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Sammanfattning 
Folkfinansiering har visat sig vara mer än bara ett sätt för företag som utvecklar 
produkter att få det kapital som krävs för att förverkliga produkterna. Genom 
folkfinansiering kan företag komma i kontakt med potentiella kunder och också få en 
bekräftelse av att det finns en marknad för produkterna. De individer som deltar i 
folkfinansieringsprojekt som finansiärer har visat sig göra det för att kunna vara en 
del av de samfund som påverkar och tillslut möjliggör förverkligandet av en produkt. 
Följaktligen har en intressant relation skapats mellan företag och finansiärer som har 
visat sig innehålla ömsesidiga fördelar för båda parter. Tidigare forskning har främst 
studerat ämnen relaterade till finansieringsprocessen i crowdfunding. Mindre 
forskning har dock undersökt hur just relationen mellan företag och finansiärer ser ut 
efter ett lyckat folkfinansieringsprojekt. Därför har målet med detta arbete varit att 
undersöka det. 
 
Den genomförda forskningen var explorativ och använde sig av fallstudier inriktade 
mot nio europeiska företag som hade finansierat sina produkter med hjälp av 
folkfinansiering. Den insamlade empiriska datan kodades för att skapa påståenden 
som kunde diskuteras i relation till tidigare litteratur. Diskussionen låg sedan till 
grund för studiens slutsatser. Analytisk generaliserbarhet eftersträvades, vilket 
innebar att resultaten generaliserades inom studiens kontext. Utöver detta så användes 
resultaten för ge förslag på framtida forskning.  
 
Resultaten av studien visade att företagen upplevde att relationen till finansiärerna var 
påfrestande med avseende på kommunikation och informationstransparens. Företagen 
konstaterade att det fanns ett intresse bland finansiärerna att fortsätta vara uppdaterade 
på utvecklingen av produkterna. Därför var företagen tvungna att upprätthålla 
frekvent kommunikation med finansiärerna och samtidigt vara transparenta i 
informationen om produktutvecklingsarbetet. Genom detta så kunde finansiärerna 
verka som värdeskapare för företagen genom den feedback de gav på produkterna. 
Samfundet av finansiärer kunde också användas av företagen för att hitta ’lead users’ 
som kunde involveras i företagens utvecklingsarbete. 
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Abstract 
Crowdfunding has become more than just a mean of raising money for firms that 
develop products. Through crowdfunding can firms get in touch with potential 
customers and get market validation of the product. On the other hand, the individuals 
that participate as funders in crowdfunding campaigns have shown to do so because 
they want to be a part of the community that affects and ultimately realises the 
product. This has created an interesting relationship between firms and funders where 
mutual benefits besides the transactional affairs exist. Previous research has mainly 
focused on topics and processes related to the actual crowdfunding campaign. 
However, much less research has examined how firms that have successfully 
crowdfunded their products continue to work with their funders after the campaign. 
Thus, the aim of this thesis has been to investigate this. 
 
The conducted research was exploratory in nature, where a multiple case-study 
approach was used to investigate nine firms from all over Europe that had 
crowdfunded products. Using a content analysis was the collected empirical data 
coded, which formed propositions. These were ultimately discussed in relation to 
previous literature in order to form conclusions for the research. Analytical 
generalisation was sought in the research, meaning that the findings were generalised 
in the context of the study. Additionally, the results were also used to propose 
suggestions for future research. 
 
The results of the study showed that the investigated firms experienced that the funder 
relationship was demanding in terms of communication and information transparency. 
The firms acknowledged that there was a common interest among the funders to 
remain updated on the continuous product development. Thus, firms had to maintain 
frequent communication with their funders and also transparently share information 
on the development progress. On the other hand, the funders were found to act as 
value co-creators by giving firms feedback on their products. Furthermore, in some 
cases the funder community was used to find lead users that could be involved in co-
producing activities. 
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1 Introduction 
Crowdfunding has in recent years grown into a widely known and public funding 
method, where last year saw approximately 800 websites worldwide enabling anyone 
with an idea to pledge money from the crowd. It is estimated that $2.6 billion was 
raised during 2012, which indicates that crowdfunding is indeed a funding model that 
is here to stay (Massolution, 2013). Crowdfunding lets people with any kind of idea 
that they want to realise pledge money from a large number or people, ‘the crowd’, 
over the Internet (Belleflamme et al., 2013). By receiving a small amount of money 
from a large group of people, it is thereby possible to get the financial aid needed. For 
firms that develop products the aid of crowdfunding has opened up for a new way of 
financing the realisation of new products. Additionally, crowdfunding can help firms 
get a market validation of the product and get in touch with potential customers 
(Schwienbacher and Larralde, 2010; Gerber et al., 2013; Mollick and Kuppuswamy, 
2014). Most commonly do firms offer the people of the crowd the possibility to pre-
buy products, meaning that they get them before the rest of the market, or at a 
discounted price (Mollick, 2013). On the other hand, the individuals that participate in 
crowdfunding projects as funders have shown to do this mostly out of intrinsic 
motivation, where the possibility to become a helper and enabler in the project is 
highly valued (Wechsler, 2013). Furthermore, there is a strong community aspect 
where funders enjoy connecting and communicating with like-minded people (Gerber 
and Hui, 2013).  
 
Previous research has stated that the relationship that is formed between firms and 
funders is more than just transactional. Firms have the possibility of engaging with 
potential customers and the individuals that participate in the funding process can 
support and influence the project (Gerber and Hui, 2013). However, there exists a 
research gap in how this relationship is upheld after the funding has succeeded, where 
previous research mainly has focused on processes and themes connected to the actual 
funding campaign (see for example Harms, 2007; Schwienbacher and Larralde, 2010; 
Ordanini et al., 2011; Van Wingerden and Ryan, 2011; Gerber and Hui, 2013; 
Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 2013; Mollick, 2013; Wechsler, 2013). Maintaining a 
relationship with customers can be challenging, where delayed deliveries of products, 
bad customer care or products that do not meet the expectations of customer can 
create unsatisfied customers (Grönroos, 2004). Hence, the aim of this research is to 
explore how firms that have successfully crowdfunded their products using reward-
based crowdfunding continue to work with their funders after the campaign. 
However, before this is investigated this chapter sets out to present previous literature 
on crowdfunding, in order to model the concept of it. Subsequently, this is followed 
by a problem statement and research question. 

1.1 Crowdfunding 
Crowdfunding originates from the concept of crowdsourcing, which involves taking a 
job that usually is performed within a firm and instead outsource it to a large group of 
people found on the Internet (Bücheler and Sieg, 2011; Hammon and Hippner, 2012). 
Belleflamme et al. (2013, p. 8) suggested a conceptualized definition of crowdfunding 
that will be used in this paper, following as “Crowdfunding involves an open call, 
mostly through the Internet, for the provision of financial resources either in the form 
of donation or in exchange for the future product or some form of reward to support 
initiatives for specific purposes”. 
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1.1.1 The Process of Crowdfunding 
At the centre of crowdfunding are the online platforms where private actors present 
their ideas for which they would like the crowd to give money. There were around 
800 crowdfunding platforms worldwide in May 2013 (Massolution, 2013). Usually 
these platforms consist of three actors: the project creator seeking money, the 
platform itself providing the link between the creator and the investors, and 
individuals (hereby called funders) that contribute with financial aid (Ordanini et al., 
2011). The process of crowdfunding is in essence very straightforward: a private actor 
or small venture creates a crowdfunding project on any of the available platforms, 
stating the background of the project and how much money is pledged for and why. 
The crowd that is present on the platform can then learn about the project creator’s 
cause, and if they feel motivated enough by it also give money during a certain time 
span. Although there are many variations to the general approach of crowdfunding, 
there are four types that have become established: donation-based crowdfunding, 
reward-based crowdfunding, equity-based crowdfunding and lending or debt-based 
crowdfunding (Ingram and Teigland, 2013). Massolution (2013) defines each model 
as follows: 
 

• Donation-based: Funders donate money without expecting anything in return. 
• Reward-based: Funders support a campaign and get a reward in return. 
• Equity-based: Equity in the firm or project is given in return for the funders’ 

investment. 
• Lending or debt-based: Funders lend money and expect a future repayment 

from the project creator. 
 
Among these four models the reward-based crowdfunding model is the most used one 
and it is also supported by most platforms (Massolution, 2013). In this model can 
funders in return for their money be rewarded in four different ways: with a copy of 
the actual product, by partaking in a creative collaboration such as appearing in a 
movie, by receiving a creative experience like a private music performance, or by 
getting a public thank you note from the project creator (Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 
2013). Raising money through reward-based crowdfunding can be done in two 
separate ways, using either the “all or nothing” model or the “keep what you raise” 
model (Wechsler, 2013). In the first model the project creator must reach the targeted 
sum within the time span for the project in order to get the money. The funding is 
regarded as unsuccessful if the funding goal is not met within the time limit, leaving 
the project creator without any money. In this case the money will be returned to 
those who did fund the project. Thus, this model helps in protecting the funders since 
no money is transferred from them if the project they want to fund is deemed 
unsuccessful. On the other hand, the “keep what you raise” model removes this type 
of security for the funders. Instead, in this model are all pledges from the funders 
transferred to the project as soon as they are being made. Thus, the money that has 
been donated stays with the project creator regardless of whether or not the project 
reaches its funding goal or not (Wechsler, 2013). In crowdfunding projects that 
reassemble more traditional entrepreneurial ventures, such as projects producing 
hardware, consumer products or software, it is common that the project creators focus 
on offering copies of the products to the funders. This type of pre-selling treats the 
funders as early customers by giving them access to the products at an earlier date or 
a better price (Mollick, 2013). However, the pre-selling of products using 
crowdfunding has also created demands on the project creators from the platforms on 
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which the projects are published. In order to avoid projects where products only exist 
on a mere concept basis, many platforms require the project creators to show a 
working prototype of the product in the project presentation (Riedl, 2013). This is to 
avoid any situations where funders pre-buy a product that does not exist or have small 
chances of being realized.  

1.1.2 Funder Motivation 
One subject that has stirred interested among researchers on crowdfunding is the 
motivational factors that encourage individuals to participate as funders in 
crowdfunding projects. Researchers have investigated the intrinsic and extrinsic 
motivational factors that influence individuals to participate in and fund 
crowdfunding projects. The intrinsic motivation can be divided into three categories: 
enjoyment based motivation, community based motivation and philanthropy based 
motivation (Wechsler, 2013). The enjoyment based motivation deems the funders 
perceived feelings of enjoyment when participating in a crowdfunding project 
(Wechsler, 2013). Harms (2007) found that funders are driven by enjoyment when 
they intend to invest in crowdfunding projects and in a similar vein Van Wingerden 
and Ryan (2011) discovered in their study that the majority of the participants 
crowdfund for the fun of it. The community based motivation regards the factors that 
derive from being part of a crowdfunding community (Wechsler, 2013). Gerber et al. 
(2013) and Ordanini et al. (2011) found that participants see crowdfunding as a way 
to be a part of a community, with the opportunity to interact with a group of like-
minded people. Additionally, Van Wingerden and Ryan (2011) found support for the 
importance of participants having the ability to become involved in the crowdfunding 
process together with other funders. In similar vein did Belleflamme et al. (2013) 
found that funders receiving updated information on the firm’s recent development 
made them feel like part of the community. Finally, philanthropy-based motivation 
describes the factors that drive funders to participate in crowdfunding projects in 
order to help other people, based on their own personal beliefs (Wechsler, 2013).  
Gerber et al. (2013) argued that participants find major motivation in being able to 
help the project creators, thus supporting a cause. Furthermore, Van Wingerden and 
Ryan (2011) showed that, although being presented with a reward, the majority of the 
asked participants indicated that they view funding a project as giving a donation. The 
ability to help someone else was much more important than receiving a reward, which 
was further supported by Wechsler (2013) in his study. 
 
Extrinsic motivational factors can be divided into immediate payoffs, delayed payoffs 
and social motivation (Wechsler, 2013). Immediate payoffs indicate rewards or other 
incentives that a funder may receive immediately after funding a project (Wechsler, 
2013). Gerber et al. (2013) found that participants, besides being part of the 
crowdfunding community, also wanted to see evidence of having financed a project. 
Hence, crowdfunding platforms often list who has supported a project on project 
supporter pages. On the other hand, delayed payoffs are the products or services that 
funders are given after the crowdfunding project has been successfully funded 
(Wechsler, 2013). Gerber et al. (2013) saw that consumer behaviour existed among 
participants, expressing interest in receiving a reward in exchange for the given 
money. However, in this sense the authors argued that crowdfunding transactions are 
different from more traditional consumer transactions since the participants are 
willing to pay weeks or months prior to receiving a reward. Nonetheless, the delayed 
payoffs may not only regard tangible rewards. Funders might also support a 
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crowdfunding project in order to learn about the crowdfunding process so that the 
experience can be used to launch a crowdfunding campaign on their own (Wechsler, 
2013). Lastly, the social motivation category is the extrinsic counterpart to the 
intrinsic community-based motivation category, detailing social factors such as 
personal values and norms that influence the funders to participate from outside the 
platform community (Kaufmann and Schulze, 2011). Gerber et al. (2013) found 
strong support for social motivation where participants, both weakly and strongly tied 
to the project creators, where willing to support the project.  

1.1.3 Successfully Crowdfunded Projects 
In addition to research on funder motivation a number of studies have investigated 
why entrepreneurs choose crowdfunding as a mean to finance their products. Besides 
the apparent reason of raising the money needed, the main motivation is to get public 
attention through marketing of the project, receive feedback, discover a demand for 
the product and expand the contact network by connecting directly with a community 
of fans (Schwienbacher and Larralde, 2010; Belleflamme et al., 2013; Gerber et al., 
2013; Mollick and Kuppuswamy, 2014). 
 
There are several factors that can determine whether crowdfunding projects become 
successful or not. Evers (2012) studied how project creators write their project pitch 
and found that writing a short project description with a positive approach, along with 
having a video presenting the project, increased the possibility of success. 
Furthermore, Kuppuswamy and Bayus (2013) found that in addition to having a 
project video factors such as lower funding goals, shorter funding duration and having 
many reward categories likely increased the number of funders and subsequently the 
possibility of succeeding. Research has also shown that the exchange of information 
from both funders and project creators are supported on the platforms on which the 
crowdfunding projects are launched (Greenberg et al., 2013). During the funding 
period Kuppuswamy and Bayus (2013) saw that the project creators that were active 
in posting public and private updates about the project’s progress were likely to be 
more successful. Furthermore, both Mollick and Kuppuswamy (2014) and Davis and 
Webb (2012) concluded from their study that external association signals produced 
through funder comments and media coverage serve as a strong prediction for 
success.  
 
Mollick (2013) investigated a large number of successfully funded reward-based 
crowdfunding projects in the design and technology categories, in order to see how 
many of them that managed to ship their products on the promised delivery date. His 
research showed that 75% of the investigated projects failed to deliver on time, being 
three months delayed or more. The delays were mainly caused by the projects being 
overfunded, meaning that the firms got more funders and received more money than 
initially pledged for. Regarding delays Wechsler (2013) discovered that funders in 
general are very sympathetic if the firm is delayed in delivering the product, as long 
as the firm transparently informs its funders about it and explains the reason for it. 
Following Mollick’s (2013) study did Mollick and Kuppuswamy (2014) in a follow-
up study find that 90% of the previously investigated projects still remain on-going 
ventures, more than a year after their respective crowdfunding campaigns. This 
suggests that although many projects are delayed in shipping their products, the 
majority of them remain active long after the funding has ended. 
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1.2 Problem Statement 
Previous research on crowdfunding has this far focused on subjects related to the 
actual funding process. This has included motivational factors for funder participation 
(see for example Harms, 2007; Ordanini et al., 2011; Van Wingerden and Ryan, 2011; 
Gerber and Hui, 2013; Gerber et al., 2013; Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 2013), reasons 
for actors to crowdfund (see for example Ordanini et al., 2011; Gerber and Hui, 2013; 
Gerber et al., 2013) and success factors in crowdfunding projects (see for example 
Schwienbacher and Larralde, 2010; Davis and Webb, 2012; Evers, 2012; Mollick, 
2013; Wechsler, 2013). Interestingly enough, crowdfunding has shown to be more 
than just a mean of funding for firms that want to realise their products. Gerber and 
Hui (2013) found that the community created by the project creators and funders in a 
crowdfunding project provides benefits for both parts; creators can connect with 
potential customers, get feedback on the product and learn new skills, whereas the 
funders enjoy being a part of a community and supporting a cause. Furthermore, 
Ordanini et al. (2011) found in their research that funders in this sense act as co-
creators of value for the firm by influencing the final outcome of the funding project. 
Because of this, Gerber et al. (2013) found principal evidence that firms felt 
motivated to interact with their funders in a long-term relationship extending after the 
funding project, which opens up for further collaboration between the firm and the 
funders. Additionally, Gerber and Hui (2013) advised firms to continue fostering the 
community created from their crowdfunding campaign even after the campaign has 
succeeded, in order to keep the funders up to date on the development progress. 
Hence, it can be concluded from previous research that the relationship that is 
established between firm and funders during the crowdfunding project is valuable for 
several reasons and that it is advised to continue foster it after the campaign has 
succeeded. However, this is where a research gap has been observed. Much less 
research has investigated how firms actually maintain and utilise their relationships 
with funders after their products have been funded, and what challenges that lies 
therein. Consequently, this opens up for interesting areas of investigation. 
 
Establishing and maintaining relationships with customers have long been debated. 
On one hand firms choose a strategy where the main focus is to deliver value to 
customers through the offered products only (Dowling, 2002). This can be suitable in 
order to elude the additional costs of maintaining a relationship with the customers 
(Dowling, 2002). However, establishing relationships with customers that span past 
the initial purchase can still be valuable for other firms. Especially for firms that 
develop new products is a common problem that the products end up not meeting the 
expectations of the customers (Lagrosen, 2005). Additionally, delayed deliveries of 
the products, bad customer care or lacking information sharing can create unsatisfied 
customers (Grönroos, 2004). If a customer is unsatisfied with the overall experience 
with the firm and what it delivers, he or she can end the relationship and tell others 
about the negative experience (Selnes, 1998). Thus, firms can despite potential 
setbacks often maintain a healthy relationship with the customers by continuously 
interacting with them (Grönroos, 2004). However, this is challenging since it requires 
the whole firm to align itself strategically to support customer relationships (Evans 
and Laskin, 1994; Grönroos, 2004). Due to the novelty of the products that firms have 
funded through crowdfunding, this opens up for a number of questions relating to the 
challenges of new product development as stated above.  
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Furthermore, with established and maintained customer relationships can firms also 
lever their innovation and learning by involving the customers as value co-creators 
(Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004). However, embracing customers as value co-
creators requires the whole firm to adapt the customer centricity, which can be 
challenging from a managerial standpoint (Ramaswamy, 2009). This also requires the 
firm to decide what value co-creation roles the customer should be able to take, since 
it otherwise can be hard to manage the customer community (Nambisan, 2002). 
Furthermore, in order to let customer become value co-creators firms must make sure 
that internal information is made transparent to the customers, which can pose as a 
risk from a competitive standpoint (O'Hern and Rindfleisch, 2010). Hence, due to 
managerial challenges of applying customer value co-creation, firms often 
underutilize the co-creation potential in mainly early and post-launch stages of the 
product development (Gruner and Homburg, 2000).  

1.3 Research Question 
As stated in the previous chapter does crowdfunding create an intricate bond between 
firms and funders, where the relationship has shown to be more than just for 
transactional affairs. However, it is still unanswered how this relationship is 
maintained after the crowdfunding campaign. Furthermore, seeing as the funders of a 
crowdfunding project has shown to be involved and active during the funding it is 
intriguing to find out in what ways they act as co-creators of value in firms’ 
continuous work. Hence, the aim of this research is to investigate how firms that have 
successfully crowdfunded their products using reward-based crowdfunding continue 
to work with their funders after the campaign. Thus, the research question is 
formulated as follows:  
 
How do firms that have crowdfunded their products maintain fruitful relationships 
with their funders, and what are the related challenges? 
 
The research is designed to be exploratory in nature, where the approach to this type 
of research usually is to find out “what is happening; to seek new insights; to ask 
questions and to assess phenomena in a new light” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 139). 
Gaining a better understanding of how firms that have crowdfunded their products 
maintain a relationship with the funders is important due to its potential implications 
for firms’ approach towards the continuous collaboration with the funders. This 
research seeks analytical generalization for this particular study, and the results will 
thereby not be used to generalize any findings for research settings outside of this 
study’s context (Thyer, 2001). However, suggestions for future research will be 
presented based on the results. 

1.4 Thesis Structure 
The first chapter has introduced crowdfunding and the research that previously has 
been conducted within the research area. Following after was the problem statement, 
research question and research aim introduced. The next chapter will present the 
literature that is used to model how firms establish and maintain relationships with 
their customers, and how customer value co-creation can be fostered. The third 
chapter explains the chosen methodological approach for the study, and subsequently 
the decisions that were made concerning the used research methods. The analysis of 
the collected data and discussion of results are presented in chapter 4 and 5 
respectively. Finally, the last chapter will present the research conclusions, limitations 
of the study, as well as suggestions for future research. 
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2 Literature Review 
As proposed by Drucker (1954) in his well-known book The Practice of Management, 
firms can and should exert two types of fundamental activities: marketing and 
innovation. Whereas marketing focuses on discovering customers and subsequently 
their needs, innovation involves the creation of products and services that meet these 
needs. The author proposed that innovation should be an integral part of the whole 
firm, not only in engineering or R&D, and that firms also should look for sources of 
innovation outside of the focal firm. Drucker’s statements have continued to shape 
management and innovation literature and have thus become the foundation for much 
of modern literature found within this area (Mohr and Sarin, 2009). Especially 
Drucker’s notion on the importance of involving customers in firms’ innovative work 
has affected the modern business to consumer market (Mohr and Sarin, 2009). With 
the breakthrough of the Internet has firms got additional means of interacting with 
customers (O'Malley and Tynan, 1999; Mohr and Sarin, 2009), which has enabled 
customers to become co-creators of value in activities in close relation to the  firms 
(Nambisan, 2002; Mohr and Sarin, 2009). Given that this thesis aims at exploring 
how firms that have successfully crowdfunded their products using reward-based 
crowdfunding continue to work with their funders after the campaign, this literature 
review will elaborate on Drucker’s writings. This will be done by investigating the 
different means that firms can use to maintain relationships with their customers, and 
subsequently how these relationships can be used to engage customers in value co-
creation activities.  

2.1 Building Customer Relationships 
The general business to consumer market has seen a transformation in how firms 
approach their customers, where the focus in marketing increasingly has changed 
from transactional marketing to relationship marketing (Grönroos, 1994). These both 
types of marketing strategies can be found on either end of a marketing strategy 
continuum, which is used to describe the various combinations of marketing 
approaches that are located in between the extremes (Grönroos, 1991). Simply put, 
transactional marketing focuses on how firms can attract customers whereas 
relationship marketing argues for the importance of customer retention, and that firms 
establish relationships with customers that span over a longer period (Evans and 
Laskin, 1994; Grönroos, 1994; Grönroos, 1995).  
 
In some cases can firms benefit from applying a transactional marketing strategy, 
especially when customers only are looking for a single purchase of the firm’s 
products or services where there is no need to interact again later on (Grönroos, 
1991).  By offering the customers suitable products that can be bought easily from the 
firm, can the customers respond by making repeat purchases and recommend the firm 
to others (Dowling, 2002). However, in the modern consumer market has the 
increasing competition among firms due to similar product offerings, and more 
connected customers that can make informed choices, pushed firms to initiate 
relationship marketing strategies (O'Malley et al., 1997). Establishing relational bonds 
was long thought only to be manageable in business-to-business environments, since 
the general consumer market consists of a large number of people, which makes it 
difficult to for firms to personally interact with them (O'Malley and Tynan, 1999). 
However, with the increased technological development and the introduction of the 
Internet have firms got additional tools in order to establish relationships with 
customers (O'Malley and Tynan, 1999). When firms adapt a relationship marketing 
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approach is a holistic experience delivered to the customers, where firms first of all 
know the needs of the customers and are able to deliver continuously on those 
premises (Evans and Laskin, 1994). Furthermore, the firm upholds a continuous 
interaction process between itself and the customers (Evans and Laskin, 1994; 
Grönroos, 1994). This results in an increase of the customers’ overall satisfaction with 
the firm (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). Having satisfied customers that are 
committed to a relationship brings several benefits, such as customer loyalty, repeat 
purchases, word-of-mouth marketing and referral to other potential customers (Evans 
and Laskin, 1994). However, while firms can benefit from forming relationships with 
customers the customers might not be interested in doing so. Customers that only seek 
a one-time investment in the firm’s products or service might feel exposed by the 
firm’s willingness to establish a relationship (Houman Andersen, 2002). Furthermore, 
customers might also demand additional benefits from remaining in a relationship 
with the firm, compared to a ‘regular’ customer (O'Malley et al., 1997). Hence, it is 
advised that although firms can benefit from adapting relationship marketing, they 
should maintain transactional marketing as well to satisfy the transactional customers 
(Garbarino and Johnson, 1999).  
 
For firms that develop new products a relationship with the customers can prove to be 
viable. If a new product does not work properly can a healthy relationship with the 
customers decrease potential customer dissatisfaction (Priluck, 2003). The notion of 
customer satisfaction has been put at the forefront of relationship marketing since this 
inclines that customers trust that the firm can deliver what is expected, and they are 
subsequently more motivated to continue the relationship (Hennig-Thurau and Klee, 
1997; Selnes, 1998). Hennig-Thurau and Klee (1997) argued that the connection 
between customer satisfaction and customer retention is affected by the relationship 
quality between the firm and the customer. If a customer perceives that the 
relationship quality is of high standard, he or she is more satisfied and thus is more 
willing to extend the relationship with the firm. Relationship quality is according to 
the researchers defined as “…the degree of appropriateness of a relationship to fulfil 
the needs of the customer associated with that relationship” (Hennig-Thurau and 
Klee, 1997, p. 751).  
 
The definition of relationship quality can in turn be divided into three sub-categories: 
overall quality, trust and commitment. Overall quality is the combined quality of both 
functional and technical quality and deems the customer’s perception of the outcome 
of the delivered product as well as the various interactions with the firm (Grönroos, 
1994; Hennig-Thurau and Klee, 1997). Trust has long been a subject of interest in 
research, where Moorman et al. (1993, p. 82) define trust as "a willingness to rely on 
an exchange partner in whom one has confidence." Furthermore, Morgan and Hunt 
(1994, p. 23) define trust in a similar vein as "confidence in the exchange partner's 
reliability and integrity." As seen in both definitions, reliability is a strong factor in 
trust. Sirdeshmukh et al. (2002) interpretation of the above definition of trust is 
implemented in this study, where costumer trust is said to be the expectation from a 
customer that the firm is dependable and can deliver what has been promised.  
Commitment has been shown to be a direct successor to trust since it entails that the 
one making the commitment to another part must endure the possibility of being 
vulnerable in the committed relation (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). Committing to a 
relationship requires the customer to have an emotional bond to the firm and also be 
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convinced that immersing himself or herself in the relationship over a longer period is 
beneficial in some way (Hennig-Thurau and Klee, 1997).  
 
Two ascendants of trust that firms can exert in their relationship with customers are 
communication (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Parvatiyar and Sheth, 2000) and 
transparency (Schnackenberg and Tomlinson, 2014). Communication in marketing is 
a process where firms inform, listen to, and answer to customers (Duncan and 
Moriarty, 1998). Through communication can firms share information with customers 
that raises their awareness of a product, and they can also inform about potential 
delivery delays or product malfunctioning (Ndubisi and Wah, 2005). Established 
communication between customer and firm is said to align general expectation and 
understanding of a performance outcome. Furthermore, if a customer believes that the 
past communication from the firm has been reliable in the sense that it has occurred 
frequently, accurately and in a timely manner, this further incurs trust (Morgan and 
Hunt, 1994; Selnes, 1998; Nambisan, 2002). Frequent communication with customers 
enables firms to discover their needs and respond to them in a timely manner, as well 
as ensuring that the firm’s goals are being met based on the customers’ responses 
(Evans and Laskin, 1994; Duncan and Moriarty, 1998; Houman Andersen, 2001). An 
open dialogue with the customer is also important in order to increase customer 
satisfaction (Hansemark and Albinsson, 2004). Especially if a customer complains is 
it important for a firm to respond in time and explain what the firm will do to rectify 
the dissatisfaction, since this otherwise will affect the customer’s trust in the firm 
negatively (Sirdeshmukh et al., 2002; Ndubisi and Wah, 2005). However, establishing 
communication with customers is no easy process. Since the relationship between 
customers and the firm will change over time, the firm has to adjust the 
communication strategy in line with this (Houman Andersen, 2001). Hence, firms 
constantly have to evaluate at what times during the customer-firm relationship that 
different communication strategies are needed.  
 
Transparency focuses on information and how firms intentionally reveals private 
information to customers (Granados et al., 2005; Schnackenberg and Tomlinson, 
2014). This suggests that firms hold the capacity to exert information in ways that 
increase or decrease transparency. According to Pirson and Malhotra (2010) is 
transparency best measured as the customers’ perception that the firm shares all 
relevant information. A firm’s control of its transparency can be divided into the level 
of disclosure, clarity and accuracy of the information transferred to customers 
(Schnackenberg and Tomlinson, 2014). Disclosure is defined as the required 
information that a firm voluntarily releases in a timely manner (Clark Williams, 
2008). Disclosure of information entails a risk that the information given might be 
used against the one making the disclosure. Thus, disclosing information shows a 
willingness to benefit the one getting the information (Schnackenberg and Tomlinson, 
2014). Clarity refers to what extent customers understand the provided information 
from the firm (Winkler, 2000). Seeing as customers might have unique interests, 
needs and concerns, firms have to package the information so that communication 
between firm and customer can be done effectively (Schnackenberg and Tomlinson, 
2014). If firms share advanced technical information with its customers, this can 
seldom be regarded as information transparency since the customers certainly will not 
understand the content of the information (Granados et al., 2010). Accuracy deems 
the perception that provided information is correct. Providing correct information can 
be a challenge for a firm, especially if customers request information that is highly 
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technical (Schnackenberg and Tomlinson, 2014). Although transparency can increase 
the customers’ trust in a firm, information transparency should still be handled 
cautiously according to Eggert and Helm (2003). If a firm discloses too much 
information, it can result in information overload for the customers. As expressed by 
the authors can this have a negative impact on customer satisfaction, as “knowing 
more means liking less” (Eggert and Helm, 2003, p. 107). Thus, firms should not 
maximise the information that is shared with the customers, but rather focus on 
enhancing its contents. Pirson and Malhotra (2010) argued in favour of this by stating 
that a firm should evaluate what their customers seek in the relationships with the 
firm, and communicate different information based on this. For example, the authors 
stated that a customer that only seeks a shallow relationship with the firm probably is 
more interested in knowing that the firm has high ethical standards, rather than being 
told how and why the firm cares for each customer. On the other hand, transparency 
aimed at customers might often unintentionally mean transparency towards 
competitors, which can give them advantages in order to strengthen their competitive 
positions (Granados et al., 2005; Granados et al., 2010). 

2.2 Customers as Value Co-Creators 
Ten years ago Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) proposed that firms can leverage 
their value creation by involving customers and external stakeholders in new product 
or service development. However, this concept is not new, since the view of the 
customer as a source of value has been recognised in theory prior to this (e.g. Von 
Hippel (1988)). Lengnick-Hall (1996) argued that firms that only view their 
customers as end users are at the risk of losing them to other firms that already form 
deeper relationships with customers. Instead, firms can establish relationships that 
promote learning by engaging customers over the long term, which increases the 
possibilities of commercial success for the products or services that firms develop 
(Maidique and Zirger, 1985). If firms establish relationships with their customers built 
on satisfaction, trust and commitment increases the possibilities that customers share 
their experience with the firms’ products, and also are willing to participate in co-
creation activities (Füller et al., 2008; Holger et al., 2011). Furthermore, if customers 
engage in value co-creation activities they can get a better understanding of the 
challenges and costs that are associated with new product development, which 
consequently can increase their appreciation of the product. Thus, by increasing the 
connections between the firm and its customers through co-creation activities is the 
customer-firm relationship strengthened (Hoyer et al., 2010). In modern co-creation 
has the advent of Web 2.0 played a major role, where the aid of virtual customer 
communities enable firms to interact with multiple customers at once (O'Malley and 
Tynan, 1999; Mohr and Sarin, 2009). Furthermore, both open innovation and 
collective intelligence has influenced the possibilities for firms to co-create value 
together with their customers (Zwass, 2010). Before the customers’ roles as value co-
creators are discussed, these three cornerstones will be explained in the following sub-
chapter. 

2.2.1 Open Innovation, Collective Intelligence and Virtual Communities 
During the 20th century was the closed innovation model considered among firms to 
be the only way of creating successful innovations (Chesbrough, 2003). This model 
relies on firms generating, developing and commercializing their own ideas without 
collaborating with external stakeholders. Firms focused singlehandedly on the internal 
R&D in order to come up with new innovative ideas and be first to bring them to the 
market (Chesbrough, 2003). However, the market has in recent years seen a shift 
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where firms increasingly commercialise both their own ideas, but also ideas from 
external actors. This model, depicted open innovation, proposes that firms can and 
should combine external as well as internal ideas in order to leverage the innovation 
output (Bücheler and Sieg, 2011). Thus, firms increasingly form alliances together in 
order to create a pool of knowledge that can be used to leverage innovations (Neyens 
et al., 2010). However, embracing the open innovation approach does come with 
challenges. Firstly, increasingly involving external actors and other firms can fast 
become costly in terms of managerial coordination (Dahlander and Gann, 2010). It 
can also be hard to effectively involve the internal R&D unit in all open innovation 
work that occurs (Gouillart, 2014). Furthermore, since open innovation requires that 
firms reveal internal information and work processes, there is a challenge in 
protecting internal assets that others can get access to (Dahlander and Gann, 2010).  
 
When the era of Web 2.0 was introduced the Internet changed into a collaborative, 
interactive and participative platform, which encouraged Internet users to start 
creating content on their own (Rosen, 2011). This type of collaborative content 
creation introduced the concept of collective intelligence, which argues that a group 
of people can become better decision makers than a single individual (Howe, 2008; 
Rosen, 2011). Lévy (1997, p. 20) depicted a rather illustrating definition of collective 
intelligence as “no one knows everything, everyone knows something.”. This has 
resulted in that many firms that already have adopted an open innovation approach 
have started looking more to the collective intelligence that can found on the Internet 
(Bücheler and Sieg, 2011). The idea of involving customers in innovation work 
formed what has become known as crowdsourcing, which as previously explained 
involves taking a job usually performed within the firm and instead outsource it to a 
large group of people found on the Internet (Bücheler and Sieg, 2011; Hammon and 
Hippner, 2012).  
 
In order to organise crowdsourcing activities firms typically collaborates with so-
called virtual customer communities. According to Keinz et al. (2012, p. 22) can a 
virtual customer community be defined as “an informal, self-organized online 
network of users that exchange information, knowledge and ideas related to a topic of 
common interest.”. These communities can take many forms and range from online 
discussion forums to virtual design centres (Nambisan, 2002). Despite the type of 
community, the common characteristic of a virtual customer community is that the 
members of it can interact, produce content and form relationships with each other, as 
well as with the focal firm (Zwass, 2010; Romero and Molina, 2011). Firms can use 
these communities in several value creating activities, such as getting ideas from 
customers for new products, advertise existing products or services, or enhance the 
overall brand experience (Schröder and Hölze, 2010; Romero and Molina, 2011). 
Furthermore, a firm can create positive awareness for its new product by releasing 
information about it to the community (Hoyer et al., 2010). This can both be cost 
efficient for marketing purposes, but also encourage word-to-mouth marketing by the 
customers in the community. By using a community can firms also discover any 
potential problems with a product or service that customers have, and correct these 
issues before they become a serious problem (Hoyer et al., 2010). By doing so, the 
firm can strengthen its relationship with its customers and also improve the product 
and the associated marketing strategy (Hoyer et al., 2010). Additionally, virtual 
customer communities has shown to generate information about customers’ user 
experiences with the firm’s product or service, foster lead users that the firm can 
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collaborate with in future activities, and also invoke a wish among community 
members to contribute to the development of the firm’s products (Zwass, 2010).  
 
When firms want to take advantage of the community for crowdsourcing purposes, 
there are generally four types of activities that can occur: crowd wisdom, crowd 
creation, crowd voting and crowdfunding (Sloane, 2011). Crowd wisdom is one of the 
most common types of crowdsourcing models and is used to gather ideas from the 
crowd in order to get suggestions for new products or services (Sloane, 2011). Crowd 
wisdom can also be used to engage lead users of a product or service, in order to 
harness their ideas for how the used product or service can become better (Sloane, 
2011). Crowd creation extends the concept of crowd wisdom, where firms instead 
invite customers to participate in the development of a product or service. An 
example of crowd creation is the open source software movement, where individuals 
cooperate to develop software (Sloane, 2011). Crowd voting combines elements from 
both crowd wisdom and crowd creation, where the crowd helps the focal firm decide 
which crowdsourced ideas that should be chosen (Sloane, 2011). Finally, 
crowdfunding is as previously mentioned a concept where a large group of investors 
aid a start-up project by individually providing a small amount of money, that all 
together becomes a large sum.  
 
When the power of crowdsourcing is used efficiently, firms have access to a vast 
resource of customer knowledge and competence that can be used to strengthen their 
competitive position on the market (Hammon and Hippner, 2012). Furthermore, by 
involving the crowd in activities close to the firm can enhance the customer-firm 
relationship, which also might affect the brand loyalty positively (Hammon and 
Hippner, 2012). Although crowdsourcing has shown to come with many advantages, 
there are also some problems associated with the concept. Prior to initiating a 
crowdsourcing activity do firms have a small chance of knowing the crowd and the 
knowledge and skills it possesses (Bücheler and Sieg, 2011; Hammon and Hippner, 
2012). The firm must also facilitate proactive behaviour and activities among the 
customers (Romero and Molina, 2011). This often means that managing a virtual 
customer community can be challenging and costly for the firm (Nambisan, 2002). 
Specifically feedback loops are required to ensure that the crowd works in line with 
the expectation from the firm (Hammon and Hippner, 2012).   
 
Furthermore, the ideas that the customers come up with are often not viable from the 
firm’s standpoint in terms of financial or production requirements (Hammon and 
Hippner, 2012). Hence, according to Rosen (2011) it is advised that firms instead of 
opening up the project to a wide audience should choose appropriate participants 
through qualification tests. The customers that are qualified get a chance to submit 
their ideas in exchange for some reward. As stated by the researcher can this control 
of the crowd be beneficial for both parts: the firm knows that the submitted ideas 
come from qualified customers, and the customers are more likely to have their ideas 
chosen by the firm.  

2.3 The Different Roles of the Customer in Value Co-Creation 
As proposed in the previous chapter firms can generate more value by involving 
customers in different processes and activities. To do this, firms have to change their 
view of the consumer’s role in the business-to-consumer market as being connected 
instead of isolated, informed instead of unaware, and active instead of passive 
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(Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004). This requires that the firm’s internal information, 
such as goals and processes, are made transparent to the customers (O'Hern and 
Rindfleisch, 2010). Furthermore, the whole firm must embrace the concept of 
customer value co-creation as a central part of the firm’s day-to-day activity 
(Ramaswamy, 2009). As seen in both open innovation and crowdsourcing, firms have 
embraced the collective intelligence of the customers in order to enhance the 
innovative output of the firm. However, in the concept of customers as value co-
creators firms consider that customers contribute with value in more than just product 
development related activities. The term ‘value-in-use’ depicts that customers also 
create value when using a firm’s product (Xie et al., 2008). Customers are able to 
influence firms by playing multiple roles in the firms’ value creation processes, thus 
becoming co-creators of value (Zwass, 2010). Gersuny and Rosengren (1973) 
proposed four value creating roles that customers can have in relation to a firm: 
resource, co-producer, buyer, and user, which are all supported in virtual communities 
(Nambisan, 2002). In the following sub-chapters is each role introduced. 

2.3.1 Customer as a Resource 
Defining the information that the customers’ posses as a resource for firms has been 
discussed in literature before, stemming from the theory on resource dependence. 
Resource dependence regards the resources that exist in a firm’s environment, and 
what power the resource owners have over the firm in terms of dependency (Pfeffer 
and Salancik, 1978). Customer knowledge, needs and user experience can be seen as 
some of the raw materials that constitute the definition of resources (Kausch, 2007; 
Lin, 2009). It has been shown that customers are very important environmental 
elements in new product development. This is mainly since customers create demands 
on the organization based on their needs and understandings of relevant product 
requirements (Salomo et al., 2003). Hence, firms can through a customer orientation 
benefit from customer inputs in new product development (Salomo et al., 2003; Lettl 
and Herstatt, 2004). By involving customers throughout the development process via 
direct contact can firms collect further information about the market conditions 
(Salomo et al., 2003). Furthermore, the knowledge and experience that customers 
possess can, for example, be used in ideation and idea evaluation, where the 
customers both can come up with new product ideas as well as evaluate and assess the 
viability of proposed new products (Zwass, 2010).  

2.3.2 Customer as a Co-producer 
Customers do as co-producers work closely with the firm by getting access to 
information and tools that enable them to contribute with their own ideas, validate the 
design of certain product features, as well as collaborate on creating products 
(Nambisan, 2002; O'Hern and Rindfleisch, 2010). However, establishing and 
maintaining processes where customers can work as co-producers poses significant 
management challenges in terms of monitoring and controlling the co-producing 
activity (Lengnick-Hall, 1996). This is because the customer’s role as a co-producer 
in comparison with the role as a resource requires much more intense communication 
between the firm and the customer (Nambisan, 2002).  

2.3.3 Customer as a Buyer 
The customer’s role as a buyer regards potential customers turning into actual 
customers. This transformation is influenced by two factors: the customer’s perceived 
quality of the product, as well as established relationship to the firm. Especially the 
customer’s perceived quality of a product can be an issue for a firm if the available 
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information about a product is insufficient or incomplete (Lengnick-Hall, 1996). The 
funders’ role as a buyer in a crowdfunding project can be argued to have been 
fulfilled already at the funding stage since the funders’ perceived quality of the 
product made them donate money to the project in order to pre-buy the product. As 
shown in literature firms have greater possibilities of attracting funders and 
subsequently succeeding with the funding if the project has a video presenting the 
product and when updates on the progress is shared continuously during the project 
(Evers, 2012; Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 2013). This suggests that given information 
in successful crowdfunding projects is both sufficient and complete in order for a 
funder to appreciate the quality of the product (Lengnick-Hall, 1996). 

2.3.4 Customer as a User 
Finally, as users of a product customers show two potential sources of value:  product 
testing and product support (Nambisan, 2002). When customers are involved in 
product testing firms can discover issues in their products based on the users’ 
provided feedback on their user experience. Furthermore, customers often acquire 
vast knowledge about the product they are using, which forms the basis for customer 
support (Nambisan, 2002). This means that members of customer communities can 
respond to questions from other customers regarding a firm’s product, thus becoming 
a customer-side support service (Zwass, 2010). In order for a firm to leverage the role 
of the customers as users the firm must make sure to meet the customers’ needs and 
ensure that their actual use of the product is as intended, as well as establish top 
communication tools for customer-firm interaction, as well as customer-customer 
interaction (Lengnick-Hall, 1996).  

2.3.5 Summary 
O'Hern and Rindfleisch (2010) found in their research that customer value co-creation 
was more likely to be efficient in projects that are rich on information, such as 
software development, rather than in projects working with tangible consumer 
products. In the roles as resources, co-creators and product testers are customers 
usually working closely with the firm during a certain period. This means that the co-
creative activity is task driven, where the firm uses the contribution of the customers 
for specific purposes (Nambisan, 2002). On the other hand, as co-support are 
customers communicating with each other without any management of the firm, thus 
this tends to be more social oriented and unstructured (Nambisan, 2002). Co-creation 
activities can sometimes spur so many ideas from the customers that it becomes 
information overload for the firm. Managing these ideas from customers, or their 
evaluations of co-created ideas, can rapidly become too difficult for the firm (Hoyer 
et al., 2010). The ideas that the customers provide the firm with can often be 
infeasible from a production standpoint, causing firms to underutilize the co-creation 
potential in mainly early and post-launch stages (Gruner and Homburg, 2000). 
Instead, it is more common that firms that don’t utilize the power of co-creation in 
early product development stages rather interact with customers at the 
commercialization stage, for product testing and market launch (Hoyer et al., 2010). 
Hence, having a close relationship and collaborating with many customers might not 
be viable in the long run, and it could probably be more efficient to involve a few 
customers as lead users in more collaborative co-creation activities. The other 
customers could instead contribute with other types of value, such as information or 
feedback (Lagrosen, 2005).  
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3 Methodology and Method 
In this chapter is the methodology and method of the research presented. The 
methodology regards the research philosophy of the study and presents important 
assumptions about how the researcher of this thesis sees the world as being 
constructed (Saunders et al., 2009). These assumptions will form the basis for the 
research strategy and methods used in this study. Furthermore, based on the research 
methodology the following method chapter will explain how the research questions 
are turned into a research project. Vital parts of the research are the design of the 
study, which includes the data collection method, the research sample, method of 
analysis, along with the reliability, validity and generalizability of the study. 

3.1 Methodology 
Before presenting the research process through its design and methods, it is important 
to underpin the philosophical approach regarding the ontological and epistemological 
view. Ontology regards how reality is constructed and subsequently how the world 
operates whereas epistemology concerns what forms acceptable knowledge in the 
field of study (Saunders et al., 2009). Explaining the methodological position of this 
study will justify the way in which the research questions have been approached.    

3.1.1 Ontological and Epistemological View 
Seen from the ontological view, a subjectivist view has been chosen for this research 
in the form of social constructionism. As the aim of this research is to explore the 
social nature of firm-funder relations after a successfully crowdfunded project, the 
social constructionist view is useful due to it viewing reality as being socially 
constructed (Saunders et al., 2009). Furthermore, applying a subjectivist view on the 
context of this research suggests that the funder-firm relationship is produced through 
the social interaction between the firm and its funder and that it continually is being 
revised as a result of this (Saunders et al., 2009). Additionally, social constructionism 
calls for collaboration between the researcher and the study participant, where the 
latter can tell his or her story in order for the researcher to better understand the 
participants’ actions (Spiggle, 1994).  
 
Regarding the epistemological view of the research an interpretivist perspective has 
been chosen. This type of view encourages the researcher to enter the world of the 
research subjects in order to understand how he or she understands the world 
(Saunders et al., 2009). Furthermore, the interpretivistic perspective is useful to apply 
in business situations where each situation explored is of unique nature (Saunders et 
al., 2009). In the scope of this thesis does an exploratory research on the relationship 
between firms and funder after the crowdfunding process call for an interpretivist 
view, since each company will give their own view of the firm-funder relationship.  

3.1.2 Exploratory Approach to Research 
The aforementioned lack of research on how firms that have crowdfunded their 
products maintain the relationship with the funders calls for the use of an exploratory 
study. Exploratory studies usually aim at investigating “what is happening; to seek 
new insights; to ask questions and to assess phenomena in a new light” (Saunders et 
al., 2009). Furthermore, an inductive approach has been chosen for this study. As 
opposed to a deductive approach, where the goal is to test developed hypothesis, the 
inductive approach lets the researcher explore collected data and develop theories 
thereafter (Saunders et al., 2009). Using the exploratory approach ensures a flexible 
and adaptable approach based on the findings. Hence, if new data appear or new 
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insights occur, the research can change direction thereafter (Saunders et al., 2009). By 
doing so, this research seeks analytical generalization for this particular study, and the 
results will thereby not be used to generalize any findings for research settings outside 
of this study’s context (Thyer, 2001). However, a presentation of suggestions for 
future research will be presented based on the results. 

3.2 Method 
Having outlined the methodological foundation of this thesis, the chosen research 
method can now be described. In the following chapter will the chosen research 
method be presented, along with a discussion of the research’s reliability, validity and 
generalizability. 

3.2.1 Research Design 
Given the variety and complexity of firms that have crowdfunded products, a multiple 
case-study approach was chosen. The case-study approach was chosen since it is 
appropriate for addressing “how” and “why” questions (Yin, 2003b). Especially when 
the research aim is to achieve a greater understanding of a novel phenomenon that has 
not been thoroughly covered in previous research is a case-study approach useful 
(Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2003b). Thus, the choice of method is justified by the novelty 
of the subject of research in this thesis. A cross-sectional approach was chosen for the 
cases, meaning that each case was studied at a particular time (Saunders et al., 2009). 
In contrast to longitudinal studies, which studies change and development over time, 
this cross-sectional approach was chosen due to time restriction for the thesis writing. 
The research design followed the six steps that Yin (2003a) proposes for a multiple 
case study. These steps are:  

• Definition of the data that will be analysed in order to fulfil the goal of the 
research. This is described in chapter 1.3. 

• Case selection, described in chapter 3.2.2 and 3.2.3. 
• Data collection, described in chapter 3.2.4. 
• Interview protocol, described in chapter 3.2.5. 
• Data analysis, described in chapter 3.2.6. 
• Results and discussion, found in chapter 4 and chapter 5 respectively. 

3.2.2 Case Selection 
The crowdfunding platform Kickstarter was used during March and April in 2014 to 
find appropriate cases for the research. This platform is considered to be the largest 
and most well-known crowdfunding platform as of today (Belleflamme et al., 2013; 
Mollick, 2013). Kickstarter elaborates on the “all or nothing” model as previously 
described, where crowdfunding projects need to raise the pledged amount in order to 
keep the money. The cases were chosen using purposive sampling based on a set of 
criteria that were formed from the purpose of the research and the accompanying 
research questions. Purposive sampling enables the researcher to select cases that he 
or she thinks will answer the research question best (Saunders et al., 2009). The 
following criteria were established for the selection process: (1) the firm must have 
crowdfunded a product using reward-based crowdfunding, (2) the crowdfunding 
project must have been successful (raising at least 100% of the required funds or 
more),  (3) the firm must have started shipping its product to the funders, and (4) the 
interviewee must have been active in the firm since the launch of the crowdfunding 
project.  
 



 17 

3.2.3 Accessibility Issues 
European based crowdfunding projects that fit the criteria were chosen, as the location 
of the appropriate firms facilitated the conducting of interviews with regards to minor 
time differences. A total of 15 firms fit the criteria and scope of the research and were 
contacted. Out of these nine responded and agreed on holding interviews.  The use of 
smaller sample size is very common for research with an inductive approach, and thus 
the number of interviewees were considered sufficient for the scope of this thesis 
(Saunders et al., 2009). In Table 1 are the selected firms presented along with a 
description of each interviewee’s position. Additionally are the firms’ products given 
a short presentation, and are labelled based on if they consist of hardware only, or 
hardware together with software.  
 
Table 1. Presentation of the selected firms and the interviewees’ positions, as well as their 
products. Products labelled with software implies that software updates occur. 

 
In Table 2 on the next page are the outcomes of respective firm’s crowdfunding 
campaign presented in terms of pledged amount and number of funders that financed 
the project. Additionally are the current shipping statuses at the time of the interviews 
presented. 
 
 
 
 

                                                
1 Lifelogging is a term in popular science that is used for technology that stores vast amount 
of personal data (Sellen and Whittaker, 2010). 
2Bluetooth is a technology that lets devices at close range to communicate with each other 
(Miller and Bisdikian, 2001). 
3 NFC is an abbreviation of Near Field Communication, which is a technology that enables 
two devices at close range to communicate (McHugh and Yarmey, 2014).  

Case Firm Role of interviewee Product description Product type  
1 Leikr Head of Business 

Development 
GPS sports watch  Hardware and 

software 
2 Narrative Clip CEO  Lifelogging1 camera Hardware and 

software 
3 Chipolo Head of Sales and 

Marketing 
Bluetooth2 enabled item 
finder 

Hardware and 
software 

4 Trax Head of Development  Small GPS tracker for kids 
and pets 

Hardware and 
software 

5 NFC Ring CEO & Head of 
Development 

A ring powered with NFC 
technology3, open source 
hardware and software  

Hardware and 
software 

6 Patchblocks CEO & Head of 
Development 

Modular synthesizer, 
partially open source 

Hardware and 
software 

7 Lightpack Head of Development  Responsive light system for 
TVs, open source 

Hardware and 
software 

8 Magnic Light CEO Bicycle light powered by 
magnetic energy 

Hardware 

9 Manuka Makers CEO  Precision gyroscope Hardware 
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Table 2. Outcome of crowdfunding campaign and shipping status4. 

Firm Pledged  Raised  Percentage Funders Date of Funding Shipped 
Leikr $250,000 $267,389 106% 801 January 2013 100% 
Narrative Clip $50,000 $550,189 1100% 2,871 October 2012 100% 
Chipolo $15,000 $293,014 1953% 5,329 October 2013 ~95% 
Trax £50,000 £71,065 142% 685 March 2013 100% 
NFC Ring £30,000 £241,947 806% 7,665 July 2013 ~20% 
Patchblocks £10,000 £67,090 671% 918 November 2013 ~30% 
Lightpack $261,962 $500,784 191% 5,812 May 2013 100% 
Magnic Light $50,000 $76,340 153% 483 February 2012 100% 
Manuka Makers $19,000 $396,111 2085% 5,279 September 2013 ~50% 

3.2.4 Data Collection 
 Given the purpose of the research and the chosen research strategy were non-
standardised semi-structured interviews used as a mean of collecting data for 
qualitative analysis. As proposed in literature, this type of interview approach is 
useful when trying to answer the question ‘how’, and is deemed as one of the most 
important sources of case study information (Yin, 2003b; Saunders et al., 2009). 
Furthermore, semi-structured interviews enable the researcher to elaborate on answers 
that needed to be further explained, which is important if an interpretivist 
epistemology has been chosen (Saunders et al., 2009). The interviews were held both 
personally (1), over the phone (2) and Skype (6) during April and May in 2014. Each 
interview lasted approximately one hour. Information saturation was observed when 
neither the interviewee nor the interviewer could add anything to the subject of the 
interview. It can be argued that no negative effect on the result occurred because only 
nine of the 15 contacted firms were interviewed since the amount of new information 
after the last interview was considered to be minimal. Thus, the amount of gathered 
information was considered to be sufficient to answer the research question. 
 
Documentary secondary in the form of a literature study was also used in addition to 
interviews, in order to underpin the findings. Secondary data is useful in order to 
answer, or partially answer, the research question (Saunders et al., 2009). Databases 
such as Science Direct, Scopus, Springer Link, IEEE Xplore, Taylor and Francis 
online, ACM digital library and Emerald Journals were used in order to find the 
literature that formed the literature review. As a complement, Google Scholar was 
also used. Keywords used when searching for appropriate works included 
crowdfunding, open innovation, crowdsourcing, collective intelligence, value co-
creation, relationship marketing, transactional marketing, transparency, resource 
dependence theory, communication, trust and satisfaction. Due to the nature of the 
research was the literature study conducted as an iterative process, where additional 
literature was added for theoretical support. 
 
 
 

                                                
4 All information found on Kickstarter, www.kickstarter.com, during March and April 2014, 
except for the shipping statuses that were estimated by each interviewee during the 
interviews. 
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3.2.5 Interview Protocol 
Based on the literature review and the research question were a number of aspects 
highlighted, which formed the semi-structured interview protocol and its questions. 
The following themes were chosen as topics of discussion based on the literature 
review: communication, information sharing and funders as value co-creators. See 
Appendix 1: Interview Protocol for a presentation of the interview protocol. Each 
interviewee received a document before the interview stating the background and 
purpose of the research, as well as the proposed interview questions. This enabled the 
interviewees fully to understand the aim of the research, and prepare for the type of 
information that was sought. In line with recommendations in the literature was the 
guideline designed so that both the researcher and the interviewee could develop the 
discussion based on new topics that were brought up during the interview (Yin, 
2003a). Furthermore, the order of the questions was altered depending on the flow of 
the conversation and the interconnections among topics that emerged, which is 
common for semi-structured interviews (Saunders et al., 2009). All of the interviews 
were recorded with the interviewees’ permission in order for the researcher to be able 
to listen carefully and attentively to what was being said during the interviews 
(Saunders et al., 2009).  

3.2.6 Data Analysis 
Immediately after the interviews had been held were they transcribed from the audio 
recordings, since this is advised in order to avoid a build-up of audio recordings later 
on (Saunders et al., 2009). The subsequent data was then coded using a content 
analysis framework (Neuendorf, 2002; Krippendorff, 2004). Coding data involves 
developing categories that are used to divide the data into building blocks (Saunders 
et al., 2009). The categories can either be developed prior to the analysis based on 
theory and concepts, they can spur from raw data, or they can grow from the research 
goals and questions (DeCuir-Gunby et al., 2011). The first two means of creating 
categories were used for the analysis in this paper. The main themes that were used as 
groups for the different categories were reason for crowdfunding, challenges of 
maintaining funder communication, information transparency, information Accuracy, 
information clarity, funders as value co-creators, funders as resources, funders as co-
producers, funders as users and future involvement of funders. See Appendix 2: 
Selected Coding Tables for the developed categories and corresponding example data 
taken from the interviews. The use of coding and categorising facilitated the 
development of propositions and ideas from the data (Saldana, 2009; Saunders et al., 
2009). The propositions were then discussed in relation to prior theory and literature, 
in order to validate the conclusions and thereby also propose suggestions for future 
research (Saunders et al., 2009). 

3.3 Credibility of Research 
As in all conducted research the researcher must observe the potential factors that can 
influence the credibility of the research and its findings. Proposed in literature on 
qualitative research design is the credibility of research said to be subject to its 
reliability, validity and generalization (Thyer, 2001; Saunders et al., 2009). Hence, in 
the following sub-chapters will each category be explained and discussed in relation 
to this research’s design and outcome. 
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3.3.1 Reliability 
Reliability in science describes to what extent conducted research reveals consistent 
findings, and if the findings can be replicated by other researchers in similar studies 
(Thyer, 2001; Saunders et al., 2009). According to Thyer (2001) can the reliability of 
research be enhanced by providing the reader with the theoretical perspective and 
research design that the author has used. Hence, in this paper is both the literature that 
is used to model the context in which this study has been conducted presented, as well 
as a detailed description of the research design in terms of case selection criteria, used 
interview protocol and the methods of analysis. Furthermore, it can be argued that the 
number of investigated cases is sufficient to reveal consistent findings in the scope of 
this thesis. Hill et al. (1997) recommended that a minimum of 8 to 15 cases should be 
investigated in a multiple-case study in order to be able to find consistency in the 
findings. Using larger samples is often unviable since the time it takes to extensively 
examine each case would require too much time in total. Furthermore, the authors 
argued that additional cases usually add very little new data to what has already been 
discovered. In this study was nine firms investigated, which is believed to be 
sufficient to fulfil the exploratory aim of the research and provide reliability to the 
findings. Nonetheless, it can be argued that the research being carried out by a single 
researcher can have affected the reliability of the study negatively. According to 
Thyer (2001) is the use of multiple team members in qualitative studies 
recommended, since this enables the researchers to limit the number of judgement 
errors that can occur when analysing the qualitative data. Especially when coding data 
can multiple researchers increase the possibility of making the findings replicable, 
since they can perform individual coding that is compared in order to find consistency 
in the findings (Thyer, 2001). In this study has the researcher tried to counter the lack 
of additional research partners by continuously iterate on the findings and 
subsequently the coding, in order to increase the level of consistency in the findings. 

3.3.2 Validity 
Validity in science is regarding the accuracy of the findings and is a direct successor 
to reliability (Thyer, 2001; Saunders et al., 2009). In order to increase the validity of 
the study the researcher has to prove that the findings are credible and also an 
accurate description of reality (Thyer, 2001). In this study was the validity tested in 
two ways. Firstly, purposive sampling has been used to select multiple cases, which 
has enabled the researcher to perform a cross-case analysis in order to test the 
findings between the cases. This is according to Thyer (2001) useful in order to 
increase the validity of the study. Secondly, secondary data from the literature has 
been used to triangulate the findings. This type of theory triangulation has enabled the 
researcher to view the findings from different perspectives in order to enhance the 
analysis (Thyer, 2001). 

3.3.3 Generalization 
Generalization can also be referred to as external validity and deems to what extent 
that the research findings can be generalizable in other research settings (Saunders et 
al., 2009). Due to the novelty of the research topic, this study has been designed to be 
exploratory in nature in order to shed light on the subject and explain the emerging 
activities found within the research context. Thus, although the research aims at 
guiding future research with its findings, there exists no intention to conclude that the 
results are generalizable to all populations. Hence, this research relies on an analytical 
generalization, which aims at generalizing findings between one case to another 
(Thyer, 2001). This can be compared to the probabilistic generalization that focuses 
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on generalizing findings from a chosen sample to the population (Thyer, 2001). 
However, as described by Thyer (2001) can the researcher still enable other 
researchers to use the findings as he or she likes in another research context, as long 
as the preceding research is explicitly presented in terms of research design. Thus, as 
described in the chapter on reliability has the researcher in this study made sure to 
provide the reader with sufficient information on how the research was conducted in 
terms of research design and used theoretical framework. Hence, the reader can use 
the findings in his or her own research situation. 
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4 Results  
The results of the interviews are presented in this chapter. The chapter is divided into 
sub-chapters based on the categories developed during the content analysis, inspired 
by previous literature as well as the findings during the interviews. The findings are to 
some extent underpinned with quotes from the interviews, in order to clarify the 
observations.  

4.1 Reasons for Crowdfunding 
One of the primary things to understand was the reason why the interviewed firms 
had chosen to crowdfund their products. This was sought in order to see if the reasons 
were in line with previous findings in crowdfunding research. In the majority of the 
case the interviewees stated that crowdfunding provided the firms with a way to 
validate if there was a market need for their products, by being able to reach potential 
customers through the crowdfunding platform. Marketing was also a strong 
motivational factor, since it attracted many journalists and stirred a general interest in 
media. The interviewee at Narrative Clip summarized this as: 
 
 “Crowdfunding in general provides three things – funding, market analysis and 
marketing. You get validation that there are people who want to buy your product.”  
 
In only two of the cases (Chipolo and Manuka Makers) financing was deemed as the 
strongest motivational factor to create a crowdfunding project. Both interviewees 
agreed that neither of them would have been able to raise money for their projects by 
traditional means such as through venture capital and that crowdfunding consequently 
was the best method to turn to. 
 
These responses from the interviewees confirmed previous findings that firms create 
crowdfunding projects to test the market, get a proof of concept, increase marketing 
of the product and connect with potential customers (Schwienbacher and Larralde, 
2010; Belleflamme et al., 2013; Gerber et al., 2013; Mollick and Kuppuswamy, 
2014). Hence, this part of the investigation could mainly prove that the project 
creators were more focused on the validation of the product and connecting with 
potential customers, rather than the actual financing.  

4.2 Maintaining Funder Communication  
Since communication has been shown to be one of the cornerstones of customer-firm 
relationships were the interviewees asked how their communication with the funders 
looked like after the campaign, and what possible challenges that existed.  

4.2.1 Challenge of Maintaining Funder Communication 
Interestingly, it was first acknowledged in all of the cases that the funder 
communication during the campaign had been very demanding. The interviewee at 
Trax stated the following: 
 
“We had an incident during our campaign where we lost track of the communication 
with the funders. This was really negative and we got a lot of bad feedback from our 
funders. The most important rule is to maintain funder communication. Whatever you 
do, update your funders.” 
 
Furthermore, all of the interviewees mentioned the importance of communicating 
development progress even after the campaign had closed, and that funders could be 
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dissatisfied if the firms did not handle it well. As for the personal communication with 
the funders all of the interviewees expressively said that communication still occurred 
on a daily basis. The number of funders that got in touch with the firms ranged all the 
way from 20 funders (Manuka Makers) up to 300 funders (NFC Ring). All of the 
interviewees stated that it could be very time consuming to manage the funder 
communication following after the campaign. Some of the firms mentioned that they 
were understaffed for the needed communication and had to hire additional persons to 
help them, in order to also be able to continue developing the products.  
 
In five of the cases (Narrative Clip, Trax, Leikr, Magnic Light and Lightpack) funders 
were mainly contacting the firms because of problems they had with the product, or 
because they had suggestions for improvement or added features. In the case of 
Chipolo funders mainly wrote thank you notes and also shared their user experience 
with the firm. However, for three of the firms that hadn’t yet shipped all of their 
products to the funders (NFC Ring, Patchblocks and Manuka Makers) funders were 
mainly asking when they would get their products. Maintaining a good mood among 
the funders by responding to these questions was said to be very challenging, 
according to the interviewees. 

4.3 Exerting Information Transparency 
Information transparency has been shown to increase customers’ trust in a firm, if 
handled correctly. In this chapter is the interviewees’ view of information 
transparency presented, along with how information was presented in terms of 
accuracy and clarity.  
 
In all of the cases information transparency was mentioned as being important for 
several reasons. Firstly, it was noted that funders of a crowdfunding project saw 
themselves as a part of the project, and that there was a demand from the crowd to get 
updated on the development progress. As stated by the interviewee at Lightpack: 
 
“Information transparency is really needed because all your funders feel that they are 
a part of your project. It matters to them to have enough information, to know about 
future plans, to know exactly what you do with this project right now.” 
 
Furthermore, information transparency was said to be useful in order to get trust from 
the funders, especially if the product they got had been delayed or might not have 
worked as intended. In the case of Trax the interviewee expressed that the firm had 
experienced problems with funders accusing the firm of not existing, due to lacking 
information about the development process right after the funding. The interviewee 
stated the following: 
 
“We have had problems with funders questioning our very existence, saying that our 
company is a scam. So we shared a lot of pictures of our team and the product in 
order to prove to these funders that we really do exist.” 
 
In the two open source projects (NFC Ring and Lightpack) the interviewees stated 
that they wanted their funders to feel that they were parts of the firms and that they 
aimed at sharing all information available. In Manuka Makers case the interviewee 
expressed that no further development of the product was being made, and thus no 
information regarding it was shared. However, information on the shipping status was 
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still given since the firm still shipped the product to the funders. The interviewee 
stated that transparency was needed in this case as well, but that it was hard to share 
information on the delivery status since the funders wanted information more 
frequently than the firm could provide any new information. 
 
In four cases (Leikr, NFC Ring, Magnic Light and Trax) it was expressed that there 
was a potential problem in revealing too much information, since this could increase 
the risk of loosing the firm’s own assets or reveal company secrets. As an example, 
NFC Ring had got their product copied due to the high amount of transparency the 
firm upheld. The interviewee stated the following: 
 
“As you increase transparency there is an obvious issue of costs. You put yourself at 
risk of being copied. A Chinese company has already copied our product. They are 
however doing a really bad job.” 

4.3.1 Information Accuracy 
As seen in the literature review transparency is partially built on accuracy, which 
deems that the recipient perceives the information to be correct. Especially in the five 
cases that all involved software (Narrative Clip, Leikr, Chipolo, Trax and 
Patchblocks) the interviewees expressed that they only shared information on 
development progress when the update of the software in the product was made 
available. The single reason for this was to avoid false expectations among the 
funders. This was because information on product features that were in development 
or exact dates when features would be available only led to this. Especially in the case 
of Trax were false expectations mentioned as a major problem. This was since the 
firm once had given information that ended up not being completely true, which 
disappointed the funders. As the interviewee stated: 
 
“We have become more careful along the way, we were all to naïve in our way of 
communicating development information that ended up not being completely 
accurate. You have to be careful when you inform about certain release dates since 
the funders will time you.” 
 
However, being this accurate was very time consuming according to Patchblocks, 
which made it burdensome. According to five of the interviewees (Manuka Makers, 
Leikr, Narrative Clip, Magnic Light and Trax) every update on the development 
progress created a number of questions from the funders. Hence, it was very 
important to think through the given information in order to minimise the potential 
number of questions from the funder and also to prepare for the questions that still 
might appear. 
 
In the two open source cases (NFC Ring and Lightpack) all information on the 
continuous development was shared with the funders, since both projects were open 
source. As an example, NFC Ring had a road map available online for anyone to see 
that covered everything the firms was working on, from short-term to long-term 
goals.  

4.3.2 Information Clarity 
In all cases were the interviewees asked if they had simplified information on the 
continuous product development that could be deemed as difficult or hard to 
understand by the funders. Out of these, six of the cases (Patchblocks, Narrative Clip, 
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Trax, Chipolo, Manuka Makers and Magnic Light) expressed that they simplified 
technical information when it was shared with the funders but that they often included 
some more detailed technical explanation for those that were interested. The 
interviewee at Narrative Clip expressed the following: 
 
“Our funders consist of a mix of people, so if we share technically advanced 
information we have to make sure that everyone understands it. That is why we try to 
communicate information in an easy to understand way, but we often add a footnote 
with more advanced information for those that are interested.” 
 
Leikr stated that the firm did not have to simplify any information, since the funders 
had shown to be very knowledgeable and already knew more than the firm thought. 
Finally, in the two open source cases was information never simplified according to 
the interviewees, since all available information was accessible for anyone to see on 
the Internet. 

4.4 Identifying Funders as Value Co-Creators 
Customers can as proposed in the literature review pose as value co-creators in a 
number of roles. In this chapter are the types of value co-creating activities that it was 
discovered that the funders participated in presented.  

4.4.1 Funders as Resources 
As a resource, the majority of the interviewees stated that the feedback that the firms’ 
got from the funders was important to in order to continuously improve the products. 
Firstly, in five cases (Trax, Narrative Clip, Magnic Light, NFC Ring and Patchblocks) 
had the firms during the campaigns asked all of their funders about inputs that 
affected the design of each product, and ultimately let the funders decide on a certain 
design choice. The interviewee at Trax explained the value of asking the funders:  
 
“We asked the funders about accessories that they would like along with the product. 
We got quite a lot of feedback, where some of it was useful and was added to our 
concept. But the most important thing is that you get such creative response, it gets 
your mind going.” 
 
In addition to the requested feedback the interviewees also expressed that the 
voluntary feedback that the funders provided the firms with was valuable, since the 
funders could detect potential issues or areas of improvement. As an example, NFC 
Ring got a suggestion for a material change from one of the funders during the 
crowdfunding campaign. The interviewee stated the following: 
 
“A funder said that using titanium would give a better finish to the ring. I talked to 
the factory, which said that it would be more expensive to go with titanium instead of 
steel. We then spoke with the community, explaining the price difference and that we 
were willing to take it but that we wanted the funders to give their opinion on the 
choice of material. We got such a strong feedback loop by going back to the 
community that we ended up changing the metal.” 
 
However, this change brought both delays and added costs to the project, which the 
interviewee said was a disadvantage. Furthermore, in the cases of Manuka Makers 
and Magnic Light the firms got suggestions for redesigns from the funders after they 
had received the products, which the firms ultimately realised. Magnic Light stated 
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that many funders requested the same feature to be implemented in the product, which 
the firm had thought of before, but hadn’t been able to implement. Based on the 
feedback, the firm went on and redesigned the product to incorporate the features and 
changes that the funders had suggested.  
 
Furthermore, for the firms that had products incorporating software released software 
updates was feedback from the funders also used as proof of concept. The interviewee 
at Leikr expressed the following:  
 
“The funders provide us with a proof of concept on the features that we have 
released, we can immediately see the value of what we have done by reading the 
funders’ feedback. So we use the funders as a sounding board in that sense.” 
 
However, further discovered in six of the cases (Narrative Clip, Trax, Magnic Light, 
Lightpack, Leikr and Chipolo) was that the general ideas that the firms got from their 
funders were all very similar in nature, i.e. the ideas were often redundant. As stated 
by all of the interviewees, these ideas had often been thought of by the firms 
themselves and sometimes already existed in the development plan.  

4.4.2 Funders as Co-producers 
In two cases (Magnic Light and Patchblocks) had individual funders been involved in 
co-producing activities after the firms had learnt about their potential contributions. 
The interviewee at Magnic Light explained the following: 
 
“One of the funders had a very good idea for an adaptor for how to attach the 
product on a bike. I thought it was so good that we made a prototype based on his 
idea and sent it to him for testing. The adaptor ended up in the newer version of the 
product, and we gave the funder $1,000 for the idea.” 
 
In the other cases was the potential of funder co-producing only supported in the two 
cases that consisted of open source elements (NFC Ring, and Lightpack), where 
funders could make modifications to the software as they wanted.  

4.4.3 Funders as Users 
As users of the received products had the funders shown potential of two sources of 
value: product testing (Magnic Light, Chipolo, NFC Ring and Trax), and product 
support (Leikr, Chipolo, Narrative Clip, Trax, Lightpack and NFC Ring). The funders 
were said to be useful in testing the products, which the interviewee at Magnic Light 
expressed as follows: 
 
“We really needed a lot of testing of the original product, and even if we did some 
thousand kilometres of testing on our own, you can’t really test under all these 
conditions that the funders did.” 
 
In the three cases involving software (Chipolo, NFC Ring and Trax) were the funders 
invited to test new software releases before they were released in public, in order to 
find potential issues that could be corrected before the final release.  
 
Furthermore, if a funder had problem with the product and wrote about it could other 
funders reply and help in fixing the problem. In that sense, the funders managed co-
support with the focal firm, which was expressed by NFC Ring and Lightpack as 
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being timesaving for the firms. Additionally, both NFC Ring and Narrative Clip had 
experienced product justification among the funders, meaning that if a funder 
questioned the product, another funder could step in and justify the product and 
subsequently the firm.  

4.4.4 Future Involvement of Funders 
The interviewees were finally asked if and how they were going to continue involving 
the funders in the firms’ continuous work. In all cases the interviewees stated that the 
funders would continue to be as involved as they were at the time of the interviews, or 
even more. Both the value of the funders’ feedback and engagement were mentioned 
as strong determinants to continue involving them. Especially in three cases (NFC 
Ring, Patchblocks and Lightpack) the interviewees expressed that the funders would 
help in shaping the products as they use it, seeing as the products incorporated open 
source elements that enabled the funders to work on the products.  

4.4.5 Summary of Main Findings 
Discovered in all of the cases was that the firms experienced that the funders still 
demanded information on the development progress and that the communication was 
almost as challenging as it had been during the funding campaigns. There had been a 
trade-off between communication and product development for many firms, where 
additional personnel in some cases was hired in order to maintain the communication 
and continue the development. Especially in the cases where firms had developed 
products consisting of both hardware and software was the demand for development 
information high, since frequent software updates occurred. This required the firms to 
be transparent towards the funders, where the firms said that keeping a balance 
between information accuracy and information clarity was important in order to 
appeal to the majority of the funders. This also helped limiting the possible 
misunderstandings that could occur due to the shared information. As value co-
creators were funders mainly found to be active as resources, by providing the firms 
with feedback and inputs based on their use of the products. Secondly, funders had 
acted as co-support by helping each other solve problems that occurred with the 
products. Less support was found for funders as co-producers, where only the two 
open source cases stated that they encouraged funder co-producing on a daily basis. 
However, in two other cases had firms acknowledged the skills and expertise of 
individual funders and involved them in co-producing activities thereafter.  
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5 Discussion  
Prior research has due to the novelty of crowdfunding mainly focused on 
crowdfunding during the actual funding campaign. This opens up for additional 
research areas within the context of crowdfunding, especially seeing as the firms that 
have succeeded with their crowdfunding campaign also have work to do afterward. In 
this thesis has the aim been to explore how firms that have successfully crowdfunded 
their products using reward-based crowdfunding continue to work with their funders 
after the campaign. Since there for crowdfunded products much like ‘regular’ 
products always is a risk of failure after launch, it can be crucial to maintain a fruitful 
relationship with the funders in order to handle potential disappointments and 
ultimately learn from the funders how to improve the product. Furthermore, by 
involving funders in value co-creation activities firms can possibly gain additional 
value. Thus, this thesis has aimed at answering the following research question: 
 
How do firms that have crowdfunded their products maintain fruitful relationships 
with their funders, and what are the related challenges? 
 
With the empirical findings as a foundation this chapter will be dedicated to a 
discussion on the research question. Literature from the literature review will be used 
to underpin the findings.  
 
It was found in this study that all of the interviewed firms experienced that 
crowdfunding had posed a challenge in terms of funder communication. During the 
campaigns were the firms inclined to share as much information as possible about the 
projects, as well as answering to the funders’ questions in a timely manner. This 
supported Kuppuswamy and Bayus (2013) finding that project creators during the 
campaigns should engage their funders as much as possible through continuous 
information on the project progress. However, it was found that firms experienced 
that the communication with the funders remained challenging even after the funding 
campaigns had closed. Due to this, the firms had applied more of a relationship 
marketing approach, since the firms were shown to uphold a continuous interaction 
process between themselves and the funders (Evans and Laskin, 1994; Grönroos, 
1994). However, this ultimately created a trade-off between communication and 
further product development, were many of the interviewees stated that they had to 
hire additional employees in order to uphold the funder communication. The firms 
had mainly two reasons for upholding continuous communication, much due to the 
funders’ extrinsic and intrinsic motivations shown towards the firms. In the cases 
where the firms hadn’t shipped all of the products yet the funders wanted to know 
when they would get them. Thus, this extended Gerber et al. (2013) findings that 
funders do show regular customer behaviour besides the role of a financer, since they 
express extrinsic motivation in receiving a reward in exchange for given money. In 
line with Grönroos (2004) words on keeping customers satisfied, the firms kept their 
funders satisfied by transparently informing them about the shipping statuses and also 
responding to the funders’ questions in a timely manner. Hence, this also supported 
Wechsler (2013) finding that firms should be transparent about delays in order satisfy 
the funders.  
 
Furthermore, when the funders had received the products firms had to change focus in 
the communication approach. It was noted in all of the cases where continuous 
product development was being made that the funders wanted to get information on 
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the development progress. This extended previous findings from Van Wingerden and 
Ryan (2011), who proposed that funders engage in crowdfunding projects in order to 
be involved. Sharing this information required that firms maintained transparent 
towards the funders, which also was said to be helpful in order to aware the funders of 
any product malfunctioning or problems that might occur. This type of 
communication is as Priluck (2003) proposes important in order to keep customers of 
new products satisfied. Firms were shown to elaborate on an intricate combination of 
information transparency, accuracy and clarity in order to meet the demand for 
development information from the funders. The funders were told to be happy to get 
as much information on the development as possible, but the firms had to share 
accurate information in order to minimise any false expectations, and also make it 
simple enough for the majority of the funders to understand. These implementations 
of accuracy and clarity coincident with the theoretical definitions, where clarity 
regards to what extent the customers understand the information (Winkler, 2000) and 
accuracy deems that the information is correct technical (Schnackenberg and 
Tomlinson, 2014). Hence, firms tried to disclose information in a timely manner, but 
not without making it accurate and clear to the funders. Thus, this extended previous 
findings on transparency in crowdfunding projects (Belleflamme et al., 2013; 
Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 2013; Mollick, 2013; Quero et al., 2013; Wechsler, 2013) 
by suggesting that transparency also is important after the campaign has closed in 
order to keep the funders satisfied and provide them with the information they ask for. 
However, as suggested in theory (Granados et al., 2005; Granados et al., 2010) some 
of the firms mentioned the risk of revealing internal assets when being transparent, 
and that it made them somewhat reluctant in the information sharing. 
 
As proposed in the literature, value co-creation requires the whole firm to incorporate 
it as a fundamental activity in order to be managed effectively (Ramaswamy, 2009). 
Seeing as the investigated firms found the funder communication to be demanding, it 
can be argued to what extent the firms could manage the involvement of funders in 
co-creation activities. O'Hern and Rindfleisch (2010) stated that customer value co-
creation was more likely to be efficient in projects that are rich on information, such 
as software development, rather than in projects working with tangible consumer 
products. Indeed, the products that incorporated software created more funder 
activity. As shown in the findings the funders could both act as resources by 
suggesting new features and evaluate added ones (Zwass, 2010), become co-testers by 
testing new versions of the software before it was released, and act as co-support for 
other funders (Nambisan, 2002). Furthermore, in the two cases where the software 
was open source the funders could engage in co-producing activities. This can 
evidently be traced to the origin of open source in crowdsourcing, which promotes 
engagement of customers in cooperative activities (Sloane, 2011). However, in the 
cases where products were based entirely on hardware had funders also shown to be 
active in value co-creation activities. The case of Magnic Light was especially 
intriguing, since the involvement of a number of funders in both testing and co-
producing activities ultimately had led to a redesign of the original product.  
Furthermore, it can be argued that much like in crowdsourcing the investigated firms 
had limited possibilities of knowing the crowd structure considering their expertise 
and attitude (Bücheler and Sieg, 2011; Hammon and Hippner, 2012). This is proposed 
since the firms had not chosen the funders in the very beginning, but instead the 
funders chose them.  As an example of this, in the majority of the cases the 
interviewees stated that the ideas that the funders contributed with often were 
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redundant, and had in most cases already been thought of by the firms. This is in line 
with Hammon and Hippner (2012) statement that an uncontrolled crowd can come up 
with unfeasible ideas from a firm’s standpoint. Hence, with the present funder 
community could the cost of involving the funders even more become infeasible for 
the firms, as proposed by (Dahlander and Gann, 2010). Instead, in line with Zwass 
(2010) could it be seen that the firms when needed used the funder community as a 
platform to find potential lead users. As proposed by Lagrosen (2005), firms were 
found only to have collaborated with a low number of funders in co-producing 
activities involving redesigns of the product. The majority of the funders instead 
mainly contributed with value to the firms through their information and feedback on 
the products. Conclusively, the low number of involved funders in co-producing 
activities is perhaps not so strange, seeing as Füller et al. (2008) stated that it is only 
the most committed customers that highly value the relationship with the firm who are 
willing to participate in resource demanding co-creation activities.  
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6 Conclusions 
This chapter summarizes the main findings of this research in relation to the research 
question. Since there is an aforementioned lack of research on crowdfunding after a 
successful campaign has this called for an exploratory study. The aim of this research 
has been to explore how firms that have successfully crowdfunded their products 
using reward-based crowdfunding continue to work with their funders after the 
campaign. Ultimately, the research question that has been answered is: 
 
How do firms that have crowdfunded their products maintain fruitful relationships 
with their funders, and what are the related challenges? 
 
In this research can it be concluded that three cornerstones built the term fruitful 
relationship. Two of these were both based on the firms’ acknowledgement that there 
was a common interest among their funders to remain updated on the continuous 
product development even after the funding had succeeded. In order to satisfy the 
funders’ demand for information, firms firstly had to maintain frequent 
communication with the funders and also respond to their questions in a timely 
manner. Secondly, by providing the funders with information that was clear and 
accurate could the firms minimise risks of misunderstandings or false expectations 
among the funders. Lastly, a fruitful relationship was also constituted by the funders’ 
ability to act as value co-creators in the role as a resource, where funder feedback 
provided the firms with inputs that could improve the products. Additionally, by 
upholding a fruitful relationship the investigated firms could use the funder 
community to find lead users that could be involved in more closely related co-
producing activities. 
 
Although these findings do not aim at generalising the investigated research area 
outside of the study’s context, suggestions for managerial implications can still be 
made. For firms that have successfully crowdfunded their products and continue the 
product development can it be valuable to acknowledge that the subsequent 
communication with the funders can be challenging. There can be a potential trade-off 
between continuous development and funder communication, and firms must 
consequently evaluate how they will tackle the communication challenge. 
Furthermore, firms should focus on maintaining a fruitful relationship by providing 
the funders with timely, accurate and clear development information. By doing so can 
firms also foster funder value co-creation in the form of funder feedback, which can 
add more value to the product and the firm. Finally, having fruitful relationship with 
the funders enables the firm to search for potential lead users in the funder community 
that can be involved in co-producing activities.  

6.1 Limitations 
It is important to be aware of the limitations that were present when this study was 
made, and that ultimately could affect the outcome of the study. First and foremost 
were only cases from the crowdfunding platform Kickstarter used, which was a 
conscious choice since the platform is perceived as one of the largest and most well-
known crowdfunding platforms available. This enabled the identification of suitable 
cases where the firms had successfully crowdfunded and shipped their products, in 
line with the case criteria. However, this still can’t exclude the fact that different 
results could be found if the same study would have been conducted using cases from 
other platforms.  
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As mentioned in the reliability of the study it can be important to be more than just 
one researcher when conducting a qualitative study, especially when conducting 
coding as a mean of analysis. A single researcher has conducted this study, and the 
findings and results have as a consequence been iterated on in order to increase the 
reliability of the results. However, it can still be seen as a limitation that additional 
researchers did not perform coding control, in order to validate the analysis. 
 
Finally, this research has singlehandedly focused on the research subject from the 
firms’ perspectives. This means that all information on funder behaviour or 
involvement has been viewed from one side, excluding the funders’ perspective. 
However, since the research’s aim was to investigate how firms maintain fruitful 
relationships with their funders it is argued to be sufficient only to have conducted the 
research from the firms’ perspectives. Still, immersing additional research from a 
funder’s perspective might give new interesting insights in the matter. 

6.2 Future Research 
This study was designed to explore how firms that have successfully crowdfunded 
their products using reward-based crowdfunding continue to work with their funders 
after the campaign. A multiple case study was used in order to explore the novel 
phenomenon of funder-firm relationships after successful crowdfunding campaigns. 
While this study sought analytical generalisation, meaning that the findings could 
only be generalised within the context of the research, a suggestion for future research 
could be to conduct a quantitative study. A study of such design would give more 
statistical insights into the firm-funder relationships and value co-creation activities, 
which consequently could lead to a wider generalization of the subject of matter. 
 
Furthermore, as seen in this study had the investigated firms only been active after the 
crowdfunding campaign for two years at the most, and in some cases were the firms 
still sending out their products (See Table 2). Hence, a distinct suggestion for future 
research is to investigate firm-funder relationships even longer after the crowdfunding 
projects have succeeded. This research could be conducted as a longitudinal 
qualitative single case study. In the contrary to the proposal for a quantitative study, 
this research could give more detailed insights in how established firms that have 
crowdfunded their products work in relation to their funders over a longer period.  
 
Additionally, as mentioned in the limitations this study has served as a first insight 
into the relationships between firms and their funders by investigating firms that have 
crowdfunded their products on one and the same platform. Similar research as this 
study should be performed on additional crowdfunding platforms to see what 
similarities or differences that exist depending on the used platform. 
 
Finally, seeing as this study explored the research context from the firms’ views, 
future research should investigate how funders perceive the on-going relationship 
with the firm and how they feel that they contribute with value in the continuous 
product development. This can be especially important if the research is aiming at 
developing best practice for continuous funder involvement. 
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Appendix 1: Interview Protocol 
Part 1. Introduction: 

• Could you describe your role in the company? 
• What is your background?  
• What was the main reason that made you crowdfund your product? 
• Where in the product development process are you today? 

Part 2. Communication: 
• Can you describe how your approach to communication with your funders looks like? 

Which communication channels do you use? Which one is the primary 
communication channel? 

• Has your communication approach changed in any way since you got crowdfunded 
until you launched and shipped the product to your funders?  

• How often do you communicate with your funders? Which type of contact is most 
frequent? 

• Do you communicate with many funders at once more often than with single funders?  
• How many of the funders that you communicate with have you previously been in 

touch with? How many funders are new contacts? 
• Do you encourage your funders to communicate with each other? If so, why is that 

and what effects can you see from that? 
Part 3. Information Sharing: 

• How much insight in your firm and the continuous development of your product do 
you give your funders through the information you share with them?  

• Has your approach to information sharing with your funders changed in any way 
since you got crowdfunded until you launched and shipped the product to them? 

• How do you choose to share information depending on its content? Do you simplify 
advanced technical information or do you present it as it is to your funders?  

• Do you encourage your funders to give inputs on your product and/or your firm? If 
yes, how do you do that? If no, why not? 

• How much information that you get from your funders comes in the form of ideas for 
future development of the product? Do you see the funders’ ideas as valuable for the 
continuous development of your product? 

• Has it ever occurred that you have been overloaded with ideas from your funders? If 
yes, how did you handle it? 

• How do you manage the ideas that you get from your funders? Has this changed in 
any way since you got crowdfunded until you launched and shipped the product to 
your funders? 

Part 4. Funders as Value Co-creators: 
• Do you think that your funders contribute with more than just the initial capital to 

your project? If yes, what do they contribute with? If no, why not? 
• In what ways do you see that your funders co-create value for your firm? 
• What benefits do you see in continuing to involve your funders in the future 

development of your firm and your product?  
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Appendix 2: Selected Coding Tables 
Theme Category Example from interviews 
Reason for crowdfunding Money "To raise the capital in order to start 

the production" (Case: Chipolo) 
 Proof of concept "Kickstarter was a market validation, 

which gave me the confidence to 
make a business out of it." (Case: 
Patchblocks) 

 Marketing "Our campaign was merely a 
marketing move to launch the product 
in the US" (Case: Leikr) 

  
 Challenges of maintaining 

funder communication 
Communication 
frequency 

"We communicate with our funders 
every day."  (Case: Trax) 

 Funder problems "The main reason they have been in 
contact has because they have had 
some problem with the product." 
(Case: Leikr) 

 Funder suggestions "We constantly have a stream of 
suggested features that the funders 
want us to implement in the app." 
(Case: Trax) 

 Funder delays "80% of the communication we have 
with our funders is them asking about 
where their rings are." (Case: NFC 
Ring) 

 Funder appraisal  "Most of them are notes of thank you 
and how the funders use the product." 
(Case: Chipolo) 

   
Information transparency Open Source “We are trying to be as open as 

possible to our funders […] we even 
posted a screenshot of the bank 
receipt for our first payment to 
manufacturer.” (Case: Lightpack) 

 Risk "We mainly shared info about design 
changes, but didn’t share our internal 
secrets because it would be too 
dangerous because of the pending 
patent.” (Case: Magnic Light) 

  
 Information accuracy Avoid 

misunderstanding 
"We only share information about 
new updates as soon as they are 
available, to avoid false expectations 
among the funders." (Case: Chipolo) 

  
 Information clarity Simplify information "I always simplify information since I 
want to keep the updates short so that 
everyone reads them." (Case: 
Patchblocks) 

 Share information as 
it is 

"I am often surprised to see that the 
funders know more than I would have 
expected. So I never have to simplify 
information." (Case: Leikr) 
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 Open Source "We have a road map with short term 
and long-term goals for everyone to 
see online. If any changes are made to 
the road map this is updated 
immediately" (Case: NFC Ring) 

  
 Funders as resources Feedback "The funders give a lot of feedback 
on the product and features that they 
would like to see implemented in the 
software." (Case: Patchblocks) 

 Marketing 
improvement 

"We get a lot of questions from the 
community from which we can 
decide how we should advertise the 
product so that it appeals to the 
customers buying the product after 
the crowdfunding campaign." (Case: 
Narrative Clip) 

 Non-encouraged 
input after 
crowdfunding 

"Some funders complained that the 
accompanying string got sprained 
quite quickly, so we changed it." 
(Case: Manuka Makers) 

 Redundant ideas "Many of the ideas from the funders 
are very similar." (Case: Magnic 
Light) 

   
Funders as co-producers Co-producing "Anyone can make changes to the 

software, since it is open source.” 
(Case: NFC Ring) 

  
 Funders as users Testing "We really needed a lot of testing of 
the original product, and even if we 
did some thousand kilometres of 
testing on our own, we couldn't really 
test the product under all the 
conditions that the funders did." 
(Case: Magnic Light) 

  
  Support "The funders communicate with each 
other on Facebook regarding software 
problems and help each other how to 
solve these." (Case: Chipolo) 

 User experience "A lot of people are writing nice 
things like reviews or showing the 
product for other people." (Case: 
Manuka Makers) 

 Product justification "If we let our funders answer to 
critique it makes us look less 
defensive, plus the community seems 
to appreciate answering each other's 
questions." (Case: Narrative Clip) 
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Future involvement of 
funders 

As resource “The goal is to work with the user 
experience – by learning from the 
funders what use they have of our 
product can we steer the development 
to appeal to that even more.” (Case: 
Narrative Clip) 

 As co-producers “There are already funders who are 
meeting up and working with the 
product, making tutorials and playing 
around. So it is the community itself 
that makes the product interesting, 
almost like a trend or a culture.” 
(Case: Patchblocks) 

 


