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Abstract

:

Crowdfunding is a response to the financing problem of innovative projects in an environment of severe economic crisis. Its competitive advantage lies in its independence from banking institutions and the distribution of risk among a certain number of funders. Since its inception, the number of successfully completed projects has grown to a point where it has started to suffer a downturn that puts its sustainability at risk. This study concerns this particular period of downturn, in order to identify attributes that characterize it, and to define behavioral stereotypes that may be associated with new projects. On a wide data set from sufficiently contrasted projects, and through the use data mining techniques, we extracted the most influential factors in determining the success or failure of the projects, that will subsequently be grouped together using clustering techniques. Six groups of projects have been identified, each with their own characteristics that define them, two of them clearly guide the projects to success and another one allows the modification its characteristics to move away from failure. This achieved strategy allows us to estimate which potential group would be the result of a new project.
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1. Introduction


Nowadays, it is not easy to finance a novel idea or project. The different entities capable of giving financial support to new projects—far from facilitating credit access—use their administrative tools to make sure that behind each project there is a minimum risk, as low credibility shows the probability of no return on investment, thus avoiding the problem of lack of liquidity during the project’s life cycle [1].



The advance of information and communication technologies allows access to unlimited and immediate sources of information, multiplying the impact of any activity simply by disseminating it across the appropriate forums, social networks or specific platforms [2]. This new environment is particularly suitable for giving access to resource acquisition and improving the market for projects that would otherwise remain stagnant or backward [3].



“Crowdfunding” has emerged as a way of financing ideas and turning them into projects, especially those difficult to finance because of their innovative character. Anyone can contribute economically, either to obtain a reward, or altruistically–for the satisfaction of having collaborated on a project. Thus, a double objective is achieved: obtaining the finance for its development and simultaneously gaining clients, since client and promoter are an indissoluble part of the method in this type of project.



By means of crowdfunding, unlike the traditional sale of products, the necessary funds are advanced, which reduces risk and makes the project development possible. The contact is carried out through specific platforms that connect people interested in a particular type of product with entrepreneurs offering them. Otherwise, they would not come into contact, causing unmet needs and unrealized expectations [4]. So, a crowdfunding campaign is considered “successful” when the project reaches the minimum necessary funds (budgeted in advance) and is usually considered “very successful” if the funds reached exceed the budgeted amount.



The rise of these platforms has been unquestionable since 2006, when the Sellaband platform was created, aimed at raising funds for musical projects. It was the first online platform with an interface just as it is known nowadays. Since then, its number has not stopped growing; 2011 ended with 348 platforms [5] and 2017 closes with more than 2000 active platforms [6] and a large amount of money raised; Kickstarter, the industry’s most popular platform, has accumulated a total revenue of just over $4 Billion [7].



Despite this positive data, crowdfunding has not reached maturity, since the failure rate is far from improving over the time. According to a study by Professor Mollick, based on an extensive database of Kickstarter projects between 2009 and 2012, the average success rate during that period was 48.1% [8]. The data that the platform shows in its statistics are even worse, starting with success rates in 2010 and 2011 of 43% and 46% respectively, and finishing with the last couple of years 2015 and 2016 with 36% and 32% success. 2016 stands out as the first year in which there is a recess in the number of projects proposed for funding, 14.5% less than the previous year [9]. The success rate results of Indiegogo, the second most popular crowdfunding platform, are even lower, as it closed 2015 with a success rate of less than 10% [10].



The sudden popularity of crowdfunding attributed to the impact of the most successful projects, has led to generalize this model to any new project with the risk of maladjustment. In spite of the improvements introduced in the platforms, the apparent facility to obtain financing leads creators to pursue this model, even when there are no real conditions to be successful. To increase success, platforms try to avoid projects with certain associated risks by frequently updating their standards, as they are the most interested part in managing successful projects that make a profit [11].



Leaving aside considerations of taste, aesthetics or fashion, it is essential to know, both for platforms and for entrepreneurs, which criteria represent a greater guarantee of success, in order to avoid unnecessary work, resource consumption and bad image.



The greatest uncertainty for a creator of these projects is whether the required financing will be guaranteed or not, due the lack of reliable methods or tools to direct or reorient a project towards success, as is discussed in Section 2.2. The main motivation for this study is the search for a tool based on the key factors of crowdfunding, these will allow a creator to adapt or modify the trajectory of a project based on a series of “pattern” scenarios with known characteristics. This interest is also stimulated because there is no tool capable of identifying which factors should be modified to guide the success or failure of a particular type of project. This contribution not only benefits the sponsors of the project by ensuring a product, but will also benefit the creator and the platform that hosts the project, contributing to the project funding sustainability. One of the foundations that allows the sustainable growth of this financing model is the constant search for satisfaction in both directions, through the reciprocity provided by this environment [12].



To solve this problem, we performed a retrospective analysis or AAR (After Action Review) of the project results, whether successful or failed, following the guidelines of the Project Management Institute (PMI), to determine the causes. Knowing how, why or what decisions have been taken to achieve the success of the project is crucial if we are to standardize the actions that ensure success or keep the project from failure [13].



We will use a data mining tools on a data set described in Section 4.3, to induce new knowledge from a historical compilation of other projects [14]. For this purpose, it is necessary to perform some preliminary steps of exploration and cleaning in order to limit the problem to our needs. Later, there will be an AAR analysis of the data resulting from the closing of projects in crowdfunding environments.



This process will allow for the grouping of common factors in successful and failed projects, as shown in Section 5.1 and Section 5.2, giving rise to six different types of project stereotypes, characterized by their most influential factors. The advantage for the creator of a project is clear, as comparative models are provided on which to associate any crowdfunding project, discussed in Section 6, allowing us to set a strategy and modify the project variables based on the most appropriate model, even after the funding period has started.




2. Theoretical Framework


2.1. What Is Crowdfunding?


Taking as a starting point the previous idea of “crowdsourcing”—with which it is possible to outsource a work to a group of people through an open call [15]—Michael Sullivan cited the term “crowdfunding” for the first time in his blog Fundavlog, based on the principle of collective collaboration [16]. Later and more accurately, it was defined as: “An open call, primarily through the Internet, for the provision of financial resources, either in the form of a donation or in exchange for some kind of reward and/or voting rights in order to support initiatives for specific purposes” [17].



The advantages of using a crowdfunding platform are several; from speeding up and making bureaucratic procedures cheaper [18], to carrying out matchmaker functions and serving as an advertising window [19]. They are also in charge of supplying the precious resource to the promoter of the idea, only if a certain economic amount is reached [17].



In order to achieve this type of financing, it is necessary to offer a new product or one with a high added value because it is innovative, or other factors differentiate it from the rest, or it is offered at a price clearly below the market price [8]. For this reason, the use of techniques to maximize resources as much as possible—like Bootstrapping techniques—is inexcusable [20].



It is possible to develop crowdfunding techniques through different means, although nowadays it could not be imagined without the use of the internet, both for its ease of access and distribution capacity [8]. The project stakeholders can benefit from the internet while using new communication channels and multiplying the potential of groups and collaborations, simplifying the development of many tasks [21].




2.2. Literature Review


The problem of predicting success or failure not only involves the creator, but also the platforms; for this reason, it is increasingly common to direct the study towards the behavior of the platforms, as their benefits are proportional to the success of the projects [11].



One of the first important contributions using data sets from Kickstarter and supported by the theoretical framework known to date, is a common behavior observed that in most successful projects, it has been observed that the projects that exceed the minimum amount of money for development, do so with a very small profit margin. On the other hand, projects that fail are usually far from reaching this minimum amount, as evidenced by [8] and [22].



It has also been found that a high money collection at the start of the funding campaign is linked to the success of the projects, which underlines the importance of promoting the project from its inception [23]. This behavior is explained by the “U” shaped pattern, observed in a high number of successful projects [24]. As well as the large initial accumulation, there is usually a strong increase in contributions happening at the end of the campaign in these cases, attributed to the fear of the product running out toward the end of the collection. To explain this, Kuppuswamy and Bayus highlight the strong importance of backers for the success of projects adding an explanation linking this fact to the spectator effect [25], which claims that a potential promoter does not contribute to a project of its interest, under the assumption that others will provide the necessary funds [26].



There are also certain features not directly associated with the project, such as the personal attributes of the creator, which are able to condition the decision of the crowd and increase the success rate [27]. Using a crowdfunding data set to connect with external data from social networks such as Facebook or Twitter, Mitra and Gilbert focused their research on the language used in the projects, showing how using persuasion and certain phrases and words reduced the failure rate significantly [28].



The influence of time periods on crowdfunding campaigns has also been studied in depth, Etter et al. extracted characteristics from a data set of 16,000 projects to create success predictors and observe the variation in success rate based on time series, finally reaching 76% accuracy, using a predictor only valid for the first four hours of the campaign [23]. Other authors focus the interest of their studies on shorter periods with the purpose of a taxonomic study [29] or the creation of tools that could lead to the project’s success [30].



The specific use of project updates during publication as well as promotion activities in social networks have shown a high correlation with success [29]—especially in the initial stages, where social impact is most important [22]. It is not surprising that one of the most common reasons that lead to the failure of projects is the inability of creators to connect with investors [8], so there are proposals that recommend investors use Twitter, since the importance of this social network as a powerful tool for improving the success of projects has been observed, as evidenced by [31] and [32].





3. Crowdfunding as a Project-Financing Method


3.1. Fundamentals of Crowdfunding


The economic growth of a country is not understood unless it is supported by technological development and innovation, in order to gain adaptability by incorporating new techniques and increasing the efficiency of processes [33]. Even in periods of financial restriction, investment in innovation can be a stimulus for companies aimed at reducing production [34].



Environmental conditions are key to generating confidence in an investor, as external factors can contribute negatively and even lead to the failure of a technically successful project [35]. In an environment of economic crisis, projects with high levels of innovation cause an aversion for a non-specialized investor, due to the risk of the unknown and the uncertainty of the novelty itself [3]. Thus, these projects are often the most fragile and punished.



These economic constraints have led to the birth of the crowdfunding functional ecosystem [36], thanks to a considerable reduction in the sense of risk by dividing the economic target into many smaller parts, as many as backers. In contrast to traditional financing based on project portfolio, in a new or an emerging company have not an organisational structure to manage the financing [37].



The figure of the single investor characteristic of traditional of project finance models becomes a multitude of potential investors, who can collaborate in the development of a project with a small economic contribution, with the advantage that there is no intermediary, only a virtual platform and its managers. This small contribution becomes actual only if a minimum amount is reached, which is fixed beforehand. Otherwise, the amount contributed is returned. This system, known as “All-Or-Nothing”, contrasts with other known models and is used on most platforms of this type because it requires more involvement on the part of the entrepreneur and reduces the risk for the project collaborator [38]. On the other hand, it also provides a sign of confidence to potential contributors to the project since this system reveals the funds retained from the rest of contributors [39].



Table 1 compares the main attributes that differentiate traditional financing methods and crowdfunding.




3.2. Challenges of Crowdfunded Projects


To carry out ambitious projects or innovation through mass funding may be a not so obvious need for a creator, due to the skepticism caused by the direct loss of control, with the inclusion of new elements such as the uncertainty of non-compliance [40]. In addition to the intrinsic danger of using the internet as a medium, which involves accepting the challenge of navigating a very active environment susceptible to change, constantly stimulated by collective trends, updates, etc., this fact is also able to threaten projects with important innovation factor in their products, such as highly technological ones [41].



Part of the solution to these problems is mitigated by making use of the high capacity for sharing on blogs [42]. Blogs open the door to a multitude of users, from enthusiasts to specialists, who can provide solutions to various problems [43], and even generate valuable feedback during the development of the project, thus making it possible to improve the adaptation of the product to the environment and the user, complementing behavioral, technical and contextual skills [44].



On the other hand, sharing ideas or knowledge without any type of protection, intellectual or any other, increases the risk of plagiarism [19], which is further aggravated if the project does not reach the minimum necessary amount, since it cannot be funded despite having been publicized both on the platform itself and on social networks [45], once the funding is cancelled, it is not possible to present the project on the same platform, because one of the admission criteria is the originality of the projects.





4. Research Methodology


4.1. Research Settings


The use of data science techniques allows us to relate each factor with the final success, which is particularly useful in sectors where it is necessary to study a huge amount of data [46]. Its potential lies in the capability to extract information beyond a simple relationship between variables, using statistical analysis software among others [47]. To perform this process, we will use the CRISP-DM methodology (Cross Industry Standard Process for Data Mining), because it is flexible and sufficiently tested to allow for the conversion of data into knowledge in an organized way [48]. It consists of six iterative phases ensuring that each analysis process benefits from previous experience.



Once the data set has been adapted to the needs of this study, the projects will be grouped based on their similarity. This new structure allows a new characterization while expanding information to create self-organized maps, which by their visual and abstract nature help to identify areas of projects that share properties and then analyze them individually. Subsequently, it is necessary to use indicators based on success and failure that will contribute greatly to the characterization of each of the stereotypes.



The application of the methodology used is focused on providing fidelity to the techniques used, and avoiding the use of variables that add uncertainty to the results. In this way, the value of the existing information is increased by adding new links between the factors that condition success, greatly facilitating the characterization of a project according to its properties and most influential factors.




4.2. Data Collection


The selection of Kickstarter as a data source is attributed to its leadership and wide popularity, as it appears in the top five hundred most searched websites in the world [49], with a contribution to the success of more than 167,000 projects since its creation [50].



We use a public raw data set, which has been used partially by several authors and includes a significant time window for crowdfunding, in which there is a sustained growth in the number of projects funded [9]. This data set is characterized by gathering information without a clearly defined objective and includes 45,815 projects developed between March 2009 and January 2012, arranged into 12 categories: Art, Comics, Dance, Design, Fashion, Food, Games, Music, Photography, Publishing, Technology and Theater [51].



For this study, only the projects that have been performed are selected, those that did not reach the end are not part of the study and therefore those that are alive or have been cancelled by the platform or the creator are left out and without opportunity as explained at the end of Section 3.2. As a result, a data set with 23,941 projects highly representative for this study and in which 55.28% of the projects are successful is obtained. Table 2 shows the number of projects by category, success rate and number of backers.



However, some of the projects that collect over the minimum necessary do it a very small margin [8], so high collection values have not been deleted in order to analyze whether this subset can form a group with common characteristics, unlike other authors who do not consider them relevant for their study [52].




4.3. Variables Review


Eight numerical attributes are selected from the original data set, specifically those which can provide more information without limiting the model development. In order to enhance the magnitude of the study, new attributes capable of providing new information have also been created. In summary, the data set consists of 13 useful attributes, shown in Table 3 with their description.



According to its value during the financing period, three types of attributes are identified:




	
Fixed variables. The project creator must assign their values before the funding campaign: Goal, Month, Levels, Duration, Min_RL, Max_RL, Range_RL.



	
Development variables. They are only modified with the efforts of the creator during the development of the campaign: Comments, Updates and Backers.



	
Indicator variables. They are dependent on the previous ones and give an idea of the final impact of the financing: Pledged, Rate_Pledge_Goal, Pledged_Backer.








Mitra and Gilbert assessed a binary variable for their study, which identified which projects were successful or failed [28]. In this case, success is defined as the projects with a pledged value equal to or greater than the goal, and failure as the opposite case.



As a first contact with the data, the linear correlation of the attributes of the data set is studied. Figure 1 shows the correlation of variables selected for this study.



The high correlation between Backers, Pledged and Comments has already been observed previously, albeit partially [22,53].



The apparent correlation between Range_RL and Max_RL, as well as the absence of it between Rate_Pledge_Goal and the rest of the variables, denotes the need to use more advanced methods that provide more information than linear ones, such as the use of multivariate techniques.





5. Clustering Methodology


5.1. Justification of Use


The generalization in data collection allows the development of sophisticated techniques for extracting knowledge from information and data. These techniques are embedded within the KDD (Knowledge Discovery in Databases) analysis stage and are known as data mining techniques. The use of these techniques enables subsequent clustering of projects for labeling, following the principle of “maximizing the intraclass similarity and minimizing the interclass similarity” [14].



This approach is based on the behavior of artificial neural networks, where the process starts with a project as an input and, through a competitive process associated with each neuron, generates a new vector called centroid, which is representative of all the projects related by this process.



Subsequently, in order to group the input in k sets, the “K-means” algorithm is chosen as the most appropriate clustering model due to its non-hierarchical nature [54]. The Davies–Bouldin index is used to identify the optimum value of k. This index can be interpreted as the distance of each case to the newly identified cluster. The index decreases when the items in each cluster are more homogeneous [55]. Following this criterion, the algorithm distinguishes seventy neurons distributed in six clusters as the optimal value of k.



In Figure 2, each of the six clusters obtained is shown by colors. This is the result of applying the K-means technique on the grid of representative centroids identified using SOM.




5.2. Analysis of Success and Failure


Starting from the neuron grid generated for the k-means cluster map, the number of projects labeled as success or failure is displayed. To allow the understanding of the chart, the size of each cell has been drawn proportionally to the number of projects it contains. In this way, Figure 3 shows the two projections made on Figure 2, one of success in green and failure in red. By superimposing these on the k-means cluster map it is possible to identify which zones or which clusters have more success or failure.



When comparing the two charts, there is an area of high interest, since it contains a higher number of successful projects and a reduced number of failed projects—the area in the lower left of the chart. This section is defined as a “Success Area”, and can be associated with clusters 3 and 2 in Figure 2. Both clusters make up 43.64% of the total of successful projects, with a relation ratio of 76% of success and only 24% of failure, which is clearly differentiated in the success–failure ratio in the initial data set.



Likewise, another section of the chart can be defined as a “Failure Area” (top section), that includes clusters 1 and 5 where 58.90% of all failed projects are located, with a 40% success rate and 60% failure rate, representing the inverse behavior to the initial set.




5.3. Cluster Taxonomy


Once the neurons that belong to each cluster have been identified, a first characterization of clusters is carried out based on the number of projects that continue and the proportion of successful and failed ones—the authors commonly call it success rate.



Table 4 shows the projects classified by cluster and success rate. Clusters 2, 3 and 4 are highlighted for surpassing the success rate, while the rest of the clusters are below.



Since the sample does not show a normal distribution, it was decided that we should use the non-parametric Kruskal–Wallis test, in order to test whether the samples presented the same distribution, and identify if there were significant differences between clusters.



The results obtained with all the attributes determined that there were statistically significant differences between the distribution of each variable among the clusters. Therefore, the behavior of the attributes that define each cluster can be analyzed.



Table 5 shows the location in each cluster of the maximum and minimum average values for each variable—the empty cells indicate that there is no variable taking the highest or lowest values in that cluster.



Using the duration attribute as a guideline, the projects with the highest average duration are classified in cluster 1, whereas those with the lowest duration are classified in cluster 5. The same reasoning can be applied to the rest of the attributes.




5.4. Self-Organizing Map Analysis


The presence of similar behavior between projects is analyzed by the generation of clusters using Self-Organizing Maps (SOM), a technique introduced by Teuvo Kohonen [56], which has been previously used to determine the success or failure of projects, based on determining the project characteristics of groups [57].



The SOM model allows us to cluster a new project in a grid area and associate it with the trend of success or failure. However, it is necessary to characterize each cluster in order to know the suitability of a project according to the cluster to which it belongs.



In order to extend the capabilities of the study, starting from the results of the SOM, a graph is created using the U-matrix, in which the distance between the centroid of each neuron and its closest neighbors is represented. It can be read that the low values represent a high degree of similarity between neurons in that region.



Figure 4 consists of the SOM model U-matrix followed by thirteen charts, one for each variable. In the chart of the variables, each cell color represents the value taken by that variable in the centroid of the neuron. This rendering allows the comparison of one or several attributes through the grid.



The maps for Backers, Pledged, Comments and Updates take the highest values in the lower left corner, where there is also less similarity or greater distance between the centroids, as indicated by the U-matrix.



The decentralization of the Goal variable should be highlighted—taking high values in two different groups. The zone with higher Goal values is related to zones of high value in Max_RL and Range_RL and, although to a lesser extent, to zones of high value in Pledged_Backer and Levels. On the other hand, the area with not so high Goal values corresponds to high values of Backers, Updates, Pledged and Comments, which complement the importance of the Updates during the collection campaign, a trend observed by other authors [29].



The attribute Rate_Pledge_Goal—or success quantity—although it is calculated from the information of Pledged, shows no relationship in the maps between them. This means that this new variable provides additional information to that initially provided by Pledged.




5.5. Cluster Success Characterization


After analyzing the cluster-attribute performance, the relationship between the different project categories and each cluster is considered. For this purpose, Table 6 shows the percentage of successful projects in each cluster by category, with green indicating values over 50% and red indicating values below.



This success distribution provides valuable information for subsequent cluster characterization but does not consider the number of projects in each cell. In order to do this, indicators are defined to quantify the success distribution by category and cluster considering the overall category success.



Table 7 provides the total number of projects by category and cluster which, together with Table 6, allows for a better understanding of the distribution of success.



At first, two indexes are defined, which allow for the monitoring of both successful and failed projects. SRI (Success Rate Index) assesses the number of successful projects in relation to those that have failed, whereas FRI (Fail Rate Index) assesses the number of failed projects with respect to those that have been successful. In both cases, they are calculated for each category and cluster.


    SRI    i , j    =    S   i , j       F   i , j       



(1)






    FRI    i , j    =  1    SRI    i , j       



(2)




Let i denote the list of twelve project categories, and let j denote the six clusters. S and F correspond to the number of successful projects and the number of failed projects, respectively.



In order to increase the significance of SRI and FRI, two other indexes are defined: SOA (Success ratio Over the Average) and FOA (Fail ratio Over the Average). High SOA values in a cluster indicate that a category has a success rate above the overall average; similarly, high FOA values indicate that a category has a failure rate above the overall average. They help us to understand whether a category is highly successful or not, depending on the total success or failure by category.


    SOA    i , j    =     SRI    i , j    −     SRI  i   ¯        SRI  i   ¯     



(3)






    FOA    i , j    =     FRI    i , j    −     FRI  i   ¯        FRI  ¯   i     



(4)




Let       S R I  ¯   i    denote average of success rate index, and       F R I  ¯   i    denote average of fail rate index in the i category.



Table A1 in Appendix A shows the distribution of the mean values obtained for SOA and FOA by category and cluster, and Table A2 in Appendix A shows the mean, median and standard deviation taken by the SRI, FRI, SOA and FOA indicators in each cluster. It should be noted that SOA and FOA are shown as percentages because they are relative values calculated according to SRI and FRI, respectively.



Figure 5 represents SOA indexes, where cluster 3 stands out for having a success rate above average in all project categories. The technology category stands out for having the highest values of SOA, surpassing the success rate of the cluster by more than four times in this particular category. With regard to the rest of the clusters, attention should be drawn to Dance in clusters 2 and 4, and Theater in cluster 2.



In contrast with the previous indicator, in the case of FOA in Figure 6, clusters 1 and 5 stand out as the most unfavorable, especially for the Games category—which has the highest failure rate—as well as Fashion category in cluster 5.





6. Discussion


Six clusters have been identified by similarities in the characteristics of the attributes. They can be summarized in the two major groups identified in Figure 3 as a success area. The greatest number of projects that achieve the success and the least number of failures are in that area.



Subsequently, relative indices have been calculated which make it possible to identify the extent of success and failure with respect to that achieved by the category average.



The strategy used to carry out the discussion of the paper consists of analyzing the attributes that define each one of the clusters, taking information from Table 5, as well as the behavior of the SOA and FOA indicators in each one of the clusters, information that is taken from Figure 5 and Figure 6.



Merging these two information sources allows us to know the characteristics of each group, and which success or failure index would be expected by each category inside them.



It starts by defining the behavior of each cluster by the representative attributes in each one.



Observing the Pledged, Comments, Updates and Backers projections in the maps of Figure 4, the similarities in the distribution of these variables are appreciated, since the highest values are grouped in the lower left corner of each map, which also corresponds to cluster 3 in Figure 7. Cluster 3 is associated with a likely success of the project, since the SOA index is very positive for all categories, as well as no FOA index being positive.



This relationship underscores the importance of maintaining high values in these attributes in order to set the goal of success. Three of these attributes are classified as “Development Variables”, which mean that they can be modified during the development of the funding campaign to strengthen the project and induce success. For all these reasons, this is known as the “Sponsors Engaged”.



The characteristics of cluster 3 are indisputable when aiming to prioritize the success of projects, but not to maximize profits. Even for categories associated with the performing arts, where success is scattered, it is in cluster 3 where the highest SOA values are found.



As shown in Table 5, cluster 2 contains the highest average collection values for Rate_Pledged_Goal, as well as the second highest average SRI value (2.47). Therefore, cluster 2 is renamed “Top Collections”. This is reflected in the fact that the FOA index never shows positive values, but only Dance and Theater categories have a slight activation of the SOA index, having a significant success with respect to the average of the category.



Cluster 4 has a success rate of 65.04%, which can be considered as an acceptable risk, keeping in mind the innovative nature of this type of projects. It has the third greatest average SOA value and the highest values of Pledged_Backer as shown in Table 5. This is then referred to as “Warning”.



Most projects contained in clusters 1 and 5 fail, with success rates of around 40%. They also have the highest average FOA values, so it has been decided to highlight them as groups to be avoided. These two clusters have certain similarities, since they contain a similar number of projects and success rates of 40.13% and 39.77% respectively. Both clusters are not particularly suitable for hosting projects in the Games and Fashion categories, as both have the highest FOA values.



The projects located in cluster 1 have the highest average duration and the lowest Rate_Pledged_Goal values. Cluster 5 is characterized as having the lowest averages of Pledged, Comments, Updates, Backers and Duration. This situation is of a disadvantage to the Technology category, presenting the highest values of FOA. In order to differentiate the failure of these clusters, the duration attributes will be used, naming them “Wide Hole” and “Deep Hole” respectively.



Cluster 6 has a success rate lower than 48% as can be seen in Table 4, as well as SOA values comparable to those obtained in Cluster 1 and 5. Although it contains projects with a high risk, its most representative feature is its high Goal, as shown in Table 5. Thus, Cluster 6 has been renamed as “Epic Goal”.



After this discussion, we have found the attributes that define the success of each cluster. We suggest that these attributes are a consequence of the behavior of the cluster. For example, belonging to cluster 3 indicates that a project will have many followers, but there is no guarantee that the consequent will be able to deduce the antecedent—that is, the presence or absence of that attribute does not determine cluster membership.




7. Conclusions


Crowdfunding arises as a response to the problem of financing innovative projects in an environment of strong economic crisis, the paralysis of the growth of this model motivates the interest of this study towards a help tool that makes this model more sustainable. For do this, it was selected a sufficiently representative data set of projects known from other authors, and modern data mining techniques were applied. As a result, our conclusions may add knowledge to this means of acquiring resources in this very representative period of time.



The association of projects in clusters has been decisive in understanding how they work, by grouping and characterizing them by their particularities. An examination of the data set has revealed that it can be distributed over six different clusters. This assignment of projects to clusters allows any project to be subsequently incorporated into its corresponding cluster, making it easier for a creator to define a strategy or reorient a project in order to drive it to success, based on its position in the system.



Clusters known as “Top Collections” and “Sponsors Engaged” are the most suitable to host a project with the maximum potential for success, being characterized by a collection much higher than expected and a strong commitment between the Backers and project through good two-way communication. The name “Top collections” makes it easier to identify the cluster with the highest amount collected above the goal, and “Sponsors Engaged” identifies a cluster with projects more closely linked to communication with backers.



The cluster called “Warning” has a sufficient enough success rate to allow the creator to safely modify the characteristics of his project and improve its potential for success.



The “Deep Hole” and “Wide Hole” clusters are characterized by a very high failure rate. The first of them contains projects with the lowest values in certain basic attributes for the good development of crowdfunding—Comments and Updates, among others. The second cluster groups projects with the longest average duration. Both are considered as clusters to be avoided by any creator, which require the maximum effort to relocate them to the success zone. To facilitate the identification of the most inappropriate clusters to a creator, the designation “Hole” has been chosen. The “Deep hole” cluster contains projects with characteristics that are very difficult to modify to redirect the project to success, and the “Wide hole” cluster is understood as a cluster with a greater number of failed projects, though its characteristics allow a greater margin of modification than “Deep Hole”.



The relevance of having identified these six clusters and their attributes allows project managers to use a tool that facilitates the estimation of the economic and financial viability of the crowdfunding project being undertaken. In this way, resources and efforts can be dedicated to improving the quality and benefit ratios of the project.
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Table A1. Distribution of of SOA and FOA mean values by category and cluster.
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1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5

	
6




	
SOA

	
FOA

	
SOA

	
FOA

	
SOA

	
FOA

	
SOA

	
FOA

	
SOA

	
FOA

	
SOA

	
FOA






	
Art

	
−0.74

	
0.17

	
−0.09

	
−0.14

	
2.65

	
−0.23

	
−0.39

	
−0.08

	
−0.70

	
0.12

	
−0.73

	
0.16




	
Comics

	
−0.85

	
0.45

	
−0.26

	
−0.30

	
3.40

	
−0.46

	
−0.72

	
0.01

	
−0.81

	
0.23

	
−0.76

	
0.08




	
Dance

	
−0.62

	
0.02

	
0.59

	
−0.07

	
1.15

	
−0.08

	
0.32

	
−0.06

	
−0.61

	
0.02

	
−0.83

	
0.17




	
Design

	
−0.88

	
0.82

	
−0.54

	
−0.27

	
3.55

	
−0.62

	
−0.61

	
−0.20

	
−0.83

	
0.36

	
−0.69

	
−0.08




	
Fashion

	
−0.81

	
1.42

	
−0.44

	
−0.70

	
2.78

	
−1.63

	
−0.08

	
−1.12

	
−0.85

	
2.27

	
−0.60

	
−0.24




	
Food

	
−0.81

	
0.32

	
−0.20

	
−0.26

	
3.02

	
−0.41

	
−0.46

	
−0.17

	
−0.83

	
0.45

	
−0.72

	
0.08




	
Games

	
−0.90

	
4.18

	
−0.37

	
−1.78

	
3.46

	
−2.76

	
−0.63

	
−0.95

	
−0.84

	
1.54

	
−0.73

	
−0.24




	
Music

	
−0.84

	
0.06

	
−0.42

	
−0.04

	
3.38

	
−0.07

	
−0.51

	
−0.03

	
−0.87

	
0.09

	
−0.73

	
0.00




	
Photography

	
−0.75

	
0.43

	
−0.24

	
−0.31

	
2.88

	
−0.60

	
−0.44

	
−0.18

	
−0.77

	
0.53

	
−0.67

	
0.14




	
Publishing

	
−0.80

	
0.68

	
−0.24

	
−0.50

	
3.06

	
−0.84

	
−0.47

	
−0.32

	
−0.79

	
0.58

	
−0.76

	
0.40




	
Technology

	
−0.91

	
0.59

	
−0.64

	
−0.48

	
4.11

	
−0.82

	
−0.78

	
−0.26

	
−0.93

	
0.99

	
−0.85

	
−0.02




	
Theater

	
−0.62

	
0.04

	
0.19

	
−0.05

	
1.95

	
−0.08

	
−0.26

	
−0.03

	
−0.52

	
0.01

	
−0.74

	
0.11
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Table A2. Statistic values of SRI, FRI, FOA and SOA by cluster.
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SRI

	
FRI

	
FOA

	
SOA




	
Mean

	
Median

	
Sd

	
Mean

	
Median

	
Sd

	
Mean

	
Median

	
Sd

	
Mean

	
Median

	
Sd






	
Cluster 1

	
0.66

	
0.44

	
0.55

	
2.73

	
2.31

	
2.15

	
76.39%

	
43.70%

	
114.71%

	
−79.41%

	
43.70%

	
114.71%




	
Cluster 2

	
2.47

	
1.72

	
2.06

	
0.67

	
0.60

	
0.43

	
−40.97%

	
−28.81%

	
47.47%

	
−22.19%

	
−28.81%

	
47.47%




	
Cluster 3

	
11.31

	
10.60

	
6.61

	
0.11

	
0.09

	
0.05

	
−71.74%

	
−53.26%

	
77.97%

	
294.87%

	
−53.26%

	
77.97%




	
Cluster 4

	
1.82

	
1.11

	
1.66

	
0.94

	
0.90

	
0.62

	
−28.31%

	
−17.89%

	
36.58%

	
−42.02%

	
−17.89%

	
36.58%




	
Cluster 5

	
0.70

	
0.43

	
0.63

	
2.54

	
2.32

	
1.74

	
59.92%

	
40.41%

	
68.87%

	
−77.91%

	
40.41%

	
68.87%




	
Cluster 6

	
0.75

	
0.69

	
0.40

	
1.63

	
1.46

	
0.71

	
4.70%

	
7.89%

	
17.84%

	
−73.34%

	
7.89%

	
17.84%
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Figure 1. Correlation for key variables. 
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Figure 2. K-means cluster map. 
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Figure 3. Success (green) and Failure (red) projection. 
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Figure 4. Map of Variable distribution. 
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Figure 5. Success ratio Over the Average by category. 
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Figure 6. Fail ratio Over the Average by category. 
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Figure 7. Cluster characterization. 






Figure 7. Cluster characterization.



[image: Sustainability 12 00599 g007]







[image: Table] 





Table 1. Main differences between traditional funding and crowdfunding.
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	Traditional Funding
	Crowdfunding





	Type of project
	Need to select the most appropriate funding model to project
	Valid for any innovative project



	Viability study
	Necessary risk analysis and financial feasibility study
	Not necessary



	Funder
	Independent entity
	Customer



	Cost of fund
	Percentage fixed in advance
	Proportional to the funding success



	Project protection
	High confidentiality
	High risk of rights violations due to public exposure



	Expandable
	Yes, with solvency requirements
	No
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Table 2. Main features of the categories.






Table 2. Main features of the categories.





	Category
	Number of Projects
	Success Rate
	Number of Backers





	Art
	3304
	57.35%
	132,920



	Comics
	868
	53.69%
	77,752



	Dance
	590
	72.71%
	21,922



	Design
	1416
	47.81%
	317,998



	Fashion
	927
	33.55%
	29,437



	Food
	1167
	51.67%
	69,866



	Games
	929
	36.49%
	379,453



	Music
	7238
	66.37%
	387,692



	Photography
	1266
	45.97%
	39,479



	Publishing
	3631
	41.23%
	145,083



	Technology
	700
	39.71%
	97,696



	Theater
	1905
	71.02%
	78,703
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Table 3. Data dictionary of the data set.






Table 3. Data dictionary of the data set.





	Variable
	Range
	Description





	Goal
	0.01–1,200,000
	Minimum amount required in dollars



	Pledged
	0–10,266,845
	Maximum amount reached in dollars



	Rate_Pledge_Goal ¹
	0–10,000
	Achieved Goal Percentage



	Bakers
	0–87,142
	No. of contributors to each project



	Levels
	0–80
	No. of contribution levels



	Updates
	0–142
	No. of project updates



	Comments
	0–19,311
	No. of feedbacks from each contributor



	Month
	1–12
	Campaign end month



	Duration
	1–92
	Total duration of funding in days



	Min_RL ¹
	0–5000
	Minimum possible contribution in dollars



	Max_RL ¹
	0–10,000
	Maximum possible contribution in dollars



	Range_RL ¹
	0–9999
	Difference between Max_RL and Min_RL



	Pledged_Backer ¹
	0–3757
	Average amount provided by Backer







Notes: ¹ New attributes result of the transformation of the existing features.
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