Management: Journal of Sustainable Business and Management Solutions in Emerging Economies 2023/28(3)

Dana R. Stojiljkovi¢ , Marko Mihi¢, Dragan Bjelica
University of Belgrade, Faculty of Organizational Sciences, Serbia

Performance Analysis of Indie Gaming
Projects on Crowdfunding Platforms:
Evidence from Kickstarter.com

DOI: 10.7595/management.fon.2021.0035

Abstract:

Research question: The aim of this paper is to examine the financial success of projects in game development industry
in comparison with to projects in other industries hosted on crowdfunding platform Kickstarter.com. Motivation: We live
in the world of technology where companies arise and disappear on daily basis. The traditional way of financing was
expanded with alternative online platforms. Our goal was to conduct an empirical analysis of one crowdfunding platform
(Kickstarter.com) in order to understand if technology projects are doing better than other projects. If they do, what are the
key factors for their success? Idea: Our goal was to better understand how crowdfunding model supports small indie
development projects and projects in other industries. Data: We used the data of 148.510 companies applied for
crowdfunding financing between 2015 and 2020, published on the web crawler platform Web Robots. Tools: All statistical
analyses were performed using statistical software IBM® SPSS® Statistics v.21. The data were presented using standard
methods of non-parametric descriptive statistics (absolute and relative frequencies for medians and interquartile ranges
for numeric outcomes). For testing of statistical significance of difference between two groups we used the Pearson’s
Chi-Quadrat test and Mann-Whitney test, where appropriate. The effect size for the 2x2 analyses was estimated using
Odds ratios. Findings: The paper analyses the financial success of gaming and not gaming projects and tries to identify
key factors for successful funding. We found a statistically significant higher prevalence of successful financing in game
development projects, with 2.3 times higher odds of successful funding compared to not-gaming industry. Our analysis
of quantitative indicators such as the number of backers, goal amount, pledged amount, pledged amount per backer and
pledged to goal ratio also showed that projects in game development statistically outperformed projects in other categories.
Promising game projects were supported by three times more backers on average and attained almost as double funds
as other projects, while still sporting more modest pledged amounts per backer. These findings support the notion of
crowdfunding being a viable modality of financing independent game development in emerging economies. Contribution:
This paper expands the existing research related to the crowdfunding platforms and indie development companies and
formulates key factors for successful financing for technology startup firms.
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1. Introduction

Video gaming industry supported by strong technology development and various alternative financing mod-
els is becoming one of the main entertainment industries. A growing number of online platforms underpin-
ning projects in various industries suggest that small companies/teams are able to hold up their creative
projects without classical capital providers.

The aim of this paper was to examine the performance of game-development crowdfunding projects com-
pared to other projects, not related to games. We also discussed potential factors in game development in-
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dustry that may have contributed to its financial success. We analyzed 148.510 companies that applied for
funding on the platform Kickstarter.com in the time period between 1.1.2015 and 31.12.2020.

There is not too much literature devoted to financing of indie gaming projects on crowdfunding platforms.
Many research questions need to be answered. What is the prevalence for positive financing of gaming ver-
sus non-gaming projects? What is the impact of number of backers, goal amount, pledged amount, pledged
amount per backer and pledged to goal ratio in the group of successfully/unsuccessfully financed projects
on Kickstarter.com? What is the impact of goal amount and pledged amount per backer in the group of
gaming/non-gaming financed projects on Kickstarter.com? Which factors contributed to success in crowd-
funding of gaming projects?

We begin our study by describing the historical setting of video games industry and crowdfunding as an al-
ternative model of financing. Then we present a comprehensive literature review about the impact and scope
of online investment platforms for startup projects. Later we describe our methodology of empirical research
followed by the results received. We then conclude with recommendations for academics and researchers.

2. Literature Background

From its humble beginnings and the video game Tennis for Two designed by the physicist William Alfred Hig-
ginbotham onward (Nyitray, 2011), the video game has represented a novel medium for design and a vig-
orous force driving the development of computer technology. Over the last decades it has become a major
part of entertainment industry featuring constant growth and innovation. The value of the video games mar-
ket worldwide has increased significantly and is forecast to grow even further in the upcoming years, sur-
passing the 200 billion U.S. dollars mark in 2023 (Statista, 2021). As of today, there are over 2.7 billion
gamers worldwide (Statista, 2021).

Two main modes of organization practices and production structures have developed across the gaming in-
dustry: the "indie" and the "AAA’” games. AAA games are developed by large studios with a massive pro-
duction and marketing budgets, mostly backed by a strong publisher agency (Engelstatter & Ward, 2016).
It is also quite common that publishing agencies finance complete game development, paying video game
developers royalties and thus having much say in all segments of the production process (Maximumgames,
2016). Boasting considerable budgets, these video games tend to be larger in scope, well-polished and
feature-detailed, with realistic high-quality graphics and usually more hardware demanding. On the other
hand, creative independent development teams tend to produce games without much interference from
larger corporate structures (Williams, 2009). Indie games tend to be of smaller scope, shorter, featuring a
more focused game play, more stylized art designs and having comparatively modest production budgets.
Nonetheless there are many examples of extremely successful indie games like World of Goo, Minecraft, and
Fez, to name a few (Computer Hope, 2017). Independent game developers have managed to gain an in-
creased access to the mass gaming market and digital distribution through third-party online gaming retailers
such as Valve’s Steam platform (Lin, Bezemer & Hassan, 2017). This platform provides distribution services
to more than 47% of game publishers (Businesswire, 2021). The platform's number of concurrent users
peaked in May 2021 at 26.85 million (Statista, 2021). Another major factor of development is technological
progression of gaming platforms and simplified usage of development tools which induced that most inno-
vations tend to come from individual designers in the form of indie companies.

Due to global epidemic in 2019/2020 and imposed social distances, video games such as New Horizons pro-
vided some benefits and spiritual comfort to their fans (Zhu, 2021). Some authors in behaviour sciences
proposed that online gaming in general could be a healthy coping strategy for the majority to overcome pro-
tracted periods of social isolation (King, Delfabbro, Billeux, & Potenza, 2021). According to Steam game
trends, 2020 was the year when gaming became a truly mainstream and socially acceptable pastime (Indie
to indie games, 2020). In 2020, 9,866 games released on Steam, more than any other year in the past. That
is 24,4% more than the 7,930 in 2019. The big increase in new game releases has exclusively come from
indie developers, due to smaller, more manageable teams and shorter development schedules. Comparing
the numbers of games released in 2019 and 2020, Steam reported a decrease of big budget AAA-games
and medium-sized budget games releases by 20.5% and 10.9%, respectively. Conversely, indie games saw
a 25.6% increase in number published, as well as a nearly 20% increase in the average price per copy in
the same time interval (Indie to indie games, 2020). A significant improvement also came from average rat-
ings of indie games. The indie games released in 2020 received on average 78% positive reviews in com-
parison with 74% in 2019 (Indie to indie games, 2020). These data show that indie games have also improved
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their quality. Mobile gaming has also supported rapid growth of the global video gaming market (Statista,
2021). It simplified the customer access to video games since they could be instantly purchased and tried
out. It has also opened new markets for casual players (Feijoo, Gomez-Barroso, Aguado & Ramos, 2012).
In 2020 smartphone games accounted for almost 50 percent of video gaming revenue worldwide (Statista,
2021). Mobile games revenue is on track to surpass the 100 billion-dollar-mark by 2023 (Statista, 2021).
One of the most interesting aspects of gaming industry is the establishing of eSports as organized video
gaming championships, in which professional and amateur players compete against one another (Statista,
2021). The rapidly growing phenomenon of eSports as an intersection of gaming and sports offers an in-
novative wave of branding opportunities, engaging content, and activation for millions across the globe
(Statista, 2021).

In the business life of an average company/project various indicators are used in order to measure the cur-
rent status and future potentials. The challenge is to group them together and extract a sensible perform-
ance measure for adequate decision-making processes (Franceschini, Galetto & Maisano, 2007). Currently,
there are several different approaches for developing such an integrative system: 1) the Balanced Scorecard
method (Kaplan & Norton, 1996); 2) the Strategic Profit Impact model, also known as the Dupont model
(Lambert & Burduroglu, 2021); 3) the Critical Few method (Performance Based Management Special Interest
Group, 2001); 4) the models EFQM (European Foundation for Quality Management, 2021) and Malcom
Baldrige Quality Award (Malcom Baldrige Quality Award, 2021). Each of these major systems has strengths
and weaknesses and is used for different purposes. They represent measures of individual relationships
connecting various causal variables to various performance measures (Capon, Farley & Hoenig, 1990). Re-
views of the financial performance literature have tended to be qualitative in nature (Capon, et al., 1990).
Quantitative comparison of results from different studies is difficult, since model specifications and opera-
tionalizations of explanatory and dependent variables differ widely lacking tradition of systematic replication
in order to quantify specific effects of particular causal variables in a wide number of situations (Capon, et
al., 1990). For the reasons mentioned above, key performance indicators for individual company/projects are
mostly adapted versions of already established theoretical models which try to provide optimal information
of current performance and future actions (Franceschini et al., 2007).

Crowdfunding as a process of raising money from a broad group of people through an open call on vari-
ous internet platforms provides financial support to talented individuals and their business ideas (Bouncken,
Komorek & Kraus, 2015). The Kickstarter.com, a general crowdfunding platform, supports a range of proj-
ects such as video gaming development, photography, design, journalism etc. Well-known companies such
as Oculus VR, Popsocket, Allbirds etc. were initially financed via “crowd funders” and this model constantly
shows great potential for future growth. In 2019, it amounted at the global crowdfunding market to ca. USD
14.2 billion and is projected to double this amount by 2025 (Crowdfunding Market, 2020). This model of fi-
nancing lends itself very well to all kinds of independent product development, including video games. Cre-
ating, measuring, and managing performance indicators in gaming projects on Kickstarter.com is crucial for
successful financing. The most important indicators are count of backers, project goal amount, project
pledged amount, industry branch, current financing status and fundraising deadline (Kickstarter, 2021). A
project leader is responsible for setting a realistic financial goal and the time-scope of the fundraising cam-
paign (Lax, 2017). Funding on Kickstarter.com is defined as “all-or-nothing” model, which means that a proj-
ect needs to achieve financial goal and time deadline in order that pledgers be charged (Kickstarter, 2021).
The main idea is to protect developers and minimize risk for pledgers, so that developers have enough re-
sources to finish their work. They are not expected to complete a project without the funds necessary to do
so (Kickstarter, 2021). On the other hand, pledgers are also well informed, and they are only funding cre-
ative ideas that are set to succeed. According to Kickstarter.com, once a creator launches their project, the
funding goal and deadline are locked in and cannot be changed. A standard platform fee amounts 5% for
successfully financed projects. The funds are usually employed for research and development, manufac-
turing, packaging and/or labor costs (Kickstarter, 2021). A study conducted by (Lee & Chiravuri, 2019) con-
firmed the importance of proper managing of performance indicators and showed that serial creators with
positive initial crowdfunding are more likely to explore a new industry or product category in the crowd-
funding market and to set a higher target capital for the subsequent campaign when they change a project
category. Another study (Roma, Petruzzelli, & Perrone, 2017) from a sample of technology projects launched
on Kickstarter demonstrate that pledging a higher amount of money in crowdfunding can increase investors
trust and provide subsequent funding if complemented by the presence of patents or a large network of so-
cial ties.
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3. Methods

For our empirical analysis, we used data from Kickstarter.com hosted on web crawler platform Webrobots.io.
We analyzed 148.510 companies, which applied to the Kickstarter.com funding in the time period between
1/1/2015 and 31/12/2020. For every project we tracked specific project indicators such as project id, proj-
ect name, count of backers, country, year of launch, current state of project, goal amount in USD, pledged
amount in USD and industry branch.

All projects were divided into two groups based on industry: game development projects and other projects.
Game development projects represent all projects connected to board and video games development.
Other projects included art, comics, crafts, dance, design, fashion, film & video, food, journalism, music, pho-
tography, publishing, technology, and theatre.

Our primary outcome variable was the fundraising outcome. The data source defined four possible financ-
ing outcomes: successful, cancelled, failed and live financing.

Successful financing means that the project reached both its financial goal and fundraising deadline (52%
of all projects). Some 41% projects failed to amass the goal amount by the fundraising deadline. Five per-
cent of projects were cancelled prior to fundraising campaign launch for reasons such as deadline and/or
the financial goal not being realistic. Lastly, 2% of projects were “Live”, meaning currently in the process of
fundraising. Since their end status had yet to be determined, they were excluded from the statistical analy-
sis. We subsumed the cancelled and failed projects in the group named “unsuccessful financing”, thus mak-
ing fundraising outcome effectively a dichotomous variable i.e., successful and unsuccessful projects.

Our secondary outcome variables were the number of backers, goal amount, pledged amount, pledged
amount per backer and pledged to goal ratio.

Backers are individuals who pledge money to join creators in bringing projects to life, i.e., to support a cre-
ative process. They receive various rewards for their engagement as a creator's way to share a piece of proj-
ect with their backer community (Kickstarter, 2021). The more backers a project receives, the more chances
it has to hit its goal amount and fundraising deadline.

The goal amount is the amount of money creators are setting on Kickstarter.com. According to Kick-
starter.com, once a creator launches their project, the funding goal and deadline are locked in and cannot
be changed.

The pledged amount represents the amount of money a specific project received from its backers. Only
projects whose pledged amount hits or overachieves their goal amount within a specific deadline will be suc-
cessfully financed (Kickstarter, 2021).

Based on our secondary outcome variables, we calculated two additional variables: average pledged
amount per backer as well as pledged-to-goal ratio. They represent a fair measure of project success, rel-
atively independent from its specific scope.

We tested for differences between the groups of game development and other projects in terms of our pri-
mary outcome variable (financing outcome) across the whole sample, as well as on per year basis. In order
to control the confounding influence of differences in financing outcome on the secondary outcomes, we
stratified the research groups by financing outcome (successfully and not successfully financed projects)
and performed a separate statistical comparison of the groups in each stratum. In addition, we stratified the
research groups based on industry: game development and other projects and performed a separate sta-
tistical comparison of the groups in each stratum.

Al statistical analyses were performed using statistical software IBM® SPSS® Statistics v.21. The data were
presented using standard methods of non-parametric descriptive statistics (absolute and relative frequen-
cies for medians and interquartile ranges for numeric outcomes). For testing the statistical significance of dif-
ference between two groups we used the Pearson’s Chi-Quadrat test and Mann-Whitney test, where
appropriate. The effect size for the 2x2 analyses was estimated using Odds ratios.
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4. Results

We analyzed 148,510 projects in fifteen different industries, which applied to the Kickstarter.com funding in
the time period between 1/1/2015 and 31/12/2020. Projects were located in the USA and Canada (69%), Eu-
rope (24%), the Far East (3%), Australia (2%) and Mexico (2%).
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Figure 1. Financing status of projects per industry

Table 1 presents the comparison of frequency of successfully financed projects in gaming industry with proj-
ects from non-gaming industry. Out of a total of 145,583 projects assessed, 71% projects in gaming indus-
try met their financing goals in comparison with 51.5% projects in non-gaming industry. This difference was
statistically highly significant, x2 (1) = 1466.5, p < .001. Projects in the gaming industry are 2.3 times more
likely to be successfully financed than those in the non-gaming industry.

Table 1: Comparison of frequency of successfully financed projects in gaming and non-gaming industry

Gaming industry | Non-gaming industry Total
Frequency 7,322 69,614 76,936
Successful
Percent 71% 51%
) Frequency 2,992 65,655 68,647
Cancelled / Failed
Percent 29% 49%
Total Frequency 10,314 135,269 145,583
ota
Percent 100% 100% 100%
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Table 2: Yearly odds ratio for game development projects

Status Pearson | Odds
Successful Cancelled / Failed Chi-Square | Ratio
Frequency | Percent | Frequency | Percent | x2 (df = 1) OR
gaming industry 754 46.70% 862 53.30%
2015 - i 16.590 1.231
non-gaming 12,853 41.50% 18,004 58.50%
industry
gaming industry 782 55.10% 638 44.90%
2016 | non-gaming 10,630 45.00% 12,990 55.00% 54.719 1.498
industry
gaming industry 790 61.20% 500 38.80%
2017 | non-gaming 10,488 47.70% 11,486 52.30% 89.056 1.730
industry
gaming industry 859 71.10% 350 28.90%
2018 | non-gaming 10,874 55.00% 8,909 45.00% 119.561 | 2,011
industry
gaming industry 896 73.40% 325 26.60%
2019 | non-gaming 12,208 60.00% 8,200 40.00% 86.601 1838
industry
gaming industry 3,241 91.10% 317 8.90%
2020 | non-gaming 805.717 4.899
industry 12,471 67.60% 5,976 32.40%

Table 2 presents a yearly odds ratio for game development projects to be successfully financed in compar-
ison with other projects. The two groups (projects) were compared in terms of the number of backers, the
goal amount, the pledged amount, the pledged amount per backer and the pledged goal ratio, stratified by
the primary financial outcome. The gaming projects significantly outperformed the non-gaming projects in
all categories. These results follow a positive trend from 2015 onwards suggesting dramatic growth poten-
tial of this market and high performance of active projects, especially in 2020. Only in 2019 the line did not
follow a linear trend (Odds ratio 1.838). This could be due to the fact that many campaigns were postponed
from 2019 to 2020. This positive trend is also graphically given in Figure 2, which represents the yearly trend
in odds ratios of successful project financing in game development industry in comparison to projects in
other industry branches.
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Figure 2. Yearly trend in odds ratios of successful project financing in game industry

Table 3 presents these comparisons within the stratum of projects which were successfully funded, whereas
Table 4 shows these among unsuccessfully financed projects.
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Table 3: Comparisons within the stratum of projects which were successfully funded

Status successful
Games Non-games Mann-Whitney
Median IQR Median IQR Z, p
Number of backers 211 72 545 70 32 163 -54.60 | <.001
Goal amount (in USD) 4497 1000 10159 3414 1000 10000 -8.10 <.001
Pledged amount (in USD) 9410 2965 26257 5011 1731 13420 -28.70 <.001
Pledged amount per backer 41.78 2858 64.82 62.43 38.52 106.14 | -44.30 | <.001
Pledged to Goal Ratio 1.89 1.21 4.27 1.21 1.05 1.95 -47.70 <.001

The median number of backers in group games was three times larger than in other projects. The median
goal amount in group games was 1.3 times greater than in other projects. The median pledged amount in
group games was almost two times higher comparing to other projects. On the other hand, the median
pledged amount per backer in group games was 30% lower compared to non-gaming projects. The median
pledged to goal ratio in group games was 1,6 higher than in the other projects. The difference in all cate-
gories was statistically significant.

Table 4: Comparisons within the stratum of projects which were unsuccessfully funded

Status unsuccessful
Mann-Whitney
Games Non-games
Median IQR Median IQR Zu p

Number of backers 3 1 9 3 1 8 -1.60 0.11
Goal amount (in USD) 10,000 3,000 30,000 7,500 2,500 25,000 -6.94 <0.001
Pledged amount (in USD) 42 1 399 54 1 439 -1.43 0.15
Pledged amount per 22.25 55 55.83 27.97 8.24 62.5 5.96 | <0.001
backer
Pledged to Goal Ratio 5.0x10°% 0 0.06 8.7x10°% 0 0.08 -4.29 <0.001

The median number of backers in both groups was 3 and the difference was statistically insignificant (Z,=-
1.6; p<0.001). The median goal amount in group games was 1.3 times higher than in non-gaming projects.
The difference was statistically significant (Z,=-6.9; p<0.001). The median pledged amount in group games
was 20% lower than in the non-gaming group. The difference was statistically insignificant. (Z,=-1.4;
p<0.001). The median pledged amount per backer in group games was also 20% lower comparing to the
non-gaming group. The difference was statistically significant. (Zy,=-6.0; p<0.001). The median pledged to
goal ratio in both groups was less than 0.01. The difference was statistically significant. (Z,=-4.3; p<0.001).

The two groups were compared in terms of goal amount and pledged amount per backer, stratified by the
industry. Table 5 presents these comparisons within the stratum of projects in gaming industry, whereas
Table 6 shows these among non-gaming projects.

Table 5: Comparison within the stratum of gaming development projects

Games
Mann-Whitney
Successful Cancelled or failed
Median IQR Median IQR 2, p
Goal amount (in USD) 4497 1000 10159 10000 3000 30000 -24.46 <0.001
Pledged amount per backer 41.78 28.58 64.82 22.25 5.5 55.83 -25.31 <0.001

The median goal amount in successful projects was twice lower than in the cancelled/failed group. The dif-
ference was statistically significant (Z,=-24,5; p<0.001). The median pledged amount per backer in suc-
cessful projects was twice greater than in cancelled/filled group. The difference was statistically significant
(Zy=-25,3; p<0.001).
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Table 6: Comparison within the stratum of other projects

Other projects
- Mann-Whitney
Successful Cancelled or Failed
Median IQR Median IQR 2, p
Goal amount (in USD) 3414 1000 10000 7500 2500 25000 -94.91 | <0.001
Efgg:d amount per 62.43 | 3852  106.14 2797 | 824  6250| -135.70 | <0.001

The median goal amount in successful projects was twice lower than in the cancelled/failed group. The dif-
ference was statistically significant (Z,=-94.9; p<0.001); the median pledged amount per backer in suc-
cessful projects was almost three times higher than in the cancelled/failed group. The difference was
statistically significant (Z,=-135.7; p<0.001).

5. Discussion

Research question 1: What is the prevalence for positive financing of gaming versus non-gaming projects?
In this study, we provide empirical evidence on the relationship of projects successful financing in gaming
and non-gaming industries. In our research, we found a 71% prevalence of successful financing in gaming
industry projects, with 2.3 times higher odds of success compared to the not-gaming industry. This analy-
sis was also separated on a yearly basis and showed positive trends from 2015 onwards. Only in 2019 the
line did not follow a linear trend (Odds ratio 1.838). This could be due to the fact that many campaigns were
postponed from 2019 to 2020. Similar results were received (Hadzinsky, 2014) analyzing 20 crowdfunded
gaming campaigns on Kickstarter.com. Out of the 20 campaigns 12 were successful, while the remaining
eight either failed or were cancelled, giving a success rate of 60%. He concluded that a crowdfunding gam-
ing project will succeed more often than it will fail. Our results indicate that there are many factors to be dis-
cussed in order to understand the success in crowdfunding of gaming projects.

Research question 2: What is the impact of the number of backers, goal amount, pledged amount, pledged
amount per backer and pledged to goal ratio in the group of successfully/unsuccessfully financed projects
on Kickstarter.com? The number of backers in a group of successful projects is 3 times higher in the gam-
ing than in the nont-gaming field. In the stratum of unsuccessful projects, the number of backers is similar
in both fields with no statistically significant difference. This indicates that gamers as main pledgers are crit-
ical in supporting crowdfunding projects. It is not clear if there are some additional factors other than qual-
ity of the product, which motivates backers to support. In a study of crowdfunding financing (Du, Li & Wanga,
2019) analyzed how the number of options in reward-based crowdfunding projects can be used to support
the success of the projects. They found that the number of options could have an inverted U-shaped impact
on the chance of having a successful crowdfunding project. An additional study on the dynamics of crowd-
funding conducted by Kuppuswamy & Bayus showed that additional backer support is negatively connected
to its past backer support. Many potential backers do not contribute to a project that has already received
a lot of support because they expect that other supporters will provide the additional funding. They showed
that the diffusion of responsibility effects diminish, as the project funding approaches its closing date
(Kuppuswamy & Bayus, 2013).

The median goal amount in group gaming projects was 1.3 times greater than in other projects. This is true
for both strata, i.e., for successful and unsuccessful projects and could be explained with increasing scale
and complexity of projects which then increase the development costs (Bosch & Sijtsema, 2010). More in-
teresting is that unsuccessful projects have 2.2 times higher goal amounts in comparison with successful
projects, independent of the industry. It indicates that setting unrealistic goal amounts could be a significant
predictor of financing issues in both industries. Setting a meaningful goal is important so that backers get
tangible value for their support and so to propel the campaign faster (Hadzinsky, 2014).

New research also shows that with an increasing number of crowdfunding platforms, fewer projects are able
to achieve successful funding. This affected the number of backers to be reduced, higher goal amount in-
creased and shorter duration to meet the funding goal increased the likelihood of achieving the funding
goal. The results suggest that over time crowdfunding platforms increase reliance on costlier signals such
as higher goal amount and shorter duration and reduce reliance on noisier signals, i.e., number of backers
(Devaraj & Patel, 2016).

In successfully financed projects the data indicates that the pledged amount is almost twice higher in gam-
ing compared to non-gaming projects. This could be explained by the fact that many other industries such
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as photography, journalism or music are not cost intensive as gaming development and hence their goal
amounts were initially lower (Bosch & Sijtsema, 2010). In unsuccessfully financed projects this difference was
not statistically significant. It is probably due to the backers’ dynamics so that many backers never came
back to support specific projects if the final call and a project per se was not effective enough (Kuppuswamy
& Bayus, 2013).

The pledged amount per backer is significantly lower at successfully and unsuccessfully gaming projects
than in other projects. This ratio could be explained as correlation of value a specific project receives from
a backer. Since gaming projects have statistically significant higher number of backers, it is to expect that
a pledged amount per backer would be relatively low.

Considering that gaming projects have much higher goal amounts, calculated pledged-to-goal ratio aimed
to standardize pledged amounts and scope of a specific project. This ratio was in gaming projects 50% higher
than in non-gaming projects which points out an increasing readiness of investors/pledgers to finance gam-
ing development compared to other projects. An additional factor which may support these results is that
crowdfunding was primarily considered as a funding mechanism for game development due to known issues
they face on alternative funding markets and IT skills their backers possess (Nuciarelli, Li & Fernandes, 2016).

Research question 3: What is the impact of the goal amount and the pledged amount per backer in the
group of gaming/non-gaming financed projects on Kickstarter.com? In order to analyze gaming and not
gaming projects separately, we stratified the research groups based on industry. The two groups were com-
pared in terms of goal amount and pledged amount per backer. The results showed that in gaming and
other projects the goal amount was twice lower in successful than in unsuccessful projects, which confirms
that setting unrealistic goal amounts is very often connected with financing issues. The second indicator,
Pledged amount per backer was in both groups twice higher in successful projects which is to be expected,
since those projects successfully entered their final finance phase.

Research question 4: Which factors contributed to success in crowdfunding of gaming projects? Many au-
thors recognized various factors of success of gaming projects in crowdfunding. (Lax, 2017) described set-
ting a realistic goal amount, providing attractive rewards to backers, using appropriate and informative
materials in crowdfunding campaigns, open communication between team and supporters and flexible re-
warding system as key parts in successful financing. Our analysis confirmed the importance of factors al-
ready known in literature. In our opinion for the purpose of better understanding all factors supporting
success of gaming projects in crowdfunding platforms could be summed up in three main groups: psy-
chological factors, technological factors, and financial factors.

Using crowdfunding platforms to share creative ideas, to search for inspiration and connect with other cre-
ative individuals significantly promoted success in gaming projects (Gerber & Hui, 2012). This transparent pro-
duction processes that crowdfunding entails can be considered as distinct from those that often accompany
the conventional publisher funded model (Smith & Kilty, 2014). Constant innovation coming from small start-
ups in order to get enough attention in the saturated market reinforces positive effects in this industry
(Tschang, 2007). Creation of the environment favorable for the proper project development refers to encour-
aging talented people with a clear vision to work on their own ideas, change the traditional method of fi-
nancing and focus on strategic planning (Milutinovic, Stosic, & Mihic, 2015). It can be therefore concluded
that creativity and innovation from small indie companies, in both new gaming platforms and game software,
are one of the driving forces behind success in the game development industry (Kultima & Alha, 2010).

The development in informational technologies using popular web platforms such as Unity.com provided
free of charge valuable development tools for new entries, accompanied with Udemy.com as a contempo-
rary learning platform, providing learning materials at exceptionally low prices. Unity.com as a cross-platform
game engine has a vision to "democratize" game development by making it accessible to more developers.
Steam platform, as the largest digital distribution platform for PC gaming, is aiming at providing the best
medium for distribution and sales of various indie video games. Furthermore, Gaming Forums such as Red-
dit, IGN Boards, ResetEra, Nintendo Life Forums, Game Revolution etc. provide a great digital foundation for
discussions and exploring new possibilities in gaming business. Every company needs to be ready to learn
and innovate. Companies and leaders need to balance the efficiency of the information flow design with the
effectiveness of the information exchange and carefully design their networks to enable appropriate balance
between information flow network efficiency and effectiveness (Petkovic, Aleksic Miric, & Cudanov, 2014).

Crowdfunding is a valuable alternative to traditional banking funding which supports small creators to de-
velop their ideas. As a reward-based system, supporters are not motivated by financial gain which reduces
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risk of loss for creators. Furthermore, positive funding on a crowdfunding platform could serve as predictor
of future demand of the production and may promote future funding through traditional funding channels
(Belleflamme, Omrani, & Peitz, 2015).

More research is needed to better understand the elements which played a dominant role in success of
gaming development projects on Kickstarted.com platform. We believe that the synergy of factors such as
lucrative industry with significant growth potential, flexibility in rewarding models, an increasing number of
creative individuals in the gaming world, interactive communication between developers and backers and
easier access to software and distribution channels contributed to these results.

With this work we wanted to point out the expansion of alternative financing in gaming industry, understood
by many funders on crowdfunding platforms as one of important perquisites for the future success. It is not
clear in which way it will develop in the future, but it will surely remain one of the fast-growing industries in
the modern world.

The key limitation of this study is the focus on projects and methodology from one crowdfunding platform
Kickstarter.com. the comparative analysis of various platforms would provide additional valuable information
on this topic. We would also like to point out a potential limitation of methodology, since all projects in board-
ing and video games are treated as gaming projects, which might skyed our results. Furthermore, all proj-
ects in the gaming segment were treated as indie development projects which cannot always be true. There
could be some number of AAA companies testing their own development on the crowdfunding market.
Lastly, the time period we analyzed is relatively short. However, since we are working with ca. 150.000 cases
and all trends are pretty constant, this fact should not affect our results dramatically.

Conclusion

Over the last decades the gaming industry has become a major part of the entertainment sector featuring constant growth
and innovation. With this study we wanted to present a dramatical expansion of independent game-development com-
panies supported by crowdfunding platforms and the excellent performance they achieved.

The key finding of his study are the statistically significant, robust, and persistently higher odds in game development proj-
ects being successfully financed via a crowdfunding campaign, compared to projects not related to gaming development.
Promising game projects were supported by three times more backers on average and attained almost as double funds
as other projects, while still sporting more modest pledged amounts per backer.

More research is needed to better understand the key factors responsible for success of gaming development projects in
comparison with projects in other branches financed via Kickstarter.com. In our opinion, all factors could be summed up
in three main groups: psychological factors, technological factors, and financial factors. It is also important to stress the
increase in web platforms for development, learning and distribution providing free of charge valuable tools for new en-
tries. It is probably the synergy of lucrative industry with significant growth potential, flexibility in rewarding models, in-
creasing number of creative individuals in the gaming world, interactive communication between developers and backers
and easier access to software and distribution channels which contributed to these results.

Furthermore, positive funding on a crowdfunding platform could serve as predictor of future demand of the production and
may promote future funding through traditional funding channels. These findings support the notion of crowdfunding being
a viable modality of financing independent game development in emerging economies. It is not clear in which way it will
develop in the future, but it will surely remain one of the fast-growing industries in the modern world.
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