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Abstract

In three essays, I investigate language in entrepreneurial contexts and its effects.
Employing computer-aided text analysis, I (1) quantify if the academic entrepreneurship
discourse is positive, money-focused, and gender-biased, (2) reveal that a venture’s low
social standing is a boundary condition to the belief that confrontational language increases
social media engagement, and (3) show that, in reward-based crowdfunding, women can

profit from innovation claims, especially in male-typed categories.
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Zusammenfassung

In drei Essays untersuche ich Sprache in unternehmerischen Kontexten und ihre
Auswirkungen. Mittels computergestiitzter Textanalyse (1) quantifiziere ich ob der
akademische Entrepreneurship-Diskurs positiv, geldzentriert und geschlechterunausgewogen
ist, (2) zeige ich, dass das niedrige soziale Ansehen eines Unternehmens eine Randbedingung
fiir die Annahme ist, dass konfrontative Sprache social media engagement erhoht, und (3)
zeige, dass Frauen beim reward-based crowdfunding von Innovationsbehauptungen

profitieren konnen, insbesondere in minnlichen Kategorien.
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1. General introduction

Language and its use (i.e., “words or text issued”) have for a long time been central to
the managerial sciences (Gao, Yu, & Cannella Jr, 2016, p. 21). Language has profound
implications as it forms a normative social environment of expectations and beliefs (Ahl,
2006; Welter & Baker, 2021; Welter, Baker, Audretsch, & Gartner, 2017) and triggers actions
in others (Burke, 1969). As such, language is also a powerful means to influence key
stakeholders and potential resource providers, which is especially critical in the early stages
of a firm, where a venture still needs to convince others of its feasibility (Clarke &
Cornelissen, 2011).

It is thus not surprising that the study of language is central to entrepreneurship
research (for a review on entrepreneurial framing, see Snihur, Thomas, Garud, & Phillips,
2021) and research in entrepreneurial contexts (Welter & Baker, 2021; Welter et al., 2017).
Entrepreneurship typically involves nascent ventures or markets and, as such, is characterized
by high uncertainty and information asymmetry between entrepreneurs and their stakeholders
concerning the entrepreneur’s ability and their venture’s quality (Amit, Glosten, & Muller,
1990; Colombo, 2021). While there are different means to overcome information asymmetry
(Connelly, Certo, Ireland, & Reutzel, 2011), in the absence of a track-record, resources, and
fully-developed products or services, especially language-based communication—stories and
narratives—as means to convey an imaginative future and create a desirable impression
(Barry & Elmes, 1997), play a vital role in interacting with venture audiences to gain
legitimacy, shape prospective investors’ judgments, and acquire funding (Colombo, 2021;
Gao et al., 2016). In entrepreneurship, the role of language was studied in various ways. For
example, the role of linguistic framing by the use of specific vocabularies to convey a
message was studied in venture capital (VC) (e.g., Pan, Li, Chen, & Chen, 2020) or
crowdfunding (e.g., Nielsen & Binder, 2021). Similarly, scholars studied entrepreneurs’

rhetorical strategies—that is, persuasive language—as a means of legitimizing institutional



change (e.g., Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005). More generally, entrepreneurial storytelling—
that is, “stories that are told about entrepreneurs and/or their firms”—has been the subject of
studies theorizing how founders can both gain legitimacy and further enhance funding
performance (e.g., Garud, Schildt, & Lant, 2014; Martens, Jennings, & Jennings, 2007, p.
1109).

Language use is important for a number of new venture outcomes. As previously
mentioned, facing liabilities of newness typical for entrepreneurship (Stinchcombe, 1965),
entrepreneurs are commonly left with their linguistic communication and words as a primary
way to influence various entrepreneurial outcomes (Brush, Greene, & Hart, 2001; Clarke,
Cornelissen, & Healey, 2019). Language is thus critical to interacting with ventures’ social
environments (e.g., Lashley & Pollock, 2020; Navis & Glynn, 2010). Effective use of
language shapes successful interactions with key stakeholders to convince them of a new
venture’s raison d’étre (e.g., its legitimacy and/or distinctiveness; Van Werven, Bouwmeester,
& Cornelissen, 2015; Vossen & Thl, 2020). In the same vein, how entrepreneurs express
themselves also affects funding performance in various contexts, from pitching to venture
capitalists to initial public offerings (IPOs) (e.g., Balachandra, Fischer, & Brush, 2021;
Martens et al., 2007; Payne, Moore, Bell, & Zachary, 2013). Recent research also validates
that language use is central in newer forms of entrepreneurial finance like crowdfunding
(e.g., Anglin, Short, et al., 2018; Anglin, Wolfe, Short, McKenny, & Pidduck, 2018;
Parhankangas & Renko, 2017).

Investigations of language in entrepreneurship thus form a rich, diverse, and ongoing
scholarly conversation with considerable future potential for theoretical contributions, as also
evidenced by and discussed in recent literature reviews on linguistic phenomena in
entrepreneurial contexts (e.g., Gao et al., 2016; Snihur et al., 2021). Advances in data

availability and computational text analysis methods further encourage these scholarly



efforts. Taken together, the theoretical gaps and the empirical advances referring to linguistic
studies in entrepreneurship thus still yield considerable future potential.

1.1. Theoretical background and research objectives

This dissertation’s research objectives stem from engaging with the research on
language use in entrepreneurship in terms of (1) its role in creating a social normative
framework for entrepreneurs and (2) its role in influencing ventures’ resource acquisition.
Language and words create and shape the discourse about entrepreneurship. While
entrepreneurs are commonly defined as individuals who discover, evaluate, and exploit
opportunities to create future goods and services (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000;
Venkataraman, 2019), the collective use of language in referring to entrepreneurs creates a
normative social framework with specific beliefs, expectations, and a stereotypic ideal of
entrepreneurs (e.g., Ahl, 2006; Welter & Baker, 2021; Welter et al., 2017). Recognizing how
others talk about entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship reveals essential insights into how
various audiences see entrepreneurs and, in turn, which behaviors are expected of
entrepreneurs. Discussing how language about entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial action
shapes social and institutional norms of entrepreneurship is thus also helpful in understanding
the effects of entrepreneurs’ language use. Therefore, I will provide a brief overview of these
scholarly conversations to embed the dissertation’s essays.

1.1.1. Language, media, and social norms of entrepreneurship

Influential management and entrepreneurship scholars have, throughout the years,
stressed that words and language play a major role for entrepreneurs and their ventures in
creating and maneuvering in an institutional context of social norms (e.g., Aldrich & Fiol,
1994; Cornelissen, Durand, Fiss, Lammers, & Vaara, 2015). In entrepreneurship especially,
language and the resulting discourse dictate or reflect what society views as a successful and
stereotypical entrepreneur (Ahl, 2006; Bird & Brush, 2002), what businesses’ audiences

judge as legitimate (Navis & Glynn, 2010), or how entrepreneurial contexts and ecosystems



emerge (Welter & Baker, 2021). Thus, my overview will first look at how language creates
such normative frameworks for entrepreneurs.

Thereby, I will focus on the media as an influential entity guiding and reflecting
general social norms and beliefs for firms and entrepreneurs (Cornelissen et al., 2015; Jeong
& Kim, 2019). Here, studies describe entrepreneurship—opportunity discovery, evaluation,
and exploitation (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Venkataraman, 2019)—as taking a more
central role in the public discourse, whereby entrepreneurship is largely described as
something positive. Indeed, studying newspapers revealed that these, such as the Financial
Times and also New York Times, show a bias, as they refer to entrepreneurs more positively
than to managers (Sudrez, White, Parker, & Jimenez-Mavillard, 2021). Another study
conducting a discourse analysis of newspaper articles provides exemplars of figurative
language where male entrepreneurs were described as “supernatural gurus” and “community
saviors” and less so as “corrupters” (Nicholson & Anderson, 2005). Also, European Union
policy rhetoric stresses the importance of entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship for the social
good, especially for sustainable development and social welfare (Salmivaara & Kibler, 2020).
On government websites, entrepreneurs’ role in society is described as fostering job creation
and innovation, calling for governmental support for entrepreneurs, which also opens up the
need for a critical evaluation of a potential positivity bias (Perren & Jennings, 2005). In
general, career-advice texts in the popular business press between 1980 and 2010, as well as
interviews with job seekers and employees, document a “turn toward entrepreneurial
rhetoric,” revealing that entrepreneurship is also becoming more expected in hiring decisions
and the workplace in general (Vallas & Cummins, 2015, p. 293).

In this regard, it is important to note that language describing entrepreneurs also
contributes to a shared understanding of successful entrepreneurs that carries strongly

gendered connotations. Indeed, the stereotypical masculine ideal of an entrepreneur—for



example, as a risk-taker (Ahl, 2006)—is also reflected in the media (Achtenhagen & Welter,
2007; Bruni, Gherardi, & Poggio, 2004b). In contrast, women as entrepreneurs have long
been neglected in research as well as in the media (e.g., Baker, Aldrich, & Liou, 1997; Radu
& Redien-Collot, 2008; Sundin, 1988). And even since women are considered entrepreneurs,
the newspapers and other media portray them as “less purposeful, professional and
successful” (Eikhof, Summers, & Carter, 2013, p. 548) or, when they are successful, the
venture’s business aspect of female entrepreneurs is neglected (Achtenhagen & Welter, 2011).
This stereotypical masculine ideal of entrepreneurship is rather persistent (Jernberg,
Lindbéck, & Roos, 2020; Nadin, Smith, & Jones, 2020) and also consequential, as it
determines who self-selects into becoming an entrepreneur, with scholars stating that an
entrepreneur’s sex is very decisive in understanding entrepreneurial intentions (Gupta,
Turban, Wasti, & Sikdar, 2009; for a review on women's entrepreneurship, see Jennings &
Brush, 2013).

These gendered and positive connotations in the entrepreneurship discourse motivate
Essay I of this dissertation. This essay builds on critiques in the literature that the scholarly
discourse on entrepreneurship is gender-biased, steeped in positivity, and, furthermore,
money-focused (e.g., Ahl, 2006; Lundmark & Westelius, 2014; Ogbor, 2000). While critical
scholars have repeatedly voiced these concerns, there has of yet been no quantitative
examination of these critiques. Addressing this lack of quantitative evidence is important
because it enables bridging critical voices and the mainstream, given the latter has often
neglected critique (Dimov, 2016) and might be more receptive to quantitative empirical
evidence of these critiques (Weiskopf & Steyaert, 2009). Therefore, Essay I quantitatively
examines: Are discursive gender-stereotyped and positive images of entrepreneurship
exclusive to non-academic writing, or can they be detected also in the academic literature?

Foreshadowing the answer to this research question, together with my co-authors Erik



Lundmark and Hana Milanov, I reveal that entrepreneurship journals seem to be rather
money-oriented, comparatively positive in tone, and also use more male than female
references, yet much less than the general media.

While Essay I starts from understanding how media and scholars talk about
entrepreneurs, the advent of social media also allows entrepreneurs to be co-creators of the
media narrative. Here, research has, for example, compared entrepreneurs’ social media
accounts versus the more general population and revealed that also entrepreneurs’ own
language, at least in the early phases of their ventures, is comparatively more positive,
showing less negative emotions (Tata, Martinez, Garcia, Oesch, & Brusoni, 2017). Further
research on online posts (i.e., Tweets) by founder chief executive officers (CEOs) compared
to professional CEOs has shown that founder CEOs are comparatively overconfident (Lee,
Hwang, & Chen, 2017). Studying social media posts as manifestations of entrepreneurs’
digital identities, research also compared entrepreneurs’ language before and after their
ventures’ failure. It showed that positive emotional tone decreases, potentially stemming from
higher self-assurance and reflection (Fisch & Block, 2021). This stream of research more
generally sees the online communication of entrepreneurs on social media, especially in
studies of the Twitter context, as an increasingly relevant means to interact with a broad
audience (Fischer & Reuber, 2014). Like any other context, social media is also developing
its own social norms for entrepreneurs (Fischer & Reuber, 2011).

Looking at the social media context through the lens of social norms for entrepreneurs
and their communication also motivates Essay II of this dissertation. In general terms, Essay
IT examines how social media audiences react to entrepreneurs’ language use in their
ventures’ Tweets and whether and when such language goes against social norms. More
specifically, the essay was inspired by the success of Elon Musk’s controversial Tweets,

complemented by literature in marketing and political science that suggests that



confrontational or provocative social media posts yield increased engagement online (e.g.,
Boulianne & Larsson, 2021; Fine & Hunt, 2021; Inara Rodis, 2021; Meeks, 2020; Petrescu &
Korgaonkar, 2011; Sabri, 2017). However, these studies have focused on communicators of
high social standing, such as established brands or politicians. Such social standing can,
however, not be taken for granted in the entrepreneurship context of new ventures (e.g.,
Fisher, Kotha, & Lahiri, 2016; Stinchcombe, 1965; Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002). Here, Essay
IT argues that social media audiences will enforce social norms for linguistic behavior based
on an entity’s social standing and answers the research question: Is a venture’s social
standing a boundary condition of the belief that confrontational language is conducive to
social media engagement? Foreshadowing the answer to this question, together with my co-
authors Hana Milanov and Erik Lundmark, I show that framing social media posts
confrontationally is only conducive to higher social media engagement for new ventures after
they have acquired higher social standing, which we operationalize through the acquisition of
VC.

1.1.2. Language, social norms, and financial resource acquisition in entrepreneurship

While I have embedded two of the three essays of this dissertation in the academic
conversation on language creating or reflecting a social normative context for entrepreneurs,
especially through or within the media, most entrepreneurship studies on language focus on
language as a means to acquire financial resources. As previously mentioned, how language
plays to the expectations of potential resource providers determines funding performance in a
variety of contexts ranging from VC (e.g., Pan et al., 2020), IPOs (e.g., Payne et al., 2013),
and initial coin offerings (ICOs) (e.g., Momtaz, 2021) to crowdfunding (e.g., Anglin, Wolfe,
et al., 2018; Calic, Arseneault, & Ghasemaghaei, 2021). This scholarly interest might be
driven by the generally monetary-focused discourse in the entrepreneurship literature, as
evidenced by Essay I and the importance of getting resources for entrepreneurial ventures

(for a review, see Clough, Fang, Vissa, & Wu, 2019).



The study of language effects in financial resource acquisition is rich and diverse,
showing that the effects of language depend on the setting and the audience, but also on the
venture type. In terms of audiences, language effects differ given that different resource
providers also hold different expectations of entrepreneurs. For example, linguistically
framing novel ideas is differently perceived by laypeople (e.g., crowdfunding backers) who
are more receptive to the “why” behind the idea versus experts (professional investors), who
appreciate more the “how” the idea is executed (Falchetti, Cattani, & Ferriani, 2022). Such
differences also become evident when comparing studies examining the same language
genre. For example, Machiavellian language resonates differently with different audiences,
such as crowdfunding backers (Calic et al., 2021) or business angels on Shark Tank (Sanchez-
Ruiz, Wood, & Long-Ruboyianes, 2021). Similarly, when it comes to presenting their venture
as innovative, entrepreneurs increase VC funding amount by employing linguistic
expressions of both novelty and familiarity (Pan et al., 2020). Yet, business angels prefer
investment proposals that only moderately promote innovation and positive language
(Parhankangas & Ehrlich, 2014).

Language effects also differ depending on the nature of the venture. For example,
contrasting commercially oriented and socially oriented ventures, precise language, or
interactive language can foster the success of socially oriented crowdfunding campaigns
while hardly mattering for commercially oriented ones (Parhankangas & Renko, 2017). Also,
showing how the effects of language do not extend from commercially to economically
oriented ventures, a first replication study yielded rather little consistency when trying to
replicate findings derived from socially oriented crowdfunding campaigns to the broader
reward-based crowdfunding context (Short & Anglin, 2019).

However, it’s not only the target audience or the nature of the venture that shows how

varying social expectations impact the effect of language on financial resource acquisition but



also the social expectations of the communicator—that is, the entrepreneur. Here, especially
gender research has documented differences. For example, the effect of assertive language on
crowdfunding performance is contingent on the configuration of entrepreneurs’ sex and the
crowdfunding category’s gender type (McSweeney, McSweeney, Webb, & Devers, 2022).
(VC) investors are also less likely to fund women because women describe their ideas in less
abstract terms, which investors perceive as less promising in terms of the venture’s scalability
and long-term growth (Huang, Joshi, Wakslak, & Wu, 2021). Similarly, the gender gap in VC
funding shows in the language relating to gender differences when investors discuss funding
decisions (Malmstrom, Johansson, & Wincent, 2017). At the same time, the gendered nature
of the language used can sometimes be more important than the entrepreneur’s sex.
Masculine pitching styles are generally—up to a point—preferred for men and women
(Balachandra et al., 2021), which resonates with the masculine stereotype of an entrepreneur
(Ahl, 2006; Bird & Brush, 2002). Importantly, recent research shows that female
entrepreneurs are able to overcome some of the biases in the pitching setting by reframing
their responses to be promotion-focused in answering investors’ prevention-focused
questions, which ultimately translates to the amount of money an entrepreneur is able to raise
(Kanze, Huang, Conley, & Higgins, 2018).

Interestingly, crowdfunding (especially reward-based crowdfunding where investors
receive rewards instead of equity, such as (future) products or services for their investment,
see Mollick, 2014), challenges how marginalized groups like female entrepreneurs are
received (e.g., Greenberg & Mollick, 2017; Johnson, Stevenson, & Letwin, 2018). Namely,
women in reward-based crowdfunding benefit from highlighting their gender and employing
more female-centric language (Wesemann & Wincent, 2021). Here, scholars have also
employed a gendered lens to theorize about male- versus female linguistic styles of the

crowdfunding entrepreneur and showed that the gendered linguistic style of the entrepreneur



indeed mattered more for backers’ funding decisions than the entrepreneur’s sex (Nazarie &

Williams, 2021).

The conversation on the contingencies of the language effects on an entrepreneur’s
sex and the broader narrative framing entrepreneurship as masculine (e.g., Essay I) also
motivate Essay III of this dissertation. Starting from the observation that in reward-based
crowdfunding, claiming innovation has limited or even adverse effects on funding
performance (e.g., Calic & Shevchenko, 2020; Short & Anglin, 2019), Essay III sheds light
on how the effects of using such language are dependent on the configuration of an
entrepreneur’s sex and the crowdfunding category’s gender-typed nature. I employ a
gendered lens on language in entrepreneurship and the masculine stereotype of innovation
(Blake & Hanson, 2005; Marlow & McAdam, 2012; Pecis, 2016) to answer the research
question: Do backers evaluate women more positively for bringing the female crowdfunding
entrepreneur closer to the ‘ideal’ masculine standard when they claim innovation or more
negatively for overstepping traditional gender boundaries? Foreshadowing the answer to this
question, together with my co-authors Hana Milanov and Aaron F. McKenny, I theorize this
phenomenon building on Expectancy Violations Theory (EVT; e.g., Burgoon, 1993) and find,
in a sample of Kickstarter campaigns, that female reward-based crowdfunding entrepreneurs,
in contrast to their male peers, can profit from innovation claims, and surprisingly most in
contexts where this would be traditionally least expected—that is, male-typed categories.
1.2. Data and methods used in the dissertation essays

In all essays, I examine larger textual corpora that were gathered by relying on online
platforms like the academic literature database Scopus (Essay I), the social media network
Twitter (Essay 1), and the crowdfunding platform Kickstarter (Essay III). These allow for
gathering large-scale and practically relevant data. To quantify the effects of interest to each

of the studies, I built on computer-aided text analysis (CATA). This methodology, while
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being based on a relatively simple word-count logic to derive a score for particular language
use within textual data, is powerful, easy to understand, and thus common in
entrepreneurship research (e.g., McKenny, Short, & Payne, 2013; Short, Broberg, Cogliser, &
Brigham, 2010; Short, McKenny, & Reid, 2018). The widespread application makes CATA
suitable in terms of comparability to extant entrepreneurship research and also allows for
analyzing vast amounts of textual data in a transparent, automated, reliable, and, compared to
manual coding, arguably also, objective way (McKenny et al., 2013). The essays themselves
will provide a detailed account of how I applied this method, and the general discussion will
also contrast CATA with more advanced natural language processing (NLP) techniques.
Besides CATA to analyze text from secondary data sources, Essay III also includes an online
experiment on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk to examine the theorized mechanism.

1.3. Dissertation structure

This dissertation presents three essays. Essay I (Chapter 2) examines the already
discussed normative framework that manifests in the academic entrepreneurship discourse.
Thereby, it sheds light on foundational tenets on how we as entrepreneurship scholars and
also society and the media see entrepreneurs. Essay II (Chapter 3) examines entrepreneurs’
active role in this public discourse within social media—specifically Twitter—focusing on
social norms that impact how social media audiences perceive confrontational language
within new venture posts. Essay III (Chapter 4) specifically focuses on gender norms and
their implications for reward-based crowdfunding entrepreneurs claiming innovation within
their campaigns and its impact on funding performance. Table 1 again summarizes the
dissertation’s essays and provides brief information on, for example, the research question,
methodology, and key findings. Finally, I discuss the overall contributions of my dissertation

and future research avenues to conclude my dissertation.
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Table 1.

Overview of the dissertation essays

I: Can it be measured? A
quantitative assessment

I1: Tweeting like Elon?
The effect of
confrontational language

II1: Who can claim
innovation and benefit
from it? Gender and

Essay of critiques of the . . R .
. on social media expectancy violations in
entrepreneurship

. engagement for new reward-based

literature .
ventures crowdfunding

Co-authors Lundmark, Erik Lundmark, Erik McKenny, Aaron F.

(alphabetical order) Milanov, Hana Milanov, Hana Milanov, Hana

Motivation and
research question

To what extent is the
academic entrepreneurship
literature positive in tone,
focused on money and
male-oriented (relative to
the management literature
and the media)?

To what extent does
confrontational language
influence social media
engagement, and is this
effect contingent on a new
venture’s social standing?

To what extent is the
relationship between
innovation claims and
crowdfunding performance
contingent on
entrepreneur’s sex and the
gender-typing of the
crowdfunding category?

Linguistic discourse &

Linguistic framing &

Gender stereotypes &

Key theories insitutional theory institutioqal theory (i.e., Expectancy Violations
consecration) Theory
Mixed method (i.e., a
Computer-aided text Computer-aided text quantitative field study
Methods analysis & descriptive analysis & inference with computer-aided text
statistics statistics analysis & an online
experiment)
1071 published journal
articles in entrepreneurship 2,185 crowdfunding
outlets, 990 published Kickstarter campaigns with
management articles in funding goals between
management outlets, 71 369’142 Tweets by 268 US$ 1§,§00-1,000,000
. . internet US-based ventures
Sample publishes entrepreneurship (field study); 426
. . before and after VC . ..
articles in management funding experiment participants
outlets; corpora of blogs from Amazon’s
and New York Times Mechanical Turk
articles used for (experimental study)
comparison
Innovation claims result in
The entrepreneurship increased crowdfunding
literature is steeped in a Ventures of higher social performance for female
positive and money- standing attract more social entrepreneurs as compared
focused discourse. media engagement. to their male peers,
particularly in male-
Key findings While the entrepreneurship Confrontational language stereotyped categories.

and management literatures
are skewed towards male
as compared to female
references, this is less
drastic than in the mass
media.

is conducive to higher
engagement with a
venture’s Tweets only after
VC funding, while the
effect is negative before.

Women are perceived as
possessing higher ability
trustworthiness when they
launch crowdfunding
campaigns in male-
stereotyped categories.

Note: As of the date of submitting this dissertation, Essay I has been published in Journal of Business Venturing Insights,
Essay Il is being revised for a 2™ revise & resubmit decision at Journal of Business Venturing, and Essay III has been
published in Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal.
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2. Essay I: Can it be measured? A quantitative assessment of critiques of the
entrepreneurship literature
Essay I was published in the Journal of Business Venturing Insights in January 2022.
Thanks to the Editor-in-Chief, Prof. Pablo Mufioz, Ph.D., I am allowed to make the published
article a chapter of my dissertation. This chapter contains, adapted in formatting for reasons

of consistency within the dissertation, the manuscript of the publication:

Lundmark, E., Milanov, H., & Seigner, B. D. C. (2022). Can it be measured? A quantitative
assessment of critiques of the entrepreneurship literature. Journal of Business Venturing

Insights, 17, ¢00301. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2021.¢00301

© 2022 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

Abstract

Recurring critiques of the entrepreneurship literature include that it is steeped in a
positive, monetary, and gender-biased discourse. However, these critiques are generally not
based on quantitative evidence. We apply computer-aided text analysis to evaluate how the
language in the leading entrepreneurship journals compares to that of other corpora. We find
that the entrepreneurship journals are more positive in tone and more focused on money than
management journals. Entrepreneurship journals, like management journals, are skewed
towards male, compared to female, references, but considerably less so than mass media. We
discuss these differences in light of the three above-mentioned critiques.

Keywords. Computer-aided text analysis, LIWC, critical entrepreneurship studies, discourse
analysis, institutionalization
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2.1. Introduction

The words used when talking about entrepreneurship influence how we think about it
(Gartner, 1993). Thus, some have cautioned that media propagates stereotyped and overly
positive images of entrepreneurship that distort the way people think about it (Heizmann &
Liu, 2022; Shane, 2008). Providing large-scale quantitative support for media bias, a recent
study revealed that prominent mass-media outlets, such as the New York Times and the
Financial Times, indeed use more positive language when referring to entrepreneurs and
founders than when referring to managers and executives (Suarez et al., 2021). However, are
such discursive practices exclusive to non-academic writing, or could they be detected also in
the academic literature?

While there is a general expectation that academic language is factual and neutral,
there have been repeated critiques that the entrepreneurship literature is skewed not only
towards positivity, but also that it is steeped in a monetary and gender-biased discourse (Ahl,
2004; Essers, Dey, Tedmanson, & Verduyn, 2017; Ogbor, 2000; Rehn, Brannback, Carsrud,

& Lindahl, 2013; Stevenson, 1990; Tedmanson, Verduyn, Essers, & Gartner, 2012; Weiskopf
& Steyaert, 2009). These critiques of the entrepreneurship literature are coherent, but they are
generally not supported by the kind of quantitative evidence that many scholars in the field
tend to produce and accept (Weiskopf & Steyaert, 2009). Therefore, these scholars may have
difficulties relating to and evaluating the critiques (Dimov, 2016). From the perspective of the
mainstream of the field, the coherence among critical scholars may be a result of them
verbalizing shared biases against the mainstream rather than a justified expression of
measurable skewness in the academic literature. Therefore, quantitative research efforts
seeking to understand whether and how the academic entrepreneurship literature differs from
other literatures, such as other disciplines or the mass media, represent an important step to
bringing mainstream and critical scholars into a joint conversation. Such efforts are all the

more timely given the rapid institutionalization of our field (Aldrich, 2012; Fayolle,
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Landstrom, Gartner, & Berglund, 2016) and the rising impact factors of leading
entrepreneurship journals, which make them increasingly agenda setting (McMullen, 2019;
Wiklund, Davidsson, Audretsch, & Karlsson, 2011). Indeed, leading scholars have pointed
out that with institutionalization, we, as entrepreneurship researchers, have an obligation to
make the research community “aware of practices impacting entrepreneurship research”
(Anderson, Wennberg, & McMullen, 2019, p. 1), including the language we use in presenting
research (Gartner, 1993).

In this article, we turn the lens on the language used in our scholarly community.
First, we conceptualize the mainstream of the field, which serves as the basis for outlining
three critiques of the entrepreneurship literature that have been repeatedly voiced in the
emerging strand of critical entrepreneurship studies. Then, we quantitatively assess these
critiques with computer-aided text analysis (CATA), using established and validated
dictionaries (Pennebaker, Boyd, Jordan, & Blackburn, 2015) to evaluate how the leading
entrepreneurship journals compare to other corpora, including the leading management
journals, the New York Times, and blogs. We discuss our results in light of the three critiques.

2.2. Three recurring critiques of the entrepreneurship discourse

The three critiques outlined in this section stem mostly from the emerging strand of
critical entrepreneurship studies (Calas, Smircich, & Bourne, 2009; Tedmanson et al., 2012;
Trehan, Vedi, & Kevill, 2020). This strand of research constitutes a broad spectrum of
scholarship united by a perception that there are dominant (i.e., mainstream) discourses in the
field that should be challenged. These discourses are based on implicit and taken-for-granted
assumptions and underpinned by institutional arrangements such as leading journals that set
agendas and determine who is given a voice and the status to be heard (Parker & Thomas,
2011). The outlined critiques are thus directed at the entrepreneurship literature in general
and the mainstream in particular. However, this mainstream is often only implicitly defined

by critical research and labels such as “critical” and “mainstream” change over time and
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contexts (Parker & Thomas, 2011). Sometimes the mainstream (i.e., the dominant discourse)
is associated with geography. For example, the USA in particular and the global north in
general are positioned as dominant (e.g., Calas et al., 2009; Parker & Thomas, 2011).
Alternatively, distinctions are sometimes inferred in terms of meta-theoretical assumptions
such as associating the mainstream with functionalist, modernist, and positivist research
(Parker & Thomas, 2011; see also Burrell and Morgan, 1979; Deetz, 1996). There are thus at
least three parameters by which to conceptualize the mainstream: outlet prestige and
dominance, geography, and meta-theoretical assumptions.

For the purpose of this study, we operationalize the mainstream of the
entrepreneurship field as articles published in Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice (ETP)
and Journal of Business Venturing (JBV). These journals are consistently regarded as the
leading journals in the field!, and as such, they direct the conversations and set institutional
patterns. These journals are based in the USA and dominated by scholars from the USA and
the rest of the global north; and they produce the most well-cited journal articles in field,
which are almost exclusively functionalist (Lundmark & Westelius, 2019). ETP and JBV
constitute a coherent and delimited corpus suitable for discourse analysis (Ahl, 2004). While
the mainstream can be conceptualized as larger than these two journals, ETP and JBV
represent central positions based on each of the above-mentioned parameters to an extent that
no other outlet does for the period that we study?.

2.2.1. The entrepreneurship literature is steeped in a positive discourse

The first recurring critique we focus on is that the entrepreneurship literature portrays

“entrepreneurship as something inherently good” (Lundmark & Westelius, 2014, p. 580). The

! For example, ETP and JBV are consistently ranked at the top of the field based on journal impact factors,
SCImago Journal Rank, and the Financial Times journal list.

2 We note that Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal (SEJ) was one year old at the beginning of the studied period
(2008-2018) and was only included in and the Financial Times journal list at the end of the period. As leading
management journals are also seen as prestigious outlets for entrepreneurship scholars, we analyse
entrepreneurship articles in leading management journals as a separate corpus (see the method section).
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entrepreneurship literature is portrayed as positivist not only as a scientific tradition but also
in the sense of describing entrepreneurship as something overtly positive or even a cure-all
(Tedmanson et al., 2012; Weiskopf & Steyaert, 2009). Such positive sentiments are
propagated by, for example, highlighting social entrepreneurship over antisocial
entrepreneurship (Lundmark & Westelius, 2019), talking about the birth and survival of
ventures, but discouraging mentions of venture deaths (Coad, 2014), and overlooking many
of the instances of entrepreneurship that do not fit its positive and high-status stereotype
(Ogbor, 2000; Welter et al., 2017). This optimistic view has led to a discourse in which
“entrepreneurship is assumed to be a powerful force of good in society, generating value,
stimulating the economy, driving technological and societal progress, and creating jobs in the
process” (Rehn et al., 2013, p. 545). In a nutshell, there is a “normative assumption that
entrepreneurship is a ‘good thing’” and that it is “perceived unquestioningly as positive”
(Tedmanson et al., 2012, p. 532), which is reflected in a positive, upbeat, and optimistic
discourse on entrepreneurship.

2.2.2. The entrepreneurship literature is steeped in a monetary discourse

Critical studies also frequently argue that the entrepreneurship literature frames
entrepreneurship as an economic phenomenon evaluated by financial outcomes, which steeps
the entrepreneurship literature in a monetary discourse of wealth creation, profit, and
economic growth (Essers et al., 2017; Steyaert & Katz, 2004). This phenomenon becomes
vividly clear when looking at how studies depict the entrepreneurship discourse: “With few
exceptions, the extensive literature on entrepreneurship positions it as a positive economic
activity” that is “usually assessed via financial measures” (Calas et al., 2009, p. 552). Thus,
entrepreneurship has an “economic aura,” which is difficult to cast aside because scholars of
entrepreneurship are “mainly socialized in economic disciplines” and therefore use the
vocabularies instilled in them from these fields (Steyaert & Katz, 2004, p. 189). Therefore,

the field “has generally been dominated by research and researchers interested in
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[entrepreneurship] as a purely market-based phenomenon” (Tedmanson et al., 2012, p. 532).
With such dominance, “entrepreneurship theory is justified in terms of its appeal to a free
market system” (Ogbor, 2000, p. 614). The consequence is that the entrepreneurship literature
“valorizes economic outcomes of wealth accumulation and job creation as the supreme and
often the only goal” (Welter et al., 2017, p. 314). Similarly, Rindova, Barry, and Ketchen Jr
(2009, p. 477; emphasis in original) pointed out that major approaches to entrepreneurship
research “share an underlying assumption that wealth creation is a (if not #he) fundamental
goal of entrepreneurial efforts.” In summary, there are repeated claims that the
entrepreneurship literature focuses on monetary drivers and outcomes of entrepreneurship.

2.2.3. The entrepreneurship literature is steeped in a gender-biased discourse

Finally, entrepreneurship literature has been critiqued for how it approaches gender,
which goes back to the formative years of the field (Baker et al., 1997; Brush, 1992; Sundin,
1988). It has been pointed out that “the historical roots of entrepreneurship have been
developed [...] by a long—and almost exclusively male—Iline of scholars and philosophers”
(Wheadon & Duval-Couetil, 2019, p. 310). Early critiques focused on the lack of research on
women’s entrepreneurship in general (Brush, 1992), where women are excluded or subjected
to biased measures (Stevenson, 1990). These claims have since been frequently repeated; for
example, of the 30 reviews of gender in the entrepreneurship literature identified by Jennings
and Brush (2013), one of the most common critiques was “the under-representation of female
entrepreneurs” in the literature (Henry, Foss, & Ahl, 2016, p. 219). Studies based explicitly
on critical theory make the case that the discourse on entrepreneurship is fundamentally
gendered (Ogbor, 2000), where the “entrepreneur and entrepreneurship ... have masculine
connotations. It is not only the frequent use of the male pronoun (this was standard in science
until the 1980s) but also the way the entrepreneur is described” (Ahl, 2006, p. 598). Such
invisibility of women entrepreneurs and feminist perspectives stems from “the fact that

entrepreneurial research have [sic] been undertaken with assumptions derived from male-
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oriented dominant cultural ideologies that have pervaded theoretical constructions” (Ogbor,
2000, p. 621). More recent research has acknowledged that “involvement and attention to
gender within entrepreneurship have increased” but that this attention is “viewed by many as
insufficient” (Wheadon & Duval-Couetil, 2019, p. 308). Taken together, the critiques of a
gender-biased discourse and the under-representation of women in the entrepreneurship
literature run through the formative period of the field up to the present day.

2.3. Methodology

In seeking to assess whether the three outlined critiques of the entrepreneurship
discourse are supported by quantitative evidence, we were inspired by research analyzing
language use in the academic context using computer-aided text analysis (CATA) tools (e.g.,
Bornmann, Wolf, & Daniel, 2012; Milkman & Berger, 2014). Such research has
demonstrated that CATA is a suitable tool for analyzing academic language use (Hartley,
Pennebaker, & Fox, 2003), despite the constrained and neutral language expected in such
writing (Markowitz & Hancock, 2016).

2.3.1. Corpora and measures

To choose the appropriate basis for evaluation, we follow previous research on
discourse in the context of entrepreneurship and see the “articles published in research
journals [as] a mechanism of interaction [that] make up a genre,” where “any one article in
these journals will show the specific lexis used” (Ahl, 2004, p. 80). As outlined in section
2.2., we focus on ETP and JBV as an operationalization of the mainstream of the
entrepreneurship field. We refer to this corpus as ENT. As reference points, we chose four
different corpora. The first two corpora were compiled for this study from our neighboring
field of management studies: (1) management articles in leading management journals (MIM)
and (2) entrepreneurship articles in leading management journals (EIM). We chose the
Academy of Management Journal and Administrative Science Quarterly to represent leading

management journals. Both are generally considered premier outlets. Like the selected
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entrepreneurship journals, they are also broad in scope, empirical in nature, and have had a
considerable impact on the entrepreneurship literature (Lundmark et al., 2019). Given that
critical scholars have portrayed entrepreneurship as a broad societal—rather than a narrow
business—phenomenon (e.g., Hjorth, Jones, & Gartner, 2008), we also chose two other
corpora outside of the academic business literature for comparison to more widespread
textual formats: (3) New York Times (NYT) and (4) blogs (BLG). These corpora are provided
as reference categories by Pennebaker, Boyd, et al. (2015). NYT is based on a sample of
34,929 articles representing a variety of content from the online edition of the New York
Times, such as editorials, news, and letters to the editor. BLG is a representative sample of
37,295 English-language-based blogs.

For the ENT, MIM, and EIM corpora, we collected all articles published in the 11
years from 2008 to 2018 and excluded editorials, errata, and instructors’ notes, to focus only
on original research publications. This procedure resulted in 1061 manuscripts in
Management journals and 1071 in Entrepreneurship journals. We separated any
entrepreneurship-focused research within management journals to isolate the topic from the
outlet. To do so, we first used a set of keywords to identify possible candidates by searching
the articles’ abstracts (e.g., entrepreneur®, start-up, new venture, venture capital). The
resulting list of 115 articles was independently inspected for fit to the entrepreneurship field
by two authors. There was consensus on 71 articles being entrepreneurship articles, which we
separated into a corpus of their own (EIM). The remaining 44 articles were retained in MIM.

In all our analyses, we relied on the Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC)
software (Pennebaker, Booth, Boyd, & Francis, 2015). LIWC provides 70 validated
dictionaries, which are internally reliable and externally valid across various contexts
(Pennebaker, Boyd, et al., 2015), with wide applications in studying academic writing

(Bornmann et al., 2012; Hartley et al., 2003; Markowitz & Hancock, 2016; Milkman &
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Berger, 2014). Each dictionary is based on the relative frequency of the included words (i.e.,
the number of words from a given dictionary divided by the total number of words in the
focal text).

To examine the critique that the entrepreneurship literature is steeped in a positive
discourse, we used emotional tone (Tone) included in the latest version of LIWC. Tone is
based on the difference in LIWC scores for the Positive emotion and Negative emotion
dictionaries, converted to percentiles based on standardized scores of hundreds of thousands
of texts from a range of LIWC corpora. Note that there is a general tendency to use more
positive than negative emotional language in all the LIWC corpora. The grand mean across
samples for positive emotions is twice as high as that of negative emotions (Pennebaker,
Boyd, et al., 2015). Thus, a score of 50 (the mid-point) reflects considerably more positive
than negative words due to the standardization.

To investigate the critique that the entrepreneurship literature is steeped in a monetary
discourse, we used the LIWC Money dictionary (exemplary words are “audit, bank, cash,
cost, credit, invest, market, profit, sell, spend, taxes, transact”).

To investigate the critique that the entrepreneurship literature is steeped in a gender-
biased discourse, we used the LIWC female references (e.g., she, her, female, feminine,
woman) and male references (e.g., he, his, male, masculine, man) which we refer to as Male
and Female respectively. We also present two heuristic measures of gender balance. The first
is calculated by deducting the value of Male from the value of Female, thus providing a
measure of the balance between the two. We refer to this as Female-Male. This variable is
calculated for each article. The second heuristic measure of gender balance was calculated by
dividing the means of Male with the means of Female for each corpus, referred to as
Male/Female. This division cannot be done at the level of each article because that would

sometimes lead to division by zero (i.e., there were articles in which no words from either
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Male or Female dictionaries were mentioned). We deem that the calculated corpus level
measure Male/Female provides a relatable value of the over/under-representation of male to
female references in each corpus.

2.4. Results

We present the means and standard deviations for Tone, Money, Female, and Male for
each corpus, as well as available statistics for Female-Male and Male/Female in Table 2.
Note that we are not comparing samples for the academic corpora (ENT, MIM, and EIM) but
the entire body of original research publications in the compared journals over the assessed
period. Therefore, tests of statistical significance do not apply between the academic corpora
because the differences reported are the actual differences when all articles are compared.3
The differences between ENT and the non-academic corpora (i.e., NYT and BLG) are
statistically significant at p < 0.0001 for each of the variables Tone, Money, Female, and
Male. Figure 1-3 present the changes over time for Tone, Money, and Female-Male for ENT
and MIM as represented by the trendlines. We omitted EIM because it only contained a few
articles per year, which is insufficient to assess trends.

Table 2.
Means and standard deviations for each of the variables for each of the corpora

ENT MIM EIM NYT BLG
N 1,071 990 71 34,929 37,295
Tone 51.48 (16.62) 45.82 (17.27) 48.23 (14.23) 43.61 (24.69) 54.50 (23.47)
Money 2.20 (1.36) 1.14 (1.03) 1.65 (0.96) 1.47 (2.02) 0.59 (0.64)
Female 0.14 (0.35) 0.15 (0.30) 0.14 (0.30) 0.62 (1.19) 0.91 (1.06)
Male 0.18 (0.32) 0.20 (0.21) 0.18 (0.14) 1.38(1.52) 1.31 (1.18)
Female-Male -0.04 (0.35) -0.05 (0.22) -0.03 (0.24) N/A N/A
Male/Female 1.28 (-) 1.35 (9) 1.21 () 223 () 1.44 (5

2.5. Discussion

Our results show that ENT differs in several respects from other corpora. However, it

is important to note that while previous critiques of the entrepreneurship literature have made

3 Had we treated the academic corpora as samples, the differences between ENT and MIM would have been
highly significant for Money and Tone (p < 0.0001), but not statistically significant for Female and Male.
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claims about tendencies (e.g., too positive or too money-focused), there are no established
benchmarks for how much we should talk about money or how positive we should be. For
example, if there are differences between two corpora, each side could claim that the other is
biased (Benkler, Faris, & Roberts, 2018). Therefore, in this section, we discuss the findings to
tease out whether and in which direction the entrepreneurship literature differs from other
corpora.

2.5.1.Is the entrepreneurship literature steeped in a positive discourse?

With a mean for the emotional tone of 51.5, ENT is notably more positive than MIM
(mean = 45.8); EIM ends up between ENT and MIM (mean = 48.2). To contextualize these
results, any score in tone higher than 50 has been described as surprising in the context of
academic writing (Agee, 2017) given its general characterization as restrained and formalized
(Markowitz & Hancock, 2016). For illustration, a 5.7-point difference in the average score of
Tone is similar to the differences found to distinguish between entire categories of writing in
established LIWC norms, where expressive writing (mean score of 38.6) is 5 points lower
than the mean emotional score of 43.6 found in NYT (Pennebaker, Boyd, et al., 2015). There
1s no statistically significant change in Tone in ENT over the studied period, but there is a
significant decrease in Tone in MIM (see Figure 1). Thus, the difference between MIM and
ENT appears to be growing over time. While there is no established optimal level of
emotional tone, our findings support the claims about positive sentiment in the
entrepreneurship literature, at least compared to our neighboring academic field of
management and media texts like NYT. Furthermore, the results indicate that, like mass
media (Suérez et al., 2021), the academic literature on entrepreneurship is more positive than
that on management.

2.5.2.Is the entrepreneurship literature steeped in a monetary discourse?

ENT draws on a monetary language more frequently than any of the other corpora.

That is, ENT draws upon the Money dictionary 1.5 times more than NYT and 3.7 times more
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than BLG. However, both journals in ENT are classified as “Business” outlets. NYT and
BLG include but are not solely focused on Business. Still, this is precisely the point some
critical entrepreneurship scholars make: “entrepreneurship belongs to society and not simply
to economy” (Hjorth et al., 2008, p. 82). Being classified as “Business” does not require a
focus on money as evidenced by the journals in the MIM corpus, which are classified as
Business outlets, yet they draw less on the Money dictionary than NYT. ENT draws on the
Money dictionary 1.9 times more than MIM. Such a stark difference between the two
otherwise similar corpora suggests that, at least in comparison with MIM, ENT is indeed
steeped in a monetary discourse. It is also noteworthy that the frequency of monetary
language is decreasing over the studied period (see Figure 2). While such developments align
with calls from several scholars (Rindova et al., 2009; Welter et al., 2017), there is limited
evidence for convergence between ENT and MIM. Rather, it seems to be a shared trend
between the fields. Overall, our quantitative analysis supports the critique that the
entrepreneurship literature is steeped in a monetary discourse compared not only to NYT and
BLG but also MIM and EIM.

2.5.3. Is the entrepreneurship literature steeped in a gender-biased discourse?

In contrast to 7one and Money, Male and Female have a salient benchmark, that is,
when male and female references are on par. None of the corpora is hitting that benchmark.
ENT is using male references 28% more than female references. The corresponding number
for EIM is 21%. However, among all the corpora, ENT and EIM have the lowest
overrepresentation of male references. NYT sticks out in this regard with more than twice the
number of male, compared to female references. These findings resonate with the critique of
male dominance in the entrepreneurship literature, but they do not indicate that the academic
entrepreneurship literature i1s more skewed than other literatures. The overrepresentation of
male to female references is endemic across discourses. Another noteworthy difference is that

the academic corpora use gendered references (male and female) much less than the non-
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academic corpora. For example, male and female references combined are between five and
seven times more common in the non-academic corpora than in the academic corpora. Some
caveats are warranted. Note that we only measure overall frequencies in the articles in the
corpora. An equal frequency of male and female references does not preclude unequal
representation (e.g., representing both genders equally frequently but portraying one as more
entrepreneurial than the other). The references also aggregate gendered words regardless of
whether they refer to authors (such as in “her findings indicate...”), to entrepreneurs or other
actors in the text. As a heuristic measure, however, our results indicate that the
entrepreneurship literature is skewed towards male references, but not more so than our
neighboring field of management and considerably less so than NYT and BLG. Contrary to
previous findings (Wheadon & Duval-Couetil, 2019), there is no sign of a tendency for the
gap between female and male references to close in ENT. However, there is a significant
change towards parity between female and male references in MIM over the studied period

(see Figure 3).
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Figure 1.
Development of Tone over time in ENT and MIM (*p < 0.01, § ns)
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Figure 2.
Development of Money over time in ENT and MIM (*p < 0.001)

0
-0.01
-0.02
-0.03
-0.04
-0.05
-0.06
-0.07
-0.08
-0.09
-0.1
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Year

Female-Male

= MIM* == == ENTY

Figure 3.
Development of Female-Male over time in ENT and MIM (*p <0.01, 1 ns)

2.6. Concluding remarks and implications

This study contributes to the literature by quantitatively evaluating recurring critiques
of entrepreneurship studies. We used transparent text analysis methods and several
comparison points. Our findings show that there are stark differences in discursive practices
between the leading entrepreneurship journals and other corpora that resonate with some of

the critiques voiced by critical scholars.
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While this study measures differences in Tone, Money, Female, Male, and Female-
Male between corpora, we cannot draw any definitive conclusions about the sources of such
differences. However, we can say that the differences between ENT and MIM are substantial,
particularly concerning 7one and Money. Furthermore, on both of these measures, it is
noteworthy that EIM sits between ENT and MIM. Thus, because both ENT and EIM articles
focus on entrepreneurship, the differences between these corpora are not driven by a
difference in the topic. Instead, it seems plausible that the differences are driven by different
normative structures such that, for example, authors may have framed their manuscripts
differently depending on whether they sent them to leading management or entrepreneurship
journals and/or editors and reviewers in the different fields may have had different
preferences with regard to sentiments and topics. Nevertheless, EIM articles tend to be more
positive and money-focused than MIM ones (even though they are published in the same
journals), which indicates that journal preferences cannot fully explain the gap between ENT
and MIM. A plausible explanation is thus that the differences in language use are caused both
by author- and journal-related factors. It is therefore warranted for future research to address
the underlying mechanisms by which the current patterns are produced, for example, by
assessing the differences between accepted and rejected manuscripts. It is also warranted to
review why and how the tone is more positive in ENT than in MIM. While there is a common
belief that positivity is beneficial, a culture of positivity can stifle dissent and create
dangerous blind spots (Ehrenreich, 2009). The brunt of the critique of positivity in
entrepreneurship research claims that it does (Coad, 2014; Rehn et al., 2013; Shane, 2008;
Tedmanson et al., 2012). Arguably, academic discourse should strive towards realism and
avoid positivity and negativity biases (Ehrenreich, 2009).

An important next step is to make entrepreneurship scholars and gatekeepers, such as

editors and reviewers, aware of the current discursive patterns. Such awareness could
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facilitate recourse, for example, by increasing the presence of articles that either break with
common patterns or that otherwise question the field’s normative systems in our leading
journals (Fayolle et al., 2016). Scholarship that puts a spotlight on what is downplayed or
screened out has substantially impacted the mainstream discourse in management journals
(Caléas & Smircich, 1999). With further institutionalization of our field, uncovering and
questioning our shared beliefs and normative systems becomes increasingly important
(Anderson et al., 2019; Fayolle et al., 2016). We hope that our results can facilitate
integration between critical and mainstream literatures in the entrepreneurship field.
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3. Essay II: Tweeting like Elon? The effect of confrontational language on social media

engagement for new ventures

Abstract

This article theorizes and empirically investigates the boundary conditions of the
belief that confrontational language is conducive to social media engagement. Using venture
capital (VC) funding as an event that demarks a change in the social standing of ventures, we
analyze 369,142 Tweets by 268 internet ventures. We find that (1) VC funding is conducive
to higher engagement with a venture’s Tweets, and (2) confrontational language in a venture’s
Tweets is negatively related to engagement before the venture acquires VC funding but
positively related to engagement afterwards. We discuss implications for theory, practice and
future research.

Keywords. Social media engagement, Twitter, linguistic framing, consecration, venture
capital
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3.1. Executive summary

Social media is an increasingly important and cost-effective means for new ventures
to interact with a broad audience (Fischer & Reuber, 2011). Successfully engaging social
media audiences is associated with positive outcomes such as venture survival (Antretter,
Blohm, Grichnik, & Wincent, 2019) and improving ventures’ fundraising performance in a
variety of settings, including crowdfunding (Li & Wang, 2019), initial coin offerings
(Albrecht, Lutz, & Neumann, 2020), and venture capital (Jin, Wu, & Hitt, 2017; Yang &
Berger, 2017). Nevertheless, the challenge of getting users to engage with any single post
should not be underestimated (Fischer & Reuber, 2011). Social media platforms, such as
Twitter, are crowded, consist of diverse and fleeting audiences, and have different norms than
traditional media (Etter, Ravasi, & Colleoni, 2019).

To get users to engage with a post, its content must find a way of standing out (Tan,
Lee, & Pang, 2014). Indeed, arguments and cumulating evidence from communication,
marketing, and political science fields suggest that confrontation such as attacking opponents,
using controversy, or even employing racist and sexist content is conducive to social media
engagement (e.g., Boulianne & Larsson, 2021; Fine & Hunt, 2021; Inara Rodis, 2021;
Meeks, 2020; Petrescu & Korgaonkar, 2011; Sabri, 2017). Exemplifying such confrontation
on social media, Elon Musk—*“Entrepreneur of the Year” (Chafkin, 2007) and “America’s
Most Innovative Leader” (Forbes, 2019)—has repeatedly achieved great user engagement on
Twitter, for example, by calling people pedophiles (Langone, 2018) and idiots (Musk, 2017).
Given his iconic status, other entrepreneurs may be tempted to follow suit and use similar
language to draw attention to their social media posts.

This article investigates whether new ventures can expect that confrontationally
framing their social media posts increases their social media engagement. We note that the
previous research examining the positive effects of confrontation has largely focused on

communicators of relatively high social standing, such as well-established companies or
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politicians. However, in entrepreneurship, the communicators’ social standing cannot be
taken for granted because new ventures generally start with a low social standing and have to
maneuver to achieve higher standing through, for example, getting endorsed by actors with
very high social standing, such as venture capitalists (VCs) (Lee, Pollock, & Jin, 2011;
Pollock, Chen, Jackson, & Hambrick, 2010). Thus, we address this gap in the literature by
investigating how the social standing of the communicator influences the effect of
confrontational language on social media engagement.

We used a panel dataset of 369,142 Twitter posts by 268 US-based internet ventures.
All ventures received VC funding, allowing us to compare the social media engagement of
their posts before and after such an event elevated their social standing. We theorize and find
that the higher social standing resulting from VC funding is related to higher social media
engagement with a new venture’s posts. More importantly, we find that VC funding also
represents a turning point in social media users’ engagement with ventures’ confrontational
posts. Namely, using confrontational language in Tweets negatively affects their social media
engagement before acquiring VC funding but positively influences it after that.

Our study speaks to entrepreneurship research and practice. While the world of social
media is dynamic and, in some ways, may challenge how our theories work in this context
(Etter et al., 2019; Wang, Reger, & Pfarrer, 2021), we emphasize that a new venture’s social
standing continues to be important as it impacts how audiences react to its posts. Thus,
entrepreneurs should be cautious when transferring best social media engagement practices
from other fields to the new venture context. Twitter may feel like “standing on a corner with
a megaphone” (Fischer & Reuber, 2011, p. 3), but the social standing of the voice behind the
megaphone shapes whether the audiences will engage with the message, especially when

utilizing confrontation.
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3.2. Introduction

“Twitter is a war zone. If somebody s going to jump in the war zone, it s like, okay, you're in
the arena. Let'’s go.”—Elon Musk

Social media is a cost-effective means for new ventures to interact with a broad
audience. Not only is social media widespread among entrepreneurs, but they also report that
using it is essential to their ventures because it increases their exposure to stakeholders
(Mack, Marie-Pierre, & Redican, 2017; Stelzner, 2015). Such exposure can have both
immediate and wide-reaching consequences. For example, merely publishing a post on
Facebook and Twitter can immediately increase crowdfunders’ pledging behavior (Li &
Wang, 2019). Moreover, as professional investors are increasingly turning to Twitter when
scouting and evaluating ventures (Tumasjan, Braun, & Stolz, 2021), a venture’s effective
social media use increases the likelihood of fundraising from a venture capitalist (VC) and
affects the amount raised (Jin et al., 2017). Similar findings are documented in initial coin
offerings (Albrecht et al., 2020). Recent research on new ventures even suggests that their
Twitter interactions constitute a remarkable predictor of their survival (Antretter et al., 2019).
Thus, evidence is growing that effective social media use can benefit new ventures. At the
same time, there is increasing recognition that effective social media use involves engaging
the audience (e.g., de Oliveira Santini et al., 2020; Fischer & Reuber, 2011; Fischer &
Reuber, 2014; Heavey, Simsek, Kyprianou, & Risius, 2020). Scholars in neighboring fields
such as marketing, information systems, and political science have begun studying the
predictors of social media engagement, often measured by likes and shares on social media
platforms (e.g., Gelper, van der Lans, & van Bruggen, 2021; Lee, Hosanagar, & Nair, 2018;
Mallipeddi, Janakiraman, Kumar, & Gupta, 2021). Indeed, generating high levels of
engagement has been characterized as the “holy grail” in digital marketing (Akpinar &
Berger, 2017, p. 318) because users who share or like the post make its original message

available to their followers, thus potentially exposing the venture to vast audiences.
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Among practitioners there are numerous claims to best practice for social media use,
digital marketing sees generating social media engagement as valuable, and social media
engagement is generally beneficial and relevant to new ventures. Still, there is limited
academic research on how new ventures can achieve such engagement and it is not clear that
findings from other fields are readily applicable to the new venture context. Such research
from other fields increasingly suggests that confrontation is conducive to engagement in
online contexts. For example, research in marketing and political science has argued and
documented that confrontation through controversial advertising (Petrescu & Korgaonkar,
2011; Porter & Golan, 2006; Sabri, 2017) and verbally attacking political opponents
(Boulianne & Larsson, 2021; Fine & Hunt, 2021; Meeks, 2020) attracts engagement online,
especially on social media. Confrontation commonly refers to behaviors violating the social
structure (e.g., Andrews & Caren, 2010; Tarafdar & Kajal Ray, 2021; Walker, Martin, &
McCarthy, 2008), which linguistically manifests as provocation, aggressive expression,
verbal attacks, or even offensive language. Exemplifying such confrontation on social media,
Elon Musk—"“Entrepreneur of the Year” (Chatkin, 2007) and “America’s Most Innovative
Leader” (Forbes, 2019)—has repeatedly achieved great user engagement on Twitter, for
example, by calling people pedophiles (Langone, 2018) and idiots (Musk, 2017). Although
admitting that he “was always crazy on Twitter” (Musk, 2019), given his iconic status as “the
first influencer CEO” (Lopatto, 2018), other entrepreneurs may be tempted to follow suit and
use similar language to draw attention to their social media posts. Indeed, academic research
has found that entrepreneurs use confrontational language and sometimes claim how
“obsolete the traditional ... system” is and that they want to “kill” current market solutions
with “disruptive” products to create and capture value (McKnight & Zietsma, 2018, p. 499).

In this article, we theorize and empirically investigate the boundary conditions of the

belief that confrontational language is conducive to social media engagement. Specifically,
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we note that the previous research that has documented and argued for positive effects of
confrontation has tended to focus on communicators of higher social standing, such as well-
established companies (e.g., Porter & Golan, 2006) or politicians (e.g., Boulianne & Larsson,
2021; Meeks, 2020). However, in an entrepreneurship context, the communicators’ social
standing cannot be taken for granted because new ventures generally start with low social
standing and have to maneuver to achieve higher standing by, for example, getting endorsed
by actors with very high social standing, such as VCs (Lee et al., 2011; Pollock et al., 2010).
Thus, we theorize (1) how the social standing of the communicator of a post influences the
social media engagement it receives and (2) how the social standing of the communicator
moderates the relationship between confrontational language in social media posts and their
social media engagement.

The hypotheses are tested on a panel dataset of 369,142 Twitter posts generated by
268 US-based internet ventures. All these ventures have received VC funding, which allows
us to compare the social media engagement before and after such an event changes their
social standing. We find that the higher social standing that comes with VC funding is related
to higher social media engagement with a new venture’s posts and that VC funding demarks a
turning point in social media users’ engagement with ventures’ confrontational posts. More
specifically, confrontational language in new venture Tweets negatively affects social media
engagement for ventures before acquiring VC funding but positively influences social media
engagement afterwards.

Our study makes three contributions. First, we contribute to entrepreneurship
literature by showing how theories and empirical findings from neighboring fields, such as
marketing (Petrescu & Korgaonkar, 2011; Porter & Golan, 2006; Sabri, 2017) and political
science (Boulianne & Larsson, 2021; Fine & Hunt, 2021; Meeks, 2020) on the effects of

confrontation on social media engagement need to be adjusted to the new venture context. In
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entrepreneurship, a communicator’s social standing cannot be taken for granted, and we
illustrate the importance of a new venture’s social standing as a moderator in whose absence
confrontational framing negatively affects social media engagement. Second, we theorize and
provide evidence that social media audiences react differently to ventures of different social
standing (and their posts), which is also reflected in scholarly conversations using an
institutional lens (e.g., Deephouse, 1999; Zuckerman, 1999). We thus contribute to
investigations that outline how and if we can generalize from theorizing developed in offline
contexts into online settings and the extent to which new theorizing is necessary in social
media (Etter et al., 2019; Wang, Reger, et al., 2021). Thereby, we also extend the literature on
VC endorsement effects, which established benefits for getting traction with public market
investors (Lee et al., 2011), attracting talent (Hellmann & Puri, 2002; Vanacker, Collewaert,
& Paeleman, 2013), or ventures’ alliance formation (Pollock & Gulati, 2007), by
documenting its importance for social media audiences. Third, previous research has made
advances in qualitatively deriving propositions regarding communication approaches that can
yield higher audience responses on social media (Fischer & Reuber, 2011). We contribute to
future research in entrepreneurship by bringing the inquiry about drivers of social media
engagement from management subfields, such as marketing (e.g., Berger & Milkman, 2012;
Lee et al., 2018) and information systems research (e.g., Gelper et al., 2021; Mallipeddi et al.,
2021) to the entrepreneurship field.

3.3. Theory and hypotheses
3.3.1. Social media engagement and its benefits

Social media engagement refers to the extent to which users engage with a platform
(Khan, 2017) or the content provided by a communicator (Schivinski, Christodoulides, &
Dabrowski, 2016). In this study, we are interested in how the audiences engage with specific
social media posts. We rely on two established conceptualizations of such media engagement:

shares (on Twitter called Retweets) and likes (e.g., Gelper et al., 2021; Lee et al., 2018;
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Mallipeddi et al., 2021). Sharing is an act of forwarding a post, resulting in it being exposed
to the audience of the sharer. Liking is an act of publicly showing one’s support for a
particular post. This act may also expose the post to the liker’s audience. The newly reached
users can also share and like a post, creating the potential of a chain reaction where a post can
reach a vast audience.

When social media platform users engage with a post by publicly sharing or liking it,
they effectively agree with or appreciate its content (Twitter, 2022a), which constitutes a form
of endorsement (Parmelee & Bichard, 2013). Thus, Twitter functions in a way that users
generally share content that they find relevant and interesting, believing that others would or
should find it relevant and interesting too (Twitter, 2022b). Users’ engagement actions are
also publicly visible on their accounts and thus reveal information about them, such as their
personalities (e.g., Golbeck, Robles, Edmondson, & Turner, 2011; Quercia, Kosinski,
Stillwell, & Crowcroft, 2011) or political ideologies (e.g., Preotiuc-Pietro, Liu, Hopkins, &
Ungar, 2017). Therefore, what a user shares or likes shapes the social perceptions about that
user.

Successfully engaging social media audiences comes with various benefits, allowing
ventures to better exploit their social capital and networks (Smith, Smith, & Shaw, 2017;
Srinivasan & Venkatraman, 2018). Of particular relevance to the ventures in this study is that
VCs increasingly monitor new ventures’ social media engagement to identify promising
investment targets (Hong, 2013), relying on Twitter content to evaluate the prospects of the
new venture’s technology (Tumasjan et al., 2021). Accordingly, research has already
documented the consequences of ventures’ social media engagement for fundraising success,
both in traditional and newer forms of entrepreneurial finance. Specifically, a venture’s
popularity on Facebook and Twitter is positively associated with the amount of VC funding

raised (Yang & Berger, 2017). New ventures getting traction on Twitter attract more investors
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and increased funding amounts raised in the second financing round (Jin et al., 2017).
Similarly, in newer forms of entrepreneurial financing, a steady level of interaction on social
media contributes to higher funding in initial coin offerings (Albrecht et al., 2020) and
crowdfunding campaigns (Li & Wang, 2019).

3.3.2. The social media context

At least three characteristics distinguishing social media from traditional media are
important in understanding what shapes an effective approach to attracting social media
engagement. First, the social media crowd consists of diverse and fleeting audiences (Etter et
al., 2019; Fischer & Reuber, 2014). While this diversity is desirable because “the audience
for any given tweet is potentially huge,” social media posts are available to any user in the
users’ news feed for a limited time only, making the audience “unknowable a priori” (Fischer
& Reuber, 2011, p. 17). Such dynamics are further complicated by audiences possibly having
different or even incompatible expectations of a venture (Etter et al., 2019; Fisher et al.,
2016; Fisher, Kuratko, Bloodgood, & Hornsby, 2017). As a result, social media
communication has “little possibility of customization for any particular audience or audience
member” (Fischer & Reuber, 2014, p. 569). Therefore, it is difficult for ventures to ensure
engagement of social media posts by employing traditional means, such as customizing
messages for specific audience members.

Second, social media is very crowded. While social media’s low entry barriers make it
particularly appealing to ventures that want to reach a broad audience (Fischer & Reuber,
2011; Fischer & Reuber, 2014), they also result in high competition for audiences’
engagement (Gelper et al., 2021; Iyer & Katona, 2016). Given the vast amount of content
shared on social media, only a minimal fraction of this content attracts substantial social
media engagement (e.g., Berger & Milkman, 2012; Weng, Flammini, Vespignani, & Menczer,
2012). Because “the glut of information on Twitter often surpasses the upper limit of users’

cognitive capacity, ... [users] ease their decision to retweet by relying on efficient heuristic

37



evaluation (Morris, Counts, Roseway, Hoff, & Schwarz, 2012)” (Park & Kaye, 2019, p. 2).
When maneuvering crowded contexts, finding ways to pass this filter by standing out from
the crowd is key to getting attention (Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977). For example, an
entrepreneur compared Twitter to “standing on the street corner with a megaphone” (Fischer
& Reuber, 2011, p. 3), and Elon Musk famously called it a “war zone.” An effective way to
make posts attract attention is thus to start the Tweet with striking words such as “WOW,”
“LOOK,” or “TODAY ONLY” [caps lock in original] and keep the message short (Malhotra,
Malhotra, & See, 2012). Therefore, the intense competition for attention makes it essential
for the post’s content to stand out on social media.

Third, the norms on social media differ from those in traditional media. In traditional
media, a few institutionalized players set the agenda and decide what content is disseminated
(Brosius & Weimann, 1996; Golan, 2006), ultimately functioning as gatekeepers (Shoemaker
& Vos, 2009). On social media, users can post what they want, bypassing the gatekeeping
role of traditional media outlets (Castells, 2011). While traditional media outlets are bound by
strong normative frameworks that entail balanced reporting (Deephouse, 2000), fact checks
(King & Soule, 2007), and overall objectivity, social media is often characterized by the
diffusion of biased, emotional, and inaccurate posts (Etter et al., 2019). Emotion-provoking
communication impacts audiences’ engagement more than content targeting reasoning and
cognition (Nabi, 2010). Accordingly, social media users preferentially engage with and pay
more attention to emotional content (Berger & Milkman, 2012; Heimbach & Hinz, 2016;
Toubiana & Zietsma, 2017), fake news (Clarke, Chen, Du, & Hu, 2020), and provocative
posts (Menczer, 2021). Therefore, the audience selects and calls attention to particular
content on social media, influenced by different norms than in traditional media.

3.3.3. Attracting social media engagement through confrontationally framed posts

The previous section discussed the specific nature of social media, which implies that

a post’s characteristics largely determine the amount of engagement it can generate (e.g.,
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Han, Lappas, & Sabnis, 2020; Tellis, Maclnnis, Tirunillai, & Zhang, 2019), inferring that the
language used in the post plays an important role (Berger & Milkman, 2012; Heimbach &
Hinz, 2016). To examine confrontational language use in new ventures’ social media posts,
we build on the linguistic framing literature, which suggests that firms carefully choose their
words to frame their communication (e.g., Rhee & Fiss, 2014; for a review on entrepreneurial
framing, see Snihur et al., 2021), ultimately aiming to shape audiences’ perceptions (Emrich,
Brower, Feldman, & Garland, 2001) and reactions (Cornelissen & Werner, 2014; Entman,
1993; Pan et al., 2020). These linguistic frames are defined by particular vocabularies
(Ruebottom, 2013). Management scholars have started to document the effect of linguistic
framing on firms’ external audiences’ reactions (Fiss & Zajac, 2006; Kaplan, 2008; Kennedy
& Fiss, 2009). Specifically, entrepreneurs and firms not only use such framing to deal with
the controversy surrounding them (Rhee & Fiss, 2014) but also to stir controversy themselves
(Delacour & Leca, 2017; Meyer & Hollerer, 2010), to deliberately attract media attention
(Andrews & Caren, 2010), and also to attract engagement with social media audiences (Small
& Warn, 2020).

On social media, many recent studies argue for and also document audiences’
preferential engagement with posts where firms publish controversial content as a means of
advertising (Petrescu & Korgaonkar, 2011; Sabri, 2017) or employ loaded words, such as
“scandal,” to draw attention on Twitter (Tan et al., 2014). The same effect holds for
politicians who verbally attack their opponents (Boulianne & Larsson, 2021; Fine & Hunt,
2021; Meeks, 2020). Social media audiences even preferably share and like racist and sexist
Tweets (Inara Rodis, 2021).

The notion that ventures could increase social media engagement by framing their
communication as confrontational is supported by two arguments. First, as discussed

previously, the vast amount of information on social media exceeds human cognitive
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processing capacity, making audiences resort to heuristics in deciding to engage with the
content (Gelper et al., 2021; Morris et al., 2012). Attention-grabbing works as a filtering
mechanism to cope with the information overflow, only surpassed by information that stands
out (Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 1982). Here, confrontational framing could help ventures
stand out in the eyes of their audiences. Second, confrontational posts evoke emotions, and
emotional content, in turn, drives social media engagement (Berger & Milkman, 2012;
Heimbach & Hinz, 2016; Toubiana & Zietsma, 2017). The communications and marketing
literature posits that this effect is independent of whether positive emotional reactions, such
as appreciation (Béal & Grégoire, 2021), or adverse emotional reactions, such as anger
(Hasell & Weeks, 2016), are triggered. Notwithstanding previous works’ contributions, the
effect of such confrontational framing has not been investigated in a new venture context
where the communicators—namely, the new ventures—show considerable heterogeneity in
their social standing. Thus, we turn to the construct of social standing first, which we suggest
is needed to understand the effects of confrontational framing of social media posts in a new
venture context.

3.3.4.Social standing and its effect on social media engagement

According to institutional and framing theorizing, a communicator’s social standing—
particularly legitimacy—is critical in determining audience reactions (Andrews & Caren,
2010; Delacour & Leca, 2017; Elsbach, 1994; Hensmans, 2003). The “most definitive form
of legitimacy is conferred by consecration (Allen & Lincoln, 2004; Cattani, Ferriani, &
Allison, 2014)” (Delacour & Leca, 2017, p. 3). Consecration refers to events where
authoritative actors who decide on selections, honors, and prizes can elevate another actor’s
social standing by selecting it from the many (Allen & Lincoln, 2004). While legitimacy is
commonly taken to represent appropriateness within an existing normative framework
(Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Suchman, 1995), the act of consecration lifts consecrated actors above

norms (Delacour & Leca, 2017). Consecration is increasingly used to conceptualize and
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operationalize an event-based change in social standing (e.g., Allen & Parsons, 2006; Jones &
Massa, 2013).# For new ventures, receiving VC funding represents such a consecrating event.
Affiliations can grant new ventures legitimacy (Pollock et al., 2010; Stuart, Hoang, &
Hybels, 1999), especially when they are endorsed by authoritative actors (Singh, Tucker, &
House, 1986) like VCs who are “expected to use their expertise to identify and develop the
most promising young companies” (Pollock & Gulati, 2007, p. 346). While different types of
affiliation relationships (e.g., alliance partners, grant-giving bodies, or professional investors)
can certify a venture, relationships that include financial commitments have a more
substantial signaling effect than non-equity ones (Hsu, 2004; Stuart et al., 1999). Given VCs’
highly selective nature and strong due diligence process, VC funding provides an important
information signal of a venture’s quality (Blevins & Ragozzino, 2018). Acquiring VC
funding is far from the norm, as only 0.05% of ventures get VC funding (Wood, 2020). Thus,
receiving VC funding not only makes new ventures legitimate in the sense of being
appropriate but consecrates new ventures by showing that they possess the symbolic capital
and social standing to be above the norm. Consequently, we treat acquiring VC funding as a
consecrating event for new ventures in our study. Consecration changes a venture’s social
standing, that is, its level of social distinction (or lack thereof) in the eyes of an audience.
The change in social standing that comes with VC funding is likely to affect the social
media engagement with the venture’s posts for three reasons. First, “the formation of public
opinion follows a ‘social influence’ logic, leading some organizations to gain
disproportionate amounts of public attention and support on the basis of rather general and

non-specific impressions and beliefs (Kuran & Sunstein, 1999)” (Rindova, Williamson,

4 While we acknowledge an ongoing scholarly discussion (Suddaby et al., 2017; Krzeminska et al., 2021) on
whether legitimacy is a dichotomous (Deephouse & Suchman, 2008) or ordinal concept (Hudson & Okhuysen,
2009; Tost, 2011) with different “levels of legitimacy” (Fisher et al., 2016, p. 384), in accordance with
consecration theorizing (e.g., Allen & Lincoln, 2004; Jones & Massa, 2013), we conceptualize consecration
representing an event by which the social standing of a consecrated actor is Aigher afterward.
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Petkova, & Sever, 2005, p. 1037). Following this logic of social influence, VC funding can
increase the venture’s visibility (Pollock & Gulati, 2007) and direct the audiences’ attention
to them. While users are exposed to posts from all people and organizations they follow, they
are, all else held equal, more likely to pay attention to the posts made by actors with higher
social standing, which should increase their tendency to engage with a post. Second, from a
linguistic (framing) perspective, audiences tend to perceive messages from those of higher
social standing (compared to lower social standing), all else held equal, as more important
and persuasive (Rhee & Fiss, 2014). Such prioritizing also applies to Twitter, where author
characteristics are a criterion for evaluating the importance of the message (Lee & Sundar,
2013; Park & Kaye, 2019). For example, news Tweets by professional journalists are
Retweeted more frequently than those by regular users (Cha, Benevenuto, Haddadi, &
Gummadi, 2012). Thus, all else held equal, a venture’s higher social standing should increase
the likelihood of engagement with its post (i.e., liking or sharing). Third, users’ likes and
shares are public statements that also confer approval of the Retweeted message (Parmelee &
Bichard, 2013). As such, they reflect on the digital identity of those who like and share. Users
are likely to consider the effect of such engagement when deciding whether or not to share or
like a post. Social media platforms are places where users are driven by impression
management motives (Wilson & Proudfoot, 2014) and seek to promote themselves (Moon,
Lee, Lee, Choi, & Sung, 2016; Taylor & Strutton, 2016). Sharing posts by those of higher
social standing carries the prospect of improving the sharer’s social standing by ingratiating
the sharer to the higher standing actor. Ultimately, as the sharer hopes, this could elevate the
sharer’s standing in the eyes of their followers. Considered together, we thus hypothesize the

following:?

5> Research also assumes that new ventures acquire social standing with additional legitimacy over time (e.g.,
Fisher et al., 2016; Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002), which can also change their social standing. We argue that
accounting for this over time effect, the change in social standing that stems from a consecrating event will still
hold. Additionally, we also run robustness analyses in which we use the ventures’ age as a legitimacy proxy.
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Hypothesis (H1). (The change in social standing that comes with) VC funding will
increase the social media engagement with posts from new ventures.
3.3.5. The moderating role of social standing on the effect of confrontationally-framed
posts on social media engagement

As established in section 3.3.3., confrontational content tends to attract more
engagement on social media because it is attention-grabbing and creates an emotional
response. However, by questioning or violating the social structure, confrontation may also
antagonize others, provoking conflict between challengers and antagonists (Hensmans,
2003). As sharing and liking are seen as endorsements (Parmelee & Bichard, 2013), someone
who shares or likes confrontational material may likewise antagonize others. Thus, a social
media user could also be apprehensive about Retweeting confrontational material because
endorsing it could leave them vulnerable to antagonists’ repressive responses (Gamson,
1990). This reasoning suggests a potential adverse effect of confrontational frames on social
media engagement. In the following paragraphs, we outline why the net effect of framing
posts confrontationally on social media engagement varies depending on the social standing
of the communicator.

Institutional theory has established that organizations who break with norms of the
categories they belong to are ignored by gatekeepers in traditional media (Zuckerman, 1999).
However, as organizations acquire higher social standing, they get away with more deviations
from the norm (Deephouse, 1999; Phillips & Zuckerman, 2001). Similar logics have also
been suggested in the framing literature (e.g., Benford, 1993). Such previous studies infer
that the social standing of the communicator influences the effect of confrontational frames.
Framing literature specifically proposes that “confrontational strategies may [be] colorful and
dramatic...but...’ talking loudly and carrying a small stick’ can be ignored” (Gamson, 1990,
p. 87)” (Andrews & Caren, 2010, p. 847). Confrontation stemming from a communicator of

lower social standing, compared to those of higher social standing, is thus more likely to be
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perceived as toothless and uninteresting (even controlling for the baseline increase resulting
from higher social standing).

Further, following the linguistic framing literature (Rhee & Fiss, 2014), if the
originator of a confrontational post is higher in social standing, users can resort to referencing
the post’s originator in dealing with antagonists’ responses in case of a backlash. Thus, the
social risks of endorsing confrontational material from an actor of higher social standing are
mitigated by the potential of “hiding behind” that actor. This mechanism is weaker or non-
existent for actors of lower social standing. Finally, because a user’s endorsement of a post is
likely to carry more weight when the content is confrontational than when it is not (akin to
taking sides in an argument), endorsing confrontational material, as compared to non-
confrontational material, is likely to strengthen the ingratiating effect of endorsement
(discussed in section 3.3.4.). As users give more importance to ingratiating with actors of
higher, compared to lower, social standing, the benefits associated with endorsing
confrontational material are greater when endorsing confrontational posts from actors of
higher social standing.

Considered together, we argue for adjusting the belief that confrontational posts are
universally positive for attracting social media engagement and hypothesize that:

Hypothesis (H2). (The change in social standing that comes with) VC funding will
positively moderate the relationship between using a confrontational framing in
online posts from new ventures and the posts’ social media engagement.

3.4. Data and methods

3.4.1. Sample
We used data from CrunchBase, a widely adopted VC funding database in

management research (e.g., Block & Sandner, 2009; Ter Wal, Alexy, Block, & Sandner, 2016)
that predominantly tracks US internet industry ventures (especially Web 2.0 companies)
(Block & Sandner, 2009), and collected US-based, VC-backed internet ventures founded

between 2011 and 2015 that were active on Twitter. Here, we sampled internet ventures due
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to their affinity towards and necessity of using social media (e.g., Ho, Chung, Kingshott, &
Chiu, 2020; Ho & Vogel, 2014; Schiavone, Metallo, & Agrifoglio, 2014). To capture
authoritative VCs who could truly consecrate a venture, we further focused on ventures that
reported funding by a VC that could be matched with the 2011 Lee-Pollock-Jin (LPJ) VC
Reputation Index introduced by Lee et al. (2011).6 This sampling allows us to compare users’
engagement with ventures’ Tweets before and after the ventures were consecrated by the
event of acquiring VC funding. We cleaned the data and only retained ventures for which the
Application Programming Interface (API) calls successfully retrieved information on their
Twitter accounts. Ventures that did not meet a minimum activity threshold of 10 Tweets per
venture were eliminated. Considering the Tweets, we eliminated Tweets that were Retweets
themselves, making them non-original venture Tweets. This sampling resulted in 268
ventures and 369,142 Tweets. As the Twitter API limits the number of posts downloaded for
one account to approximately 3200, the Tweets for all ventures before they got VC funding
could not always be accessed. Thus, the sample consists of 10,057 pre-funding Tweets posted
by 106 ventures and 359,085 post-funding Tweets posted by all 268 ventures.’

3.4.2. Dependent variables

We used two established measures of social media engagement in the management
literature: shares (on Twitter called Retweets) and likes (e.g., Gelper et al., 2021; Lee et al.,
2018; Mallipeddi et al., 2021). Most social media platforms have similar engagement
features. It helps to contextualize each on the Twitter platform. “A Tweet that you share
publicly with your followers is known as a Retweet. This is a great way to pass along news
and interesting discoveries on Twitter” (Twitter, 2022b). In turn, “Likes are represented by a

small heart and are used to show appreciation for a Tweet,” exemplifying the previously

¢ In the robustness check section, we also examined the full sample (not limited by the LP.J VC Reputation
Index) and explored the reputational heterogeneity (calculating VC tiers based on the LP.J VC Reputation Index).
7 We also analyze only new ventures for whom we had pre- and post-funding Tweets in our robustness checks.
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theorized endorsement nature of social media engagement in this context (Twitter, 2022a).

3.4.3. Independent and interaction variables

VC-funded. We followed the literature on venture legitimation through VC-affiliation
(e.g, Pollock et al., 2010; Stuart et al., 1999) and used VC funding as an event that
consecrates a venture and distinguishes its social standing. The dummy variable VC-funded is
1 if the venture has already received VC funding when posting a Tweet, and 0 otherwise.®

Confrontational Framing. In social media, ventures’ online posts represent linguistic
communication (Fisch & Block, 2021; Fischer & Reuber, 2014) that can be analyzed using
computerized approaches. Computer software can use dictionaries to automatically detect
specific vocabularies and identify the presence of dictionary-set words within given texts
(e.g., Anglin, Short, et al., 2018; Hubbard, Pollock, Pfarrer, & Rindova, 2018; Parhankangas
& Renko, 2017). As vocabularies define frames, this analytical approach is also useful for
examining linguistic frames in entrepreneurship research (e.g., Pan et al., 2020).

Given the absence of an established operationalization of confrontational linguistic
frames in the social media space, we built on steps from the structured methodology of
computer-aided text analysis (e.g., Short et al., 2018). First, we deductively built the
foundation of our dictionary by starting with a definition of a similar construct to
confrontation in that it reflects a violation of the social structure—namely,
nonconformance—referring to ventures that “question, change, or violate the social
structure” (Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002, p. 422). Second, we supplemented the terms
“question”, “change”, and “violate” from this definition with terms from a recently developed
dictionary by Hubbard et al. (2018), who presented a dictionary of nonconforming terms used

in traditional media when reporting on firms (we retained 7 of their 29 terms; e.g., “misfit”,

8 In our robustness analyses, we show that our results are robust to using other social standing and legitimation
proxies, such as venture age and the reputation levels of the consecrating VC.
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“rebel”, or “revolution”).? Third, we also included the collected terms’ synonyms using a
thesaurus. Fourth, to inductively enrich our dictionary, we used the random half of all Tweets
from the initial data to identify the most common words used in venture Tweets. The first
author coded all 21,438 words with a frequency of 1,000 (approximately 10% of all words)
within the subsample for nonconformance to add words—such as “riot”, “wtf”, or
“jailbreak”—to our dictionaries (e.g., “jailbreak” reflects Tweeting about removing software
restrictions to access paid software for free). Additionally, we added the terms to the
dictionary when they reflected confrontational linguistics. To check face validity, we checked
all terms that might have several contextual meanings in ventures’ online posts.
Acknowledging the central limit theorem, we inspected 30 random Tweets for each such term
to ensure that the flagged posts were actual representations of confrontational language (i.e.,
they represented direct provocation, verbal attacks, or aggressive expressions). An exemplary
term eliminated within this process is “challenge” because, in social media, “challenge” was
used for start-up competitions rather than intentionally challenging the status quo. Finally, to
validate the dictionary, the terms were jointly discussed in the author team, and any
inconclusive terms were further inspected for contextual validity with a random sample of 20
Tweets per term, where each author independently coded each term, comparing it to less
confrontational terms, such as “change” or “reform”. Following this, all authors’ codes were
used to calculate intercoder reliability. After this iterative process, Cohen’s Kappa was .98 for
the dictionary when coding all terms. According to Landis and Koch (1977, p. 165), this

magnitude of Cohen’s Kappa classifies as “almost perfect.” Finally, we assessed the

® Given that Hubbard et al. (2018) developed their dictionary on nonconforming behavior in a context where the
general media writes about firms rather than firms’ own communication, we checked each of the 29 words in
their dictionary for face validity in the context of ventures’ Tweets. We eliminated all terms that were not
confrontational in style (e.g., differ, difference, different, dissimilar, distinct, original, rate, unlike, varied). Still,
we report this step because their efforts were helpful as a first dictionary-based approach to study
nonconformance. Words we retained from the Hubbard et al. (2018) nonconformance dictionary are italicized in
Appendix A where we present all the terms in our dictionary.
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convergent validity “[that] examines the extent to which the computer-aided text analytic
word lists measure the construct of interest similarly to other validated measures of the same
or a closely related construct (Campbell & Fiske, 1959)” (McKenny et al., 2013, p. 167).
There should be some correlation, though not above .5, given that this would indicate the
need to collapse to a single measure (Short et al., 2010). Here, we can compare
confrontational framing to language expressing anger and negative emotions from the
established linguistic software Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) (Pennebaker,
Boyd, et al., 2015). Correlations of confrontational framing in our sample of .30 (p <.001)
with anger and .37 (p <.001) with negative emotions suggest that confrontational framing is
a valid but also a distinct measure. This process resulted in a dictionary of 177 words
(presented in Appendix A) for confrontational frames. Following Hubbard et al. (2018), the
linguistic variable confrontational is a dummy with a value of 1 if a word from the dictionary
appears within the Tweet and 0 if no such word is present.

3.4.4. Control variables

Following previous studies, we control for several variables on the Tweet level. With
two dummy variables, we control whether the Tweet includes a /ink to another website (Lee
et al., 2018) and whether the Tweet mentions other accounts (it includes another account’s
name proceeded by the “@” character) as embedded content can be associated with social
media engagement measures, such as Retweets (Park & Kaye, 2019). We also control for the
number of hashtags, such as “#entrepreneur” (Suh, Hong, Pirolli, & Chi, 2010). We further
control for word count with the total number of words within the focal Tweet (Lee et al.,
2018). Furthermore, emotionality plays a significant role in sharing content online (Berger &
Milkman, 2012; Heimbach & Hinz, 2016). Thus, we use LIWC to control for expressions of
positive emotions, negative emotions, anxiety, anger, and sadness. The software uses
dictionaries validated by Tausczik and Pennebaker (2010) to calculate relative scores for

these dimensions. Acknowledging the effect of gendered language in entrepreneurship (e.g.,
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Lundmark, Milanov, & Seigner, 2022; Wesemann & Wincent, 2021), we also employ LIWC
to control for female terms, such as “mum” or “girl”, and male terms, such as “dad” or “boy”.
We operationalize the variable time to/since founding as the difference between when the
Tweet was posted and the venture’s founding date, which controls for venture age and also
proxies for an increase in experience and age-related legitimacy over time. Finally, we
control for the media visibility of a venture. Here, we used the news database FACTIVA
(Dutta & Folta, 2016) to manually search for all media mentions during the timeframe of the
respective ventures in our sample. We determined the number of articles per day in which a
venture was mentioned and included a control for a cumulative count of media mentions,
reflecting the ventures’ media visibility at the time of Tweeting as such media attention might
be related to overall popularity and followership on social media (Aleti, Pallant, Tuan, & van
Laer, 2019). Using fixed-effects estimation, our model accounts for any unobserved and time-
invariant confounding factors.

3.4.5. Descriptive statistics

On average, ventures in our sample are 3.53 years old and have been mentioned in
3.74 media articles when posting a Tweet. A venture had a mean of 1,377 Tweets during the
observation period, where the average Tweet received 4.52 Retweets and 10.09 likes. These
numbers are similar to the overall Twitter population, where higher Retweeting numbers are
only expected for highly popular accounts (Jenders, Kasneci, & Naumann, 2013), which is
typically not for new ventures, where a “striking aspect ... is how little response of any kind
many [ventures] receive in response to their communications” (Fischer & Reuber, 2014, p.
579). The Tweets contain, on average, 18.79 words, echoing best practice recommendations
to keep Tweets brief (Malhotra et al., 2012). 5.35% of all Tweets represent confrontational
framing. Comparing this to other social media studies that have used field data with linguistic
variables and a dummy operationalization, we observe that politicians use comparatively

more attacking framing in their posts, ranging from 14.7% on Instagram to 20.4% on Twitter
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(Boulianne & Larsson, 2021). Table 3 shows the sample’s descriptive statistics on the Tweet
level and pairwise correlations.

3.4.6. Method of analysis

The data consists of an unbalanced panel of new venture Tweets. We applied fixed-
effects Poisson estimation, in line with prior literature examining attention in the media
(Kennedy, 2008). To account for the nature and distribution of our dependent variable—
namely, count variable and overdispersion—we applied fixed-effects Poisson regression
(using xtpoisson in Stata) with robust standard errors. We followed Wooldridge (1999) as the
Poisson fixed-effects estimator is robust to almost every failure of the Poisson assumptions,
including any variance-mean relationship, and deals with serial correlation (Wooldridge,
2019). To ensure that our results are not driven by multicollinearity, we centered troublesome
variables and obtained identical results running a linear regression. After centering, all
variables, except negative emotions (VIF = 2.92), were well below the conservative threshold
of VIF <2.5 (Johnston, Jones, & Manley, 2018).

3.5. Results
3.5.1. Hypothesis testing

In Table 4, we show our models with fixed-effects Poisson regression estimates and
robust standard errors. Model 1 contains only the Tweet level control variables, Model 2 tests
the main effect and introduces the independent and interaction variables, and Model 3 tests
the hypothesized interaction effect. A (Retweets) and b (likes) specify the dependent variable.

Hypothesis H1 predicted that VC funding would increase social media engagement in
new venture posts. In both respective models (Models 2a and 2b), we found a positive and
significant effect of VC funding on social media engagement (Model 2a predicting Retweets:
b=0.95, p <.01; and Model 2b predicting likes: b = 1.33, p <.01). Compared to the average
baseline Tweets before being consecrated through VC funding, the acquired social standing

increases Retweets by a factor (Incidence Rate Ratio, which is IRR = e?) of 2.59 (i.e., it
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increases Retweets by 159%) and likes by a factor of 3.79 (i.e., it increases likes by 279%)
after VC funding. Therefore, Hypothesis H1 is supported.

Hypothesis H2 predicted that VC funding would positively moderate the relationship
between using confrontational framing in new venture posts and the post’s social media
engagement. Both models’ interaction effects between confrontational framing and having
received VC funding were positive and significant (Model 2a predicting Retweets: b = 0.96,
p <.01; and Model 2b predicting likes: b = 0.73, p < .01). Interpreting these results, all else
held equal, employing confrontational framing versus not employing confrontational framing
before VC funding will decrease Retweets by a factor of ePconfrontational = () 58 (j.e., it
decreases Retweets by 42%) and likes by a factor of 0.62 (i.e., it decreases likes by 38%).
After VC funding, confrontational framing will increase Retweets by a factor of
ebconfrontational + beonfrontational x Ve funded = 1 52 (i.e., it increases Retweets by 52%) and likes

by a factor of 1.29 (i.e., it increases likes by 29%). Thus, Hypothesis H2 is supported.
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Table 3.
Descriptive statistics and pairwise correlations

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1  Retweets 4.52 123.14 1.00
2 Likes 10.09 151.95 0.89%** 1.00
3 Confrontational 0.05 0.23 0.01%** 0.02%** 1.00
4 VC-funded 0.97 0.16 0.01%*  0.01*%**  0.00 1.00
5 Mention 0.23 0.42 -0.02%**  .0.04***  -0.06%**  -0.03%** 1.00
6 Link 0.76 0.43 -0.01%**  -0.04%%* 0.05%** 0.02%%*  -0.68%** 1.00
7  Hashtags 0.75 1.04 -0.02%**  -0.03%** 0.00 0.00" -0.31%** 0.23%%* 1.00
8  Word count 18.79 5.66 -0.00* -0.01%** 0.06%** 0.04%%*  _(.34%%* 0.40%** 0.13%** 1.00
9  Positive emotions 4.98 7.86 -0.01%** - -0.02%**  _0.07%*%*  -0.02%** 0.43%%%  _0.44%%* (. ]7***  _0.40%** 1.00
10 Negative emotions 0.73 2.28 0.01*** 0.03%** 0.30%** 0.01%** 0.02%%*  -0.04%**  -0.03%** 0.00 -0.07%** 1.00
11 Anxiety 0.16 0.99 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.03%** 0.01%%*  -0.03%** 0.02%%** 0.02%** 0.01%**  -0.04%** 0.46%%*
12 Anger 0.16 1.00 0.02%** 0.03%** 0.37%** 0.01***  -0.04%** 0.02%** 0.00 0.00 -0.04%%* 0.46%**
13 Sadness 0.20 1.10 0.00* 0.01%** 0.04%** 0.01%*** 0.08***  -0.08***  -0.04%** 0.02%**  -0.04*** 0.52%**
14 Female 0.14 1.02 0.01*** 0.03***  -0.00 -0.02%**  -0.02%*** 0.00* -0.01%** 0.01***  -0.00 0.00*
15 Male 0.14 1.08 0.02%** 0.03%** 0.01***  -0.01%** 0.01***  -0.02%¥**  -0.03***  -0.00* 0.01*** 0.01***
16 Time to/since founding 42.41 17.65 -0.00%* -0.02%** 0.02%** 0.34%*% (. ]7%** 0.16%*** 0.08*** 0.11%** -0, 12%** 0.02%**
17 Media visibility 3.74 10.37 -0.01%%*  -0.02***  -0.00* 0.06%**  -0.04%** 0.02%** 0.02%** 0.04***  -0.03*** 0.02%**
Variable 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
11  Anxiety 1.00
12 Anger 0.11%** 1.00
13 Sadness 0.03***  0,01%** 1.00
14 Female -0.00 0.01***  -0.00 1.00
15 Male -0.00** 0.01*%**  -0.00 0.04%** 1.00
16 Time to/since founding 0.02%** 0.02%** 0.01%%*  -0.02%%*  -0.02%** 1.00
17 Media visibility 0.02%** 0.00%* 0.02***  -0.01***  -0.00 0.15%** 1.00
Note: N =369,142 observations by 268 ventures.
*HEp <.001;
**p<.01;
*p <.05;
fp<.l
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Table 4.

Fixed-effects Poisson models for predicting Retweets and likes

Model 1a: Base model

Model 2a: Main effect

Model 3a: Full model

Variables (Retweets) (Retweets) (Retweets)

b SE P b SE )/ b SE P
Control variables
Mention -3.41%%* (.35 0.00 -3.40%**  0.35 0.00 -3.40%**  0.35 0.00
Link -0.52%*%* (.14 0.00 -0.50*%**  0.14 0.00 -0.50%** 0.14 0.00
Hashtags -0.01 0.07 0.90 -0.01 0.07 0.90 -0.01 0.07 0.90
Word count 0.01 0.02 0.50 0.01 0.02 0.56 0.01 0.02 0.56
Positive emotions -0.02*%*  0.01 0.01 -0.02**  0.01 0.00 -0.02*%*  0.01 0.00
Negative emotions -0.01 0.01 0.28 -0.03 0.02 0.16 -0.03 0.02 0.16
Anxiety 0.04 0.03 0.13 0.06 0.04 0.12 0.06 0.04 0.12
Anger 0.06 0.04 0.19 0.05 0.03 0.19 0.05 0.03 0.19
Sadness 0.02**  0.01 0.01 0.03* 0.01 0.03 0.03* 0.01 0.03
Female -0.01* 0.01 0.04 -0.01%* 0.01 0.03 -0.01%* 0.01 0.03
Male 0.01f 0.01 0.08 0.017 0.01 0.09 0.01f 0.01 0.09
Time to/since founding -0.01 0.01 0.29 -0.02 0.01 0.23 -0.02 0.01 0.23
Media visibility 0.02 0.01 0.17 0.02 0.01 0.16 0.02 0.01 0.16
Independent variables
VC-funded 0.95%*  0.36 0.01 0.90* 0.36 0.01
Confrontational 0.42% 0.21 0.04 -0.54% 0.21 0.01
Interaction
VC-funded %
confrontational 0.96** 031 0.00
Wald chi2 1,606.38 2,390.82 2,371.35
Log pseudolikelihood -1,945,952.5 -1,931,798.7 -1,931,698.5
Variables Model 1b: Base model Model 2b: Main effects Model 3b: Full model

(likes) (likes) (likes)

b SE ¥4 b SE P b SE P
Control variables
Mention -3.12%%% - (0.33 0.00 S3.11%%* 0 0.33 0.00 S3.01F%0.33 0.00
Link -0.63*** (.05 0.00 -0.61%** (.06 0.00 -0.61%** (.06 0.00
Hashtags -0.05 0.12 0.64 -0.06 0.12 0.63 -0.06 0.12 0.63
Word count 0.00 0.01 0.67 0.00 0.01 0.76 0.00 0.01 0.76
Positive emotions -0.01%** 0.00 0.00 -0.01*%** 0.00 0.00 -0.01%** 0.00 0.00
Negative emotions -0.01 0.01 0.58 -0.02 0.02 0.34 -0.02 0.02 0.34
Anxiety 0.02 0.02 0.40 0.03 0.03 0.31 0.03 0.03 0.31
Anger 0.03 0.03 0.34 0.02 0.03 0.36 0.02 0.03 0.36
Sadness 0.01 0.01 0.20 0.02 0.01 0.14 0.02 0.01 0.14
Female 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.20
Male 0.02*** 0.00 0.00 0.02*** 0.00 0.00 0.02*** 0.00 0.00
Time to/since founding ~ -0.00 0.02 0.80 -0.01 0.02 0.73 -0.01 0.02 0.73
Media visibility 0.02 0.01 0.12 0.02 0.01 0.11 0.02 0.01 0.11
Independent variables
VC-funded 1.33%*  0.44 0.00 1.30*%*  0.44 0.00
Confrontational 0.25% 0.13 0.05 -0.48" 0.26 0.06
Interaction
VC-funded x 0.73**  0.28 0.01
confrontational
Wald chi2 8,145.80 13,815.25 13,775.09

Log pseudolikelihood

-2,690,878.9

-2,678,536.2

-2,678,497.1

Note: N =1369,142 observations by 268 ventures.

**% p <.001;
**p<.01;
*p<.05;
fp<.l.
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3.5.2. Robustness Checks

We employed several robustness checks and report the respective regression estimates
for the independent and interaction variables in Appendix B (if not stated otherwise, the
regressions include all initially used covariates). First, we examined whether the results might
be driven by ventures systematically changing their Tweeting behavior after receiving
funding. We ran a t-test comparing the use of confrontational framing before versus after
ventures secured VC funding. The t-test showed a small and statistically non-significant
change (5.05% before VC funding and 5.36% after VC funding, p = .17). There is thus no
indication that a change in the frequency of confrontationally framed Tweets has driven the
results.

Second, to examine whether outliers might be driving our results, we Winsorized the
dependent variables at the 99% percentile. Winsorizing does not remove any observations. It
merely clips the dependent variables at an upper bound—that is, the 99% percentile. The
findings largely echoed our initial results.

Third, we checked for the robustness of our sampling by running the initial models
with the 106 ventures (103,379 Tweets), for which we had observations before and after
receiving VC funding. We found a positive direct effect of VC funding on Retweets, though
marginally missing one-sided significance at a .1 level and a positive and significant effect
predicting likes. Examining the interaction between confrontational framing and VC funding,
we found a positive and significant interaction predicting Retweets and a positive interaction
predicting likes that marginally misses one-sided significance. Additionally, we ran our initial
models with all ventures regardless of whether their funding VCs were included in the LP.J
VC Reputation Index, resulting in 790 ventures (965,370 Tweets). The results echoed our
initially reported findings.

Fourth, we used alternative proxies that allowed us to capture more heterogeneity for

the ventures’ social standing. As research also assumes that new ventures acquire legitimacy
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over time (Fisher et al., 2016; Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002), we used a venture’s age (time
to/since founding) as a moderator. The interactions between confrontational framing and a
venture’s age echoed our initial results. We found positive and significant interactions for
both operationalizations of the dependent variable. Next, we employed the 2011 LPJ VC
Reputation Index introduced by Lee et al. (2011) to use VC reputation instead of the funding
dummy as the proxy for social standing. As practitioners typically describe the VC landscape
using tiers of the “top VCs” (e.g., Dealroom.co, 2021; Espinal, 2013), we examined the social
standing using a categorical variable that distinguishes ventures without VC funding, with
VC funding, and with VC funding from at least one VC in the top 20% of the 2011 LPJ VC
Reputation Index.'’ Slope difference tests assessed whether the differences in the estimates
between the VC tiers were significant in the respective regressions. Predicting Retweets and
likes, the results supported the initial findings. In summary, we found positive and significant
main effects of VC funding that were significantly higher for being funded by a VC at the top
of the reputation index versus VC funding in general. Similarly, we also found positive and
significant interaction effects with confrontational framing that were also larger in magnitude
when compared to the effect of being funded by a VC at the top of the reputation index
versus VC funding.

Fifth, we ran our initial models, including a time X followers count at the time of data
retrieval interaction or log(time+1) x followers count at the time of data retrieval interaction
as a control. The Twitter API only allowed for gathering the account’s number of followers at
the time of data retrieval, which would have been dropped as a time-invariant variable from
the fixed-effects (main) models. This issue is common in similar studies (e.g., Albrecht et al.,

2020; Antretter et al., 2019; Jin et al., 2017; Yang & Berger, 2017) that report on the

10 As 20% is an arbitrary boundary, we ran the same regression with the top 10%, and the results remained
consistent, as reported in Appendix B.
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challenges of collecting data from the Twitter API and also only collect the followership
numbers at the end of the observation period. Still, approximating potential follower growth
with linear or log interactions allows us to retain this control in the model. Running the
analyses, we found no significant effect of including either of these controls. The results of
this robustness check fully validated our main findings.

Sixth, we ran pooled random-eftects Poisson estimation using the Chamberlain-
Mundlak approach to more closely approximate fixed-effects. We included more venture-
level controls here because random-effects estimation does not automatically control for
time-invariant omitted variables. Here, we control for the total number of Twitter followers at
the time of data retrieval of the respective venture (Albrecht et al., 2020). Similar to previous
studies examining attention in the media as the dependent variable (Pollock, Rindova, &
Maggitti, 2008), we further controlled for total funding amount, total funding rounds, and
venture founding location, all taken from CrunchBase. The location is operationalized with
dummy variables for the US-States. The Chamberlain-Mundlak approach also includes,
besides the initial covariates, the averages of the time-varying variables as additional
controls. The results fully supported our initial findings.

3.6. Discussion

Social media has become an integral part of many firms’ strategic communication that
is particularly interesting for new ventures to cost-effectively reach a broad audience (Fischer
& Reuber, 2011; Fischer & Reuber, 2014). However, the crowded nature of these platforms
makes it challenging to attract desired social media engagement from other users (Iyer &
Katona, 2016). Given how Elon Musk, “the first influencer CEO” (Lopatto, 2018), creates
social media engagement with confrontational language, other entrepreneurs may also be
tempted to approach their posts following the “squeaky wheel gets the grease” principle.
Inspired by this phenomenon, we studied whether using confrontational language in new

ventures’ social media posts is generally positive for their social media engagement. In other
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words, is Tweeting like Elon Musk conducive to social media engagement for new ventures’
Tweets?

In a panel dataset of Twitter posts by 268 ventures, we hypothesized and found that a
venture’s social standing is positively related to the social media engagement with its social
media posts. Here, VC funding—a consecrating event—was used as demarking a change in a
venture’s social standing. This finding extends previous studies on the benefits of VC funding
as not only being related to attention in traditional media outlets (Petkova, Rindova, & Gupta,
2013) or aiding in attracting better talent (Hellmann & Puri, 2002; Vanacker et al., 2013), but
also driving social media engagement. We also found that such a consecration event is a
turning point in social media users’ engagement with ventures’ confrontational posts.
Specifically, confrontational language in new venture Tweets negatively affects social media
engagement for ventures before acquiring VC funding but positively influences social media
engagement afterwards. The positive moderating effect of social standing was also robust to
using a venture’s age or VCs’ reputational tiers as alternative proxies. Revealing this
boundary condition of the effects of confrontational posts on social media engagement, we
(1) contribute to the entrepreneurship literature by showing that theorizing and empirical
findings of studies in neighboring fields need to be adjusted to the new venture context, (2)
contribute to the strand of research that investigates the extent to which we can generalize
from theory developed in offline contexts into online settings and the extent to which new
theorizing is needed in the online context (Etter et al., 2019; Wang, Reger, et al., 2021), and
(3) contribute by bringing theories and research about drivers of social media engagement to
the entrepreneurship field.

First, our study cautions that the belief that confrontation is generally conducive to
higher social media engagement needs to be adjusted to the new venture context. Various

studies have argued and found evidence for positive effects of confrontation, controversy, and
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verbal attacks on engagement online (Boulianne & Larsson, 2021; Fine & Hunt, 2021;
Meeks, 2020; Petrescu & Korgaonkar, 2011; Porter & Golan, 2006; Sabri, 2017). However,
these studies primarily focused on actors (brands, companies, and politicians) of relatively
high social standing. Thus, there has been little research on communicators of low social
standing and even less on how variations in social standing influence the communicators’
social media posts. However, this contingency is particularly relevant in the entrepreneurship
context because a nascent venture’s social standing typically varies and evolves considerably.
In this regard, our study comes with important practical implications for entrepreneurs and
their ventures. While it is always prudent to be cautious in providing practical guidelines until
research has been replicated, our results suggest that entrepreneurs who believe that
confrontational language is conducive to social media engagement and consequently adopt
confrontational frames in their nascent ventures’ Tweets are misguided. Our results highlight
that confrontation requires justification (Gamson, 1990; Rhee & Fiss, 2014) and is only
conducive to increased social media engagement for new ventures after acquiring the higher
social standing that comes with affiliations, consecration, and—as seen in our robustness
checks—Dby establishing a venture over time. While role models are indeed important for
entrepreneurs (Hills, 1988), the answer to whether one increases social media engagement by
Tweeting like Elon is thus: it depends—not always, and not from the very start. Social media
audiences’ preferential engagement with content framed as confrontational is contingent on
the social standing of the source of the content. It is not a universal phenomenon.

Second, research on social media says that this context questions “traditional
assumptions that research on media ... rests upon” (Etter et al., 2019, p. 28). Scholars see an
“erosion of long-standing institutional bulwarks [...] in the internet age” (Lazer et al., 2018,
p. 1094) and postulate that social media is governed by norms different from those of

traditional media (Etter et al., 2019). Thus, research on social media questions the extent to
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which we can generalize from theories developed in offline contexts into online settings and
suggests that new theorizing is needed in the online context (Etter et al., 2019; Wang, Reger,
et al., 2021). While it is true that social media users can post what they want on social media
without interference by the gatekeepers of traditional media, such as journalists (Castells,
2011), we find that some basic principles from institutional theory still apply online.
Institutional researchers have found that the social standing of actors—specifically their
legitimacy—influences audience reactions. In particular, ventures that break with the norms
of the categories they belong to are ignored by traditional media gatekeepers (Zuckerman,
1999). While we do not study the deviation from the norms of the categories to which
ventures belong, when the deviation is associated with using confrontational language, the
effects are similar, despite the distributed gatekeeping function among social media users
(each of whom can decide whether to Retweet or not). We, too, find that those of higher
social standing tend to get away with, or even benefit from, norm-breaking, such as through
direct provocation, verbal attacks, or aggressive expressions. In contrast, those of lower
social standing tend not to. Our study thus implies that while social media might be a context
where everything goes, not everything is endorsed—at least not always, and not for everyone.
Overall, we do not disagree that social media requires new theorizing and challenges some
past assumptions (Etter et al., 2019). However, inherited wisdom derived from offline
contexts should not be discounted too quickly.

Third, while in other fields, such as marketing (e.g., Berger & Milkman, 2012; Lee et
al., 2018) and information systems research (e.g., Gelper et al., 2021; Mallipeddi et al.,
2021), ongoing conversations have started to examine drivers of social media engagement,
entrepreneurship research has, to our knowledge, largely neglected investigating how
entrepreneurs and their ventures attract and maximize social media engagement. Such a

deficiency in social media engagement research is surprising given insightful
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entrepreneurship studies examining social media as a tool for entrepreneurial communication
(Fischer & Reuber, 2011; Fischer & Reuber, 2014) and as a manifestation of digital
entrepreneurial identities (Fisch & Block, 2021; Heizmann & Liu, 2022; Obschonka, Fisch,
& Boyd, 2017). So far, only entrepreneurship scholars in crowdfunding have given more
consideration to the importance of social media sharing (Herd, Mallapragada, & Narayan,
2021; Li & Wang, 2019) and have also started looking at social media engagement—
operationalized by sharing on Facebook—specifically as a dependent variable in a post-hoc
analysis (Hopp, Kaminski, & Piller, 2018). Our study brings social media engagement as a
dependent variable to the entrepreneurship literature. It shows how linguistic framing and
social standing are essential drivers of what viral marketing researchers refer to as “the holy
grail” (Akpinar & Berger, 2017, p. 318)—that 1s, very high levels of social media
engagement.

Of course, our study has some limitations that we hope that future research can
address. First, we cannot distinguish between different subgroups of the social media crowd
and whether their reactions would differ. As discussed, such audience diversity is part of the
nature of social media, and customizing posts might not be the key to higher social media
engagement. However, different online audiences might react differently to confrontational
language in ventures’ social media posts, given their levels of experience, expectations, or
professionalism in interacting with ventures, such as investors versus consumers (Roma,
Petruzzelli, & Perrone, 2017). Future research might examine how audience characteristics
impact their reaction to new ventures’ social media posts. Second, at least two empirical
restrictions might limit our findings. A very select sample of ventures was included in this
study: VC-funded ventures. While this sampling allowed us to use VC funding as a
consecrating event, marking a change in a venture’s social standing, this specific

operationalization challenges the generalizability of our findings. Future research endeavors
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could examine how and if our theoretical predictions and empirical findings hold for ventures
that gain social standing through other means, such as inter-firm relations (Stuart et al.,
1999). The other empirical restriction relates to the Twitter API call. Here, we could not
control for the exact number of a venture’s followers over time for each individual post. We
addressed this using fixed-effects regression, in which observations are not compared in a
cross-section but for the individual ventures, which allows us to control for some of this
unobserved heterogeneity. Additionally, we used the (traditional) media visibility of a venture
to control for some of its popularity on social media. In our robustness checks, we also
interacted the number of followers of a venture at the moment of data retrieval with the
venture age and found robust results. However, these approaches remain approximations.
Thus, future research might set up recurring—daily, maybe even hourly—API calls over a
more extended period to account for the number of followers at given points in time. Third,
we advise caution in extrapolating our study’s results beyond audience reactions to individual
Tweets in the form of social media engagement in Retweets and likes. While finding that
confrontational language can positively relate to a VC-funded venture’s Tweet’s engagement,
over time, such posts manifest in their “digital footprints” (Fisch & Block, 2021), where
cumulated Tweets could be considered as ‘minimal narratives’ that shape their identity
(Martens et al., 2007). Indeed, as social media posts are accessible years after (and taken out
of context in doing so), aspiring ventures need to be mindful that recurring “Twitter
tantrums” aimed at getting quick engagement—even if seen as suitable at the time—might
haunt them in the long run.

3.7. Conclusion

Practitioner and research outlets alike have documented how politicians, brands, and
entrepreneurs like Elon Musk attract user engagement with confrontation on social media.
Entrepreneurs might be tempted to follow suit and use confrontational posts themselves to

attract desired social media engagement while viewing individuals, such as Musk, as role
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models. Our study revealed that, also on social media, the communicator’s social standing
impacts how audiences react to such behavior. As long as a venture has not achieved higher
social standing, confrontationally framing Tweets tends to generate less rather than more
social media engagement. Increased social standing leads to more social media engagement
with a venture’s posts in general, and it also changes the influence of confrontationally
framed Tweets. Ventures of higher social standing tend to generate more social media
engagement with confrontationally framed Tweets than Tweets without such framing. Our
study thus comes with a clear takeaway. Nascent entrepreneurs and their ventures cannot
expect the same effects as actors of higher social standing when they frame their social media
posts confrontationally. Actors of higher social standing are evaluated by different rules than
those of lower standing. Nevertheless, much more research is needed on how entrepreneurs
and their nascent ventures can use social media to create engagement and how it affects new
ventures performance. We hope that this article will inspire such research.
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4. Essay III: Who Can Claim Innovation and Benefit From It? Gender and Expectancy

Violations in Reward-Based Crowdfunding

Essay Il was published in Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal in April 2022. Thanks to
one of the Editors-in-Chief, Prof. Gary Dushnitsky, Ph.D. and Wiley, I am allowed to make
the published article a chapter of my dissertation. This chapter contains, adapted in
formatting for reasons of consistency within the dissertation, the manuscript of the
publication:

Seigner, B. D. C., Milanov, H., & McKenny A. (2022). “Who can claim innovation and

benefit from it? Gender and expectancy violations in reward-based crowdfunding,” Strategic

Entrepreneurship Journal. https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1426
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Ltd on behalf of Strategic Management Society.

Abstract

Research Summary. Although reward-based crowdfunding is lauded for its promise
to democratize funding for innovation, claiming innovation in campaign texts has an
ambiguous link to crowdfunding performance. We draw from Expectancy Violations Theory
(EVT) and, in a field study of 2,185 Kickstarter campaigns, find that innovation claims yield
better fundraising performance for women than men, particularly in male-stereotyped
categories. An experiment did not identify the expected indirect effects of innovation claims
on crowdfunding performance through ability trustworthiness. However, it revealed that
women are perceived as more able when launching campaigns in male-stereotyped
categories, suggesting that EVT and ability perceptions may still play an important but
unhypothesized role. We extend research on the role of gender in crowdfunding and strategic
entrepreneurship and make several suggestions for future research.

Managerial Summary. The value of making innovation claims in reward-based
crowdfunding is ambiguous, creating an unclear picture of how entrepreneurs should present
new products on these platforms. In a field study of 2,185 Kickstarter campaigns, we show
that female entrepreneurs benefit more from making innovation claims than their male peers,
especially in male-dominated categories. While we suggested that these effects occur due to
differences in backers’ perceptions of the entrepreneur’s ability, this mechanism was not
supported in an experiment. However, we found that women are perceived as more able when
launching crowdfunding campaigns in male-dominated industry categories. Taken together,
our research suggests that in reward-based crowdfunding, women might benefit from
violating gender expectations when backers view these violations as either positive or
ambiguous.

Keywords. Crowdfunding, Expectancy Violations Theory, innovation, mixed methods,
women’s entrepreneurship
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4.1. Introduction

Financial resource acquisition is a key activity in the launch, survival, and growth of
new ventures (Clough et al., 2019). Traditional sources of funding, such as venture capital or
business angels, provide resources for entrepreneurs who can obtain them; however, only a
fraction of entrepreneurs can (Aldrich & Ruef, 2006). In recent years there has been a surge
in the use of crowdfunding as a complement to traditional fundraising sources (Short,
Ketchen Jr, McKenny, Allison, & Ireland, 2017), especially for early-stage entrepreneurs. To
illustrate, while the entire US venture capital industry funded around 6,500 early-stage deals
in 2020 (Teare, 2022), Kickstarter—the most prominent reward-based crowdfunding
platform—alone funded almost three times as many entrepreneurs (18,642 campaigns;
Thubron, 2021). By soliciting small contributions from a large number of non-professional
investors, crowdfunding promises to bring early-stage funding to a broader range of
entrepreneurs who need it and, in doing so, helps address longstanding inequities in
entrepreneurial fundraising (Mollick & Robb, 2016).

In reward-based crowdfunding, backers receive non-financial compensation in the
form of products or other rewards in exchange for their investment (Mollick, 2014). This
crowdfunding model, in particular, has been lauded for its promise to bring innovative
products and services to the market (Mollick & Robb, 2016). This promise is reflected in
crowdfunding backers’ preference to support campaigns offering such novelty (Taeuscher,
Bouncken, & Pesch, 2020). Why, then, does recent evidence indicate that innovation
claims—reflected in using words such as “creative” or “innovative” in the campaign—have
little or even a negative effect on crowdfunding performance (Calic & Shevchenko, 2020;
Parhankangas & Renko, 2017; Short & Anglin, 2019)?

Part of the explanation may be that innovation claims have an ambiguous valence in
the reward-based crowdfunding context, carrying both positive and negative meanings for

crowdfunding backers. On the one hand, innovation claims portray the campaign creator as
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aligned with the entrepreneurial ideal as an innovator (Schumpeter, 1947). Stressing the
novelty and innovativeness of a business idea is rewarded in traditional fundraising contexts
such as venture capital (Pan et al., 2020) and angel investment (Parhankangas & Ehrlich,
2014). While reward-based crowdfunding backers’ decision-making considerations differ
from professional investors’ in terms of their investment logic, crowdfunding backers’
preferences are aligned with professional investors when it comes to their general appetite for
novelty (Calic & Shevchenko, 2020; Davis, Hmieleski, Webb, & Coombs, 2017; Taeuscher et
al., 2020). Therefore, when entrepreneurs draw attention to this novelty in campaign texts,
this should encourage backers to perceive the campaign as having a greater fit with their
preferences.

On the other hand, innovation claims in crowdfunding texts may also evoke perceived
uncertainty regarding the entrepreneur’s ability to deliver on a more complex campaign.
Unlike professional investors, crowdfunding backers typically have limited investment
experience and lack the ability or inclination to engage in significant due diligence (Allison,
Davis, Short, & Webb, 2015; Allison, Davis, Webb, & Short, 2017). Because crowdfunding is
a high-noise environment where 75% of campaigns deliver products with significant delays
(Mollick, 2014), backers often worry their money will not be used wisely (Kang, Gao, Wang,
& Zheng, 2016). Given that innovation eschews taken-for-granted practices and technologies
to offer a novel alternative, emphasizing innovation in the campaign text draws attention to
the complexity of developing innovative products and the associated challenges of
coordination and planning (Chan & Parhankangas, 2017; Mollick, 2014). This may
undermine trust in the entrepreneur’s ability to successfully deliver on campaign promises.
Taken together, these arguments suggest that innovation claims convey both positive and
negative entrepreneurial qualities, meaning that such claims in crowdfunding texts may be of

ambiguous valence from a backer’s perspective.
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Gender stereotypes associated with innovation further complicate how innovation
claims might be interpreted by crowdfunding backers. Innovativeness is a stereotypically
masculine attribute (Blake & Hanson, 2005; Marlow & McAdam, 2012; Pecis, 2016). For
example, venture capitalists more frequently attribute archetypes such as “innovator” or
“inventor” to male applicants (Malmstrom et al., 2017). When women make innovation
claims, they engage in counterstereotypical behavior.

Research in women’s entrepreneurship and crowdfunding offers mixed predictions on
the effects of counterstereotypical behaviors. Do backers evaluate women more positively for
bringing the female entrepreneur closer to the stereotypical masculine entrepreneur
(Balachandra, Briggs, Eddleston, & Brush, 2019; Davis, Warnick, Anglin, & Allison, 2021;
Thébaud, 2015) or more negatively for overstepping traditional gender boundaries
(Balachandra et al., 2021; Wesemann & Wincent, 2021)? To shed light on this question, we
employ the literature on gender-stereotypic beliefs in entrepreneurship (e.g., Jennings &
Brush, 2013) and Expectancy Violations Theory (EVT; e.g., Burgoon, 1993; Jussim,
Coleman, & Lerch, 1987). EVT suggests that engaging in counterstereotypical behaviors will
result in favorable impressions of and actions towards an individual when the behavior is
interpreted favorably in the context (Jussim et al., 1987; Prentice & Carranza, 2002).
However, when the behavior’s interpretation is ambiguous, as with innovation claims in
crowdfunding, observers will consider their attitude towards the actor—the actor’s
communicator valence—to determine whether to interpret the behavior as positive or
negative (Burgoon, Le Poire, & Rosenthal, 1995).

The masculine stereotyping of innovativeness makes women’s use of innovation
claims in crowdfunding campaigns unexpected, drawing backers’ attention to this language
(see Burgoon & Hale, 1988). At the same time, in reward-based crowdfunding, women’s

campaigns tend to receive stronger support than men’s (e.g., Greenberg & Mollick, 2017;
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Johnson et al., 2018). EVT suggests that this tendency to view women more favorably in
reward-based crowdfunding may mean that women enjoy higher communicator valence in
this context, which would lead backers to interpret female entrepreneurs’ innovation claims
more positively. All else held equal, this is likely to bolster backers’ trust in the female
entrepreneurs’ ability to deliver on campaign promises.

Additionally, while gender stereotypes typically emphasize between-sex differences,
EVT also suggests that within-sex differences may shape evaluators’ decision-making
because gender stereotype expectations are context-dependent (Lanaj & Hollenbeck, 2015).
Crowdfunding categories are important contexts for shaping these evaluations because—
similar to industries—they are gender-typed (Marom, Robb, & Sade, 2016). For instance, the
technology industry is stereotypically masculine because women have been underrepresented
there (Gardiner & Tiggemann, 1999), a trend also found in the technology crowdfunding
category (Greenberg & Mollick, 2017). When fundraising in a male-typed category, women
violate gender-stereotypic expectations (Wesemann & Wincent, 2021). Such trespassing in
male-typed categories is a violation that will draw further attention to the female
entrepreneur’s sex. However, because female entrepreneurs have positive communicator
valence in reward-based crowdfunding, this category violation will likely further strengthen
the positive interpretation of innovation claims made by the entrepreneur.

We use a two-study approach to test our proposed research model (Figure 4). The first
study is a field study of 2,185 single-founder Kickstarter campaigns created between 2014 to
2018. In this study, we find that women benefit from making innovation claims, especially
when fundraising in male-typed categories. However, this advantage does not hold for
women in female-typed categories. In the second study, we conduct an experiment with 426
participants. Our experiment does not identify ability trustworthiness as the causal

mechanism driving our findings in the field study. Nevertheless, the results reveal that female
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entrepreneurs are perceived as more capable when launching crowdfunding campaigns in

male-typed categories, which is consistent with EVT.

Female Sex
H2:- Female-Typed
Category
H1:+
Innovation | | Crowdfunding
Claims Performance

Figure 4.
Proposed research model

Our study makes two key contributions to the entrepreneurship literature and research
focusing on gender and language in entrepreneurial fundraising. First, our study provides
nuance to our understanding of how backers respond to violations of gender stereotypes in
crowdfunding (e.g., Davis et al., 2021; Greenberg & Mollick, 2017; Oo, Creek, & Sheppard,
2022). This literature generally argues for one of two consequences for violating these
stereotypes. On the one hand, social role-based theorizing typically argues that women will
be penalized for violating norms because society enforces conformance to stereotypical
expectations (e.g., Anglin, Wolfe, et al., 2018). On the other hand, theorizing focused on
backer support generally argues that women can benefit from violating norms because it
triggers backers’ activist support (Greenberg & Mollick, 2017) and appeals to backers who
value signals such as courage (Wesemann & Wincent, 2021). EVT links these perspectives by
suggesting that backers’ reactions may be either positive or negative depending on the
valence of the violation (e.g., Oo et al., 2022). Our study adds further important nuance to
EVT theorizing in crowdfunding by examining the consequences of violations that are
ambiguous in valence, which many forms of communication are (e.g., communicating
failure; Roccapriore, Imhof, & Cardon, 2021). For these lines of inquiry, our study employs

the EVT concept of communicator valence, which enables us to theorize about the noted
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preference for women in reward-based crowdfunding and its implications for backers’
evaluations of gender expectancy violations with ambiguous valence. Showing that
innovation claims—one instance of an ambiguous violation—may benefit female
entrepreneurs in reward-based crowdfunding, and especially so when fundraising in male-
typed categories, is also practically important. While prior work demonstrated that women
can count on backer activism when fundraising in male-typed categories (Greenberg &
Mollick, 2017), our study helps inform women in maneuvering such persistent category
stereotypes because they can leverage their higher communicator valence and choose
campaign language that triggers gender expectancy violations to work to their advantage.

Second, we add to prior work on language in crowdfunding campaigns (e.g., Anglin,
Allison, McKenny, & Busenitz, 2014; Anglin, Wolfe, et al., 2018; Steigenberger & Wilhelm,
2018). We integrate and extend two insights that are frequently addressed separately: (1)
language effects are dependent on the gendered expectations of the entrepreneur (e.g.,
Wesemann & Wincent, 2021) and (2) the gender-typed nature of the campaign category
impacts female entrepreneurs’ ability to raise capital using crowdfunding (e.g., Greenberg &
Mollick, 2017). In finding different outcomes of innovation claims for women fundraising in
male- versus female-typed categories, we nuance earlier literature (Calic & Shevchenko,
2020; Parhankangas & Renko, 2017; Short & Anglin, 2019) and show that language effects—
specifically innovation claims—for reward-based crowdfunding performance can be better
understood if we examine them in their configuration with an entrepreneur’s sex and the
gender-typed nature of the crowdfunding category.

4.2. Theoretical background and hypotheses
4.2.1. Gender stereotypes, Expectancy Violations Theory, and reward-based crowdfunding

Stereotypes are “beliefs about the characteristics, attributes, and behaviors of
members of certain groups” (Hilton & Von Hippel, 1996, p. 240). These beliefs are not

necessarily negative; however, they shape how people evaluate others by emphasizing inter-
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group differences and intra-group similarities (Nelson & Miller, 1995). Thus, stereotypes
foster black and white thinking that biases evaluations of stereotyped group members
(Allport, 1954).

Stereotypes are commonly triggered by easily observable characteristics such as
ethnicity, age, or sex. However, gender stereotypes—those triggered by an individual’s sex—
are the most dominant in social categorization (Fiske, Haslam, & Fiske, 1991). Gender
stereotypes are both descriptive, pertaining to how men and women typically are, and
prescriptive, informing about how men and women ought to be (Burgess & Borgida, 1999;
Connell, 1987; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Fiske & Stevens, 1993). For example, women are
characterized and expected to be sincere, caring, good-natured, and nurturing, whereas men
are characterized and expected to be ambitious, independent, and self-confident (Abele,
2003; Bakan, 1966; Eagly, 1987; Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu,
2002).

Less-observable characteristics, such as an occupation, also become stereotypically
associated with gender when individuals of one sex are particularly prevalent in that area
(Eagly & Karau, 1991; Heilman, 1983; Kanze, Conley, Okimoto, Phillips, & Merluzzi,
2020). These stereotypes then influence what society expects of individuals in that
occupation (Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Karau, 2002). For entrepreneurship, the prevalence of men
being held up as exemplars of successful entrepreneurs in the social and academic discourse
has linked entrepreneurship to masculinity and drawn attention to masculine characteristics,
such as risk-taking and competitiveness, as drivers of entrepreneurial success (Ahl, 2006;
Bird & Brush, 2002; Lundmark et al., 2022; Manolova, Brush, Edelman, & Shaver, 2012).
The association of entrepreneurship with masculinity runs so deep that venture capital
investors also penalize male entrepreneurs if they pitch “like a girl” (Balachandra et al.,

2019).
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The masculine stereotype of entrepreneurship creates a double bind for female
entrepreneurs. On the one hand, if entrepreneurial success is associated with masculinity,
female entrepreneurs might overcome this bias by displaying masculine characteristics (e.g.,
Balachandra et al., 2019; Davis et al., 2021; Thébaud, 2015). On the other hand, because
women are expected to exude feminine characteristics, violating these expectations may also
lead to social penalties (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Wesemann & Wincent, 2021). How, then, can
female entrepreneurs navigate the contradictory expectations society has for women and
entrepreneurs?

EVT is a valuable lens for understanding when violating societal expectations will be
rewarded or punished (Burgoon, 1993; Burgoon & Jones, 1976). EVT suggests that an
individual’s behavior is more salient in social evaluations when it violates expectations
observers have of that individual and accordingly provokes stronger reactions (Burgoon,
1993). Because expectations are “enduring pattern[s] of anticipated behavior” (Burgoon,
1993, p. 31), stereotypes are a powerful source of societal expectations for how members of
social groupings are thought and prescribed to behave (Jussim et al., 1987). For example,
given the prevalence of sex categorization and gender stereotypes (Eagly & Karau, 2002),
EVT suggests that a woman engaging in counterstereotypical behavior by adopting masculine
behaviors will be disproportionally salient and thus more likely to be rewarded or punished.

Whether a violation is rewarded or punished depends on two key factors: the
observer’s interpretation of the violation as positive or negative (herein, violation valence)
and the attitude of the observer towards the individual (herein, communicator valence'’;
Burgoon, 1993; Burgoon & Jones, 1976) When interpreting the violation, observers account

for the social desirability of the displayed behavior (Prentice & Carranza, 2002). If the

' The EVT literature refers to this as “communicator reward valence.” The word ‘reward’ in this context
regards whether the observer finds the individual rewarding to interact with. We use the label “communicator
valence” to avoid confusion with the notion of ‘rewards’ offered in reward-based crowdfunding—that is, the
nonfinancial compensation backers expect to receive in exchange for backing the campaign.
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violation valence is clearly positive or negative, communicator valence does not significantly
influence the observer’s evaluation: positive violations lead to positive evaluations, and
negative violations lead to negative evaluations (e.g., Nicholls & Rice, 2017). For example,
male leaders violating evaluators’ expectations by displaying altruism, a female-typed
attribute with a positive valence, are evaluated more positively (Heilman & Chen, 2005).
Similarly, female leaders violating evaluators’ expectations by displaying self-reliance, a
male-typed attribute with a positive valence, are evaluated more positively (Schaumberg &
Flynn, 2017). EVT predicts that these relationships would hold regardless of whether the
leader’s communicator valence is positive or negative.

Communicator valence is most salient when the violation valence is ambiguous
(Burgoon, 1993). For instance, email response latency may violate individuals’ expectations
to receive a prompt response from a correspondent. However, there are several ways in which
one could interpret this latency—some more negative, others more positive (e.g., Kalman &
Rafaeli, 2011). EVT predicts that when the communicator valence is high, ambiguous
violations are interpreted more positively; and when the communicator valence is low,
ambiguous violations are interpreted more negatively (Burgoon & Jones, 1976; Nicholls &
Rice, 2017). These interpretations then shape the evaluation of the behavior and responses to
the violation (Burgoon & Hale, 1988).

Both violation valence and communicator valence are influenced by three classes of
factors: the communicator, the relationship with the communicator, and the context (Burgoon,
1993). When evaluating previously unknown people, these valences “are identical to the
societal norms and standards for the particular type of communicator, relationship, and
situation” (Burgoon & Hale, 1988, p. 60). For example, social norms regarding how women
are perceived (and supported) and how investors relate to entrepreneurs differ across

contexts. Whereas in traditional entrepreneurial finance, like venture capital, feminine
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attributes have been less valued (e.g., Guzman & Kacperczyk, 2019); in reward-based
crowdfunding, feminine stereotypes result in more positive evaluations of women. Here,
backers’ decisions are driven by community-minded sensibilities (Colombo, Franzoni, &
Rossi—Lamastra, 2015), feelings of empathy (Greenberg & Mollick, 2017), and a desire to
support trustworthy entrepreneurs (Duan, Hsieh, Wang, & Wang, 2020; Johnson et al., 2018).
These motives align well with women’s stereotyped femininity (Fiske et al., 2002, 2007) nd
ultimately drive the overall higher funding success of campaigns launched by female
entrepreneurs (Johnson et al., 2018).

Context also influences these evaluations (Burgoon, 1993). For example, an eloquent
man will be evaluated more favorably if he is a member of a football team than if he is a
member of an academic speech team (Bettencourt, Charlton, Dorr, & Hume, 2001). As with
occupations, contexts can be gender-typed and prime expectations of men and women (e.g.,
Kanze et al., 2020). For example, male fashion writers receive disproportionate praise
relative to women writers in the same sector (Bettencourt et al., 2001).

EVT has already begun to help researchers illuminate the role of gender stereotypes in
entrepreneurship. For example, Hmieleski and Sheppard (2019) draw from EVT to explore
whether creativity among female entrepreneurs might lead to heightened person-work fit
perceptions relative to their male peers. Similarly, Davis et al. (2021) show that adopting
masculine facial expressions can help women in crowdfunded microfinance. However,
current applications of EVT to research on women in entrepreneurship have focused on
behaviors with generally positive or negative interpretations. As a result, extant applications
of EVT to understanding the role of gender stereotypes in entrepreneurship have not needed
to consider the role of communicator valence in social evaluations. To bridge the gap
between what we currently know and what we need to know to continue making inroads into

addressing gender inequality in entrepreneurship, we consider the curious ambiguity of
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innovation claims in reward-based crowdfunding.

4.2.2. Innovation claims in reward-based crowdfunding from a gender stereotype
perspective

Innovation is a central aspect of being an entrepreneur or entrepreneurial (Covin &
Slevin, 1991; Schumpeter, 1947). This association suggests that conveying innovativeness
should be rewarded in entrepreneurship, and in many cases, it is (e.g., Pan et al., 2020;
Parhankangas & Ehrlich, 2014; Wales, Cox, Lortie, & Sproul, 2019). Crowdfunding, in
particular, is positioned as a new form of entrepreneurial finance designed to bridge “the
funding gap that plagues small, innovative firms” (Hervé & Schwienbacher, 2018, p. 1515),
and crowdfunding backers are thought to expect such novelty of these ventures (Davis et al.,
2017; Taeuscher et al., 2020). Surprisingly, recent research indicates that making innovation
claims in crowdfunding pitches may have little effect or even harm fundraising outcomes
(Parhankangas & Renko, 2017; Short & Anglin, 2019). This hints at a more complex role of
innovativeness in crowdfunding than currently understood and echoes the insight from a
meta-analysis suggesting that the usually positive link between innovativeness and
performance may be sensitive to context (i.e., Rosenbusch, Brinckmann, & Bausch, 2011).

Reward-based crowdfunding is an uncertain investment context. Products are often in
the early stages of development (Hervé & Schwienbacher, 2018). Minimal disclosure
requirements create information asymmetries between entrepreneurs and backers (Courtney,
Dutta, & Li, 2017). Backers are typically not experienced investors (Allison et al., 2015), and
there is often little recourse for campaigns that are ultimately unable to deliver the product
unless there is evidence of fraud. This uncertainty makes trust in the entrepreneur’s ability to
use the funds raised to deliver the promised rewards a central concern of backers (Colombo,
2021). Indeed, “fear that the money that they give will not be used wisely” was cited as the
key reason why Americans limit their contributions to Kickstarter (Kang et al., 2016, p.

1801). Emphasizing innovation claims in the crowdfunding campaign may appeal to backers’
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appetite for novelty (Taeuscher et al., 2020) and aligns the campaign creator with the profile
of the archetypal entrepreneur (Schumpeter, 1947). However, it may also exacerbate the
already high level of perceived uncertainty borne by backers because innovation is itself a
source of uncertainty (Freeman & Soete, 1997). This may lead backers to perceive greater
campaign complexity, decreasing backers’ trust in the entrepreneur’s ability to deliver on
campaign promises (Chan & Parhankangas, 2017).

In traditional entrepreneurial fundraising contexts, such as venture capital or angel
investment, the uncertainty created by innovation claims can be addressed through due
diligence (e.g., De Cleyn & Braet, 2007). Traditional investors conduct considerable research
on the entrepreneur, venture, and the technical viability of the proposed product to reduce
uncertainty. Crowdfunding backers generally cannot conduct the same due diligence (Allison
et al., 2017). Instead, they typically rely on the limited information provided in the campaign
to evaluate whether they trust the entrepreneur to deliver on the campaign’s promises
(Cholakova & Clarysse, 2015; Duan et al., 2020; Johnson et al., 2018). As a result, making
innovation claims in crowdfunding campaigns may have both positive and negative
interpretations.

That there may be more than one way to interpret innovation claims in crowdfunding
campaigns indicates there may be contingencies that influence backers to interpret the
language more or less favorably. EVT suggests that the sex of the communicator may be a
salient factor for two related reasons. First, creativity and innovation are generally associated
with masculine characteristics such as self-direction and independence (Proudfoot, Kay, &
Koval, 2015). Exemplifying this bias, a recent study found that venture capitalists generally
use the term ‘innovator’ to describe men (Malmstrom et al., 2017). EVT suggests that
crowdfunding backers are likely to react most strongly to innovation claims when these

claims violate backers’ expectations. Communications that violate an observer’s expectations
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arouse the attention of the observer and make the communicated message more salient
(Burgoon & Jones, 1976). For example, when managers of engineers perceived women’s
behaviors as innovative, they were more likely to “overshoot” in their recommendations to
promote women over equally innovative men because innovative behavior was expected of
men (Post, DiTomaso, Lowe, Farris, & Cordero, 2009). This suggests that when women use
innovation claims, backers will respond more strongly than for men because using innovation
claims is an expectancy violation for women.

Second, because making innovation claims in crowdfunding is ambiguous in nature,
EVT suggests that communicator valence will influence whether backers interpret the claims
positively or negatively. When entrepreneurs with a high communicator valence use
innovation claims, backers are likely to select a more favorable interpretation. EVT suggests
that the same characteristics that determine behavioral expectations also drive communicator
valence, and the sex of the communicator is one such characteristic (e.g., Burgoon, 1993;
DelGreco & Denes, 2020). The preference for women-led campaigns in reward-based
crowdfunding suggests that, all else held equal, the communicator valence is higher for
women than for men in this context. As a result, backers should interpret women’s innovation
claims more favorably in crowdfunding. This parallels findings from a study of business plan
evaluations which found student evaluators were less likely to penalize a female entrepreneur
exhibiting innovative behavior because she “signals a level of agency that is not expected for
women in general, but that better fits the masculine stereotype of the ‘entrepreneur’”
(Thébaud, 2015, p. 15). If backers interpret women’s innovation claims in a favorable light,
women who emphasize innovation language in crowdfunding campaigns may come across as
exhibiting qualities that make them appear more capable of delivering on campaign promises,

and by extension, more likely to be funded by backers. Stated formally:
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Hypothesis (H1). In reward-based crowdfunding, innovation claims are less
negatively related to crowdfunding performance for female entrepreneurs than
for their male peers.

4.2.3. The moderating effect of gender-typed crowdfunding categories

Much like the prevalence of one sex in an occupation (e.g., entrepreneurship) can
create gender associations for the occupation, the prevalence of one sex in an industry can
create gender associations for the industry (Abraham, 2020; Shinar, 1975). These stereotypes
then influence whether men or women are expected in the industry. For instance, information
and communication technology is a male-typed industry, which negatively influences girls’
interest in, and likelihood to enter employment in such an industry (Clayton, Von Hellens, &
Nielsen, 2009). These gendered stereotypes create barriers to broader inclusion (e.g., Cadaret,
Hartung, Subich, & Weigold, 2017; Cheryan, Plaut, Handron, & Hudson, 2013), which
maintains the overrepresentation of one sex and makes gendered industry stereotypes
resistant to change. Interestingly, the sex distribution across crowdfunding categories mirrors
the sex distribution for industries in US employment (Marom et al., 2016).

When female entrepreneurs launch campaigns in male-typed crowdfunding
categories, this violates expectations regarding who traditionally launches ventures in these
categories. Because the sex of the entrepreneur is what drives their unexpected presence in
the male-typed category, this draws additional attention to their sex, making it more salient.
Indeed, crowdfunding research has documented that backers are alert to women in male-
typed categories (Greenberg & Mollick, 2017), seeing their minority status as “special”
(Wesemann & Wincent, 2021).

Our earlier theorizing suggested that the higher communicator valence of women in
crowdfunding shapes how backers interpret innovation claims used by women in
crowdfunding campaigns. Specifically, we argued that women are penalized less or may even
benefit from making innovation claims. When the sex of a woman is made more salient by

launching a crowdfunding campaign in a male-typed category, the potentially positive
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reaction to this expectancy violation is also likely to be amplified. Thus, the positive
reactions to innovation claims in reward-based crowdfunding for women should yield
stronger effects in male-typed compared to female-typed crowdfunding categories. Stated
formally:

Hypothesis (H2). In reward-based crowdfunding, for female entrepreneurs,

innovation claims will be more strongly associated with crowdfunding
performance in male-typed than in female-typed crowdfunding categories.

4.3. Study 1: Field study
4.3.1. Sample

Our sampling frame consists of reward-based crowdfunding campaigns launched on
Kickstarter between 2014-2018. Since Kickstarter’s launch in 2009, over 20 million backers
have provided nearly US§ 6.5 billion to fund over 215,000 campaigns across campaign
categories ranging from technology to film & video (Kickstarter, 2022). This makes
Kickstarter one of the most prominent platforms for reward-based crowdfunding and a
common sampling frame in the crowdfunding literature (Anglin, Short, et al., 2018).
Selecting campaigns from 2014-2018 avoids periods of economic disturbance and campaigns
launched early in Kickstarter’s development. Finally, we set a minimum and a maximum
funding goal to ensure we capture campaigns that are most likely to be seen as
entrepreneurial endeavors with realistic funding goals rather than side projects that are easily
funded by the creator’s close ties (Greenberg & Mollick, 2017). We selected a minimum goal
of US$ 10,000, guided by the average microloan amount of US$ 13,000 backed by the U.S.
Small Business Administration (2021). We selected a maximum funding goal of
USS$ 1,000,000 to capture only campaigns with realistic funding goals, given the norms of
successful Kickstarter campaigns (Mollick, 2014).

From this sampling frame, we removed suspended or canceled campaigns (Anglin,

Short, et al., 2018). We also sampled only campaigns that featured a human face using a face
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detection algorithm called rapid.'” Because we sought to attribute the gendering effects to a
single entrepreneur, we used the artificial intelligence application haystack.ai to screen out
profile pictures that featured more than one face and profile pictures with babies or
children.!® Following prior literature using picture recognition for assessing apparent sex
(Chan & Wang, 2018), we enforced a confidence cutoff for the profile picture analysis.
Specifically, we used a threshold of 99% in our sampling. Because the words associated with
innovation and the frequency with which these words are typically used may vary across
languages, we sampled only campaigns with an available English campaign text. Finally,
crowdfunding categories with a representation of female versus male founders near the mean
value of this representation across all Kickstarter categories are unlikely to have salient
stereotypical associations. Thus we used a 40-20-40 split to eliminate the 20% of categories
closest to this mean (Food, Photography, and Publishing) to provide a clear test of the role of
gender-typed categories (Skandera, McKenny, & Combs, 2022).'* This selection process
resulted in a final sample of 2,185 campaigns.

4.3.2. Dependent variables

To capture the multifaceted nature of crowdfunding performance, we operationalize
performance in two ways. First, because Kickstarter only transfers the funds raised by the
campaign if the entrepreneur’s minimum funding goal is met, we measured goal success; 1
when the goal was met, 0 otherwise (Colombo et al., 2015; Josefy, Dean, Albert, & Fitza,
2017; Parhankangas & Renko, 2017). Second, we captured the funds pledged by backers in
USS. This continuous measure provides a more nuanced view of campaign performance

because it captures how much funding campaign creators (could) have raised with their

12 In Appendix C, we show an example of how portrait pictures look in entrepreneurs’ Kickstarter campaigns
and profile pages.

13 Kickstarter sets a minimum age of 18 for launching a campaign. We, therefore, used haystack.ai to remove
any campaigns that used a picture that seemed to contain someone who appeared to be under the age of 18.

14 We explain the specific sampling criterion as we introduce the operationalization of female-typed categories
and also present a robustness check including those three categories. The results partially validate reported
findings—that is, support for Hypothesis H2—of our main analyses.
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campaign (Johnson et al., 2018; Wesemann & Wincent, 2021).

4.3.3. Independent and interaction variables

Innovation claims. To measure innovation claims, we followed prior studies in
crowdfunding (e.g., Anglin, Wolfe, et al., 2018; Calic & Shevchenko, 2020; McKenny, Short,
Ketchen Jr, Payne, & Moss, 2018) and employed computer-aided text analysis (CATA).
Existing dictionaries used in crowdfunding studies were developed to examine innovation
language in different contexts, such as public companies’ annual reports (Michalisin, 2001) or
shareholder letters (McKenny, Aguinis, Short, & Anglin, 2018; McKenny, Short, et al., 2018;
Short et al., 2010). To avoid measurement error arising from using these dictionaries in a
context in which language is used differently, we developed a dictionary specific to the
reward-based crowdfunding context. First, we examined whether words within existing
dictionaries (Calic & Shevchenko, 2020; McKenny, Aguinis, et al., 2018; McKenny, Short, et
al., 2018; Pan et al., 2020; Parhankangas & Renko, 2017; Short et al., 2010) were reflective
of innovation claims if used in a crowdfunding campaign. Next, we enriched our dictionary
by producing a list of all words used in our sample of campaigns.'> From this list, we
eliminated words that occurred fewer than 15 times in said sample. This resulted in a list of
13,635 words that were manually coded for whether, when used in a crowdfunding context,
they would reflect innovativeness.

For each word identified as potentially relevant to innovation, we selected 20 random
instances in actual campaign descriptions and excluded terms that provided poor face
validity.'® Throughout the coding process, inclusion and exclusion decisions were made
jointly by two of the authors, and conflicting decisions were resolved through discussion and

consensus. The final dictionary comprising 215 terms, such as “groundbreaking” and

15 We derived the dictionaries from the campaigns before introducing the minimum funding goal and category
sampling criterion to keep the dictionary more generalizable to the overall crowdfunding language backers are
used to on the platform.

16 For exemplars of how crowdfunding entrepreneurs use the terms in our dictionary, please see Appendix D.
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“unprecedented,” is presented in Appendix D. Using the linguistic software Linguistic
Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC; Pennebaker, Boyd, Jordan, & Blackburn, 2015) we
calculated the percentage frequency of innovation claims used in each campaign. For
example, a value of 3.4 reflects that 3.4% of the overall words used in the campaign’s “story”
are reflective of innovation claims.

Female sex. To identify the entrepreneur’s sex, we used haystack.ai and assigned a
value of 1 for entrepreneurs identified by the algorithm as female. We manually validated the
assessment by looking at a random subsample of 60 campaign photos. The algorithm did not
differ in its evaluation from the human coders in any cases.

Female-typed crowdfunding category. Crowdfunding categories are classified as
male- or female-typed based on the sex distribution of entrepreneurs in these categories
(Greenberg & Mollick, 2017). We designated a category as predominately female if the
percentage of female entrepreneurs in that category is above the average share of 34.05% of
female founders in all Kickstarter categories. To determine this mean and the percentage of
female founders in each category, we relied on the findings of Ullah and Zhou (2020), whose
work covers a similar timeframe but uses a larger sample of 27,117 campaigns. Employing
their summary statistics, the following categories are designated as male (we list the
percentage of female campaign creators in these categories in brackets) Design (25.28%),
Film & Video (22.49%), Games (11.34%), Journalism (28.73%), Music (25.36%), and
Technology (13.32%). In turn, the categories Art (38.47%), Comics (37.74%), Crafts
(50.41%), Dance (69.74%), Fashion (38.83%), and Theater (44.59%) are designated as

female-typed.!” The dummy variable has a value of one for female-typed categories and zero

otherwise.

17 The percentages of female campaign creators in eliminated categories were 31.42% (Photography), 36.69%
(Food), and 36.38% (Publishing).
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4.3.4. Control variables

We controlled for a number of campaign-related, campaign text-related, and founder-
related factors that could influence crowdfunding performance. We first controlled for the
campaign funding goal (in US$) and campaign duration (in the number of days; Mollick,
2014). To distinguish low- from high-quality campaigns, we controlled for the presence of a
video (Allison et al., 2015; 2017) and for the presence of other pictures on a campaign page.
With the dummy variable staff picked, we controlled for whether Kickstarter staff chose to
highlight a campaign, imparting additional support to it via a featured promotion on the site’s
landing page (Anglin, Short, et al., 2018). We control for campaign updates because they can
signal engagement by the creator (Younkin & Kuppuswamy, 2017). Finally, we controlled for
location effects with country dummies (Allison et al., 2015; Anglin, Short, et al., 2018). We
use multilevel models to account for unobserved heterogeneity on the basis of the industry
categories provided by Kickstarter (Allison et al., 2015), the year (Anglin, Short, et al.,
2018), and the month when a campaign was launched.

We followed prior crowdfunding studies and employed LIWC (Pennebaker, Boyd, et
al., 2015) to control for language related to positive emotions, negative emotions, and
authenticity (Younkin & Kuppuswamy, 2017), as well as for female and male language
(Wesemann & Wincent, 2021). We controlled for entrepreneurs’ intellectual property with a
dichotomous variable, coded at one if the campaign referred to copyrights, patents, or
trademarks and zero otherwise (Scheaf et al., 2018). We also controlled for the crowdfunding
experience by counting the overall number of campaigns each entrepreneur started on
Kickstarter (Colombo et al., 2015). To account for the potential effects of entrepreneurs’
online networks and additional websites, we controlled for the inclusion of a Facebook link
within a campaign’s materials (Skirnevskiy, Bendig, & Brettel, 2017). Finally, we controlled
for the entrepreneurs’ apparent age, ethnicity (Younkin & Kuppuswamy, 2017), and

attractiveness using the haystack.ai algorithm.
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4.3.5. Summary Statistics

We present summary statistics and pairwise correlations for all non-categorical
variables in Table 5. Our sample is largely representative of that found in previous
crowdfunding research in terms of campaign holders’ countries (77.57% US-based; see
Anglin, Wolfe, et al., 2018), proportion of female entrepreneurs (20.46%; see Wesemann &
Wincent, 2021), and frequency of innovation language usage (2.46% of words; see Calic &
Shevchenko, 2020). The overall success rate of campaigns in our sample was 27.46%, which
is comparable to the 31.9% found by Greenberg and Mollick (2017), who also imposed
funding goal sampling criteria to screen out campaigns that may be perceived as passion

projects rather than entrepreneurial ventures.
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Table 5.

Field study summary statistics

84

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 Goal success 0.27 0.45 1.00
2 Money pledged 18,537.24  120,760.49 0.22%%%* 1.00
3 Innovation claims 2.46 1.40 -0.06%* -0.01 1.00
4 Female sex 0.20 0.40 -0.03 -0.03 -0.06** 1.00
5 Female category 0.22 0.41 -0.09%** -0.03 -0.02 0.23%%* 1.00
6 Funding goal 54,155.27  98,265.92 -0.19%%* 0.00 0.02 -0.02 -0.06%* 1.00
7 Duration 35.61 11.55 -0.13%** -0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.09*** 1.00
8 Video 0.76 0.43 0.30%** 0.08*** -0.00 -0.02 -0.08%** -0.09%** -0.07** 1.00
9 Picture 0.56 0.50 0.41%%* 0.12%** -0.01 -0.00 0.02 -0.10%** -0.11%** 0.38%** 1.00
10 Staff picked 0.13 0.34 0.47%%* 0.15%** 0.00 -0.05* -0.03 -0.08%** -0.07** 0.19%** 0.27%%* 1.00
11 Updates 6.56 12.25 0.67%%* 0.24%** -0.05* -0.06** -0.10%** -0.10%** -0.08*** 0.24%%* 0.36%%* 0.42%%%* 1.00
12 Positive emotions 3.91 1.77 0.05* 0.00 0.09%*** 0.12%%%* 0.08%** -0.07** -0.00 0.08%** 0.03 0.01 -0.01
13 Negative emotions 0.80 0.95 -0.01 0.01 -0.13%** -0.03 -0.07*** 0.03 -0.01 -0.03 -0.04f -0.02 0.04%
14 Authenticity 23.81 19.55 -0.12%%* -0.02 0.01 0.04% 0.09%** 0.02 0.03 -0.16%*** -0.14%** -0.08%** -0.10%**
15 Female language 0.38 1.01 0.01 -0.02 -0.12%%* 0.23%%* 0.05%* -0.00 -0.04 -0.01 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02
16 Male language 0.51 1.06 0.04% -0.02 -0.15%** -0.07*** -0.05* -0.02 -0.03 0.08%** 0.01 -0.01 0.02
17 Intellectual property 0.08 0.28 0.04% 0.02 0.06%* -0.04* -0.02 -0.02 0.01 0.07%* 0.07%** 0.04% 0.04*
18 Experience 1.63 1.92 0.26%** 0.14%** -0.047 -0.08%** -0.04% -0.05%* -0.05* 0.07%** 0.14%%* 0. 14%%* 0.33%%*
19 Facebook 0.52 0.50 0.15%** 0.06%* -0.06%** -0.047 0.02 -0.05%* -0.02 0.07%* 0.10%** 0.07*** 0.15%**
20 Age 40.43 13.30 -0.02 -0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.07%** -0.01 -0.02 0.02
21 Attractiveness 6.15 1.67 0.04f 0.00 -0.02 0.25%** 0.07*** -0.03 -0.02 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.00
Variable 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

12 Positive emotions 1.00
13 Negative emotions -0.07*** 1.00
14 Authenticity -0.07*** -0.02 1.00
15 Female language -0.02 0.16%**  -0.08*** 1.00
16 Male language 0.00 0.20%** -0.14%%* 0.19%** 1.00
17 Intellectual property -0.05* -0.047 0.00 -0.06%* -0.07** 1.00
18 Experience -0.01 0.06%* -0.04% -0.04* -0.02 0.01 1.00
19 Facebook -0.00 -0.00 0.03 -0.01 0.03 0.02 0.13%%* 1.00
20 Age -0.01 0.00 -0.08%** 0.02 -0.05* 0.09%** 0.05* -0.07%** 1.00
21 Attractiveness 0.06** -0.03 0.03 0.06** 0.00 -0.04* -0.06%* 0.03 -0.27%** 1.00

Note: For interpretability, all values reported here are before applying inverse hyperbolic sine transformation. N = 2,185 campaigns.

**Ep<.001;

**p<.01;

*p<.05;

fp<.l.



4.3.6. Method of analysis

We employed multilevel generalized linear models that we tailored to fit the nature of
our two dependent variables because the nesting of crowdfunding campaign data into
categories mirrors the structure of Kickstarter, where projects are listed in predefined
categories, each of which can be browsed and searched separately. Further nesting into years
and months accounts for intra-category competition over time. Finally, multilevel modeling
enhances comparability with other crowdfunding studies, which provide for this nested
structure as well (e.g., Anglin, Wolfe, et al., 2018; Davis et al., 2017).

Using a generalized linear model allows for non-normally distributed dependent
variables (McCullagh & Nelder, 2019). Neither of our dependent variables is normally
distributed. Goal success is dichotomous, so we used the generalized linear model from the
Bernoulli family with a logit link. Stata automatically eliminated all observations in which
our location dummies predicted failure perfectly. Money pledged follows a gamma
distribution, so we used an inverse hyperbolic sine transformation to prepare the dependent
variable for a generalized linear model with Gaussian distribution (Anglin, Wolfe, et al.,
2018). For both models, we used and reported heteroskedasticity robust standard errors. The
intraclass correlations for both null models are: goal success (category ICC = 0.18; category
and year ICC = 0.22; category, year, and month ICC = 0.24) and money pledged (category
ICC = 0.10; category and year ICC = 0.14; category, year, and month ICC = 0.17). These
values support using multilevel modeling, as they are within the range of 0.05 to 0.30 found
in methods research as typical for a multilevel structure (Aguinis, Gottfredson, & Culpepper,
2013). To deal with issues of skewness, we transformed all continuous control variables with
an absolute skewness above one using inverse hyperbolic sine transformation. This
transformation is similar in function to a logarithmic transformation while allowing for
variable values of zero and below (Friedline, Masa, & Chowa, 2015). There were no signs of

multicollinearity (maximum VIF for continuous variables = 1.91; see Johnston et al., 2018).
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4.4. Study 1: Results

We present the results of our multilevel regression models in Table 6. Models with
goal success as a dependent variable are designated with an “a” (e.g., Model 1a). Models with
money pledged as a dependent variable are designated with a “b” (e.g., Model 1b).

Hypothesis H1 predicted that, in reward-based crowdfunding, innovation claims
would be less negatively related to crowdfunding performance for female entrepreneurs than
for their male peers. The interaction effect of female sex and innovation claims was positive
and significant for goal success (Model 2a; b = 0.50, p = .02) but not significant for money
pledged (Model 2b; b =0.13, p = .16). We calculated the average marginal effects for the
significant goal success model. The results indicate that a one standard deviation (1.40)
increase in innovation claims increases the probability of funding success for women by
2.62% (dy/dx = 0.02, p = .03). In Figure 5, we graphically present the interaction effect on the
probability of goal success. We see that women benefit from making innovation claims.
Hypothesis H1 is thus partially supported because while we found a significant effect on

campaign success in Model 2a, we found no effect on money pledged.
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Figure 5.
Two-way interaction of innovation claims x female sex on probability of goal success
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Table 6.
Generalized linear and logit multilevel models for predicting crowdfunding performance

Variables Model 1a: Base model (goal success) Model 1b: Base model (money pledged ihs) Model 2a: Two;:;a{g?;')s‘;it;g;; laims x female Model 2b: Ts‘::—(mao);lle];n;l‘é ?_]tglzg :ll:;ms x female
b SE p b SE p b SE p b SE p

Control variables

Funding goal ihs -1.64%%* 0.22 0.00 -0.13 0.08 0.12 -1.69%** 0.23 0.00 -0.13 0.08 0.13

Duration ihs -1 12%%* 0.24 0.00 0.13 0.19 0.50 -1 13%** 0.25 0.00 0.13 0.19 0.48

Video 0.95%** 0.27 0.00 1.46%** 0.14 0.00 1.01*** 0.29 0.00 1.47%** 0.14 0.00

Picture 0.94*** 0.19 0.00 1.59%** 0.19 0.00 0.99%** 0.17 0.00 1.59%** 0.19 0.00

Staff picked 1.60%*** 0.46 0.00 0.97%** 0.16 0.00 1.63%** 0.47 0.00 0.97%** 0.16 0.00

Updates ihs 1.91%** 0.33 0.00 1.38%** 0.07 0.00 1.95%** 0.34 0.00 1.38%*** 0.07 0.00

Location dummies YES YES YES YES

Positive emotions ihs 0.25 0.28 0.38 0.17f 0.10 0.08 0.23 0.28 0.41 0.17f 0.10 0.08

Negative emotions ihs -0.30 0.27 0.26 -0.00 0.10 0.96 -0.34 0.27 0.21 -0.00 0.10 0.98

Authenticity ihs -0.18" 0.11 0.08 -0.08 0.05 0.11 -0.17 0.11 0.11 -0.08 0.05 0.11

Female language ihs 0.19f 0.11 0.08 -0.03 0.06 0.60 0.20* 0.10 0.05 -0.03 0.06 0.63

Male language ihs -0.48%%* 0.13 0.00 0.07 0.08 0.43 -0.50%** 0.14 0.00 0.06 0.08 0.47

Intellectual property 0.33 0.34 0.33 0.24" 0.13 0.07 0.30 0.31 0.32 0.24F 0.13 0.07

Experience ihs 0.34 0.22 0.12 0.07 0.06 0.22 0.34 0.23 0.13 0.07 0.06 0.22

Facebook -0.05 0.30 0.85 -0.01 0.12 0.94 -0.08 0.30 0.78 -0.01 0.12 0.96

Ethnicity dummies YES YES YES YES

Age -0.00 0.00 0.60 0.01** 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.72 0.01** 0.00 0.00

Attractiveness 0.09 0.08 0.23 0.05 0.05 0.28 0.09 0.07 0.21 0.05 0.05 0.26

Interaction variables

Innovation claims -0.02 0.08 0.82 -0.04 0.04 0.31 -0.11 0.09 0.21 -0.06" 0.03 0.08

Female sex -0.31 0.45 0.50 0.11 0.13 0.41 -1.45% 0.72 0.04 -0.19 0.28 0.50

Female category -0.37 0.65 0.57 -0.07 0.18 0.70 -0.36 0.68 0.60 -0.08 0.18 0.67

Two-way interactions

Isne‘)‘("vat“’“ claims x female 0.50% 0.21 0.02 0.13 0.09 0.16

Innovation claims x Female

category

Female sex x female

category

Intercept 13.98*** 2.42 0.00 2.31F 1.29 0.07 14.51%** 2.50 0.00 2.31F 1.28 0.07

Variance components

Categories 1.01 0.57 0.00 0.00 1.03 0.62 0.00 0.00

Years 0.02 0.08 0.15 0.10 0.03 0.08 0.15 0.10

Months 0.13 0.35 0.11 0.06 0.19 0.37 0.11 0.06

Residual variance 5.37 0.31 5.36 0.31

Log pseudolikelihood -338.58 -4,971.86 -336.53 -4,971.01

N 2,168 2,185 2,168 2,185
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Continuation Table 6

Variables Model 3a: Base model all two-way interactions Model 3b: Base model all two-.way interactions Model 4a: Three-way innovation claims x female Model 4b: Three-way innovation claims X.female
(goal success) (money pledged ihs) sex x female category (goal success) sex x female category (money pledged ihs)
b SE P b SE p b SE p b SE p

Control variables
Funding goal ihs -1.68%*** 0.23 0.00 -0.13 0.08 0.12 -1.68%*** 0.23 0.00 -0.13 0.08 0.13
Duration ihs -1.14%%* 0.24 0.00 0.14 0.19 0.45 -1, 15%%* 0.24 0.00 0.14 0.19 0.46
Video 1.05%** 0.29 0.00 1.47%%* 0.14 0.00 1.03%** 0.31 0.00 1.46%** 0.14 0.00
Picture 1.00%** 0.18 0.00 1.59%** 0.19 0.00 1.02%** 0.19 0.00 1.59%** 0.19 0.00
Staff picked 1.62%** 0.47 0.00 0.97%%* 0.16 0.00 1.63%** 0.46 0.00 0.97%** 0.17 0.00
Updates ihs 1.94%** 0.34 0.00 1.38%%%* 0.07 0.00 1.95%** 0.35 0.00 1.38%%* 0.07 0.00
Location dummies YES YES YES YES
Positive emotions ihs 0.24 0.27 0.39 0.17 0.10 0.07 0.24 0.27 0.38 0.17 0.10 0.08
Negative emotions ihs -0.35 0.27 0.20 -0.00 0.10 0.98 -0.36 0.27 0.19 -0.00 0.10 0.97
Authenticity ihs -0.17% 0.10 0.10 -0.08 0.05 0.12 -0.17 0.11 0.12 -0.07 0.05 0.14
Female language ihs 0.22%* 0.10 0.04 -0.04 0.07 0.57 0.22%* 0.11 0.04 -0.03 0.07 0.61
Male language ihs -0.50%*** 0.14 0.00 0.07 0.08 0.42 -0.49%** 0.15 0.00 0.07 0.08 0.39
Intellectual property 0.31 0.31 0.32 0.247 0.13 0.08 0.28 0.32 0.39 0.247 0.14 0.08
Experience ihs 0.36" 0.21 0.10 0.07 0.06 0.22 0.36" 0.21 0.09 0.08 0.06 0.17
Facebook -0.08 0.30 0.80 -0.00 0.12 0.97 -0.07 0.30 0.80 -0.01 0.12 0.95
Ethnicity dummies YES YES YES YES
Age -0.00 0.00 0.72 0.01%* 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.01 0.83 0.01%* 0.00 0.00
Attractiveness 0.09 0.07 0.21 0.05 0.05 0.26 0.10 0.08 0.20 0.05 0.05 0.28
Interaction variables
Innovation claims -0.08 0.10 0.44 -0.04 0.04 0.31 -0.11 0.10 0.28 -0.06 0.04 0.12
Female sex -1.50* 0.76 0.05 -0.33 0.27 0.23 -1.93* 0.91 0.03 -0.70%* 0.26 0.01
Female Category 0.22 0.79 0.78 0.05 0.26 0.85 -0.29 0.89 0.74 -0.23 0.29 0.43
Two-way interactions
Innovation claims x 0.55%* 0.19 0.00 0.15 0.10 0.14 0.73%%% 0.15 0.00 0.32%%x 0.06 0.00
female sex
Innovation claims -0.20 0.20 033 -0.09 0.10 0.36 0.00 0.26 0.99 0.02 0.11 0.82
female category
Female sex x female -0.37 0.56 0.50 0.28 0.25 0.26 1.13 0.97 0.24 1.30%* 0.45 0.00
category
Three-way interaction
Innovation claims x
female sex x female -0.63* 0.28 0.02 -0.43%** 0.11 0.00
category
Intercept 14.36%** 2.47 0.00 2.28% 1.26 0.07 14.34%%* 2.42 0.00 2.30% 1.27 0.07
Variance components
Categories 1.09 0.62 0.00 0.00 1.05 0.60 0.00 0.00
Years 0.02 0.07 0.15 0.10 0.02 0.07 0.16 0.11
Months 0.17 0.37 0.11 0.06 0.19 0.37 0.11 0.06
Residual variance 5.36 0.31 5.34 0.31
Log pseudolikelihood -336.08 -4,969.98 -335.34 -4,967.87
N 2,168 2,185 2,168 2,185

Note: 15 categories, 4 years, and 12 months.

k% p < 001;

**p<.01;

*p <.05;

fp<.1.
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Hypothesis H2 predicted that, in reward-based crowdfunding, female entrepreneurs
who use innovation claims would perform better in raising funds in male-typed than in
female-typed crowdfunding categories. In both models, the interaction effect of innovation
claims, female sex, and female-typed category is negative and significant (Model 4a for goal
success, b =-0.63, p = .02; Model 4b for money pledged, b =-0.43, p <.01). We calculated
the average marginal effects and slope differences for both models. The results indicate that a
one standard deviation increase in innovation claims increases the probability of funding
success for women in a male-typed category by 4.30% (dy/dx = 0.03, p <.001). For money
pledged, a one standard deviation increase in innovation claims increases the money pledged
for women in a male-typed category by 36.46% (dy/dx = 0.26, p < .001). Interpreting this
effect at the mean of money pledged (US$ 18,537.24), a one standard deviation increase in
innovation claims would raise an additional US$ 6,758.54 for women in male-typed
categories.

Examining the simple slope difference tests in more detail revealed that, for goal
success (Model 4a), the overall interaction is driven by significant differences (1) between
sexes within male-typed categories (contrast dy/dx = 0.04, p <.001), and as hypothesized, (2)
among women between gender-typed categories (contrast dy/dx =-0.03, p <.01). There was
also a significant difference between women in male-typed categories and men in female-
typed categories (contrast dy/dx = 0.04, p < .01). The slope difference tests for the money
pledged model (Model 4b) revealed that the overall interaction effect is driven by the
differences (1) between sexes within male-typed categories (contrast dy/dx = 0.32, p <.001),
(2) between sexes between gender-typed categories (contrast dy/dx = 0.29, p = .02), and as
hypothesized, (3) among women between gender-typed categories (contrast dy/dx = -0.41,

p <.001). We present the results of these analyses graphically in Figure 6.

This figure illustrates that the interaction effect is driven by women benefitting from
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innovation claims in the opposing gender-typed categories. Taken together, Hypothesis H2 is
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Figure 6.
Three-way interaction of innovation claims x female sex x female category on probability of

goal success (left) and money pledged ihs (right)
4.4.1. Robustness checks

We present several robustness checks in Table 7. In our main analysis, we limited our
sample to campaign categories for which there was likely to be a salient gender stereotype by
removing the 20% of categories closest to the mean. To examine the robustness of our
findings to the exclusion of these categories, we reran our analyses in the full sample with the
three formerly eliminated categories coded as male- or female-typed following the same
coding procedure used for the main sample. The two-way interaction between innovation
claims and female sex lost significance for both dependent variables (goal success, b =0.17,
p = .44; money pledged, b = 0.03, p = .69). However, the three-way interaction between
innovation claims, female sex, and female-typed category remained negative and significant
for both dependent variables (goal success, b =-0.96, p <.001; money pledged, b = -0.49,

p <.001).

We sampled successful and unsuccessful campaigns to eliminate performance-based
selection (Allison et al., 2017). However, to measure the sex of the entrepreneur, we sampled
campaigns based on the presence of the entrepreneur’s picture in the crowdfunding

campaign. This could have resulted in a selection bias to the extent that an entrepreneur’s
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choice to include a profile photo is not random and is affected by unobserved information
that also influences campaign performance. To examine the robustness of our findings to this
potential confound, we performed a Heckman correction (Heckman, 1979). We gathered
information on all available successful and unsuccessful Kickstarter campaigns with a
minimum funding goal of US$ 10,000 in the categories and time period of our sample for the
first stage of the Heckman correction. We modeled these 45,515 campaigns using probit
regression estimating whether they included a profile picture depicting a human face. In
addition to the explanatory variables in the first stage (i.e., location, duration, category, and
funding goal), we added an exclusion restriction variable (Certo, Busenbark, Woo, &
Semadeni, 2016). Specifically, we used the rate of profile pictures with faces uploaded by
campaign creators within the same category in the month prior to the respective campaign
(Duan et al., 2020). This variable accounts for the mimicking behavior of campaign creators
on crowdfunding (Cumming, Meoli, & Vismara, 2019), which has been identified as the
defining factor for uploading profile pictures showing faces on Kickstarter (influential in the
first stage), yet one that is unlikely to influence the entrepreneur’s campaign success in the
current month (in the second stage; Duan et al., 2020).

First stage results from the Heckman model showed that the exclusion restriction
variable was performing as expected (b =2.78, p <.001), validating its inclusion (Certo et al.,
2016). Using this first-stage probit analysis, we calculated the inverse Mills ratio and
included it in the initial models for our hypotheses tests. The results from the Heckman
models are consistent with our main analyses. We found an interaction effect of innovation
claims and female sex in the goal success model (b = 0.50, p = .02) and a non-significant
interaction in the money pledged model (b =0.13, p =.17). Similarly, both models identified
significant negative three-way interaction effects of innovation claims, female sex, and

female-typed category (goal success, b =-0.63, p = .02; money pledged, b =-0.43, p <.001).
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Finally, in our main analyses, we use two multilevel generalized linear models to
examine the predictors of goal success and money pledged. This treatment is consistent with
the nested nature of crowdfunding data and existing research examining the determinants of
crowdfunding performance. However, in practice, Kickstarter funds have a boundary at
USS$ 0 because a campaign needs to gather the minimum funding goal before the creator
receives any money. Before achieving this goal, any funds pledged are returned to the
backers. After passing this threshold, all money pledged goes to the entrepreneur. Our
approach of estimating two models cannot simultaneously account for whether the effects we
find operate differently before the funding goal of the campaign is met and after. To examine
this, we used a hurdle model (Cragg, 1971) where the first stage of the model predicts
whether a campaign creator raised any money (i.e., funds raised > 0) and the second stage
predicts how much money was raised.

We used the same covariates for the hurdle models as in our main analyses and
Winsorized the funds raised dependent variable at the 95%-percentile to mitigate the impact
of outliers on the outcome model. Because the hurdle model (Stata command: churdle) does
not accommodate multilevel models, we account for nesting by including dummy variables
for categories, years, and months. We found a positive two-way interaction between
innovation claims and female sex in the selection stage (goal success; b = 0.28, p = .05) but
not in the outcome stage (funds raised; b = -86.10, p = .94). Our three-way interaction effects
of innovation claims, female sex, and female-typed category were non-significant in both

stages of the model.
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Table 7.
Robustness analyses

Model 2a: All categories two-way innovation
claims x female sex (goal success)

Model 2b: All categories two-way innovation
claims x female sex (money pledged ihs)

Model 4a: All categories two-way
innovation claims x female sex x female
category (goal success)

Model 4b: All categories three-way
innovation claims x female sex x female
category (money pledged ihs)

b SE p b SE p b SE p b SE p

Interaction variables

Innovation claims -0.02 0.06 0.80 -0.04 0.03 0.23 -0.08 0.07 0.27 -0.05 0.04 0.22
Female sex -0.56 0.63 0.37 0.03 0.25 0.91 -1.67* 0.73 0.02 -0.66* 0.26 0.01
Female category -0.51 0.51 0.32 -0.01 0.18 0.94 -1.12% 0.57 0.05 -0.16 0.22 0.48
Two-way interactions

Innovation claims x female sex 0.17 0.22 0.44 0.03 0.09 0.69 0.64%** 0.09 0.00 0.32%%% 0.06 0.00
Innovation claims x female category 0.25 0.16 0.13 0.05 0.06 0.46
Female sex x female category 2.23%* 0.81 0.01 1.19%** 0.35 0.00
Three-way interaction

Innovation claims x female sex x female category -0.96%** 0.14 0.00 -0.49% % 0.08 0.00

Heckman correction two-way innovation claims
x female sex (goal success)

b SE p

Heckman correction two-way innovation claims
x female sex (money pledged ihs)

b SE P

Heckman correction three-way
innovation claims x female sex x female
category (goal success)

Heckman correction three-way innovation
claims x female sex x female category
(money pledged ihs)
SE

b SE p b p

Interaction variables

Innovation claims -0.11 0.09 0.20 -0.06" 0.03 0.08 -0.11 0.10 0.26 -0.06 0.04 0.12
Female sex -1.47* 0.71 0.04 -0.17 0.28 0.54 -1.94* 0.90 0.03 -0.68** 0.26 0.01
Female category -0.37 0.70 0.59 -0.07 0.19 0.70 -0.31 0.90 0.73 -0.23 0.29 0.44
Two-way interactions

Innovation claims x female sex 0.50% 0.21 0.02 0.13 0.09 0.17 0.73%x** 0.14 0.00 0.3 %** 0.06 0.00
Innovation claims x female category 0.01 0.26 0.98 0.02 0.11 0.82
Female sex x female category 1.13 0.95 0.24 1.29%* 0.45 0.00
Three-way interaction

Innovation claims x female sex x female category -0.63* 0.27 0.02 -0.43%%* 0.11 0.00
Inverse Mills ratio -0.15 1.09 0.89 0.18 0.41 0.66 -0.19 1.13 0.87 0.16 0.41 0.70

Hurdle model first stage selection two-way
innovation claims x female sex (funds

Hurdle model second stage outcome two-way
innovation claims x female sex (funds raised

Hurdle model first stage selection
three-way innovation claims x female

Hurdle model second stage outcome three-
way innovation claims x female sex x female

raised > 0) Winsorized) sex x female category (funds raised > 0) category (funds raised Winsorized)
b SE P b SE P b SE p SE P

Interaction variables

Innovation claims -0.06 0.06 0.28 -293.70 556.22 0.60 -0.06 0.06 0.34 -347.47 566.53 0.54
Female sex -0.83* 0.38 0.03 -2,587.05 2,757.56 0.35 -0.97* 0.44 0.03 -1,521.87 3,036.04 0.62
Female category -0.05 0.30 0.88 -12,972.85%**  3,302.88 0.00 0.06 0.51 0.90 -13,602.94* 5,944.44 0.02
Two-way interactions

Innovation claims x female sex 0.28" 0.14 0.05 -86.10 1,103.33 0.94 0.37* 0.16 0.02 -152.41 1,321.88 0.91
Innovation claims x female category -0.03 0.17 0.86 545.21 2,216.65 0.81
Female sex x female category 0.28 0.70 0.69 -4,557.77 8,279.12 0.58
Three-way interaction

Innovation claims x female sex x female category -0.28 0.27 0.31 -72.61 3,004.45 0.98

Note: All analyses include the initial set of covariates. The Heckman models are multilevel models. As the hurdle model (Stata command: churdle) did not accommodate multilevel nesting, we
controlled for the nesting structure, including dummy variables for the categories, years, and months. We report only the estimates for the interaction variables.

*¥*% p<.001;
**p<.01;
*p <.05;
fp<.1.
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4.5. Study 2: Experiment

In our field study, we learned that the relationship between innovation claims and
crowdfunding performance was more positive for female entrepreneurs in male-typed
categories than in female-typed categories. This is consistent with the predictions of EVT;
however, our field study is limited in its ability to test the causal mechanisms driving this
relationship. In particular, our theorizing suggests that innovation claims’ ambiguous
interpretation may influence backers’ trust in the ability of the entrepreneur to develop and
deliver on campaign promises. As a result, ability trustworthiness may be an important
mediating mechanism explaining why women in male-typed categories benefit from
innovation claims. We conducted an experiment to examine this mechanism.

4.5.1. Method

Participants and procedure. We used Amazon’s Mechanical Turk service to recruit
respondents. Unlike other forms of venture funding, backers in reward-based crowdfunding
are not professional investors, making the population of the Mechanical Turk panel a
common sampling frame for understanding backer decision-making in reward-based
crowdfunding (e.g., Anglin, Wolfe, et al., 2018; Chan, Parhankangas, Sahaym, & Oo, 2020;
Oo et al., 2022; Rose, Wentzel, Hopp, & Kaminski, 2020). Mechanical Turk and other similar
platforms have been critiqued for issues associated with inattentive answering, use of ‘bots’
to automate the completion of questionnaires, and concerns regarding the similarity of
respondents to the intended population (see Aguinis, Villamor, & Ramani, 2021). To address
these issues, we employed best practices associated with the use of these panels, such as
screening questions (e.g., have you contributed to a crowdfunding campaign in the past?),
attention checks (e.g., asking the participant to describe the product being launched in the
campaign), and survey timers to eliminate invalid responses. Our experiment used a 2
(high/low innovation claims) x 2 (male/female entrepreneur) x 2 (male-/female-typed

crowdfunding category) factorial design, resulting in eight conditions.
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An initial sample of 553 individuals completed our experiment. Of these, 65 were
removed due to evidence that the respondent used an automated tool to complete the
questionnaire, failed attention checks, or because the individual suggested that their data
should not be used for scientific research. Because language plays a central role in our theory,
failure to carefully read the campaign poses a threat to the validity of our findings.
Accordingly, an additional 62 participants were removed for spending less than 30 seconds
reading the campaign vignette. This left a final sample of 426 participants for our analyses.

Our final sample comprised 244 men (57%), 178 women (42%), and 2 (0.5%) non-
binary individuals.'® The average age of the participants was 40.9 years. Regarding race, 351
(82%) individuals identified as White, 28 (7%) identified as Black/African American, 23
(5%) identified as Asian, 13 (3%) identified as multiracial, 5 (1%) identified as American
Indian/Alaska Native, and 1 (0.2%) identified as Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander. The
median household income was between US$ 60,000-69,999 and the median education level
was having completed a bachelor’s degree.

After completing screening questions, participants were randomly assigned to one of
the eight experimental conditions and viewed the crowdfunding campaign vignette associated
with their assigned condition. This vignette was adapted from a real Kickstarter campaign for
headphones that can be stored in a unisex bracelet and was selected on the basis of its
relevance to both a stereotypically masculine (i.e., technology) and feminine (i.e., fashion)
crowdfunding category and its baseline crowdfunding performance on the Kickstarter
platform (e.g., Anglin, Wolfe, et al., 2018). Because most crowdfunding campaigns have
considerable textual and multimedia content, we shortened the campaign and removed all

video content while maintaining key descriptive and image content to avoid participant

18 Frequencies for sex and race do not add to 426 because some participants opted not to disclose demographic
information.
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fatigue while maintaining fidelity to the original Kickstarter campaign. After reading the
vignette, participants were asked to indicate how much they would contribute to the
campaign, followed by measures associated with our ability trustworthiness mediator,
manipulation checks, additional control variables, and participant demographics.

Manipulations. To manipulate innovation claims, we altered the number of
innovation words used to describe the product launched in the crowdfunding campaign.
These words were selected from the dictionary created in our field study. To maximize
variance in our manipulation, the number of innovation words in each condition was
consistent with the mean percentage of innovation words from the field study plus (for the
high condition) or minus (for the low condition) two standard deviations: 0% of words in the
‘low’ condition and 5% of words in the ‘high’ condition.

To manipulate entrepreneur sex, we presented a photo of a male or female
entrepreneur along with a stereotypically gendered name of the entrepreneur: Sarah Stiles
(female) versus Steven Stiles (male). Photos of the male and female entrepreneur were
selected from the Face Research Lab London Set (i.e., DeBruine & Jones, 2021), a database
of portrait photos used in psychology and neuroscience research with attractiveness ratings
based on responses from 2,513 individuals. Photos of the male and female entrepreneur were
selected to be at approximately the median for overall attractiveness.

To manipulate the category stereotype, we presented the campaign as being listed in
the fashion category to represent female-typed categories and in the technology category to
represent male-typed categories. These representations are consistent with the coding of
male- and female-typed categories in our field study. Moreover, the technology and fashion
categories have been used in prior experimental research examining women’s crowdfunding
(e.g., Greenberg & Mollick, 2017). To ensure that the product description in the vignette is

reflective of the category in which it is presented, we used descriptive words reflective of the
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fashion category (e.g., ‘fashionable,’ “aesthetic’) or the technology category (e.g., ‘high-tech,’
‘advanced’) framing in fashion and technology conditions respectively. The number of such
words was consistent between technology and fashion conditions, and there were no
differences in the features or qualities of the product being launched beyond these descriptive
words.

Dependent variable. To measure backers’ willingness to fund the campaign, we asked
participants, “If you had $100 you were willing to devote to crowdfunding campaigns, how
much would you contribute to this campaign?” (e.g., Greenberg & Mollick, 2017). This funds
contributed variable was presented as a constant sum where participants chose between
contributing to “this campaign” or “other campaigns” up to US$ 100. We used the amount
participants indicated they would contribute to the entrepreneur’s campaign as our dependent
variable. To provide a complementary view of campaign funding, we also collected the
“willingness to invest” scale by Ciuchta, Letwin, Stevenson, McMahon, and Huvaj (2018) to
capture participant favorability toward the campaign.

Mediator. Our theorizing draws from EVT to suggest that innovation claims may have
both positive and negative effects on backers’ trust in the ability of the entrepreneur to deliver
on campaign promises. To measure the ability dimension of trustworthiness, we adapted the
six-item ability scale created by Mayer and Davis (1999) to the crowdfunding context.
Sample items include “The campaign creator is very capable of doing his/her job” and “I feel
very confident about the campaign creator’s skills.”

Control variables. We measured several constructs that could provide alternative
theoretical explanations for our anticipated findings. Previous research has suggested that the
benevolence dimension of trustworthiness may explain why women may raise more
crowdfunded capital than men (Johnson et al., 2018). To control for benevolence, we adapted

the 5-item benevolence scale created by Mayer and Davis (1999) to the crowdfunding
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context. Sample items include, “As a backer, my needs and desires are important to the
campaign creator” and “The campaign creator will look out for what is important to me as a
backer.” In addition to ability and benevolence, integrity is a third critical component of
perceived trustworthiness (e.g., Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). To control for integrity,
we adapted the 6-item integrity scale created by Mayer and Davis (1999) to the crowdfunding
context. Sample items include, “The campaign creator has a strong sense of integrity” and
“The campaign creator will try hard to be fair in dealings with backers.” Because
benevolence and integrity are highly correlated with ability, entering benevolence and
integrity as covariates would cause problems of multicollinearity in our model. To overcome
this challenge, we used the Stata orthog command to orthogonalize the three trustworthiness
variables using a modified Gram-Schmidt algorithm (Golub & Van Loan, 2013). Finally,
while we used random assignment to mitigate the threat of individual differences on our
findings, we also collected data on social desirability bias using the 10-item measure created
by Strahan and Gerbasi (1972).

4.6. Study 2: Results
4.6.1. Manipulation checks

To identify the extent to which crowdfunding backers perceived the technology and
fashion categories as being linked to gender, we conducted a pilot study using a sample of
188 crowdfunding backers from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk system. Respondents were
presented with the set of male- (e.g., problem-solving, quantitative skill) and female- (e.g.,
imaginative, artistic) stereotyped cognitive abilities identified by Cejka and Eagly (1999) and
were asked to rate how important these characteristics were for campaign creators in the
fashion or technology categories. The alpha coefticients for the masculine and feminine
cognitive abilities were 0.90 and 0.83, respectively. The fashion category was viewed as
requiring more female-typed cognitive abilities (/' = 10.54; p <0.01), and the technology

category was viewed as requiring more male-typed cognitive capabilities (F' = 45.40;
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p <0.01).

In the main study, after viewing the vignette, we asked participants to respond to two
items on a five-point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.” For
innovation claims, participants responded to the prompt, “The crowdfunding campaign uses
language that emphasizes innovation.” This check identified a significant difference in
responses between high and low innovation conditions (F = 24.85, p < 0.01). For the
technology/fashion category, participants responded to the prompt, “The campaign
emphasized the technological aspects of the product over the fashion aspects of the product.”
This check indicated that participants in the technology conditions perceived greater
emphasis on technology than on fashion (F = 22.29, p <0.01). Finally, we asked respondents
to indicate whether the vignette they viewed was being launched by a male or female
entrepreneur. A Pearson chi-square test suggested that participants assigned to a male or
female entrepreneur condition were able to identify the entrepreneur’s sex (x> = 343.80,

p <0.01).

4.6.2. Main analysis

Table 8 presents the summary statistics for our experiment sample. Our theorizing
suggests a “moderated moderated mediation model” (e.g., Hayes, 2018), where the effect of
innovation claims on crowdfunding performance is mediated by ability trustworthiness. The
first stage of this mediation is moderated by entrepreneur sex. This moderation is itself
moderated by the gender-typing of the crowdfunding category. To provide a robust test of this
model, we used Model 11 of the PROCESS Macro (version 4.0) created by Hayes (2017) in
R. We used a random seed (916718); 10,000 bootstraps; and 95% confidence intervals for our
analysis.

Table 9 reports the results of our analysis. As expected, we found no direct effect of
innovation claims on funds raised (bootstrapped mean = 1.401; 95% CI [-3.906, 6.773]) or on

favorability toward the campaign (bootstrapped mean = -0.023; 95% CI [-0.172, 0.126]).
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However, the bootstrapped confidence intervals for all conditional indirect effects and for the
index of moderated moderated mediation contained zero for both dependent variables as well.
Thus, our hypotheses were not supported in the experiment sample.

Despite the lack of support for our hypotheses, our main analyses point to potentially
interesting insights for women in crowdfunding. The crowdfunding literature broadly finds
that women are at an advantage in crowdfunding, whereas they are often disadvantaged in
other entrepreneurial fundraising contexts (e.g., Johnson et al., 2018). Our findings indicate
that women are viewed as more capable than their male counterparts in both models.
Moreover, this effect is influenced by the category in which they launch their campaign.
Specifically, women launching technology campaigns were perceived as more capable than

women launching fashion campaigns. While not hypothesized, this effect is consistent with

the predictions of EVT.
Table 8.
Experiment summary statistics
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 Funds contributed 33.18  33.78 1.00
2 Favorability 3.26 1.02  0.77*** 1.00
3 High innovation 0.50 0.50  0.02 -0.01 1.00
4 Female entrepreneur 0.48 0.50 0.01 0.01 0.01 1.00
5 Fashion category 0.53 0.50 -0.08  -0.07 0.01 -0.02 1.00
6 Ability 3.82 0.81  0.52%** 0.65%** -0.00 0.03  -0.06 1.00
7 Benevolence 3.47 0.97  0.46%** 0.47*%%* (.01 0.02  -0.05 0.65*** 1.00
8 Integrity 3.99 0.72  0.44%** 0.51%** -0.02 0.11*  -0.05 0.74*** 0.73*%** 1.00
9 Social desirability 0.45 0.27  0.21*** 0.19*%** -0.03  -0.07 0.087  0.20%%* (.20%** (.23%**
*Ekp <.001;
**p<.01;
*p<.05;
fp<.l.
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Table 9.

PROCESS Analysis
Funds contributed Favorability
Regression Bootstrapped Bootstrapped 95% Regression Bootstrapped Bootstrapped 95%
coefficient mean confidence interval coefficient mean confidence interval

Ability
Constant -0.525%* -0.524 (-0.895, -0.169) -0.525%* -0.524 (-0.895, -0.169)
Social desirability 0.754%** 0.750 (0.397, 1.096) 0.754%** 0.750 (0.397, 1.096)
Benevolence -0.009 -0.007 (-0.102, 0.091) -0.009 -0.007 (-0.102, 0.091)
Integrity -0.018 -0.018 (-0.126, 0.092) -0.018 -0.018 (-0.126, 0.092)
Innovation claims 0.217 0.220 (-0.186, 0.627) 0.217 0.220 (-0.186, 0.627)
Female entrepreneur 0.438* 0.441 (0.014, 0.873) 0.438* 0.441 (0.014, 0.873)
Fashion Category 0.212 0.215 (-0.179, 0.615) 0.212 0.215 (-0.179, 0.615)
Innovation x female -0.199 -0.204 (0.748, 0.345) -0.199 -0.204 (0.748, 0.345)
Innovation x fashion -0.333* -0.336 (-0.866, 0.188) -0.333%* -0.336 (-0.866, 0.188)
Female x fashion -0.576 -0.579 (-1.139, -0.024) -0.576 -0.579 (-1.139, -0.024)
Innovation x female % fashion 0.250 0.253 (-0.513, 0.989) 0.250 0.253 (-0.513, 0.989)
Crowdfunding performance
Constant 27.164%* 27.125 (21.676, 32.640) 3.177%** 3.176 (3.020, 3.330)
Social desirability 11.778%* 11.795 (1.870, 21.694) 0.213 0.214 (-0.062, 0.486)
Benevolence 5.078%** 5.047 (2.449, 7.621) 0.0657 0.065 (-0.010, 0.139)
Integrity -0.068 -0.066 (-2.618, 2.433) 0.004 0.004 (-0.071, 0.078)
Innovation claims 1.313 1.401 (-3.906, 6.773) -0.024 -0.023 (-0.172, 0.126)
Ability 17.006*** 17.015 (14.431, 19.637) 0.650%** 0.650 (0.577,0.725)

ok p <.001;

**p<.01;

*p<.05;

fp<.l.
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4.6.3. Post hoc analyses

To better understand why the experiment findings were inconsistent with those from
the field study, we reviewed textual feedback provided by participants regarding why they
decided (not) to contribute to the campaign. The product being launched in the campaign was
headphones that could be stored in a unisex bracelet, and the campaign contained pictures
featuring both men and women. Despite a successful pilot test of the campaign, our review of
participant feedback from the full experiment suggested that male participants were often
uninterested in this product, noting that they do not wear bracelets. If backers viewed the
product being launched as being stereotypically gendered, that might affect the funding
decision-making process of male and female backers differently. To examine this, we re-ran
our main analyses for each of the male and female participant subsamples.

In the male participant subsample (n = 244), we found no significant effects of any
independent variable or interaction. In the female participant subsample (rz = 178), all three
independent variables were significant and positive, and two of the four interactions
(innovation claims X fashion category, female entrepreneur x fashion category) were
significant and negative in predicting ability perceptions. These observations should be
interpreted with caution due to the small sample sizes relative to the complexity of our model
and because the findings arise from separate PROCESS analyses. Nevertheless, these post
hoc analyses suggest that there may be valuable future research opportunities in examining
the role of backers’ sex in crowdfunding.

4.7. Discussion

Recent research suggests that innovation claims in crowdfunding campaigns have
little or even a negative effect on entrepreneurial fundraising (e.g., Calic & Shevchenko,
2020; Short & Anglin, 2019). Despite crowdfunding backers’ preference to fund novel
projects (Taeuscher et al., 2020), the uncertainty associated with developing and delivering

innovative projects helps explain why backers may not always react positively to such
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claims. However, for entrepreneurs, the ambiguous valence of innovation claims poses
practical dilemmas of whether and when to highlight innovation. In this research, we drew
from EVT (e.g., Burgoon & Jones, 1976; Davis et al., 2021; Jussim et al., 1987) to theorize
how gender stereotypes associated with entrepreneurs and their campaigns’ categories
influence how backers respond to innovation claims.

Our field study indicated that women benefit from making innovation claims,
especially in male-typed categories. This is consistent with two key predictions of EVT. First,
finding a more positive effect of innovation claims made by women than men is consistent
with EVT’s prediction that when a violation’s valence is ambiguous, observers’ reactions are
influenced by the communicator’s valence (see Nicholls & Rice, 2017). Second, finding a
stronger effect for women in male-typed categories is consistent with EVT’s prediction that
individuals respond more strongly to communication when observers’ expectations are
violated (see Burgoon & Hale, 1988).

Our theorizing suggested that trust in the entrepreneur’s ability is a key mechanism
driving the hypothesized relationships. We conducted an experiment to test this mechanism
because our crowdfunding field data did not allow us to examine the reasons behind backers’
investment decisions. Analysis of the experiment data identified no conditional indirect
effects of innovation claims on crowdfunding performance through ability. This suggests that
perceived trustworthiness in the entrepreneur’s ability may not drive the relationships
uncovered in our field study.

Our analysis of the experiment data revealed that women launching their campaign in
the technology category were evaluated higher in ability trustworthiness than women
launching their campaign in fashion and our post hoc analysis suggested that these effects
were more apparent in a subsample of female respondents. While we did not hypothesize

these relationships, these findings are still in line with EVT. For example, while research has
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shown that female writers in sports are more favorably evaluated than equally competent
female writers in fashion (Bettencourt, Dill, Greathouse, Charlton, & Mulholland, 1997), our
experiment revealed favorable ability judgments for female crowdfunding entrepreneurs
violating expectancies through trespassing gender-typed categories.

We make two key contributions to the strategic entrepreneurship literature,
particularly to research on gender stereotypes in crowdfunding. First, we employ EVT to add
nuance to our understanding of when violating gender stereotypes helps or harms female
entrepreneurs in crowdfunding. This conversation has been guided by two overarching
perspectives. Research on gender roles often argues that female entrepreneurs who violate
gender stereotypes will be penalized (e.g., Anglin, Courtney, & Allison, 2021; Anglin, Wolfe,
et al., 2018). Other studies suggest that violating gender stereotypes is beneficial when they
trigger empathy-driven activist support in backers (Greenberg & Mollick, 2017) and signal
characteristics such as courage (Wesemann & Wincent, 2021). EVT provides a theoretical
explanation that synthesizes these apparently contradicting predictions: the valence of the
violation is central to how backers react to the violation. For instance, because agentic
characteristics are important for entrepreneurial success, women violating gender stereotypes
by conveying courage would benefit because the violation has a positive valence. On the
other hand, self-promotion is a stereotypically masculine behavior that is likely to resonate
poorly with crowdfunding backers’ community-minded sensibilities and would likely harm
their campaign performance (Colombo et al., 2015; Kanze et al., 2018).

Research on gender stereotypes in crowdfunding has begun employing the
foundational tenets of EVT to theorize how violating gender stereotypes influences women’s
crowdfunding outcomes. Current treatments of EVT in crowdfunding examine violations of
unambiguous valence (e.g., competence; Oo et al., 2022). However, many forms of

communication are not unambiguously positive or negative (e.g., disclosing previous failure;
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Roccapriore et al., 2021). In such cases, EVT predicts that perceptions of the communicator
more broadly—their communicator valence—will influence backers’ interpretations of and
reactions to the violation (Burgoon, 1993).

Specifically, because female-led campaigns are preferentially funded in reward-based
crowdfunding, women appear to have greater communicator valence in this context, which
attests to the special nature of crowdfunding in the entrepreneurial finance landscape, given
that it also welcomes stereotypical feminine attributes as drivers of entrepreneurial success
(Johnson et al., 2018). This explains why women may benefit from violating gendered
stereotypes still present in crowdfunding, like the masculine stereotype associated with
innovation (e.g., Malmstrom et al., 2017) and the male-typing of certain categories (e.g.,
technology; Greenberg & Mollick, 2017). Violating gender stereotype expectations in these
categories draws attention to the entrepreneur’s gender and contributes to backers interpreting
ambiguous violations (innovation claims) more positively for female entrepreneurs, given
women’s high communicator valence in reward-based crowdfunding. These EVT-based
insights may be leveraged and extended by the broader women’s entrepreneurship research
community to better understand how and why women may be able to maneuver complex
entrepreneurial environments comprised of multiple persistent and changing stereotype
expectations.

Second, our field study adds to prior work examining the influence of language in
entrepreneurship (e.g., Martens et al., 2007; Snihur et al., 2021) and, more specifically, the
influence of language in crowdfunding (e.g., Anglin et al., 2014; Anglin, Wolfe, et al., 2018;
Steigenberger & Wilhelm, 2018) These literatures indicate that language effects are
influenced by stereotypical expectations of the entrepreneur (e.g., Anglin, Wolfe, et al., 2018;
Wesemann & Wincent, 2021). Separately, scholars have documented that the category of a

campaign can make the role of gender more or less salient for female entrepreneurs and
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contributes to their potential advantage in crowdfunding (e.g., Greenberg & Mollick, 2017;
Wesemann & Wincent, 2021). We integrate and extend these insights by showing that the
effects of language can be better understood by looking at the configuration of this language
with contextual factors such as the entrepreneurs’ sex and the gender-typed nature of
crowdfunding. Indeed, our results nuance research investigating the effects of innovation
claims (Calic & Shevchenko, 2020; Parhankangas & Renko, 2017; Scheaf et al., 2018; Short
& Anglin, 2019) by showing that making innovation claims in crowdfunding is positive for
women in male-typed categories, but not in female-typed categories.

4.8. Limitations and future research

The contributions of our research should be understood in consideration of its
limitations. In this study, we drew our sample from Kickstarter, a reward-based crowdfunding
platform. Such an approach was appropriate because our theorizing draws upon research
focused on the role of gender and language in reward-based fundraising contexts (e.g., Calic
& Shevchenko, 2020; Scheaf et al., 2018; Short & Anglin, 2019). This decision also avoids
platform-level effects, including different fundraising models that would provide an
alternative explanation for our findings. While Kickstarter is one of the most prominent
reward-based crowdfunding platforms (Anglin, Short, et al., 2018), this choice raises
questions regarding the generalizability of our findings to platforms using different
fundraising models (e.g., all-or-nothing vs. flexible funding) and other forms of
entrepreneurial fundraising where investment decisions are made differently (e.g., equity
crowdfunding; Mochkabadi & Volkmann, 2020). Future research could build from our
findings to examine how differences in fundraising models influence the effects of gender
stereotypes. For example, while equity crowdfunding also shows promise to reduce the
gender gap in entrepreneurial fundraising (McGuire, 2017), it is unclear whether women have
higher communicator valence in this context. Similarly, our theorizing centers on innovation

claims’ ambiguity in the reward-based crowdfunding context where backers generally do not
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engage in significant due diligence. In equity-based crowdfunding, details regarding the
venture and founding team are often more readily available, facilitating due diligence that
could reduce uncertainty associated with innovation claims and make these claims less
ambiguous in valence. Accordingly, future research may find that in equity-based
crowdfunding, gender stereotypes play a lesser role in shaping backers’ responses to
innovation claims.

Further, we controlled for social capital in our field study by capturing whether
entrepreneurs linked the campaign to Facebook. Such links are used by entrepreneurs to
connect their personal or professional networks to the campaign rather than relying wholly on
the crowd already on the crowdfunding page and provide backers with additional
opportunities to get further information about and engage with the campaign or entrepreneur
(e.g., Skirnevskiy et al., 2017). However, measuring social capital dichotomously misses
considerable nuance in Zow crowdfunding entrepreneurs use social networks to drive traffic
to and influence the performance of their campaigns. For example, given that a backer’s
relationship strength with the entrepreneur impacts their responsiveness to the information
presented in the campaign text (Polzin, Toxopeus, & Stam, 2018), future research could
investigate whether innovation claims are equally effective in reaching out to entrepreneur’s
own contacts versus the ‘unknown crowd.’ This line of inquiry could thus shed light on the
role of innovation claims in mobilizing entrepreneurs’ networks, which are critical in gaining
campaign momentum (Colombo et al., 2015). Similarly, given that entrepreneurs commonly
employ their social media networks in promoting their crowdfunding campaigns, we invite
scholars to study the extent to which gender-typed EVT predictions regarding innovation
claims hold in social media, where self-promotion is common (e.g., Taylor & Strutton, 2016).

To test the causal mechanisms driving our hypothesized relationships, we conducted

an experiment where innovation claims, the entrepreneur’s sex, and the crowdfunding

107



category were manipulated in a vignette based on a real crowdfunding campaign. To ensure
that product-related confounds did not influence backer decision-making, we followed extant
experimental crowdfunding research and used the same product across all conditions (e.g.,
Anglin, Wolfe, et al., 2018). This required us to identify a product that would fit in both the
fashion and technology categories. While we pilot tested several vignettes and manipulations
to identify an appropriate campaign, the data from the full experiment points to at least two
limitations with this approach. First, by using a product that could reasonably fit in both the
fashion and technology categories, our vignette’s product (i.e., headphones that can be stored
in a bracelet) could be seen by backers as a category-spanning product. Research on
categorization suggests that multiple-category products are perceived differently and more
negatively than single-category products (e.g., Hsu, 2006; Leung & Sharkey, 2014; Sitruk,
Dibiaggio, & Zunino, 2020). This differs from the majority of our field sample of
crowdfunding campaigns and presents an alternative explanation for why the experiment did
not produce findings consistent with our theorizing and field study. Future research could
complement our research by applying a within-subject design and using different products to
represent products from each category (e.g., Greenberg & Mollick, 2017). While such an
approach would be more limited in its ability to make causal claims, the greater fidelity to the
majority of crowdfunding campaigns may produce results more similar to those from the
field data.

Second, our experiment focused on perceptions of ability trustworthiness as the
theorized mechanism through which female entrepreneurs benefit from making innovation
claims in male-typed categories. While our experiment did not identify ability as the
mediator, our analyses suggested that women have higher ability trustworthiness when
launching their campaign in the technology category relative to those launching their

campaign in fashion. Our post hoc analysis also indicated that these effects were especially
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prominent in the subsample of female respondents. This is consistent with earlier research
documenting women backers’ activist support for female entrepreneurs who violate gender
norms by fundraising in the technology category (Greenberg & Mollick, 2017). Future
research could build from these findings to examine whether and how gender violations’
impact on ability trustworthiness interacts with other possible mediators such as activist
homophily (Greenberg & Mollick, 2017) or admiration due to perceived courage (Wesemann
& Wincent, 2021). Additionally, the difference in results from the male versus female
respondents also reveals that we have a limited understanding of how heterogeneity among
backers influences crowdfunding (cf. Greenberg & Mollick, 2017). Thus, there is value in
future research moving beyond treating backer demographics as mere control variables to
better understand how sex, ethnicity, sexual orientation, age, and the intersections of these
characteristics influence stakeholders’ expectations of and interactions with crowdfunding
entrepreneurs (Anglin, Kincaid, Short, & Allen, 2022).

A final limitation of the experiment became apparent upon examining textual
feedback from the participants. Several comments made by backers suggested that the
selected product could have been subject to a gender stereotype. Although campaign pictures
included both men and women wearing the bracelet, several male participants noted that they
do not wear bracelets, making the product irrelevant to them. If backers view the product as
irrelevant to them, their contribution decision is unlikely to be influenced by the innovation
claims made by the entrepreneur regarding the product or stereotypes regarding the
entrepreneur’s sex or crowdfunding category. Indeed, our post hoc tests found very few
significant relationships in the male subsample and several significant relationships in the
female subsample. This highlights yet another way in which stereotypes may influence
crowdfunding decisions. Future research could replicate our analysis using a less gendered

product (e.g., smart sunglasses) to identify the extent to which the selected product biased our
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experiment’s findings. Research could also move beyond our theorizing to examine what
happens when entrepreneurs launch gender-stereotyped products.

We see at least two broad areas for research to build from our findings. While we
focused on the most prominent aspect of crowdfunding—that is, financial resource
acquisition—entrepreneurs also launch campaigns to build a brand, test prototypes, and gain
visibility in the early stages of market entry (Estrin, Gozman, & Khavul, 2018). This could be
impactful both in terms of different audiences’ sensitivity to innovation claims and in how
innovation claims interact with the visual components of the campaign. For instance, we
argue that a key driver of innovation claims’ ambiguous valence regards uncertainty that the
entrepreneur will be able to deliver on the complexities of their innovation. Photo or video
content demonstrating a finished product rather than a prototype or a mock-up may attenuate
uncertainty regarding the campaign leading to innovation claims being seen as more
unambiguously positive. Future research might extend our work to examine how these
multimedia contents accompanying the campaign language shape how backers interpret and
react to the language in the campaign.

Our study joins the growing literature investigating the persistence of gender
stereotypes for backers’ evaluations in crowdfunding. While these stereotypes are still
influential, many individuals and societies are working to address these stereotypes, and
scholars started documenting their effects. For example, the United Nations’ HeForShe
initiative has mobilized over 3 million people and is getting partners onboard to generate
tangible solutions to accelerate gender equality (HeForShe, 2022). These and other social
gender movements (e.g., #metoo) have had far-reaching impacts, influencing phenomena
from how the media describes entrepreneurs (Jernberg et al., 2020) to the hiring of women in
VC firms (Calder-Wang, Gompers, & Sweeney, 2021), and female writers in Hollywood

(Luo & Zhang, 2022). This presents an opportunity for future research to examine how
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stereotype interventions and changes in stereotypes over time influence how female
entrepreneurs pitch their ventures and the implications for their funding. Indeed, how context
and societal attitudes change over time is an important yet underexamined area of
entrepreneurship research (Welter, 2011; Welter & Baker, 2021). This might be particularly
relevant to crowdfunding, which has already proven its potential to shift at least some
persistent gender stereotypes associated with entrepreneurial finance (Johnson et al., 2018;
Wesemann & Wincent, 2021).

4.9. Conclusion

This study sought to unpack the surprising finding that innovation claims may not
help crowdfunding performance despite expectations of novelty from crowdfunding
entrepreneurs (Calic & Shevchenko, 2020; Scheaf et al., 2018; Short & Anglin, 2019).
Looking at this relationship through a gender and EVT lens, field data indicated that female
entrepreneurs benefit from making innovation claims in crowdfunding campaigns, especially
when launching products in gender-counterstereotypical (male-typed) categories. Our
experiment failed to identify ability trustworthiness as the causal mechanism driving this
relationship. Still, our analyses revealed that women score higher in perceived ability
trustworthiness when launching their campaign in male-typed (as compared to female-typed)
categories. Our study contributes to the conversation that documents both the shifting and
persistent nature of gender stereotypes surrounding women empowerment in crowdfunding
(Greenberg & Mollick, 2017; Johnson et al., 2018; Wesemann & Wincent, 2021). Together,
EVT and our insights inform women how to better maneuver the persistent stereotypes in
male-dominated categories, where they can not only benefit from backers’ activism
(Greenberg & Mollick, 2017) but also actively leverage their higher communicator valence
and use campaign language that helps gender expectancy violations work to their advantage.
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5. General discussion
5.1. The dissertation’s collective contribution

I have discussed the contributions of the dissertation essays in the individual chapters,
and, in this very section, I aim to integrate them at a more general level. Collectively, my
dissertation documents that in entrepreneurship, language and social norms are profoundly
interwoven. Social norms and normative frameworks have long been central to social
constructivist perspectives on the managerial sciences—possibly foremost in the
development of institutional theory (e.g., Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983;
Meyer & Rowan, 1977). In this vein, the relationship between behavior (and thus also
language) and such social norms fundamentally defines how behavior (and thus also
language) is perceived (Tolbert & Zucker, 1983). Behavioral compliance with social norms is
decisive for firm performance and, referring to new ventures, especially survival (e.g.,
Suchman, 1995; Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002). Here, the power of words is strong. Even if
what firms communicate is decoupled from actual practice, a sheer announcement can yield
similar effects as actually putting what is said into practice (Westphal & Zajac, 1998).
However, social norms come with two more clear-cut implications that my dissertation
extends: (1) The same language is differently perceived if it comes from different
communicators, and (2) different audiences (and also fields) hold different norms, which
shows in their linguistic discourse.

Interactions between language and communicator. In simple terms, my dissertation
echoes that not only the language itself but especially who verbalizes and communicates it
matters. As shown by both Essays II and III, this relationship is more pronounced when the
language or behavior does not meet social norms and expectations. My dissertation is by no
means the first documentation that the effect of behavior (Phillips & Zuckerman, 2001) or
language (Anglin, Wolfe, et al., 2018; Rhee & Fiss, 2014) is dependent on the source.

However, it stresses that we as scholars must realize that often the complexity of the
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investigated linguistic phenomena and the normative social framework does not yield the
same implications for all entrepreneurs. Thus, entrepreneurship scholars should be mindful of
boundary conditions that might impact how language is perceived, dependent on the diverse
entrepreneurs that might communicate it, for example, their social status (see Essay II) or
gender (see Essay III).

Different contexts’ social norms. Moreover, and mainly focusing on Essay I, my
dissertation extends research by showing that different social contexts and also (scientific)
disciplines hold different normative beliefs (Ben-David & Sullivan, 1975). These can
manifest in the discourse around a certain subject—that is, how they talk about it. In Essay I,
I empirically documented that the subfield of entrepreneurship uses different language in
their academic discourse about entrepreneurs than general management outlets. Essay 111
further shows how the effect of linguistic strategies—specifically, innovation language by
women entrepreneurs—depends on whether the entrepreneur is pitching in female-typed or
male-typed categories. Taken together, this more generally indicates that it is important to
holistically study language use and pay attention to different effects in different contexts,
ultimately paying tribute to how social beliefs shape the full process of linguistic
communication, from the sense-giving of different communicators to the sensemaking of
different audiences (Logemann, Piekkari, & Cornelissen, 2019).

5.2. Future research suggestions

I discuss several concrete suggestions for future research in which I see strong
contributions to the field moving forward. While I would like to focus on an understudied
aspect of language and entrepreneurship that could enrich our theorizing first, I will also give
room to empirical advances in data availability and methodological approaches that the
entrepreneurship field and the social sciences, in general, are witnessing concerning text
analysis. Throughout this section, I pay homage to Welter et al. (2017) in that [ am

specifically calling for more diversity in entrepreneurship research. I am extending this call
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for diversity to the employment of more diverse theoretical lenses, the examination of
audience diversity, and the utilization of more diverse (i.e., interactive) data sources and
methodologies (i.e., based on artificial intelligence) in studying language in entrepreneurship.

5.2.1. Future research acknowledging diversity

Theoretical diversity. Studying language encompasses different theoretical lenses.
However, with respect to the grand organizational theories, Cornelissen et al. (2015)
primarily suggested focusing on linguistic studies in institutional theory. Indeed, my
dissertation echoes that an institutional lens and its focus on social norms lends itself to
theorizing language in entrepreneurship. However, an overt focus might fail to acknowledge
components of language beyond social constructivist aspects. More specifically, language is
core to communication and information exchange. In this vein, many more theoretical lenses
that fundamentally rely on social interaction, such as network theorizing, can serve as a
fruitful base for (future) studies of language in entrepreneurship (e.g., Calton, Werhane,
Hartman, & Bevan, 2013; Drori, Manos, Santacreu-Vasut, Shenkar, & Shoham, 2018; Rakas
& Hain, 2019). Furthermore, other theories that also do not focus directly on the
communication phenomenon per se, like the behavioral theory of the firm, feature socially
interactive aspects in organizations’ responses to, for example, feedback (Cyert & March,
1963). Here, management scholars have blended the literatures on the behavioral theory of
the firm and the strategic use of language to see how firms use impression management in
responding to social performance feedback in firm reports within the highly normative
context of corporate social responsibility (Wang, Jia, Xiang, & Lan, 2021). Similar
intersectional studies have also started to be conducted on, for example, tie-formation in
assessing linguistic feedback (Piezunka & Dahlander, 2019), where a shared linguistic style is
advantageous for successful interactions to take place (Goldberg, Srivastava, Manian,
Monroe, & Potts, 2016; Srivastava, Goldberg, Manian, & Potts, 2018). Here, the

entrepreneurship literature also has the potential to study such linguistic interactions specific
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to entrepreneurial contexts. A recent example of this stems from a review on entrepreneurial
support organizations (ESO) like incubators or accelerators by Bergman and McMullen
(2021, p. 24), where language or linguistic data might play an important role in how
entrepreneurs mobilize resources within ESOs, how ESOs communicate the struggles of the
entrepreneurial journey to entrepreneurs and their ventures, or how ESOs themselves change
as a function of interacting with multiple entrepreneurs.

Audience diversity. In the tradition of research examining the interaction between the
language employed and the sender’s characteristics (e.g., narcissistic rhetoric and LGBTQ
entrepreneurs as examined in Anglin, Wolfe, et al., 2018), my dissertation—specifically,
Essays II and III—also focused on such interactions. In this vein, Essay III, and especially the
online experiment, further points at the rather unexplored diversity on the part of
entrepreneurs’ audiences. For example, entrepreneurs can increase their funding performance
by presenting their venture as innovative to venture capitalists (Pan et al., 2020), while other
types of investors, such as business angels, are more receptive to investment proposals with a
more moderate promotion of innovation (Parhankangas & Ehrlich, 2014). While taken
together, such studies point to the likelihood that different audiences react differently to the
same language, only recent research started rigorously comparing such different audiences
within one study, comparing laypeople and professional investors (Falchetti et al., 2022).
Such differences based on diversity are not only important among potential investors but also
for potential customers, given that specifically targeting a distinct customer group is core to
entrepreneurial business models (Amit & Zott, 2001; Shepherd & Gruber, 2021). Here,
exploiting the variance of how different types of audiences or customers react to language,
for example, in pitching the ventures or future products and services, might reveal advantages
in strategically targeting specific customer groups.

More generally, just as entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship are highly diverse (Welter
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et al., 2017), so are stakeholders (Fisher et al., 2017). Indeed, female crowdfunding backers
react differently to female crowdfunding entrepreneurs than male crowdfunding backers
(Greenberg & Mollick, 2017), and this might extend to reactions to language. Thus, studies of
entrepreneurs’ gender (for a recent review, see Marlow, 2020), ethnicity (e.g., Younkin &
Kuppuswamy, 2017), and age (e.g., Zhao, O'Connor, Wu, & Lumpkin, 2021) should similarly
be extended to studying the diversity of addressees of entrepreneurs’ language use.

5.2.2. Data availability and methodological advances

Further opportunities for future research on language in entrepreneurship lay in the
fast-evolving (1) access to new linguistic data sources and (2) advantages of computational
linguistic analysis through employing artificial intelligence in NLP.

Novel linguistic data sources. The COVID pandemic and the switch to remote work
modes at the beginning of 2020 have catalyzed management scholars’ interest in digital
platforms. This shows in, for example, studies on digital collaboration tools (Wu & Kane,
2021) or investigations of open online co-creation communities like GitHub (Smirnova,
Reitzig, & Alexy, 2022) or Wikipedia (Young, Wigdor, & Kane, 2020). Entrepreneurial teams
and ventures also use digital tools to communicate, organize, and collaborate. Many of these
tools provide API access, like monday.com (monday.com, 2022) or Slack (Slack, 2022) that
would allow for automatically accessing textual collaboration data on a very nuanced level.
For ventures that work remotely, across different locations or even countries, access to such
data sources might provide almost ethnography-like data of founder interactions. Similarly,
video conference transcriptions of Zoom or Microsoft Teams conferences would allow for
equally interesting data while potentially also providing visual material alongside. By going
online, such data accumulates almost automatically as a byproduct and even allows for real-
time manifestations of various interactions within ventures. Here, language can be analyzed
not only as a tool for public communication (Gao et al., 2016) but as a means of internal

organizing. Ultimately, this would also allow shedding light on the role of language in the
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early stages of entrepreneurial team formation and organizing (for a review on organizing in
entrepreneurial ventures, see DeSantola & Gulati, 2017).

Natural language processing. The final opportunity for future research that [ would
like to elaborate on are the fast-developing advances in computational linguistics using
artificial intelligence. While to date, the application of such advanced methods of NLP is
rather scarce in the entrepreneurship literature (cf., Chan, Pethe, & Skiena, 2021; Vossen &
Ihl, 2020), they have become more established in neighboring management fields, like
marketing (e.g., Hartmann, Heitmann, Schamp, & Netzer, 2021). In contrast to CATA
(McKenny et al., 2013; Short et al., 2010; Short et al., 2018), these do not only allow for the
processing of vast amounts of data but also better understand natural language, language in
context, and also the semantic meaning of textual data. Here, especially the language
representation model initially developed by Google called Bidirectional Encoder
Representations from Transformers (BERT) (Devlin, Chang, Lee, & Toutanova, 2018) or its
“robustly optimized” version ROBERTa (Liu et al., 2019) represent powerful NLP options
that are superior in understanding text compared to the current dictionary-based approaches
common in the entrepreneurship literature and also this dissertation. While, as with many
machine learning tools, it is difficult to grasp how they work in detail (for a detailed
explanation of BERT, see Devlin et al., 2018), BERT builds on language modeling as well as
next sentence prediction and uses vector representations of words that can capture their
meaning and position them in a semantic space. This allows for computational linguistics
based on word embeddings, where king — man + woman = queen (Drozd, Gladkova, &
Matsuoka, 2016). While counting the occurrence of words in dictionaries allows for
quantifying language use within CATA, it does not allow for calculating such semantic
relations. In linguistic entrepreneurship research, these word embeddings would allow, for

example, to see the difference (through vector semantics) between male versus female
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entrepreneurs and thereby reveal implicit gender bias in various textual data. As BERT builds
on machine learning, it needs training with vast amounts of (unlabeled) data for a basic
understanding of language. While this would be computationally intense, the advantage is
that BERT has already been pre-trained on, for example, the English Wikipedia and is thus
immediately ready to use (Devlin et al., 2018). For context-specific applications, BERT can
further be fine-tuned with application-specific data, as has been done with FInBERT for
sentiment analysis specific to financial texts, where the word “risk” has much less of a
negative connotation than in other contexts (Araci, 2019). Similar to classic inference
statistics in Stata or R, the application of BERT does not require fully understanding the
“inner workings” of the algorithm, even though a basic understanding is advisable. BERT can
perform a multitude of tasks, such as translating text (e.g., Zhu et al., 2020) or measuring
sentiment (e.g., Sun, Huang, & Qiu, 2019). Thereby, it outperforms other NLP approaches in
various tasks ranging from understanding and summarizing text (e.g., Gabriel et al., 2019) to
measuring the readability of text (e.g., Deutsch, Jasbi, & Shieber, 2020). On the one hand,
dictionary-based approaches are often sufficient in measuring simple linguistic measures
(e.g., Strubell, Ganesh, & McCallum, 2019), they are more easily applicable and
understandable (Huang, Wang, & Yang, 2020), and “enhance validity when using CATA”
(Short et al., 2010, p. 323). On the other hand, the continuously lowering entry barriers of
employing deep learning approaches in Python, the increased performance in understanding
natural language, and the versatility to train deep learning NLP software to measure a variety
of different linguistic aspects that call for understanding context and semantic meaning of
natural language might make such machine learning approaches become more common in
future linguistic research, also in entrepreneurship. Especially when it comes to implicit and
thus more complex features of language such as sarcasm (e.g., Baruah, Das, Barbhuiya, &

Dey, 2020; Khatri, 2020), irony (Zhang & Abdul-Mageed, 2019) or humor (e.g.,
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Annamoradnejad & Zoghi, 2020; Mao & Liu, 2019), BERT opens up new research
opportunities for linguistic entrepreneurship research. For example, concepts like humor have
already been studied in viral marketing (Béal & Grégoire, 2021), but they could readily be
applied to entrepreneurial contexts like pitches or crowdfunding, where humor has already
been found to impact the success of, for example, science projects as crowdfunding
campaigns (Schéfer, Metag, Feustle, & Herzog, 2018). Given how crowdfunding backers
generally react to positivity in campaign texts (Anglin, Short, et al., 2018), there is reason to
believe that implicit rhetorical aspects like humor might also show success effects outside
campaigns based on science projects. Advanced NLP approaches thus serve as a potential
next step in the evolution of analyzing language in entrepreneurship as they provide the
possibility to operationalize a multitude of specific textual characteristics such as more
complex and implicit entrepreneurial framing, argumentation, rhetorical strategies, and
storytelling.

5.3. General conclusion

Multiple entrepreneurship studies have shed light on the role of language and
constitute a growing body of research. However, this scholarly conversation is far from
having reached closure. In this dissertation, I provided an overview of specific conversations
within this strand of research and discussed, in three essays, how our words as scholars
matter in how we see entrepreneurs and how the words used by entrepreneurs matter in
interacting with (social media) audiences and financial resource acquisition (in
crowdfunding). I specifically documented how social norms manifest in the academic
discourse about entrepreneurship. Additionally, I studied how they are essential in
understanding the effects of language used by entrepreneurs. Social norms impact the effects
of language use, depending on the configuration between the language, the sender, and the
audience. My dissertation thus attests to how language resonates with socially constructed

expectations and can ultimately shape audience reactions towards entrepreneurs and their
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ventures. My work is only a fragment of a grand collective scholarly effort to understand
language as the means of social interactions in entrepreneurship. I hope my work motivates

future young researchers to join me by contributing to this scholarly endeavor.
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Appendix
Appendix A

Confrontational framing dictionary (177 terms):
absurd*, abus*, advers*, against, aggress®*, alcoholic*, annoy*, anti*, arrest*, ass, assault®,
asshole*, attack®, bad, battle*, beast®, beat*, blacklist, block, bogus, bomb*, boob*, booz*,
boycott*, break™®, breitbart*, brutal*, bully*, bum, bust, cheat*, cheeky, collaps*, combat*,
conflict*, conquer®, controv*, convict*, corrupt*, crap, crappy, crash*, crazy, creep®, crime*,
criminal*, critic*, curse, cursed, cursing, damn, debunk, denial*, deny, destroy*,
discriminat*, disgust®, disput*, disregard*, disturb*, doom*, downfall*, drinker*, dropout*,
drunk*, elimina*, enem*, eradicat*, escalate, escalation, evil*, explosiv*, fake, fck*, fight*,
fraud*, freak™®, fu, fuck*, gladiator, hangover, harm, harmful, hate, hated, hating, hijack™,
hostile*, hungover, illegal*, impose, imposes, inappropriat*, insult*, interrupt*®, intrud*,
invad*, jailbreak™, jailbroke*, jerk, junk*, kill*, knockout®, lawsuit*, mafia*, marijuana,
mess, misfit®, mismatch®, murder®, naughty, nemesis, noncompl*, nonconform*, OMFG,
oppos*, pee, peeing, pees, phish*, phony, piracy*, piss*, poison*, prank*, protest™®,
provocat®, psycho, psychopath*, psychos, punish*, punk, punks, radical*, raider®, rampage,
rant, rebel*, refus*, renegad*, reveng®*, revolution*, riot*, rob, robbery, rude, ruin®,
ruthless*, sabotag*, sanction*, savag*, scratch*, shock*, shut up, spoof™*, steal*, suspect*,
takeover®, terrify, theft*, tortur*, treacherous, troubl*, tyran*, unaccept*, unauthoriz*,
unconstitutional®, undermin®, unsustain®, violat*, wack, warfare, weapon*, wikileaks, wtf,
ell*
%ote: Asterisks were used for truncation. Words from the dictionary by Hubbard et al. (2018) are italicized.

Exemplary use of confrontational framing in new ventures’ Tweets:
“I’11 push you to figure things out on your own, but I’m also going to tell you when
you’re totally fucking up.”

“Re-constructing the Sony attack on our live #CrowdCast on Corporate Destruction
http://t.co/***”

“David takes down Goliath! Cisco tried to kill #iWANTCloudGenix challenge:
https://t.co/*** @*** @*** #CLUS”

Note: The words from the confrontational framing dictionary are bolded. The Tweets are anonymized.
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Appendix B

Independent and interaction variable estimates of the robustness checks

Robustness check with Winsorized dependent variables

Main effect (Retweets Full model (Retweets Main effect (likes Full model (likes
Winsorized) Winsorized) Winsorized) Winsorized)
b SE )/ b SE )/ b SE y/] b SE P
VC-funded 0.40* 0.17 0.01 0.38% 0.16 0.02 0.62**  0.19 0.00 0.60**  0.19 0.00
Confrontational 0.06*%*  0.02 0.00 -0.51%* 0.21 0.02 0.04" 0.02 0.10 -0.417 0.24 0.09
VC-funded x
confrontational 0.57** 0.21 0.01 0.45" 0.24 0.07
Log pseudolikelihood -635,947.77 -635,916.88 -817,625.85 -817,612.62
Robustness check only for ventures with pre- and post-VC funding Tweets
Main effect (Retweets) Full model (Retweets) Main effect (likes) Full model (likes)
b SE P b SE P b SE )4 b SE )4
VC-funded 0.27 0.17 0.11 0.24 0.17 0.15 0.43* 0.17 0.01 0.41%* 0.17 0.02
Confrontational 0.02 0.09 0.80 -0.50* 0.22 0.02 0.08 0.17 0.65 -0.36 0.23 0.12
VC-funded %
confrontational 0.55% 0.23 0.02 0.45 0.28 0.10
Log pseudolikelihood -159,506.12 -159,479.08 -185,882.99 -185,869.82
Robustness check for ventures funded by any VC (regardless of being listed on LPJ VC reputation index)
Main effect (Retweets) Full model (Retweets) Main effect (likes) Full model (likes)
b SE )/ b SE )/ b SE P b SE P
VC-funded 0.67**  0.23 0.00 0.63**  0.23 0.01 1.02*** 0.30 0.00 1.00**  0.31 0.00
Confrontational 0.34 0.18 0.06 -0.38*%*  0.12 0.00 0.20%* 0.10 0.05 -0.30**  0.10 0.00
VC-funded x
confrontational 0.72%*  0.23 0.00 0.50%** 0.15 0.00
Log pseudolikelihood -3,306,261.1 -3,305,982.9 4,646,456 -4,646,364.4
Robustness check Using time as an alternative legitimacy proxy
Main effect (Retweets) Full model (Retweets) Main effect (likes) Full model (likes)
b SE P b SE P b SE )4 b SE )4
Time to/since founding  -0.02 0.01 0.23 -0.02 0.01 0.21 -0.01 0.02 0.73 -0.01 0.02 0.70
Confrontational 0.42%* 0.21 0.04 -0.30 0.25 0.22 0.25% 0.13 0.05 -0.15 0.12 0.21
Time to/since founding
x confrontational 0.02**  0.01 0.01 0.01**  0.00 0.00
Log pseudolikelihood -1,931,798.7 -1,926,731.6 -2,678,536.2 -2,675,001.9
Robustness check using VC reputation top 20% as an additional legitimacy proxy
Variables Main effect (Retweets) Full model (Retweets) Main effect (likes) Full model (likes)
b SE P b SE P b SE )4 b SE ¥4
VC-funded 0.82* 0.41 0.05 0.77° 0.40 0.05 1.23* 0.50 0.01 1.20* 0.50 0.02
VC-funded by top 20%  1.03**  0.38 0.01 0.98%* 0.39 0.01 1.41%% 047 0.00 1.38%*  0.47 0.00
Slope difference test for
top 20% 0.02 0.01
Confrontational 0.42* 0.21 0.04 -0.57* 0.23 0.02 0.25% 0.13 0.05 -0.50" 0.28 0.07
Interactions
VC-funded x
confrontational 0.71%%  0.24 0.00 0.66* 0.28 0.02
VC-funded by top 20%
 confrontational 1.o1**  0.35 0.00 0.76* 0.31 0.01
Interaction slope
difference test for top 0.01 0.04
20 %
Log pseudolikelihood -1,931,780.1 -1,930,952 2,678,525.5 2,678,377.3
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Continuation Appendix B

Robustness check using VC reputation top 10% as additional legitimacy proxy

Variables Main effect (Retweets) Full model (Retweets) Main effect (likes) Full model (likes)
b SE p b SE p b SE P b SE )
VC-funded 0.75° 0.39 0.06 0.71° 0.39 0.07 1.28* 0.50 0.01 1.25% 0.50 0.01
VC-funded by t
Lo TP L% 038 000  106** 039 001 138 047 000  135%% 048  0.00
Slope difference test
for top 10% 0.02 0.01
Confrontational 0.42%* 0.21 0.04 -0.56* 0.25 0.02 0.25* 0.13 0.05 -0.497 0.27 0.07
Interactions
VC-funded x
confrontational 0.69%*  0.25 0.01 0.64* 0.27 0.02
VC-funded by top
10% x confrontational 1.02**  0.36 0.01 0.75* 0.30 0.01
Interaction slope
difference test for top 0.01 0.04
10 %
Log pseudolikelihood -1,931,738.9 -1,930,758.4 2,678,532.6 -2,678,338.8
Robustness check using followers count x time as additional control
Variables Main effect (Retweets) Full model (Retweets) Main effect (likes) Full model (likes)
b SE P b SE P b SE P b SE P
VC-funded 0.91* 0.40 0.02 0.86* 0.40 0.03 1.34%%  0.45 0.00 1.30%*  0.45 0.00
Confrontational 0.42%* 0.21 0.04 -0.56**  0.21 0.01 0.25% 0.13 0.05 -0.48" 0.26 0.06
VC-funded x
confrontational 0.98** (.32 0.00 0.73* 0.29 0.01
Log pseudolikelihood -1,925,399.2 -1,925,295.1 2,678,407.7 2,678,368.9
Robustness check using followers count x log (time) as additional control
Variables Main effect (Retweets) Full model (Retweets) Main effect (likes) Full model (likes)
b SE P b SE P b SE P b SE P
VC-funded 0.91* 0.40 0.02 0.86* 0.41 0.04 1.33%%  0.46 0.00 1.30%*  0.46 0.01
Confrontational 0.42%* 0.21 0.04 -0.56%*  0.21 0.01 0.25% 0.13 0.05 -0.48" 0.26 0.07
VC-funded x
confrontational 0.97**  0.32 0.00 0.73* 0.29 0.01
Log pseudolikelihood -1,926,084.3 -1,925,980.5 2,678,577.8 2,678,539.2

Robustness check using Chamberlain-Mundlak random-effects pooled

Variables Main effect (Retweets) Full model (Retweets) Main effect (likes) Full model (likes)

b SE p b SE p b SE P b SE 4
VC-funded 0.95**  0.35 0.01 0.90* 0.36 0.01 1.33%* 043 0.00 1.30%*  0.43 0.00
Confrontational 0.42%* 0.21 0.04 -0.54* 0.21 0.01 0.25% 0.13 0.05 -0.48" 0.26 0.06
li}f‘;ﬁf:gozal 0.96** 031 0.00 0.73** 028 0.0l
Log pseudolikelihood -1,933,955.8 -1,933,855.6 -2,680,801.4 -2,680,762.3

Note: We only report the estimates of the independent and interaction variables in this table. For the exact
model specifications, such as covariates, please see the descriptions in the section robustness checks of the

manuscript.
% p <.001;
**p<.01;
*p<.05;
fp<.l.
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Appendix C
Exemplary crowdfunding campaign (left) with corresponding creator profile (right)
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Appendix D

Innovation language dictionary (215 terms):

abandon, acceler*, adjust*, advance*, agile, ahead, alter, altered, altering, alternative, ambit*, analysi*, analytics, arise,
aspir®, assemble, atypical, avant-garde, begin*, beyond, brand-new, breaking, breakthrough, bring into being, bring into
existence, broaden, build*, certify, challeng*, chang*, combin*, commence*, compon*, compound*, construct*, contrary,
contrast*, controversial, convert®, copyright*, correct®, counter to, creat*, cutting-edge, depart*, derive, develop*, deviat*,
differ*, differentiate™®, disagree, discover*, disparate*, disrupt®, dissimilar*, dissonant*, distinct*, divergent, drastic*,
dreamer*, earlier, earliest, emerg*, enabl*, engin*, enhance*, enter*, entrant, entrepreneur®, entry, establish, establishing,
evolut*, evolv*, examin*, exceed*, expand*, expansion, experiment*, expert*, explor*, extend*, extension, first, fledgling,
found, fresh, fusion, futuristic*, generate, generated, generating, groundbreaking, grow*, ideas, identify, imaginative*,
implementation, implemented, improv*, inceptive*, incorporat*, increase, increases, incubator, initi*, innovat*, instant*,
instead, integrate, integrated, integrates, integrating, integration, introduc*, invent*, latest, leap, lighter, materializ*,
maximize, merging, mockup*, modern*, modif*, modular, neoteric, new, newcomer, newly, niche, nonexistent, novelty,
odd, onset, open up, opening, opposite, optimize, optimized, originality, originate, patent*, phase, pioneer*, probe, process,
produce®, progress*, prototyp*, push*, put forward, questionnair*, quicker, radically, recent*, redesign*, reduces, reducing,
refine*, reform*, release, remake, remodel*, replac*, reproduction, reshap*, resist*, reveal*, revis*, revolution®, scientif*,
set up, shorter, simpler, simpli¥*, solut*, start, state-of-the-art, streamlin*, substitute, surpris*, switch, switched, techniqu*,
test, testing, trademark*, transform*, transit*, trial, tweaking, tweaks, ultramodern, unalike, uncertain*, uncommon,
unfamiliar®*, unheard, unique*, unlike, unparalleled, unprecedented, unusu*, unveil*, up-to-date, updat®, upgrad*, validate,
variant, variants, variation, variations, varying, visionar*

Note: Asterisks were used for truncation—that is, as placeholders characters following a word stem.

Exemplary use of innovation claims in crowdfunding campaign texts:

“There was no way solar could become the planet’s primary power source unless something changed radically to
make it much more accessible for everyone.
“These books will utilize digital printing instead of offset printing like the other books.”
“POST/POP is one of the pioneers of the recent cassette culture craze that has seen tapes rise in popularity a
thousand-fold over the last few years.”
“The journey I'm setting out to go on is one of discovery and creation.”
“These songs throw just enough tradition out the window to make them fresh and new.”
Note: The words from the innovation dictionary are bolded.
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