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Abstract 
 

This paper studies the relationship between temporal focus in idea formulations and the evaluation of 

those ideas. The temporal focus construct consists of three different foci: past, present and future 

focus. Another expression for temporal focus is subjective time, which means that individuals have 

different perceptions of the past, present and future. Since prior literature increasingly agreed upon 

temporal focus having an essential influence on an individual’s life, the different perceptions of the 

past, present and future lead to different decisions and behaviours by individuals in different 

situations. This study follows the deductive approach. Based on the literature review and the current 

state of the research domains of idea evaluation and biases we expect the present and future focus to 

have a positive effect on idea evaluation and the past focus to have a negative effect. We entered the 

crowdfunding context to study the effects. A dataset with 20,632 Kickstarter campaign ideas drawn 

from Kickstarter was chosen. The Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count program analyzed the degree of 

the three temporal foci used in the idea descriptions. Then, the file was analyzed in SPSS and the 

resulting regressions showed the effects. The first regression we conducted was a binary logistic 

regression with the dichotomy variable if the campaign was successful or failed as the outcome 

variable. Secondly, a linear multiple regression with the amount of money pledged as the dependent 

variable and thirdly, a negative binomial regression with the number of backers as the dependent 

variable were conducted. Overall, the present focus has the most beneficial effect although the 

temporal focus construct in general has a negative effect on idea evaluation. The present focus 

consistently has the least negative effect. Additionally, we found that the exposure boost granted by 

Kickstarter employees to some campaigns significantly affects the project’s success. The majority of 

the boosted campaigns have the present focus as the dominant focus. This research adds to the existing 

literature in that it analyses the effect of temporal focus in idea formulations on idea evaluation, and, 

expands the list of studied cognitive biases in the crowdfunding context. 
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1. Introduction  

Idea evaluation is essential for innovation activities. Despite the importance of innovation and a sound 

evaluation of ideas, there exists a broad range of evaluation biases in innovation activities. Generally, 

biases describe the systematic effect on evaluations or ratings of the object independent of the true 

quality of the object which is being evaluated or rated (Blackburn & Hakel, 2006). One example of a 

bias is the tendency to evaluate ideas lower that belong to one's own skills or originate outside the 

business. The degree of idea novelty significantly opens room for biases (Schweisfurth et al. 2017). 

The accuracy of idea evaluation suffers if the idea is generally outside the knowledge domain (Ozer, 

2005). As Schweisfurth et al. (2017, p. 1) state, it is generally recognized that “(...) idea evaluations 

can be influenced by information unrelated to idea quality.”  

An idea is an opportunity to create value when seizing it. Ideas could originate from the rise of a new 

need, a solution to an already existing need, or the idea could be the connection between an existing 

solution for a new need (Kornish and Ulrich, 2014). The evaluation of ideas is one part of the idea 

management process. Additionally, it includes the generation of ideas, idea gathering, and after the 

evaluation the idea development, implementation, and the follow-up and rewarding phase. Evaluation 

is a critical step in this process (Stevanovic et al. 2015). Kornish and Ulrich (2014) also found that the 

raw idea matters in terms of market success. The follow-up processes are as important as the idea, but 

the true quality of the raw idea is essential in predicting success too. This highlights the importance of 

an appropriate evaluation and selection of ideas because even perfectly conducting the follow-up 

processes will not guarantee success if the raw idea does not have the required quality.  

In the last few decades crowdfunding got increasing attention as a new and relevant financing 

mechanism by investors and scholars (Lukkarinen et al., 2017). Crowdfunding as a new financial 

mechanism contributes to the increasing competition for traditional financing methods like, for 

example, venture capitalists or banks (Hoegen et al. 2017). Chakhar et al. (2020) even attach the 

potential to “revolutionize” the funding processes to the crowdfunding mechanism. A supporting 

factor is the reduction of barriers to access generated by the democratic nature of this mechanism. 

Adding to this, Chakhar et al. (2020) express the potential of crowdfunding to increase 

entrepreneurship in developing economies.  

The reduction of barriers accelerates the growth of crowdfunding which also mirrors the expansion of 

the research literature about crowdfunding. This trend stresses the need to create a more holistic 

understanding of the processes and success criteria in decision-making (Hoegen et al. 2017). Yet the 

research domain regarding the crowdfunding phenomena, especially aspects like decision-making 

processes of crowd investors and applied investment criteria, lack robust literature and frameworks 

(Shafi, 2021). One reason for this is that funding over the internet via the crowd increases dynamics in 

this financial mechanism which is not well understood yet (Ahlers et al., 2015). This makes the project 

success for project founders challenging. Additionally, the general findings on professional investors 

are not appropriate to generalize to the crowd. The inability to generalize those findings is justified by 

the fact that crowdfunding investors do not use as many sophisticated resources as professional 

investors. The small stake and return of investing in crowdfunding projects do not justify comparable 

complexity in the evaluation process too (Ahlers et al., 2015). Therefore, crowdfunding investors rely 

on simpler heuristics (Shafi, 2021) which opens space for potential unknown cognitive influences 

(Hoegen et al. 2017). Spaeth and Moysidou (2016) found that affective and cognitive features 

influence the decision-making of crowdfunding investors. 

A potential cognitive feature that influences decision-making in the crowdfunding context is 

subjective time, also called temporal focus. The distinction between objective and subjective time is 

becoming increasingly popular in research about temporal issues for individuals, groups, and 

organizations. Objective time refers to the actual time that passes forth whereas subjective time refers 
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to individual perceptions of time (Shipp et al. 2009). Subjective time is different for individuals due to 

different perceptions of the past, present, and future (Bluedorn, 2002; Shipp et al, 2009). Back et al. 

(2020) acknowledged that temporal focus has been studied increasingly in management research but 

has often focused on only one temporal focus. The ignorance of the coexistence of temporal foci 

created burdens towards findings about the temporal focus construct, for example in its variability and 

contingency upon situations. Shipp et al. (2009) also stress that people can have multiple temporal foci 

to varying degrees. Shipp and Aeon (2019) go further and describe temporal focus as a profile that can 

attach several, either balanced or unbalanced, focus categories to individuals. Not only are the three 

known foci at play separately, but also the possibility of having a multi-focus or no focus at all. The 

emphasis on a specific temporal focus leads to a stable cognitive frame that influences decisions in the 

present. Once a temporal focus becomes stable one could describe this cognitive feature as a “temporal 

bias” (Zimbardo and Boyd, 1999; Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2011).   

Subjective time is the most essential part of the time in terms of giving meaning to everyone’s life 

with all its aspects like work or leisure time (Shipp and Jansen, 2021). That is why the role of time, 

specifically subjective time, got increasing attention in the past due to its recognized influence in 

general and in many business-related aspects. For example, executives’ time perceptions are 

increasingly getting attention for strategic areas of a firm (Nadkarni & Chen, 2014). Several authors 

describe this time perception as a filter that is the basis for executives' decisions in terms of, for 

example, resource allocation or timing and urgency of activities (Nadkarni & Chen, 2014; Rabinovich 

& Morton, 2012). More specifically, the temporal focus becomes more popular in strategic decision-

making due to the following aspects being essential: past knowledge, real-time information, and future 

speculations (Nadkarni & Chen, 2014). 

As Shipp & Jansen (2021) express, the field of subjective time, here temporal focus, although gaining 

increasing attention in the past, lacks profound and validated literature across research domains. 

Moreover, in terms of organizational behavior and decision-making, we do know little about the role 

of temporal focus in this research stream. Therefore, the assumption that temporal focus is not well 

situated within this domain has substance. The concept’s relation to and with other organizational 

behavior variables is unclear (Shipp et al., 2009). Nevertheless, international research acknowledged 

the increasing importance of temporal focus by studying this construct’s effects on several individuals, 

groups, and organizational aspects (Diotaiuti et al. 2021).  

Moreover, Falchetti (2022) states that research on temporal focus within the organization has almost 

exclusively investigated the impact on idea generation and top executives' strategic decision-making. 

She proposes future research to measure the effect of temporal focus in idea descriptions on idea 

evaluation. Research has already partially identified the role of temporal focus in some individuals' 

decision-making activities. Still, it has not been studied what role temporal focus in textual 

information plays and how it affects individuals reading this. 

Some numbers show the importance of shedding light on the decision-making processes and 

influences of crowdfunding investors. Lukkarinen et al. (2017) state that success factors for 

crowdfunding projects need to be identified to increase the project success rate. Overall, among 

several crowdfunding platforms, the success rate is rather low at 30%. It is stressed that current 

knowledge about project success factors and idea evaluation criteria of investors is limited. Next to 

that, the platform Kickstarter has 36% of ideas being successfully funded as projects. Not only do the 

idea generators desire successful funding via the platform, but also the platform has an interest in more 

successful projects as it attracts more participants to this platform (Koch & Siering, 2019). 

As indicated, temporal focus research is not yet well established and the status quo of crowd investors, 

using simple heuristics leading to the possible inclusion of cognitive biases, creates a fit for 

synthesizing these research streams. Falchetti (2022) already proposed to investigate the effect of 

temporal focus in idea descriptions. To study if the temporal focus in idea formulations influences idea 

evaluation, we enter the context of crowdfunding. Since the presence of temporal foci has a major 

influence on an individual’s personality and therefore decision-making, the investigation of a 
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“temporal bias” adds significant value to the understanding of crowd investors’ decision-making. 

Thus, idea generators submitting ideas on crowdfunding platforms have a higher awareness of how the 

idea description attracts investors. Crowd investors, on the other hand, are aware of the non-quality 

related biases, amongst others the temporal bias, and can evaluate more accurately through their 

cognitive frame. Therefore, shedding light on the role of temporal foci on idea evaluation in the 

crowdfunding context potentially leads to more and better ideas to succeed. That is why we integrate 

temporal focus research with crowdfunding research. Specifically, we study the effect temporal focus 

in idea formulation has on project success on a crowdfunding platform. As already indicated, the 

nascent literature stream on crowdfunding and potential project success factors create a challenging 

situation for project founders and idea generators in terms of how to best sell their ideas. In other 

words, to receive as much money pledged on the idea as possible or ideally achieve the funding 

goal. Furthermore, crowdfunding success has important value for entrepreneurial activities, especially 

in developing countries (Chakhar et al., 2020). 

To achieve the desired contributions this paper will be guided by the following research question: “To 

what extent does temporal focus in idea formulation affect crowdfunding project success?” 

2. Theory 
2.1 Temporal focus 

Several authors define temporal focus as a time construct that describes peoples’ thinking about the 

past, present, and future. The temporal lens people use is a decisive factor for individual differences in, 

for example, behaviors and attitudes (Bluedorn, 2002; Falchetti, 2022; Shipp et al. 2009). This is due 

to time perspectives being deeply rooted within individuals. Previous research, at least partially, 

suggests that the three temporal foci provide separate options of which only one applies to individuals. 

In contrast, the number of studies that propose that people can have different temporal foci and that the 

allocation can be devoted to varying degrees to all of them increases (Shipp et al., 2009; Zimbardo & 

Boyd, 1999). There can be situational aspects that lead people to change their attention toward either 

the past, present, or future. This means that during the day people can shift temporal attention several 

times (Shipp et al. 2009). Nevertheless, Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) state that continuous attention 

toward one temporal focus will lead to a stabilized character trait. The resulting characteristic is the 

temporal focus. The stable temporal focus characteristic of an individual has far-reached influences 

like childhood experiences, the culture of the country, and family influences like parental beliefs and 

status.  

The importance of temporal focus is increasingly recognized by prior literature and the main reason is 

the essential influence of this cognitive aspect on the life of individuals. The “subjective time” is the 

lens through which people decide, act and behave and, thus, moderates the quality of life depending on 

the actual focus individuals primarily use (Shipp and Jansen, 2021). Awareness of the impact temporal 

focus has on individuals makes the connection to business-related mechanisms not surprising. 

Temporal focus is important because research on goal setting, motivation, and performance revealed 

that temporal focus affects attitudes, behaviors, and decision-making (Shipp et al, 2009). Furthermore, 

the cognitive construct already has been subject to studies examining the role of temporal focus in 

businesses (Nadkarni & Chen, 2014; Rabinovich & Morton, 2012). 

2.1.1 Past focus 

Shipp et al. (2009) found that past-focused people, in contrast to current- and future-focused people, 

tend to be more negative as the past focus is said to relate to neuroticism and negative affectivity. This 

leads to lower life and job satisfaction. Nevertheless, the past focus could enhance learning when past 

situations are used for analysis. Further, the past focus can lead to neuroticism and anxiety due to 

thoughts about past failures (Shipp et al. 2009; Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2011). Nadkarni & Chen 

(2014) studied the effect of temporal focus on new product introduction (NPI) under stable or dynamic 

environmental conditions. They found that CEOs with a past or present focus had more NPIs in stable 

environments. 
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2.1.2 Present focus 

Literature suggests that present-focused people tend to have a higher risk-taking and opportunity 

exploitation in the current moment which is relevant for the evaluation of novel ideas (Falchetti, 2022; 

Shipp et al. 2009). Further, the present focus promises higher well-being due to higher opportunity 

exploitation in the current moment, but it could also lead to more impulsive behavior and higher risk-

taking (Falchetti, 2022). This could also lead to lower well-being. Tan et al. (2019) investigated the 

effect of temporal focus and self-congruence on the willingness to pay for specific brands. They found 

that consumers with a present focus tend to perceive brands more favorably in case they reflect 

themselves to some degree. This process is comparable to idea evaluation or the willingness to invest 

in an idea. In terms of decision-making, Falchetti (2022) found that subjective time does influence 

decision-making. More specifically, she found that present focus among audience members leads to a 

better evaluation of radical ideas due to the reduction of uncertainty. This finding is in line with Shipp 

et al. (2009) who attribute a higher opportunity exploitation characteristic to present-focused people. 

Shi and Desjardine (2020) studied the effect of temporal focus on strategic decision-making in the 

context of mergers and acquisitions. The focus was the behavioral agency model that proposes 

managers take riskier decisions in terms of current wealth but are risk-averse regarding prospective 

wealth. He found that present-focused CEOs do hesitate to take excessive risks with current wealth. In 

contrast, present-focused CEOs are more risk-taking with prospective wealth.  

2.1.3 Future focus 

The future focus has different implications for the people using it than the present focus as several 

authors state. Nevertheless, the attributes of future-focused people suggest similar effects on the 

evaluation of ideas. Referring to Nadkarni and Chen (2014), they found that CEOs high in the present 

and future focus had more NPIs in dynamic environments. Shi and Desjardine (2020) found 

differences between present and future-focused CEOs, namely that future-focused CEOs tend to take 

more excessive risks with current wealth but hesitate to take a risk with prospective wealth. Future 

focus helps to set goals and increase motivation, which could also result in lower well-being due to 

higher stress and time pressure (Shipp et al., 2009). Furthermore, a future focus indicates a goal-

oriented characteristic high on conscientiousness. Extraversion is related to future focus in that the 

ambitious characteristic of extraversion leads to thinking about the future in terms of goals and desired 

rewards. Extraversion is also related to present focus due to engaging in impulsive behavior without 

paying attention to potential consequences in the future whereas future-focused people are more 

conscious of future consequences.  

Taking monetary risks in the present moment for potential profits in the future leads to the assumption 

that risk-taking is positively related to present and future focus. However, the urgency to experience 

current sensations leads to the assumption that the positive relation is stronger for the present focus. 

Optimism refers to a positive future and the way of thinking that the future will be good or that the 

individual will find ways to create a good future. Hence, optimistic individuals reasonably have a 

future focus (Shipp et al. 2009).  

 

2.2 Biases in idea evaluation/crowdfunding 

2.2.1 Idea evaluation and cognition 

Idea evaluation, next to idea generation, is part of a complex cognitive process. Generally, the aim of 

idea evaluation is to assess the balance between novelty and practicality. Three characteristics of good 

ideas are the applicability to a problem, effective solution to a problem, and the ability to implement. 

Although idea evaluation deals with robust and visible criteria and methods, the cognitive process is 

essential too. For example, three cognitive processes are linked to the evaluation of ideas, starting with 

forecasting the potential outcome when seizing an idea. Next, the insights from forecasting are used to 

contrast the desired performance against expected outcomes. Finally, as early idea descriptions are 

usually conceptual and not very well defined the evaluation incorporates revising the idea to increase 

its effectiveness (Puccio and Cabra, 2012). 



 

8 
 

Cognition is not only essential in the generation of ideas but especially in the assessment of those. 

McCarthy et al. (2018) established a framework proposing that the filters individuals use in idea 

evaluation vary across cultures. The assumption is that the creative output of successful ideas is 

connected to the cognitive filtered assessment. Converging those filters in, for example, an 

organization, has a direct influence on the innovative output, rather than adjusting processes in idea 

generation.  

2.2.2 Cognitive biases in the evaluation of crowdfunding ideas 

Authors in this field recognized the existence of several biases in idea evaluation. Examples are worse 

evaluations of ideas with similar expertise or less appreciation for external business ideas compared to 

internal ideas (Schweisfurth et al. 2017). They also found the bias of evaluating hierarchically close 

ideas higher than more distant ideas within organizations. Relating to this, middle managers tend to 

favor ideas from their subunits compared to ideas across various subunits of the organization. This 

finding supports the popular “not invented here” syndrome which describes the same phenomena but 

at the firm level (Reitzig and Sorenson, 2013).  Boudreau et al. (2016) found that research proposal 

evaluations include biases by the evaluators that can be explained by bounded rationality. Firstly, 

bounded rationality explains the bias of intellectual distance, which means that evaluators give lower 

scores to proposals closer to their own expert area due to the recognition of demerits. Secondly, the 

more novel the research proposal is the worse is the evaluation because the comprehension process 

could lead to many errors that distort the value of the work.  

As already indicated, we want to expand the literature on biases in idea evaluation and suggest that the 

context of crowdfunding is appropriate for this. As Boudreau et al. (2016) explained in their study the 

challenge of evaluating ideas became even more challenging due to the developments around the 

“ideation” concept including the idea platforms that simulate a contest, like crowdfunding. The 

crowdfunding context is appropriate for studying biases since the common crowdfunding investor uses 

simple heuristics to evaluate ideas. Using more intuition and judgment leads to a higher chance of 

cognitive biases influencing the evaluation. The force to use heuristics due to an uncertain situation 

leads to subjective perceptions of probabilities which leads to cognitive biases (Tversky and 

Kahneman, 1974). This situation originates from the condition that, although decision-making 

processes for more traditional financing mechanisms exist, they cannot be transferred to crowdfunding 

investors. The reasons are the lack of resources and experience necessary to conduct a sound 

evaluation plus the lack of justification to invest those resources and time into an evaluation of 

crowdfunding campaigns due to the limited return potential (Shafi et al., 2021; Ahlers et al., 2015). 

That is why common crowdfunding investors rely on heuristics that provide a simpler and faster 

decision-making process (Shafi et al., 2021; Moleskis et al., 2018). 

There exist examples of biases in the crowdfunding process identified by authors with influences on 

idea evaluation. One example is crowd bias, which means that investors’ decisions are influenced by 

other investors or the crowd (Hoegen et al., 2017; Stevenson et al., 2019). Moleskis et al. (2018) 

indicate the existence of a social proximity bias which tells us that investors are more likely to 

evaluate ideas from similar people more positively than ideas from more dissimilar people. 

Additionally, gender bias exists and the literature tells us that women tend to get more positive 

feedback or evaluations than men due to higher attributed reliability. Next, the home bias could play a 

role in investor idea evaluation too. This tells us that investors tend to evaluate ideas differently 

independent of idea quality but influenced by the idea founder’s origin (Guo et al., 2018; Moleskis et 

al. 2018). The variety of cognitive biases shows that it is hard to evaluate ideas based on pure quality 

without distortions. Furthermore, it is plausible to assume that more highly influential biases exist that 

have not been studied yet. 
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2.3 “Temporal bias” in the context of crowdfunding 

 

The temporal focus has been characterized as an essential cognitive characteristic that influences 

individual behaviors, decisions, and actions. Literature also called a stable temporal focus a “temporal 

bias” (Zimbardo and Boyd, 1999; Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2011).  Therefore, temporal focus plays a 

considerable part in creating individual differences. Many business-related decision-making 

procedures get increasingly integrated into temporal focus studies due to the constructs’ recognized 

impact on individuals. In the end, it is the individuals who have the power to decide, and the temporal 

focus they possess is likely to influence decisions to some degree (Nadkarni and Chen, 2014; 

Rabinovich and Morton, 2012). 

 

Falchetti (2022) found that present focus among an evaluating audience increases the chance to favor 

radical new ideas. Nevertheless, the target group was audience members, and the focus was on present 

focus instead of temporal focus in general. That is why she suggested studying the effect of temporal 

focus in idea descriptions. On a crowdfunding platform, the attractiveness of the idea and thus its 

description define success. Given the existence of several cognitive biases that influence investors’, 

and especially crowdfunding investors’, evaluations and decisions, the temporal focus could have a 

valuable impact in this research domain. A more holistic understanding of the role of temporal focus 

in idea evaluation could enhance the ratio of successful projects on crowdfunding platforms, 

simultaneously enhancing the innovative capacity of project founders and project funders. The desire 

to increase the success ratio is influenced by the increasing growth of the crowdfunding financial 

mechanism and the yet rather low proportion of successful projects (Hoegen et al. 2017). For example, 

Kickstarter, a popular crowdfunding platform, and part of this study's research context, has 36% 

successful projects (Koch and Siering, 2019). 

 

An important note to mention is that we have an idea of how the temporal focus construct influences 

individuals in decision-making procedures but we do not know how the construct works when 

incorporated into texts. Nevertheless, we assume that the temporal focus in texts influences 

individuals’ perception and, thus, affects the attractiveness of the text for the readers or evaluators. 

Since prior literature recognized the influence of subjective time on the individual’s life the cognitive 

aspect of the temporal bias, although not studied among the evaluators in this crowdfunding context, is 

likely to influence the idea evaluation. The following hypotheses are based on the cognitive aspects of 

temporal focus. Then, these cognitive aspects are transferred into hypothesized effects of temporal 

focus in idea formulations on idea evaluation.  

After reviewing and synthesizing relevant literature, the following hypotheses will be subject to 

investigation throughout this study. 

H1: Present-focused idea formulations have a positive effect on idea evaluation/crowdfunding success. 

H2: Future-focused idea formulations have a positive effect on idea evaluation/crowdfunding success. 

H3: Past-focused idea formulations have a negative effect on idea evaluations/crowdfunding success. 
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FIGURE 1 
 Theoretical model 

 

 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Research design 
 

In the following, the methodology is outlined. The research question is “To what extent does temporal 

focus in idea formulation affect crowdfunding project success?” and guides this paper. This means that 

we want to analyze the effect of different temporal foci in idea descriptions on funding success.   

This study follows the deductive method. A deductive research approach starts with a theory and 

progresses forward by formulating hypotheses, and collecting and analyzing data. The results of this 

will show if the hypotheses can be supported or not (Streefkerk, 2019).   

A list of explanations for different words or variables used in the analysis in SPSS and the following 

text can be found in the appendix in table 18. The starting point is the idea or funding success which is 

the dependent variable. In the crowdfunding context, this is provided by the amount of money pledged 

or the success or failure of the desired amount to achieve. For a third regression model, the number of 

backers is the outcome variable defining the success of ideas. A dataset from the platform kaggle.com 

will be used containing all the relevant information from the idea description to the amount of money 

pledged (Srinivasan, n.d.).  

The independent variable is the temporal focus which consists of three dimensions, namely past, 

present, and future focus. This study uses the Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) program to 

analyze the idea formulations from the crowdfunding data. This program possesses dictionaries, each 

containing several words that reflect the different foci and are consistent with definitions of authors in 

this field like Bluedorn (2002) and Shipp et al. (2009). Furthermore, these dictionaries have been 

validated by thousands of speakers and writers (Nadkarni & Chen, 2014).  

In this study, we will control the following variables. First, this study controls for the project category 

of the idea, since individuals are attracted to different kinds of ideas (Koch & Siering, 2019). Second, 

the country from which the idea originates is controlled too. Other control variables that have been 

part of the dataset are if the idea was launched on Tuesdays, if the ideas had the deadline on a weekend 
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and if the idea became boosted from the Kickstarter platform. These were included in the dataset and 

the assumption was that these variables could have effects on the success of projects too. 

The resulting quantitative data will be analyzed in the statistical program SPSS to run regressions and 

assess if the stated hypotheses are to be accepted or rejected.  

  

3.2 Sample and sampling process  

 

For this study, we use a dataset from kaggle.com (retrieved from 

https://www.kaggle.com/code/kerneler/starter-kickstarter-campaigns-dataset-6924d4f5-4/data). 

Kaggle is an online platform for data science enthusiasts. Datasets can be accessed by and shared 

between users for different motivations, amongst other data science challenges. This dataset originally 

contained over 20,632 Kickstarter campaign ideas drawn from Kickstarter. The timeframe in which 

those ideas were selected is from 2009 until 2017. In the selection process between different datasets, 

several aspects were important to consider. There must be a blurb or an idea description to analyse the 

temporal focus. Just the name of an idea is not sufficient. Furthermore, it is required that the amount of 

money pledged is included to define the state of the idea, either successful or failed. This implies that, 

next to the final amount of money pledged on an idea, the goal amount of money for this should be 

included as well. Finally, the dataset must contain more information to control for the regression 

output. For example, idea categories, idea origin (country), or the timing of the idea being online on 

the crowdfunding platform.   

The dataset in this study covers all these aspects. The blurb that describes the idea, the amount of 

money pledged, and the goal amount is included. The outcome of the projects, if they are successful or 

not, is included in this dataset too. Furthermore, much information is included which as well can be 

used to control the regression. For example, the country, category, and timing of the ideas. More 

specifically, if the idea was launched on a Tuesday and if the deadline of the campaign was on a 

weekend. Next to that, “staff pick” is included. This tells us if the campaign got an exposure boost on 

the website from Kickstarter staff. The number of backers for any campaign is included too. 

Furthermore, this dataset seems to be representative of the population of crowdfunding campaigns 

since campaigns from more than 20 countries are included with more than 20 idea categories. 

Combined with the high number of campaigns this dataset is appropriate.    

Kickstarter operates an “all or nothing” funding model, which means that the campaign either 

succeeds or fails. In addition, if it fails, is cancelled completely leaving both the creator and the 

backers at a disadvantage. Thus, the objective of this dataset is to get a better understanding of the 

Kickstarter crowdfunding mechanism with the motivation to increase the success rate of campaigns in 

the future (Srinivasan, n.d.).    

Before doing the regressions, the Excel file has been adjusted. Mainly, we removed several rows due 

to a wrong arrangement of data between the cells within these rows. Rows with missing values have 

been deleted too. Furthermore, campaigns with the state of being live, cancelled, or suspended have 

been removed due to irrelevance for this study and thus the potential to distort the results. These 

adjustments took place before the LIWC analysis for the temporal focus of the ideas. After identifying 

the outliers and the before-mentioned adjustments the final number of cases has been reduced to 

16,566. As soon as we implemented the measures for the foci in the Excel file, the file has been 

exported to SPSS. 

  

3.3 Measures 

 

https://www.kaggle.com/code/kerneler/starter-kickstarter-campaigns-dataset-6924d4f5-4/data)
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This study illustrates several models. First, a binary logistic regression with the dichotomous outcome 

variable state of the idea, either successful or failed, was conducted. The second model is a linear 

regression with the continuous variable of money pledged as the outcome variable. Moreover, the third 

model is a negative binomial regression with a dependent count variable which is the number of 

backers per idea. 

To measure the temporal foci of the idea descriptions the Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) 

tool is used. The two main functions are the processing of text inputs and the dictionaries used for 

processing these texts. This tool provides several cognitive and emotional categories and is available 

in over 70 languages. Decades of scientific research, and the identification that the individuals’ use of 

specific language provides insights into their inner state, were the foundation of this software. The 

main essence of this tool is to calculate the proportion of specific categories present in the text. In 

other words, the program reads text documents and counts the number of words belonging to one 

dictionary and compares this number to the total number of words in this document, here the idea 

description (LIWC, n. d.). An example would be an idea description with ten words. If four words 

belong to the past dictionary and one belongs to the present focus dictionary, 40% would be the score 

for past focus and 10% for present focus. In Excel or SPSS, the score is stated as 40.0 or 10.0, 

respectively. For example, in terms of past focus, words like “was” or “went” would add to the degree 

of past focus within the text. Therefore, the essential aspects of this program are the dictionaries (see 

appendix table 3). The dictionaries are bundles of words that make up a specific category. For further 

information on the tool see the article by Tausczik and Pennebaker (2010).   

Several studies already relied on LIWC dictionaries for temporal focus. For example, Nadkarni & 

Chen (2014) conducted a study to demonstrate strong convergent and discriminant validity and high 

reliability for the temporal focus dictionaries regarding different kinds of text inputs. Other studies 

support the appropriateness of these dictionaries. Shi and Desjardine (2020) and Back et al. (2020) 

relied on the stated usefulness and validity of these dictionaries specifically achieved by the validation 

study by Nadkarni & Chen (2014).  Thus, we assume that these dictionaries are appropriate to conduct 

our study.  Furthermore, compared to older versions the LIWC 2015 version does have improved 

dictionaries.   

 

3.4 Data analysis (assumptions of the regressions) 
 

Before conducting the regressions, one must check several assumptions. In the following, the relevant 

assumptions for the different regressions are described and checked accordingly. 

 

Binary logistic regression 

 

For the binary logistic regression, the data should not be paired which means that it should not 

measure the same thing twice on any idea. This is the case. Furthermore, the outcome must be 

categorical, more specifically dichotomous. This is the case too. Either the idea will fail or becomes 

successful. 

Outliers 

To detect outliers, the following procedure was done in SPSS. Under analyse and linear regression, we 

put the dichotomous dependent variable (StateCode) in the dependent box and all the independent 

scale variables in the independent box (past focus, present focus, future focus, blurb_length, goal, and 

backers_count).  Then, the Mahalanobis distance was saved and a new column was created. This new 
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column was sorted in descending to have the large values at the top. Next, under “transform” a new 

variable was created called “prob” (probability) with the Cdf.Chisq function. In this new column, the 

probabilities are listed and any value that is less than .001 is considered an outlier. The first 521 cases, 

therefore, turned out to be outliers. Those are left out for the rest of the study since the removal 

appears to have effects on the models’ outcomes. 

Multicollinearity  

Next, multicollinearity has been checked. Fortunately, SPSS can create collinearity diagnostics 

including the variance inflation factor (VIF, see appendix table 4). The VIF indicates linear 

relationships among predictors in the model. A value of 10 is problematic or if the VIF average is 

substantially above one. Here, all VIF values are just above one, so they seem to be appropriate. 

Furthermore, the tolerance statistics are the reciprocal values of the VIF and should not be smaller than 

0.1. All tolerance values are above 0.9 and are appropriate (Field, 2009). Therefore, multicollinearity 

is not a problem in this model. 

Independence of errors 

Another assumption that one must check is the independence of errors. This means that for any 

observation, the residuals must be uncorrelated or independent and this can be tested via the Durbin-

Watson test. Values range between zero and four and a value higher than two means that there is a 

negative correlation. A value below two means a positive correlation. The final size of the value 

depends on the model. Generally, values close to two are considered appropriate (Field, 2009). Here, 

the value is 1.994 (see appendix table 5). 

Linearity 

In logistic regression, the linearity assumption is met when there is a linear relationship between a 

scale-independent variable and the dependent variable’s logit. To check this an interaction term 

between the predictor and the logit is required. If this term is significant, one violates the assumption 

(Field, 2009). Via the transform and compute variable command, the Ln (natural logarithm) function 

created the Ln scale variable which was included as the interaction term in the model. The variables 

“blurb_length”, “goal” and “backers_count” have violated the assumption and therefore been removed 

from the model.  

 

Multiple linear regression  

 

One assumption for the multiple linear regression is that the predictor variables must be either 

quantitative or categorical with at least two dimensions. Adding to that, the dependent variable should 

be continuous and must not be constrained (Field, 2009). This model meets both assumptions. 

Multicollinearity 

For the multiple linear regression model the, multicollinearity assumption is not violated since the VIF 

values are all just above one (see appendix table 6). Thus, the tolerance values are acceptable too.  

Independence of errors 

The independence of errors assumption is not violated too according to the Durbin-Watson test (1.974, 

see appendix table 7). 

Heteroscedasticity 
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The variance of the residual terms must be constant at each level of the independent variables. This is 

the homoscedasticity assumption and can be assessed by a plot containing the standardized residuals 

against the standardized predicted values. If the dots are randomly dispersed, the assumption is met 

(Field, 2009). Here, there seems to be a pattern in the graph and therefore we assume 

heteroscedasticity, and the assumption is violated (see appendix figure 2).  

Tests for normality 

To test for normality in the linear multiple regression we must look at the histogram and normal P-P 

plot. The distribution appears to be non-normal since the histogram does not show a bell-shaped curve 

but rather a skewed one (see appendix figure 3). The P-P plot shows a straight line that represents 

normal distribution (Field, 2009). Since the dots are distant from the line a non-normal distribution is 

assumed (see appendix figure 4). 

Some assumptions in this linear multiple regression are violated. That is why this study includes 

several models next to linear multiple regression. Still, we use this model to draw conclusions about 

this sample. Unfortunately, the generalization of these findings beyond this sample of the population is 

prohibited if one or several assumptions are violated (Field, 2009).  

 

Negative binomial regression 

 

The third model is a negative binomial regression, which is an alternative to the Poisson regression. 

The negative binomial regression is appropriate for models that include a count variable as the 

dependent variable. In this case, we use “backers_count” as the dependent variable representing the 

number of investors that have funded the idea. The number of backers correlates strongly to the 

success of an idea and the final amount of money pledged and is therefore appropriate as the 

dependent variable (see table 1). A potential shortcoming of the Poisson regression is the implied 

assumption of equidispersion. This means that the mean and the variance are assumed to be equal. If 

the variance turns out to be larger than the mean, overdispersion exists (Coxe et al., 2009). 

Overdispersion occurs if there is much heterogeneity among the individuals not accounted for by the 

independent variables. When conducting a Poisson regression the model showed overdispersion and to 

account for this problem we chose the negative binomial regression.  This regression handles the 

overdispersion problem in that it allows unexplained variability for individuals with the same 

predicted value (Coxe et al., 2009).  

The goodness of fit table (see appendix table 8) shows the ratio of the deviance to the degrees of 

freedom. The nearer the ratio value is toward one the less overdispersion exists. Here the value is 

1.260 and provides a large improvement compared to the Poisson regression leading to more accurate 

parameter estimates. 

The omnibus test (see appendix table 9) tells us whether the model, which incorporates the predictors, 

creates a significant improvement in fit over the only intercept model without any predictors. The test 

statistic is significant (p > .01) and thus the model is improved. 

 

Descriptives and Correlations 
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The descriptive and correlations table of the dependent and independent variables shows several 

characteristics. One can see that there are more failed projects due to the mean of the state variable 

being nearer to 0 which indicates a failed idea (failed=0; successful=1). The mean number of the 

amount of money pledged (18965.74) and the number of backers (148.89) are also presented. Further, 

as already indicated, the amount of money pledged, the number of backers, and the final state of an 

idea are strongly correlated. The exposure boost correlates quite strongly with the three outcome 

variables too. 

 

4. Results 
 

In the following, the directions, effect sizes, and significance of the predictor variables of the different 

models are presented and assessed in terms of the stated hypotheses.  

 

4.1 Logistic regression 
 

In short, a binary logistic regression follows the procedure of linear regression. In contrast to linear 

regression, the outcome variable in a binary logistic regression is categorical and it has two categories. 

The predictor variables are categorical and continuous. Due to the outcome variable being categorical, 

the linearity assumption is violated but can be circumvented by transforming the multiple linear 

regression equation into logarithmic terms (Field, 2009). In this study, the dichotomous outcome 

variable is the final state of the idea, which means either successful or failed. The odds ratio, which is 

the Exp(B) value in the SPSS output, indicates the change in the outcome variable caused by a unit 

change in the predictor variable (Field, 2009). The categorical variables categories and countries have 

been indicated to use the last category and the first country as the reference category, respectively. The 

reference country is the USA and the reference category is “no category”. These campaigns did not 

indicate a specific category and are useful to compare against the existing categories.   

All temporal foci in every model do have a negative effect on the probability of success (see table 2). 

See appendix table 10 to see all effects of the logistic regression. The Wald statistic is like the t-

statistic in linear regression and tells us whether the predictor’s contribution is significantly different 

from zero (Field, 2009). The future focus has the highest negative effect (p > .01), followed by past 

focus (p < .05) and then present focus (p > .01). Increasing future focus by one unit decreases the 
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chance of success by 3.2%. For the present focus, the chance is decreased by 1.1%. For past focus, it 

decreases by 1.3% but the past focus is the only focus that is insignificant.  

For the logistic regression H1 and H2 must be rejected since both, present and future focus, do have a 

negative effect on the success of a crowdfunding idea. H3 must be rejected too due to the results’ 

insignificance. Nevertheless, the direction is coherent with H3.  

 

4.2 Linear regression 
 

As already mentioned, multiple linear regression resembles logistic regression with the difference that 

a continuous outcome variable is used (Field, 2009). Here, we use the amount of money pledged as the 

dependent variable representing the success of an idea. 

For the next two regressions, the country and category variables are summarised in a dichotomous 

variable stating that the cases either are in one of the four heavily represented countries or not and 

refer to one of the most represented categories or not. This makes the regression easier to conduct and 

provides a better overview.  

The t-statistic tells us whether the individual predictors’ contribution to the model is significantly 

different from zero and enables us to estimate outcome values with confidence (Field, 2009). 

For the multiple linear regression, the temporal foci do have a negative effect on the outcome variable 

too (see table 2). In the appendix in table 11, all effects can be seen. Another similarity with the 

logistic regression is the order of the effect strengths. The future focus has the worst effect (p > .01) on 

the amount of money pledged, with the past focus being on the middle (p > .05) and the present focus 

having the least negative effect (p > .01). Practically, increasing the future focus by one unit of the 

amount of money  

 

 

 

pledged decreases by roughly 1411, for past focus a reduction of approximately 702 is predicted by 

the model. Increasing the present focus by one unit decreases the amount of money pledged by 

approximately 255. All effects are significant. This leads to the conclusion that H3 has to be accepted 
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and H1 and H2 must be rejected. Still, the present focus has the least negative effect. What remains 

surprising is the smaller negative effect of past focus compared to future focus.  

The R square value is .101, which means that the predictors in this model account for 10.1% of the 

variability of the amount of money pledged (Field, 2009). 

 

4.3 Negative binomial regression 
 

In a negative binomial regression, which is an alternative to Poisson regression, the outcome variable 

is count data. Generally, Poisson regression belongs to generalized linear models that have the benefits 

of allowing for transformations to the outcome variable establishing linearity to a potential nonlinear 

relationship between the outcome and predictors (Coxe et al. 2009). Furthermore, the Poisson 

regression is more flexible in its error structure compared to the assumed normal distribution of 

ordinary least square regressions (Coxe et al. 2009). 

The count data here is the number of backers per idea. As with the other regressions, all foci do have a 

negative effect on the outcome variable (see table 2). All effects are shown in the appendix in table 12. 

The order of the strength of the effects is the same too. Increasing future focus by one unit decreases 

the number of backers by 8.8%, for past focus by 3.8%, and for present focus by 1.3%. The effects, 

past (p > .01), present (p > .01), and future focus (p > .01), are significant which leads to the 

conclusion that H3 can be accepted, whereas H1 and H2 must be rejected again. Again, the past focus 

is beneficial compared to the future focus.  

To summarise our findings and the assessment of the hypotheses we can state that the logistic 

regression model with the state dichotomy as the dependent variable forces us to reject all hypotheses. 

The linear regression model allows us to accept H3 but with limitations due to the violation of 

assumptions. The negative binomial regression model makes us able to accept H3 too with the 

difference that no assumptions are violated. 

Additionally, we investigated the amount of money pledged as the dependent variable in the negative 

binomial regression although the variable does not conform to the count data requirement in the same 

manner as the number of backers. Numerical problems occurred and SPSS could not conduct the 

omnibus test. Still, the results show that this is the only model with the present focus having a 

significant positive impact on the amount of money pledged (see appendix table 12b). Regarding the 

other results of this study, surprisingly future focus has a better effect on the outcome variable than 

past focus but with the future focus being non-significant. 

 

4.4 Interaction effects 
 

To investigate potential interaction effects we copied and modified the file into three new files. Every 

file contains idea descriptions that have at least one dominant temporal focus present. The intention 

was to study if interaction effects exist. In other words, there is a temporal focus that has a significant 

effect if it is combined with other foci in the same description.  

Firstly, we did the regressions again to see the effects from idea descriptions with all three foci 

present. Those models did not show different results than the main models described before. Most 

effects were insignificant too. Furthermore, we created interaction terms with all foci to see if these 

provide promising results. The interaction terms had similar results and, thus, we assume that there are 

no interaction effects in this dataset. Consequently, these insights will not be considered in the 

remaining parts.  
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4.5 Nonlinear effects 
 

A linear regression means that the predictor variables in the model do have a straight-line relationship 

with the dependent variable. Due to the violation of several assumptions in the multiple linear 

regression model and the overall effects so far the assumption that there might be nonlinear effects 

gets substance. Thus, we investigated the nonlinear effects of the temporal foci.  

Firstly, we checked for curve estimation in SPSS. The dependent variable is the amount of money 

pledged. Due to numerical and statistical circumstances in this dataset, only the quadratic and cubic 

equations can be considered useful (see appendix tables 13-15). Nevertheless, based on the model 

summaries the linear equation seems beneficial compared to the quadratic and cubic equations.  

We conducted two nonlinear regressions. The cubic regression (see appendix table 16) as well as the 

quadratic regression (see appendix table 17) did not show very different results than the other 

regression models presented earlier in this study. The present focus has the least negative effect, 

followed by the past focus and the future focus has the worst effect on the amount of money pledged. 

Another finding is that the cubic regression model shows less negative effects of the temporal foci 

compared to the quadratic model.  

 

4.6 Control Variables 
 

Having a look at the tables in the appendix and focusing on the control variables, we can see that 

several of them do have a significant effect on project success. 

One control variable that is essential for project success is the so-called “Staff Pick” attribute used by 

the Kickstarter platform. Staff pick means that selected projects are featured on the Kickstarter 

homepage giving them a boost of exposure. All models in this study show a strong association 

between selected staff pick projects and project success. Among all variables, the dichotomy of 

whether projects gain exposure boost has the highest beneficial effect. This finding is supported by 

Qiu (2013). He also found that projects enjoy an exposure boost for different periods, and some even 

become repeatedly exposed on the homepage which increases the potential advantage. Staff picks 

show some sort of above-average quality of the campaign in several categories like innovativeness or 

idea description. Such a sign helps potential backers to ensure that the campaign has a minimum level 

of quality and can be seriously considered to potentially reach the funding goal accompanying the 

rewards for backers. The objectivity of this assessment is ensured too since the platform chooses the 

campaigns they wish to get an exposure boost (Thies et al. 2019). This finding supports the study by 

Kaartemo (2017) when viewing the exposure boost as a signal of quality. We analysed our dataset and 

found that out of the past focused ideas 9.8% have been “staff picked”. For future focus, only 6.5% 

enjoyed additional exposure, and 11.9% of the present-focused ideas have been chosen. This shows 

that present-focused idea descriptions have a better chance of being “staff picked”, at least in this 

dataset.  

Regarding the countries in which the ideas have been published, there is no significant finding that 

shows benefits or disadvantages considering all models in this study. Di Pietro and Buttice (2020) 

found positive associations between the institutional characteristics of a country, specifically a 

business-friendly legal environment, less bureaucracy, shorter time, and lower cost for business 

creation and equity crowdfunding activity. Minority shareholder protection has a positive contribution 

too. Next to that, individualistic societies tend to be more supportive of financing tools like 

crowdfunding than collectivistic societies. The countries’ long-term orientation correlates positively to 
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the crowdfunding market because crowdfunding specifically contains early-stage firms with investors 

having to wait quite long for a potential return (Di Pietro and Buttice, 2020). Generally, the results in 

terms of the countries must be assessed with caution due to the significantly higher proportion of ideas 

from the main four countries compared to the rest of the dataset. Even a small number of successful 

projects from a minor country could lead to results that are not appropriate to generalize. 

In terms of the categories present in this dataset, we can state that ideas belonging to the top 

categories, which are web, software, hardware, gadgets and ideas belonging to no specific category, 

have a higher chance of success. In the linear regression model and the negative binomial regression 

model, both dichotomies show a significant positive effect for the main categories.  

The timing of the ideas influences their success too. Specifically, the dataset contains information on 

whether the idea was launched on a Tuesday or not and whether the deadline for the project was on a 

weekend or not. All models suggest that a launch on a Tuesday has a positive effect on funding 

success whereas a deadline on the weekend has a negative effect. Only in the linear regression model, 

the deadline weekend dichotomy is insignificant but still negative. A launch on Tuesdays is said to be 

the best date to launch because the traffic on the Kickstarter website is at its peak on Tuesdays. It 

seems that the best projects are launched on Tuesdays (Stimmel, 2022). Deadlines on weekends do 

have a negative effect on funding success. A potential reason is the reduced activity on crowdfunding 

platforms on weekends compared to the working days. 

 

5. Discussion 
 

The concept of subjective time got increased attention in the past. The reason is the increasing 

recognition that subjective time has a profound influence on people’s perceptions of time and therefore 

meaning to their life (Shipp and Jansen, 2021). Business-related situations are one of several 

categories in which this statement holds (Nadkarni and Chen, 2014).  

Prior research indicates that past-focused people tend to be more negatively influenced by, for 

example, anxiety by thoughts about past failures (Shipp et al. 2009; Mohammed and Nadkarni, 2011). 

In contrast, present-focused people have higher opportunity exploitation in the current moment and, 

thus, higher risk-taking which leads to uncertainty reduction (Falchetti, 2022; Shipp et al. 2009; Shi 

and Desjardine, 2020). Future-focused people tend to set goals for desired rewards and are generally 

more optimistic (Shipp et al. 2009; Mohammed and Nadkarni, 2011).  

Business-related situations are one of several kinds of situations in which the temporal focus plays a 

role (Nadkarni and Chen, 2014). Idea evaluation is one business-related activity, especially important 

for innovation activities. Nevertheless, idea evaluation is sensitive to influences by biases that distort a 

proper evaluation of the pure quality of an idea. Given the importance of innovation for businesses and 

the whole economy it is worth studying the potential role of the “temporal bias”, synonymous with the 

temporal focus, in idea evaluation. Especially since the role of temporal focus is increasingly 

recognized as having an essential role within individuals’ decision-making capability. The 

crowdfunding context is appropriate because investors usually use simpler heuristics for idea 

evaluation due to their small stake in the project (Ahlers et al., 2015; Shafi, 2021; Hoegen et al. 2017). 

The use of simple heuristics opens room for more biases compared to more traditional idea evaluation 

processes. The relevance of the crowdfunding context is supported by numbers that show the currently 

low success rate of crowdfunding projects (Lukkarinen et al., 2017). 
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5.1 Summary of findings 

 

In the following, the findings and the assessment of the hypotheses are summarised. The logistic 

regression model with the state dichotomy as the dependent variable has no accepted hypotheses. The 

linear regression model allows us to accept H3 but with limitations due to the violation of 

assumptions. The negative binomial regression model enables us to accept H3 too with the difference 

that this model does not violate any assumptions. 

In this study, all three models are coherent in that temporal focus affects the outcome variables. 

Nevertheless, all foci contribute negatively to the funding success of an idea. The only exception is the 

additional investigation with the amount of money pledged as the dependent variable in a negative 

binomial regression. The present focus has a positive effect but we assess the model with caution due 

to numerical and statistical problems. Reviewing prior literature, this conclusion is surprising, as 

future and present focus have been suggested to influence idea evaluation positively. The only non-

surprising result of the temporal foci is the negative effect of past focus. 

In the logistic regression, the chance of a successful campaign is decreased when using a temporal 

focus in the idea description. Only the past focus has no significant effect but still a negative direction. 

Taking the amount of money pledged as the synonym for idea evaluation in the multiple linear 

regression model, all three foci do decrease the expected amount of money pledged. The more backers 

are attracted the better the evaluation of the campaigns is the assumption in the negative binomial 

regression. As with the other models, the expected number of backers is decreased the higher the 

degree of temporal focus that is used. The overall effect of the different foci is similar in all three 

models, namely that the present focus has the least negative effect while the future focus has the worst 

effect. The only non-significant result is the past focus in the logistic regression and future focus in the 

additional negative binomial regression model.  

To conclude the findings, it appears beneficial to prevent using any temporal focus at all. 

Nevertheless, depending on the complexity of the idea and the required length of the description it 

might be impossible to avoid using words relating to one of the three temporal foci. Thus, according to 

this study, it is advisable to use, if any, the present focus in idea descriptions.  

 

5.2 Theoretical contribution 
 

This research contributes to the extant literature in several ways. First, it shows that temporal focus 

influences the evaluation of ideas when incorporated into the idea description. Although not accepted, 

our hypotheses confirm prior studies partially. Present-focused ideas have the least negative effect on 

funding success assuming that funders do prefer ideas with a present focus compared to the other foci. 

The future focus was hypothesized to have a positive effect too, like the present focus. I still indicated 

that the present focus is assumed to have a more favourable effect due to the uncertainty reduction of 

the present focus (Falchetti, 2022). This is the case in this study. 

Past-focused ideas have a better chance of being successful than future-focused ideas which is 

surprising considering prior literature. A reason could be that past focus is considered to deal with 

learning when including experiences or past failures (Shipp et al. 2009). Although in a business 

context, Rhaiem and Amara (2021) conducted a literature review about learning from innovation 

failures and found a positive association between learning from innovation failures and business 

performance. Matching this finding with our context, we can assume that a past focus enhances 

visibility for crowd investors about the innovation’s potential improvement compared to past 

solutions. The use of simple heuristics could lead to descriptions like these becoming more successful 



 

21 
 

because it is easier to see those benefits. Thus, past-focused ideas become preferable compared to 

future-focused ideas.  

The high negative effects for future focus could be the result of crowd investors hesitating to take risks 

with potential prospective returns. As Shi and Desjardine (2020) found, future-focused managers are 

more likely to take risks with current wealth compared to future wealth. Since crowdfunding deals 

with early-stage firms, the potential returns are uncertain and likely to be far in the future. Thus, 

future-focused crowd investors might be risk-averse in terms of future-focused ideas. 

To summarise our first contribution, we can state that temporal focus influences idea evaluation, but 

the directions formulated in the hypotheses have not been confirmed in this study. Thus, we followed 

the suggestion by Falchetti (2022) to study the effect of temporal focus in idea description on the 

evaluation. 

Second, this study contributes to the crowdfunding literature by showing that the “temporal bias” 

exists and is likely to be connected to more textual characteristics. Chan et al. (2020) studied the role 

of idea complexity in screening evaluations, checked for robustness by constructing a Kickstarter 

dataset, and found consistent results. They found that entrepreneurs either should focus on easy-to-red 

or very sophisticated descriptions of their ideas. Since their context also included business plan 

competitions, I assume that in a crowdfunding context easily readable campaigns are beneficial. This 

is in line with crowd investors using simple heuristics (Shafi, 2021) which could diminish the interest 

the more complex the ideas become. In our dataset, ideas without any temporal foci have shorter 

descriptions than the ideas with a temporal focus. Thus, we can assume that temporal-focused ideas 

increase in complexity. Therefore, increasing complexity results in all foci having negative effects. 

There must be additional aspects of a crowdfunding campaign that determine success. Kaartemo 

(2017) conducted a systematic literature review and found some success factors for crowdfunding 

campaigns. For example, communication during the campaign increases funding success. It is not 

possible to measure the impact of communication in this dataset's campaigns since we do not have 

information about this. Block et al. (2018) found that updates increase the crowd’s willingness to 

donate and the amount they want to donate. Nevertheless, the crowd rather appreciates the information 

that reduces uncertainty compared to information that should be published in the beginning. Especially 

signals of quality increase performance moderated by the reduction of uncertainty for potential backers 

(Kaartemo, 2017). Examples are the boosted campaigns in this study. On the other side, signals of risk 

have a negative effect on the funding success of entrepreneurial projects indicating that funders value 

less risky projects as well as the quality of projects (Moleskis et al. 2018). In contrast, Koch and 

Siering (2019) found that general information disclosure has a positive effect on funding success. 

Even information on risk as this reduces uncertainty and information asymmetry.  

The language in the descriptions, next to the temporal focus, is essential too. The use of rhetorical 

formulations attracts more backers (Kaartemo, 2017).  Mitra and Gilbert (2014) found categories of 

phrases that influence the probability of funding. For example, phrases that signal reciprocity increase 

the probability of funding success. Furthermore, phrases indicating scarcity of the idea, social proof 

and identity, or liking and authority increase funding success. 

 

5.3 Practical contribution 

 

Practically, this study has implications for idea generators intending to initiate a campaign on a 

crowdfunding platform. Firstly, it is not advisable to force oneself to include a temporal focus in the 

descriptions to attract potential backers with a specific focus. This study found that the longer the idea 

descriptions the higher the degree of a temporal focus. Thus, idea complexity is increased and the 
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chance of success decreased. The reason for this is the small stake that crowd investors usually have in 

a crowdfunding campaign resulting in the use of simple heuristics (Ahlers et al., 2015; Shafi, 2021).  

Nevertheless, if a temporal focus is included, sometimes it might be unavoidable depending on the 

nature of the idea and its description, the present focus is the most promising. Campaigns on 

crowdfunding platforms usually have limited information published about the whole project compared 

to more formal campaigns, for example innovation projects within a firm. The effect of the present 

focus is the most beneficial; especially the uncertainty reduction (Falchetti, 2022) attracts potential 

backers. Therefore, an idea with low complexity and present focus has a good basis for success. 

Furthermore, the past focus could be effective to use too. Past focus could be beneficial when the idea 

has a connection to a prior solution to a problem and fills the deficiencies of the prior solution. If this 

condition is satisfied, a past focus makes it easier for crowd investors that use simple heuristics to see 

the potential benefits of an idea. 

Next, active engagement with potential backers is important during the campaigns. Communication of 

information about the campaign and signals, especially signals of quality, do increase the chance of 

success (Kaartemo, 2017).  An effective signal of quality in this study is the staff pick which increases 

the exposure of the idea on the website. Additionally, the external nature of this signal provides 

objectivity (Thies et al. 2019) and is favourable for crowd funders that are usually in a place of 

information asymmetry. Furthermore, present-focused ideas do have the highest chance of enjoying 

the “staff picked” status.  

Lastly, it is worthwhile for idea generators to study the characteristics of the respective crowdfunding 

platform since those can influence the characteristics of campaigns that crowd investors desire. 

Kickstarter uses an “all or nothing” funding model. The risk-taking characteristic for present-focused 

individuals (Falchetti, 2022; Shipp et al. 2009) becomes especially applicable in a context like this 

since both sides, the idea founder and investor are left at a disadvantage in case of failure. Other 

crowdfunding platforms use different operational procedures and, thus, are likely to influence the 

campaign’s aspects that increase the chance of success. In other words, to collect as much money as 

possible.  

 

5.4 Limitations and future research 
 

This study has some limitations. First, the linear regression model has violated some assumptions. 

Thus, these results must be assessed with caution and are prohibited from generalization beyond this 

sample. Second, although this dataset is appropriate for this study, one cannot deny the assumption 

that other datasets could lead to different results. Furthermore, this dataset contains significantly more 

ideas with a present focus compared to a past and future focus. Next to that, a large proportion of the 

ideas originates from the United States. This means that the quality of the ideas and behaviour of the 

idea developer and crowd-funders from the United States significantly influence the results of this 

dataset. Lastly, this study focused on the role of temporal focus in the idea descriptions. This study 

ignored the cognitive facets of the crowd investors, namely their temporal focus. Thus, we cannot 

separate the effect of the textual temporal focus from the effect of the crowd funders’ temporal focus 

on the evaluation of ideas. This invites for further research, which includes the temporal focus of the 

crowd funders next to the temporal focus of idea descriptions. Research in a context like this could 

provide interesting results. Maybe the temporal focus of idea descriptions appears to be irrelevant 

compared to the cognitive temporal focus of idea evaluators. Another result could be that there are 

interaction effects. For example, synergies could exist when the temporal focus of idea descriptions 

matches the temporal focus of the evaluator. This could also mean that a mismatch potentially 

decreases the chance of a positive evaluation stressing the existence of a “temporal bias”. Furthermore, 

studying the effect of temporal focus in idea descriptions on idea evaluation becomes more valuable 
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when done with different datasets. Ideally, more datasets with campaigns from different crowdfunding 

platforms will be studied in the future. This generates a more holistic understanding of the effect, 

especially when the operating mechanism differs from the Kickstarter platform. As already stated, the 

Kickstarter platform operates an all-or-nothing funding model that probably has implications for the 

success of campaigns. 

 

6. Conclusion 
 

This research investigated the effect of temporal focus in idea descriptions on the evaluation of ideas. 

Thus, the research question is “To what extent does temporal focus in idea formulation affect 

crowdfunding project success?”. This research indicates that temporal focus influences the evaluation 

of ideas when incorporated into the idea description. Nevertheless, the hypotheses mostly have been 

rejected since the effects’ directions have proven wrong in this sample except for the negative effect of 

past focus. The present focus has been hypothesized to have the most beneficial aspect, which is true 

since the present focus has the least negative effect on idea evaluation in all three models. Considering 

prior literature, it is surprising that past focus has a less negative effect on idea evaluation than future 

focus. These results could be heavily influenced by the specifics of the used dataset which means that 

other datasets, or samples, could bring different results. Overall, we hope that this study initiated the 

first step toward a more holistic understanding of the temporal focus’ effect on idea evaluation and 

more broadly several business-related activities. 
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9. Appendix 

9.1 Tables and figures  
 

Table 3 

LIWC2015 Output Variable Information 
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Note. Reprinted from “The Development and Psychometric Properties of LIWC2015”, by Pennebaker, 

J., Boyd, R., Jordan, K., & Blackburn, K. (2015). The Development and Psychometric Properties of 

LIWC2015, pp. 3-4. 
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FIGURE 2 

Heteroscedasticity for Linear Regression 

 

 

FIGURE 3 

Histogram for Normality Test in Linear Regression 
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FIGURE 4  

P-P Plot for Normality in Linear Regression 
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9.2 SPSS Syntax 
 

Syntax for the Logistic Regression 

 

 

Syntax for the Linear Regression 

 

 

Syntax for the Negative Binomial Regression 

 

 

Syntax for the Nonlinear (quadratic) Regression 
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Syntax for the Nonlinear (cubic) Regression 

 
 

Syntax for the Assumptions for Logistic Regression 

 

 

Syntax for the Assumptions for Linear Regression 

 

 

Syntax for the Assumptions for Linear Regression  
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Syntax for the Assumption of Linearity in Logistic Regression  

 

 

Syntax for the Identification of Outliers 

 

 

 

 

 

 


