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Summary

• Study examines how misinformation regulation on social media platforms 
influences finfluencers and price formation

• Misinformation regulation increases finfluencer account deletion (especially 
when finfluencers exhibit negative tone)

• Remaining finfluencers respond strategically by posting fewer messages and 
adopting more positive tone

• However, regulation associated with decline in price informativeness (weaker 
ERC and heightened short-term market reactions to earnings announcement) 

• Regulation is ineffective at solving misinformation problems among 
finfluencers



Impressions

• Very interesting study!

• Clever use of China setting + regulatory shock to further our 
understanding of social media regulation

• Comprehensive analyses  results are convincing 

• My job? provide some suggestions on how to think about broader 
social media landscape + suggestions for framing



Roadmap & Discussion Points

1. Background & Importance of Setting

2. Framing & Plausible Null

3. Main Results & Focus on Negative News 

4. Regulation & Solutions



1. Background -
Social Media & The Rise of New Intermediaries

Sophisticated Unsophisticated
Types of Platforms

Equivalent to the focus in this study



New Platforms lead to Dangerous Finfluencers



But not all social media users are the same! 
Different types of Players.

• Karma-Seeking
• Derive social utility. Driven by “Karma” and in-group acceptance.
• Produce useful investment theses, both positive and negative perspective
• Examples? Estimize, DD reports on WSB, professional analysts on Twitter

• Vigilantes
• Seek to take down the system. Rebels.
• Can influence price as part of the group (e.g., short squeeze  negative)
• Examples? WSB Short Squeeze 

• Finfluencers 
• Driven by $$, often paid by issuer or company
• Influence price through manipulation (e.g., pump-and-dump  positive)
• Examples? Celebrities on Twitter

Tone matters as it will tie to the main 
construct of the study…



Can Regulation Help?

• Perhaps, but unclear how.

• Regulations focus on disclosure (w.r.t. conflicts of interest)…

• But they lack bite (low fines in the U.S.).

• Finfluencers ignore the regulation.

• SEC instead focuses on investor outreach and education (via 
YouTube), but effects are unclear.

• Ultimately, billions of dollars in scams each year.



This paper’s contribution

• Provide evidence on how one type of alternative government 
intervention can influence social media misinformation



2. Framing and Plausible Null
• Taking a step back: What exactly is the Qinglang Operation? 

• I tried to explore but could not really figure this out…



2. Framing and Plausible Null

Is this relevant to finfluencers and their financial 
advice or is the regulation broader?



2. Framing and Plausible Null
• I also found it difficult to find information on Eastmoney Guba...



2. Framing and Plausible Null

How relevant is the platform? 
What type of platform? 
Important given the earlier discussion  
Is this like Reddit (+/- tone) or X (+ tone)?



2. Framing and Plausible Null

• Study should provide more information on both Qinglang and 
East Money

• We need to understand exactly what the regulation targeted and 
what type of platform East Money is

• Platform matters a lot since we do not understand the incentives 
of the users. 

• For example, incentives of users on Reddit are quite different 
than incentives of finfluencers on X/Twitter



2. Framing and Plausible Null

• How do we think about the plausible null in the current 
framework?

•  Regulation aimed at reducing finfluencers reduced finfluencer 
activity? Is this surprising? 

• Two paths:

• 1. Perhaps the regulation is not so directly related (the anecdotal 
evidence I found suggests the regulation was more about reducing 
influencer displays of wealth).

• 2. Potentially can lean more into unintended consequences (ERC) 
– more on this in a moment.



3. Main Results  Negative Tone

• Why does the study focus on exclusively on negative tone?

• As illustrated above, finfluencers often (perhaps more likely) have 
perverse incentives to issue positive reports (e.g., pump and 
dump)

• Negative finfluencers are perhaps most objective. What are 
incentives for misinformation here? Do they plan to short? 
(certainly, no benefits from the companies they write about)

• However, the study mentions that this is a big issue in China and a 
focus of Qinglang Operation, so perhaps we just need a discussion 
of social media incentives to issue negative research in Chinese 
setting?



3. Main Results  Deleted Users
• Table 6 results (deleted users) raise some additional questions

1. Why does negative tone result in deletion pre-regulation  is 
there a selection effect in play? How do we know this is 
mandated by regulation? 

2. Correlation between Star and Sentiment  multicollinearity? 
Should we consider the model without control? Would an 
interactive model make sense?



3. Main Results  Non-Deleted Users?
• Table 7 results (non-deleted users) raise some additional questions

1. How to account for change in firm conditions? Are economic 
conditions naturally better in post period? Firm FE?

2. Does firm selection matter? Do finfluencers choose to cover 
firms with more promising prospects to remain compliant?



3. Main Results  ERC
• Table 8 results (ERC) raise some additional questions

1. Again, how to account for change in firm conditions and firm 
selection? 

2. Main effects worth tabulating?

3. Most importantly: why does regulation lead to worse 
information environment? (no effect makes mores sense) The 
negative influencers were likely useful!



4. Regulation & Solutions 

• Some Broad questions to think about…

• Why do we need regulation? Why don’t market forces and 
competition eliminate finfluencer bias? 

• Are investors unaware? If so, would regulation focused on 
informing/educating investors be better? 

• Why was the regulation ineffective? What forces led to 
unintended consequences?

• Would we expect the same effects in the U.S.? (probably not, as 
users would move to different platforms, maybe?)

• Is the solution more regulation? Different type of regulation?

Could be useful to provide some discussion on these issues as the 
paper has many policy implications!



Concluding Remarks

• Very interesting paper, with important results. 

• Finfluencer incentives are a problem, and the study illustrates 
some unintended consequences of regulations.

• Combined with U.S. anecdotal evidence, it seems we do not yet 
have an effective regulatory response to finfluencer activity. 

• I encourage the authors to refine their tests and better define some 
constructs and setting, especially regarding finfluencer incentives
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