strategic benefits, e.g. product testing and viral
marketing, and costs, e.g. the comparative lack of a support ecosystem and risk-aware investors. Second, a range of Impres-
sion Management (IM) concerns may need to be considered. For example, to what extent are core innovations imitable by
competitors, how would a failure to attract investment impact on perceptions of future business development, and will
potential partners view the act of crowdfunding unfavourably? Third, and perhaps most importantly, an entrepreneur’s abil-
ity to evaluate the strategic benefits and costs of crowdfunding, as well as the IM-related challenges they present, may
depend on that entrepreneur’s exposure to crowdfunding to date. Such exposure is essential for entrepreneurs to fully appre-
ciate the challenges and opportunities they may face.

For designers, the implications are also threefold. First, the aforementioned interconnectedness between crowdfunding
and other web-based behaviours and technologies must be reflected in the design of crowdfunding platforms. Current
non-adopters may not be as sensitive to the IM-related activities that take place in the interactions between investors
and entrepreneurs that occur before and after fundraising campaigns. Some entrepreneurs currently using crowdfunding
possess tacit knowledge that makes them highly skilled at such activities. However, current non-adopters may not have suf-
ficient exposure to understand the true strategic potential on offer, nor the risks. Therefore it is the responsibility of design-
ers to make expectations more lucid for newer users, if crowdfunding platforms are to maximise the benefits for both
investors and entrepreneurs. Second, this study demonstrates the perceived costs of transparency and disclosure. Thus
the question must be asked whether such disclosure is desirable at a systemic level. If yes, then the design of crowdfunding
technologies must encourage volunteering this information, for example by awarding transparency grades or explicitly
requesting different types of information. If no, then the design of crowdfunding technologies should seek to lower costly
forms of transparency, e.g. removing public records of failed campaigns or hiding sensitive information from the general
public. Third, the design of crowdfunding technologies should consider if and how the expertise and network-related value
of conventional financiers (e.g. venture capitalists) can be captured in crowdfunding platforms. If they can, then mechanisms
should be introduced accordingly, e.g. by creating project-specific investor fora. If they cannot, then this limitation may need
to be considered in the context of the social/political goals of sites like Kiva.org. Such sites are intended to support entrepre-
neurs in developing countries as a means of encouraging economic development (Galak et al., 2011; Barry, 2012), yet valu-
able aspects of the conventional funding process may be currently overlooked. This demands further consideration if
microfinance is to bring about long-term socioeconomic change, rather than short-term injections of capital.
Concluding remarks

The ability to make use of crowdsourcing technologies can be an important strategic asset for modern organisations
(Howe, 2006; Awazu et al., 2009; Leimeister et al., 2009; Lindic et al., 2011; Antorini et al., 2012). Crowdfunding, while a
relatively young form of crowdsourcing, promises significant international impact as a means of democratising entrepre-
neurs’ access to capital. This creates new challenges and opportunities for entrepreneurs, the global nature of which
demands they are taken seriously by scholars of strategic IS (Galliers et al., 2012).

This study has explored the role of ImpressionManagement (IM) in entrepreneurs’ resistance to crowdfunding, based on a
case study of 20 entrepreneurs in Ireland. This makes an important contribution by elucidating a ‘Strategic Use of IS’ (Gable,
2010), specifically one that may inform the alignment of IT and business. A refined theoretical model is presented that illus-
trates the dialectical nature of entrepreneurs’ strategic perceptions around crowdfunding. For example, as entrepreneurs
becomemore aware of crowdfunding they are both more likely to recognise the strategic benefits of a successful crowdfund-
ing campaign, as well as more concerned by the repercussions if it is unsuccessful. Similarly, entrepreneurs operating a B2C
model are more likely to perceive strategic benefits from crowdfunding, yet also more sensitive to the dangers of disclosing
sensitive business information in a public domain. This affords a more nuanced view of crowdfunding as a strategic tool for
entrepreneurs, rather than one that attributes resistance simply to habit or technophobia. It further serves to explain and
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bound the disruptive potential of crowdfunding for entrepreneurs, for whom exposure to the crowd may be a double-edged
sword.
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