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Abstract

Crowdfunding can provide financial aid to the underserved in a fast and safe manner. With the diffusion of technology, more
people have relied on online crowdfunding platforms to fund their projects. However, researchers have found that contributors’
willingness to support the projects on crowdfunding platforms financially has been on the decline. This study aimed to
investigate the ability of crowdfunding platform features to influence the intentions of potential contributors to donate on the
platform. This research proposed three variables—utilitarian features, hedonic features, and gamification features—based on
economic utility theory, flow theory, and persuasive theory. Due to the nascent stage of the crowdfunding environment in
Malaysia, this study managed to collect 176 valid responses through virtual snowball sampling method. SPSS 25.0 was
employed to test the three hypotheses. The empirical findings reveal that utilitarian features were the most crucial factor in
driving contributors’ intention to participate in a crowdfunding project. Hedonic and gamification features, on the other hand,
do not directly influence contributors’ behavior. Theoretically, this study enriches the literature on human-computer interaction
by examining the role of the crowdfunding platform to attract potential contributors. Also, enhances the understanding of the
implementation of gamification in the crowdfunding platform. Finally, this research suggests that future studies should conduct
research that specifically involves advanced game-like settings to investigate the real potential of gamification in crowdfunding
activities
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1. Introduction

The acceleration of technology in recent decades has introduced a new way of fundraising. Previously, people
channeled their donations through religious centers or other traditional organizations. With the benefit of the
Internet, people began to be able to raise funds and donate through crowdfunding platforms. The function of this
type of platform was to create a bridge between fund seekers and contributors. It enabled individuals and
organizations to reach the potential contributors by posting their projects on the platform.

A project on a crowdfunding platform is not restricted only to helping people who are in great distress; it also
provides a place to seek funds for other project types, such as civic crowdfunding, where contributors can support
projects related to community service (Stiver et al., 2015). As the crowdfunding platform is online-based, it has
been able to reach millions of people around the world who can donate through a platform and overcome
geographical barriers (Agrawal et al., 2015) and much faster than with conventional fundraising (Argo et al.,
2020). Based on the nature of the crowdfunding activities, researchers have categorized crowdfunding into four
types: donation, reward, equity, and lending-based crowdfunding (Adhikary et al., 2018). However, some
researchers have argued that crowdfunding should be understood and categorized into two categories based on
the motivation of the contributors: community-based crowdfunding and investment-based crowdfunding (Collins
& Pierrakis, 2012).

Although community-based crowdfunding has achieved tremendous development in recent years, several
researchers have noticed that participation by donors has been decreasing (Forbes & Schaefer, 2017; Lukkarinen
et al., 2016; Mariani et al., 2017; Mollick, 2014; Zhang & Chen, 2019; Zhao et al., 2017). Further, the providers
have been withdrawing after their first participation and reluctant to become consistent funds providers
(Aitamurto, 2011; Burtch et al., 2013; Choy & Schlagwein, 2016; Jian & Shin, 2015; Kuppuswamy & Bayus,
2018). Thus, this research has investigated the factors that influence contributors' intentions to channel their
donations using a crowdfunding platform.
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Crowdfunding platforms are two-sided, with the platform as the intermediary between the fund seeker and the
fund provider(Haas et al., 2014). Researchers have attempted to study the intentions of contributors, but their
research concentrated on the factors that relate to the credibility of the fund seekers and the project's characteristics
(Kang et al., 2016; Rodriguez-Ricardo et al., 2018; Wang & Yang, 2019) However, the role of a crowdfunding
platform in influencing fund seekers' intention remained as an unexplored domain. Meanwhile, crowdfunding
platforms are critical players in providing the mechanism and tools to develop social connections that create
relationships in the crowdfunding community (Lacan & Desmet, 2017).

Moreover, the previous research in the crowdfunding domain concentrated on understanding the utilitarian
and hedonic features of the proposed projects but fewer researches elaborate on the effect of such features
embedded on the platform and the ability to attract potential contributors (Jiang et al., 2020; Zhao & Vinig, 2017).
In addition, since gamification is a relatively new concept in crowdfunding activities, understanding this concept
is crucial to interpret contributors' perceptions towards game-like activities in crowdfunding platforms (Behl &
Dutta, 2020). Furthermore, researchers agreed that the implementation of technology in financial activities could
enhance efficiency and effectiveness of the system (Kuznetsov, 2020). Thus, in the perspectives of crowdfunding,
enhancing the crowdfunding platform with technological advance features such as gamification will contribute to
more successful projects.

2. Literature review

The user of a platform has his or her own goals when participating in a crowdsourcing platform and is assisted
by the utilitarian features of the platform (Jamshidi et al., 2018). Utilitarianism has its roots in Stigler’s economic
utility theory, which stated that individual preferences in achieving their utilitarian goals can be measured based
on monetary or functional terms (Jamshidi et al., 2018; Kim et al., 2011). An online shopping website, for
example, should include product and price comparisons, be time-saving and easy to use, and able to complete its
task, which are all utilitarian features that help users to achieve their objectives (Childers et al., 2001; Ozturk et
al., 2016). The utilitarian features of a website should be easily accessible and effectively help the user find
information (Rakjit & Lertputtarak, 2019).

For this research, the design-related capabilities of a crowdfunding platform include the layout of the platform,
which provides the information and objectives of the project (Belleflamme et al., 2015; Choy & Schlagwein,
2016; Polzin et al., 2018), and the images and videos that convince visitors to the site of the legitimacy of the
project (Aprilia & Wibowo, 2017; Kim et al., 2016). By incorporating such design in a crowdfunding platform, a
potential fund can provide a layout so that the fund donors can empathize with the target beneficiaries and, thereby,
maximize their contributions (Althoff & Leskovec, 2015; Gleasure & Feller, 2016), as well as making them feel
like active members of a like-minded donor community (Choy & Schlagwein, 2016).

HI: Utilitarian Features in crowdfunding platform has a positive influence on donation intention using the
crowdfunding platform.

Then, researchers have argued that utilitarian features are insufficient to influence user-intended behavior
(Bilgihan et al., 2014; Bridges & Florsheim, 2008). A website or platform that is targeted to receive a financial
contribution from the users’ needs to accomplish these well-defined functional goals and appeal to positive
sensory feelings of the donor (Bly et al., 1998; Venkatesh & Brown, 2001). On the crowdfunding platform,
utilitarian factors in the platform did influence individual participation and suggests including affective
dimensions, such as perceived enjoyment and desires, which represent hedonic features (Lacan & Desmet, 2017).

The process of enjoyment is embedded in the flow theory Csikszentmihalyi (1997), in which people become
highly involved in the actual activity on the website (Scholl-Grissemann & Schnurr, 2016). Hedonic features help
the user make the process fun and enjoyable while performing the task (Ha & Stoel, 2009). While utilitarian
applications focus on efficiency, hedonic applications employ animated images and focus on colors, sounds, and
appealing visual layouts that make the user happy and involved while browsing the website. The integration of
hedonic features in a website or platform can result in positive behavioral intention, such as consumer buying
intention, loyalty, satisfaction, and word of mouth promotion (Vieira et al., 2018).

Nevertheless, some researchers have found that hedonic features are less critical than utilitarian features
(Hazari et al., 2017). Moreover, hedonic features can be a distraction for the user when it involves a risky activity,
such as performing an online transaction. The online banking community, for example, has emphasized fulfilling
the utilitarian motivation and disregarding enjoyable experiences while browsing the website (Yaseen & El Qirem,
2018). Based on these findings, the issue still arises in the crowdfunding context, which website features would
significantly influence users’ intention to donate using a crowdfunding platform.

H2: Hedonic Features has a positive influence on donation intention using the crowdfunding platform.
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Another relatively new factor in this study is gamification. Recent studies have introduced gamification as a
new feature that may influence an individual to use a platform. Gamification refers to the use of game design
elements in a non-game context (Deterding et al., 2011). E-learning was an early non-game activity that adopted
gamification into the function (Bartel & Hagel, 2014). Recently, banking, e-commerce, and investment
applications such as robo-advisory have implemented game elements into their websites, embracing persuasive
theory to encourage the user to participate in the intended behavioral exercise (Bartel & Hagel, 2014; Fogg, 2009).

Scholars have described gamification as the use of game elements, mechanics, features, design, and structure
in a non-game environment or context (Attali & Arieli-Attali, 2015; Bruder, 2015; Dale, 2014; Hamari et al.,
2014; Hanus & Fox, 2015; Isaacs, 2015; Powers et al., 2013). Various game elements in pure game settings have
been adapted to the non-game context such as leader boards, challenges, rewards systems, and others. Researchers
have conceptualized the game elements into two types based on the complexity of the implementation (Liu et al.,
2017). The first category of a gamification object refers to visual and non-visual features embedded on the
website. For example, graphics, audio clips, avatars, virtual items, artificial characters, storylines, badges, and
leader-boards. These elements are the fundamental components in gamification design, and the ones most likely
to be incorporated into a website (Landers et al., 2017; Mekler et al., 2013). The second category is gamification
mechanics, which is a higher level of design that requires a proper system to implement. Examples of the features
are level systems, point systems, quests, competition and collaboration, in-game economy, and social networking
features.

More recent research has conceptualized gamification into three categories, based on the function of the game
elements (Xi & Hamari, 2020). Immersion-related features try to immerse the player in self-directed, inquisitive
activity, including game mechanics such as avatars, storytelling, narrative structures, roleplay mechanics, and so
forth. Achievement-related features are designed to enhance the players' sense of accomplishment and include
game mechanics such as badges, challenges, missions, goals, leaderboards, progression metrics, etc. Social
interaction-related features have been primarily used to enable a user’s social interaction (Jang et al., 2018), and
include game mechanics such as team, group, and competition (Hamari & Tuunanen, 2012; Koivisto & Hamari,
2019). The application of gamification in the crowdfunding context is still at an early stage, and most of the
crowdfunding platforms have used basic game elements like a progress bar, avatar, and leader-boards to encourage
fund provider participation.

Gamification has become a trend in the marketing field because it can drive customers' behavior and motivate
them in task performance (Hsu et al., 2017; Koivisto & Hamari, 2019). The research into gamification in the
crowdfunding context is still limited. Only one study has been identified (Kontogiannidis et al., 2017) that has
confirmed the positive relationship between gamification and intention to use a crowdfunding platform. This
research suggests the following hypothesis;

H3: Gamification Features has a positive influence on donation intention using the crowdfunding platform

Features

Utilitarian —'T'—}
Donation Intention
Hedonic '—ITI—' Using Crowdfunding
Platform
Gamification

Figure 2. Proposed Research Framework

3. Method and Study Area
3.1 Design and participation

This study to collect information from individuals who had a general knowledge of crowdfunding and were
aware of crowdfunding platforms. Because the crowdfunding environment in Malaysia is at an early stage, this
study employed a virtual snowball sampling method to reach the respondents. To reach the respondents, the
researcher browsed through pages and accounts related to crowdfunding on Facebook and Twitter. Then, the
targeted respondents received a link to the survey, which they could then complete. Then, they will have the
opportunity to recommend any of their acquaintances to be contacted. Using this data collection method, this
study collected 176 respondents that fulfilled the requirements. More than half of the respondents are female
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(58.8%), the majority age range falls between 18-25 years (68.8%) and most of the respondents are students
(55.7%).

When answering the survey, the respondents needed to focus on the particular crowdfunding platform with
which they were familiar, Table 1 present the crowdfunding platform chose by the respondents. The crowdfunding
platforms in this study were community-based crowdfunding projects that covered donations and reward
crowdfunding categories. In addition, all the crowdfunding platforms in this study had gamification elements
embedded in the platform.

3.2 Measurement

The questionnaire contained three parts. The first part had filtering questions and general information to
identify the respondents’ current understanding of crowdfunding and their eligibility to participate in this study.
The second part had the measurements of variables, including gamification features, utilitarian features, hedonic
features, and intention to donate using the crowdfunding platform. The last part of the questionnaire was intended
to collect the respondents’ demographic information, such as age, income, employment, and others.

The questionnaire was designed using items from past research. All variables used the seven-point Likert scale
from 1 = strongly agree to 7 = strongly disagree and was measured as a unidimensional construct. The predictors
variables, gamification features were measured using ten items by (Coézar-Gutiérrez & Saez-Lopez, 2016;
Kontogiannidis et al., 2017; Rodrigues et al., 2016). The measurement for utilitarian features, was adapted from
the work of (Babin et al., 1994a; Bilgihan & Bujisic, 2015; Ettis & Haddad, 2019). Additionally, hedonic features
was comprised of 7 items adopted from (Babin et al., 1994b; Bilgihan & Bujisic, 2015; Han et al., 2018). Donation
intention included 6 items in the crowdfunding platform and was adapted from (Wu et al., 2013).

Table 7. List of Crowdfunding Platform in The Study.

Crowdfunding Platform Type of Project Frequency
JomDonate Philanthropic 51
SkolaFund Education 46
PitchIN Innovation 23
GlobalSadaqgah Philanthropic 19
KitaFund Medical Assistant 14
GoFundMe Philanthropic 11
GoGetFunding Philanthropic 6
Mystartr Community

4. Results and discussion

Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS25.0). A reliability test was
conducted and showed that the Cronbach alpha for all variables surpassed the acceptable range. Utilitarian features
was 0.885, hedonic features was 0.931, gamification features was 0.903, and donation intention was 0.935 and all
were considered as having a relatively high internal consistency (Cortina, 1993).

Standard multiple regression was used to assess the ability of utilitarian features, hedonic features, and
gamification features to influence donation intention. The multiple regression analysis showed that one hypothesis
was accepted, and the other two hypotheses were rejected. The ANOVA model showed that the three factors
explained 44% of the variance in donation intention (R square =.44, F (3,172) =45.992, p<.05). Utilitarian features
(H2) were statistically significant with donation intention (beta=.523, p<.05). Meanwhile, gamification (H1) and
hedonic features (H3) were statically insignificant and did not influence donation intention. Table 2 represents the
result of the analysis.

Table 8. Result of Multiple Regression Analysis.

Unstandardized Standardized
Variable Coefficient Coefficients t-value p-value Decision
Beta Std. Error Beta

Model

(constant) 894 384 2.325 .021

Utilitarian Features .627 115 523 5.466 .000 Supported
Hedonic Features 113 .104 .106 1.084 .280 Rejected
Gamification .093 .073 .091 1.281 202 Rejected
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Although other research had found that users tend to seek fun and enjoyment in their web design, this research
reflected a result that contradicted with the existing literature in crowdfunding domain (Behl & Dutta, 2020;
Kontogiannidis et al., 2017) The game element applied in the crowdfunding platform did not contribute to
influencing the donors' intention. Researchers posit that gamification might fail to influence users' behavior in a
website or platform because only a single element was applied (Gallego-Duran et al., 2019). The platform should
adopt a fully game-like platform to achieve the intended behavior, and a single game element is not sufficient to
do so (Schell, 2008). Moreover, referring to the similar concept of crowdfunding—crowdsourcing—in which the
complexity of game design involving a set of game elements like challenges, achievements, countdowns,
discovery, points, reward schedules, and status has contributed to drive users’ positive behavioral intentions
(Kavaliova et al., 2016; Puritat, 2019). Since crowdfunding in Malaysia is still developing, most of the platforms
were designed with basic gamification features.

Next, the results showed that utilitarian features do have a significant impact on the intention to donate to a
crowdfunding platform. While, hedonic features demonstrated exactly the opposite — little or no impact on the
intention to donate. Contributors in crowdfunding activities appreciate the utilitarian features more than the
hedonic features if they wished to use the platform to donate. Features such as website aesthetic design, which
emphasized color range, interactive images, and layout that provided enjoyment while using a platform had no
impact when it involved financial activities. These findings corresponded to the results in serious context of
financial transaction (Yaseen & El Qirem, 2018). The hedonic attributes of a platform acted as a distraction to the
user who came to the website to complete their initial behavioral intention. Besides, (Hazari et al., 2017) found in
their study that utilitarian features will dominate hedonic features when both factors are evaluated simultaneously.
Thus, it can be concluded that the utilitarian design of a website is more important compare to hedonic and
gamification features, so the primary emphasis in website design should be on the utilitarian aspects.

This study contributes to knowledge of human computer interaction literature from two perspectives.
Theoretically, most of the literature in the crowdfunding context focuses on the tendency of contributors to involve
in a crowdfunding project based on the project owners’ credibility and characteristics (Haas et al., 2014; Kang et
al., 2016; Wang & Yang, 2019). The current study has shed light on the role of the crowdfunding platform itself
as one of the key players in crowdfunding activities to attract contributors and contribute to the success of the
project in acquiring funds. Furthermore, this study contributes to the existing literature by explaining that users
of the platform emphasized functional and practical features rather than fun and enjoyment features in serious
context online activities that involve financial transactions (Hazari et al., 2017; Yaseen & El Qirem, 2018).

Since the literature on gamification in the crowdfunding domain is still scarce (Kontogiannidis et al., 2017),
this study offers a meaningful contribution to the literature. The finding of this study suggests that the single
element of gamification feature is inadequate. A full fledge of the game-like platform is better to attract online
users to conduct behavioral intention.

On managerial perspectives, a crowdfunding platform manager should emphasize utilitarian features as donors
are seeking to fulfill their primary purpose while using the platform. The layout should include the timely updates
of the project section as one of the utilitarian features so that donors can ensure that their donation is not
manipulated. Furthermore, all crowdfunding platforms should use the same template of information provided by
the fund seeker, especially the explanation of how the fund will be used.

Furthermore, to attract and retain donors on the platform, the manager needs to consider including more
gamification features, as the current features are insufficient to influence donors' behavior. Features challenges,
achievements, countdowns, discovery, points, reward schedules, and status that implied the second type of
gamification should be embedded on the platform.

5. Conclusion

The objective of this research has been to investigate the crowdfunding platform and its use of utilitarian
features, features of gamification, and hedonic features and how they affect donor intention. The study suggested
that the fund provider on the platform are not fun-seekers. They complete their task without the assistance of
hedonic features. The limitations of gamification features in the crowdfunding platform, on the other hand, meant
that the fund provider could not experience a real game-like situation, thus not contributing towards a fund
seeker’s decision.

Future studies should extend this research. First, since crowdfunding in Malaysia is still at a nascent stage,
researchers should test the framework in other research settings that have an advanced crowdfunding environment.
Also, academicians should work together with the crowdfunding platform managers to develop a crowdfunding
platform that includes a better design of gamification. Second, this study is limited to community-based
crowdfunding, and future researchers should investigate other types of crowdfunding. Community-based
crowdfunding is solely based on benevolent action, which means donors have no intention to seek a monetary
return. They are more concerned about completing their donation and fulfilling their primary purpose, to give
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money to a charity. Meanwhile, investors in equity and lending-based crowdfunding are purposely seeking
financial returns. Thus, analyzing their motivation will likely result in different findings.
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