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Abstract. Entrepreneurs need to mobilize funds, but they do so under considerable uncer
tainty about resource holders’ preferences, leading often to fundraising attempts that per
form below entrepreneurs’ aspirations. Past research has offered contrasting theorizing 
and evidence for why entrepreneurs then make changes to their product offering during 
such attempts as well as for why entrepreneurs refrain from taking such action. This paper 
develops and tests behavioral theory to reconcile this tension, explicating when and why 
entrepreneurs change their product offering during underperforming fundraising 
attempts. Specifically, we argue that entrepreneurs draw on three sources of information 
that are inherent to fundraising attempts and that inform the extent of their actions to 
change their product offering: the degree to which they perform below their own fundrais
ing aspirations, the degree to which they fall below peer fundraising performance, and the 
time that remains until the deadline for the fundraising attempt. Longitudinal data on 576 
fundraising campaigns (6,758 observations) published on the crowdfunding platform Kick
starter support our theory. By developing novel behavioral theory on when and why entre
preneurs take action during resource mobilization, we offer contributions to research on 
entrepreneurial resource mobilization, the crowdfunding literature, and the Behavioral 
Theory of the Firm.
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Introduction
To survive and thrive, entrepreneurs must mobilize 
resources—that is, they must “assemble the resources 
used to execute on an opportunity” (Stevenson 1989; 
Shane 2003; Clough et al. 2019, p. 240). To do so, entrepre
neurs engage in fundraising attempts in which they dis
close their product offering to resource holders such as 
venture capitalists, crowds, or angel investors (Chen et al. 
2009, Mollick 2014).1 The entrepreneur’s product offering 
is essential for resource holders’ funding decisions 
(Franke et al. 2008, Petty and Gruber 2011), not least 
because the product offering significantly influences the 

value created for customers (Priem 2007) and the eco
nomic prospects of a venture (Cooper 1988, Gimmon and 
Levie 2021). However, because entrepreneurs face consid
erable uncertainty about resource holders’ preferences 
(Alvarez and Barney 2005, Townsend et al. 2018, Shep
herd and Gruber 2021), their product offerings often do 
not match these preferences, and they struggle to raise 
funds (Eisenmann 2021, Statista.com 2021, Kollmann et al. 
2022).

Resource mobilization research has focused on entre
preneurs’ attributes and actions to explain the perfor
mance of fundraising attempts (Aldrich and Ruef 2018, 
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Clough et al. 2019, Colombo 2021). What is missing from 
this research is an explanation for why some entrepre
neurs struggling to raise funds take action and change 
their product offering to varying extents, while others do 
not (e.g., Cornelius and Gokpinar 2020, Murray et al. 
2020, Eisenmann 2021). For example, Evan Gruntz—an 
entrepreneur from our data who was trying to raise funds 
for the Ninja-themed video game Project Tanuki on the 
crowdfunding platform Kickstarter—faced significant 
fundraising gaps yet made no changes to the product 
offering. Evan’s response starkly contrasts with the 
response of entrepreneurs Jason and Nicole Stark, who 
made extensive changes to their product offering— 
adding new character classes, new platforms (e.g., Linux), 
and more avatars—when they struggled to raise funds 
for their video game Ninja Pizza Girl on Kickstarter.

Previous research—both on entrepreneurial resource 
mobilization (e.g., Murray et al. 2020) and entrepreneur
ship more generally2 (e.g., Camuffo et al. 2020)—has pro
vided contrasting explanations for why entrepreneurs 
take action and change their product offering during fun
draising struggles, or refrain from taking such action. One 
stream of research argues that entrepreneurs use product- 
offering change to gauge the uncertain preferences of 
resource holders (Berglund et al. 2020, Bocken and Snihur 
2020) and adjust their product offering accordingly (Cor
nelius and Gokpinar 2020, Fisher et al. 2020, Murray et al. 
2020). Changes may result in a product offering that is 
more closely aligned with resource holders’ preferences, 
which can positively impact entrepreneurs’ fundraising 
outcomes (Petty and Gruber 2011, Cornelius and Gokpinar 
2020, Murray et al. 2020, Wessel et al. 2022).

Other research, however, has argued that entrepreneurs 
avoid changing the product offering during fundraising 
attempts because such changes may have negative conse
quences. One explanation for the unattractiveness of 
change is that resource holders value commitment, consis
tency, and reliability in the product offering (Garud et al. 
2014, Felin et al. 2020), and entrepreneurs may therefore 
expect that change could harm, rather than improve, fun
draising performance. Furthermore, changes to the prod
uct offering may violate resource holders’ expectations 
(Hampel et al. 2020, Eisenmann 2021) and compromise a 
venture’s identity (Fisher and Kotha 2015), triggering 
resource holders to withdraw or withhold funds. Finally, 
entrepreneurs may decide not to change their product 
offering during fundraising attempts because it requires 
them to use their scarce financial resources (e.g., to pur
chase new equipment) and human resources (e.g., time, 
knowledge, and creativity), and any changes might take 
too long to have their desired effect (Bigelow et al. 2019, 
Eisenmann 2021).

Theory and related empirical evidence from prior 
research on whether entrepreneurs do or do not change 
their product offering during underperforming (i.e., per
forming below the entrepreneur’s aspirations) fundraising 

attempts are thus conflicting, creating a theoretical tension 
within the resource mobilization literature. This tension is 
relevant when we consider the evidence from research 
showing that the product offering plays a significant role in 
a venture’s economic prospects (Cooper 1988, Gimmon 
and Levie 2021), and the central role that product-offering 
change has in many entrepreneurship theories (e.g., 
Camuffo et al. 2020) and practitioner guidelines (e.g., Ries 
2011). Thus, the inability of the resource mobilization litera
ture to explain such an important entrepreneurial action is 
a critical shortcoming. At the heart of this shortcoming is 
the lack of an explanation for how entrepreneurs act during 
underperforming fundraising attempts, given their uncer
tainty about resource holders’ preferences. To address this 
shortcoming, we investigate the following research ques
tion: When and why do entrepreneurs change, or not change, 
their product offering during underperforming fundraising 
attempts?

Answering this question about entrepreneurial behav
ior requires behavioral theory that explains when and 
why entrepreneurs change (or do not change) their prod
uct offering more or less extensively in the face of uncer
tainty and underperformance. To develop such theory, 
we follow Clough et al. (2019) and engage in consilience 
(Wilson 1998); that is, we integrate two established 
streams of behavioral research on change in response to 
underperformance into research on resource mobiliza
tion: First, we draw on research in the tradition of the 
Behavioral Theory of the Firm, which has firmly estab
lished when and why underperformance triggers 
change (e.g., Argote and Greve 2007, Gavetti et al. 2012, 
Lounsbury and Beckman 2015). Second, we draw on 
behavioral research on deadlines and time pressure. 
Most entrepreneurs face time constraints in their fun
draising attempts (Cable and Shane 1997, Lévesque and 
Stephan 2020, Eisenmann 2021), and research on dead
lines and time pressure argues that an important condi
tion shaping actors’ behavior in the face of uncertainty 
and underperformance is the time they have available 
(Kunisch et al. 2017, Lehman et al. 2011). Thus, the time 
remaining during an underperforming fundraising 
attempt to reach the fundraising goal (i.e., the fundrais
ing deadline proximity) is likely to be a critical contin
gency for entrepreneurs’ decisions about when and why 
to change their product offering. Integrating these estab
lished behavioral theories into resource mobilization 
research allows us to derive testable hypotheses about 
information that jointly shape the extent to which entre
preneurs change their product offering during an under
performing fundraising attempt: the degree to which 
entrepreneurs perform below their fundraising aspira
tions and the fundraising attempt’s deadline proximity. 
Our analysis of longitudinal data of 576 fundraising 
campaigns (6,758 observations) published on the crowd
funding platform Kickstarter—an environment where 
fundraising aspirations and deadlines are exogenous 
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and observable during fundraising attempts—supports 
our hypotheses.

This study contributes to research on entrepreneurial 
resource mobilization (e.g., Aldrich and Ruef 2018, Clough 
et al. 2019, Cornelius and Gokpinar 2020) by developing 
behavioral theory to explain entrepreneurial product- 
offering change during underperforming fundraising 
attempts. Our empirical setting also allows us to contribute 
to crowdfunding research (e.g., Murray et al. 2020). Finally, 
by introducing a temporal dimension to the Behavioral 
Theory of the Firm (Cyert and March 1963, Greve 1998, 
Gavetti et al. 2012, Kuusela et al. 2017), we extend this the
ory by arguing that the time actors have remaining to 
achieve their aspirations can explain their varied responses 
to unfulfilled aspirations.

Theory
Entrepreneurs identify and exploit opportunities under 
conditions of uncertainty (Stevenson 1989, Shane and 
Venkataraman 2000). Since their own funds are often lim
ited, entrepreneurs need to raise funds from resource 
holders such as venture capitalists (Franke et al. 2008), 
business angels (Huang and Pearce 2015), friends and 
family (Kotha and George 2012), or crowds (Mollick 2014, 
Murray et al. 2020) to grow and develop their ventures. 
How entrepreneurs assemble funds from resource holders 
has been studied extensively under the umbrella term 
“resource mobilization” (e.g., Mittermaier et al. 2022).3
Resource mobilization covers how entrepreneurs identify 
resource holders and gain access to them (search stage), 
how they disclose their product offering to those resource 
holders to get funds and other resources from them 
(access stage), and how they finally transfer the resources 
into their own venture once the access stage is successfully 
completed (transfer stage) (Clough et al. 2019).

The access stage, in which entrepreneurs disclose their 
product offering to, for example, venture capitalists, busi
ness angels, or a crowd, has been studied extensively. 
Research so far has largely focused on explaining the ante
cedents of entrepreneurs’ fundraising success, including 
an extensive stream of research on how entrepreneurs’ 
attributes, such as their demographics, credibility, and 
qualifications (e.g., Alsos et al. 2006, Carpentier and Suret 
2015, Ko and McKelvie 2018), affect fundraising outcomes. 
More-recent research has investigated how entrepreneurs’ 
actions—particularly during fundraising attempts—affect 
fundraising outcomes (e.g., Murray et al. 2020, Mitterma
ier et al. 2022). This research has shown, for instance, how 
entrepreneurs use actions such as community building, 
community spanning, and community engaging to raise 
funds (Murray et al. 2020). What this research indicates is 
that fundraising outcomes are not (only) shaped by the 
characteristics of the entrepreneur and their venture, but 
that entrepreneurs’ actions (or inactions) during such 
attempts shape fundraising outcomes as well (e.g., Pet
kova et al. 2013).

The entrepreneur’s product offering is an important 
determinant of resource holders’ funding decisions 
(Franke et al. 2008, Petty and Gruber 2011) and has sig
nificant effects for entrepreneurs, resource holders, and 
fundraising outcomes. Entrepreneurs usually disclose 
their product offering during fundraising attempts to 
attract resource holders’ attention, showcase the innate 
qualities of the product, and convince resource holders 
to provide resources (Petty and Gruber 2011, Steigenber
ger and Wilhelm 2018, Clough et al. 2019). Resource 
holders use the product offering to determine whether it 
aligns with their preferences (Wessel et al. 2022), and 
when it does not, entrepreneurs’ fundraising attempts 
underperform (Cornelius and Gokpinar 2020, Eisen
mann 2021). One important reason why a product offer
ing can be misaligned with resource holders’ preferences 
is that entrepreneurs are often uncertain about those pre
ferences (Alvarez and Barney 2005, Townsend et al. 2018, 
Shepherd and Gruber 2021). To diminish this uncertainty, 
entrepreneurs commonly go through an epistemic pro
cess, “overcome[ing] [uncertainty] through the discovery 
of information about an in-principle knowable and inde
pendently existing environment” (Berglund et al. 2020, p. 
828). Even if entrepreneurs can discover such information 
to overcome their uncertainty about resource holders’ 
preferences (Kerr et al. 2014), entrepreneurs still need to 
decide whether and when to act—by changing their prod
uct offering—to interest resource holders and thus access 
the needed funding (Chemla and Tinn 2020, Murray et al. 
2020). Since entrepreneurs’ product offering is central to 
fundraising attempts (Franke et al. 2008, Petty and Gruber 
2011), resource mobilization researchers (e.g., Cornelius 
and Gokpinar 2020)—and entrepreneurship researchers 
more generally (e.g., Eisenmann 2021)—have been inter
ested in product-offering change.

Research in both the resource mobilization literature 
and the general entrepreneurship literature produced 
conflicting arguments for why entrepreneurs do or do 
not change their product offering during fundraising 
attempts. One argument, in the lean startup, agile entre
preneurship, and entrepreneurial hustle literatures (e.g., 
Ries 2011, Fisher et al. 2020, Shepherd and Gruber 2021), 
is that by continuously changing their product offering, 
entrepreneurs can gauge resource holders’ preferences 
(Berglund et al. 2020, Bocken and Snihur 2020). According 
to this argument, by persistently monitoring resource 
holder interest and adapting the product offering, entre
preneurs can develop a product offering that better fits 
resource holders’ preferences and thus overcome fun
draising underperformance (Cornelius and Gokpinar 
2020). Another argument favoring product-offering 
change during fundraising attempts claims that such 
change signals to resource holders that entrepreneurs can 
handle challenging circumstances, which may improve 
resource holders’ perceptions of them and thus help them 
overcome fundraising underperformance (Fisher et al. 
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2020). Empirical research on crowdfunding supports this 
line of argument, showing that product-offering change 
may help entrepreneurs overcome fundraising underper
formance (Cornelius and Gokpinar 2020, Murray et al. 
2020).

Other research, by contrast, explains why entrepre
neurs avoid to change their product offering when fun
draising attempts underperform, also providing strong 
theoretical rationales and supporting empirical evidence. 
One argument for refraining from product-offering 
change is entrepreneurs’ worry that any changes will be 
seen as inconsistent with their past narratives and behav
ior and will alienate resource holders (Garud et al. 2014, 
Grimes et al. 2019, Hampel et al. 2020). To avoid alienating 
resource holders, entrepreneurs thus stick with their origi
nal product idea (Felin et al. 2020, Eisenmann 2021). A sec
ond argument for maintaining the product offering is 
entrepreneurs’ limited resources, particularly time (Cable 
and Shane 1997, Lévesque and Stephan 2020). Since every 
change takes both effort and time—including the addi
tional time it takes for the potential effects of change to 
materialize (Kunisch et al. 2017, Bigelow et al. 2019)— 
entrepreneurs may refrain from doing so to economize on 
scarce resources. Finally, research on entrepreneurship 
concepts such as hypotheses-testing (Camuffo et al. 2020) 
and pivoting (McDonald and Gao 2019, Kirtley and 
O’Mahony 2023) both imply that entrepreneurs do not 
change their product offering during fundraising 
attempts. Instead, this research suggests that entrepre
neurs will make any changes to their product offer only 
after a fundraising attempt—potentially after it has 
become a lost cause (Camuffo et al. 2020, Eisenmann 2021, 
Piening et al. 2021).

While both lines of argument within these literatures 
provide valuable and plausible insights into entrepre
neurs’ behavior when their fundraising attempts are 
underperforming and they are uncertain about resource 
holders’ preferences, the entrepreneurial actions they pre
dict are conflicting and inconsistent, resulting in a tension 
in the literature. With one stream predicting more or less 
extensive product offering change during fundraising 
attempts and the other stream predicting entrepreneurs 
avoid change, we lack behavioral theory that explains 
when and why entrepreneurs change their product offer
ing in the face of underperformance. Developing such 
theory is crucial for overcoming the noted theoretical ten
sion in the resource mobilization literature.

Behavioral Theory and Product-Offering Change 
During Fundraising Attempts
We develop behavioral theory that explains when and 
why entrepreneurs change their product offering during 
fundraising attempts. To do so, we draw on the Behavioral 
Theory of the Firm, which is a well-established theory to 
explain when and why actors operating under uncertainty 
initiate change in response to underperformance (e.g., 

Argote and Greve 2007, Gavetti et al. 2012, Lounsbury and 
Beckman 2015). The theory posits that actors initiate 
change—for example, alter their product (Greve 1998)— 
when their current performance falls short of internally 
anchored aspiration (e.g., performance goals) or externally 
anchored aspiration (e.g., peer performance) levels (Cyert 
and March 1963, Greve 1998), with aspiration levels 
defined as minimum satisfactory outcomes (Schneider 
1992). Consistent with our argument on uncertainty, this 
theory acknowledges that actors do not know which 
changes will remedy a performance shortfall. Hence, 
actors engage in problemistic search: Small performance 
discrepancies will trigger search in the vicinity of the prob
lem and result in limited change, while larger performance 
discrepancies trigger more-distant search and will lead to 
extensive change (Cyert and March 1963).

As stated above, the Behavioral Theory of the Firm 
posits that actors evaluate their performance by compar
ing it with an internally (goal-based) or an externally 
(peer-based) anchored aspiration level. In entrepreneur
ial resource mobilization, the fundraising goal is a parti
cularly important aspiration level, as it defines the 
amount of funds that an entrepreneur needs to success
fully develop and market the venture’s product offering 
(Murray et al. 2020). The entrepreneurs in our qualitative 
data4 confirmed this importance, with one interviewee 
stating: “We watched it [the level of funds raised] all the 
time.” Other entrepreneurs explained that fundraising 
underperformance and making changes during fun
draising attempts are linked: “[W]e realized, something 
is stagnating, something is not working. Then we also 
realized, ‘We have to make some changes.’” A third 
interviewee stated, “If it’s not working, then of course 
you need to try something else.”

Entrepreneurs also compare their fundraising perfor
mance with the fundraising performance of close peers 
(Moliterno et al. 2014, Kostopoulos et al. 2023); that is, 
other entrepreneurs with similar products, goals, and 
timeframes. As an entrepreneur commented, “ … when 
we weren’t looking at our project [the fundraising cam
paign], we were constantly watching [others]: what’s 
going on, how they are doing.” Another interviewee 
added, “We always checked how other games [referring 
to other entrepreneurs seeking funds at the same time] 
were doing; [those] broadly in the same category.” Such 
social comparison can also be relevant because resource 
holders might expect similar actors to perform similarly 
(Huang 2018, Fisher and Neubert 2023). The Behavioral 
Theory of the Firm is thus an appropriate theory that we 
can draw on to help us move toward resolving the theo
retical tension that motivated our study, since it argues 
that entrepreneurs’ responses to fundraising underper
formance depend on the degree to which their fundrais
ing aspirations have been fulfilled.

Missing from the Behavioral Theory of the Firm, 
though, is the element of time. The time that remains 
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during an underperforming fundraising attempt is likely 
an important boundary condition because actions and 
their effects take time (Lehman et al. 2011, Kunisch et al. 
2017, Stouten et al. 2018), limited timeframes and dead
lines are a highly salient feature of fundraising attempts 
(Cable and Shane 1997, Chen et al. 2008, Eisenmann 2021), 
and the pressure to act increases as the deadline 
approaches (for evidence from sport teams, see Lehman 
et al. 2011). When entrepreneurs have ample time left in a 
fundraising attempt—that is, deadline proximity is low— 
they can more feasibly make changes to the product offer
ing and they will have sufficient time for product-offering 
changes to positively impact resource holders. When they 
have little time left—that is, deadline proximity is high— 
and their funding shortfall is large, entrepreneurs may 
very well give up on a fundraising attempt and instead 
start the resource mobilization process anew by identify
ing and approaching other resource holders, or give up 
on their product offering altogether. One entrepreneur 
we interviewed had just this response: “The moment you 
realize the project just doesn’t work, then you also realize 
that it won’t help to change the pitch. [At that point] there 
is nothing left to do.” We therefore argue that deadline 
proximity is a highly relevant contingency to explain 
entrepreneurs’ action, and that extending the Behavioral 
Theory of the Firm to include the ubiquitous feature of 
time pressure—as established in the behavioral literature 
on deadlines and time pressure—is therefore important 
for explaining entrepreneurs’ actions during underper
forming fundraising attempts.

We next derive hypotheses that expand on these two 
established streams of behavioral research to explain 
when and why entrepreneurs change their product 
offering during fundraising attempts in response to 
unfulfilled fundraising aspirations.

Hypotheses Development
Fundraising Performance Below the Goal-Based Aspi
ration Level and Subsequent Change. We argue that 
the relation between fundraising performance below an 
entrepreneur’s goal-based aspiration level and the extent 
of subsequent change in the product offering follows an 
inverted U-shaped pattern. This inverted U-shape results 
from two additive effects: first, a problemistic search 
effect—as established in the Behavioral Theory of the 
Firm—and second, a lost-cause effect—which results from 
the costs and risks entrepreneurs face when changing their 
product offering during fundraising attempts. We submit 
that one of these two effects dominates depending on how 
far below entrepreneurs’ fundraising performance is from 
their goal-based aspiration level at a given point in time.

The Behavioral Theory of the Firm suggests that firms 
performing below their aspirations engage in problemis
tic search and subsequent change in order to decrease the 
gap between performance and aspirations (Cyert and 
March 1963, Gavetti et al. 2012). The theory further 

suggests that the larger the gap, the stronger the incentive 
to engage in activities to remedy this discrepancy, which 
leads to more-distal and more-radical problemistic search 
(Posen et al. 2018), greater risk propensity and risk-taking 
(Greve 2003a), and thus more-ambitious (Greve 1998) and 
more-extensive change (Eggers and Suh 2019). This rea
soning would suggest a linear relationship between per
formance below an entrepreneur’s goal-based aspiration 
level during fundraising attempts and the extent of 
change in the product offering.

However, we propose that when the performance falls 
considerably below the goal-based aspiration level, 
entrepreneurs will increasingly perceive the fundraising 
attempt as a lost cause and, accordingly, will decrease— 
instead of increase—the extent of product-offering 
changes. We offer two rationales for this behavior. First, 
as outlined above, changing the product offering is 
costly because it often requires money (e.g., to buy new 
equipment) or human effort (e.g., time, knowledge, and 
creativity), and invokes psychological costs (e.g., the 
anxiety it induces might reduce work efficiency) (Piderit 
2000). Because entrepreneurs are typically resource- 
constrained, they have a strong incentive to avoid com
mitting themselves to change that does not have a strong 
likelihood of helping them reach their fundraising goal 
and results in wasted effort and increased costs. An 
increasingly large shortfall also increases the probability 
that the entrepreneur will not meet goal-based aspira
tions of a given fundraising attempt, even if the entrepre
neur does change the product offering.

A second rationale for a decreased extent of change is 
that when the gap between the fundraising goal and the 
current fundraising performance becomes large, the threat 
of failure increasingly induces stress. Actors commonly 
respond to such negative prospects by avoiding search and 
change and reducing risk (Staw et al. 1981, Shimizu 2007, 
Greve 2011). We propose that this avoidance response also 
applies to entrepreneurs, such that entrepreneurs that are 
far from their fundraising goal will shy away from change 
in the product offering. Therefore, we expect that the larger 
the gap between the goal-based aspiration level and cur
rent fundraising performance becomes, the less entrepre
neurs will change their product offering.

In sum, we propose two counteracting effects: a pro
blemistic search effect that leads to a linear increase in the 
extent of change in the product offering when the fun
draising performance falls below the goal-based aspira
tion level and a lost-cause effect that reduces the extent of 
change when fundraising performance falls considerably 
below the goal-based aspiration level. Together, these 
effects suggest an inverted U-shaped relationship. Thus, 
we argue:

Hypothesis 1. Fundraising performance below the goal- 
based aspiration level exhibits an inverted U-shaped rela
tionship with the extent of change in the product offering.
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Deadline Proximity Moderates the Relationship Between 
Fundraising Performance Below the Goal-Based Aspira
tion Level and Subsequent Change. We argue that the 
curvature of the inverted-U relationship proposed in 
Hypothesis 1 is contingent on fundraising deadline 
proximity, such that the lost-cause effect in the relation 
between fundraising performance below goal-based 
aspiration levels and subsequent change will become 
more pronounced as deadline proximity increases (i.e., 
as the deadline nears). Multiple arguments support this 
reasoning. First, it takes time for change to take effect 
(Kunisch et al. 2017, Stouten et al. 2018), and running 
out of time makes change increasingly unattractive. 
When searching for ways to change the product offering, 
entrepreneurs—similar to managers in established 
organizations—must make sense of their environment, 
develop new ideas that are consistent with the core fea
tures of the product, and create a change plan, all of 
which take time (Balogun et al. 2015). Once a plan has 
been developed, it must then be implemented, which is 
also time-consuming (Stensaker and Falkenberg 2007). 
Hastening the process might reduce the quality of the 
change, which increases the risk that a product offering 
will appear inconsistent to resource holders (Garud et al. 
2014, Grimes et al. 2019, Hampel et al. 2020). Moreover, a 
hastened process also increases the cost of implementa
tion due to time-compression diseconomies (Pacheco-de- 
Almeida and Zemsky 2007). Finally, a fast-approaching 
fundraising deadline leaves less and less time for any chan
ged product offering to positively affect resource holders’ 
evaluations and funding decisions. In sum, the less time 
entrepreneurs have until the fundraising deadline, the less 
likely they will be able to devise and implement change 
that will successfully remedy a fundraising performance 
shortfall. These mechanisms strengthen the lost-cause 
effect and imply that when deadline proximity increases 
and fundraising performance is well below the goal-based 
aspiration level, entrepreneurs will change the product 
offering less.

Relatedly, increased deadline proximity adds the 
stressor of time pressure, amplifying threat-rigidity 
effects (Staw et al. 1981) associated with fundraising per
formance below the goal-based aspiration level. In con
sequence, the more proximate the deadline, the more 
entrepreneurs will look for confirmatory information 
(Tversky and Kahneman 1979, Shimizu 2007, Greve 
2011), reduce risk (Lehman et al. 2011), limit search 
(Osiyevskyy and Dewald 2018), and constrict control 
(Staw et al. 1981, Ocasio 1995), all of which suggest that 
they will decrease the extent of change in the product 
offering during their fundraising attempt.

We therefore propose:

Hypothesis 2. Deadline proximity moderates the inverted 
U-shaped relationship between fundraising performance 
below the goal-based aspiration level and the extent of 

change in the product offering, such that increases in dead
line proximity weaken this relationship.

Fundraising Performance Below the Social Aspiration 
Level and Subsequent Change. We argue that fun
draising performance slightly below the social aspiration 
level—that is, below the fundraising performance of a 
close peer—will have only limited impact on the extent 
of change in the product offering because entrepreneurs 
have incentives to ignore small performance shortfalls 
vis-à-vis peers, as they can easily attribute them to unal
terable, unobservable, or idiosyncratic circumstances 
(Joseph and Gaba 2015). Similarly, resource holders may 
regard small gaps between the performance of a focal 
entrepreneur and a close peer as insignificant. Even if 
they do consider them to be significant, resource holders 
will have difficulty assessing the relevance of a small 
funding gap for their funding decision (Harrison et al. 
2010). Thus, a small discrepancy between a focal entre
preneur’s fundraising performance and the fundraising 
performance of a close peer will not incentivize entrepre
neurs to change the product offering.

By contrast, when an entrepreneur’s fundraising is per
forming considerably below that of a close peer, the entre
preneur will experience disproportionate pressure to 
reduce this discrepancy by initiating problemistic search 
and will eventually change the product offering (Greve 
1998, Bromiley and Harris 2014, Kim et al. 2015). When 
the performance discrepancy vis-à-vis a close peer passes 
a certain threshold, entrepreneurs will find it increasingly 
difficult to attribute fundraising performance shortfalls to 
idiosyncratic circumstances. Resource holders are also 
likely to respond negatively to considerable performance 
discrepancies by withholding funds (Mezias et al. 2002, 
Bitektine et al. 2020). In this situation, the entrepreneur 
thus has strong incentives to change the product offering.

Social comparisons also provide entrepreneurs with 
valuable information (Posen and Chen 2013). Falling 
substantially below the fundraising performance of a 
close peer indicates that the fit between the product 
offering and resource holders’ preferences is worse than 
that of the peer. Since the entrepreneur and the peer are 
often competing for funds from the same resource 
holders, entrepreneurs have an incentive to respond 
when their performance is considerably below their 
social aspiration level. Changing the product offering 
may make the product more attractive to resource 
holders (Cornelius and Gokpinar 2020) and thus close 
the fundraising gap between a focal entrepreneur and 
the better-performing peer. An entrepreneur raising 
funds—irrespective of the gap between current fun
draising performance and the predetermined financial 
goal—will therefore be incentivized to change the prod
uct offering when a close peer performs substantially 
better because the performance gap signals to both the 
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entrepreneur and resource holders that there is room for 
improvement.

Taken together, these effects imply a nonlinear rela
tionship with a threshold between fundraising perfor
mance below the social aspiration level and the extent of 
change in the product offering. We therefore argue:

Hypothesis 3. Fundraising performance below the social 
aspiration level has an increasing effect on the extent of 
change in the product offering. To a certain threshold, fun
draising performance that is below the social aspiration 
level has a weak impact on the extent of change, while 
beyond this threshold it has a strong impact.

Deadline Proximity Moderates the Relationship Between 
Fundraising Performance Below the Social Aspiration 
Level and Subsequent Change. Finally, we argue that 
the relationship proposed in Hypothesis 3 will be contin
gent on fundraising deadline proximity. As deadline 
proximity increases (i.e., the deadline draws closer), fun
draising performance below the social aspiration level 
will have a smaller effect on the extent of change in the 
product offering.

Entrepreneurs—for the reasons explained above— 
have incentives to respond to fundraising performance 
well below the social aspiration level. However, the 
value they derive from change induced by performance 
below the social aspiration level is contingent on dead
line proximity because change is risky, costly (Kuusela 
et al. 2017), and time-consuming (Kunisch et al. 2017), as 
we argued in support of Hypothesis 2. The closer the 
deadline, the less likely it is that they have enough 
time to identify promising solutions and implement 
change during their fundraising attempt. Furthermore, 
the closer the deadline, the more entrepreneurs will have 
to hasten the change process, which may result in a prod
uct offering that appears inconsistent to resource holders 
(Garud et al. 2014, Grimes et al. 2019, Felin et al. 2020, 
Hampel et al. 2020). These arguments imply that as dead
line proximity increases, entrepreneurs will increasingly 
refrain from responding to fundraising performance 
below the social aspiration level. We therefore propose:

Hypothesis 4. Deadline proximity moderates the relation
ship between fundraising performance below the social aspira
tion level and the extent of change in the product offering, such 
that increases in deadline proximity weaken the relationship.

Figure 1 summarizes our model.

Data and Methods
Study Context
We tested our hypotheses using unique longitudinal 
data on fundraising campaigns published on the 
online crowdfunding platform Kickstarter (www. 
kickstarter.com). With more than 20 million visitors 
per month in 2022, Kickstarter is one of the largest 

online crowdfunding platforms and allows entrepre
neurs to raise funds for consumer-related product 
development (e.g., video games, music, electronic 
devices, and fashion). Kickstarter has been frequently 
used as a data source in research on entrepreneurial 
resource mobilization (e.g., Courtney et al. 2017, Kup
puswamy and Bayus 2017, Manning and Bejarano 
2017) and organization research (e.g., Leung and Shar
key 2014, Soublière and Gehman 2020).

The characteristics of crowdfunding campaigns on 
Kickstarter are favorable for our hypotheses testing. In 
general, crowdfunding is an established setting to study 
how entrepreneurs mobilize resources under uncer
tainty (e.g., Chemla and Tinn 2020, Xu and Ni 2022), thus 
matching the premise of our study. Kickstarter allows 
entrepreneurs to raise a predefined amount of funds 
within a predetermined time frame (typically 30 days), 
implying both a stated fundraising goal and a deadline. 
Once a campaign has started, neither the amount of 
money requested by the entrepreneur nor the deadline 
can be changed, rendering the fundraising goal and the 
deadline exogenous to our model. If the goal is not 
achieved by the deadline, the entrepreneur receives no 
money, underlining the relevance of the deadline. Kick
starter thus presents an extreme context in terms of fun
draising goals and deadlines, as entrepreneurs in other 
resource mobilization settings (e.g., family and friends) 
may change both during fundraising attempts (a notion 
we come back to in the Discussion section). In line with 
the contrasting arguments on entrepreneurial change 
action during fundraising attempts, the extent of change 
in the product offerings varies substantially during and 
across crowdfunding campaigns. Some entrepreneurs 
change their product offering frequently and exten
sively, while others do not. In our data set, we found that 
67% of the entrepreneurs made changes of various 
extent to their product offerings during their crowd
funding campaigns. Fundraising performance below 
goal-based and social aspiration levels also varied. For 
example, while approximately 80% of the campaigns in 
our data failed to reach their goal, only 2% of campaigns 
attracted zero pledges. Since resource holders may add 
or withdraw pledges during the campaign, entrepre
neurs are motivated to respond to performance short
falls throughout the fundraising attempt. Because 
Kickstarter is an online environment, entrepreneurs 
(and researchers) can clearly and easily identify, observe, 
and monitor all relevant variables, in particular entrepre
neurs’ performance in relation to their goal as well as 
peer performance, all in relation to the respective cam
paigns’ deadlines. Crowdfunding thus provides an 
excellent setting to test hypotheses on entrepreneurial 
action during fundraising, linking performance below 
aspiration levels, deadline proximity, and the extent of 
change in the product offering.
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Data Collection
Our sample includes all 583 campaigns for video-game 
development (i.e., games for gaming consoles or personal 
computers) with a minimum goal of US$25,000 that were 
published on Kickstarter between September 2013 and 
early November 2014. Our start date was arbitrary, but 
coverage within the time frame is exhaustive. To reduce 
heterogeneity between campaigns, we followed previous 
research (e.g., Xu and Ni 2022) and focused on a single cat
egory within Kickstarter: video games, which is one of the 
largest categories (Statista.com 2023). This focus allowed 
us to derive a valid measure for product-offering change 
and provided us with a sufficiently large data set for the 
analysis.

We applied a minimum goal of US$25,000 because 
our theorizing relates to for-profit entrepreneurial ven
tures, not hobby projects. The distinction between hob
byists and for-profits is common in Kickstarter research, 
recognizing that hobbyists on Kickstarter typically have 
different motivational structures, resources, and incen
tives (Mollick 2014, Calic and Mosakowski 2016, Steigen
berger and Wilhelm 2018). A common way to exclude 
hobby projects is with a campaign goal cutoff. A 
US$25,000 cutoff point accounts for the minimum level 
of professional product-development costs in the indus
try, since developing for-profit products in this industry 
for less is practically impossible (Gameindustry.biz 2011, 
Honorof 2013).

As our research focuses on the extent of change in the 
product offering as a response to performance below 
aspirations at specific points in time—and because 
instances of change in the product offering cannot be 
reconstructed after crowdfunding campaigns have 
concluded—we could not run a single data scrape, as 
most previous research using Kickstarter data has done 

(e.g., Mollick 2014, Anglin et al. 2018). Instead, we 
needed to collect data on each campaign in real time. We 
therefore saved observations of each campaign in the 
video-game section of Kickstarter three times a week, 
resulting in a longitudinal data set with 8,050 observa
tions of 583 campaigns (i.e., approximately 14 observa
tions per campaign). As campaigns exceeding their 
fundraising goal—that is, performing above the goal- 
based aspiration level—commonly changed the product 
offering because of stretch goals—that is, features to be 
added to the product at specific levels above the goal— 
we follow earlier research (e.g., Tyler and Caner 2016, 
Allen et al. 2021, Piening et al. 2021) and included all 
observations of campaigns as long as they had not 
exceeded their goal. We ran additional analyses demon
strating that our results remain robust even when we 
include above-goal observations, which we report in the 
Online Appendix, Additional Analyses I and II.

Initial data screening using Stata’s bacon (Weber 2010) 
revealed 16 outlier observations. We found that 12 out
liers were observations of the campaign Cedaria: Blackout 
(out of 17 observations available for this campaign), 
representing extreme values of fundraising performance 
below social aspiration levels. These outliers resulted 
from the outsized positive fundraising performance of a 
peer campaign, Hyper Light Drifter, which exceeded its 
goal by a factor of 1.5 on its first day. Similarly, the other 
four outlier observations (one from each campaign: Ter
rayn, Pantheon, World Defense, and Eternal Wanderer) were 
also caused by extreme values of fundraising perfor
mance below social aspiration levels. To avoid biased 
estimates, we removed these 16 observations.

To ensure temporal precedence of our independent 
variables relative to our dependent variable (Aguinis 
and Edwards 2014), we lagged our independent variables 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model 
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by one observation. Our final sample thus covers 6,758 
observations of 576 campaigns.

Variables
Extent of Change in Product Offering (Extent of 
Change). Following prior research (e.g., Joseph and 
Gaba 2015, Kostopoulos et al. 2023), we measured our 
dependent variable by coding the extent of substantive 
change in the product offering between two subsequent 
observations of a given campaign. We defined substan
tive changes as those that involved an alteration of the 
look, feel, or technology of the video game as published 
on Kickstarter (e.g., adding a new character to the game). 
This definition is consistent with our theorizing, as these 
changes require processes of problemistic search. For 
example, introducing a new character to a video game 
requires the entrepreneur to assess current weaknesses 
in the game, create a new character, develop backstory 
and visualization, and then implement this character 
into the product offering in a way that brings these bene
fits to the fore (GameDesign 2018). In the Additional 
Analysis section below, we demonstrate that our results 
are largely robust to an alternative entrepreneurial 
action in response to fundraising underperformance; 
namely, changes to the crowdfunding process.

We measured the extent of change on a scale ranging 
from no change (0) to major changes (5). To identify the 
extent of change, we developed a codebook that pro
vided conceptual definitions and empirical illustrations 
for each of the different levels of the extent of change. 
Developing the codebook required multiple iterations of 
going back and forth between data and codebook to 
account for all possible instances of change. We stopped 
this process once we reached a point of saturation (i.e., 
coding additional instances of change did not result in 
further modifications of the codebook). To ensure that 
the codebook was understandable and comprehensible, 
we ran extensive tests with five coders. These test runs 
resulted in minor clarifications to the codebook.

Our second step was to code the raw data. We trained 
four research assistants who were blind to our theorizing 
and hypotheses how to understand and use the code
book. To ensure thorough work, each of the 6,758 obser
vations was independently coded by two coders. Once 
the initial independent coding run was complete, we 
resolved inconsistent ratings by asking the coders to ref
erence the codebook and discuss and resolve differences. 
An excerpt from our codebook, examples from our data, 
and coding results are presented in Online Appendix 
Table A.1.

Fundraising Performance Below Goal-Based Aspira
tion Level (P < GAL). The fundraising goal is the prede
termined US dollar amount the crowdfunding campaign 
sought to raise. To measure fundraising performance 
below the goal-based aspiration level (P < GAL), we used 

the funding ratio of campaign i at time t (Fundingi,t/Fun
draising Goali). In line with past research (Greve 1998, 
Lehman et al. 2011), we subtracted 1 from this value. 
Thus, this measure is 0 when the goal has been reached 
and equals the funding ratio minus 1 when the goal 
has not been reached.

Fundraising Performance Below Social Aspiration Level 
(P < SAL). Traditionally, researchers have used industry 
performance averages to capture the social aspiration 
level (e.g., Greve 1998). More recently, researchers have 
stressed the need for more-fine-grained measurements 
of the social aspiration level, with evidence suggesting 
that firms usually choose more-specific comparisons, 
such as comparison with peers instead of industry 
averages (Labianca et al. 2009, Washburn and Bromiley 
2012, Moliterno et al. 2014). This consideration is particu
larly relevant for entrepreneurs attempting to raise 
funds because industry averages fail to account for entre
preneurs’ predetermined goals and fixed end dates. 
Comparisons with entrepreneurs who have different 
goals do not provide relevant information. Therefore, a 
more-specific measure of the social aspiration level is 
needed (see also Online Appendix, Additional Analy
sis III).

Following previous research (Moliterno et al. 2014, 
Eggers and Kaul 2018) and insights from our interviews, 
we developed a context-specific measure for the social 
aspiration level. In line with our theorizing, we used as 
the focal entrepreneur’s reference point for social aspira
tions the most-similar peer who sought funding for a 
video game on the Kickstarter platform during the same 
time. This measurement is consistent with the idiosyn
cratic nature of entrepreneurial fundraising derived 
from entrepreneurs’ unique combination of product, 
goal, and end date. It is also in line with the more-general 
notion that firms pay selective attention to peers (Short 
and Palmer 2003) and select aspiration metrics that are 
meaningful in their specific situation (Bromiley and Har
ris 2014) based on their respective attention focus (Ocasio 
1997). We also found direct support for this notion in our 
interviews.5

Based on this rationale, we measured P < SAL in two 
steps. First, to establish similar peers in the relevant 
dimensions, we calculated the Euclidian distances 
between all campaign observations at a specific point in 
time (e.g., all campaigns that were seeking funds on Sep
tember 9, 2013). We derived the dimensions for calculat
ing these distances from crowdfunding research (e.g., 
Smith 2015, Courtney et al. 2017). They cover the follow
ing easily observable campaign characteristics: game 
genre (based on game category—simulation, strategy, 
action, role play), fundraising goal, and time remaining 
(as a percentage). To ensure comparability between 
dimensions, we normalized each dimension (scale 0 to 
1). Because we have no theoretical or empirical reason to 
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assume that some of these dimensions are more relevant 
to entrepreneurs than others, we weighted all dimen
sions equally. The more similar campaigns were on these 
dimensions, the lower the distance score (see Online 
Appendix, Additional Analysis IV, demonstrating the 
robustness of our results for three alternatively weighted 
specifications of the P < SAL measure).

Second, for the peer with the lowest distance score, we 
calculated the difference between the funding ratio of 
the focal entrepreneur’s campaign and the peer’s fund
ing ratio. Consistent with past research grounded in the 
Behavioral Theory of the Firm (Greve 1998, Lehman et al. 
2011, Bromiley and Harris 2014), this measure takes the 
value 0 when the funding ratio was at or above the fund
ing ratio of the closest peer at the same point in time. If 
the focal campaign’s fundraising performance was 
below that of the closest peer at that point in time, this 
variable equals the funding-ratio difference between the 
focal campaign and the campaign of the closest peer. For 
example, if a focal campaign had reached 20% of its fun
draising goal and on the same day the closest peer cam
paign had reached 30%, the variable value would be 
�0.1. If a focal campaign had reached 80% of its fun
draising goal on the same day the closest peer campaign 
reached 300%, the variable value would be �2.2.

Deadline Proximity. We measured deadline proximity by 
dividing the number of days for which the campaign 
had been active by the total number of days of the cam
paign (see Online Appendix, Additional Analysis V, 
demonstrating the robustness of our results when using 
an alternative measure).

Control Variables. Following previous research (e.g., 
Taeuscher et al. 2021), we controlled for seasonal effects 
by including time dummies (year/month). In addition, 
some campaigns were more prominently presented on 
the Kickstarter web page than others, which might have 
affected both fundraising performance and subsequent 
change. To control for this effect, we introduced a 
dummy variable capturing whether a campaign was vis
ible on the Kickstarter front page at the time of observa
tion or not. We did not consider control variables that 
did not change over time because we employ fixed- 
effects models that predict changes within campaigns, as 
explained below.

Analytical Approach
We estimated our models using Stata’s xtreg with robust 
standard errors clustered at the campaign level. To rule 
out that time-invariant unobserved campaign-related 
variables (e.g., entrepreneur’s professional training) 
caused inconsistent estimates, we used the fixed-effects 
estimation method (Wooldridge 2012).6 As Hausman 
tests cannot be used for robust estimators of standard 
errors, we rejected random-effects estimation (Sargan- 

Hansen statistic: 72.47; p � 0.00) by running a test of 
over-identifying restrictions using xtoverid (Schaffer and 
Stillman 2010). To decide whether our model should 
account for autocorrelation, we used Stata’s xtserial 
(Wooldridge 2002). We could not reject the null hypothe
ses of no first-order autocorrelation at p < 0.05, suggest
ing that autocorrelation does not present an issue. To 
ensure the robustness of our results, we ran additional 
analyses (reported in Endnote 6 and the Online Appen
dix, Additional Analyses I–V). As entrepreneurs could 
also take actions other than making changes to the prod
uct offering when responding to fundraising underper
formance, we also ran an additional analysis using an 
alternative dependent variable (reported in the Addi
tional Analysis section below).

Results
Table 1 depicts descriptive statistics and zero-order cor
relations. Variance inflation factors (VIFs) do not raise 
multicollinearity concerns, as the VIF mean (2.56) is 
below the commonly applied threshold of 10. Removing 
time dummy: 2014/4—the variable with the highest VIF 
(3.96)—from our model provides results virtually identi
cal to the ones reported below.

Table 2 presents the results of our analysis. Model 1 
includes only control variables. Because excluding 
significant higher-order interaction terms can bias esti
mations of lower-order terms (Aiken and West 1991, Jac
card and Turrisi 2003), we introduce the lower-order 
interaction terms (reflecting Hypotheses 1 and 3) simul
taneously with the respective higher-order interaction 
terms (reflecting Hypotheses 2 and 4). Therefore, Model 
2 introduces the terms related to Hypotheses 1 and 2, 
while Model 3 introduces the terms related to Hypothe
ses 3 and 4. Model 4 presents the full model. As evident 
from Table 2, our results are consistent across all models. 
Because Model 4 provides the most-conservative test, 
we used this model to test our hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1 states that fundraising performance 
below the goal-based aspiration level exhibits an inverted 
U-shaped relationship with the extent of change in the 
product offering. Table 2 (Model 4) provides initial sup
port for this hypothesis, as demonstrated by the signifi
cant negative effect of P <GAL2 (b ��2.13, p � 0.05) on the 
extent of change. A dedicated test is provided by utest (Lind 
and Mehlum 2010), which supports an inverted U-shaped 
effect (t-value � 1.55, p � 0.06). Thus, Hypothesis 1 is sup
ported by our data. Going beyond our hypothesis, this test 
reveals that the extreme point of the inverted U shape is 
about halfway (�0.54) between performing far below the 
fundraising goal-based aspiration level (�1) and meeting 
the aspiration level (0). This result shows that the most- 
extensive changes were made to the product offering 
when entrepreneurs had reached about 50% of their fun
draising goal.
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Hypothesis 2 states that deadline proximity moder
ates the inverted U-shaped relationship between fun
draising performance below the goal-based aspiration 
level and the extent of change in the product offering, 
such that increases in deadline proximity weaken the 
impact that fundraising performance below the goal- 
based aspiration level has on the extent of change. Table 
2 (Model 4) provides initial supportive evidence for this 
hypothesis, as demonstrated by the significant effects of 
P < GAL × deadline proximity (b � 3.91, p � 0.03) and P <
GAL2 × deadline proximity (b � 3.01, p � 0.02) on the extent 
of change. Table 3 shows that the effect of P < GAL on the 
extent of change at low deadline proximity (mean �1 SD)— 
up until P < GAL � �0.40—is significantly larger than 
for high deadline proximity (mean +1 SD). For P < GAL 
larger than �0.40, there is no significant difference 
between the respective effects. Overall, our data provide 
supportive evidence for Hypothesis 2. Figure 2 illus
trates this result.

Hypothesis 3 states that fundraising performance 
below the social aspiration level has an increasing effect 
on the extent of change in the product offering, such that 
up to a certain threshold, fundraising performance that 
is below the social aspiration level has a weak impact on 
the extent of change, while beyond this threshold it has a 
strong impact. Table 2 (Model 4) provides initial sup
portive evidence: The significant coefficients of P < SAL 
(b � 0.45, p � 0.02) and P < SAL2 (b � 0.22, p � 0.03) sug
gest a shape that eventually becomes steeper as P < SAL 
becomes more negative. Table 4 shows positive and 
significant simple effects that increase as P< SAL de
creases, supporting our claim that fundraising perfor
mance below the social aspiration level increases the 
extent of change. Supporting our claim on nonlinearity, 
Table 4 shows that the effects of P < SAL on the extent of 
change remain below b � 0.46 (p � 0.00) up to P < SAL �
�2. The effects only get stronger once P < SAL exceeds 
this threshold, and it nearly doubles to b � 0.87 (p � 0.01) 
for the minimum value (�3.39) of P < SAL. Thus, our 
data support Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 4 states that deadline proximity moder
ates the relationship between fundraising performance 
below the social aspiration level and the extent of change 
in the product offering, such that increases in deadline 
proximity weaken the impact of fundraising perfor
mance below the social aspiration level on the extent of 
change. Table 2 (Model 4) provides initial support for 
this hypothesis, as demonstrated by the significant 
effects of P < SAL × deadline proximity (b � �0.53, p �
0.04) and P < SAL2 × deadline proximity (b � �0.28, p �
0.04) on the extent of change. Table 5 shows that simple 
effects for P < SAL on the extent of change at low deadline 
proximity (mean �1 SD) result in significantly larger 
effects than for high deadline proximity (mean +1 SD). 
Thus, Hypothesis 4 is supported by our data. Figure 3
illustrates this result.Ta
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Additional Analysis: Alternative 
Dependent Variable
To test the generalizability of our results to different 
types of change an entrepreneur might engage in, we 
reran our models using an alternative dependent vari
able that captures other relevant changes entrepreneurs 
can make during fundraising attempts. In addition to 
product-offering change, entrepreneurs can change in at 
least two additional dimensions in order to make their 
product offering more attractive to potential resource 
providers. They can change the development process 
(e.g., adding a new team member to the entrepreneurial 
venture) and the crowdfunding process (e.g., adding a 
new payment option). Our theorizing would be more 
generalizable if we found consistent results irrespective 
of the particular type of action used as a dependent 
variable.

Since there were very few instances of change related 
to the development process in our sample (e.g., only four 
instances in the highest-change category), we were 
unable to use this variable for the test. However, we 
could test our models with crowdfunding-process-related 

change as the dependent variable. First, we note that the 
extent of change in the product offering and the extent of 
crowdfunding-process-related change are correlated (r �
0.52, p � 0.00), indicating that entrepreneurs tended to 
change the product offering and the crowdfunding pro
cess simultaneously and to a similar extent. Model 4 
described in our Results section and the model including 
the extent of crowdfunding-process-related change as a 
dependent variable display similar patterns of results. 
Table 6 shows a significant negative effect of P <GAL2 (b 
� �2.74, p � 0.03) and significant positive effects of P <
GAL × deadline proximity (b � 4.93, p � 0.03) and P <GAL2 

× deadline proximity (b � 4.52, p � 0.00) on the subsequent 
extent of crowdfunding-process-related change. These results 
are consistent with the results for Hypotheses 1 and 2, as 
reported above.

With respect to Hypotheses 3 and 4, we also found sig
nificant positive effects of P < SAL (b � 0.35, p � 0.09) and 
P < SAL2 (b � 0.27, p � 0.01) and a significant negative 
effect of P < SAL2 × deadline proximity (b � �0.30, p �
0.03) on the subsequent extent of crowdfunding-process- 
related change. In contrast to the analyses reported in our 

Table 2. Results

DV 
Extent of change

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Independent variables Coeff. Robust SEs p Coeff. Robust SEs p Coeff. Robust SEs p Coeff. Robust SEs p

Intercept 1.21 0.21 0.00 �0.25 0.61 0.68 0.07 0.28 0.79 �0.23 0.61 0.70
Time-dummies Included Included Included Included
Front page 0.12 0.09 0.17 0.07 0.09 0.47 0.09 0.09 0.34 0.07 0.09 0.47
P < GAL �2.33 1.49 0.12 �2.31 1.49 0.12
P < GAL2 �2.17 1.09 0.05 �2.13 1.08 0.05
P < SAL 0.47 0.20 0.02 0.45 0.20 0.02
P < SAL2 0.23 0.11 0.03 0.22 0.11 0.03
Deadline proximity 0.47 0.67 0.48 �0.46 0.07 0.00 0.46 0.67 0.49
P < GAL × deadline proximity 3.97 1.81 0.03 3.91 1.80 0.03
P < GAL2 × deadline proximity 3.10 1.23 0.01 3.01 1.23 0.02
P < SAL × deadline proximity �0.53 0.26 0.04 �0.53 0.26 0.04
P < SAL2 × deadline proximity �0.28 0.14 0.05 �0.28 0.14 0.04
Observations 6,758 6,758 6,758 6,758
Campaigns 576 576 576 576

Notes. Two-tailed tests. Robust standard errors clustered at the campaign-level.

Table 3. Effects for P < GAL Under Low and High Deadline Proximity

P < GAL

0 �0.1 �0.2 �0.3 �0.4 �0.5 �0.6 �0.7 �0.8 �0.9 �1

Low deadline proximity (mean �1 SD) b 0.35 0.51 0.63 0.72 0.77 0.80 0.78 0.74 0.66 0.55 0.40
p 0.42 0.13 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

High deadline proximity (mean + 1 SD) b 0.67 0.61 0.56 0.51 0.46 0.41 0.36 0.32 0.27 0.23 0.19
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Difference test χ2 0.66 0.12 0.09 1.41 5.07 10.72 16.53 21.89 28.49 38.97 24.50
p 0.42 0.72 0.76 0.23 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Note. Two-tailed tests.
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Results section, however, we found no effect of P < SAL 
× deadline proximity (b � �0.24, p � 0.38). Overall, we 
argue that these additional analyses demonstrate the 
generalizability of our above results to other types of 
change action that an entrepreneur struggling to raise 
funds during crowdfunding campaigns might take.

Discussion
This study offers theory and evidence addressing the the
oretical tension in extant resource mobilization research 
about when and why entrepreneurs change, or do not 
change, their product offering during underperforming 
fundraising attempts. Because current resource mobiliza
tion research does not offer theory to resolve this tension, 
we follow Clough et al.’s (2019, p. 241) call to develop 
theory through consilience (Wilson 1998), resulting in 
resource mobilization theory that is “ … consistent with 
broader theoretical conversations in strategy and organi
zation theory.” Hence, we integrate established behav
ioral theory on change in response to underperformance 

into the resource mobilization literature, present em
pirical evidence showing that entrepreneurs act in both 
ways, and identify boundary conditions of the respective 
notions. We extend the resource mobilization literature 
by developing behavioral theory that explains when and 
why entrepreneurs take an important action during the 
resource mobilization access stage, thereby complement
ing prior research that links resource mobilization actions 
and outcomes (Aldrich and Ruef 2018, Clough et al. 2019, 
Colombo 2021). Given the empirical setting of the present 
study, our work further contributes to crowdfunding 
research. Finally, we expand the Behavioral Theory of the 
Firm by introducing a temporal dimension to this theory 
and explicating how and why deadline proximity affects 
actors’ responses to aspiration-level discrepancies.

Contributions to Entrepreneurial Resource 
Mobilization Research
The goal of entrepreneurial resource mobilization research 
is to “explain the initial stock of resources of a new 
organization” (Clough et al. 2019, p. 240). Prior research 
has made substantial progress toward this goal by explain
ing how entrepreneurs’ actions (e.g., Petkova et al. 2013, 
Cornelius and Gokpinar 2020) and attributes (e.g., Alsos 
et al. 2006) enable them to meet their fundraising goals 
in the access stage of resource mobilization. This research 
has also shown that because entrepreneurs face consi
derable uncertainty about resource holders’ preferences 
(Alvarez and Barney 2005, Townsend et al. 2018, Shepherd 

Figure 2. Interplay of Fundraising Performance Below the Goal-Based Aspiration Level (P < GAL) and Deadline Proximity on 
Extent of Change 

Table 4. Effects for P < SAL

P < SAL

0 �0.5 �1 �1.5 �2 �2.5 �3 Min

b 0.46 0.38 0.34 0.36 0.43 0.54 0.71 0.87
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01

Note. Two-tailed tests.
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and Gruber 2021), their product offerings are often 
inconsistent with resource holders’ preferences and 
lead to underperforming fundraising attempts (Corne
lius and Gokpinar 2020, Eisenmann 2021). We provided 
both illustrative qualitative and quantitative data demon
strating that entrepreneurs act very differently in this situ
ation: some entrepreneurs change their product offering 
(more or less) extensively, while others do not change 
their product offering. Previous resource mobilization 
research has not been able to consistently explain this 
phenomenon; instead, the literature offers conflicting 
explanations, resulting in a theoretical tension. Against 
this background, our study offers two contributions to 
the literature on resource mobilization.

First, the behavioral theory we develop provides one 
path to resolve the theoretical tension we identified in 
the literature. Our consilience approach—integrating two 
established streams of behavioral research on change in 
response to underperformance in the face of uncertainty— 

allows us to identify conditions inherent to fundraising 
attempts that make changing the product offering a more 
or less attractive option for entrepreneurs at different 
points in a fundraising attempt. The theorizing we 
develop based on this approach explains that despite the 
conflicting arguments on entrepreneurs’ responses to 
fundraising struggles in the two research streams (e.g., 
Garud et al. 2014, Cornelius and Gokpinar 2020, Felin 
et al. 2020), both provide valid explanations, but only 
under distinct conditions. Our study thus qualifies extant 
theories on entrepreneurial change action during under
performing fundraising attempts by outlining boundary 
conditions under which they apply (Busse et al. 2017).

Our theorizing and evidence are consistent with argu
ments that entrepreneurs adapt their product offering so 
that it more-closely aligns with resource holders’ prefer
ences (e.g., Cornelius and Gokpinar 2020) and signals 
entrepreneurs’ motivation and ability to handle challeng
ing circumstances (e.g., Fisher et al. 2020) when fundraising 

Figure 3. Interplay of Fundraising Performance Below the Social Aspiration Level (P< SAL) and Deadline Proximity on Extent of 
Change 

Table 5. Effects for P < SAL Under Low and High Deadline Proximity

P < SAL

0 �0.5 �1 �1.5 �2 �2.5 �3 Min

Low deadline proximity (mean �1 SD) b 0.66 0.52 0.47 0.51 0.65 0.87 1.18 1.49
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01

High deadline proximity (mean + 1 SD) b 0.26 0.23 0.22 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.23 0.25
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.19 0.31

Difference test χ2 45.89 14.76 7.70 9.57 11.39 9.13 7.18 6.27
p 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01

Note. Two-tailed tests.
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underperformance is moderate and there is ample time left 
to eliminate this shortfall. Under these conditions, entrepre
neurs have both the incentive and the time to search for 
ways of adjusting their product offering to gauge resource 
holders’ uncertain preferences (Berglund et al. 2020, 
Bocken and Snihur 2020) and to signal their competence, as 
suggested by the lean startup, agile entrepreneurship, and 
entrepreneurial hustle literatures (Ries 2011, Fisher et al. 
2020, Shepherd and Gruber 2021). In our introductory 
vignette, entrepreneurs Jason and Nicole Stark were faced 
with a narrowing fundraising gap that had plateaued early 
in their campaign, apparently providing them with both 
sufficient incentives and time to change Ninja Pizza Girl.

In contrast, when there is little time left to remedy a 
considerable fundraising shortfall, our theorizing offers 
arguments that can explain when and why entrepre
neurs double-down and refrain from changing the prod
uct offering: when the likelihood of swaying resource 
holders by changing the product offering is so low that it 
does not justify the risks and costs (Garud et al. 2014, 
Fisher and Kotha 2015, Bigelow et al. 2019, Grimes et al. 
2019, Felin et al. 2020) associated with changing the 
product offering in the fundraising attempt. Evan 
Gruntz, the other entrepreneur in our introductory 
vignette, had a persistent, significant fundraising perfor
mance gap. With time running out, Evan Gruntz may 
have determined that making changes to Project Tanuki 
was an unattractive option and that the campaign was 
likely a lost cause. Our theorizing not only explains these 
apparently conflicting actions, thereby offering a path to 
resolve the theoretical tension that motivated our study, 
but—because it informs our understanding of entrepre
neurs’ actions under conditions of uncertainty during 
resource mobilization—may also help overcome an 
emerging theoretical disconnect. While resource mobili
zation research has largely focused on resource holders’ 

uncertainty (Clough et al. 2019, Colombo 2021), our theo
rizing is consistent with the larger entrepreneurship lit
erature in problematizing entrepreneurs’ uncertainty 
(Townsend et al. 2018, Berglund et al. 2020, Camuffo et al. 
2020).

Second, this study advances research on the relevant 
actors in the access stage of entrepreneurial resource 
mobilization, specifically, how they affect change actions 
of entrepreneurs. This contribution follows from our 
consilience approach to resource mobilization theory 
development (Clough et al. 2019). Consilience seeks to 
establish consistency of knowledge across research 
domains (Wilson 1998). Our behavioral theorizing inte
grates arguments and evidence from the Behavioral The
ory of the Firm (Cyert and March 1963, Greve 1998) and 
research on time pressure (Lehman et al. 2011, Kunisch 
et al. 2017, Stouten et al. 2018) to explain how entrepre
neurs’ close peers affect entrepreneurs’ change action 
during resource mobilization. Our qualitative data sup
ports this notion, as demonstrated by the illustrative 
quotes. Our study indicates a need to expand the scope 
of research on resource mobilization, as it shows that the 
set of actors pertinent to determining when and why 
entrepreneurs take action is more extensive than previ
ously acknowledged. Previous studies have proposed 
that entrepreneurs concentrate on resource holders when 
engaging in resource mobilization (e.g., Cornelius and 
Gokpinar 2020, Murray et al. 2020, Mittermaier et al. 
2022). This idea conflicts with common findings in entre
preneurship research, which demonstrate that entre
preneurs also monitor their competitive environment 
(Mueller et al. 2012). Our study proposes and demon
strates that resource holders are not the sole influencers 
of entrepreneurs’ change actions during resource mobili
zation. Specifically, our results indicate that when fun
draising performance falls substantially below the social 

Table 6. Additional Analysis: Change in Crowdfunding Process

Independent variables

DV 
Extent of change in crowdfunding process

Coeff. Robust SEs p

Intercept 0.74 0.75 0.33
Time-dummies Included
Front Page 0.20 0.12 0.09
P < GAL �2.05 1.73 0.24
P < GAL2 �2.74 1.24 0.03
P < SAL 0.35 0.21 0.09
P < SAL2 0.27 0.10 0.01
Deadline proximity 0.46 0.80 0.56
P < GAL × deadline proximity 4.93 2.19 0.03
P < GAL2 × deadline proximity 4.52 1.52 0.00
P < SAL × deadline proximity �0.24 0.28 0.38
P < SAL2 × deadline proximity �0.30 0.14 0.03
Observations 6,758
Campaigns 576

Notes. Two-tailed tests. Robust standard errors clustered at the campaign-level.
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aspiration level and deadline proximity decreases, an 
increase in the extent of change follows. However, when 
performance merely falls slightly below the social aspira
tion level, no such effect occurs. We posit that this is 
because entrepreneurs do not face immediate penalties 
for failing to fully meet social aspirations. By incorporat
ing close peers of entrepreneurs into research on the 
access stage of entrepreneurial resource mobilization 
and identifying boundary conditions for when they mat
ter in explaining change action during resource mobiliza
tion, our behavioral theorizing may help to reconcile an 
emerging inconsistency between research on resource 
mobilization that largely overlooks peers and related 
research on pre- and post-resource-mobilization stages, 
such as research on business model design, market-entry 
choice, and venture growth, which emphasizes the impor
tance of peers in explaining entrepreneurial behavior (e.g., 
Kacperczyk 2013, Martin-Sanchez et al. 2018, McDonald 
and Eisenhardt 2020).

We expect that our theorizing applies across different 
fundraising settings to explain when and why entrepre
neurs change their product offering, and may even 
explain other actions entrepreneurs take in response to 
fundraising struggles. In general, our theoretical argu
ments on when entrepreneurs change their product 
offering during underperforming fundraising attempts 
are contingent on the existence of uncertainty vis-à-vis 
resource holder preferences, a fundraising goal, a corre
sponding deadline, and peers. Furthermore, we assume 
that the entrepreneur is able to change the product offer
ing during the fundraising attempt. Many fundraising 
settings meet these criteria: Not only in crowdfunding 
(Mollick 2014, Murray et al. 2020) but also in other set
tings, such as venture capital (Franke et al. 2008) and 
business angel investment (Huang and Pearce 2015), 
entrepreneurs typically face uncertainty about resource 
holders’ preferences and have a fundraising goal. Entre
preneurs also typically have a deadline by which to 
mobilize funds. These deadlines can be formal—for 
example, the end of an incubator or accelerator program 
(Kim and Kim 2022)—or informal—such as entrepre
neurs’ cash-burn rates (Cable and Shane 1997, Eisen
mann 2021). In addition, entrepreneurs seeking venture 
capital or angel investments are often competing with 
other entrepreneurs, and in these settings, product- 
offering changes are common (Ebbers and Wijnberg 
2012, Petkova et al. 2013). Hence, we argue that our theo
rizing which stresses the influence of aspiration-level 
discrepancies and time pressure might also explain 
entrepreneurs’ actions related to the product offering 
and the fundraising process beyond the context of 
crowdfunding. In IPO settings, entrepreneurs face 
contingencies similar to those faced by the entrepreneurs 
in our study—a fundraising goal, deadlines, and peers 
seeking funds—but these settings do not necessarily 
allow entrepreneurs to substantially change their product 

offering. However, entrepreneurs can and do take other 
actions relevant for their fundraising attempt, such as sub
stantial last-minute dress-up (Pearlstein and Hamilton 
2012). Thus, our theorizing might also be relevant to set
tings such as IPOs, where entrepreneurial actions differ 
from product-offering changes. While we thus believe 
that our theorizing might apply to many other fundrais
ing settings, it is unlikely to apply to all settings. For exam
ple, when raising funds from family and friends (Kotha 
and George 2012), the adaptive mechanisms we postulate 
are likely ineffective. This is because entrepreneurs in this 
context are likely to receive overly favorable reactions on 
their product offering (Zellweger and Zenger 2023), thus 
undermining one core trigger of problemistic search and 
subsequent change. Although we expect that our theoreti
cal arguments might have considerable explanatory 
potential in other resource mobilization settings, further 
research might be warranted that tests our theoretical 
arguments in these settings.

Contributions to Research on Crowdfunding
This study enhances our understanding of entrepreneur
ial action during crowdfunding campaigns by offering a 
perspective rarely covered by prior research. Prior 
crowdfunding research has provided detailed insights 
into predictors of crowdfunding campaign success (e.g., 
Mollick 2014, Davis et al. 2017) and the consequences of 
campaign failure for subsequent campaigns (e.g., Wil
liams et al. 2020, Piening et al. 2021). It has also sought to 
gain a deeper understanding of campaign success by 
linking how and why entrepreneurs engage with back
ers during crowdfunding to overcome resource mobili
zation shortfalls, showing that these interactions involve 
extensive information exchange. These studies have 
uncovered how entrepreneurs not only convey relevant 
information to potential backers during campaigns (e.g., 
Kuppuswamy and Bayus 2017, Sahaym et al. 2021), but 
also how they actively involve backers in order to affect 
campaign and postcampaign outcomes (e.g., Cornelius 
and Gokpinar 2020, Murray et al. 2020, Murray and 
Fisher 2023). This work has provided important initial 
insights into how and why entrepreneurs act during 
crowdfunding.

Our study expands this line of research by offering a 
parsimonious complement to prior work on entrepre
neurial action during crowdfunding campaigns. While 
prior research has focused on how successful entrepre
neurs engage in elaborate information exchange with 
backers during crowdfunding campaigns (Eiteneyer 
et al. 2019, Murray et al. 2020), we show that basic 
information—on aspiration attainment and deadline 
proximity—may explain when entrepreneurs take action; 
and importantly, when they do not. Our theorizing thus 
not only broadens existing models of entrepreneurial 
action during crowdfunding campaigns, it may also 
solve a puzzle. Even though various studies have found 
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that entrepreneurs benefit from changing their product 
offering during crowdfunding campaigns (e.g., Corne
lius and Gokpinar 2020, Murray et al. 2020), and crowd
funding platforms encourage such conduct (e.g., Crane 
2016), entrepreneurs do not consistently engage in this 
apparently beneficial action. Our study shows that fun
draising performance below aspirations and decreasing 
time may jointly discourage entrepreneurs from taking 
action and thus provides one explanation for why we do 
not see more change action in some crowdfunding 
campaigns.

Our study also has methodological implications for 
crowdfunding research. A large body of crowdfunding 
research regresses crowdfunding success on the charac
teristics of a crowdfunding product offering as it was 
presented at the end of a crowdfunding campaign (e.g., 
Mollick 2014, Calic and Mosakowski 2016, Anglin et al. 
2018). Our results indicate that those studies might have 
missed an important part of the story: The product offer
ing at the time backers pledged their financial contribu
tion may have been different from the product offering 
at the end of the campaign. In order to explain crowd
funding success as a consequence of the characteristics 
of the product offered, future studies should consider 
when during a crowdfunding campaign a pledge was 
made and for which particular product offering entre
preneurs were seeking funds.

Contributions to the Behavioral Theory of 
the Firm
This study also extends the Behavioral Theory of the Firm 
(Cyert and March 1963, Gavetti et al. 2012) by showing how 
deadline proximity affects actors’ responses to aspiration- 
attainment discrepancies. Acknowledging this temporal 
dimension is important because deadlines and their result
ing time pressure are ubiquitous in organizational contexts 
and strongly constrain actors’ options for addressing 
aspiration-attainment discrepancies—that is, to change. For 
example, firms regularly announce quarterly earnings 
goals, and if they are concerned that they might not meet 
these goals, managers need to decide whether and what 
they should change in order to achieve them. The time avail
able until the next earnings report likely shapes their behav
ior. Projects and other forms of temporary organizing—for 
example, management consulting projects (Reihlen and 
Nikolova 2010) and construction projects (Lundin and 
Söderholm 1995)—also typically have limited timeframes 
and a deadline by which these organizations have to reach 
predefined goals (Bakker et al. 2016). The theorizing we 
offer explains how time constraints may affect actors’ 
responses to performance below aspirations.

The theorizing we develop may also explain why some 
studies report inconsistent results based on what the 
Behavioral Theory of the Firm would predict. This theory 
posits that actors make more-extensive changes when 
they are further away from achieving their aspirations 

(Greve 2003b). Empirical research widely supports this 
notion. However, some studies report insignificant and 
even inconsistent results (Posen et al. 2018, Kotiloglu 
et al. 2019). Scholars have sought to reconcile the mixed 
empirical evidence by accounting for boundary condi
tions, such as firm size (Greve 2008), slack resources 
(Chen 2008, Kuusela et al. 2017, Kavusan and Frankort 
2019), and industry sector (Kotiloglu et al. 2019). How
ever, the main theoretical explanation that scholars have 
offered for why actors change less, rather than more, 
with increasing performance-aspiration-level shortfalls 
is that at some point, actors shift their attention away 
from attaining aspiration levels to ensuring survival 
(March and Shapira 1992, Iyer and Miller 2008, Lehman 
et al. 2011, Ref and Shapira 2017). Audia and Greve 
(2006), in their study of shipbuilding firms, argue that 
managers of small firms interpret a shortfall in perfor
mance as a step closer to organizational failure. Because 
small firms have limited resources and are vulnerable to 
poor performance, small-firm managers avoid risky fac
tory expansions when it is increasingly likely that they 
will not meet their aspiration. Similarly, Ref and Shapira 
(2017) argue that firms in danger of not surviving are 
more likely to reduce risk-taking and avoid risky new 
activities—in their case, entering new markets. These 
pertinent studies offer plausible, consistent arguments 
and valuable insights. However, to explain the pro
posed shift in actors’ attention they use the very same 
indicator—performance below aspirations—as studies 
that find a positive association between the intensity 
of remedial action and performance below aspiration 
levels. To provide a more comprehensive explanation of 
when actors’ attention shifts from attaining their aspira
tion to accepting the possibility of failure, it is necessary 
to identify what triggers this shift, independent of the 
level of performance below aspirations.

The present study offers such an explanation, suggest
ing that deadline proximity triggers these attentional 
shifts: when actors have little time to take action, their 
attention shifts from attaining their aspiration to taking 
preventive or more-drastic actions, such as trying to 
avoid imminent organizational failure or giving up on 
pursuing aspirations that are unlikely to be achieved. 
This effect manifests when actors perform substantially 
below their aspiration levels and have little time to turn 
the situation around, as their focus moves to minimizing 
the impact of failure instead of seeking to eliminate the 
performance shortfall. Threat-rigidity theorizing (Staw 
et al. 1981, March and Shapira 1992) provides a sound 
explanation for this reaction by arguing that managers in 
this situation are more likely to conserve resources (Bro
miley and Washburn 2011) and avoid new, risky activi
ties (Miller and Chen 2004). In contrast to prior research, 
our theorizing and empirical results suggest that perfor
mance shortfalls relative to aspirations may not be suffi
cient to trigger risk-avoiding responses. Rather, the time 
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actors have at their disposal to remedy performance- 
aspiration level discrepancies critically shapes actors’ 
response.

While our empirical study pertains to a particular 
empirical context and change action, we expect that our 
theorizing on the importance of deadlines as a contingency 
in explaining actions intended to remedy performance- 
aspiration level discrepancies might also apply in other 
contexts and for other types of change when performance 
is subject to time pressure. For example, if a product’s 
on-time delivery stalls due to quality problems, we expect 
there to be a similar curvilinear relationship between the 
severity of the quality issues and the proximity of the deliv
ery date in predicting the extent of corrective action taken 
to address the quality issues by modifying input resources 
or production processes. Future research might scrutinize 
this expectation.

Limitations and Future Research
Our study offers several opportunities for future 
research that could address some of its limitations. First, 
we tested our theory with data from a specific field, 
entrepreneurs’ crowdfunding campaigns for video 
games. While crowdfunding is an exemplary setting to 
test our theory because both the fundraising goals and 
deadlines are specific and exogenous, it is also an 
extreme setting, because in other forms of financial 
resource mobilization, the aspirations and deadlines can 
be fuzzier or can change during fundraising attempts. 
For example, entrepreneurs can lower their goals during 
the process (Ries 2011, Eisenmann 2021). To scrutinize 
the empirical generalizability of our theorizing we there
fore invite future research to replicate our study in set
tings where deadlines and goals are more malleable. 
Similarly, our single focus on the video-game industry 
suggests that replication of our theory in other industries 
would be helpful, as our operationalization of product 
change is specific to this industry. As our theorizing is 
largely agnostic to the specific setting of entrepreneurial 
resource mobilization, we expect it to hold beyond 
crowdfunding settings. We also invite future research to 
test whether our theorizing, suggesting that deadlines 
amplify a lost-cause effect, also holds for established 
firms that have different ways of “giving up” on a goal, 
such as changing their aspiration levels. Another limita
tion following from our choice of setting and research 
design is that our study—similar to most research using 
the Behavioral Theory of the Firm (Greve 2018)—uses 
theoretical arguments on the cognitive processes that 
link performance below aspirations and change. We 
encourage future research to provide a direct test of these 
cognitive mechanisms using, for example, fine-grained 
entrepreneur-level psychometric data.

Furthermore, due to the platform design of Kickstar
ter, the fundraising goals and deadlines we study are 

exogenous to our model. How goals and deadlines in 
entrepreneurial resource mobilization are set is thus out
side the scope of this study. However, these questions 
do point out important avenues for future research. 
With regard to goals, entrepreneurs—in contrast to 
established firms, which often use their own history to 
set their aspiration levels (Shinkle 2012, Bromiley and 
Harris 2014)—mostly seem to derive their aspirations 
from budgets or cost forecasts when raising funds (Cas
sar 2014). Because we know little about how entrepre
neurs form aspirations and what factors shape this 
process, we invite future research to tease out how fun
draising goals come about. We also invite future research 
on entrepreneurs’ choices of deadlines. Again, the dead
line was exogenous to our study because entrepreneurs 
on Kickstarter need to set the campaign duration prior to 
the campaign start. Future research could study how 
entrepreneurs’ characteristics—such as their traits (e.g., 
conscientiousness) and prior experiences (e.g., number 
of failed campaigns)—affect their subsequent choice 
of campaign length. Such cross-campaign effects have 
received limited attention by researchers so far (for 
recent exceptions, see Peterson and Wu 2021, Piening 
et al. 2021). We also would like to encourage research 
that deepens our understanding of whether and how 
entrepreneurs’ action during fundraising attempts is 
influenced by entrepreneurs’ characteristics, such as 
their education or training. In the present study, we used 
fixed-effects models that parcel out such entrepreneur- 
level, intertemporally stable effects.

Finally, we invite future research to study the conse
quences of failed fundraising attempts to better understand 
when entrepreneurs reattempt resource mobilization 
for a given product or pivot into different opportunities. 
Because our study focused on entrepreneurs’ action 
during fundraising attempts, it provides limited insights 
into what happens after (failed) attempts. This question 
is interesting, because previous research has begun to 
outline how entrepreneurs learn across fundraising 
attempts (Peterson and Wu 2021), how they use failures 
to pivot (Hampel et al. 2020), and how they benefit from 
pivoting (Ries 2011, Contigiani and Levinthal 2019). 
New ventures pivot when they fundamentally change 
their strategy, identity, and overarching goals. Pivots 
thus involve fundamental, far-reaching changes to a 
venture’s product, technology, target market, target 
customers, or business model, for example (McDonald 
and Gao 2019, Kirtley and O’Mahony 2023). Our study 
focuses on entrepreneurs’ changes to a particular prod
uct offering during specific fundraising attempts, and 
thus does not cover pivots. However, pivots could occur 
as a consequence of fundraising failure across (rather 
than within) fundraising attempts, and we encourage 
research on the paths and pivots entrepreneurs take 
across multiple fundraising attempts.7
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Conclusion
We develop theory to reconcile conflicting predictions on 
the extent to which entrepreneurs who perform below 
their fundraising aspirations change their product offering 
during a fundraising attempt. We show that entrepre
neurs’ actions in response to fundraising shortfalls vary as 
a function of important yet understudied information 
inherent to fundraising attempts. Specifically, we theorize 
and find empirically that the extent to which entrepreneurs 
change their product offering varies as a function of the 
entrepreneurs’ fundraising performance in relation to the 
fundraising goal and social reference points contingent on 
the time that remains to attract the needed financial 
resources. Overall, this study advances our understanding 
of entrepreneurial resource mobilization, has important 
implications for crowdfunding research, and extends the 
Behavioral Theory of the Firm.
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Endnotes
1 In line with previous research on resource mobilization (e.g., Clough 
et al. 2019, Souitaris et al. 2023), we use the term “fundraising” to refer 
to “financial resource mobilization.”
2 We also draw on general entrepreneurship research because it 
covers entrepreneurial action research (e.g., Townsend et al. 2018), 
and thus provides theory to understand how entrepreneurs act 
under the uncertainty inherent to fundraising attempts, which the 
more-specific entrepreneurial resource mobilization research has 
rarely studied.
3 Research on resource mobilization has developed across multiple 
scientific communities, resulting in distinct but conceptually over
lapping terminology (Clough et al. 2019). In particular, the term 
“resource acquisition” is sometimes used synonymously with 
“resource mobilization” (e.g., Colombo 2021), yet in other works is 
also used as a distinct concept—e.g., “finding investors, employees, 
associates, or customers” (Zott and Huy 2007, p. 70). Following the 
seminal review by Clough et al. (2019) and recent studies on the 
subject (e.g., Murray et al. 2020, Mittermaier et al. 2022, Murray and 
Fisher 2023), we use the term “resource mobilization” and the corre
sponding definitions by Clough et al. (2019) to label the domain we 
study. While the term subsumes the assembling of various types of 
resources, such as financial, social, and human resources, the focus 
of our study is on the mobilization of financial resources—that is, 
fundraising—because financial resources typically provide the basis 

to assemble other resources, such as hiring employees or purchas
ing equipment (Zahra 2021).
4 To gain firsthand knowledge of our empirical setting and to 
inform our ongoing theorizing, we conducted 16 interviews with 
entrepreneurs running Kickstarter campaigns in the video-game 
industry (the empirical setting of our study). We recruited three 
interviewees using information from our quantitative sample and 
an additional 13 interviewees at Gamescom 2017, one of the largest 
annual gaming expos, in Cologne, Germany. We used an interview 
guideline that focused on the entrepreneurs’ campaign experiences. 
Interviews were conducted in English and German, via Skype or 
telephone, and lasted between 15 and 60 minutes. All interviews 
were transcribed, coded, and thematically analyzed (Miles et al. 
2013).
5 In our interviews, for example, we learned how entrepreneurs 
identified similar peers to compare their fundraising performance 
during fundraising attempts: “[I] mostly [looked at] campaigns that 
were similar to the game I was working on … .We were looking for 
campaigns that were similar … like other RPG games [role-playing 
games; i.e., the genre]. … For example … campaigns that were ask
ing for a similar amount of money.” These qualitative data pro
vided additional evidence supporting our selection of dimensions 
relevant for peer comparison.
6 We follow earlier research (e.g., Chang et al. 2019, Luo et al. 2021) 
and methodological guidance (Angrist and Pischke 2009) by using 
fixed-effects OLS regression to estimate a model with an ordered 
dependent variable. To demonstrate the robustness of our results, 
we ran additional analyses using the user-written program feologit 
(Baetschmann et al. 2020) that fits a fixed-effects ordered logit 
model. While fixed-effects ordered logit estimators cannot carry out 
the marginal-effects analyses (Baetschmann et al. 2020) that we 
depend on to test our hypotheses, the results obtained by using feo
logit were consistent with the Model 4 results reported in Table 2. 
These results (available from the authors) demonstrate the robust
ness of our analyses.
7 Additional data we collected on entrepreneurs suggest that 
across-campaign pivots are rare in our sample. A large majority of 
the entrepreneurs who failed engaged in no subsequent Kickstarter 
campaign (79.14%). Only 11.11% of failed entrepreneurs switched 
to different product categories in subsequent Kickstarter cam
paigns. This evidence is consistent with Kirtley and O’Mahony’s 
(2023) observation that pivots are rare.
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