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A B S T R A C T   

Crowdlending platforms have gained importance in recent years due to digitalization. The Covid-19 pandemic 
has severely impacted the entire economy, including repercussions on digital transactions. Investors considering 
transactions on these platforms require confidence in both the platform and the project in order to make the right 
decision. For this reason, this study analyzes the links between the parties involved in the process. A survey was 
sent to 135 investors on the Colectual platform in January 2022, and the research method adopted is Fuzzy Set 
Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA). The study examines the connections between the platform, the in-
vestors, and the project developers, to assess the influence exerted by the platform on the confidence of the 
parties seeking and providing investment. The main result is that Covid-19 has been a key factor in the confi-
dence of investors in the platform, and it has had a significant influence on the investments made.   

1. Introduction 

The pandemic has led to changes in consumer trends. Digitization 
has allowed the economy to continue, and already-digitized activities 
continued to operate despite being directly impacted by Covid 19. 
Digital capabilities have a positive impact on firm performance (Hereida 
et al., 2022). Financial transactions have also been affected, but, broadly 
speaking, this sector has played a strategic role in mitigating the crisis 
(Acharya & Steffen, 2020). 

Innovation contributes to sustainable competitive business advan-
tage (Ortigueira-Sánchez et al., 2022). Hence, continuous and open 
innovation has influenced and changed the focus of business strategies 
(Chesbrough, 2003). In this sense, the innovative roles of technologies 
and digital transformation are relevant to the crisis caused by the 
pandemic. In recent years, physical and digital systems have been 
increasingly integrated, achieving a total convergence in many of the 
services offered, meaning that many commercial interactions have 
moved online. 

In the financial sector, crowdfunding (Belleflamme et al., 2013) and 
microfinance (Khavul, 2010) have become more important sources of 
financing because, in crises, bank lending and venture capital invest-
ment are reduced (Piva & Rossi-Lamastra, 2018). In addition, 

crowdfunding has been considered by Dijkstraet al., (2022) as a market 
driver that allows organizations to attract early adopters. 

With crowdfunding, an entrepreneur can acquire external funding 
from a crowd (Belleflamme et al., 2014), which makes it easier to 
manage and implement their projects. At the same time, the relationship 
between technology and financing has led to the development of ‘Fin-
Tech’, a portmanteau of “finance” and “technology” which refers to 
businesses that use technology to enhance or automate financial services 
and processes (Zalan & Toufaily, 2017). Consequently, this topic has 
been considered as a technology-driven financial innovation (Ye et al., 
2022). 

Fintech is currently of great strategic importance for financial ser-
vices (Puschmann, 2017). Some Fintech companies offer customer value 
in alternative ways, differing in their business models, value proposi-
tions, and operating mechanisms (Giaretta & Chesini, 2021). Some offer 
alternative financial services (Zalan & Toufaily, 2017). Within the Fin-
tech sector, we wish to highlight services such as crowdfunding, peer-to- 
peer lending, venture capital, private equity, or other forms of financing 
that include technology (Arner et al., 2015; Zalan & Toufaily 2017). In 
this sense, technology have changed the way in which business finance 
is provided (Vismara, 2016). Covid-19 has positively affected Fintech, 
particularly crowdfunding, as indicated by Wahjono et al. (2021), so it is 
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now important to analyze users’ perceptions of this type of platform. 
Since authors such as Al-Omoush (2021) have considered that due to 
large pandemics, due to the data available on social media have 
generated contradictions, lack of trust and changes in the perceived 
value of crowdsourcing. To this end, this study uses primary data 
generated via a survey of 135 investors on the Colectual platform and 
tested through Fuzzy Set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA). 

Crowdfunding, as an innovative financing method (Ribeiro-Nav-
arrete et al., 2021c), has received much attention in recent years, which 
has boosted and expanded the general literature in this field (Ribeiro- 
Navarrete et al., 2021b; Grundy & Ohmer, 2016). Furthermore, authors 
such as Cumming et al., (2021) compared the differential impact of 
Covid-19 between different alternative sources of capital available to 
entrepreneurs such as bank consumer loans, P2P loans, and ECF and 
highlighted the relationship between them. Hence, this topic has 
sparked research interest in terms of exploring how financial products 
and services are produced, delivered, and consumed (Allen et al., 2021). 
However, many factors can impact every investment decision (Ribeiro- 
Navarrete et al., 2021a; Mollick, 2014), so this study examines Covid-19 
and capital markets from a new perspective. Therefore, we contribute to 
the existing literature with new knowledge that helps to answer the 
implications of Covid-19 on the global economy, since, as authors such 
as Nozawa & Qiu, (2021) state, it has not yet been fully revealed. The 
research focuses on the links between the parties involved in the 
financing process through this type of platform. The key elements of 
analysis are the platform, the investor and the founders of the projects 
seeking funding. Therefore, this research work provides an analysis of 
the link between the investor’s profile, the value of the information 
present in each project and the positioning of the platform. These three 
aspects are addressed due to the fact that the investor profile is no longer 
an isolated element in this type of financing, and digital elements such as 
the type of platform and the value of the project described in it, are 
elements that become relevant due to the amount of irrelevant infor-
mation available on the internet. In this way, these factors are involved 
in crowdfunding operations, and the consideration of these elements by 
entrepreneurs and government policies is essential for the correct 
functioning and positioning of this type of financing model. In this way, 
it avoids unethical practices. Furthermore, it highlights the key concepts 
on which investors must focus their attention in order to be able to 
evaluate the signals and confidence of the platform after the Covid-19 
situation. 

This research is developed as follows. It begins with a literature re-
view of the financing models linked to technology and their impact on 
SMEs. It focuses on the motivations that have driven investors to carry 
out transactions through crowdlending platforms during the Covid-19 
situation. This is followed by the data and methodology section in 
which the research design is outlined. Then the results are presented and 
discussed, followed by future lines of research and the limitations of the 
study. 

1.1. Theoretical background 

Financing is one of the most problematic considerations when an 
initiative is being launched. Companies need finance to develop their 
entrepreneurship, their capacity for innovation and the adoption and 
transfer of new technology. Thus, entrepreneurship, innovation, and 
technology adoption and transfer should be considered to be highly 
dependent on business financing (Audretsch et al., 2016). Moreover, the 
adoption of new algorithms and big data approaches in this funding 
model has helped to overcome the limitations of traditional funding 
models (Allen et al., 2021). 

Traditional financing processes are often arduous and time- 
consuming, posing a range of impediments for entrepreneurs in the 
market. The existing constraints on entrepreneurs have led some to opt 
for microfinance processes (Kimmit & Dimov, 2021). Profound social 
and organizational changes in the economy have severely affected all 

financing processes. Traditional financing methods have lost ground to 
the new financial models such as crowdfunding, which has involved 
developing and implementing new technologies. Similarly, the stan-
dardization of banking products has also diminished banks’ ability to 
differentiate appropriately between different funding applications 
(Lundahl et al., 2009). 

Crowdfunding, which is a crowdsourcing method of financing com-
panies, represents a rapidly growing online ecosystem (Frydrych et al., 
2014). Authors such as Mačiulienė & Skaržauskienė (2021) have 
described crowdfunding as a civic technology since the platforms 
through which it operates offer solutions to community needs. New 
funding models require platforms that connect entrepreneurs with fun-
ders through the internet (Vrontis et al., 2020). Crowdfunding investors 
are interested both in providing support for new project ideas and in 
continuing support after the end of a campaign. These platforms can also 
be helpful throughout the development and implementation of the 
project. The management of the platform is complicated because it 
needs to consider the different parties involved, such as creators, in-
vestors, and platforms (Leone et al., 2018). The user’s experience is 
critical in their decision to use one platform or another. 

Crowdfunding platforms vary, mainly according to the purpose of 
the projects they intend to support. Under the most recognized classi-
fication, they can be donation-based, reward-based, loan-based, or 
equity-based (Parhankangas et al., 2019). In donation-based platforms, 
success depends on engaging backers based on the emotional value of 
their projects (Rhue et al., 2018) and on the use of social networks for 
rapid dissemination (Korolov et al., 2016). Their usual focus is altruistic 
projects such as communities, musicians, filmmakers, and artists 
(Ribeiro-Navarrete et al., 2021a). This model makes it possible to raise 
funds in response to financial difficulties and medical and natural di-
sasters (Saleh et al., 2020). It has therefore been one of the most widely 
used models during the pandemic. The most common arrangement is 
reward-based funding: attracting investors seeking rewards (Belle-
flamme et al., 2014; Mollick, 2014). Equity-based crowdfunding is the 
most novel model since it allows entrepreneurs to advertize the sale of 
their own shares, usually in the start-up, to internet users (Agrawal et al., 
2014; Ahlers et al., 2015). Crowdfunding can also be solicited through 
loans: this is called crowdlending, and it allows investors to receive back 
the principal loaned plus interest (Lin & Viswanathan, 2016). 

1.2. Investor profile 

The motivations of investors in crowdlending are usually either 
financial or social (Rey-Martí et al., 2016). Following the growing suc-
cess of crowdfunding platforms, many authors have studied the moti-
vations of these users (Calic & Mosakowski, 2016; Ribeiro-Navarrete 
et al., 2021a; Short & Anglin, 2019). 

Scholars such as Lee and Suh (2022) have argued that the economic 
performance of all firms, and especially of crowdfunded projects is 
influenced by customer and shareholder loyalty and their ability to 
generate long-term shareholder value and sustained financial wealth. 
Many variables have been linked to the success of crowdfunding (Kup-
puswamy & Bayus, 2017), one of the most important of which is dy-
namic changes in uncertain markets. The transactions developed by this 
type of platform have been impacted by education and by the profes-
sional experience or gender of the person seeking funds (Barbi & Mat-
tioli, 2019; Ahlers et al., 2015). Experience enables them to act 
differently based on prior learning (Greenberg & Gerber, 2014). Ulti-
mately, crowdfunding performance influences professional funding 
(Roma et al., 2017) and consumer perceptions of the product (Wehnert 
et al., 2019). 

Investors in crowdlending platforms may or may not be pro-
fessionals. Professionals invest in crowdfunding to obtain monetary 
returns (Goethner et al., 2021). Consequently, larger amounts of money 
can be invested in this type of platform. Professional investors create a 
cascade effect on the other users willing to invest. Thus, individuals with 
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less accurate information tend to follow the lead of individuals with 
relevant empirical information (Zhang & Liu 2012). Therefore, these 
‘lead investors’ can become opinion leaders who can influence the 
dissemination of information and attitudes, according to Watts and 
Dodds (2007). 

Barbi and Mattioli (2019) highlight the role of human capital as a 
hallmark of quality of and entrepreneurial initiative in crowdfunding, 
and (Beckman et al. (2007) argue that it is another critical factor in 
investment decisions. From this perspective, the individual plays a 
determining role, so the training and experience of the founder and their 
team (Kaplan & Strömberg, 2004) will influence the final decision. In 
this pandemic-affected funding environment, the availability of capital 
from accredited investors through crowdfunding platforms is a signifi-
cant opportunity for companies. This study, therefore, proposes to 
analyze the investor profiles, considered through gender, age, educa-
tion, and the percentage of income invested, on the assumption that they 
will be significant elements in the investments placed in this type of 
platform. 

Proposition 1. Accredited investors have developed greater confidence 
towards the crowdlending platform following the impact of the pandemic. 

Proposition 2. Users who invest a significant part of their wealth in the 
crowdlending platform now have greater confidence. 

1.3. The value of project information 

Financial transactions are based on trust (Guiso et al., 2008), so this 
variable is relevant in crowdfunding models, especially during the 
pandemic. Crowdlending platforms become central to the building of 
trust (Moysidou & Hausberg, 2020). Not all platforms have the same 
characteristics, nor do they provide the same benefit. Hence, it is 
necessary to consider the differences between platforms on the basis of 
their perceived usefulness (Venkatesh et al., 2003). The platform needs 
an endorsement—publicized so that it is known by both lenders and 
borrowers—that allows it to be seen as secure (Rogers, 2003). The 
feeling of trust, norms, and expectations, should be considered as 
influential variables in the funding process (Madrazo-Lemarroy et al., 
2019). The development and success of this financing model depend on 
lenders continuing to lend money to borrowers (Yum et al., 2012). 
Therefore, the project information provided by the platform must be 
analyzed if the usual risks in the lender-borrower relationship are to be 
avoided. 

Due to the digitalization of transactions, both lenders and borrowers 
need to be persuaded that they can trust the other ‘side’ before under-
taking transactions. Thus, it becomes relevant to highlight studies that 
link social capital with other variables such as collective efficacy, social 
trust, and reciprocity (Harpham et al., 2002). Therefore, reliable sources 
of information are the basis for acquiring credible knowledge and 
building social trust in times of crisis (Zhong et al., 2021). Bi et al. 
(2017) have highlighted that the success of investments usually depends 
on the availability of existing information from these projects. Several 
studies show how important it is to potential transactions that infor-
mation is communicated to investors (Cappa et al., 2021). Therefore, 
information communication is a key element of crowdfunding projects’ 
success (Kraus et al., 2016). Accordingly, the crucial factors are the 
quality of the project analysis Mollick (2013), its description (Gafni 
et al., 2019), and the creator’s record of obtaining backing for other 
projects (Koch & Siering, 2015). 

Society interacts at an ever-increasing pace in the digital environ-
ment, with the user being the generator of content on digital platforms 
and social networks. Moreover, the volume of shared information is 
increasing—especially during the pandemic—and platforms have also 
increased their digital activities. Faced with this increased volume of 
information, the platform needs to generate a link with its users, which 
also helps it differentiate itself. Engagement has been defined as the 
commitment between customer and seller that makes for a lasting 

exchange (Sashi, 2012). There will be greater engagement when better 
signaling between the parties is facilitated by communication. Thus, 
companies will have to find ways to clearly signal their value to small 
investors to attract their attention and get them to invest in them (Ahlers 
et al., 2015). Crowdfunding platforms play a crucial role because they 
enable relationships (Belleflamme et al., 2014). Scholars such as Block 
et al. (2018) have noted the number of comments, the length and speed 
of responses, and the language used in the success of campaigns. 
Crowdlending platforms function as intermediaries and generate value 
between the parties (Sriram et al., 2015). The motivation and bonding 
between campaign contributors and sponsors on platforms can be 
important factors in generating support (Wang et al., 2018). Thus, a 
range of elements influences the engagement between the parties in 
transactions through crowdlending platforms. 

Authors such as Thies et al. (2014) have considered the influence of 
social media activity. Xu et al. (2014) argued that updating content in 
this type of media has become critical. Therefore, the social media ac-
tivity is related to key business development outcomes, and the social 
media presence of crowdfunding projects is a key component of their 
overall campaign strategy (Wolfe et al., 2021). However, this apparent 
advantage may turn out not to be so. As indicated by Saura et al. (2021), 
users should be aware of the security issues posed by the use or misuse of 
digital devices, so the increase in technological capacity in the market 
might well increase vulnerabilities (Almeida et al., 2020). 

The projects available on the platforms during Covid have changed 
significantly, so the information related to them has been updated and 
sent to investors through various means of communication. Conse-
quently, the relevance of the information shared by the crowdfunding 
platforms on funding decisions, and the trust between the parties 
influenced by Covid-19, should be analyzed. 

Proposition 3. Users who support the decisions made by the platform to 
try to mitigate the negative effects of the pandemic on the loan portfolio have 
greater confidence in the platform. 

Proposition 4. Investors who have positively valued the platform’s 
communication of extraordinary activity and information during the 
pandemic have confidence in the platform. 

1.4. Platform positioning vis-à-vis the investor 

Given the current uncertainty, confidence is necessary to invest and 
for the crowdfunding platform to gain relevance. The perceived risk of 
transaction complexity can prevent many transactions from being 
completed, but trust is an enabling mechanism (McKnight et al., 1998). 
Wahjono et al. (2021) note that Covid-19 has increased the use of Fin-
tech. However, the perceived risk in crowdfunding platforms is mainly 
due to the loss of contact and lack of information between the parties. 
(Zheng et al. (2016) therefore suggest that, as trust is fundamental for 
the success of this type of investment, platforms should manage this 
variable more carefully in order to increase fundraising significantly. 
There is an unfavorable risk distribution for the funder (Hommerová, 
2020) since the entrepreneur has all the project information. Therefore, 
the platform must pay attention to the users and offers them adequate 
information, thus enhancing the impression that the investor has of the 
service provided by the platform. 

With regard to information, signage strongly influences the fre-
quency of use of the crowdlending platform. One of the variables used to 
analyze the behavior of investors is the frequency of their visits to the 
platforms and the numbers of people participating in crowdfunding 
activities (Venkatesh et al., 2012; Block et al., 2018). Accordingly, the 
influence of information asymmetries and signaling on decisions to use 
crowdfunding has been considered in a range of studies, including 
Ribeiro-Navarrete et al., (2021a); Burtch et al., (2013); Courtney et al., 
(2017). 

Social capital and the contributions of others play an important role 
in crowdfunders’ decision-making because they reduce uncertainties 
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and perceived information asymmetries (Herzenstein et al., 2011). The 
transfer of trust from the lending platform to the lending project and the 
creator reflects the effectiveness of trust-building measures established 
by the platform (Moysidou & Hausberg, 2020). Accordingly, positive 
trust factors seem to lead to success in loan-based crowdfunding, with 
the crowdfunding platform as a whole being the most important driver. 

Proposition 5. Investors who use the platform more frequently have a 
better image of the platform after the impact of Covid-19 on their operations. 

Proposition 6. Longer-standing investors on the platform have developed 
a more positive view of the platform in the pandemic situation. 

2. Methodology 

A Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) was developed in order to 
study the complex relationship between the conditions that the litera-
ture suggests may affect after-pandemic confidence in the crowdlending 
platform under investigation. For this purpose, a survey was sent to 135 
investors on the Colectual platform. This methodology has been used by 
authors such as De Crescenzo et al. (2021) and Ribeiro-Navarrete et al., 
(2021a) to analyze the combination of causal conditions that produce 
the result, making it highly relevant in this research since it allows the 
analysis of propositions through configurations. Likewise, we continue 
in the research line of Martinez et al. (2021), who worked in the same 
market and the same methodology in the area of crowdlending investor 
motivations. 

QCA considers the relationship between conditions and the studied 
outcome and reveals the different equifinal configurations that lead to 
an increase in confidence in the platform after the covid-19 pandemic. 
QCA considers the relationship between variables and avoids the limi-
tations of alternative symmetric quantitative methods (Woodside, 2013; 
Zhang et al., 2017). 

We selected the following factors as conditions that may cause 
increased investor confidence: the customer being a professional 
investor, the period the user was active in the platform, how frequently 
the investor browed the web, the percentage of their wealth they invest 
in Colectual, how much the investor agreed with the extraordinary 
measures adopted by the company to reduce the adverse effects of the 
pandemic on the loan portfolio and investors’ perceived satisfaction 
with the corporate communication of the platform see Table 1.. 

The non-dichotomous conditions were calibrated in a 1–5 Likert 
scale and reconfigured into a 0–1 range Table 2.. 

Causal condition ACR was not calibrated as it is a dichotomous 
condition whose value is 1 if the investor is professional and 0 if they are 
not. 

The non-dichotomous causal conditions were set as follows: full- 
membership at percentile 0.9, the maximal ambiguity point, also 
known as crossover, at 0.5, and full non-membership at 0.9, following 
Ragin (2007). For ACT, MEAS, and COM, full-membership was set at 4, 
crossover point at 3, and full non-membership at 2. For causal condition 
INV, the corresponding calibration points were at values 5, 2, and 1. For 
condition FRQ, the settings were at values 4, 2, and 1. Outcome CONF 

the settings were: full membership point 4, crossover point 3, and full 
non-membership point 2. 

3. Results 

3.1. Analysis of necessary conditions 

Necessary conditions are those that must be present to make an 
outcome happen. In Qualitative Comparative Analysis, conditions are 
considered necessary when they reach a consistency level of at least 0.9; 
that is, a high level of consistency means that a condition is empirically 
important (Dusa, 2019; Greckhamer et al., 2018). 

As Table 3 shows, the degree of investor agreement with the plat-
form’s measures to reduce the impact of Covid 19 in the loan portfolio is 
a necessary condition for increased confidence in the company after the 
pandemic. 

3.2. Analysis of sufficient conditions 

Sufficient conditions are complex approaches that indicate the 
presence of a recipe of antecedent conditions, i.e., multiple paths leading 
to the same result (Woodside, 2016). Configurational multiplicity pre-
sents different configurations of factors (Park et al., 2020). The elabo-
rated sufficiency analysis determined the various configurations of 
conditions that lead to the presence or absence of the outcome. To 
conduct the analysis, we focused on two main indicators, consistency 
and raw coverage. Consistency expresses the degree to which a condi-
tion is a subset of the result. Raw coverage shows the proportion of cases 
explained by a configuration (Skarmeas et al., 2014). Valid solutions 
should register consistency levels of at least 0.8 and raw coverage above 
0.25 (Eng & Woodside, 2012). 

Following Fiss (2011), solutions are illustrated here by their “core” 
structures Table 4.. Black circles indicate the presence of the condition, 
white circles indicate the absence of the condition, large circles indicate 
a core condition (i.e., the condition appears in both the parsimonious 
solution and the intermediate solution), and small circles indicate that 
the condition only appears in the intermediate solution. Blank spaces 
indicate that the condition is irrelevant. 

Table 1 
Variables.  

CONDITIONS & 
OUTCOME 

DEFINITION 

ACR CONDITION Professional investor 
ACT CONDITION Active period in the platform 
FRQ CONDITION Web browsing frequency 
INV CONDITION % of wealth invested in the platform 
MEAS CONDITION Degree of agreement with the extraordinary measures 

adopted by the platform 
COM CONDITION Perception of the communication of the platform during 

the pandemic 
CONF OUTCOME Investors confidence in the platform after the pandemic  

Table 2 
Calibration.   

ACT FRQ INV MEAS COM CONF 

Full membership (90th 
percentile) 

4 4 5 4 4 4 

Crossover point (median) 3 2 2 3 3 3 
Full non-membership (10th 

percentile) 
2 1 1 2 2 2  

Table 3 
Analysis of necessary conditions.   

PRESENCE OF THE OUTCOME ABSENCE OF THE OUTCOME  

Consistency Coverage Consistency Coverage 

ACR  0.184307  0.522400  0.186155  0.477600 
~ACR  0.815693  0.525454  0.813844  0.474546 
ACT  0.879904  0.531045  0.927502  0.506686 
~ACT  0.182614  0.735645  0.141565  0.516202 
FRQ  0.790291  0.606848  0.748362  0.520156 
~FRQ  0.375106  0.622191  0.434362  0.652153 
INV  0.314000  0.795211  0.261771  0.600072 
~INV  0.842083  0.557559  0.910664  0.545787 
MEAS  0.968671  0.738620  0.780792  0.538900 
~MEAS  0.395287  0.665795  0.621296  0.947231 
COM  0.861417  0.766064  0.645306  0.519453 
~COM  0.459639  0.588756  0.709385  0.822487  
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4. Discussion 

4.1. Presence of the outcome 

Configuration 1, which explains the 65.2 % of the cases in which 
investors had increased confidence in the platform after the pandemic 
crisis, suggests that the conditions for that result to occur are as follows: 
customers are usually long-term users of the platform, they have a 
positive perception of the communication of the measures adopted, they 
support these decisions, and they do not invest a large part of their 
wealth in the platform. This configuration registers a consistency level of 
0.832. 

Configuration 2 shows that customers who increased their confi-
dence in the platform after the impact of the pandemic in their in-
vestments and frequently browse the platform, support the Covid 
measures adopted by the platform, believe that the company commu-
nicated its decisions well, and do not invest high amounts of their 
wealth. 

Configuration 3 registers the highest consistency score. It indicates 
that the crowdlending customers who had a high level of confidence 
invested a significant proportion of their wealth in the platform, agreed 
with the platform’s Covid measures, have usually been active users from 
long ago, and often browse in the platform. This solution has a raw 
coverage of 0.273. 

4.2. Absence of the outcome 

Configuration 5, which has the highest consistency score (0.977), 
suggests that investors who do not invest large amounts of their wealth 
in the crowdlending platform do not agree at all with the adopted 
measures to reduce the negative consequences of the pandemic in their 
investments, disapprove of how those actions were communicated, do 
not usually browse the website, are not active for long periods and have 
not increased their confidence levels in the company after the pandemic. 
Configuration 5 registers a raw coverage level of 0.285. 

Configuration 4, which explains 49.7 % of the cases, indicates that 
customers who invest relatively little in the platform, have neutral 
perceptions of the platform’s communication ability on its Covid 19 
measures, who are not professional investors and have not been active 
for a long time ago in the marketplace, do not typically increase their 
confidence in the platform after the pandemic. This configuration has a 
consistency level of 0.859. 

Configuration 7 shows that investors with low capital invested in the 
platform and a negative perception of the communication of the plat-
form about their Covid 19 measures, who have not been active for a long 

time in the marketplace, and who usually browse it and support the 
measures adopted by the platform against the pandemic have not 
increased their confidence levels in the platform after the Covid crisis. 

5. Conclusions 

The Covid-19 pandemic has significantly impacted many parts of the 
economy. The pandemic situation has influenced the behaviour of the 
investor, the entrepreneur and the way both deal with the financing 
process. Traditional financing was already being replaced gradually by 
Fintech due to digitalization and the support of particular technological 
tools in financial services. However, the pandemic has necessitated 
changes and adjustments to financing platforms to improve the process 
between investors and projects. This study has analyzed the character-
istics of the investors in the Colectual platform. It has considered the 
accredited professional investor, the investors’ periods of activity and 
frequency of use of the platform, the percentage of their wealth invested 
in the transactions, the degree of trust provided by active communica-
tion, the extraordinary measures adopted during the Covid-19, and the 
confidence and engagement generated by it. In this way, the research 
gap is addressed through the FsQCA analysis. 

Covid-19 has had a significant influence on the investments made, 
and it is a determining factor in the confidence placed by investors in the 
platform after the pandemic. In this way, trust becomes a key element to 
be borne in mind by entrepreneurs, so that a project that generates 
greater trust will be more likely to be invested in. The trust placed in the 
platform by investors who have a continuous relationship with it, un-
derstand the communication made by the platform, and invest moderate 
proportions of their assets, encourages moderate and long-term in-
vestments in Colectual. Thus, it has become clear that the signaling 
developed by the platform (Burtch et al., 2013) is key to investor con-
fidence. It will therefore be crucial to consider the practical implications 
of this research since they can lead to improved relationships between 
the parties. The more information we have about the investor profile, 
the easier it will be to direct communications to that target audience, 
thus generating greater confidence in the service provided and allowing 
a real link between the parties, increasing engagement. Therefore, the 
positioning of the platform vis-à-vis the investor, the investor profile and 
the value of the project information are key elements for the progress of 
this financing model. 

5.1. Theoretical and practical implications 

The results obtained enable a series of theoretical and practical im-
plications to emerge. In this way, government policies should consider 
the trust that certain platforms offer to potential investors, and the ve-
racity of the projects provided by entrepreneurs. To this end, new pol-
icies or strategies can be designed to verify the information. 

5.2. Limitations and future research lines 

This study is not without limitations. Firstly, the Covid-19 pandemic 
has significantly influenced personal and professional decisions and 
therefore affected the level of market activity, so further research should 
be conducted after the end of the crisis in order to compare the present 
results with new findings. Secondly, the research looked specifically at 
the investors of the Colectual platform, so a study on other platforms 
would allow comparisons between platforms, giving us a broader 
perspective of the influence and value represented by the variables 
analyzed. Thirdly, there are other variables that may influence investor 
confidence, such as family tradition, financial backing or education. 
Finally, the data for the analysis is limited to a sample of 135 investors. 
However, by using FsQCA, the analysis becomes particularly relevant, as 
Mas-Verdú et al. (2015) proposes that this methodology allows to give 
robustness to the results despite having limited samples. 

Therefore, this research provides an important basis for future 

Table 4 
Analysis of sufficient conditions.   

PRESENCE OF 
CONFIDENCE 
INCREASEMENT AFTER 
THE PANDEMIC 

ABSENCE OF CONFIDENCE 
INCREASEMENT AFTER THE 
PANDEMIC  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ACR    ○  ○  

ACT ● ● ● ● ● 

FRQ  ● ●  ○ ● ● 
INV ○ ○ 

MEAS ● ● ● 

COM ●  ○ 

Raw coverage 0.652 0.573 0.273 0.497 0.285 0.323 0.384 
Unique 

coverage 
0.170 0.091 0.104 0.056 0.029 0.027 0.054 

Consistency 0.832 0.841 0.879 0.859 0.977 0.908 0.917 
Solution 

coverage 
0.847 0.621 

Consistency 0.834 0.863  
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research on investors’ perceptions of, and engagement with, crowd-
funding platforms. Furthermore, given the results obtained and the 
improvements they could imply, further rigorous and solid conceptual 
and empirical research will be needed to improve and develop existing 
theories on the basis of the new results. In addition, a larger sample, 
and/or a sample segmented by territories and/or other demographic 
characteristics, will allow for comparison of results and provide new 
scientific insights. Last, further cross-cultural studies could be developed 
to focus on investor confidence in digital finances with the aim of 
increasing creditworthiness and confidence in these platforms. 
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