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Abstract: Reward-based crowdfunding platforms are becoming increasingly popular to finance projects proposing inno-

vative products, e.g., Kickstarter. One important challenge of this form of financing is the uncertainty in the quality of

projects. To mitigate the negative effects of this uncertainty for backers, platforms share information regarding the deci-

sions of earlier backers visiting the project campaign pages. This allows backers not only to rely on their expertise to

identify project qualities but also to learn from the decisions of their fellow backers who might be more informed. Cur-

rent studies on observational learning (OL) in crowdfunding mainly focus on predicting the success chances of projects,

and there is a lack of understanding of how OL affects crowdfunding dynamics for backers, project creators and plat-

forms. This paper aims to fill this gap by using a theoretical OL model involving two projects competing for funding

from backers who may have differentiated expertness in identifying project quality. By introducing various performance

measures for backers, creators and platforms and comparing these measures under OL to the case without learning, we

provide a thorough analysis of how OL impacts crowdfunding outcomes. We find that information sharing and OL always

benefit backers, especially when the early backers are experts. Regarding the impact of OL on creators and platforms,

our analysis reveals two understudied but important aspects: the tightness of the competition for projects according to

the availability of funding, and the quality difference among the proposed projects. Additionally, we investigate how OL

affects the quality decisions of creators and show that OL increases the incentive for high-quality products, especially in

situations where funding is scarce.

Key words: reward-based crowdfunding; observational learning; quality management; Bayesian rationality

1 Introduction

Crowdfunding is a financing mechanism used by entrepreneurs to raise funding for their projects from

many individual investors (e.g., Kickstarter.com and Indiegogo.com). Crowdfunding industry has grown

tremendously over the years, surpassing alternative financing forms such as venture capital (Barnett 2015),

and its growth is projected to continue in the future. The global market size for crowdfunding activities

is estimated to reach $1.3 billion by 2028 while growing at a compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of
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4.4% from 2021 to 2028 (Manuel 2022). Many kinds of crowdfunding business models (see Belleflamme

et al. 2015) are operated through online platforms. In a reward-based platform such as Kickstarter.com,

investors are offered rewards in the form of products for their contributions to projects, while equity- and

lending-based platforms may provide monetary benefits to their investors. In this paper, we focus on reward-

based crowdfunding, where investors not only provide financial support but also act as the consumers of the

products.

In reward-based crowdfunding platforms, entrepreneurs, whom we refer to as creators from now on,

launch their crowdfunding campaigns by providing information on the products they are proposing; while

investors, whom we refer to as backers, seek to make pledges to campaigns of their choice, or not. To

secure funding, creators offer a menu of product rewards and corresponding pledge amounts for backers to

choose from if the project successfully meets its funding goal. Various campaign structures exist, but we

specifically focus on the all-or-nothing (AoN) campaign structure, which has become the most prevalent

campaign type, particularly on popular platforms such as Kickstarter.com. In an AoN campaign, creators

specify a funding target and a deadline. To successfully receive the collected funds from backers, the project

must reach this specified funding target by the set deadline. If the campaign falls short of the target by the

deadline, all collected funds are refunded to the backers.

Since the introduction of reward-based crowdfunding platforms, many campaigns have been successful.

As of the time of writing, Kickstarter.com, which is one of the prominent global platforms for reward-

based crowdfunding, has funded over 26 000 projects. Nevertheless, despite its success stories, reward-based

crowdfunding faces several challenges that require attention. One of the major obstacles in crowdfunding

is the uncertainty surrounding the quality of campaigned products. Backers visiting a campaign’s webpage

read the product description, review the menu of rewards, and then must decide whether to pledge or not

without being certain of the true quality and state of the final product. Because of this uncertainty, backers

may inadvertently pledge support to low-quality projects, only to regret their investment after receiving

products that fail to meet expectations or experiencing lengthy delivery delays. For example, according to

the fulfillment report published by Kickstarter.com1, only 65% of backers confirmed the statement “the

reward was delivered on time”.

The uncertainty in the quality of proposed projects can negatively impact the effectiveness of crowdfund-

ing platforms. In effective crowdfunding platforms, the limited funding potential of backers is matched with

high-quality and promising projects; therefore, projects that otherwise could not secure the financing they

need to launch their products have better chances of success than low-quality ones. One well-known success

story of effective crowdfunding where a high-quality product is put on the market thanks to crowdfunding

is the Pebble smartwatch. This campaign raised over $10 million, and backers were more than content with

1 https://www.kickstarter.com/fulfillment
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the received reward products as their quality exceeded expectations, which has made Pebble one of the early

market leaders in the smartwatch industry (Metz 2016). However, crowdfunding is not always effective

in matching backers with promising projects. Sometimes unworthy projects can also attract considerable

funding because backers may misjudge project quality. One good example for this is the Kreyos smartwatch

campaign, which launched on Indiegogo.com nearly one year after Pebble’s campaign on Kickstarter.com

with a similar funding target and price as Pebble, and it was able to raise over $1.5 million. The final prod-

uct was significantly delayed, and backers were disappointed because many promised features were lacking

and devices were defective (Newman 2014). Such examples could cause backers to regret their participa-

tion in crowdfunding, which can harm the long-term reputation of crowdfunding and discourage many from

participating, ultimately reducing the market potential of crowdfunding platforms. Lack of knowledge on

products that leads to the funding of low-quality projects can also hinder the success chances of creators

with promising projects. This is because platforms are highly dynamic ventures where many similar projects

are being campaigned at the same time that demand funding from backers. For example, if both Pebble

(April 2012) and Kreyos (June 2013), which proposed very similar products with similar funding targets,

had launched their campaigns at the same time, a considerable portion of the funding potential of backers

could have ended up with Kreyos, instead of Pebble, which could have potentially caused Pebble to fail its

campaign.

To increase the effectiveness of crowdfunding and to help backers to make more informed decisions,

some measures can be taken to mitigate the uncertainty around the quality of proposed products. One action

could be to display more detailed information during the funding campaign. For example, Kickstarter.com

shares information on accumulated funds and number of backers. Moreover, their website allows backers to

communicate through comments. On Crowdfunder.co.uk, visitors can see the entire timeline of the funding

raised on every project, which shows the profile of backers and how much they contributed to projects.

Revealing the entire process in a transparent manner allows backers to be involved in observational learning

and use the decisions of earlier backers to infer the quality of the products. This can alleviate the information

asymmetry on quality (Belleflamme et al. 2015). While observational learning is increasingly facilitated by

crowdfunding platforms, its impact on crowdfunding effectiveness remains a relatively understudied area.

At any given moment, numerous live campaigns can be found, even within highly specific product cate-

gories and subcategories. For example, at the time of writing on 25 September 2023, a search query made on

Kickstarter.com for live New York-based campaigns proposing “tabletop games” listed 14 projects. Since

the availability of many similar crowdfunding projects significantly affects the pledging decisions of back-

ers, in this paper we investigate the role of observational learning (OL) in the effectiveness of reward-based

crowdfunding platforms where multiple projects compete for funding from backers.

In our investigation, we use a stylized model where two projects, which might differ in quality, launch

at the same time with the same funding target and the same pledge amount option that promises one unit
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of the final product. This specific setting allows us to focus on the influence of project quality and the

inherent uncertainty associated with it when backers engage in observational learning, while other factors

that might affect backers’ preference for projects are assumed identical. Following the convention of earlier

observational learning models with rational and Bayesian belief updates (Banerjee 1992, Bikhchandani

et al. 1998, Zhang et al. 2015, Qiu and Whinston 2017, Liu et al. 2022), we assume that a number of backers

arrive sequentially to a platform, each receiving their own private signals on project quality independently

and observing the pledge decisions of earlier backers. In this study, we extend OL modeling to a situation

where learning involves more than one product or project. We consider multiple projects to analyze the

impact of competition and derive insights into how funding scarcity changes the crowdfunding dynamics.

Moreover, we differentiate between backers based on their level of expertise in accurately assessing product

quality, as explored in the empirical study by Kim and Viswanathan (2019), and provide new theoretically-

driven insights on how the difference in expertness levels among early and late backers affect crowdfunding

outcomes.

Our first goal is to understand how observational learning impacts crowdfunding performance in plat-

forms with multiple projects. For this, we utilize our OL model and examine crowdfunding dynamics under

OL in a two-backer, two-project system, comparing it to a no-learning scenario. We investigate various per-

formance measures that are relevant to backers, creators, and crowdfunding platforms. Specifically, we focus

on the impact of OL on (i) the backers’ contentedness with their pledging decisions, (ii) the success chances

of project creators, (iii) the platform’s short-term profit, and lastly on (iv) the platform’s effectiveness, which

is an indicator of its long-term profit. We provide numerous new insights into the (dis)advantages of obser-

vational learning and the extent to which crowdfunding processes should be transparently disclosed. Our

results also shed light on the specific factors (e.g., the scarcity of funding, the quality differences among

proposed projects) that determine when observational learning can deliver benefits. We validate these results

on large systems using simulations.

Our second goal is to investigate how OL impacts the product quality decisions of project creators. To

this end, we investigate the product quality decisions in the presence and absence of OL, and show that OL

creates an incentive for developing high-quality projects, in particular under fund scarcity.

We summarize the main contributions of this paper in two categories.

• Modeling: We extend observational learning modeling to situations that involve multiple projects or

options.

• New Insights for Reward-based Crowdfunding: We explore important dimensions that play a role in

controlling the impact of observational learning among backers on crowdfunding dynamics. Specifi-

cally, we highlight the significance of two key factors: the availability of funding from potential backers

and the quality differences among proposed projects. Our results emphasize the importance of con-

sidering these aspects when designing policies related to information disclosure and determining the

extent to which observational learning should be allowed or restricted within crowdfunding platforms.
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The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the related literature and highlight

the contributions of our paper. Section 3 presents our crowdfunding model under observational learning with

two competing projects. We use this model to evaluate the impact of observational learning in crowdfunding,

from the perspectives of all parties involved, i.e., backers, project creators, and the platform. Section 4

describes the specific measures we use to evaluate these. In Section 5, we present our analytical results

on the effect of observational learning on crowdfunding outcomes compared to the case where no learning

takes place when the number of backers is limited to two. In Section 6, we investigate the equilibrium quality

strategies for two competing projects. In Section 7, we consider systems with larger number of backers and

use simulations to demonstrate the robustness of our main results. We conclude the paper in Section 8.

2 Literature Review

Online reward-based crowdfunding platforms have been the subject of both empirical and theoretical

research in recent years, mainly for the purpose of providing decision support to project creators and plat-

forms. We classify this research stream into two categories: studies focusing on (i) performance estimation

and (ii) those providing decision-making support. We provide a summary of the literature in Table 1.

The empirical studies with a performance estimation focus mainly explore the factors affecting the fund-

ing dynamics and the success chances of projects, while the theoretical ones mainly use dynamic models to

explain backers’ sequential decisions. On the other hand, the studies with a decision-making focus provide

decision tools for project creators who are faced with a multiplicity of decisions. Some of these decisions

may involve campaign design (e.g., selecting the platform, pricing of their product rewards, design of the

product menus, setting a funding target and campaign duration) or product development (e.g., investments

in technology, material), which would affect product quality, and need to be made prior to the campaign

launch. In addition to these one-time decisions, project creators sometimes are also faced with dynamic

decision-making when their campaigns are ongoing, such as the timing of promotion strategies (e.g., posting

updates about the project’s progress on the campaign’s webpage, responding to backers’ comments). Using

our theoretical dynamic model with observational learning among backers, we provide decision support

on both performance estimation and decision-making, however, with a particular emphasis on performance

estimation. As in many earlier studies, we focus on performance measures related to projects’ success

chances and platforms’ profits, which are governed by the funding raised during the campaigns. However,

differently from those studies, we also consider post-campaign outcomes. Specifically, we measure back-

ers’ contentedness with their pledging decisions after the campaign finalizes, and thereupon products are

delivered if the funding goal is reached, and the true quality of the products are observed.

In the literature, although learning among backers is commonly considered in empirical studies, the-

oretical studies rarely incorporate this aspect. Empirical studies often capture word-of-mouth type social

learning (SL) among backers with social media data (e.g., number of Facebook shares) and observational
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learning (OL) with the campaigns’ dynamic funding data which usually track the total number of backers

or amount of funding raised. We note two theoretical crowdfunding studies with OL (Cong and Xiao 2021,

Liu et al. 2022) similar to ours. As in these studies, we consider the information asymmetry around the true

qualities of the proposed projects (between project creators and backers), and backers engage in observa-

tional learning to infer the true qualities from the decisions of earlier backers. It is important to note that the

theoretical models in these studies, as well as ours, feature a much more extensive set of observable infor-

mation for backers to learn from earlier backers (e.g., expertness levels – the extent to which each backer’s

signal on project quality is accurate) than is typically considered in empirical studies with OL. Although

the expertness levels are modeled in Cong and Xiao (2021) and Liu et al. (2022), all backers are assumed to

have the same level of expertness. In contrast, we relax this assumption in our model and distinguish back-

ers with respect to their expertness levels, similar to the empirical study in Kim and Viswanathan (2019).

By considering the backers’ differences in expertness levels when explaining crowdfunding dynamics, we

derive new insights, which are explained in comparison to those found in the empirical work in Kim and

Viswanathan (2019) in Section 5.1.

One important novelty in our model is that we do not consider the crowdfunding projects in isolation

as if they were monopolies; rather, we consider them in competition. Previous research in crowdfunding

has largely ignored the competitive nature in crowdfunding platforms, where hundreds of active campaigns

may be running simultaneously, often competing with each other. We note only one study that considers

two competing projects (Li and Cao 2021), and similarly to ours, also includes information asymmetry

on quality. However, the way this asymmetry is handled in Li and Cao (2021) is different from our OL

approach with varied expertness levels, and more akin to the approach in Chakraborty and Swinney (2021),

where some backers are fully informed and can identify the true quality with certainty, while others are

uninformed, meaning they have no intuition at all about the true project quality. In our learning model, we

also allow the expertness level to fall between these two extreme scenarios.

Given the limited funding potential from backers and the fact that not all projects can be successful,

competition plays a crucial role in crowdfunding dynamics and can significantly impact the performance of

crowdfunding campaigns. This competition can affect various aspects of crowdfunding, including the suc-

cess chances of projects seeking funding from the same pool of backers. Our results in this paper confirm

the impact of competition on crowdfunding outcomes, as we show how the nature of competition affects

the impact of OL on crowdfunding dynamics. It is also worth noting that in OL models in general, which do

not focus specifically on crowdfunding, learning typically involves a single option/product/project, and con-

sumers form beliefs about its state. Therefore, another contribution of our study is to address observational

learning in competition.
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3 Crowdfunding Modeling under Observational Learning with Competing
Projects

We consider a reward-based crowdfunding platform where backers visiting the platform can see the deci-

sions of earlier backers on ongoing campaigns, along with the description of the product that is provided by

the campaign creator. On such a platform, backers looking for a particular product would visit the webpages

of several campaigns of interest, read their descriptions, observe the decisions of earlier backers, and then

finally make their decisions on which campaign to support. At a given time, there may be several projects

in similar categories to choose from. Therefore, to capture the pledge decisions of backers, the multiplic-

ity of the available projects to support should be incorporated. For tractability, we restrict our model to a

situation in which two creators, denoted by index i = 1,2, who seek to promote similar products, launch

their campaigns simultaneously on the platform for the same duration of time with the same funding tar-

get, in accordance with common practice (Zhang et al. 2022). A number of backers who are interested in

pledging, denoted by index j = 1,2, ...,N, visit the platform sequentially. We assume that the number of

backers required to achieve the funding target, denoted with ñ, is not greater than the number of participating

backers, N, to avoid trivial cases.

To understand the role of the product quality differential, especially when the true qualities are not per-

fectly known to backers, we allow project campaigns to have different qualities. Let V i denote the true

quality value of project i. Following the convention in Zhang et al. (2015), the quality of a project is either

high or low, which are represented with 1 and 0, respectively (i.e., V i ∈ {0,1}). Let V = {(V 1 = 1,V 2 =

1), (V 1 = 1,V 2 = 0), (V 1 = 0,V 2 = 1), (V 1 = 0,V 2 = 0)} denote the set of all possible true (or actual)

quality states for two projects.

We assume that both projects demand the same pledge amount, and therefore, the choice of backers is

directly governed by how they judge the quality of each project. The requested pledge amount, also referred

to as price, falls between zero and one. If a high-quality project is successful, each backer receives a payoff

of one; and, in the case of a low-quality project being successful or a project not meeting the funding target,

the backers receive a payoff of zero. Thus, only when they pledge to a high-quality project backers can

obtain positive utility. Accordingly, backers would not be content with their decisions in two cases: (i) when

they pledge to a low-quality project, and (ii) when they decide not to pledge at all while at least one of the

projects is high-quality. It must be noted that in our model, similarly to Chakraborty and Swinney (2021)

and Hu et al. (2015), we do not take into account the opportunity costs that might occur when backers

pledge to a project that fails to raise the target funding. As argued in Chakraborty and Swinney (2021),

this assumption is not very restrictive in the context of reward-based crowdfunding since backers are fully

refunded in case of campaign failure.

We denote the pledging decision of backer j with x j ∈ {0,1,2}, where x j = i for i ∈ {1,2} implies that

backer j supported project i, and x j = 0 implies that the backer left without investing. When backer j visits
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the platform and reviews the project campaign pages, she receives a private quality signal regarding the

quality of project i, denoted by si
j, which is independent for projects. A backer’s private signal for a project

can indicate either high (H) or low quality (L), and may or may not reflect the true quality state of the

project, V i. Let S = {(H,H), (H,L), (L,H), (L,L)} denote the set of all possible signal pairs that a backer

can receive for two projects. For example, (H,L) implies that according to backer i’s signal, the first project

is high-quality and the second project is low-quality. We assume that backers are unbiased, that is, before

receiving their private signal, they have no prior beliefs.

In addition to her private signal, the backer also observes the decisions of all previous backers. Hence,

the information set of backer j prior to making her pledging decision, denoted as I j, is {sss j, xxx[ j−1]}, where

sss j = (s1
j , s

2
j) denotes backer j’s private signals for the two projects and xxx[ j−1] = (x1, . . . , x j−1) denotes the

decisions of the previous backers.

An expert backer has a high probability of accurately assessing the quality of a proposed project, and

therefore is likely to receive a high (low) private quality signal when the true quality of the project is high

(low). Let p j denote the probability that backer j’s private signal for a project is the same as the true quality,

as shown below.

p j = P(s1
j = H|V 1 = 1) = P(s1

j = L|V 1 = 0) = P(s2
j = H|V 2 = 1) = P(s2

j = L|V 2 = 0), (1)

1− p j = P(s1
j = H|V 1 = 0) = P(s1

j = L|V 1 = 1) = P(s2
j = H|V 2 = 0) = P(s2

j = L|V 2 = 1). (2)

Without loss of generality, we assume p j ∈ [0.5,1]. Larger values of p j imply higher expertness levels,

and p j = 0.5 represents a completely uninformed signal.

Although early backers’ private signals cannot be observed by other backers, we assume that the dis-

tribution of private signals is known, allowing backers to update their beliefs on project quality through

Bayesian rationality. Furthermore, in some crowdfunding platforms, backers can access the profiles of pre-

vious backers, enabling them to deduce the expertness of others by examining their history or looking

for high-expertness labels provided by the crowdfunding platform, e.g., the “superbacker” label on Kick-

starter.com. Bayesian rationality assumption is also supported by empirical evidence suggesting that even

non-expert backers are sophisticated in their ability to identify and exploit the expertness of early backers

(Kim and Viswanathan 2019). Moreover, the entirety of our modeling assumptions regarding the binary

private signals and the incorporation of earlier decisions comply with the typical observational learning

models studied in the literature (see Banerjee 1992, Bikhchandani et al. 1998, Zhang et al. 2015, Qiu and

Whinston 2017).

Under Bayesian updating, the posterior belief of the jth backer with the information set I j = {sss j, xxx[ j−1]}

that the true quality state is VVV = (V 1,V 2)∈ V is calculated as follows

P(VVV |I j) = P(VVV |sss j, xxx[ j−1]) =
P(s1

j |VVV ) P(s2
j |VVV ) P(xxx[ j−1]|VVV )

∑VVV ′∈V P(s1
j |VVV ′) P(s2

j |VVV ′) P(xxx[ j−1]|VVV ′)
, (3)
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where
P(xxx[ j−1]|VVV ) = P(xxx[ j−2]|VVV ) P(x j−1|xxx[ j−2],VVV )

= P(xxx[ j−2]|VVV ) ∑
sss j−1∈S

P(x j−1|sss j−1, xxx[ j−2]) P(s1
j−1|VVV ) P(s2

j−1|VVV ).

Backer j makes her funding decision based on the posterior beliefs P(VVV |I j), VVV ∈ V . Many studies using

observational learning models in the literature have assumed that these decisions follow a pure strategy that

chooses the option with the highest expected utility (see Banerjee 1992, Bikhchandani et al. 1998, Acemoglu

et al. 2011, Zhang et al. 2015, Qiu and Whinston 2017, Liu et al. 2022). These studies consider only one

project; therefore, the backers’ only choice is whether to pledge or not. On the other hand, in our system,

backers have three options to choose from; and, the backer choice closely resembles the demand models

in the assortment literature (Besbes and Sauré 2016). Therefore, instead of a pure strategy, we consider a

probabilistic pledging strategy, as in Zhang et al. (2022), that is similar to the attraction-type demand models

(Huang et al. 2013), such as the multinomial logit model. Under this probabilistic mechanism, backer j’s

decision is governed by the following probabilities.

P(x j = 1|I j) =P(V 1 = 1,V 2 = 0|I j)+ 0.5P(V 1 = 1,V 2 = 1|I j) (4)

P(x j = 2|I j) =P(V 1 = 0,V 2 = 1|I j)+ 0.5P(V 1 = 1,V 2 = 1|I j) (5)

P(x j = 0|I j) =P(V 1 = 0,V 2 = 0|I j) (6)

These probabilities reflect the utility maximization objective in a similar fashion to that of a multinomial

logit model. Note that in the case where both projects are high-quality, backers would be indifferent between

them in terms of the utility they will obtain from their products. Therefore, the weight of this belief is

symmetrically distributed between the two projects.

So far, we have modeled backers’ decision mechanisms considering the observational learning effect

and their own private signal when faced with multiple project options based on the observations from the

literature. In the next section, we introduce new metrics to measure the performance of the crowdfunding

environment and discuss how to evaluate platforms.

4 Evaluating Crowdfunding Performance

To establish a comprehensive understanding for the impact of observational learning in crowdfunding, we

first introduce some metrics to evaluate the system outcomes from the perspectives of all parties involved,

i.e., backers, project creators, and the crowdfunding platform. Then, we discuss how we evaluate different

outcomes considering these metrics.

To track the outcomes of the crowdfunding, we let

ni(VVV ,,, ppp) :=
N

∑
j=1

1{x j=i|VVV ,,,ppp}, i = 1,2 (7)

denote the random variable for the total number of backers pledging to project i when the true quality state

is VVV ∈ V and the backer expertness level is ppp = (p1, p2, . . . , pN).
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4.1 Evaluation Metrics

From the perspective of the backers, we define post-campaign contentedness. Backer contentedness is

defined as the expected number of backers who have no regret about their decisions which could have hap-

pened due to missing a high-quality project opportunity or pledging to a low-quality project. Let C (VVV ,,, ppp)∈

[0,N] denote the backer contentedness measure when the true quality state is VVV and the backer expertness

level is ppp = (p1, p2, . . . , pN).

C (VVV ,,, ppp) :=


E [n1(VVV ,,, ppp)]+E [n2(VVV ,,, ppp)] , VVV = (1,1)
E [n1(VVV ,,, ppp)] , VVV = (1,0)
E [n2(VVV ,,, ppp)] , VVV = (0,1)
N − (E [n1(VVV ,,, ppp)]+E [n2(VVV ,,, ppp)]) , VVV = (0,0)

(Backer contentedness)

When both projects are high-quality, all backers who pledge will be content with their decisions. When only

one of the projects is high-quality, only the backers supporting that project will be content. If both projects

are low-quality, backers will be content only if they decide not to pledge for either project.

For project creators, crowdfunding performance is measured by the probability to meet the funding target.

In AoN funding systems, projects must raise funding from at least ñ backers to reach the target and collect

the funds. We use ρi(VVV ,,, ppp)∈ [0,1] to denote the success probability of project i at quality state VVV and when

the backer expertness level is ppp, and define it as follows:

ρi(VVV ,,, ppp) := P
(

ni(VVV ,,, ppp)≥ ñ
)
, i = 1,2. (Success probability)

From the perspective of the crowdfunding platform, we define two performance measures. The first one,

platform profit, has a short-term focus as it reflects the revenue earned by the platform from service fee

charges on the total funds raised from successful projects2 (Li and Cao 2021). Therefore, both the total

funding collected from backers and the success chances of projects are important for the platform. We

denote the platform’s profit measure for a true quality state VVV and expertness level ppp by π(VVV ,,, ppp) ∈ [0, γN],

where γ ∈ [0,1] denotes the service fee rate. π(VVV ,,, ppp) is calculated as follows:

π(VVV ,,, ppp) := γ ∑
i∈{1,2}

E [ni(VVV ,,, ppp)] ρi(VVV ,,, ppp). (Platform profit)

The second metric we define from the platform’s perspective has a long-term focus. For crowdfunding

platforms to remain attractive for the backers in the long run, it is important that high-quality projects are

funded. In a platform where low-quality projects become successful, backers may experience long delays in

product delivery or receive unsatisfactory products. Such negative experiences could dampen their enthu-

siasm to use the crowdfunding platform, and result in abandoning crowdfunding altogether or switching to

2 https://tarrida.co.uk/rewards-based-crowdfunding/
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another platform. To address this long-term concern, we introduce platform effectiveness as a metric to mea-

sure the platform’s ability to attract funds to high-quality projects. We denote the platform’s effectiveness

under a quality state VVV and expertness levels ppp by Φ(VVV ,,, ppp)∈ [−N,N] and calculate it as follows:

Φ(VVV ,,, ppp) := ∑
i∈{1,2}

E [ni(VVV ,,, ppp)] ρi(VVV ,,, ppp)
(
1{V i=1} −1{V i=0}

)
. (Platform effectiveness)

4.2 Evaluation Criteria

Performance metrics are based on the quality state and the backer expertness. Since the latter is not known

in advance, to provide more general insights, we introduce some evaluation criteria considering the entire

feasible set of backer expertness.

When backers have no expertise on projects (i.e., expertness level is 0.5), or when they are fully informed

about the projects (i.e., expertness level is 1.0), OL does not have any impact. In the case of no expertise, the

late backer (he) can derive no useful information from the decision of an early backer (she), as he knows that

she received a random, uninformative, signal and acted accordingly. In the case of fully informed backers,

the ability of the late backer to rely completely on his own private signal, without needing the information

on the decision of the early backer, renders OL ineffective. Therefore, to study the effectiveness of OL, we

disregard these extreme cases and focus on cases where backers’ expertness levels lie in between the two

extremes.

To evaluate the impact of OL with respect to the performance metrics defined in Section 4.1 (i.e., backer

contentedness (C ), success probabilities of the projects (ρρρ = (ρ1,ρ2)), platform’s profit (π), and platform

effectiveness (Φ)), we compute these metrics with and without OL for given quality states, VVV , and backer

expertness levels, ppp = (p1, p2, . . . , pN). Then, we determine backer expertness levels ppp ∈ (0.5,1)N where

observational learning has a positive or negative impact.

Let µOL(VVV ,,, ppp) and µNL(VVV ,,, ppp) denote the value of each performance metric µ ∈ {C ,ρ1,ρ2,π,Φ} for a

given quality state VVV and expertness levels ppp, with and without OL, respectively. Furthermore, let Pµ+(VVV )

and Pµ−(VVV ) denote the sets of backer expertness levels, ppp, where OL has a positive and a negative impact,

respectively, on the performance metric µ.

Pµ+(VVV ) :=
{

ppp ∈ (0.5,1)N |µOL(VVV ,,, ppp)− µNL(VVV ,,, ppp)≥ 0
}

(8)

Pµ−(VVV ) :=
{

ppp ∈ (0.5,1)N |µOL(VVV ,,, ppp)− µNL(VVV ,,, ppp)< 0
}

(9)

When there are some expertness levels where observational learning has a positive effect on performance

metric µ in true quality state VVV , i.e., Pµ+(VVV ) ̸= /0, then we say that OL has an improvement potential for this

particular metric under this particular quality state. Similarly, when Pµ−(VVV ) ̸= /0, we say that OL has a harm

potential. Letting |.| denote the cardinality of a set, when |Pµ+(VVV )| ≥ |Pµ−(VVV )|, observational learning has a

greater improvement potential than harm with respect to performance metric µ under quality state VVV .



Aslan, Bakir and Çavdar: Observational Learning in Reward-based Crowdfunding 13

In addition to improvement and harm potentials, we also quantify the magnitude of the improvement (or

positive impact) and harm (or negative impact) OL can create. For a quality state VVV , we denote the maximum

improvement potential and maximum harm potential of observational learning with respect to performance

metric µ with δµ+(VVV ) and δµ−(VVV ), respectively.

δµ+(VVV ) := max
ppp∈Pµ+ (VVV )

{
µOL(VVV ,,, ppp)− µNL(VVV ,,, ppp)

}
(Max improvement potential of OL w.r.t. µ)

δµ−(VVV ) := min
ppp∈Pµ− (VVV )

{
µOL(VVV ,,, ppp)− µNL(VVV ,,, ppp)

}
(Max harm potential of OL w.r.t µ)

When all expertness levels are equally likely and independent from each other, i.e., when they are drawn

from independent uniform distributions, we calculate the average impact of OL across all possible expert-

ness levels as follows:

δµave(VVV ) :=
∫

· · ·
∫
(0.5,1)N

2N
(
µOL(VVV ,,, ppp)− µNL(VVV ,,, ppp)

)
d pN . . . d p1 (Average impact of OL w.r.t. µ)

A positive average impact with respect to µ in quality state VVV , i.e., δµave(VVV )> 0, implies that on average

OL improves the performance metric µ when the quality state is VVV . By comparing the maximum improve-

ment and harm potentials, and the average impact of OL in all four quality states, we investigate how the

qualities of competing projects affect the impact of OL. Moreover, we identify the quality states where OL

has the highest improvement and harm potentials, as well as the largest average impact.

Having formalized the evaluation method, in the following section, we analyze the impact of OL for

different system attributes and provide insights.

5 Impact of Observational Learning on Crowdfunding Dynamics

In this section, we analyze the effect of OL on reward-based crowdfunding dynamics. For tractability, we

consider two crowdfunding projects and limit the number of backers to two, as is common in reward-based

crowdfunding (Hu et al. 2015, Liu et al. 2022) and observational learning studies (Qiu and Whinston 2017).

The detailed derivation of posterior beliefs and decision probabilities of this case are provided in the online

supplement.

In this small case, the first backer embodies the role of an “early”, or a “leader”, backer whereas the

second backer takes the role of a “late”, or a “follower” backer, since the second backer can observe the

decision of the first and incorporate it into their own decision-making process. For clarity of exposition, we

henceforth use the “she” pronoun to refer to the early backer, and “he” to refer to the late backer.

To demonstrate the effect of observational learning, we compare the performance metrics when there is

observational learning (denoted as OL), i.e., when backers observe and learn from the decisions of earlier

backers, to those when there is no learning (denoted as NL).

In order to comparatively assess the impact of observational learning on creator- and platform-focused

performance metrics, we consider environments where funding is scarce and abundant separately. For this
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purpose, we define two funding scarcity scenarios in a two-project, two-backer system. In the first scenario,

which we refer to as the tight competition case, projects can only reach their funding targets if both backers

support them. In the second scenario, which we refer to as the relaxed competition case, each project can

achieve its target with just one backer.

5.1 Impact of Observational Learning on Backer Contentedness

We characterize the effect of observational learning on backer contentedness in Proposition 1.

PROPOSITION 1. Observational learning has no potential to harm backer contentedness in any of the four

quality states, i.e., PC−(VVV ) = /0, ∀VVV ∈ V , and it strictly improves backer contentedness, on average, in all

four quality states, i.e., δC ave(VVV )> 0, ∀VVV ∈ V . The maximum improvement potential and average impact

of observational learning on backer contentedness in the each quality state are as follows:

δC+(V ) =


0.74, V = (0,0)
0.45, V = (1,0), (0,1)
0.25, V = (1,1)

δC ave(V ) =


0.08, V = (0,0)
0.05, V = (1,0), (0,1)
0.03, V = (1,1)

According to Proposition 1, backers are better off with OL, and full information disclosure on other

backers’ pledging decisions is always preferred by backers. In particular, when the crowdfunding projects

are low-quality, backers benefit considerably from OL to reduce their post-campaign regrets. This result

quantifies the improved contentedness of backers when they choose crowdfunding platforms that disclose

information in a transparent manner and allow observational learning as much as possible.
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(c) Both projects are low-quality

Figure 1 Positive Impact of OL on Backer Contentedness, C OL(VVV ,,, ppp)−C NL(VVV ,,, ppp).

To better observe the impact of OL on backer contentedness, we present Figure 1, which shows the

magnitude of backer contentedness improvement that can be attributed to OL, for all project quality states
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and backer expertness conditions. It can be observed that OL achieves the largest improvement in backer

contentedness when the early and late backers have high and low expertness levels, respectively. Under

such expertness conditions, the late backer lacks the means to accurately evaluate the projects by using

his own private signal. However, when there is OL, he can rely on the early backer’s decision with high

confidence. This way, OL can mitigate potential regret that might be experienced by a non-expert backer.

Our results indicate that participation of expert backers during the early stages of crowdfunding would

be important for subsequent backers. This is in line with the empirically-demonstrated results reported in

Kim and Viswanathan (2019), which emphasizes the role of expert backers in online crowdfunding projects

proposing mobile app development.

5.2 Impact of Observational Learning on Creators’ Crowdfunding Success

In this section, we assess the effect of OL on the success probability of projects in AoN reward-based

crowdfunding campaigns. Without loss of generality, we focus on the success probability of the first project,

ρ1, and denote it simply as ρ for brevity of exposition. We characterize the project’s success probability in

Proposition 2 and observe that the outcomes are highly dependent on the competition type.

PROPOSITION 2. In tight competition, observational learning has no potential to harm the creator’s suc-

cess probability in any of the four quality states, i.e., Pρ−(VVV ) = /0, ∀VVV ∈ V , and it strictly increases

the success probability, on average, in all four quality states, i.e., δρave(VVV ) > 0, ∀VVV ∈ V . The maximum

improvement potential and average impact of observational learning on success probability in each quality

state are as follows:

δρ+(V ) =


0.45, V = (1,0)
0.23, V = (1,1)
0.05, V = (0,0)
0.03, V = (0,1)

δρave(V ) =


0.07, V = (0,0)
0.04, V = (1,1)
0.02, V = (0,0)
0.01, V = (0,1)

In relaxed competition, observational learning decreases the creator’s crowdfunding success in the

majority of expertness conditions in all of the four quality states, i.e., |Pρ−(VVV )|> |Pρ+(VVV )|, ∀VVV ∈ V , and

it strictly decreases the success probability, on average, in all quality states, i.e., δρave(VVV ) < 0, ∀VVV ∈ V .

The maximum harm potential and the average impact of observational learning on success probability in

each quality state are as follows:

δρ−(V ) =


−0.05, V = (1,0)
−0.10, V = (1,1)
−0.21, V = (0,1)
−0.37, V = (0,0)

δρave(V ) =


−0.02, V = (1,0)
−0.03, V = (1,1)
−0.04, V = (0,1)
−0.06, V = (0,0)
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In the tight competition case, where projects require support from both backers to reach their funding

targets, OL always has potential to benefit the creators. Nevertheless, the actual quality state of the pro-

posed crowdfunding projects is an important determinant of the magnitude of this benefit. We find that OL

increases the project’s success probability the most when the project is high-quality, especially when it is

competing against a low-quality project. On the contrary, in the relaxed competition case, projects have

better success chances when there is no OL and each backer decides according to their own private signal.

Although OL negatively impacts success probability in all quality states, we find, similarly to the tight com-

petition case, that creators of high-quality projects will be better off, since they will be least affected by any

potential harm that OL can inflict on their crowdfunding success. The reason for the remarkably different

findings in the tight and relaxed competition cases is the herding effect induced by OL on crowdfunding

dynamics. In tight competition, where the available funding potential is divided among projects, it is diffi-

cult for any of the projects to reach their funding targets. In this case, creators can benefit from the herding

behavior, which concentrates available funding potential on one of the projects. Conversely, in relaxed com-

petition, herding can be detrimental to project success. In this case, projects’ success chances are higher if

the available funding potential is split among projects rather than being directed towards overfunding one

of the projects.

Our findings provide insights for project creators in making informed decisions prior to launching their

projects. For instance, they can strategically choose between crowdfunding platforms that offer full OL, such

as Crowdfunder.co.uk, or other less-transparent platforms, such as Indiegogo.com. To make this decision,

creators should first analyze the funding landscape on the platforms, including factors such as timing of the

campaign (e.g., simultaneous launch with similar high-quality products), the backer pool size (e.g., number

of members), and the specific product category, as these can affect competition intensity. Historical data,

such as success rates of similar products, can be used to determine the availability of funding. Based on our

analysis in Proposition 2, creators in tight competition, particularly those launching high-quality projects,

should prefer platforms that facilitate OL and take actions to support learning during their campaigns.

On the other hand, creators in relaxed competition, especially those with low-quality projects, may prefer

platforms with limited OL.

To quantify the improvement and harm potential of OL to improve the success probability in tight and

relaxed competitions, we present Figures 2 and 3, respectively.

When the early backer has a significantly higher expertness level than the late backer, the late backer

tends to have higher confidence in the early backer’s decision rather than relying solely on his own private

signal. In such cases, if the early backer’s expertness level is high enough, the late backer may follow the

early backer, creating a herding effect. Our findings under tight competition, as illustrated in Figure 2,

indicate that the expertness conditions that result in the highest improvement potential of observational

learning (OL) are those that facilitate herding. However, we also observe a notable difference between high-
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Figure 2 Improvement Potential of OL on Project Success Probability, ρOL(VVV ,,, ppp)− ρNL(VVV ,,, ppp), in Tight Competition.

and low-quality projects in this regard. Specifically, for high-quality projects, OL is most beneficial when

the early backer has a high expertness level, while for low-quality projects, the highest improvement is

obtained when the early backer’s expertness level is relatively moderate. High-quality projects benefit more

from highly expert backers who can accurately identify their true quality and influence late backers in their

favor. On the other hand, low-quality projects may not necessarily want backers to be overly accurate in

identifying the true quality of their products. However, in tight competition, low-quality project creators

can still rely on herding as a strategy to gain an advantage. Therefore, low-quality projects may be better

off when the early backer’s expertness level is sufficiently high to facilitate herding, but not high enough to

accurately infer the low quality of their project.

In the relaxed competition case, as can be observed in Figure 3, the expertness conditions leading to

herding become unfavorable and harm the projects’ success probabilities. In contrast to the tight competi-

tion case, in relaxed competition, project creators prefer the early backers to have a low expertness level,

especially when their project is low-quality.
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(c) Low-quality competing against high-quality
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Figure 3 Harm Potential of OL on Project Success Probability, ρOL(VVV ,,, ppp)− ρNL(VVV ,,, ppp), in Relaxed Competition

5.3 Impact of Observational Learning on Platform’s Profit

In this section, we evaluate the effect of observational learning on the platform’s profit and show that it is

heavily dependent on whether the competition is tight or relaxed.

PROPOSITION 3. In tight competition, unless both projects are low-quality, observational learning has no

potential to harm the platform’s profit, i.e., Pπ−(VVV ) = /0, ∀VVV ∈ V \ {(0,0)}, and when both projects are

low-quality, observational learning improves the platform’s profit in the majority of expertness conditions,

i.e., |Pπ+(0,0)| > |Pπ−(0,0)|. The maximum improvement potential and average impact of observational

learning on the crowdfunding platform’s profit in each quality state are as follows:

δπ+(V ) =


1.00, V = (1,0), (0,1)
0.05, V = (1,1)
0.04, V = (0,0)

δπave(V ) =


0.13, V = (1,0), (0,1)
0.08, V = (1,1)
0.01, V = (0,0)
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In relaxed competition, observational learning harms the platform’s profit in the majority of expertness

conditions across all quality states, i.e., |Pπ−(VVV )|> |Pπ+(VVV )|, VVV ∈ V . The maximum harm potential and

average impact of observational learning on the platform’s profit are given below for each quality state.

δπ−(V ) =


−0.06, V = (1,0), (0,1)
−0.10, V = (1,1)
−0.32, V = (0,0)

δπave(V ) =


−0.002, V = (1,0), (0,1)
−0.03, V = (1,1)
−0.07, V = (0,0)

Since the platform collects fees only from successful projects, and in a tight competition only one project

has a chance to succeed, herding helps to accumulate the available funding in the favor of one of the

projects and increases the platform’s profit. Hence, in tight competition, OL improves the platform’s profit

on average, even when both projects are low-quality. This benefit of herding is particularly apparent when a

high-quality project competes against a low-quality project. On the other hand, under relaxed competition,

herding due to OL decreases the platform’s profit, since it decreases the success probability of one of the

projects.

To illustrate the impact of OL on the platform’s profit under all expertness conditions, we present Fig-

ures 4 and 5 for the tight and relaxed competition cases, respectively. When Figures 4–5 are examined in

parallel with Figures 2–3, regarding the projects’ success probabilities, the relation between the two perfor-

mance metrics can be identified. Particularly in the tight competition case, we observe that the expertness

conditions where OL improves the platform’s profit the most coincide with those where it improves the

projects’ success chances. The only exception to this observation arises when both projects are low-quality.

OL does not harm the success probability of low-quality projects under any expertness conditions, but it

may have a negative impact on platform profit when the early backer has a high expertness level. In such

a scenario, herding can occur in the favor of not pledging to either of the two projects, as the early backer

may accurately identify that both projects are low-quality, leading to a reduction in total funding realized,

and therefore in the platform’s profit.

Upon examining the impact of OL on the platform’s profit in the case of relaxed competition (Figure

5), we observe that the relation between success probabilities and the platform’s profit is prominent when

both projects are of high or low quality. In these cases, the expertness conditions that are favorable for herd-

ing result in OL harming both the success probabilities and the platform’s profit. On the other hand, when

one project is high-quality and the other is low-quality, the impact of OL on the platform’s profit becomes

more complex. We find that when the two competing projects have different quality states, the expertness

conditions that facilitate herding (i.e., when the early backer has a very high expertness level) allow OL to

improve the platform’s profit. However, under expertness conditions where the early backer has an expert-

ness level that is sufficient to influence the late backer but not enough to accurately identify the projects’

true quality states, OL has a potential to harm the platform’s profit. The positive impact observed under
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the first herding scenario (i.e., when the early backer is very highly expert) can be attributed to increased

prospects for the high-quality project, while the negative impact observed under the second herding scenario

(i.e., when the early backer is moderately expert) can be explained by herding in favor of not backing either

of the projects.
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(b) Only one project is high-quality.
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(c) Both projects are low-quality.

Figure 4 Effect of OL on the Platform’s Profit, πOL(VVV ,,, ppp)− πNL(VVV ,,, ppp), in Tight Competition.
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(b) Only one project is high-quality.
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(c) Both projects are low-quality.

Figure 5 Effect of OL on the Platform’s Profit, πOL(VVV ,,, ppp)− πNL(VVV ,,, ppp), in Relaxed Competition

Our findings on how OL affects the platform’s profit indicate that the platform should allow OL to benefit

from herding when the available funding is scarce, especially when there is a mix of high- and low-quality

projects on the platform. On the other hand, when funding is plentiful, OL can harm the platform profits,

particularly when projects are similar in quality.
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5.4 Impact of Observational Learning on Crowdfunding Effectiveness

The effectiveness of a crowdfunding platform increases with increasing funds collected by high-quality

projects and decreases with increasing funds collected by low-quality projects. The analysis of this particu-

lar performance metric highlights two cases where the average impact of OL will be negative.

PROPOSITION 4. In tight competition, unless both projects are low-quality, observational learning has
no potential to harm platform effectiveness, i.e., PΦ−(VVV ) = /0, ∀VVV ∈ V \ {(0,0)}, however, when both
projects are low-quality, observational learning harms platform effectiveness in the majority of expertness
conditions, i.e., |PΦ−(0,0)| > |PΦ+(0,0)|. The maximum improvement and harm potentials, and average
impact of observational learning on platform effectiveness in all four quality states are as follows:

δΦ+(V ) =


1.00, V = (1,0), (0,1)
0.50, V = (1,1)
0.005, V = (0,0)

δΦ−(V ) =


0.00, V = (1,0), (0,1),

(1.1)
−0.01, V = (0,0)

δΦave(V ) =


0.12, V = (1,0), (0,1)
0.08, V = (1,1)
−0.01, V = (0,0)

In relaxed competition, when both projects are low-quality, observational learning has no potential to harm platform effective-

ness, i.e., PΦ−(0,0) = /0, and when only one project is high-quality, it improves platform effectiveness in the majority of expertness

conditions, i.e., |PΦ+(VVV )| > |PΦ−(VVV )|, VVV ∈ {(0,1), (1,0)}. When both projects are high-quality, observational learning harms

crowdfunding effectiveness in the majority of expertness conditions, i.e., |PΦ−(1,1)|> |PΦ+(1,1)|. The maximum improvement and

harm potentials, and average impact of observational learning on platform effectiveness across all four quality states are given

below.

δΦ+(V ) =


0.56, V = (1,0), (0,1)
0.43, V = (0.0)
0.00, V = (1,1)

δΦ−(V ) =


0.00, V = (0,0)
−0.03, V = (1,0), (0,1)
−0.10, V = (1,1)

δΦave(V ) =


0.07, V = (0,0)
0.04, V = (1,0), (0,1)
−0.03, V = (1,1)

To illustrate the impact of OL on effectiveness under all expertness conditions, we present Figures 6 and

7 for the tight and relaxed competition cases, respectively.
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(b) Only one project is high-quality.

0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
first backer’s expertness

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

se
co

nd
ba

ck
er

’s
ex

p
er

tn
es

s

Harm Level 1
N

o
H

ar
m

.

H
ar

m
Lev

el
1

(-
0.0

1)

N
o

H
ar

m
.

Im
pr

v.
Lev

el
1

(0
.0

1)

Im
pr

v.
Lev

el
2

(0
.0

2)

Im
pr

v.
Lev

el
3

(0
.1

)

Im
pr

v.
Lev

el
4

(0
.2

)

Im
pr

v.
Lev

el
5

(0
.4

)

Im
pr

v.
Lev

el
6

(0
.8

)

Im
pr

v.
Lev

el
7

(1
.0

)
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Figure 6 Effect of OL on Effectiveness, ΦOL(VVV ,,, ppp)−ΦNL(VVV ,,, ppp), in Tight Competition
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(c) Both projects are low-quality.

Figure 7 Effect of OL on Effectiveness, ΦOL(VVV ,,, ppp)−ΦNL(VVV ,,, ppp), in Relaxed Competition

The findings in Proposition 4 indicate that observational learning improves the platform effectiveness in

a wide range of backer expertness, with the exception of two cases: (i) when two high-quality projects are

in a relaxed competition, and (ii) when two low-quality projects are in a tight competition. In the former

case, OL creates a herding behavior and leads to one of the projects collecting more funds than it requires,

unnecessarily decreasing the success chance of the other. In the latter case, the herding behavior induced

by OL may result in a low-quality project being funded, which is not a desirable outcome for platform

effectiveness. This result supports what has also been uncovered in Section 5.3: OL is particularly preferable

for the crowdfunding platforms when there is a mix of high- and low-quality projects competing.

6 Impact of Observational Learning on Product Development Decisions

So far, we have analyzed how OL affects crowdfunding dynamics for a given project quality state. In this

section, we shift our attention to the creators’ decision regarding the project quality, which takes place

before the launch of the crowdfunding campaign. Our main goal is to understand the additional incentive

OL creates for developing high-quality projects.

Developing a high-quality product is costlier than a low-quality one (Chakraborty and Swinney 2021). In

this section, we assume that developing a high-quality product, as opposed to a low-quality product, incurs

an additional cost, c ∈ [0,1]. We refer to this as the development cost. Let the success probability of a project

i, ρi, define its profitability. Then, the net profitability of a low-quality project i will be ρi, and that of a

high-quality project will be ρi − c.

To capture the full potential of OL, we assume that project creators have the related information the net

profitability function, market size (i.e., the number of backers, N) and the expertness levels of all backers

before the launch of the project. Since each creator has two quality strategies, high (V i = 1) or low (V i = 0),
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the equilibrium quality strategy, denoted as VVV ∗(ppp), for any given expertness scenario, ppp, is as shown in

equation (10).

VVV ∗(ppp) =


(1,1), ρ1

(
(1,1), ppp

)
− c > ρ1

(
(0,1), ppp

)
, ρ2

(
(1,1), ppp

)
− c > ρ2

(
(1,0), ppp

)
(1,0), ρ1

(
(1,0), ppp

)
− c > ρ1

(
(0,0), ppp

)
, ρ2

(
(1,0), ppp

)
≥ ρ2

(
(1,1), ppp

)
− c

(0,1), ρ1

(
(0,1), ppp

)
≥ ρ1

(
(1,1), ppp

)
− c, ρ2

(
(0,1), ppp

)
− c > ρ2

(
(0,0), ppp

)
(0,0), otherwise

(10)

We analyze the impact of OL on incentivizing high-quality projects under two different expertness

schemes. In Section 6.1, we assume, as we did throughout the paper, that expertness differs per backer,

but a backer’s expertness level for inferring the true project quality is the same for both projects (backer-

asymmetric expertness). In Section 6.2, we conduct our analysis with a different assumption that expert-

ness levels differ per project, but all backers have the same expertness level for the same project (project-

asymmetric expertness). By examining these two expertness schemes separately, we provide a better under-

standing for the impact of OL on product quality decisions under information asymmetry.

6.1 Product Quality Decisions under Backer-Asymmetric Expertness

In this section, we assume that the expertness levels can differ among backers, but a backer’s expertness for

both projects is the same. Recall that in a two-backer system, ppp = (p1, p2) denotes the expertness conditions,

where p1 and p2 denote the expertness levels of the first (early) and the second (late) backer, respectively.

Under backer-asymmetric expertness, the backers’ expertness levels do not differ per project, and there-

fore the net profitability functions are symmetric for the two projects. As a result, the equilibrium strategy

that is determined by equation (10) will be either (1,1) or (0,0). We refer to the equilibrium quality states

(1,1) and (0,0) as the high-quality equilibrium and the low-quality equilibrium, respectively.

We present the equilibrium quality strategies for all backer expertness levels in Figure 8 under tight and

relaxed competition, with two development cost levels, c = 0.1 and c = 0.4. A common observation in all

four cases is that low backer expertness levels lead to a low-quality project equilibrium. This is expected,

since backers with low expertness are not likely to infer and appreciate high-quality projects. Creators have

more incentives to develop costly high-quality products only when backer expertness levels are high enough

to identify the true quality states of the proposed projects. This finding bears some similarity to the results

in Chakraborty and Swinney (2021), where the importance of backer expertness on the creators’ incentive

to develop high-quality products is demonstrated in a single-project setting.

Figure 8 also provides insights about how the nature of competition and early backer expertness impact

project quality decisions. We observe that when the development cost is small, the relaxed competition case

leads to high-quality projects in a wider range of expertness conditions. Conversely, in tight competition,

it is risky for both projects to offer high-quality projects at the same time, especially when the expertness

levels are low. In this case, OL prompts herding behavior and increases the success chances of projects in
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general. However, in most expertness conditions, this is not enough to make the high-quality equilibrium

beneficial, since tight competition does not allow both projects to be successful at the same time.

The role of the early backer can be observed more clearly when the development cost is high under

tight competition. In this scenario, creators choose to develop costly high-quality products only when the

expertness of the early backer is high enough to create a very strong herding behavior, and therefore benefit

the high-quality projects. As we explore in Section 5, herding increases the projects’ success chances in

tight competition, however, not to the same extent in relaxed competition, especially when the leader’s

expertness is high enough to facilitate herding, but not high enough to accurately infer the true quality. This

is one reason why the threshold expertness level that the early backer must have in order to incentivize high-

quality projects is significantly higher in relaxed competition (Figure 8d), compared to tight competition

(Figure 8c).

(a) Tight competition, c = 0.1 (b) Relaxed competition, c = 0.1

(c) Tight competition, c = 0.4 (d) Relaxed competition, c = 0.4

Figure 8 Equilibrium Quality Strategies under Backer-asymmetric Expertness

In order to isolate the effect of OL, we also compare the equilibrium quality strategies when there is OL

to those when no learning takes place. As a measure of how frequently OL increases the incentive for devel-

oping high-quality products, we use the proportion of expertness conditions under which the high-quality

equilibrium is reached. In Figure 9, we present this measure with and without OL, in tight and relaxed
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(a) Tight competition (b) Relaxed competition

Figure 9 Proportion of Expertness Conditions under which the High-quality Equilibrium is Reached

competition, and for various development costs. It can be observed that in tight competition, OL encourages

the creators to develop high-quality products under a wider set of expertness conditions compared to the

no-learning setting, regardless of the development cost. In the case of relaxed competition, the outcome is

similar when the development cost is not extremely low or high. More generally, these findings imply that

crowdfunding platforms that facilitate OL may encourage creators to develop more high-quality products

than they would on a platform without OL support, especially when the competition among the projects is

tight.

6.2 Product Quality Decisions under Project-Asymmetric Expertness

So far, we assumed that each backer’s expertness level is the same for both projects. However, there may be

many practical situations where the backers’ expertness levels differ based on the project, for example, when

one project creator is more experienced or well-known than the other in that particular product category,

or when one project description is much more informative than the other. To understand the impact of OL

on such situations, in this section, we extend our model to a case where backers have different expertness

levels on the two crowdfunding projects. To observe the impact of expertness asymmetry among the two

projects in isolation, we neglect the differences among backers and assume that all backers have the same

expertness level for the same project.

In our investigation, we let p1 and p2 denote the backers’ expertness levels for the first and second

projects, respectively. Similarly to earlier notation, we let ppp = (p1, p2) denote the expertness conditions.

Because of the information asymmetry among projects, the net profitability functions are not necessarily

symmetric, and thus strategies that are asymmetric in terms of project quality, i.e., VVV ∗(ppp) = (1,0) and

VVV ∗(ppp) = (0,1) can also be the equilibrium.

In Figure 10, we present the equilibrium quality strategies under various project-asymmetric expertness

levels for two different development costs, c = 0.1 and c = 0.4, in tight and relaxed competition. As before,
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(a) Tight competition, c = 0.1 (b) Relaxed competition, c = 0.1

(c) Tight competition, c = 0.4 (d) Relaxed competition, c = 0.4

Figure 10 Equilibrium Quality Strategies under Project-asymmetric Expertness.

we observe that increased development cost results in less incentive for creators to propose high-quality

projects. The development of high-quality projects becomes viable only when backers have high levels of

expertness to identify the true quality of the projects. A common observation in all four parameter settings is

that when backers have low expertness for both projects, creators tend to develop low-quality projects, and

vice versa. When the expertness level is low for both projects, backers do not have the means to understand

and appreciate the value of the project, hence, the investment needed to develop a high-quality project does

not provide enough return. Therefore, higher backer expertness levels incentivize high project quality. These

effects become more pronounced with tighter competition and higher development cost.

In situations where the expertness of backers differ significantly between two projects, a mixed-

equilibrium strategy may arise where one project opts for high-quality and the other for low-quality. Specif-

ically, as the expertness level for project i, pi, becomes larger compared to that for project j, p j, creator i is

more incentivized to develop a high-quality project, while creator j becomes less motivated to do so. In such

situations, developing a costly high-quality project can be riskier for the creator for whom the backers have

less information, because the backers are not likely to recognize the true quality state of this project. On
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the other hand, the creator who has the expertness advantage can dominantly use the high-quality strategy,

because the backers can understand and appreciate the high-quality status of this project.

Our analysis on the impact of OL in small systems highlights the significance of the nature of crowdfund-

ing competition and the quality difference between projects. For example, we discover that OL improves the

crowdfunding platform’s profit in tight competition, while decreasing it in relaxed competition. Addition-

ally, we find that in tight competition, OL is beneficial for platform effectiveness except when both projects

are low-quality, while in relaxed competition, OL improves effectiveness except when both projects are

high-quality. These insights imply that the strategy for allowing OL among backers depends on these two

crucial factors. In the next section, we demonstrate that these findings remain valid in larger systems with

N >> 2.

7 Validation in Larger Systems

In this section, we analyze crowdfunding platforms with a large number of backers to show the robustness

of our earlier observations. We specifically focus on platform effectiveness for brevity, as it embodies other

metrics such as project success chances.

As argued in Zhang et al. (2015), when the information set grows, the number of paths in the history

grows exponentially, which makes it difficult to compute posterior probabilities and the resulting decision

probabilities. This is also the case in our system when the number of backers, N, increases. Therefore, in this

section, we use simulations to evaluate platform effectiveness in larger systems for a variety of parameter

settings.

The level of competition depends on (i) the number of pledges required for a project to succeed (hence-

forth referred to as the target pledge count for brevity), ñ, and (ii) the total number of backers, N, who will

visit the crowdfunding platform and review the projects. Competition gets tighter as the target pledge count

increases, and the backer population size decreases. To examine platform effectiveness in large systems, we

conduct simulations with two backer population sizes, N = 50 and N = 100, and 10 different target pledge

counts, ñ. We display the impact of OL on platform effectiveness for these scenarios in Figure 11.

When two projects have high quality, OL is the most effective when both projects need around half of the

backers to pledge. This is because, in this case, the population has just enough funds for the two high-quality

projects to succeed. OL ensures that these funds can be used to support both projects which increases the

platform effectiveness significantly.

We observe in Figure 11 that in both backer population sizes, the impact of OL on platform effectiveness

changes as target pledge count becomes sufficiently large. When projects require more than 15 (30) pledges

from a population of 50 (100) backers to succeed, the impact of OL is in line with the behavior we observed

in our earlier results with two-backer systems in tight competition: OL improves platform effectiveness
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when at least one project is high-quality, but can harm platform effectiveness when both projects are low-

quality. In situations where projects require fewer pledges to succeed, the impact of OL resembles what we

observed in two-backer systems under relaxed competition: OL can harm platform effectiveness when both

projects are high-quality, but improves it in all other quality states.

It is worth mentioning that although the two larger systems with 50 and 100 backers exhibit similar

behavior, the improvement potential of OL is much higher in the larger system (N = 100), particularly when

one of the projects is high-quality and the other is not. This can be attributed to the increased number of

pledging decisions involved in the larger system, which provides more opportunities for learning to have an

impact on the outcome. Overall, these findings validate our results from the two-backer systems, indicating

that the impact of OL on platform effectiveness remains consistent as the number of backers increases.

Furthermore, our results suggest that OL can be even more effective in larger systems, highlighting the

potential of OL in modern crowdfunding platforms such as Kickstarter.com, where campaigns are often

exposed to a large number of backers who actively interact.
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Note: Each plotted value is an average over 25 distinct systems with a wide variety of expertness conditions. The expertness of the first half of the

backers is fixed to p1 and that of the second half is fixed to p2, and all (p1, p2) pairs with p1, p2 ∈ {0.55,0.65,0.75,0.85,0.95} are considered. For

each system, 50 000 simulations are performed.

Figure 11 Effect of OL on Platform Effectiveness, ΦOL(VVV ,,, ppp)−ΦNL(VVV ,,, ppp), in Large Systems

8 Conclusion and Discussions

Reward-based crowdfunding platforms, such as Kickstarter.com, have gained popularity among creators

seeking funding for their products by offering backers rewards for pledging to their projects. Despite their

success, these platforms have challenges related to uncertainty during the post-campaign delivery phase and

product quality. This uncertainty can affect backer decisions. While backers can review project descriptions

to form opinions about product quality, they also rely on observational learning (OL) to gather additional

information and infer the quality of products through the decisions of early backers. This can help to reduce

the information asymmetry between backers and creators.
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In this paper, we explore the impact of OL on crowdfunding dynamics, from the perspectives of backers,

creators, and platforms compared to the situation without learning. We use a model in which backers arrive

sequentially and make pledging decisions for two available crowdfunding projects without knowing the true

quality states of the proposed products. Unlike previous studies, our model considers competition between

projects and examines the impact of funding scarcity on outcomes. Additionally, we differentiate between

backers based on their expertness in identifying product quality, as explored in the empirical study by Kim

and Viswanathan (2019), providing new insights on how this affects crowdfunding outcomes. This research

offers a novel approach by combining theoretical OL models with previous empirical studies.

We discover that OL has the potential to enhance backers’ contentedness with their pledging decisions

regardless of their expertness levels and the true quality of the proposed projects. However, the improve-

ment that OL provides on the backers’ contentedness is most pronounced when early backers have high

expertness, and late backers have low expertness. In this scenario, which encourages herding, non-expert

late backers can follow the decisions of expert early backers and decrease their regret. This finding indi-

cates that the participation of expert backers in the early stages of the crowdfunding campaign is crucial for

non-expert backers, supporting the conclusions from previous empirical studies.

From the creators’ perspective, our findings on the projects’ success probabilities highlight the impor-

tance of competition in crowdfunding outcomes, showing how the availability of potential funding affects

the impact of OL on crowdfunding dynamics. We find that when competition is tight between projects due

to scarce funding, OL improves the success probabilities, even for low-quality projects. However, in relaxed

competition, OL can impede success, even for high-quality projects. The preference for OL in tight compe-

tition is due to the herding behavior it creates, which is critical for success in tight competition as projects

require a large proportion of the total available funding to meet their targets. However, herding can be detri-

mental in relaxed competition, where both projects can be successful if funding is distributed evenly, rather

than focused on one project.

Our findings on the impact of OL on the short-term (platform profit) and long-term performance (platform

effectiveness) of the crowdfunding platforms reveal another important dimension. We find that crowdfund-

ing outcomes are influenced by both the availability of potential funding and the quality difference between

the proposed projects. The benefit of OL is found to be prevalent when there are differences in the quality of

the proposed projects. For example, we find that OL improves platform effectiveness in tight competition,

except when both projects are low-quality, and in relaxed competition, OL is shown to improve platform

effectiveness, except when both projects are high-quality.

Additionally, we explore the impact of OL on the quality decisions of creators competing for funding from

backers. Specifically, we examine whether OL provides an incentive for project creators to develop high-

quality projects. We find that OL incentivizes high-quality products, especially in crowdfunding campaigns

subject to tight competition.
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One potential future research direction is the extension of our model to a case with more than two crowd-

funding projects, and also considering that expertness might vary between projects, as well as backers. It

is also an interesting avenue to explore different OL models. In this paper, we use OL under the rationality

assumption. There could be cases where backers may have bounded rationality. Alternatively, behavioral

OL models, as proposed in Qiu and Whinston (2017), can be used.
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