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Information asymmetry between backers and project creators impedes the crowdfunding success. Consequently, creators usually
rely on various information to alleviate information asymmetry. Particularly, the location information of both backers and
creators embodies their geographic and cultural distance, which may affect crowdfunding project attractiveness. Whereas current
literature almost ignores the role cultural distance in crowdfunding, this research focuses on the reward-based crowdfunding, so
that it becomes salient to form the appreciation and judgment of the innovative, creative, or artistic nature of projects. Meanwhile,
geographic distance is examined to join the debates between flat world hypothesis and home bias proposition. A series of
econometric models are examined based on a sample of 264 fundraising projects collected from Kitckstarter.com through Python
program. Results show that cultural distance exerts a U-shape effect, which initially impedes the crowdfunding performance but
promote projects when large enough. Geographic distance generally exerts insignificant impact on crowdfunding performance.
Furthermore, cultural and geographic distance exerts the asymmetric effects on experienced versus new backers. -is article
underscores the important implications of cultural distance on reward-based crowdfunding. By showing the differential effects of
cultural and geographic distance on experience versus new backers, it empirically infers the social capital as the
underlying mechanism.

1. Introduction

Crowdfunding refers to the efforts by entrepreneurial in-
dividuals and groups using the Internet to fund their cul-
tural, social, and for-profit ventures by drawing on relatively
small contributions from a relatively large number of in-
dividuals, without standard financial intermediaries [1].
Online crowdfunding platforms have become appealing
channels for fundraising, and markets for crowdfunding
have rapidly and significantly grown into a multibillion-
dollar industry worldwide [2]. Although seemingly prom-
ising, not all crowdfunding projects can attract the desired
amount of funding [3]. Information asymmetry in crowd-
funding is pervasive, so that potential backers lack sub-
stantive knowledge on both the capabilities or
trustworthiness and the characteristics of the proposed
initiations [4–6].

Accordingly, current literature has documented various
signals that crowdfunding creators can adopt to alleviate the
information asymmetry and finally attract potential backers.
Some work on the project quality signals embodied in the
project descriptions [1, 6–11], creator-trustworthiness sig-
nals [8, 12–15], timing signals [16], founders’ social capital
[4], and product quality signals [14, 17]. Some other re-
searchers focus on the implicit information during the
dynamic fundraising cycle, such as herding information
among backers [5], creator-backer interaction [18], and
information implied by contributing patterns of previous
backers [16, 19, 20].

-is study aims to add to the pertinent literature by
understanding whether and how the geographic and cultural
distance between a creator and a backer influences the
performance of crowdfunding projects. Geographic distance
is salient due to the fact that, as the striking features,
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crowdfunding platforms remove geographic limitations but
great geographic distance always exists between the creator
and backers [19]. In offline investment context, home bias
exists because geographic proximity reduces the cost asso-
ciated with information acquisition, transaction, or moni-
toring (rational/economic causes) and engenders trust and
overoptimism toward transaction partners or opportunities
(behavioral causes) [19, 21–23]. -e ubiquity of the Internet
promotes a “flat world” hypothesis [24] because the afore-
mentioned “home bias” [21] seems to become irrelevant in
crowdfunding. Nevertheless, subsequent research on geo-
graphic distance reveals controversial findings, advocating
either a negative effect [21, 25] or a positive effect [1, 26].

-e cultural distance information contained in crowd-
funding projects is also an important factor affecting the
success or failure of crowdfunding projects. Burtch et al. [25]
underscored the cultural fraction caused by cultural distance
and revealed its detrimental effect on crowdfunding per-
formance. However, every cloud has a silver lining. Cultural
distance helps backers “go out of the box” and provides
opportunities for individuals to learn about disparate con-
cepts and ideas from different cultures. -is is similar to
what Lu et al. [27] posit that intercultural social interaction
stimulates cultural learning to acquire new information and
understand about the assumptions, beliefs, customs, norms,
values, or language of another culture. Mollick [1] provides
implicit evidence on a positive effect of geographic distance
on crowdfunding projects that reflect the underlying cultural
products of particular geographic areas.

To fully understand the effect of geographic and cultural
distance on crowdfunding project performance, we choose
Kickstarter.com for the empirical investigations, which is the
leading reward-based crowdfunding platform in the United
States and has provided more funding for artists than the
National Endowment for the Arts [28]. Based on a sample of
264 fundraising projects, this article reveals the more
complex effects of cultural and geographic distance than
those identified in the previous research. Cultural distance
has a U-shape relationship with crowdfunding project at-
tractiveness. It initially discourages backers from supporting
crowdfunding projects when relatively small; however, the
larger cultural distance makes the creative ideas more ap-
pealing when large enough. Surprisingly, geographic dis-
tance does not play a significant role in attracting backers to
contribute. Moreover, we empirically infer the social capital
acquired and accumulated from the platform community as
one plausible mechanism. Whereas the U-shape effect of
cultural distance only exists for experienced backers, large
geographic distance encourages experienced backers but
discourages new backers.

-is article provides three-folded contributions. First, it
understands more thoroughly the role of cultural distance
on crowdfunding performance, which has been mostly ig-
nored by the literature [25]. Increasing cultural distance
initially impedes the crowdfunding success and funding
willingness, which is consistent with what Burtch et al. [25]
advocate; however, when it enlarges to some extent, its
impact turns to be positive. -e U-shape relationship be-
tween the cultural distance and crowdfunding performance

we have identified are innovative to the crowdfunding lit-
erature. By highlighting the salience of cultural background
in evaluating creative ideas, we contend that backers make a
complex tradeoff between the uncertainty and perceived
creativity of projects.

Second, we show that the effects of geographic distance
do not seem to be straightforward. -ough it does not
significantly impact the crowdfunding success or backers’
contribution amount, it implicitly influences the backer
composition. It encourages experienced backers but dis-
courages new backers to contribute. Our findings speak to
the controversial literature on the effect of geographic dis-
tance (i.e., the negative effect by Burtch et al. [25] and Lin
and Viswanathan [21] or the positive effect by Kang et al.
[26] andMollick [1]) and support the “flat world” hypothesis
[24], instead of the “home bias” proposition [21].

-ird, the difference between the experienced and naive
backers reveals that crowdfunding platforms can cultivate
the internal social capital in the community, which enables
experienced backers to make the tradeoff between the un-
certainty and perceived creativity. Also, the insights on how
cultural distance and geographic distance influence the
backer composition are innovative; whereas, currently, lit-
erature mostly focuses on the crowdfunding success [1, 10],
backers’ contribution decisions [17, 20], or interest rate
[8, 12].

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses

Usually, crowdfunding involves an open call on the Internet-
based platform for financial resources in the form of do-
nation, exchange for future products, or some other rewards
[29]. Various crowdfunding platforms (such as Kickstarter,
Kiva, or SellaBand) reduce market frictions associated with
geographic distance [19]. Remarkably, people still confront
with uncertainty and information asymmetry on the
trustworthiness of fundraisers [5] or project quality [11, 30].
-us, crowdfunding creators utilize various signals to al-
leviate information asymmetry and attract potential backers.

2.1. Various Signals to Enhance Crowdfunding Project
Attractiveness. Current literature has investigated various
signals that help reduce uncertainty and information
asymmetry in the crowdfunding market. Researchers un-
derscore the signaling value of informational and social cues
that facilitate backers to judge the project quality or trust-
worthiness of borrowers. -e information in the project
description determines crowdfunding success, ranging from
the voluntary self-disclosure to the more subtle such as
spelling errors or linguistic style of the text [1, 6, 9, 10].
Meanwhile, backers attend to many cues to judge the
credibility of a borrowers, such as his popularity in his social
network as indicated by his friendship or online word-of-
mouth [7, 12] or simply his appearance attractiveness [8, 13].
Moreover, crowdfunding success is vulnerable to social
influence; thus, the information implied by the contributing
patterns of previous backers’ shapes subsequent backers’
decisions [5, 16, 19, 20].
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-e broad geographic dispersion of backers supports a
“flat world” hypothesis [24]. Existing findings on the effect of
geographic distance are far from conclusive. Geographic
proximity may limit backers’ potential to leverage social
networks. For instance, Mollick [1] and Kang et al. [26]
disclosed a positive effect of geographic distance in that large
geographic distance signals the widely recognized project
quality or reflects the underlying cultural products. How-
ever, Lin and Viswanathan [21] and Burtch et al. [25]
demonstrated that backers still favor geographically proxi-
mate projects, supporting a “home bias” proposition.

Among the four basic types of crowdfunding posited by
Mollick [1], the reward-based model fits well with creative
crowdfunding projects undertaken by artists, musicians, film-
makers, inventors, and social enterprise. First, individuals
supporting such projects receive a reward but not any financial
incentives, returns, or repayment [7]. Second, the biggest dif-
ference lies in information asymmetry and uncertainty [18]. In
the all-or-nothing game, project creators set a funding goal and
receive the donations only if the goal is reached, and only after
the project is successfully funded and implemented, the product
described in the creative crowdfunding project will exist [1] and
can enlarge information asymmetry between creators and
backers in the crowdfunding markets. -ird, people make
judgment and funding decisions based on their appreciation of
the “innovative,” “creative,” or “artistic” nature of the products,
for which the cultural background becomes salient. -us, we
consider whether and how cultural and geographic distance
influences crowdfunding project attractiveness, aiming to
contribute to the existing literature as follows.

First, we underscore the role of cultural distance in the
reward-based crowdfunding, which has been largely
neglected currently. -e cultural background of both
backers and fundraisers become salient for the reward-based
crowdfunding for creative or artistic projects. Second, we
investigate the role of geographic distance, aiming to resolve
the inconsistent findings between the two schools. -ird, by
demonstrating the asymmetric effects of cultural and geo-
graphic distance on experiential and new backers, we em-
pirically infer the social capital, in which the backers develop
inside the crowdfunding community, as the plausible un-
derlying mechanism. -is differs but complements what
Colombo et al. [31] postulated that the internal social capital
project creators acquire in the crowdfunding platform helps
attract contributions.

Notably, Burtch etal. [25] also examined the dual roles of
geographic and cultural distance and evidence that backers
do prefer culturally similar and geographically proximate
project creators. We differ from it for at least two points.
First, Burtch et al. [25] investigated the aggregated effects of
geographic and cultural distance at the national level by
aggregating all crowdfunding by country. We dig deeply at
the individual project level and map out their effects on
individual crowdfunding project attractiveness. Second,
while Burtch et al. [25] proposed the IT-based trust to
explain the adverse effects of geographic and cultural dis-
tance, we empirically show the social capital as one plausible
explanation by uncovering the their asymmetric effects on
experienced and new backers.

2.2. CrowdfundingProjectAttractiveness. When confronting
various crowdfunding projects on Kickstart.com, potential
backers usually aim to tap the most attractive one and decide
the contribution amount. Although crowdfunding seems to
be a promising channel, not all projects are able to attract the
desired amount of funding [3]. -us, whether a project is
successfully funded measures the overall attractiveness.
Meanwhile, the average fund indicates backers’ willingness
to contribute.

2.3. .e Effect of Cultural Distance on Crowdfunding Project
Attractiveness. -ere are strong forces within nations to
create and maintain a shared culture [32]. Cultural distance
refers to the extent to which the shared norms and values in
one country differ from those in another and is oper-
ationalized in terms of the six dimensions: power distance,
avoidance of uncertainty, individualism vs. collectivism,
masculinity vs. feminity, long-term orientation vs. short-
term normative orientation, and indulgence vs. restraint
[33]. Online crowdfunding usually involves cross-border
business transactions or interactions with different societal
value systems [34]. Furthermore, because we particularly
focus on the reward-based crowdfunding platforms for
creative or artistic ideas, a backer’s motivation to help others
realize their creative ideas, instead of financial incentives, is
generally more significant [16]. -e backer selects the most
appealing ideas based on the appreciation of the “innova-
tive,” “creative,” or “artistic” nature of the funded products,
among other project signals. As a result, the cultural
backgrounds of both the creator and backers become salient
for funding decisions (whether and how much to fund a
creative idea). -is is quite consistent with what Chua et al.’
[35] content that cultural distance is one of three cultural
characteristics particularly relevant in understanding crea-
tive ideas or solutions in a global context.

Nevertheless, cultural distance has received very limited
discussion in crowdfunding literature. Exceptionally, Burtch
et al. [25] demonstrated that cultural differences play a
significant impeding role in crowd funders’ decision-mak-
ing. -e authors interpret this as an awareness effect, sug-
gesting that cultural differences are only relevant insofar as
backers are aware of them. Although Mollick [1] focuses on
geographic distance, the implications he suggests for its
positive effect on crowdfunding success propose that culture
may play a pivotal role especially for those projects that
reflect the underlying cultural components of particular
geographic areas. -ese existing studies reveal either a
positive or a negative effect, a situation similar to interna-
tional business research.

On the one hand, cultural familiarity theory holds that
firms are less likely to invest in culturally distant countries
and that cultural difference hampers multinational enter-
prises’ performance when investing in culturally distant
countries (e.g., [36, 37]). On the other hand, some re-
searchers provide evidence that cross-border acquisitions in
culturally distant countries tend to be more valuable as more
diversified cultural integration helps enhance post-
acquisition performance [38] or that high cultural distance
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has been associated with low rates of joint venture failure
[39]. In sum, pertinent literature has identified a double-
edged sword effect of cultural distance in cross-border
business [40].

-is article proposes a nonlinear, U-shape relationship
between cultural distance and crowdfunding project at-
tractiveness, which indicates that cultural distance exerts a
negative effect on project attractiveness when it is relatively
small or moderate and a positive effect when large enough.
-is contention is based on the notion that, when deciding
the attractiveness of a project located in a culturally different
country, backers make the tradeoff between the uncertainty
and perceived creativity. When relatively small or moderate,
cultural distance produces frictions and poses difficulties to
some extent in understanding and interpreting the creative
ideas in the crowdfunding projects. Meanwhile, the small
cultural distance between somewhat similar cultures en-
genders low perceived creativity for a creative idea described
by a crowdfunding project, that is, backers’ evaluation of a
creative idea tends to be constrained by the conventions and
routines of their home culture. Cultural proximity could
reduce lenders’ reach for wider and untapped potential [26].
-us, cultural distance exerts a detrimental effect on the
project attractiveness when it is low or moderate.

However, we postulate a positive effect of cultural dif-
ference when it is large enough. When people perceive an
object, the distance increases the uncertainty and gives
people a broader space for imagination, thus producing a
kind of beauty of distance. A crowdfunding project needs to
gain sufficient attention and recognition to encourage the
public to contribute [26]. When evaluating an idea from a
strikingly different culture, backers face large comprehensive
complexity and difficulties, which is supposed to hamper its
attractiveness. However, being exposed to more culturally
diverse ideas can increase the creative content of the mind
[41], motivate individuals to perform more adeptly in cre-
ative insight tasks [42], and stimulate cultural learning to
acquire new information and understand about the as-
sumptions, beliefs, customs, norms, values, or language of
another culture [27]. Global crowdfunding projects may
contain more novel information for backers [26] and receive
more support due to a high level of novelty [43]. -us, we
propose that cultural distance that is large enough exerts a
positive effect on backers’ judgment of crowdfunding project
attractiveness.

H1: cultural distance has a U-shape relationship with
the crowdfunding project attractiveness; it exerts a
negative impact when it is relatively low but a positive
impact when large enough on the success of crowd-
funding project (H1a) and on the average contribution
amount of backers (H1b).

2.4. .e Effect of Geographic Distance on Crowdfunding
Project Attractiveness. -e “flat world” hypothesis that
crowdfunding projects are usually supported by the broad
geographic dispersion of investors [24] gives rise to an in-
teresting question “do crowdfunding platforms reduce
market frictions associated with geographic distance?”

Several studies examine the effect of geographic distance on
funding decisions and reveal mixed findings. -e home bias
that backers favor geographically approximate fundraisers
exists for both the equity-based crowdfunding on Prospers
[21] and reward-based crowdfunding on SellaBand [19].
Contrarily, Mollick [1] and Kang et al. [26] disclosed a
positive effect of geographic distance, implying that
crowdfunding not only relaxes geographic constraints but
also activates other mechanisms. Mollick [1] demonstrates
this positive effect when crowdfunding projects reflect the
underlying cultural products of particular geographic areas.
Moreover, Kang et al. [26] contend that larger geographic
distance may enhance entrepreneurs’ reach for wider and
untapped potential, and their study reveals that further
geographical distance led to higher funding. In sum, pre-
vious studies have not concluded whether and how geo-
graphic distance exerts a significant effect on crowdfunding
success performance.

Since the Internet facilitates instant and inexpensive
communication across large distances, the impact of geo-
graphical distance between project creators and backers on
crowdfunding projects has tended to fade in the context of
online e-commerce and a globalized economy. -e
Kickstarter platform has users all over the world and belongs
to a group of investors interested in or relatively familiar
with the cultural and artistic creative industries. Culture and
art creative projects are based on their own cultural attri-
butes, with a certain story and sentimentality, which easily
attract the attention of backers. -erefore, a project that
sounds attractive or creative will break through geographical
distance and have a group of enthusiastic supporters
worldwide. -erefore, we propose the hypothesis as follows:

H2: geographic distance exerts an insignificant impact
on crowdfunding performance. -ere will be no sig-
nificant difference between large geographic distance
and small geographic distance in crowdfunding project
attractiveness.

2.5. Social Capital for Experienced (vs. New) Backers. We
further contend that the social capital the backers acquire
from their community participation on the crowdfunding
platform may drive the complex effects of cultural and
geographic distance. -e social capital refers to “the sum of
the actual and potential resources embedded within,
available through, and derived from the social contacts of an
individual or organization” [44]. Crowdfunding platforms
are not only intermediaries of monetary transactions but
also loci of social connections [31]. Online community
members routinely help one another, often going to great
lengths to volunteer and share their expertise and resources
with other members even when there are no apparent
benefits from doing so [45–47]. Consumers derive many
benefits from online community participation, such as
learning, problem-solving, and the opportunity to socialize
and ward off loneliness [48]. Most of previous literature
investigated social capital from the perspective of the cre-
ators and has found that creators’ social capital (i.e., a
creator’s social network ties, obligations to fund other
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creators, and the shared meaning of the crowdfunding
project between the creator and the backers) had significant
effects on crowdfunding performance in both China and the
US [49], but has underscored the role of backers’ social
capital [26, 31]. -e computer-mediated interactions occur
among creators and backers of projects [50] and entail
behaviors specific to crowdfunding communities [31].

By participating in the crowdfunding platform, backers
can accumulate social capital in terms of information source
and social support [51, 52]. -us, experienced backers are
more able to make the complex tradeoff between the per-
ceived uncertainty and creativity when evaluating the cre-
ative ideas. We empirically demonstrate this by the
asymmetric effects of cultural and geographic distance on
experienced vs. new backers. Cultural distance has a U-shape
effect in attracting more experienced backers (but not new
backers) to support the project. -is is similar to research on
the multicultural experience–creativity link that the more
contacts among two intercultural individuals, the more
likely they assimilate and draw upon ideas from both cul-
tures to synthesize novel and useful insights [53]. Fur-
thermore, we speculate that when the cultural distance is
large enough, backers will obviously perceive that the project
is different from the local culture of their own country.
People with investment experience pursue novel psycho-
logical feelings and have the need to explore new things.
Even if the cultural distance of the project is too large to lead
to a certain degree of risk-taking, cultural distance will not be
the reason to hinder their investment. Instead, the project
uncertainty and risk-taking brought by cultural distance
may become the attraction of their investment. -erefore,
we propose the hypothesis as follows:

H3a: cultural distance has a U-shape effect in attracting
the experienced backers; it exerts a negative impact on
the number of the experienced backers when relatively
small, but a positive impact when large enough.

New backers lack enough social capital and are less able
to make connections between disparate ideas originating
from different cultures. Furthermore, they are less likely to
inspire creative thinking or break away from structured and
routine ways of approaching problems. In order to adapt to
cultural differences, new backers need to pay more physical
and mental costs. Because many investors will encounter
culture shock, when facing strange stimulus, people are easy
to lose the basic ability to understand problems and even
distinguish things and choose to escape and return.
-erefore, we propose the hypothesis as follows:

H3b: cultural distance has no significant effect in
attracting the new backers

-e entry barrier for launching projects on crowd-
funding platforms is very low, so most new backers are not
competent to compare and optimize choices in so many
projects. -is challenge can enlarge information asym-
metry between creators and backers in the crowdfunding
markets [18]. Also, new backers lack the information
resource or social support from the acquired social capital
on the online platform, so they cannot accurately evaluate

the potential benefits and risks of competing crowd-
funding projects [11]. -erefore, preference for geo-
graphically proximate projects seems to be reasonable for
naive backers. -erefore, we postulate that geographic
distance exerts differential effects on experienced vs. new
backers.

H3c: whereas large geographic distance discourages the
new backers from contributing, it encourages the ex-
perienced backers

3. Methodology

3.1. Sample. Kickstarter is the largest reward-based
crowdfunding provider worldwide [28], and data from the
platform have been used in several prior studies (e.g.,
[1, 6, 10, 14, 31]). Kickstarter is appropriate for this study
because first, the “creative” or “artistic” nature of creative
ideas described by Kickstarter projects makes different
cultural backgrounds salient in appreciation and judg-
ment. Second, Kickstarter presents all project information
such as resident city, nationality, funding and fundraising
history, the funds raised thus far, number of backers who
have contributed, and the frequency distribution of the
backers. Till August 17th 2021, its several million com-
munity members have pledged $6,033,885,042 to fund
206,813 creative ideas. Among 20,068,256 total backers,
33.79% backers have backed two or more projects.

-is study uses Python to collect the real data generated
by creators and backers from kickstarter.com. Specifically,
this study grabs the key fields of project which ended in 2017
and get the data of 264 fundraising projects, among which
175 succeeded and 89 failed.

3.2. DataDescriptions. We summarize in Table 1 the project
characteristics for the whole sample and the successful and
unsuccessful subsamples, respectively. -e average fund-
raising cycle is 34 days, and those successful ones tend to
have shorter cycles (32 vs. 37 days). On average, the projects
receive funds ($189,77) much more than they request
($14,895). -ose successful projects tend to receive more
contributions ($26,477) than the requested amount
($11,027), while those unsuccessful ones usually set higher
targets ($22,501) but receive much fewer contributions
($4,485).

For each project, the “community” section demonstrates
the backers’ composition, including the frequency distri-
bution of backer origins and the number of new and ex-
perienced backers, respectively. -e summary of cultural
distance, geographic distance, and percentage of experienced
backers are given in Table 1. -e projects can appeal to the
experienced backers a bit more (59%). -e focal variable we
are interested in is the cultural distance between the creator
and backers. Following Cho and Kim [54], we gauge the
cultural distance between the creator and the top 10
countries (along with the number of backers from each of
the 10 countries) based upon the six-dimension national
culture model by Hofstede [33]. We aggregate the distance
scores, which is weighted by the frequency of each country,
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on six available dimensions (https://geert-hofstede.com/
cultural-survey.html). To measure the geographic distance
between the creator and the top 10 cities, we use the interface
of Google Maps APIs to obtain the latitudes and longitudes
for each city. We manually measure the straight-line geo-
graphic distance for each pair of cities.

Besides the cultural and geographic distance, we include
several essential covariates. -e project duration, which
indicates the degree of project exposure, offers for awareness
and attention-building and promote the project perfor-
mance [20]. -e fundraising target usually set up a shared
group goal among backers. When group identification is
relatively weak (as in crowdfunding community with
anonymous members), individuals decide to pursue the
shared group goal if believed to be worthwhile. -us, both
the fundraising cycle and project target should play a role in
crowdfunding decisions. Additionally, researchers have il-
lustrated that the personal characteristics of creators lead to
discriminations in the crowdfunding market [12, 55]. -e
number of initiated projects and that of successfully funded
ones of a particular creator usually indicate the sophisti-
cation of creators in the market and thus can influence the
crowdfunding project attractiveness. All the relevant vari-
ables are defined in detail in Table 2.

3.3. Empirical Models and Results. To test the effect of
cultural and geographic distance on crowding project at-
tractiveness, we build a series of empirical models. Al-
though we propose a quadratic relationship between the
cultural distance and project attractiveness, we include the
linear relationship as the baseline models.

3.3.1. Effect of Cultural and Geographic Distance on
Crowdfunding Project Attractiveness. As Kickstarter adopts
the rule of “All-or-Nothing” support, backers can success-
fully contribute to a project only when the requested amount
has been reached. -us, this article measures the crowd-
funding project attractiveness by whether the project is
successfully funded and average fund each backer invests.
-e regression models are shown in model1 and model2,
respectively. Particularly, as the dependent variable in
model1 is a dummy to indicate when a project is successfully
funded (i.e., 1) or not (i.e., 0), we adopt the probit regression
models. Please note that we also examine the linear rela-
tionship between the cultural and geographic distance and
project attractiveness as the baseline models in model1baseline
and model2baseline.

Prob(success) � α10 + β11culture distance + β12culture distance
2

+ β13log(geographic distance)

+ c
1
1requested amount + c

1
2fundraising cycle + c

1
3historical projects

+ c
1
4historical success

+ c
1
5total backers + c

1
6naive backers + ε1, model1 .

Average fund � α20 + β21culture distance + β22culture
2

+ β23log(geographic distance)

+ c
2
1requested amount + c

2
2fundraising cycle + c

2
3historical projects + c

2
4historical success

+ c
2
5total backers + c

2
6naive backers + ε2, model2 .

(1)

As displayed in the first column of Table 3, the cultural
distance (−.132∗∗, SE� 0.054) does not have a significant
linear effect on crowdfunding project success. However, the
estimation results for the quadratic relationships shown in
the second column reveal that the cultural distance has a
significant U-shape relationship with the crowdfunding
success (−1.453∗∗∗, SE� 0.703; 0.012∗∗, SE� 0.006). When

the cultural distance is relatively small, the larger the average
cultural distance between the backers and the project cre-
ator, the less attractive the artistic crowdfunding project, and
thus the lower the success likelihood. When the cultural
distance is large to some extent, the more culturally distant
projects become more appealing and are more likely to
succeed. Nevertheless, the geographic distance does not

Table 1: Statistical summary of the sample.

Total sample (264) Successful (175) Unsuccessful (89)
Mean Min. Max. Mean Min. Max. Mean Min. Max.

Fundraising cycle (day) 34 7 379 32 7 61 37 10 379
Target (USD) 14,895 1 165,000 11,027 1 160,000 22,501 400 165,000
Funded amount (USD) 189,77 0 506,351 26,477 67 506,351 4,485 0 50,010
% of experienced backers 0.59 0 1 0.59 0 1 0.57 0.05 1
Cultural distance 55.84 42.13 69.8 55.66 42.13 62.95 56.24 53.20 69.8
Geographic distance (km) 2,962 8 13,082 2,905 15 13,082 3,090 8 9,637
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exert any significant effect on the success probability of
crowdfunding projects either in model1baseline (−0.022,
SE� 0.099) or in model1 (−0.029, SE� 0.100).

-e last two columns of Table 3 also reveal how the
cultural and geographic distance influence the backers’
decisions of contribution amount. Similarly, although the
cultural distance does not show a significant effect (−7.402,
SE� 5.777) on the average contributed amount in the
baseline model (model2baseline), it demonstrates a significant
U-shape impact in the quadratic relationship (−240.606∗∗∗,
SE� 67.149; 2.078∗∗∗, SE� 0.596). When the cultural dis-
tance between the backers and project creator is moderate,
the backers may perceive the project to be less creative and
less attractive due to the somewhat similar cultures and thus

be more reluctant to contribute.-erefore, the attractiveness
of artistic crowdfunding project is negatively related to the
cultural distance. -e result was in accord with Kang et al.’
[26] contention and support H1a. However, when the
cultural distance is large enough, backers are exposed to the
information which is brand new or strikingly different from
the conventions and routines of their home culture. Ac-
cordingly, they may consider the crowdfunding project to be
eye catching and innovative and pay more attention to the
project, rendering them to contribute considerable funds.
-erefore, H1b is support. Again, the geographic distance
does not exert any significant effect on the average amount a
backer is willing to contribute either in model2baseline (4.367,
SE� 10.018) or in model2 (6.836, SE� 9.817).

Table 2: Definitions of the variables.

Variables Type and unit Definition
Dependent variables
Success or failure Dummy coded 1 if a project succeeds and 0 otherwise

Average fund Ratio variable;
USD

-e average amount per backer contributes for a particular project, calculated by the
total amount a project raises divided by the number of total backers

-e number of
experienced backers Counting variable -e number of experienced backers funding a particular project

-e number of new
backersa Counting variable -e number of new backers funding a particular project

Independent variables

Cultural distance Ratio variable -e average cultural distance between the creator and the funding backers based on the
six-dimension culture model

Geographic distance Ratio variable;
kilometer.

-e average geographic distance between the creator and the funding backers based on
the Google Maps APIs

Covariates
-e number of total
backers Counting variable -e number of total backers funding a particular project

Requested amount Ratio variable;
USD -e specified amount a creator requests for the initiated project

Fundraising cycle Ratio variable; day. -e specified days for fundraising
Historical projects Counting variable -e number of projects a creator previous initiated
Historical success Counting variable -e number of successful projects previously initiated by a creator

a-e number of total backers and the number of näıve backers included as control variables in the regressions on project attractiveness.

Table 3: -e effects of cultural and geographic distance on crowdfunding project attractiveness.

Model1baseline Model1 Model2baseline Model2

DV, success or failure DV, the average fund per backer

Cultural distance −0.131∗∗ (0.054) −1.446∗ (0.813) −7.397 (5.781) −241.640∗∗∗ (67.189)
Cultural distance2 — 0.0113∗∗ (0.562) — 2.087∗∗∗ (0.596)
Log (geographic distance) −0.023 (0.099) −0.030 (0.099) 3.871 (10.043) 6.326 (9.839)
Requested amount −3.93ê(−5)∗∗∗ (7.10ê(−6)) −4.33ê(−5)∗∗∗ (8.25ê(−6)) 0.004∗∗∗ (0.0005) 0.004∗∗∗ (0.0005)
Fundraising cycle −0.006 (0.005) −0.006 (0.005) −0.001 (0.512) −0.219 (0.500)
Historical projects 0.185∗ (0.086) 0.176∗∗ (0.086) −0.322 (3.045) −0.219 (2.975)
Historical success 0.011 (0.009) 0.011 (0.009) −0.150 (0.325) −0.109 (0.318)
Total backers 0.004∗∗ (0.002) 0.005∗∗ (0.002) −0.085∗ (0.044) −0.077∗ (0.043)
New backers 0.033∗∗∗ (0.008) 0.032∗∗∗ (0.008) 0.047 (0.113) −0.030 (0.111)
Constant 7.356 (3.271) 45.606 (29.291) 459.033 (340.880) 7002.579∗∗∗ (1899.579)

Prob> chi2 � 0.000
Pseudo R2 � 0.385

Prob> chi2 � 0.000
Pseudo R2 � 0.390 Adjusted R2 � 0.170 Adjusted R2 � 0.2067

∗∗∗Significant at 0.01. ∗∗Significant at 0.05. ∗Significant at 0.10.
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3.3.2. Effect of Cultural and Geographic Distance on Expe-
rienced vs. New Backers. We postulate that the social capital
the backers acquire from their community participation of
crowdfunding platform is one of the plausible mechanisms
that may explain the effects of cultural distance. We em-
pirically disclose this potential by investigating the asym-
metric effects of cultural distance on experienced vs. new
backers. Meanwhile, we investigate whether geographic
distance shows any significant effect on experienced vs. new

backers. For comparison purpose, we add the model for their
impact on the total number of backers as well. On
Kickstarter, each project discloses not only the frequency
distribution of backer origins but also the number of new
backers and that of experienced backers. As the three de-
pendent variables are counting variables, the negative bi-
nomial regression modes are employed in model3, model4,
and model5 (as well as their baseline models) as follows:

The total number of backers � α30 + β31culture distance + β32culture distance
2

+ β33log(geographic distance)

+ c
3
1requested amount + c

3
2fundraising cycle + c

3
3historical projects + c

3
4historical success

+ c
3
5total backers + c

3
6naive backers + ε3, model3 .

The number of experienced backers � α40 + β41culture distance + β42culture distance
2

+ β43log(geographic distance) + c
4
1requested amount + c

4
2fundraising cycle

+ c
4
3historical projects + c

4
4historical success + c

4
5total backers + c

4
6naive backers + ε4, model4 .

The number of new backers � α50 + β51culture distance + β52culture distance
2

+ β53log(geographic distance)

+ c
5
1requested amount + c

5
2fundraising cycle + c

5
3historical projects + c

5
4historical success

+ c
5
5total backers + c

5
6naive backers + ε5, model5 .

(2)

-e estimation results for model3, model4, and model5 as
well as their baseline models are given in Table 4. -e
cultural distance does not exert a significant effect on the
total number of backers either in the linear form in
model3baseline (−0.063, SE� 0.042) or in the quadratic form in
model3 (−0.465, SE� 0.563; −4.64ê(−3), SE� 4.95ê(−3)).
Surprisingly, the geographic distance manifests a significant
positive effect in attracting more backers to contribute
(0.226, SE� 0.059). -is result is consistent with what
Mollick [1] and Kang et al. [26] advocate but contradicts
with the negative effect identified by Lin and Viswanathan
[21] and Burtch et al. [25].

To empirically infer the social capital the backers
acquire from community interactions as the underlying
mechanism, the aforementioned effects of cultural dis-
tance should be further qualified by their asymmetric
effects on the new and experienced backers. As indicated
by the fifth and seventh columns, the U-shape relationship
exists of the cultural distance only for the experienced
backers (−0.991∗∗∗, SE � 0.341; .009∗∗∗, SE � 0.003) but
does not for the new backers (−0.065, SE � 0.379;
−5.36ê(−4), SE � 3.43ê(−3)). -e asymmetric impacts of
cultural distance on the experience vs. new backers are
intriguing. It may imply that, for it to play a significant
role in funding decisions, culture distance should become
salient. Our findings disclose that, only if backers acquire
social capital from the platform interactions and become
experienced in evaluating the attractiveness of creative
ideas, they are more likely to be able to make the complex

tradeoff between the uncertainty and perceived creativity
engendered by cultural distance.

Interestingly, geographic distance exerts a negative effect
in attracting the naive backers (−0.323∗∗∗, SE� 0.054) but a
positive effect in attracting experienced backers (0.137∗∗∗,
SE� 0.045). Large geographic distance discourages the
backers who seldom have contributing experience on
Kickstarter, probably because the lack of a common set of
beliefs and expression systems hampers the communication
and understanding between each other, reducing the un-
certainty of cooperation. Also, small distance indicates a low
cost of project knowledge search and acquisition, but large
distance could increase the cost of cooperation and inno-
vation through increased communication time and traffic
distance. -erefore, naive backers are more likely to con-
tribute to the crowdfunding projects initiated by geo-
graphically proximate creators.

However, for those experienced backers, they have benefited
from online community participation and accumulated social
capital from their previous contributions and they believe online
community members from different countries or areas would
help each other. -erefore, trust and knowledge exchange of
experienced backers are not constrained by geographic distance;
they would not consider geographic distance convenience as the
most important factor, but focus on the benefit of social capital
brought by far project rather than nearby projects. Also, ex-
cessive proximity could reduce the learning range from each
other, so they reduce innovation enthusiasm. -us, those ex-
perienced backers are more attracted by the creative ideas
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proposed by geographically distant creators. -erefore, the
discussions on the asymmetric effects of geographic distance
enrich the understanding of the effect of geographic distance in
the debating literature and empirically advocate the social
capital as the plausible mechanism.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

By using a sample of 264 crowdfunding projects on Kickstarter.
com, this study investigates the impact of cultural and geo-
graphic distance on crowdfunding performance and unveils
several exciting findings. First, cultural distance exerts aU-shape
effect, which initially impedes the crowdfunding performance
but promotes projects when large enough. Specifically, cultural
distance exerts a negative impact when it is relatively low but a
positive impact when large enough on the success of crowd-
funding project and the average contribution amount of
backers. Second, this study reveals that geographic distance
exerts an insignificant impact on either project success or the
average contribution amount. -ird, cultural and geographic
distance exerts the asymmetric effects on experienced versus
new backers. Cultural distance has a U-shape effect in attracting
experienced backers, but no effect in attracting new backers. But
projects with large geographic distance appeal to the experi-
enced backers but discourage new backers from contributing.

4.1. .eoretical Contributions. -is study differs from prior
research along several vital dimensions. First, it is one of the
scarce studies to understand the implications of cultural
distance on reward-based crowdfunding thoroughly. In
crowdfunding, transactions are mediated on platforms

which increase information asymmetry between backers and
the creators. Backers evaluate the information provided by
the creators and contribute more if the creator delivers more
valuable signals that alleviate information asymmetry. -e
primary literature focuses on the project quality signals [e.g.,
[7]], creator-trustworthiness signals [e.g., [8]] or social in-
fluence during the dynamic fundraising cycle [e.g., [5]], but
ignores the role of cultural distance [25].

Different from the only two existing studies on cultural
distance [i.e., [1, 25]], the U-shape relationship between the
cultural distance and crowdfunding performance are original and
creative to the crowdfunding literature, and backers’ complicated
tradeoff between uncertainty and perceived creativity drives the
U-shape effect. When evaluating a project from a similar culture,
backers tend to reduce the imagination of potential, pay more
attention to the ambiguity, and thus feel not so attractive. When
evaluating a project embodying some characteristics of different
cultures, backers tend to pay particular attention to the project
and inspire the creative content of themind.-us, their perceived
creativity overcomes the uncertainty engendered.

Second, this study responds to previous disputes on
geographic distance effect and reveals the complex effects of
distance on crowdfunding. Rather than the “home bias”
proposition [21], this study supports the “flat world” hy-
pothesis [24] and shows that geographic distance does not
significantly affect project success or average contribution
amount. Noticeably, geographic distance implicitly influences
the backer composition by successfully encouraging experi-
enced backers’ investment but discourages new backers.

-ird, our findings offer new avenues for research to-
ward understanding how cultural and geographic distance
determines our choices and actions. -is study innovatively

Table 4: -e effect of cultural and geographic distance on backer composition.

Model3baseline Model3 Model4baseline Model4 Model5baseline Model5

DV, the total number of backers DV, the number of experienced backers DV, the number of new backers

Cultural
distance −0.062 (0.042) −0.459 (0.565) −0.048 (0.041) −0.994∗∗∗ (0.341) 0.006 (0.029) −0.063 (0.381)

Cultural
distance2 — −4.58ê(−3)

(4.97ê(−3)) — 0.009∗∗∗ (0.003) — −5.14ê(−4)
(3.45ê(−3))

Log
(geographic
distance)

0.235∗∗∗ (0.059) 0.227∗∗∗ (0.059) 0.147∗∗∗ (0.046) 0.140∗∗∗(0.045) −0.319∗∗∗ (0.053) −0.321∗∗∗ (0.054)

Requested
amount

2.76ê(−5)∗∗∗
(5.09ê(−6))

2.79ê(−5)∗∗∗
(5.14ê(−6))

4.72ê(−6)∗
(2.57ê(−6))

5.04ê(−6)∗
(2.59ê(−6))

9.84ê(−6)∗∗∗
(3.52ê(−6))

9.91ê(−6)∗∗∗
(3.56ê(−6))

Fundraising
cycle

−2.97ê(−3)
(4.79ê(−3))

−2.62ê(−3)
(4.94ê(−3))

−5.51ê(−3)
(4.12ê(−3))

−5.63ê(−3)
(4.00ê(−3))

3.14ê(−3)
(3.26ê(−3))

3.15ê(−3)
(3.26ê(−3))

Historical
projects

8.66ê(−4)
(1.50ê(−2)) 7.24ê(−4) (0.015) 0.052∗∗ (0.023) 0.052∗∗ (0.023) −0.014 (0.011) −0.014 (0.011)

Historical
success

1.16ê(−3)
(2.39ê(−3))

1.16ê(−3)
(2.38ê(−3))

4.26ê(−3)∗
(2.30ê(−3))

4.09ê(−3)∗
(2.24ê(−3))

−4.10ê(−3)∗∗∗
(1.52ê(−3))

−4.10ê(−3)∗∗∗
(1.52ê(−3))

Total # of
backers — — 2.77ê(−3)∗∗∗

(3.00ê(−4))
2.74ê(−3)∗∗∗
(2.97ê(−4))

1.96ê(−3)∗∗∗
(2.27ê(−4))

1.96ê(−3)∗∗∗
(2.27ê(−4))

Constant 6.430∗∗∗ (2.512) −8.320 (16.044) 5.112∗∗ (2.328) −24.35∗∗ (9.71) 4.898∗∗∗ (1.692) 3.351 (10.488)
Prob> chi2 � 0.000
Pseudo R2 � 0.0291

Prob> chi2 � 0.000
Pseudo R2 � 0.0294

Prob> chi2 � 0.000
Pseudo R2 � 0.1037

Prob> chi2 � 0.000
Pseudo R2 � 0.1061

Prob> chi2 � 0.000
Pseudo R2 � 0.1032

Prob> chi2 � 0.000
Pseudo R2 � 0.1035

∗∗∗Significant at 0.01. ∗∗Significant at 0.05. ∗Significant at 0.10.
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and empirically infers the social capital as one plausible
mechanism for the effects of cultural and geographic dis-
tance by showing the asymmetric effects on experienced
versus new backers, while previous literature ignores how
cultural distance and geographic distance influence the
backer composition. -e social capital that experienced
backers acquired and accumulated from the Internet-me-
diated interactions [26, 31] helps reduce the uncertainty of
the project and synthesize novel and useful insights.
-erefore, experienced backers are more able to formulate
funding decisions by balancing the uncertainty and per-
ceived creativity. Contrarily, due to the lack of experience or
social connections on the platform, new backers may feel
difficult to communicate or assimilate essentially different
ideas originating from different cultures. Furthermore, näıve
bakers are less likely to get rid of rigid and fixed thinking
way. Home bias exists in their decision-making process,
making them show a local preference.

4.2. Practical Implications. From a practical point of view,
creators can make use of the U-shape effect of cultural
distance to adjust the pledging and project characteristics to
increase the chance that a project is successfully funded.
Creators should construct project descriptions of cultural
distance to meet the needs of experienced backers. Based on
the profile data (e.g., funding experience, background cul-
tures, or geographic areas in this study), creators may dis-
close information (e.g., the number of Facebook
connections, backers with similar interest), which help to
influence the other signals sent in context of the project
campaign. Creators could present the high degree of cultural
distance by demonstrating the cultural diversity by photos or
videos. -e relevant and detailed textual descriptions or
media content of projects can signal preparedness and se-
riousness to potential investors [56].

Second, both crowdfunding platforms and project cre-
ators should enhance Internet-mediated interactions to
cultivate social capital for backers, which help them over-
come the fractions caused by cultural and geographic dis-
tance. Social capital investment is a long-term process;
therefore, creators may link the project to social media
platforms such as Facebook or LinkedIn and actively interact
with potential backers via two-way communication on
Kickstarter to interact with potential backers to promote the
project. -e platform should encourage community par-
ticipation, supporting backers in sharing, learning, problem-
solving, and the opportunity to socialize. Besides, to attract
experienced investors, creators may highlight the geo-
graphical distance of the project and set the distance unit to
meters instead of kilometers when displaying the project
description. However, to attract new backers, creators may
weaken the geographical distance of the project when dis-
playing the project, such as reducing the number used to
indicate the distance.

-ird, creators especially from start-up firms can use the
Internet as a channel to promote their projects regardless of
geographic distance. Internet gives potential backers the
chance to process relevant information for the investment

decision at a low cost, while also providing an opportunity to
chat with creators. It is for this reason that creators should
consider crowdfunding as a resource to cost-effectively
bridge geographic boundaries and link investment
opportunities.

4.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions. -is study
unavoidably suffers from several limitations that open av-
enues for further research. First, while the cultural back-
ground of bakers and creators becomes salient for reward-
based crowdfunding for artistic projects, the main findings
need caution when generalizing to other types of projects
(e.g. fast-moving consumer goods and luxury goods). Sec-
ond, using data from reward-based crowdfunding raises
concerns about the generalizability of our findings; thus,
future research may collect data from multiple platforms.
-ird, although we used econometric models to empirically
infer that the social capital experienced backers acquire from
their previous platform participation drives the asymmetric
effects of both cultural and geographic distance; further
research may replicate this study in a more controlled
experiment.
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