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ABSTRACT
This article contributes to the literature on cultural and creative 
crowdfunding (CCCF), illustrating the trends and dynamics of crowd-
funding adoption amid cultural and creative industries (CCIs) from a 
longitudinal perspective. This paper explores the development of 
CCCF by examining all campaigns on Kickstarter from 2009 to 2020, 
taking into account the variations among CCIs, their respective suc-
cess rates, and the amounts pledged. Using three different statistical 
tests, we find support for the hypotheses that there is an association 
between CCI campaign categories and campaign success, which var-
ies over time. Our main findings reveal distinct dynamics with signif-
icant differences in the success rates and pledged amounts when 
treating the fifteen Kickstarter project categories as proxy for the dif-
ferent CCIs.

Introduction

Research into crowdfunding in the cultural and creative industries has, over the last 
decade, uncovered a range of heuristic rules that may be used to describe and explain 
campaign performance and adoption. One heuristic rule is that crowdfunding cam-
paigns “mostly succeed by narrow margins, or else fail by large amounts” (Mollick 
2014, 2). Another aspect pertains to the choice of crowdfunding model (investment 
or non-investment), suggesting that an entrepreneur launching a campaign may prefer 
the pre-ordering mechanism (i.e., reward-based crowdfunding, as offered by 
Kickstarter) when the initial capital requirement is relatively small (Belleflamme et  al. 
2014). These heuristics are examples of what has preoccupied crowdfunding research 
since the launch of early platforms such as ArtistShare or Sellaband: identifying 
success factors as such, or explaining how a campaign should present and 
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communicate the project or venture to potential backers (Dalla Chiesa 2021b) and 
selecting the service model (investment or non-investment) most likely to result in 
successful outcomes (Rykkja 2023, 4). In this sense, “success” has been the most 
researched theme in crowdfunding research thus far, regardless whether the study 
focuses on crowdfunding in general (Shneor and Vik 2020) or investigates the use 
of crowdfunding to fund projects in the cultural and creative industries (CCIs) 
(Rykkja et  al. 2020). The latter also known as cultural-creative crowdfunding (CCCF) 
(Tosatto, Cox, and Nguyen 2019).

Besides extensive research into campaign success factors, other notable thematic 
areas of investigation in CCCF research include value creation, roles of the fan com-
munities, journalism-specific insights, and reflections on crowdfunding experiences 
(Rykkja et  al. 2020). However, there is a lack of research into what Dalla Chiesa 
(2021a, 23) identifies as the “particular features” of the arts., or what Rykkja (2023) 
describes as “research insensitive to the context” within which crowdfunding is prac-
ticed. Context here means simply the argument that adoption and use of crowdfunding 
by artists and creators will differ depending on which of the CCISs they belong to: a 
visual artist, a museum organization, or a film production company will use crowd-
funding differently. This aligns with the arguments of Pratt and Jeffcut (2009), who 
make the point that while the CCIs as a set of industries is "distinguishable from the 
‘rest’ of the economy in some important ways,” there is a need to remember the “sig-
nificant variations” across these industries.

Our study was motivated by the fact that while some researchers (Mollick 2014; Le 
Béchec et  al. 2018; Rykkja 2023) have looked at “industry” as a variable, not much 
has been done to find out how this variable affects differences in campaign success 
rates or pledged amounts that can be used to tell them apart. To address these, we 
will provide an answer to two interrelated research questions. First, we tackle the 
matter of how do Kickstarter project categories differ in terms of success rates and 
pledged amounts over time? Second, based on question one answers, we address the 
issue what can the success rates and pledged amounts of Kickstarter categories reveal 
about the crowdfunding potential of their respective CCIs?

Our empirical data is the Kickstarter Global Dataset available at the National Archive 
of Data on Arts and Culture (NADAC) which comprises all the campaigns launched 
on the platform between 2009 and 2020. The main variables are categorical adoption 
(using Kickstarter campaign categories as a proxy to CCIs), success rate (using a 
nominal scale of successful, unsuccessful, canceled and suspended) and pledged amount 
(the amount of funding raised by each campaign).

Given the large sample of our database, 506,199 observations, we develop hypotheses 
that we test using Chi-squared statistical test and find a statistically significant asso-
ciation between these proxy categories and the project status. For example, campaign 
categories, such as comics and dance have a higher rate of success than publishing 
and fashion. Yet, overall, we point out that there has been an ongoing trend of more 
balance between successful and failed projects, along with a decreasing total number 
of campaigns since 2015. Significantly, the success rate is highest in 2020, the year of 
the pandemic breakout. This may reflect a stronger involvement of backers driven by 
altruism and a matured approach to CCCF, warranting further exploration to inform 
academics, policymakers, and practitioners.
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The significant contributions of our study to the CCCF literature is that it is one 
of the few longitudinal empirical investigations that uses project category as a variable 
to argue that “success” or “campaign performance” (cf. Kaartemo 2017) are far from 
generic constructs. We provide evidence highlighting that the efficacy of CCCF varies 
between the different industries within the CCIs, and that the variation can be modeled 
and captured using the platform’s categories as a proxy. Besides relating campaign 
performance to intercategorical dynamics, the study is to our knowledge the first to 
adopt a broader categorization of campaigns’ status: in addition to successful vs. failed 
projects, we also acknowledge canceled and suspended projects.

The study is structured into five sections, including this introduction. Next, we 
present our theoretical background arguing for the dimensions of our analysis, i.e., 
the CCIs and project status, while developing our hypotheses. After that, we present 
the methodology and then discuss the findings in the fourth section. Lastly, we elab-
orate on some final considerations pointing out promising topics for future 
research agenda.

Theoretical background and hypothesis development

The practice of collecting small amounts of money from multiple micro-investors or 
supporters through an online platform, aka, crowdfunding, was first adopted by artists 
at the beginning of the twenty first century (Agrawal, Catalini, and Goldfarb 2015; 
Rykkja, Munim, and Bonet 2020; Dalla Chiesa and Dekker 2021). Yet, the artists’ role 
as pioneers of crowdfunding has not translated into a greater adoption rate (Munim, 
Franken, and Rykkja 2023; Rykkja et  al. 2023). On the contrary, CCCF per se rep-
resents only a relatively small share of this alternative finance market (Lazzaro and 
Noonan 2021; Shneor, Zhao, and Flåten 2020). From this perspective, crowdfunding 
research has an extensive scope and reaches multiple domains (Shneor, Zhao, and 
Flåten 2020), but there is still room for and need to explore how the dynamics of 
crowdfunding differ across the CCIs (Handke and Dalla Chiesa 2022; Rykkja, 2023).

Nonetheless, most of the CCCF literature does not consider that there is substantial 
diversity in terms of utilization and outcomes that is conditioned by the category and 
types of projects sought funded (Rykkja and Bonet 2023). The aim of our study is to 
describe and explain some of these categorical dynamics through an analysis of dif-
ferences in success rates and pledged amounts across the CCIs as this remains an 
under researched topic (Mollick 2014; Rykkja et  al. 2020; Handke and Dalla Chiesa 
2022; Rykkja 2023). We will do this through an empirical study of campaign perfor-
mance using the “project category” definition of the crowdfunding platform Kickstarter 
as a proxy variable for “industry” within the CCIs. In other words, when we discuss 
the adoption of CCCF, empirically we are dealing with Kickstarter categories in the 
best interests of data analysis.

Before elaborating on the development of our hypotheses, it is relevant to point 
out that CCCF is comprehended as a far-reaching practice that goes beyond the 
raising-money mechanism (Rykkja et  al. 2020; Demattos Guimarães and Maehle 2023). 
Even though it is a supplementary and/or alternative source of financial capital, it also 
configures a distribution channel for artists and creative workers, as well as increases 
their professional reputations, market visibility, and recognition (Rykkja et  al. 2020; 
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Handke and Dalla Chiesa 2022). Nonetheless, as Dalla Chiesa and Dekker (2021b) 
observes, many artist-entrepreneurs primarily see crowdfunding as a contingent funding 
mechanism that is primarily used when other funding sources are unavailable as the 
personal costs and investments in time to succeed are quite high. Whether or not this 
applies broadly depends ultimately on project category and industry affiliation (Benghozi, 
Salvador, and Simon 2017; Rykkja 2023). Accordingly, a central objective of this study 
is to advocate for the adoption of the variable category, as a proxy for the various 
“industries” (e.g., theater and dance as a proxy for “performing arts,” Film & Video 
as a proxy for Film and TV, cf. Throsby, 2001, 2008), in empirical research on crowd-
funding within the CCIs—or particularly CCCF.

The cultural and creative industries

The CCIs constitutes a set of heterogenous industries whose objective is to commer-
cialize goods and services (Jones, Lorenzen, and Sapsed 2015) that have in common 
outputs characterized by higher symbolic, esthetic, and experiential value, rather than 
utilitarian and commercial one. Moreover, there is intense use of creativity in the 
production process alongside the adoption of network-based forms of creation, pro-
duction, and distribution, and with potential result of intellectual property (Throsby 
2001, 2008; Potts et  al. 2008; Pratt and Jeffcut 2009). The aspect of network-based 
production chain aligns well with the platform infrastructure and mediation provided 
through crowdfunding (Benghozi, Salvador, and Simon 2017).

Indeed, the CCIs are difficult to define. A reason is that they may (or not) encom-
pass core artistic disciplines (e.g., visual and performing arts, music, and literature), 
media production and publishing activities (e.g. Film & TV, Video Games, Book 
Publishing and the Music Industries), and peripheral (to the arts) creative activities 
(e.g., design, fashion, and architecture) (Jones, Lorenzen, and Sapsed 2015; Throsby 
2008). An investigation accounting for differences related to cultural policy models 
and funding options across the globe (Mulcahy 2006), as well as the cost structures 
of the diverse types of cultural productions (Caves 2001), are beyond the scope of 
this research. However, overall artists and creative workers primary goal is not always 
moneymaking (Mulcahy 2003). Instead, as “artist-entrepreneurs” (Feder and Woronkowicz 
2023), they strive for achieving intrinsic goals and objectives, such as professional 
recognition, autonomy, and work preferences (Throsby 1994). From this perspective, 
financial struggles and reliance on self-employment are generally part of the livelihoods 
of artists and cultural-creative workers (Galligan and Cherbo 2004; Feder and 
Woronkowicz 2023). The reasons for this include high demand uncertainty (Bille and 
Jensen, 2018) and symmetrical ignorance regarding venture evaluation and funder 
provider vs. receiver (Caves 2001; Handke and Dalla Chiesa 2022). This explains why 
markets for cultural and creative goods and services are characterized by oversupply 
and strong competition for funding from public institutions and private companies 
(Hirsch 1972; Caves 2001). As a result, artist-entrepreneurs are constantly engaged in 
writing proposals, preparing customized presentations, and to some extent finding 
ways to fund or commercialize their work (Dalla Chiesa 2021a; Rykkja et  al. 2020).

CCCF, thus, becomes a mechanism and tool to be pursued because it can provide 
access to funding, and alleviate uncertainties by advancing the market selection 
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processes (Alemany and Andreoli 2018; Handke and Dalla Chiesa 2022). From this 
perspective, CCCF also becomes a mechanism that can be used as a leverage to break 
into the “mainstream” cultural production system (Galuszka and Brzozowska 2017), 
creating new opportunities, and increasing diversity, while promoting consumer/audi-
ence engagement (Rykkja et  al. 2020). However, some of these arguments have thus 
far not been substantiated by systemic empirical evidence (Chen and Noonan 2023). 
In this sense, despite the advances in the CCCF research, scholars still call for addi-
tional exploration on these dynamics given the differences between CCIs (Demattos 
Guimarães 2024; Rykkja et  al. 2023). Perhaps in understanding the different dynamics 
of CCCF adoption across CCIs, future studies can explore such patterns in relation 
to, for instance, cost structures of the diverse types of cultural productions.

Cultural-creative crowdfunding

In crowdfunding research, it is widely agreed that this alternative finance mechanism 
operates under two primary logics—investment and non-investment—with four main 
models: lending and equity (investment logic), and reward-based and donation-based 
(non-investment logic) (Shneor, Zhao, and Flåten 2020). As pointed out in the 
Introduction, crowdfunding research has indeed preoccupied with the choice of crowd-
funding model (Belleflamme et  al. 2014) and in the specific case of CCCF, it is com-
monly based on the reward model (Rykkja, Munim, and Bonet 2020) even though the 
donation-(and subscription-) based funding model has historically been at the core of 
arts and culture development (see patronage systems in Swords 2017). The reward-based 
crowdfunding model is characterized by an exchange of funding for non-monetary 
products and/or services—the rewards (Shneor and Munim 2019), and Kickstarter has 
been pointed out as the incumbent for reward-based crowdfunding (Rykkja et  al. 
2020). Furthermore, artists and cultural entrepreneurs can use the platform for testing 
their ideas, sharing ownership, and even engaging in co-creating practices with their 
backers (Boeuf, Darveau, and Legoux 2014; Rykkja and Hauge 2021; Demattos 
Guimarães 2024).

As introduced earlier, another dominant area of crowdfunding research is focused 
on drivers of campaign success (Shneor and Vik 2020; Rykkja, 2023). Although pre-
vious studies have identified key patterns influencing success in CCCF adoption 
(Mollick 2014) and other themes have emerged, e.g., value creation, fan communities, 
and creators’ experiences (Rykkja et  al. 2020), there is limited research on the specific 
characteristics of how industry-specific contexts shape crowdfunding adoption (Dalla 
Chiesa 2021a; Rykkja 2023). Therefore, our study addresses this gap by examining 
how category affiliations impact over time crowdfunding success and pledged amount, 
as highlighted in our hypotheses.

Hypotheses

Within the CCCF field, the literature has discussed the suitability of CCCF for the 
CCIs in general (Handke and Dalla Chiesa, 2022) as well as the likelihood of its 
adoption vis-à-vis the geographical reach of the platform, i.e., local versus international 
(Rykkja et  al. 2020). Studies show that patterns of adoption are far from homogenous 
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as they vary from country to country and depend on differences in national culture 
and cultural policy frameworks (Cicchiello, Gallo, and Monferrà 2022a, 2022b). 
Kickstarter, as a major international platform, offers a wider potential of exposure 
given a broader scope (geographic/virtual reach) as well as a wider and more diverse 
audience which can facilitate and benefit from scale. In this regard, Rykkja, Munim, 
and Bonet (2020) has shown that complex productions (Caves 2001) with a high level 
of costs, are more likely to be present on international platforms as they can benefit 
more from network effects. Further, they argue that projects with composite motives 
(i.e., the cultural barriers for broad diffusion are insignificant compared with the 
increased reach of an international platform) are also more likely to choose an inter-
national platform like Kickstarter for a campaign. The latest study has, though, analyzed 
successful campaigns only.

The literature indicates that aspects of scale and scope both in terms of reproduc-
ibility and commercialization can influence the likelihood of adoption of crowdfunding 
(Handke and Dalla Chiesa 2022). Moreover, in recent years productions closer to the 
core cultural expressions are usually not the first to engage with such a financial 
channel (Demattos Guimarães and Maehle 2023) and the degree of digitalization can 
also influence the crowdfunding dynamics (Handke and Dalla Chiesa 2022). Studies 
have also pointed out that the most popular reward type used in campaigns regardless 
of project category is pre-sales (Thürridl and Kamleitner 2016, 101; Steigenberger 2017) 
albeit with significant variations.

When it comes to use patterns, a longitudinal study of crowdfunding campaigns in 
the Nordic countries demonstrates that campaign targets, i.e. pledged amount, differ 
between the CCIs and this could indicate that the purposes of using crowdfunding 
vary (Rykkja 2023). Notably, Dalla Chiesa (2021) finds that for creators from the core 
arts industries (visual arts, performing arts, music, and literature) crowdfunding is 
seen as a stepping stone in reaching out to markets and starting a career. Conversely, 
the choice of an international platform for creators making complex cultural goods 
(Caves 2001) such as video games and feature films indicates that they need to raise 
higher amounts than similar campaigns from the core arts. These contrasts indicate 
the possibility of intercategorical differences. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H1: The success rate of CCCF campaigns differs across categories.

The three sets of variables that are the most conducive to crowdfunding success 
for campaigns are, first, aligning the objectives of a campaign with backers’ intrinsic 
motivations (e.g., participation, recognition); the capacity to engage prospective or 
actual backers to share information about the campaign on social networks; and, finally, 
having a professional campaign presentation, both in terms of the quality and quantity 
of information and media content (Rykkja et  al. 2020). When aiming to understand 
the meaning of crowdfunding success as an outcome, is that, on the one side, it serves 
as a potential tool for increasing visibility, and on the other, a possibility for market 
testing which mitigates uncertain demand and symmetrical ignorance (Roberge, Nantel, 
and Rousseau 2017; Handke and Dalla Chiesa 2022). Scholars have elaborated on 
communities as a network of supporters (or patrons in the case of arts) being a success 
factor (Boeuf, Darveau, and Legoux 2014; Josefy et  al. 2017; Dalla Chiesa and Dekker 
2021). Even though in our database we do not access the backers’ characteristics, we 
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have used this literature to comprehend some of our findings in regard to success 
rate, as discussed later. Furthermore, according to Munim, Franken, and Rykkja (2023), 
there is a correlation between campaign outcomes vis-a-vis funding target or pledged 
amount. From this perspective, we hypothesize the following:

H2: The pledged amount in CCCF campaigns differs across categories.

Concurrently, while a number of studies on reward-based crowdfunding draw upon 
empirical data from Kickstarter (Meoli, Munari, and Bort 2019; Kuppuswamy and Bayus 
2018; Chen and Noonan 2023), few studies have utilized the comprehensive dataset by 
NADAC (Chen and Noonan, 2023), let alone in a longitudinal perspective. For instance, 
Barbi and Bigelli (2017) only covers the years 2009–2013. Therefore, the present study 
advances the literature by presenting a longitudinal analysis of CCCF campaigns in 
Kickstarter to further expand the comprehension of the dynamics of crowdfunding in 
the CCIs. We do that by testing the year effect according to the following:

H3: In CCCF, the effect of category on pledged amounts varies across years.

Methodology

As aforementioned, we use the database of the NADAC to conduct a longitudinal 
analysis of the CCCF campaigns. The NADAC is a repository of data on arts and 
culture acquired from US federal agencies and other organizations. The database is 
available for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners. Kickstarter Data, Global, 
2009–2020, by Jonathan Leland, constitutes the basis for the analysis in this article. 
While concurrent research by Chen and Noonan (2023) using the same dataset shows 
concentration of funding (winner-takes-it-all effects) in Kickstarter largest market, the 
USA. which points to a shift whereby established artists and organizations seem to 
have crowded-out less established projects, our analysis will investigate whether other 
factors or alternative explanations can help explain changes in patterns of use and 
dynamics of CCCF

We have followed the ICPSR Codebook for Kickstarter Project Public-Use Data. In 
the dataset, there are 506,199 observations. Hence, all the following tables and figures 
are based on Leland (2022).1 Noteworthy, our data analysis ends in 2020 given the 
availability of data only up to this date at the time when the analysis was conducted. 
The distribution in terms of Kickstarter industry category and project status, i.e., 
successful, failed, canceled, and suspended, are as follows:

Project promoters choose a predetermined category for their campaign prior to 
launch. Kickstarter proposes the following categories (see Table 1): Art, Comics, Craft, 
Dance, Design, Fashion, Film & Video, Food, Games, Journalism, Music, Photography, 
Publishing, Technology, and Theater. Further, the projects’ status also follows the 
database variables, and there are four options: successful, meaning that the campaign 
has at least reached the target amount; failed, the campaigns that did not reach the 
goal; suspended, the campaigns where Kickstarter Trust & Safety team found evidence 
of a violation of the platform’s rules; or canceled, the ones that project creators have 
decided to withdraw (Kickstarter 2021). Kickstarter as of now operates in the following 
countries: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, 
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Hong Kong, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Mexico, the Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Poland, Singapore, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, 
and the United States. However, projects can be launched from other countries, pro-
vided that one of the fundraisers can confirm status of resident with a supported bank 
account in one of these countries. The number of countries vary over time because 
they have been gradually added since the launch of the platform. For this reason, the 
geographical dimension will not be consistent all over the period of time. In addition, 
the references in the NADAC dataset are not necessarily accurate and/or are missing. 
For these reasons, we decided to exclude the geographic distribution of campaigns 
over the years from our analysis.

We have analyzed the 506,199 observations in a longitudinal approach, following 
through the given period, 2009–2020, in terms of crowdfunding adoption across 
industry categories, project status and size. To test the hypotheses, we conducted the 
Chi-squared test to explore if there is any statistically significant association between 
the individual CCIs categories acting as proxies for CCIs and their status. The 
Chi-squared test was used since both variables, CCCF category and status, are cate-
gorical in nature, and it allows us to statistically test our hypotheses—the success rate 
of CCCF campaigns differs across categories. The chi-square test is used when assessing 
the association or independence between two categorical variables in a contingency 
table (McHugh, 2013). It is particularly useful in determining if observed frequencies 
significantly differ from expected frequencies in categorical data (Bougie and Sekaran, 
2019). The Chi-squared test statistic can be expressed as follows:

	 x
O E

E

i i

i

2

2

= ∑
−( )

	 (1)

In the Equation (1), x2 is the chi-squared test statistic, O
i
 is the observed value, 

and E
i
 is the expected value.

Table 1.  Pledged amount based on project status and category, 2009–2020 (in USD).
n min max mean std

Full sample 506,199 0 20,338,986 10,791.95 101,904.55
Project Status canceled 55,755 0 1,076,751 2331.97 12,697.40

failed 252,798 0 757,353 1306.32 6389.38
successful 194,458 0 20,338,986 25,574.26 162,701.36
suspended 3188 0 4,005,111 9253.26 80,149.73

Kickstarter 
Categories

Art 41,455 0 1,924,018 3525.18 21,546.91
Comics 17,560 0 1,447,212 7487.51 28,486.42
Crafts 11,917 0 454,718 1788.77 8276.03
Dance 4298 0 146,076 3495.80 5779.96
Design 43,503 0 20,338,986 28,676.06 212,794.85
Fashion 33,066 0 3,948,547 6024.07 40,462.68
Film & Video 75,808 0 11385449 6343.45 57,238.91
Food 30,758 0 5,028,973 5745.25 45,051.76
Games 56,700 0 12,969,608 25,665.64 185,200.81
Journalism 5865 0 689,420 3214.47 15,245.76
Music 63,486 0 1,363,037 4030.79 13,033.85
Photography 12,646 0 793,267 4068.22 20,298.51
Publishing 52,082 0 6,788,517 3909.79 33731.09
Technology 44,706 0 7,850,867 22,645.28 135,297.86
Theater 12,349 0 547,439 3820.65 10,949.34
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To test for the second hypothesis—the pledged amount in CCCF campaigns differs 
across categories—the one-way ANOVA test was used since the CCCF category has 
more than two categories. Further, Tukey’s post-hoc test for ANOVA was conducted 
to explore which categories have a higher pledged amount. To test the third hypoth-
esis—in CCCF, the effect of category on pledged amounts varies across years—a general 
linear model (GLM) was estimated with category, year, and their interaction term. For 
data visualization, the ggplot2 package in the r-software was used. The next section 
presents the test results, and our findings, alongside the theoretical discussion.

Findings & discussion

First, we look at the evolution of CCCF campaigns on Kickstarter. From the beginning 
of Kickstarter’s operation till 2015, there is an expressive growth in the total number 
of campaigns, with an average of 4.537% growth per year. However, in 2016 the num-
ber of campaigns launched decreased by 25% in comparison to the previous year, 
2015—year with the highest number of projects but lowest success rate (although 2014 
is the year of the highest growth rate, 7.871%), and, since then, the decreasing trend 
has been kept, with the numbers from 2020 being relatively similar to 2013/2014. 
Further, Figure 1 shows this development considering the campaign’s status. In relation 
to success rate, and regardless of category affiliation, Kickstarter’s overall success rate 
was 39% between 2009 and 2020 (Kickstarter 2021). This self-reported success rate is 
aligned with findings of previous studies which indicates that 30–40% is usual within 
crowdfunding (Mollick 2014; Shneor and Munim 2019). By comparing the current 
rate to the baseline rate, we can determine if a category or a unit of time (e.g., a year 
as a period) is “more” or “less” successful, as is attempted in the concluding section. 
From 2009 to 2013, the success rate has been on average around 43.3%, while in the 
following four years, 2014–2017, it decreased to ca. 32.7%. Noteworthy, in the two 
last years of the analyzed period, 2019 and 2020, there was not only an increase in 
the number of campaigns, but they also represent the highest success rate, with 2020 
being the year of relatively more successful projects, 48.9%, which could be related to 

Figure 1. D evelopment of Kickstarter campaigns in terms of project status, 2009–2020.
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the effects of Covid-19 pandemic. Please see the Supplemental Appendices 1 and 2 
for more details.

Even though the number of campaigns has been on the decline since 2015, the 
total amount of money raised through campaigns has increased steadily. While there 
was a peak of 22,243 successfully funded campaigns in 2014, Supplemental Appendix 
1 shows that number has dropped to 18,743 by 2020. The total amount raised by 
campaigns increased by more than fifty percent, or about 274 million dollars, but the 
number of successful campaigns decreased by slightly more than fifteen percent, or 
3500. This may indicate that policy and rule changes may have influenced rates of 
success and campaign volume. The number of campaigns decreases, but Kickstarter 
benefits from having fewer campaigns raising more funding (see Table 2).

Considering the findings, there are a few discussion points to be highlighted. First 
of all, the growth witnessed in the initial years of Kickstarter can be explained by 
the diffusion of information leading to more creators getting familiar with and willing 
to test the adoption of crowdfunding, combined with the constant and fast-paced 
digitalization worldwide (Galuszka and Brzozowska 2017; Benghozi, Salvador, and 
Simon 2017; Handke and Dalla Chiesa 2022) The first 5 years were crucial to both 
platform consolidation and market maturation (Rykkja et  al., 2020). Second, two 
major updates to Kickstarter’s project review process were introduced in June of 2014 
(Wessel, Thies, and Benlian 2017). Before that time, there was (1) a lengthy list of 
requirements that campaigns had to meet in order to be accepted by Kickstarter’s 
staff, and (2) a lengthy list of requirements that projects had to meet in order to be 
promoted. Projects submitted after July 2014 were automatically approved if they met 

Table 2.  Total amount pledged by Kickstarter campaigns, 2009–2020.
All campaigns

Year n min     max mean std

2009 979 0 84,614 1946.87 4452.88
2010 9582 0 942,578 2655.32 11,619.34
2011 25,918 0 830,828 3627.39 11,795.61
2012 42,171 0 10,266,846 7468.07 84,367.53
2013 45,394 0 5,702,153 10,490.52 69,690.32
2014 67,705 0 13,285,226 7814.24 76,161.12
2015 78,035 0 20,338,986 8796.74 113,485.77
2016 58,359 0 12,779,843 11,132.65 100,250.35
2017 53,223 0 12,393,140 12,414.67 108,524.23
2018 44,582 0 6,256,244 13,592.91 92,258.90
2019 41,946 0 12,143,436 15,607.91 131,136.77
2020 38,305 0 12,969,608 19,937.97 162,475.84

Only successful campaigns

Year n min     max mean std

2009 405 19 84,614 4140.31 6147.01
2010 4101 17 942,578 5466.87 17,301.71
2011 11,840 1 830,828 7001.58 16,610.55
2012 18,108 1 10,266,846 15,428.75 128,119.87
2013 19,919 9 5,702,153 20,965.57 103,464.89
2014 22,243 1 13,285,226 20,542.54 131,318.56
2015 22,035 1 20,338,986 27,621.70 210,295.09
2016 19,120 1 12,779,843 30,637.29 172,961.43
2017 19,531 1 12,393,140 31,100.57 177,021.84
2018 19,005 1 6,256,244 29624.96 139387.68
2019 19,408 1 12,143,436 31,742.59 191,313.02
2020 18,743 0 12,969,608 39,015.26 230,617.42

https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2025.2519715
https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2025.2519715
https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2025.2519715
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three criteria: they had to be easily shareable, they had to be honest, and they had 
to adhere to the principles of reward-based crowdfunding (Strickler, 2014, in Wessel, 
Thies, and Benlian 2017). The latter aimed to discourage fundraising efforts that 
catered to specific desires or needs. According to their investigations (which analyzed 
232,000 campaigns launched between June 2012 and 2016), the daily average of cam-
paigns increased by 71%. On the other hand, fewer people supported the project and, 
more importantly, the overall success rate was lower. This may help to explain the 
subsequent decline that began in 2015. Thus, without accounting for the effect of 
changes to Kickstarter’s onboarding policy in June 2014, we need to be cautious about 
drawing conclusions about the evolution of success rates at the category level. What 
we may infer is that 2015 represents an early phase of expansion before the market 
starts to adapt itself, with other platforms emerging, market consolidation, and cultural 
policies influencing differently the funding choices (Cicchiello, Gallo, and Monferrà 
2022a, 2022b; Dushnitsky et  al. 2016; Bonet, Sastre and Ripoll 2016). Lastly, the 
increase in success during the first year of Covid-19 might be related to the aspect 
of solidarity and people coming together (Tomasini 2021) meaning that more people 
were joining the community of backers and supporting more projects. However, other 
studies using a similar dataset, such as Chen and Noonan’s (2023), find that that 
Covid-19 led to more inequity in relation to access, with larger institutions crowding 
out smaller initiatives.

By using the chi-squared test, Tukey’s post-hoc test for ANOVA, and the GLM we 
find support for the three hypotheses. As Table 3 shows, p-value is smaller than 0.001 
in the three hypotheses, meaning that indeed (H1) the success rate of CCCF campaigns 
differs across categories, (H2) the pledged amount in CCCF campaigns differs across 
categories and (H3) in CCCF, the effect of category on pledged amounts varies across 
years. Before explaining what such findings represent and visualizing them, Table 4 
displays the chi-squared crosstabulation with the Kickstarter category in relation to its 
status, during the analyzed period. The Turkey post-hoc analysis indicating if the mean 
difference in comparing each category with one another is significant can be found 
in the Supplemental Appendix 3.

To further explore the dataset, we employ data visualization using the ggplot2 
package in the r-software. Accordingly, the following figures illustrate the differences 
in dynamics in terms of campaign status. Figure 2 includes 4 images, one for each 
status, namely (a) failed, (b) successful, (c) canceled, and (d) suspended. For each 
image, all the 15 categories are represented by a line graph demonstrating the evolution 
throughout the analyzed years and in percentage of campaigns. Figure 3, in its turn, 
presents the status of every campaign in the given category in a longitudinal 
perspective, thus there are 15 images with 4 different bullet colors (failed, successful, 

Table 3. S ummary of hypothesis testing.

Hypothesis Test
p-value  

(2-tailed) Summary

H1: The success rate of CCCF campaigns differs across categories Pearson Chi-Square <.001 Supported
H2: The pledged amount in CCCF campaigns differs across 

categories
One-way ANOVA <.001 Supported

H3: In CCCF, the effect of CCI category on pledged amounts 
varies across years

General Linear Model <.001 Supported

*Since all p-values are less than 0.05, all hypotheses are supported.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2025.2519715
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canceled, and suspended), where the bullet size varies according to the number of 
campaigns.

Analyzing the longitudinal characteristics of Kickstarter campaigns category-wise, 
we see that Film & Video have had the highest number of projects (over 75,800), 
followed by music (63,400), and games (56,700). Publishing also presents more than 
50 k projects, and art, design, and technology are above 40 k. The categories with the 
lowest number of campaigns are journalism (5865) and dance (4298). Those numbers 
can be found in Table 1 in the methodology section. However, those absolute numbers 
do not translate into either the dynamics over time or the trends of the projects’ 
status, as can be seen in Figures 2 and 3. For instance, when considering the first 
years of Kickstarter’s operation, the category of Arts has a success rate exceeding the 
number of failed projects, while Film & Video has the opposite dynamic, and so does 
Fashion. Still, we can observe that overall, there has been an ongoing trend of bal-
ancing successful and failed projects, with categories like Games and Publishing pre-
senting a growth of success rate. This is particularly evident from 2015 onwards and, 
as aforementioned, can be explained by platform consolidation and market maturation 
(Handke and Dalla Chiesa 2022; Rykkja et  al. 2020). Supplemental Appendix 2 provides 
more details on the average success rates for different categories. Overall, in the period 
of 2009–2020, Dance, Comics and Theater demonstrate the highest success rates (above 
59%). Art, Games and Music also have the success rates exceeding the average 
Kickstarter’s success rate of 39% (Kickstarter 2021). Design has a success rate of 39.08%, 
while the rest lies below 39%. The lowest success rates are observed for Technology 
(21.08%), Journalism (23.03%) and Food (25.5%).

These findings also substantiate and corroborate that CCCF should be considered 
a heterogenous practice because the funding requirements and ambitions of campaigns 
vary substantially depending on category (Rykkja 2023; Demattos Guimarães 2024). 
First, it validates the tripartite proposition of Rykkja (2023) in that adoption of CCCF 
in the context of a given industry within the CCIs may be explained by either neces-
sity, complementarity or substitution. The rationales for necessity and substitution is 
the inability to access public funding, which in practice means that some categories 

Table 4. C rosstabulation of campaign category and status, 2009–2020.
STATE Total

Canceled Failed Successful Suspended

CATEGORY Art 3600 18,710 18,955 190 41,455
Comics 1316 5529 10,666 49 17,560
Crafts 1201 7527 3061 128 11,917
Dance 204 1427 2650 17 4298
Design 6102 19,949 17,000 452 43,503
Fashion 3993 19,223 9615 235 33,066
Film & Video 7789 39,219 28,597 203 75,808
Food 2922 19,744 7844 248 30,758
Games 9686 22,565 24,028 421 56,700
Journalism 670 3765 1351 79 5865
Music 4598 26,805 31,854 229 63,486
Photography 1167 7227 4175 77 12,646
Publishing 5062 29,066 17,831 123 52,082
Technology 6725 27,855 9423 703 44,706
Theater 720 4187 7408 34 12,349

Total 55,755 252,798 194,458 3188 506,199

https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2025.2519715
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in the core arts (e.g., arts, dance, theater or music) try CCCF because of not obtaining 
a project grant, while creative categories such as fashion, design goods, or technology 
do so because they are usually exempt from even trying to apply for public funding. 

Figure 2. C ategory-wise longitudinal development of CCCF campaigns on Kickstarter according to 
campaign status, 2009–2020 *percentages are based on yearly total.

Figure 3. L ongitudinal development of CCCF campaigns on Kickstarter across categories, 2009–2020.
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Second, these mechanisms affects not just success rates, but more importantly pledged 
amounts per campaign, as substitution motivations are usually campaigns for creative 
consumer goods that raise far higher amounts in average per campaign compared with 
the ones promoted out of necessity by artists and creative workers.

Finally, the findings demonstrate that the onboarding rules of platforms (Wessel, 
Thies, and Benlian 2017) is a condition that affects the relation between campaign 
volume, success rates and pledged amounts. As an example, Supplemental Appendix 
3 demonstrates several significant mean differences, indicating that the average pledged 
amounts in those CCIs categories are not statistically similar. For instance, significant 
differences were observed between Art and Design, Dance and Technology, Crafts and 
Games, Music and Film & Video, Photography and Design, and between Publishing 
and Technology, highlighting that these CCIs categories exhibit distinct characteristics. 
These findings align with the descriptive statistics from Table 1, which show notable 
differences in mean pledged amounts across CCIs categories. For example, the mean 
pledged amount for Design projects (USD 28,676.06) is significantly higher compared 
to Art (USD 3525.18), and Technology (USD 22,645.28) shows substantial differences 
compared to categories like Dance (USD 3495.80) and Crafts (USD 1788.77). Moreover, 
non-significant differences, such as between Art and Dance, suggest that some cate-
gories do share overlapping characteristics or distributions. The presence of both 
significant and non-significant pairwise differences underline the complexity of rela-
tionships between categories. To comprehend this different dynamics of CCCF adoption 
across CCIs and its complexity, future studies can connect such patterns in relation 
to, for instance, cost structures of the diverse types of cultural productions.

Conclusion and agenda for future research

This paper investigates the development of cultural-creative crowdfunding by investi-
gating the Kickstarter platform from its very begging, in 2009, up to 2020, the year 
of the COVID-19 outbreak. In this sense, the current research pioneers a longitudinal 
approach to CCCF by analyzing the distinct dynamics between platform internal project 
categories as a proxy for individual CCIs and the patterns of success rate. We elaborate 
our findings through data visualization discussing them in line with the theoretical 
background. Furthermore, we find support for the three hypotheses, indicating that 
there is a statistically significant association between the variable “category” and their 
crowdfunding campaign status as well as pledged amount. Moreover, the effect of CCIs 
category on pledged amounts varies across years. The CCIs categories based on the 
Kickstarter typology allow us to observe distinct dynamics among them, both in 
absolute numbers of campaigns and in success rate patterns.

Overall, there was an expressive growth of projects throughout the first 5 years 
of the platform operation. However, from 2015 onwards, there is a decreasing trend. 
In terms of success rate, from 2009 to 2013, the success rate was over 40% but 
during 2014–2017, it decreases to 32%, on average. In 2019, the success rate goes 
back to over 40% and 2020 represents the year with the highest success rate  
of 48.9%, which might be a COVID-19 effect. Furthermore, we observe a trend of 
balancing successful and failed projects, along with a decreasing total number of 
campaigns since 2015, in almost every category. However, we do find the differences 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2025.2519715
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across the categories as also demonstrated by the Kickstarter’s annual statement 
from 2021 (Kickstarter 2022) reporting successful campaigns and funding raised 
per category. The categories that pertain to the core creative arts and cultural 
industries (Cf., Throsby 2008) are at a standstill: Theater, Crafts, Art, Music and 
Dance. Standstill equates that the number of campaigns is declining, and the average 
amount raised in funding is the same as reported in earlier studies (Barbi and 
Bigelli 2017; De Voldere and Zeqo 2017): around 10,000 USD/Euros. Conversely, 
the “creative end” sees a substantial increase in campaigns, with the category of 
Games, Design and Technology representing 40% of the successful campaigns (7925 
out of 19,560).

Despite its merits, our study has a few limitations. First of all, we did not break 
down our variables in terms of the geographical scope (as explained in the Methodology 
section). While some see Kickstarter as a global platform, the reality remains that 
even though the number of non-USA based campaigns may have increased over time, 
the majority of campaigns are still promoted by USA based campaign creators. Second, 
the use of the platform’s typology of categories as a proxy for industry or cultural 
sector do not necessarily corresponds to or reflects established definitions and oper-
ationalizations of the CCIs (Rykkja et  al. 2020). Third, we did not have access to data 
from 2021 onwards when we carried out the analysis, which limits our comprehension 
of the use of CCCF in the post-pandemic period. Future studies considering these 
aspects can offer a deeper understanding of CCCF’s maturation from the perspective 
of the geography of innovation literature, which will further inform academics, poli-
cymakers, and practitioners. Moreover, future research can further explore how cost 
structures of the diverse types of cultural productions can explain the CCCF dynamics 
demonstrated in this study. We trust that our paper contributes to a comprehensive 
overview of CCCF development over time and across CCIs, and therefore enhances 
its position as a promising mechanism for the funding ecosystem of the CCIs. From 
this perspective, the distinct dynamics of CCCF evidenced in this study emphasizes 
the importance of industry-specific crowdfunding strategies rather than a one-size-fits-all 
approach as well as more context-sensitive research in the CCCF field. Therefore, 
exploring the longitudinal patterns of crowdfunding adoption across CCIs can advance 
CCCF research and inform both practitioners and policymakers.

Note
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Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Funding

This work was supported by Norges Forskningsråd (301291).

https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR38050.v2


16 A. D. GUIMARÃES ET AL.

References

Agrawal, A., C. Catalini, and A. Goldfarb. 2015. “Crowdfunding: Geography, Social Networks, 
and the Timing of Investment Decisions.” Journal of Economics & Management Strategy 24 (2): 
253–274. https://doi.org/10.1111/jems.12093.

Alemany, Luisa, and Job J. Andreoli. 2018. Entrepreneurial Finance: The Art and Science of 
Growing Ventures. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Barbi, M., and M. Bigelli. 2017. “Crowdfunding Practices In and Outside the US.” Research in 
International Business and Finance 42 (1): 208–223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2017.05.013.

Belleflamme, Paul, Thomas Lambert, and Armin Schwienbacher. 2014. “Crowdfunding: Tapping 
the Right Crowd.” Journal of Business Venturing 29 (5): 585–609. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbusvent.2013.07.003.

Benghozi, Pierre-Jean, Elisa Salvador, and Jean-Paul Simon. 2017. “The Race for Innovation in 
the Media and Content Industries: Legacy Players and Newcomers: Lessons for Policy Makers 
from the Video Game and Cinema Industries.” The Journal of Arts Management, Law, and 
Society 47 (5): 346–360. https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2017.1366382.

Bille, Trine, and Søren Jensen. 2018. “Artistic Education Matters: Survival in the Arts Occupations.” 
Journal of Cultural Economics 42 (1): 23–43. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-016-9278-5.

Boeuf, Benjamin, Jessica Darveau, and Renaud Legoux. 2014. “Financing Creativity: Crowdfunding 
as a New Approach for Theatre Projects.” International Journal of Arts Management 16 (3): 
33–48.

Bonet, Lluís, Eva Sastre, and Marie-Josée Ripoll. 2016. “Le financement participatif, une alterna-
tive à la politique culturelle?” NECTART N° 2 (1): 121–129. https://doi.org/10.3917/nect.002. 
0121.

Bougie, Roger, and Uma Sekaran. 2019. Research methods for business: A skill building ap-
proach. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, 2019.

Caves, Richard E. 2001. Creative Industries Contracts between Art and Commerce. Cambridge, 
MA; London, UK: Harvard University Press.

Chen, Wendy, and Douglas Noonan. 2023. “Sharing the Stage: Exploring Inequities in Resources 
for the Arts Across Funding Institutions.” American Behavioral Scientist 68 (11): 1431–1457. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/000276422311799.

Cicchiello, Antonella Francesca, Serena Gallo, and Stefano Monferrà. 2022a. “Financing the 
Cultural and Creative Industries Through Crowdfunding: The Role of National Cultural 
Dimensions and Policies.” Journal of Cultural Economics 47 (1): 133–175. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10824-022-09452-9.

Cicchiello, Antonella Francesca, Serena Gallo, and Stefano Monferrà. 2022b. “Mapping 
Crowdfunding in Cultural and Creative Industries: A Conceptual and Empirical Overview.” 
European Management Review 19 (1): 22–37. https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12510.

Dalla Chiesa, Carolina. 2021a. “The Artists’ Critique on Crowdfunding and Online Gift-Giving.” 
The Journal of Arts Management, Law, and Society 52 (1): 20–36. https://doi.org/10.1080/1063
2921.2021.1997848.

Dalla Chiesa, Carolina. 2021b. “Crowdfunding Culture: Bridging Art and Commerce.” PhD diss., 
Erasmus University of Rotterdam.

Dalla Chiesa, Carolina, and Erwin Dekker. 2021. “Crowdfunding in the Arts: Beyond 
Match-Making on Platforms.” Socio-Economic Review 19 (4): 1265–1290. https://doi.org/10.1093/
ser/mwab006.

De Voldere, Isabelle, and Kleitia Zeqo. 2017. Crowdfunding - Reshaping the Crowd’s Engagement 
in Culture. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union.

Demattos Guimarães, Alice. 2024. “The Equilibrist Hope: Perspectives & Prospectives on 
Cultural-Creative Crowdfunding.” Doctoral Diss., Western Norway University of Applied Sciences.

Demattos Guimarães, Alice, and Natalia Maehle. 2023. “Evolution, Trends, and Narratives of 
Cultural Crowdfunding: The Case of Norway.” International Journal of Cultural Policy 29 (7): 
942–970. https://doi.org/10.1080/10286632.2022.2152446.

https://doi.org/10.1111/jems.12093
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2017.05.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2013.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2013.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2017.1366382
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-016-9278-5
https://doi.org/10.3917/nect.002.0121
https://doi.org/10.3917/nect.002.0121
https://doi.org/10.1177/000276422311799
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-022-09452-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-022-09452-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12510
https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2021.1997848
https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2021.1997848
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwab006
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwab006
https://doi.org/10.1080/10286632.2022.2152446


The Journal of Arts Management, Law, and Society 17

Dushnitsky, Gary, Massimiliano Guerini, Evila Piva, and Cristina Rossi-Lamastra. 2016. 
“Crowdfunding in Europe: Determinants of Platform Creation across Countries.” California 
Management Review 58 (2): 44–71. https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2016.58.2.44.

Feder, Tal, and Joanna Woronkowicz. 2023. “Reluctantly Independent: Motivations for Self- 
Employed Artistic Work.” Journal of Cultural Economics 47 (4): 589–607. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10824-022-09464-5.

Galligan, Ann M., and Joni Maya Cherbo. 2004. “Financial Support for Individual Artists.” The 
Journal of Arts Management, Law, and Society 34 (1): 23–42. https://doi.org/10.3200/
JAML.34.1.23-42.

Galuszka, P., and B. Brzozowska. 2017. “Crowdfunding and the Democratization of the Music 
Market.” Media Culture & Society 39 (6): 833–849. https://doi.org/10.1177/0163443716674364.

Handke, Christian, and Carolina Dalla Chiesa. 2022. “The Art of Crowdfunding Arts and 
Innovation: The Cultural Economic Perspective.” Journal of Cultural Economics 46 (2): 249–284. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-022-09444-9.

Hirsch, Paul M. 1972. “Processing Fads and Fashions: An Organization-Set Analysis of Cultural 
Industry Systems.” American Journal of Sociology 77 (4): 639–659. https://doi.org/10.1086/225192.

Jones, Candace, Mark Lorenzen, and Jonathan Sapsed. 2015. “Creative Industries: A Typology of 
Change.” In The Oxford Handbook of the Creative Industries, edited by Candace Jones, Mark 
Lorenzen and Jonathan Sapsed, 3–32. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Josefy, M., T. J. Dean, L. S. Albert, and M. A. Fitza. 2017. “The Role of Community in 
Crowdfunding Success: Evidence on Cultural Attributes in Funding Campaigns to "Save the 
Local Theater.” Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 41 (2): 161–182. https://doi.org/10.1111/
etap.12263.

Kaartemo, Valtteri. 2017. “The Elements of a Successful Crowdfunding Campaign: A Systematic 
Literature Review of Crowdfunding Performance.” International Review of Entrepreneurship 15 
(3): 291–318.

Kickstarter 2021. “Kickstarter PBC Annual Public Benefit Statement 2020.” New York: Kickstarter 
PBC.

Kickstarter 2022. “Kickstarter PBC Annual Benefit Statement 2021.” New York: Kickstarter PBC.
Kuppuswamy, Venkat, and Barry L. Bayus. 2018. “Crowdfunding Creative Ideas: The Dynamics of 

Project Backers.” In The Economics of Crowdfunding: Startups, Portals and Investor Behavior, ed-
ited by Douglas Cumming and Lars Hornuf, 151–182. Cham: Springer International Publishing.

Lazzaro, Elisabetta, and Douglas Noonan. 2021. “A Comparative Analysis of US and EU Regulatory 
Frameworks of Crowdfunding for the Cultural and Creative Industries.” International Journal 
of Cultural Policy 27 (5): 590–606. https://doi.org/10.1080/10286632.2020.1776270.

Le Béchec, Mariannig, Sylvain Dejean, Camille Alloing, and Jérôme Méric. 2018. “Le financement 
participatif des projets culturels et ses petits mondes.” In Financement participatif: une voie 
d’avenir pour la culture?, edited by François Moreau and Yann Nicolas, 177–218. Paris: Ministère 
de la Culture - DEPS.

Leland, Jonathan. 2022. “Kickstarter Data, Global, 2009–2020.” Inter-university Consortium for 
Political and Social Research [distributor]. Ann Arbor: ICPSR.

McHugh, Mary L. 2013. “The chi‑square test of independence.” Biochemia medica 23 (2): 143–
149.

Meoli, Azzurra, Federico Munari, and James Bort. 2019. “The Patent Paradox in Crowdfunding: 
An Empirical Analysis of Kickstarter Data.” Industrial and Corporate Change 28 (5): 1321–
1341. https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtz004.

Mikić, H. 2012. Measuring the Economic Contribution of Cultural Industries: A Review and 
Assessment of Current Methodological Approaches. Montreal: UNESCO Institute for Statistics.

Mollick, Ethan. 2014. “The dynamics of crowdfunding: An exploratory study.” Journal of business 
venturing 29(1): 1–16.

Mulcahy, Kevin V. 2003. “Entrepreneurship or Cultural Darwinism? Privatization and American 
Cultural Patronage.” The Journal of Arts Management, Law, and Society 33 (3): 165–184. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10632920309597344.

https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2016.58.2.44
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-022-09464-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-022-09464-5
https://doi.org/10.3200/JAML.34.1.23-42
https://doi.org/10.3200/JAML.34.1.23-42
https://doi.org/10.1177/0163443716674364
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-022-09444-9
https://doi.org/10.1086/225192
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12263
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12263
https://doi.org/10.1080/10286632.2020.1776270
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtz004
https://doi.org/10.1080/10632920309597344
https://doi.org/10.1080/10632920309597344


18 A. D. GUIMARÃES ET AL.

Mulcahy, Kevin V. 2006. “Cultural Policy: Definitions and Theoretical Approaches.” The Journal of 
Arts Management, Law, and Society 35 (4): 319–330. https://doi.org/10.3200/JAML.35.4.319-330.

Munim, Ziaul Haque, Guro Berg Franken, and Anders Rykkja. 2023. “Norske folkefinansiering-
skampanjer – en analyse.” Praktisk økonomi & finans 39 (4): 368–380. https://doi.org/10.18261/
pof.39.4.6.

Potts, Jason, Stuart Cunningham, John Hartley, and Paul Ormerod. 2008. “Social Network 
Markets: A New Definition of the Creative Industries.” Journal of Cultural Economics 32 (3): 
167–185. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-008-9066-y.

Pratt, Andy C., and Paul Jeffcutt. 2009. “Creativity, Innovation and the Cultural Economy: Snake 
Oil for the Twenty-First Century?” In Creativity, Innovation and the Cultural Economy, edited 
by Andy C Pratt and Paul Jeffcutt, 3–19. London: Routledge.

Roberge, Jonathan, Lyne Nantel, and Andreanne Rousseau. 2017. “Who Needs a Plan Anyway? 
Digital Cultural Policymaking as the Art of Navigating Through Uncertainties.” The Journal of 
Arts Management, Law, and Society 47 (5): 300–312. https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2017.136
6381.

Rykkja, Anders. 2023. “Take a Chance on Me: Cultural Crowdfunding as a Necessary, 
Complementary, or Substitutive Business Model in the Nordic Countries and in Spain.” Inland 
University of Applied Sciences. [PhD Dissertation]

Rykkja, Anders, and Lluís Bonet. 2023. “Governments Matching of Cultural Crowdfunding: An 
Exploratory Comparative Analysis of the Spanish and Swedish Case.” Debats. Revista de cultu-
ra, poder i societat 137 (1): 249–273. https://doi.org/10.28939/iam.debats-137-1.7.

Rykkja, Anders, and Atle Hauge. 2021. “Crowdfunding and co-Creation of Value: The Case of the 
Fashion Brand Linjer.” In Culture, Creativity and Economy, edited by Brian J. Hracs, Taylor 
Brydges, Tina Haisch, Atle Hauge, Johan Jansson and Jenny Sjöholm, 43–55. London: Routledge.

Rykkja, Anders, Natalia Mæhle, Ziaul Haque, and Munim, Shneor. 2020. and Rotem “Crowdfunding 
in the Cultural Industries.” In Advances in Crowdfunding: Research and Practice., edited by 
Rotem Shneor, L. Zhao and B.-T Flåten, 423–440. Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan.

Rykkja, Anders, Ziaul Haque Munim, and Lluis Bonet. 2020. “Varieties of Cultural Crowdfunding.” 
Baltic Journal of Management 15 (2): 261–280. https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-03-2019-0091.

Rykkja, Anders, Rotem Shneor, Natalia Maehle, and Ziaul Haque Munim. 2023. “Cultural 
Crowdfunding: Does Experience Matter?” Beta 37 (1): 1–18. https://doi.org/10.18261/beta.37.1.7.

Shneor, Rotem, and Ziaul Haque Munim. 2019. “Reward Crowdfunding Contribution as Planned 
Behaviour: An Extended Framework.” Journal of Business Research 103 (103): 56–70. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.06.013.

Shneor, Rotem, and Amy Ann Vik. 2020. “Crowdfunding Success: A Systematic Literature Review 
2010–2017.” Baltic Journal of Management 15 (2): 149–182. https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-04- 
2019-0148.

Shneor, Rotem, Liang Zhao, and Bjørn-Tore Flåten. 2020. “Introduction: From Fundamentals to 
Advances in Crowdfunding Research and Practice.” In Advances in Crowdfunding: Research and 
Practice, edited by Rotem Shneor, Liang Zhao and Bjørn-Tore Flåten, 1–18. Cham: Springer 
International Publishing.

Steigenberger, N. 2017. “Why Supporters Contribute to Reward-Based Crowdfunding.” International 
Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research 23 (2): 336–353. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR- 
04-2016-0117.

Strickler, Y. 2014. “Introducing Launch Now and Simplified Rules.” Kickstarter.
Swords, J. 2017. “Crowd-Patronage-Intermediaries, Geographies and Relationships in Patronage 

Networks.” Poetics 64: 63–73. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2017.09.001.
Throsby, David. 1994. “The Production and Consumption of the Arts: A View of Cultural 

Economics.” Journal of Economic Literature 32 (1): 1–29.
Throsby, David. 2001. Economics and Culture. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Throsby, David. 2008. “The Concentric Circles Model of the Cultural Industries.” Cultural Trends 

17 (3): 147–164. https://doi.org/10.1080/09548960802361951.

https://doi.org/10.3200/JAML.35.4.319-330
https://doi.org/10.18261/pof.39.4.6
https://doi.org/10.18261/pof.39.4.6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10824-008-9066-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2017.1366381
https://doi.org/10.1080/10632921.2017.1366381
https://doi.org/10.28939/iam.debats-137-1.7
https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-03-2019-0091
https://doi.org/10.18261/beta.37.1.7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-04-2019-0148
https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-04-2019-0148
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-04-2016-0117
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-04-2016-0117
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2017.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09548960802361951


The Journal of Arts Management, Law, and Society 19

Thürridl, Carina, and Bernadette Kamleitner. 2016. “What Goes Around Comes Around? Rewards 
as Strategic Assets in Crowdfunding.” California Management Review 58 (2): 88–110. https://
doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2016.58.2.88.

Tomasini, Floris. 2021. “Solidarity in the Time of COVID-19?” Cambridge Quarterly of Healthcare 
Ethics: CQ: The International Journal of Healthcare Ethics Committees 30 (2): 234–247. https://
doi.org/10.1017/S0963180120000791.

Tosatto, Jann, Joe Cox, and Thang Nguyen. 2019. “An Overview of Crowdfunding in the Creative 
and Cultural Industries.” In Handbook of Research on Crowdfunding, edited by H. Landström, 
A. Parhankangas, and C. Mason, 269–302. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

UNCTAD (United Nations Conference on Trade and Development). 2010. “Creative Economy 
Report 2010.” In Creative Economy Report, edited by United Nations Conference on Trade and 
Development, 423. New York: United Nations.

Wessel, M., F. Thies, and A. Benlian. 2017. “Opening the Floodgates: The Implications of 
Increasing Platform Openness in Crowdfunding.” Journal of Information Technology 32 (4): 
344–360. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41265-017-0040-z.

https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2016.58.2.88
https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2016.58.2.88
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963180120000791
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0963180120000791
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41265-017-0040-z

	Cultural and Creative Crowdfunding: How Project Categories Shape Adoption and Success on Kickstarter
	ABSTRACT
	Introduction
	Theoretical background and hypothesis development
	The cultural and creative industries
	Cultural-creative crowdfunding
	Hypotheses

	Methodology
	Findings & discussion
	Conclusion and agenda for future research
	Note
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	References


