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Are you part of the crowd? The role of environmental characteristics for 

individuals’ crowdfunding awareness 

by Egle Vaznyte, Petra Andries, and Sophie Manigart  

________________________ 

Crowdfunding has become an alternative source of financing for entrepreneurial new ventures 

and social projects. While several studies have analysed the success factors of crowdfunding 

campaigns, and identifying and “tapping the right crowd” has been shown crucial in this 

respect, we still lack a basic understanding of the individuals who are in the crowd. This study 

aims to increase our understanding of the supply side of crowdfunding by focussing on 

individuals’ crowdfunding awareness. Integrating information processing theory with insights 

from financial literacy and institutional theory, and using a sample of 1,042 individuals in 

Flanders (Belgium), we find that individuals’ awareness of specific crowdfunding initiatives is 

very low. A favourable normative environment and a conducive environment increases an 

individual’s awareness of crowdfunding in general, and women tend to derive their 

crowdfunding awareness to a larger extent from these environmental characteristics than men. 

These results have important practical and theoretical implications.  

________________________ 

Introduction 

In the past decade, crowdfunding has emerged as an alternative and viable source of 

financing for entrepreneurial start-ups and social projects (Bellavitis et al., 2017; Block et al., 

2018; Lin and Viswanathan, 2016; Mollick, 2014; Short et al., 2017). By drawing on small 

financial contributions gathered from a large group of individuals residing on the Internet – i.e. 

the “crowd” – entrepreneurs are able to collect funding as well as receive society’s attention 

and feedback regarding their products or services (Belleflamme et al., 2014; Moritz and Block, 
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2016). As the benefits of crowdfunding become more and more visible, the demand for 

crowdfunding is booming (Burtch et al., 2013; Crosetto and Regner, 2018). Yet, whether there 

is sufficient supply to meet this increasing demand, i.e. whether a sufficient number of 

individuals in the crowd is ready to provide funding, remains to be seen. 

While  research on crowdfunding is exponentially growing (Moritz and Block, 2016), most 

studies have focused on crowdfunding campaigns’ success factors and respective consequences 

for venture performance (Belleflamme et al., 2013; Colombo et al., 2015; Frydrych et al., 2014; 

Mollick, 2014; Short et al., 2017; Stanko and Henard, 2017; Vismara, 2016, 2018; Walthoff‐

Borm et al., 2018). Surprisingly however, significantly fewer scholars have examined the 

characteristics of the crowd (McKenny et al., 2017). Although some progress has been made in 

studying actual crowdfunders’ motivation and their funding behavior (e.g., Agrawal et al., 

2011; Bitterl and Schreier, 2018; Kuppuswamy and Bayus, 2017; Lin and Viswanathan, 2016; 

Polzin et al., 2018), we still know relatively little about why other individuals do not engage in 

crowdfunding at all.  

Given the importance of individual contributions to crowdfunding projects, investigating 

the drivers of individuals’ participation as crowdfunders is highly relevant. For example, while 

some projects on crowdfunding platforms fail because they suffer from a poor quality or are 

generally unattractive (Mollick, 2014), they may also fail simply because the number of 

individuals that act as crowdfunders is limited. Having exposure to a larger crowd is important 

not only for meeting the target levels of funding, but also for receiving a broader variety of 

insights and for reaching a larger network of “product evangelists” who spread awareness about 

the product by word of mouth (Colombo et al., 2015; Crosetto and Regner, 2018; Mollick, 

2016; Stanko and Henard, 2017). 

Therefore, this study aims to increase our understanding of the supply side of the 

crowdfunding phenomenon. In particular, it wants to investigate the determinants of 
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individuals’ crowdfunding awareness. Similar to financial literacy scholars, who argue that a 

key antecedent of an individual’s investment behaviour is his/her financial awareness (e.g., 

Bianchi, 2018; Guiso and Jappelli, 2005; Lusardi et al., 2010, Van Rooij et al., 2011), we 

consider crowdfunding awareness as a key condition determining individual crowdfunding 

behaviour and therefore as a concept worth investigating. Although it may seem obvious that 

individuals – especially in developing countries – are aware of the existence of crowdfunding 

as a new investment opportunity, such a view would fail to consider the complex financial 

market environment (Atkinson and Messy, 2012; Clark, 2014). It is known that “financial 

markets are awash with information” (Clark, 2014: 5), and that this information abundant 

environment implies an increasing competition for individuals’ attention (Van Knippenberg et 

al., 2015). As crowdfunding is still a relatively new investment opportunity, we aim to 

investigate to what extent individuals are aware of crowdfunding, and in particular, what 

characteristics determine their awareness.  

Integrating information processing theory with institutional environment logics and 

insights from financial literacy, we advance an individual’s institutional environment as an 

important determinant of his/her crowdfunding awareness. The institutional environment, and 

the regulatory environment in particular, has been recognized as a pivotal and yet somewhat 

neglected factor contributing to the development of crowdfunding (Bruton et al., 2015). In this 

study, we build upon and extend this notion further by hypothesizing that a favourable 

cognitive, normative and conducive institutional environment positively contribute to 

individuals’ crowdfunding awareness. Moreover, in line with information processing theory, 

we also expect that men and women will differ in how they select and process information about 

these environmental characteristics (Darley and Smith, 1995; Graham et al., 2002; Kim et al., 

2007), with women considering it more comprehensively, and men relying only on a subset of 

highly available external environment cues. In particular, we hypothesize that the effect of 
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environmental characteristics on crowdfunding awareness will be stronger for women than for 

men. We empirically confirm these hypotheses using individual-level survey data of 1,042 

working age individuals from Flanders, the northern and Dutch-speaking part of Belgium.  

This research is the first to our knowledge to conceptually discuss and empirically test the 

antecedents of individuals’ crowdfunding awareness. It contributes to our understanding of the 

supply side of crowdfunding and of financial literacy more in general by identifying the 

importance of environmental characteristics in determining individuals’ crowdfunding 

awareness, and by revealing sex-related contingencies in this respect. As such, it also has 

important implications for policy and practice. 

The remainder of the study is organized as follows. First, we provide a brief overview of 

the crowdfunding literature. Second, we present our theoretical framework and propositions. In 

the following part we cover the data and methodology, which leads to the main results, and 

finally to a discussion and a conclusion. 

Theoretical Development 

Crowdfunding as a New Investment Opportunity  

The recent and extensive growth of new financial products and services has made financial 

markets more easily approachable for “small investors” (Lusardi and Mitchell, 2014). Next to 

the traditional types of investment opportunities such as investments into real estate, bond or 

stock markets, people nowadays also have an opportunity to invest small amounts of money 

directly into new entrepreneurial ventures or social projects via crowdfunding platforms. While 

the former types of investment often require considerable financial contributions, an in-depth 

knowledge or a clearly-defined investment strategy, participation in crowdfunding activities, 

especially in donation or reward-based activities, does not. Anyone who is willing to contribute 

money in return for financial or non-financial (i.e. material or social) rewards (e.g., 
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Belleflamme et al., 2015; Crosetto and Regner, 2018) can participate in a crowdfunding 

campaign.  

More specifically, people can invest via crowdfunding by purchasing an equity stake, 

providing a loan, pre-ordering a product or simply donating (Belleflamme et al., 2014; Crosetto 

and Regner, 2018; Mollick, 2014). Which crowdfunding type is being invested in is primarily 

determined by an individual’s motivation (Moritz and Block, 2016). For instance, while some 

persons may participate in crowdfunding because they are mainly motivated by financial returns 

(i.e. investment-based crowdfunding), others may wish to have a sense of co-creation or be 

among the first product users (i.e. reward-based crowdfunding). Still others may be led by 

altruistic intentions and support a good social cause or a community project (i.e. donation-based 

crowdfunding) (Belleflamme et al., 2015; Crosetto and Regner, 2018; Rey-Martí et al., 2019; 

Stanko and Henard, 2017). As such, crowdfunding provides an opportunity for everyone willing 

to earn financial returns or to more directly engage in the development of for-profit, social or 

cultural ventures (Mollick, 2014).  

Yet, in order to take advantage of these new opportunities, individuals primarily need to 

be aware of them. Similar to Guiso and Jappelli (2005), who investigated awareness and stock 

market participation, we argue that not all people may be aware of crowdfunding, which may 

limit their future participation in crowdfunding. The financial market environment is getting 

more and more complex as the number of financial products and their level of intricacy are 

increasing (Atkinson and Messy, 2012; Clark, 2014; Fonseca et al., 2012; Lusardi et al., 2017). 

People are faced not only with a greater variety of traditional financial instruments concerning 

their household (Guiso and Jappelli, 2005), but also with new financial technologies, such as 

crowdfunding or peer-to-peer lending, that represent alternative investment opportunities (e.g., 

Bruton et al., 2015; Gleasure and Feller, 2016). However, in order to be able to draw on these 

opportunities and make informed financial decisions, people primarily need to be financially 
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literate. Financial literacy has been broadly operationalized as “a combination of awareness, 

knowledge, skill, attitude and behaviour necessary to make sound financial decisions and 

ultimately achieve individual financial wellbeing” (Atkinson and Messy, 2012: 14). In 

empirical work, the notion of financial literacy has taken on narrower meaning and pertains to 

an individual’s awareness and understanding of financial products (e.g., bonds, stocks) or 

financial concepts (e.g., inflation, diversification), mathematical skills or numeracy, or an 

engagement in certain activities such as financial planning (Hastings et al., 2013). Studies report 

that a majority of people lack financial literacy (e.g., Atkinson and Messy, 2012; Bumcrot et 

al., 2013; Campbell, 2006; Greimel-Fuhrmann and Silgoner, 2018; Lusardi and Mitchell, 2014). 

This is extremely worrisome as it may prevent people from planning their retirement (Lusardi 

and Mitchell, 2017), participating in the stock market (Christelis et al., 2010; Guiso and 

Jappelli, 2005; Van Rooij et al., 2011), earning higher returns on their portfolios (Bianchi, 2018) 

or taking advantage of financial innovations (Campbell, 2006), just to name a few. As such, 

considering that crowdfunding is a relatively new financial investment possibility, the question 

becomes to what extent individuals are aware of crowdfunding, and in particular, what 

characteristics determine their awareness. 

Environmental Characteristics and Crowdfunding Awareness  

In order to answer these questions, we primarily draw upon insights from information 

processing theory. According to this theory, people are considered as information processing 

beings (Clark, 2014), who differ in the way they select, acquire and interpret information in 

their environment (Lord and Maher, 1990). These differences may be particularly acute when 

considering environments that are “awash with information”. Although it may seem that more 

information is always better than less (Clark, 2014), people may have a greater difficulty in 

scanning all relevant information (Bettman et al., 1991; Huyghe et al., 2016; Van Knippenberg 

et al., 2015). As the extent to which certain information is processed depends on personal 
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characteristics, i.e. “frames of reference”, and the different information environments 

individuals occupy (Bettman, 1979; Bettman et al., 1991; Clark, 2014; Vanacker and Forbes, 

2016), there is likely to be a great heterogeneity with respect to financial awareness among 

different individuals operating in different environments.  

While empirical studies on financial literacy have traditionally focused on people’s 

personal characteristics (e.g., Atkinson and Messy, 2012; Bianchi, 2018; Calvet et al., 2009; 

Fonseca et al., 2012; Guiso and Jappelli, 2005; Lusardi and Mitchell, 2014, 2017), we further 

advance the importance of environmental characteristics for individuals’ financial awareness, 

and crowdfunding awareness in particular. It is known that people are not making decisions in 

a “social vacuum” (Bettman et al., 1991), but instead, in line with institutional theory, learn 

about certain opportunities only because of the situational context they are in (Lim et al., 2010). 

Therefore, similar to Lim et al. (2010) we capture context-specific differences between 

individuals by the institutional arrangements that depict an individual’s social environment. 

In particular, institutional theory proposes that individuals’ beliefs, goals, and actions are 

affected by various institutional influences, whose impact is oftentimes subtle but pervasive 

(Bruton and Ahlstrom, 2003). Institutions reflect “humanly devised constraints” comprised of 

formal rules (e.g., laws), informal rules (e.g., social norms or conventions), and the enforcement 

characteristics of these rules that altogether provide a structure and guidance to individuals’ 

everyday life (North, 1990). As such, consideration of the institutional environment can be 

particularly useful for better understanding the factors that facilitate or constrain entrepreneurial 

activity in a region or country (Stenholm et al., 2013), and therefore the development of new 

financial technologies such as crowdfunding. Bruton and colleagues conclude that the 

institutional environment has “significant effects on the origin, diffusion, and adoption of these 

new financial alternatives for seeding entrepreneurship in developed and developing 

economies” (Bruton et al., 2015: 12). Hence, they argue that the institutional environment 
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should be considered as a pivotal component of any theoretical framework devoted to 

investigating new/alternative sources of entrepreneurial finance. While these scholars have 

mainly focused on the regulatory institutional environment as one of the key factors 

determining the development of crowdfunding (e.g., an absence of regulatory roadblocks to 

solicit investments from the general public or a possibility to offer uncollateralized debt), we 

further emphasize the importance of other institutions that may play a role. Specifically, we 

argue that people who occupy more favourable cognitive, normative and conducive institutional 

environments are exposed to more crowdfunding related information contributing to their 

crowdfunding literacy.1 

Cognitive environment. The cognitive environment portrays the nature of social reality and 

cognitive structures used by individuals when selecting and interpreting information with 

respect to entrepreneurship activities (Stenholm et al., 2013; Veciana and Urbano, 2008). It 

helps to understand “how societies accept entrepreneurs, inculcate values, and even create a 

cultural milieu whereby entrepreneurship is accepted and encouraged” (Bruton et al., 2010: 

423). Consistent with prior research that has studied the role of this cognitive environment, we 

propose that in societies where people see more business opportunities in their region or 

participate in entrepreneurial networks (e.g., Stenholm et al., 2013), individuals are more likely 

to possess a broader knowledge of entrepreneurial activities, and respectively to be aware of 

crowdfunding. On the one hand, individuals who observe more business opportunities in their 

environment are not only more likely to engage in entrepreneurial activities, such as a new 

venture creation, themselves (e.g., Arenius and Minniti, 2005; Langowitz and Minniti, 2007), 

but also to be aware about various ways allowing to support these activities, as for example 

crowdfunding. On the other hand, crowdfunding awareness should also be higher if there is a 

 
1Although it is commonly accepted to investigate the regulatory environment as one aspect of a country’s 

institutional profile (e.g., Bruton et al., 2010; Busenitz et al., 2000; Spencer and Gómez, 2004; Veciana and 

Urbano, 2008), our empirical study focuses only on individuals in a single region of Flanders, Belgium. As 

regulations do not vary within this region, there is no need to account for the regulatory dimension in our study.  
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chance of learning from others (e.g., community, friends, colleagues) (Guiso and Japelli, 2005; 

Lusardi et al., 2010). More precisely, people who acquire knowledge through interactions with 

entrepreneurs may develop higher entrepreneurial interest in business activities (Stenholm et 

al., 2013) and thus learn about various mechanisms necessary for the entrepreneurial 

endeavours such as crowdfunding. For example, several studies demonstrate that people are 

more likely to be aware of the stock market and respectively to participate in it if they are 

socially connected (Christelis et al., 2010; Guiso and Jappelli, 2005; Hong et al., 2004; Van 

Rooij et al., 2011). We therefore hypothesize that: 

H1. A favourable cognitive environment (e.g., perception of business opportunities or 

participation in entrepreneurial networks) is positively related to crowdfunding 

awareness. 

Normative environment. The normative environment comprises the values, beliefs and 

social norms (Busenitz et al., 2000), and thus provides guidance to individuals and 

organizations of what behavior is expected and appropriate in their environment or society 

(Bruton et al., 2010; Stenholm et al., 2013; Veciana and Urbano, 2008). For instance, while 

some societies may follow norms that “facilitate and promote entrepreneurship and its 

financing”, the others may unintentionally hinder such behaviors (Bruton et al., 2010: 423). As 

such, we expect that people residing in a normative environment where entrepreneurs and their 

innovative and creative ideas are appreciated by the society (Busenitz et al., 2000; Spencer and 

Gómez, 2004), are more likely to be aware of crowdfunding as a means to support 

entrepreneurial endeavours. When entrepreneurs receive more favourable media attention, this 

endorses their legitimacy and people’s trust (Rey-Martí et al., 2019; Stenholm et al., 2013), 

which is central for crowdfunding activities, and people’s investment intentions in particular 

(Belleflamme et al., 2015; Kang et al., 2016). A study by World Bank (2013) has shown that 

crowdfunding ecosystems flourish in environments with strong social norms that endorse 
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entrepreneurship. Consequently, we propose that people coming from an environment where 

entrepreneurship is highly appreciated would be more open to information regarding 

entrepreneurial activities, and respectively would attend to more signals pertaining to 

crowdfunding. 

H2. A favourable normative environment (e.g., perception of favourable media attention to 

entrepreneurship or high status attributed to entrepreneurs) is positively related to 

crowdfunding awareness. 

Conducive environment. Thirdly, the extent to which people are aware of crowdfunding 

may also depend on the conducive environment they are in. A conducive entrepreneurial 

environment measures a “general support for a particular type of entrepreneurial activity” 

(Stenholm et al., 2013: 177-8). Unlike other institutional environments, a conducive 

environment focuses on a set of framework conditions such as the availability of venture capital, 

skilled labour force, or accessibility of suppliers and customers, which create an opportune 

climate for innovation and knowledge-based economic growth. In a similar manner, we 

consider that some environments may be more conducive than others when it comes to 

contribute to knowledge dissemination about crowdfunding. Specifically, an environment 

where the number of start-ups is high can be associated with a greater possibility of social 

interactions between entrepreneurs and their local community, where people may receive 

“word-of-mouth” knowledge about entrepreneurial activities and ways to support them. For 

example, prior research suggests that individuals are more likely to invest in a stock market if 

they reside in areas with a greater number of local community members participating in the 

stock market (e.g., Brown et al., 2008). Likewise, we can expect that people residing in 

communities with a higher level of entrepreneurial activity would have more opportunities to 

learn about crowdfunding. However, as crowdfunding is not only about entrepreneurial but also 

about social projects that focus on charity for the most vulnerable people (Gleasure and Feller, 
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2016), the awareness of crowdfunding may also depend on the number of people who need 

support. In particular, in societies where the proportion of the poorest people is relatively high, 

there may be more collective activities organizing support via crowdfunding and hence a higher 

crowdfunding awareness. Therefore, we propose that people living in a conducive environment 

may be more alert to entrepreneurial or social initiatives, and thus be aware of crowdfunding. 

H3. A favourable conducive environment (e.g., high entrepreneurial activity or high poverty 

rates) is positively related to crowdfunding awareness. 

Sex and Environmental Characteristics 

Finally, although the financial literacy and respective participation in financial markets is 

important for everyone who wants to prosper in todays’ society (Calcagno et al., 2019), a 

number of studies have reported sex-related differences, with women being less knowledgeable 

of and less successful in financial matters than men, that persist even after controlling for 

personal characteristics (e.g., Bucher-Koenen et al., 2017; Greimel-Fuhrmann and Silgoner, 

2018; Guiso and Jappelli, 2005; Fonseca et al., 2012; Jappelli and Padula, 2013; Lusardi and 

Mitchell, 2008; Van Rooij et al., 2011). That is, differences in financial literacy between men 

and women are observed even when considering only younger (Lusardi et al., 2010) or highly 

educated individuals (Mahdavi and Horton, 2014), or when explicitly accounting for their risk-

taking preferences (Atkinson and Messy, 2012). In order to explain this financial literacy gap, 

we further develop the idea initially raised by Lusardi and Mitchel (2014: 20), which states that 

“women may acquire financial literacy differently from men”.  

In fact, according to information processing theory, women and men differ not only in their 

personal characteristics, but also in how they select and process information about 

environmental influences (Darley and Smith, 1995; Graham et al., 2002; Kim et al., 2007; 

Meyers-Levy and Maheswaran, 1991). Specifically, men are considered to be more selective 

information-processors than women. They tend to rely on a few environmental cues that are 
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highly available and easily noticeable in the focal context, whereas women process information 

more comprehensively by focusing their attention on both more apparent and more subtle 

external cues. These information processing differences have been observed also in investor 

information search behaviour (Loibl and Hira, 2011) as well as in crowdfunders’ information 

use regarding the crowdfunding project and its objectives (Polzin et al., 2018). Consequently, 

we expect that environmental characteristics will play a bigger role in determining the 

crowdfunding awareness of women than is the case for men. Or in other words, we hypothesize 

that. 

H4. The extent to which crowdfunding awareness is derived from environmental characteristics 

is greater for women than for men. 

Research Method 

Data 

To test our hypotheses, we conducted an individual-level survey in Flanders, the northern 

part of Belgium, where we interviewed a representative sample of 1,042 working age 

individuals about their crowdfunding awareness. The sample of this survey was randomly 

selected from the whole (working-age) population in Flanders, and was stratified based on sex, 

age and level of education. We contacted individuals by telephone using a random-digit dialling 

(RDD) technique in the period between October and December 2016, i.e. we continued the 

interviews until each stratum was replete. 

We believe that this setting is well-suited to address our research question. Although in 

Belgium, crowdfunding activity has seen a tremendous increase from 2.5 million EUR in 2014 

to 37 million EUR in 2015 (European Crowdfunding Network, 2018), these amounts are still 

significantly lower than in other European countries, most notably UK, France, Germany and 

the Netherlands (Ziegler et al., 2017). This makes Belgium, and Flanders in particular, an 



13 

 

interesting geographical context to study crowdfunding awareness. Moreover, the fact that we 

– unlike most crowdfunding studies – do not extract data from existing crowdfunding platforms, 

but instead exploit hand-collected data for a representative sample of the whole Flemish 

population, allows us to distinguish between those individuals that are and those that are not 

aware about crowdfunding. 

The dataset contains information about respondents’ main socio-demographic 

characteristics, their cognitive and normative environment, as well as their awareness of 

crowdfunding. However, since not all respondents answered the questionnaire completely, our 

final sample is reduced and equals 747 observations. This reduction, nevertheless, does not have 

any impact on our final results (i.e. there is no sample selection bias). We provide the mean 

comparison tests of the initial and the final sample in the Appendix.  

In a second step, we combined this dataset with secondary data on respondents’ conducive 

environment for the municipality where the respondent was residing at the end of 2015. Data 

were taken from Statistics Flanders in particular with (a) the number of newly founded firms 

liable for VAT, (b) the number of people with extremely low income (measured as the number 

of personal income declarations with a total net taxable amount equal to zero), and (c) the total 

number of inhabitants. 

Finally, given that our data contains self-reported variables, we also test for common 

method bias. As suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003), we conducted Harman’s one-factor test 

using exploratory factor analysis, which suggests that common method variance does not 

appear to be a significant issue in our dataset. 

Variables 

Dependent Variables. We measure crowdfunding awareness by two variables. Firstly, the 

respondents were asked whether they had already heard about crowdfunding. Accordingly, we 

construct a binary variable of general crowdfunding awareness, which receives a value of one 
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if they answered positively to this question, and zero otherwise. Secondly, respondents who 

answered positively to the previous question, were asked to name a crowdfunding platform or 

a crowdfunding campaign. If the answers indeed contained a correct platform name or a 

crowdfunding project description, we coded this variable of a specific crowdfunding awareness 

as equal to one. We coded this variable zero if they could not name any platform or campaign 

or if their response was not associated with any crowdfunding activities. Out of 747 

respondents, 76 % indicated that they are aware of crowdfunding, but among those who possess 

a general awareness only less than 10 % could name a crowdfunding platform or a 

crowdfunding project.2 This suggests that crowdfunding awareness is low in this region. 

Independent Variables. Similar to Turro et al. (2016) and Arenius and Minniti (2005) we 

measure the cognitive and normative institutional environment at the individual level, and the 

conducive environment at the aggregated level. Specifically, we capture the respondent’s 

cognitive environment by asking him/her (1) whether or not he/she thinks that good 

opportunities to start a business will occur in his/her region in the next six months (dummy 

variable opportunity perception), and (2) whether or not he/she knows someone who has set up 

a business in the last two years (dummy variable knowing entrepreneur). The respondent’s 

normative environment is represented by (1) inquiring him/her whether or not he/she feels that 

people who successfully start a business enjoy high esteem and respect in Flanders (dummy 

variable high status), and (2) whether or not people in Flanders often see stories about 

successful young companies in media (dummy variable media attention). As the questions 

pertaining to the cognitive and normative environment ask respondents to report on the 

“typical” behavior of most of the members in their region, we already capture the shared 

collective norms within their environment (Fischer, 2006), thus we no longer average these 

 
2 When considering these proportions using the initial sample (i.e. before cleaning the sample from missing values), 

a general awareness of crowdfunding is equal to 74 %, and among people having a general awareness only 9 % 

could name a crowdfunding platform or a project. 
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measures. Finally, we capture a respondent’s conducive environment (1) by taking the number 

of start-ups in 2015 in the municipality where the respondent resides and dividing it by the total 

number of inhabitants of that municipality in 2015 (start-up ratio) and (2) by taking the number 

of people with extremely low income (measured as the number of personal income declarations 

with a total net taxable amount equal to zero) and dividing it by the total number of inhabitants 

of the municipality (poverty ratio). Flanders has 308 municipalities, which guarantees that there 

is enough variation spanning respondents’ local environment conditions, and thus differences 

in their opportunities to learn about crowdfunding.  

As we hypothesized that the effect of these environmental characteristics is greater for 

women than for men, we include the respondent’s sex in our analyses. Studies exploring 

financial literacy consistently find that women are less knowledgeable of financial matters than 

men (e.g., Bucher-Koenen et al., 2017; Lusardi and Mitchell, 2008), a finding that has been 

mainly associated with women’s lack of financial interest (Greimel-Fuhrmann and Silgoner, 

2018) or more conservative risk-taking attitude (Mohammadi and Shafi, 2018). Similarly, we 

expect that these characteristics may also relate to differences in processed information about 

crowdfunding, and we include a dummy variable woman taking the value 1 for women and 0 

for men. 

Control variables. Similar to financial literacy scholars, we also include several control 

variables that may be important for crowdfunding awareness (e.g., Bianchi, 2018; Calvet et al., 

2009; Jappelli and Padula, 2013; Lusardi and Mitchell, 2017; Lusardi et al., 2010). Namely, we 

control for an individual’s age, level of education, income, employment situation, and for his/her 

entrepreneurial experience and that of his/her parents. First, we control for a direct effect of 

respondents’ age. Although financial literacy is shown to be lowest among the young and the 

elderly (i.e. an inverse U-shape) (e.g., Agarwal et al., 2009; Lusardi et al., 2017), this evidence 

is not supported when considering people’s awareness of advanced financial products (e.g., 
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stocks, corporate bonds) (e.g., Guiso and Jappelli, 2005). This is probably because younger 

people are more willing to adopt new (financial) technologies (Bauer and Hein, 2006), and thus 

respectively are more attentive to information about new trends in financial markets, which we 

expect is also the case of crowdfunding awareness. Second, as people may also differ in the 

way they scan and draw attention to information depending on their level of education (e.g., 

Ucbasaran et al., 2008), similar to financial literacy scholars (e.g., Bianchi, 2018; Lusardi et al., 

2010), we also expect to see a positive correlation between education and crowdfunding 

awareness. As such, we include a dummy variable education that equals to 1 if a respondent 

has university degree or higher, and 0 otherwise. Third, although general financially literacy 

may be independent of income levels, people who are financially constrained may nevertheless 

be more concerned in fulfilling their basic financial needs instead of looking for investment 

opportunities (Atkinson and Messy, 2012). On the other hand, affluent people are not only more 

likely to participate in stock market and invest larger amounts (Guiso and Jappelli, 2005; Van 

Rooij et al., 2011), but may also receive more signals about potential finance opportunities such 

as crowdfunding. Additionally, since richer people are more prone to be involved in charitable 

giving (Brown and Ferris, 2007), they may also be more likely to be aware of (donation-based) 

crowdfunding. Therefore, we include a continuous variable representing an individual’s 

income,3 and since this variable is measured at the household level, we also account for a 

household size. Lastly, we also control for whether or not a person is employed (full time or 

part-time), whether he/she has current or prior entrepreneurial experience and whether his/her 

parents own(ed) a business. These characteristics may relate to crowdfunding awareness via 

peer-effects (e.g. Van Rooij et al., 2011) or self-interest in new developments in the 

 
3 Although the question in the survey about an individual’s household income is formulated as a categorical 

variable (i.e., less than EUR 1999, between EUR 2000-2999, between EUR 3000-3999, between EUR 4000-4999, 

equal or more than EUR 5000), we treat this variable as continuous because it has a sufficient number of categories 

and it is normally distributed (e.g., Moilanen et al., 2014). 
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entrepreneurial landscape. Since several variables are skewed (i.e. age, household size, start-

up ratio, and poverty ratio), we logarithmically transform them. 

Estimation Approach 

Given the binary nature of our dependent variable general crowdfunding awareness, we 

test our main propositions using a Probit model. We complement these analyses with a 

maximum-likelihood Probit model with sample selection (i.e. Heckprobit). Specifically, since 

we measured people’s crowdfunding awareness in two stages (i.e., we first inquired about their 

general crowdfunding awareness, and subsequently inquired about their specific crowdfunding 

awareness only if the previous answer was positive), we include a Probit model adjusting for 

sample selection bias (Wooldridge, 2002). As two exclusion restrictions we use the variables 

representing conducive environment. In line with work by Seghers et al. (2012), we can argue 

that location effects will be important for a general but not for a specific crowdfunding 

awareness (i.e. awareness of a specific crowdfunding platform or a campaign). According to 

Seghers et al. (2012), people need specific human capital or specialized social capital in order 

to develop more advanced financial knowledge. As such, we expect that an individual’s 

cognitive environment (especially the variable determining whether a person knows an 

entrepreneur), and normative environment (especially favourable media attention) will be more 

informative than his/her conducive environment when it comes to specific crowdfunding 

awareness.  

Results 

Table 1 depicts main descriptive statistics and a pairwise correlation matrix, and Table 2 

compares the characteristics of individuals who are not aware of crowdfunding with those who 

are. The descriptive statistics lend initial support to our main propositions that crowdfunding 

awareness positively correlates with individuals’ environmental characteristics portrayed 
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through favourable normative and conducive institutional environments. The mean comparison 

test reveals sex-related differences with respect to general crowdfunding awareness. In 

particular, 82 % of the men in our sample are aware of crowdfunding compared to 70 % of the 

women. This difference is however not significant when considering specific crowdfunding 

awareness (11 % for men versus 9 % for women). 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 1 and 2 about here 

     ------------------------------------------ 

 We then turn to the findings of the Probit analysis. Starting with a baseline model with 

only control variables, we respectively include the variables of interest and track whether these 

additional inclusions contribute to the model fit predicting crowdfunding awareness (see Table 

3). The inclusion of all environmental characteristics improves the predictability of general 

crowdfunding awareness by 17 % (Model 4 vs Model 1: LR-testχ² = 16.83, p < 0.01). However, 

this improvement is mainly driven by characteristics of the normative and conducive 

environment. In particular, none of the factors determining cognitive environment are important 

to general crowdfunding awareness, thus rejecting H1. In support of H2, people residing in a 

normative environment characterized by individuals’ perception of favourable media attention 

to successful entrepreneurial stories are more likely to be aware of crowdfunding (Model 4: 

AMEMedia attention = 0.073, p < 0.05). Whether or not people think about entrepreneurs with high 

status does not contribute to their probability of learning about crowdfunding. Finally, we also 

find supportive evidence for the importance of a conducive environment (and thus H3), which 

is mainly determined by the poverty ratio (Model 4: AMEPoverty ratio = 0.109, p < 0.01) but not 

by the start-up ratio. Yet again, none of these characteristics are important for specific 

crowdfunding awareness, i.e. for learning about a specific crowdfunding platform or a 

campaign.  
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------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 3 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 

In order to test the last hypothesis, we run the analyses using a subsample of women and 

men respectively, and inspect to what extent the joint inclusion of environmental characteristics 

improves the model fit. Since the model concerning specific crowdfunding awareness does not 

present any selection issue (Model 6), we conduct further analyses with a Probit model. As 

presented in Table 4, the likelihood ratio test indicates that a joint consideration of all 

environmental variables contributes significantly to the explanation of general crowdfunding 

awareness for women (Model 1 vs Model 2: LR-testχ² = 13.28, p < 0.05), whereas the joint 

inclusion of the environmental factors is not significant for the male subsample (Model 3 vs 

Model 4: LR-testχ² = 5.91, p > 0.10), and thus lends support for our H4. 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 4 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 

In order to verify our main findings, we conducted multiple robustness checks (available 

from the authors upon request). First, we inspected whether the results hold when controlling 

for a different set of variables (e.g., by excluding variables with the lowest response rate namely 

income, high status, and opportunity perception; by including additional variables such as the 

unemployment rate in the respondent’s region, whether the respondent resides in a city or 

village, province-level fixed effects, and several more), and respectively were able to reproduce 

our main findings. Second, we also conducted additional analyses with clustered standard errors 

at the municipality level, yet this adjustment did not change the main results. Third, we also 

controlled for a possible nonlinear effect of age (e.g., Agarwal et al., 2009), which nevertheless 

does not appear to be significant. Finally, we used different model specifications (e.g., zero 

inflated Probit for specific crowdfunding awareness with imputed zero values) and tested the 
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hypotheses on different subgroups according to age, education and income. All these analyses 

provided results that are consistent with our main findings. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

This study investigates what determines an individual’s awareness of crowdfunding. Our 

findings show that a majority of people have heard about crowdfunding (74 %), yet only a tiny 

proportion possessing this general knowledge can actually correctly name a crowdfunding 

platform or a crowdfunding campaign (9 %). We show that individuals’ (general) crowdfunding 

awareness differs substantially depending not only on their personal characteristics, but also on 

the institutional environment they are in, with a favourable normative and a conducive 

environment enhancing crowdfunding awareness. Finally, environmental characteristics play a 

greater role in determining the crowdfunding awareness for women than for men. These 

findings contribute to both crowdfunding literature and practice as well as to financial literacy 

research. 

Our research primarily complements the broad crowdfunding literature by demonstrating 

that people – i.e. the potential “crowd” – are to a great extent unaware of crowdfunding, which 

in turn will limit their participation in crowdfunding. This in itself is already an important 

finding considering the pivotal role of the “crowd”. Crowdfunders are critically important for 

the success of crowdfunding as they help not only to bridge the funding gap for the 

entrepreneurial ventures or social projects (Polzin et al., 2018), but also to build customer 

awareness, receive feedback and develop credibility with other potential investors (e.g., 

Belleflamme et al., 2014, 2015; Colombo et al., 2015; Crosetto and Regner, 2018; Hornuf et 

al., 2018; Mollick, 2016; Stanko and Henard, 2017). Also, considering the burgeoning demand 

for crowdfunding (Crosetto and Regner, 2018; Rey-Martí et al., 2019), there is a substantial 

need for a supply – i.e. people participating in crowdfunding. Because our results also 

demonstrate that women are generally less aware about crowdfunding, they also help to explain 
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why there are fewer female than male crowdfunders (Hervé et al., 2018; Mohammadi and Shafi, 

2018; Vismara et al., 2017). Consequently, our study indicates that future research should 

account for selection issues when investigating crowdfunders’ behavior (i.e. by first controlling 

for whether or not individuals are aware of crowdfunding, and only then investigating their 

crowdfunding participation and respective investment behavior). Therefore, our study points to 

the need for educating, and thus reaching out to the rest of the individuals in the “crowd”, who 

currently lack awareness of crowdfunding.  

Secondly, we emphasize the importance of individuals’ environmental characteristics in 

determining their awareness of crowdfunding. More specifically, we underline the importance 

of the institutional environment, which has been advanced as a relevant yet overlooked 

determinant of the evolution of new financial alternatives such as crowdfunding (Bruton et al., 

2015). While a qualitative study by Bruton et al. (2015) mainly focused on the importance of a 

favourable regulatory environment for the successful development of financial innovations 

such as crowdfunding, peer-to-peer lending or microfinance, our study emphasizes the crucial 

role of the regional normative and conducive environment for crowdfunding awareness, which 

we believe is critical for a successful development of crowdfunding supply. Specifically, our 

findings reveal that people residing in a favourable normative environment, where individuals 

recognize many successful entrepreneurship stories in the media, and a conducive environment, 

where more people are needing support, are exposed to more learning opportunities about 

crowdfunding as a means to support entrepreneurial or social initiatives. By demonstrating that 

individuals’ awareness of investment opportunities (e.g., crowdfunding) depends not only on 

their personal characteristics, but also on the institutional environment they occupy, we 

contribute to the financial literacy literature which has mainly focused on the role of socio-

demographic characteristics for financial literacy (Clark, 2014).  
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Finally, we looked at the interaction of environmental characteristics and sex in 

determining crowdfunding awareness. In particular, we showed that environmental 

characteristics play a greater role in determining the crowdfunding awareness for women than 

for men. Prior research has observed that large differences in financial literacy persists between 

men and women even after controlling for a broad set of their socio-demographic characteristics 

(e.g., Greimel-Fuhrmann and Silgoner, 2018; Van Rooij et al., 2011), and respectively has 

called for future research helping to explain this gap (Bucher-Koenen et al., 2017; Lusardi and 

Mitchell, 2014). By integrating insights from information processing theory, we advance 

financial literacy research by showing that women and men differ in the way they select and 

process information about environmental influences, which can be instrumental in explaining 

the remaining knowledge gap of women. 

By consequence, this study has important implications for policy and practice. First, as 

financial markets are getting more complex, governments should provide more guidance on 

new financing alternatives such as crowdfunding, allowing their societies to fully leverage these 

new investment opportunities. Second, governments should also invest into creating a more 

favourable entrepreneurial environment, which would help to foster not only the entrepreneurial 

endeavours within their region or country (Bruton et al., 2010), but also the societies’ awareness 

of ways to support these activities, as for example crowdfunding. In either way, an increased 

awareness of crowdfunding in the population could lead to greater crowdfunding participation, 

and thus contribute directly to entrepreneurial ventures or social projects as well as indirectly 

to job creation (Mollick and Kuppuswamy, 2014; Ramos and González, 2015), community 

development and overall economic growth (World Bank, 2013; European Commission, 2014). 

As for practice, our findings suggest that entrepreneurs and crowdfunding platforms should pay 

more attention to socio-demographic and environmental differences in their advertising 

strategies. A better understanding of these characteristics can be helpful in analysing people’s 
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willingness to invest in crowdfunding campaigns as well as help entrepreneurs’ to further refine 

their product and develop more targeted marketing strategies, for example by considering sex-

related differences in information processing (Belleflamme et al., 2014; Bruton et al., 2015; 

McKenny et al., 2017). 

Limitations and Future Research 

Our study has several limitations and remaining questions that we hope would be of interest 

for future research. Firstly, in order to explain crowdfunding awareness, we have relied on 

general information about individuals and their environmental context. However, a more fine-

grained picture of these characteristics would be relevant, especially for explaining specific 

crowdfunding awareness. In particular, the fact that none of the environmental characteristics 

contribute to a specific crowdfunding awareness, and that only respondents’ income and 

entrepreneurial experience strongly and positively relates to this specific knowledge, suggests 

that specific awareness about crowdfunding (or other financial opportunities) results from more 

directly applicable specific human capital rather than from generic human capital. This 

explanation is line with prior findings that an economic or business education is more predictive 

than a formal education for individuals’ financial literacy (e.g., Lusardi, 2008) as well as for 

start-up founders’ financial literacy (e.g., Seghers et al., 2012). As such, we encourage future 

studies to collect more detailed information on individuals’ socio-demographic characteristics 

(e.g., type of education, different experience). Along the same lines, more detailed mapping of 

the environmental variables including attitudes (i.e. risk perception) and behavior (i.e. 

involvement in social media) (Atkinson and Messy, 2012; Greimel-Fuhrman and Silgoner, 

2018) would be particularly relevant. Additionally, it would be interesting to explore whether 

individuals’ awareness differs among different types of crowdfunding (e.g., Belleflamme et al., 

2015), and how this awareness respectively translates into actual crowdfunding participation.  



24 

 

Secondly, while our study investigates the supply side perspective, and in particular the 

extent to which the potential “crowd” is aware of crowdfunding, an important question becomes 

to what extent entrepreneurs are aware of this financing possibility. Prior studies have found 

that entrepreneurs have a limited knowledge of different finance alternatives, which 

subsequently can lead to suboptimal financial decision making (Seghers et al., 2012; Van 

Auken, 2001).  

Finally, as we offer insight onto crowdfunding awareness in Flanders (Belgium), it remains 

unclear to what extent crowdfunding awareness is pervasive in other countries, and whether (if 

so) this lack of awareness is an impediment for the future global expansion of crowdfunding. 

We hope that these remaining concerns will inspire future scholarly work.  
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Result Tables 

Table 1 

Pairwise correlation of Crowdfunding awareness 

  

Mea

n SD Min Max 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1

6 

1 General awareness 0.76 0.43 0 1 1                

2 Specific awareness  0.10 0.30 0 1 0.16* 1               

3 Woman 0.47 0.50 0 1 -0.13* -0.04 1              

4 Age(ln) 3.74 0.32 2.89 4.16 -0.01 -0.17* -0.01 1             

5 Education 0.41 0.49 0 1 0.26* 0.06 0.03 0.00 1            

6 Income 2.86 1.27 1 5 0.23* 0.07 -0.17* -0.07 0.27* 1           

7 Ent. experience 0.33 0.47 0 1 -0.10* 0.06 -0.10* 0.05 -0.02 0.03 1          

8 Household size(ln) 1.07 0.48 0 2.30 -0.02 0.00 -0.07* -0.27* 0.00 0.44* 0.00 1         

9 Employed 0.76 0.43 0 1 0.01 -0.05 -0.02 -0.01 0.14* 0.20* 0.16* 0.12* 1        

10 Parents 0.33 0.47 0 1 0.05 0.03 -0.02 0.03 0.06 0.09* 0.19* -0.03 0.02 1       

11 Knowing entrepreneur 0.53 0.50 0 1 0.00 0.02 -0.01 -0.06 0.00 0.08* 0.22* 0.01 0.12* 0.11* 1      

12 Opportunity perception 0.43 0.50 0 1 0.05 0.07 -0.05 0.01 0.08* 0.09* 0.11* 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.10* 1     

13 Media attention 0.43 0.50 0 1 0.11* 0.04 0.04 0.10* 0.01 0.04 -0.04 -0.07 0.00 0.03 0.07 0.07 1    

14 High status 0.70 0.46 0 1 0.06 0.02 0.06 -0.01 0.06 0.03 -0.13* 0.02 -0.01 -0.07* -0.03 0.10* 0.07 1   

15 Start-up ratio(ln) -4.97 0.18 -5.46 -4.47 0.07* 0.04 -0.04 -0.09* 0.00 0.01 -0.03 0.00 -0.04 0.06 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.06 1  

16 Poverty ratio(ln) -3.42 0.39 -4.18 -2.26 0.12* 0.05 -0.01 -0.06 0.13* -0.03 0.00 -0.03 -0.06 -0.02 0.02 0.08* 0.02 0.05 0.26* 1 

Notes: Significance levels: * p<0.05. The variance inflation factor is equal to 1.14.  Number of observations for specific awareness is 570.
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Table 2 

Mean differences  

 General awareness (N=747) Specific awareness (N=570) 

Variable 

Difference 

(not aware – aware) SE t-stat p-val. 

Difference 

(not aware – aware) SE t-stat 

p-

val. 

Environmental characteristics 

Knowing entrepreneur -0.003 0.043 -0.062  -0.028 0.070 -0.402  

Opportunity perception -0.058 0.043 -1.360  -0.124 0.070 -1.770 * 

Media attention -0.128 0.042 -3.020 *** -0.063 0.070 -0.891  

High status -0.068 0.039 -1.724 * -0.036 0.063 -0.567  

Start-up ratio(ln) -0.031 0.015 -1.991 ** -0.021 0.025 -0.840  

Poverty ratio(ln) -0.110 0.034 -3.293 *** -0.062 0.057 -1.090  

 

Socio-demographic characteristics 

Woman 0.158 0.043 3.703 *** 0.061 0.070 0.872  

Age(ln) 0.004 0.028 0.143  0.186 0.045 4.174 *** 

Education -0.304 0.041 -7.439 *** -0.103 0.070 -1.459  

Income -0.687 0.106 -6.457 *** -0.307 0.175 -1.760 * 

Ent. experience 0.109 0.040 2.702 *** -0.093 0.065 -1.434  

Parents -0.050 0.041 -1.235  -0.054 0.067 -0.812  

Employed -0.006 0.037 -0.175  0.068 0.060 1.130  

Household size(ln) 0.019 0.042 0.457  0.003 0.067 0.046  

Notes: significance levels: * p<0.10, **p<0.05, *** p<0.01. 
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Table 3 

Average Marginal Effects of Crowdunfing Awaraness  

  

Probit 

 

Heckprobit 

 

  1st stage: 2nd stage: 

 General Awareness General 

Awareness 

Specific 

Awareness 

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
 

Socio-demographic characteristics 

Woman -0.106*** -0.106*** -0.109*** -0.105*** -0.103*** 0.013 

 (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.028) (0.051) 

Age(ln) -0.028 -0.026 -0.040 -0.029 -0.028 -0.199*** 

 (0.047) (0.047) (0.047) (0.047) (0.047) (0.050) 

Education 0.196*** 0.195*** 0.194*** 0.182*** 0.182*** -0.030 

 (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.078) 

Income 0.067*** 0.066*** 0.063*** 0.065*** 0.067*** 0.014 

 (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.025) 

Ent. experience -0.096*** -0.100*** -0.092*** -0.091*** -0.088*** 0.089 

 (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.055) 

Household size(ln) -0.096*** -0.096*** -0.089*** -0.089*** -0.093*** -0.050 

 (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) (0.033) (0.033) (0.047) 

Employed -0.038 -0.039 -0.039 -0.032 -0.032 -0.037 

 (0.035) (0.035) (0.035) (0.034) (0.034) (0.041) 

Parents 0.023 0.022 0.022 0.025 0.028 0.004 

 (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.035) 
 

Environmental characteristics 

Knowing ent.  0.012 0.007 0.002 0.006 -0.022 

  (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.035) 

Opportunity per.  0.018 0.009 0.004 0.005 0.049 

  (0.029) (0.030) (0.030) (0.029) (0.034) 

Media attention   0.073** 0.073** 0.067** 0.016 

   (0.030) (0.029) (0.030) (0.041) 

High status   0.024 0.020 0.021 0.007 

   (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.038) 

Start-up ratio(ln)    0.058 0.057  

    (0.081) (0.078)  

Poverty ratio(ln)    0.109*** 0.098**  

    (0.040) (0.043)  
‡ρ(transformed)      -0.890 

      (0.796) 

N 747 747 747 747 747 570 

Log-likelihood -353.865 -353.574 -350.109 -345.451 -511.057 

Pseudo R² 0.135 0.136 0.144 0.155   
†Model fit χ² 110.289*** 110.871*** 117.800*** 127.118*** 21.750** 

LR-test†  0.58 6.93** 9.32***   

 

Notes: standard errors are in the parentheses. Significance levels: * p<0.10, **p<0.05, *** p<0.01. All models contain a 

constant, but its average marginal effects are not reported. 
†Model fit: LR-test allows to compare two models and inspect whether one model has a better fit than the other (e.g. 

model 2 has better fit than model 1, etc.). 
‡Heckman model: LR-test of independent equations (ρ=0): χ²=1.05, p > 0.10 indicating no selection issue.  
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Table 4 

Average Marginal Effects of Crowdfunding Awareness: Sex-related differences  

  

General Awareness 

 

Specific Awareness 

 

 Women Men Women Men 

  

Model 1 

 

Model 2 

 

Model 3 

 

Model 4 

 

Model 5 

 

Model 6 

 

Model 7 

 

Model 8 

 

Socio-demographic characteristics 

Age(ln) -0.028 -0.019 -0.028 -0.028 -0.092* -0.093* -0.183*** -0.193*** 

 (0.079) (0.079) (0.056) (0.057) (0.054) (0.055) (0.049) (0.048) 

Education 0.207*** 0.193*** 0.180*** 0.167*** 0.049 0.068* 0.015 0.009 

 (0.046) (0.046) (0.043) (0.044) (0.037) (0.039) (0.035) (0.034) 

Income 0.079*** 0.075*** 0.057*** 0.057*** 0.029* 0.032* 0.021 0.023 

 (0.020) (0.020) (0.017) (0.017) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

Ent. experience -0.097* -0.094* -0.091** -0.082** 0.072* 0.064* 0.025 0.037 

 (0.050) (0.050) (0.038) (0.040) (0.037) (0.038) (0.036) (0.038) 

Household size(ln) -0.094* -0.090* -0.091** -0.084** -0.023 -0.036 -0.076* -0.081** 

 (0.053) (0.053) (0.043) (0.043) (0.046) (0.047) (0.041) (0.041) 

Employed -0.052 -0.036 -0.016 -0.013 -0.036 -0.034 -0.030 -0.028 

 (0.055) (0.054) (0.045) (0.044) (0.040) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041) 

Parents 0.089* 0.092* -0.027 -0.030 0.045 0.033 -0.024 -0.028 

 (0.051) (0.051) (0.039) (0.040) (0.035) (0.035) (0.036) (0.037) 

 

Environmental characteristics 

Knowing ent.  0.011  -0.002  0.030  -0.051 

  (0.046)  (0.039)  (0.038)  (0.036) 

Opportunity per.  0.009  -0.004  0.023  0.060* 

  (0.046)  (0.038)  (0.036)  (0.034) 

Media attention  0.121***  0.033  0.037  0.030 

  (0.045)  (0.039)  (0.035)  (0.033) 

High status  0.009  0.031  -0.044  0.052 

  (0.052)  (0.039)  (0.039)  (0.039) 

Start-up ratio(ln)  0.079  0.061  0.129  -0.017 

  (0.133)  (0.099)  (0.112)  (0.097) 

Poverty ratio(ln)  0.112*  0.096*  -0.039  0.039 

  (0.063)  (0.052)  (0.045)  (0.043) 

N 349 349 398 398 245 245 325 325 

Log-likelihood -185.447 -178.808 -166.560 -163.606 -63.159 -60.730 -101.978 -97.200 

Pseudo R² 0.128 0.159 0.122 0.137 0.119 0.153 0.082 0.125 
†Model fit χ² 54.297*** 67.575*** 46.202*** 52.111*** 17.012** 21.868* 18.125** 27.682** 

LR-test†  13.28**  5.91  4.86  9.56 

 

Notes: standard errors are in the parentheses. Significance levels: * p<0.10, **p<0.05, *** p<0.01. All models contain a 

constant, but its average marginal effects are not reported. 

†LR-test allows to compare two models and inspect whether one model has a better fit than the other (e.g. model 2 has 

better fit than model 1, etc.). 

 

Fit Characteristics of Accompanying Models (detailed) 

 

Models 

 General Awareness Specific Awareness 

  Women 
Men 

Women Men 

  
LR-test χ² p LR-test χ² p LR-test χ² p LR-test χ² p 

1 Socio-demographic          

2 Socio-demographic + Cognitive 1 vs 2 0.76 0.68 0.04 0.98 1.24 0.54 5.70 0.06 

3 Socio-demographic + Normative 1 vs 3 8.32 0.02 1.66 0.44 1.78 0.41 3.49 0.17 

4 Socio-demographic + Conducive 1 vs 4 5.62 0.06 4.57 0.10 1.85 0.40 1.46 0.48 

5 
Socio-demographic + Cognitive + 

Normative + Conducive 

1 vs 5 13.28 0.04 5.91 0.43 4.86 0.56 9.56 0.14 
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Appendix 

Table A1 

 

Sample Comparison: Mean Differences 

 

 

 

Excluded obs. Final Sample     

Variable N Mean  N Mean Difference SE t-stat p-value 

General awareness  295 0.688 747 0.763 -0.075 0.030 -2.495 0.013 

Specific awareness  203 0.074 570 0.098 -0.024 0.024 -1.031 0.303 

Woman 296 0.541 747 0.467 0.073 0.034 2.139 0.033 

Age(ln) 293 3.700 747 3.742 -0.042 0.024 -1.770 0.077 

Education 297 0.347 747 0.407 -0.060 0.033 -1.799 0.072 

Income 142 2.718 747 2.863 -0.145 0.116 -1.252 0.211 

Ent. experience 296 0.311 747 0.335 -0.024 0.032 -0.740 0.460 

Parents 294 0.371 747 0.332 0.039 0.033 1.185 0.236 

Employed 292 0.651 747 0.756 -0.106 0.031 -3.452 0.001 

Household size(ln) 290 1.075 747 1.067 0.008 0.033 0.227 0.821 

Knowing entrepreneur 294 0.463 747 0.527 -0.065 0.034 -1.886 0.060 

Opportunity perception 193 0.363 747 0.428 -0.066 0.040 -1.652 0.099 

Media attention 271 0.476 747 0.431 0.045 0.035 1.276 0.202 

High status 263 0.753 747 0.701 0.051 0.032 1.588 0.113 

Start-up ratio(ln) 291 -4.976 747 -4.973 -0.003 0.013 -0.272 0.786 

Poverty ratio(ln) 291 -3.456 747 -3.417 -0.039 0.027 -1.440 0.150 

 


