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Abstract: This study examines how YouTube influencers can help shape equity decisions.
We used a structured questionnaire with 26 questions to collect data using a purposive
sample and the KMO and Bartlett tests to test the adequacy of the sample. Addition-
ally, we used the Cronbach Alpha test to check the reliability of the questionnaire and
principal component analysis to identify the factors related to YouTube influencers and
their influence on equity investors. Our findings reveal a relationship between YouTube
channel influencers and the financial decisions of equity investors. These factors influence
credibility, influencer engagement, influencer trustworthiness, influencer investment fit,
influencer’s YouTube channel promotion, and influencer-driven equity insights. This study
could help investors make better decisions after learning pertinent information regarding
equities. Investors can improve their investment strategies by identifying trustworthy and
valuable influencer content by having a better understanding of these elements. This study
provides novel insights into how digital content creators can shape equity investment
decisions. However, a limitation of our study is that our findings do not show causality,
only correlations between YouTube influencers and equity investments.

Keywords: digital content creator; behavioral finance; investor psychology; investment
strategies; financial decision-making

JEL Classification: B55; C15; F32; F38; K22

1. Introduction
Social media platforms such as YouTube can influence investment decisions. Investors

may watch videos on social media to learn about investment options and gain insights
from other investors. YouTube influencers, who are video content creators specializing in
a particular domain, can affect investment decisions. They may do so by creating videos
that promote specific investment products or services or by providing financial advice
and guidance. It is found that investors are more likely to invest in equity after watching
online videos on social media [1]. It was reported that social media can influence an
individual’s attitude, social class, and decision-making process [2]. YouTube influencers
can gain credibility from viewers by creating trustworthy content. This credibility can then
be used to influence viewers’ investment decisions. It is found that watching YouTube
channel videos can change and influence an audience’s intention and attitude toward
investment and purchase decisions. This finding suggests that YouTube influencers can
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significantly affect investors’ decision-making processes [3]. Overall, social media platforms
such as YouTube can influence investment decisions by providing investors with access to
information and insights from other investors, as well as by allowing YouTube influencers
to promote investment products and services or provide financial advice and guidance.

YouTube influencers have built large and engaged followings, and millions of people
worldwide watch their videos. This exposure gives them considerable influence over their
audiences, both in terms of the products and services they endorse and the ideas they
promote [4]. YouTube is particularly popular among young people, and its influencers are
often seen as trusted role models [5]. Consequently, they are a powerful force in shaping
youth culture and values [6]. Furthermore, YouTube influencers can generate substantial
revenue from their channels through advertising, sponsorships, and merchandise sales [7,8],
making them an important part of the digital economy. They can be a force for good in
society, promoting positive messages and causes, or a force for harm, spreading misinfor-
mation and promoting negative stereotypes [9]. Thus, YouTube influencers may especially
affect the decisions of younger consumers and investors.

Equity investment requires a decision involving an investment’s quality. The YouTube
influencer channel tries to provide real and accurate information, which is needed for
investment decisions. YouTube influencers function as a source of information and can
create videos that explain the basics of equity investing and more advanced concepts such
as technical analysis and risk management [10,11]. They can also share their investment
experiences and strategies. YouTube influencers can partner with companies to promote
their equity offerings. This approach can be a particularly effective way to reach young
investors, who are often more likely to invest in startups and private companies [12].
YouTube influencers can build relationships with their audiences over time, which can
lead to a high level of trust and credibility [13–15]. Such relationships can be valuable for
companies that are raising capital, as investors are more likely to invest in companies that
they trust.

YouTube influencers can impact investment decisions, especially among young and
inexperienced investors [16–18]. Measuring their influence is important to ensure that they
are not misleading investors or promoting fraudulent investment opportunities. Moreover,
companies that partner with YouTube influencers to promote their equity offerings need
to measure this influence to assess the effectiveness of their marketing campaigns [19,20].
Companies can use this information to improve future campaigns and enhance their return
on investment. YouTube content and videos act as financial advisers, which helps the
investor decide on an equity investment [21].

Furthermore, policymakers need to understand the impact of YouTube influencers on
equity investment to develop effective regulations and interventions to protect consumers
and promote the public good [22,23]. Thus, a need exists to measure the influence level of
equity investors from the YouTube Channel. After reviewing the relevant literature, we
concluded that few studies examine the impact of YouTube influencers on the investment
decisions of equity investors. This study attempts to fill this gap. We used equity investors
who usually watch and follow YouTube channels related to equity investments and make
their investment decisions on this basis. Therefore, our study aims to measure the influence
level on equity investors from YouTube influencers and the factors responsible for it. We
address two major research questions:

• RQ1. What is the level of YouTube’s influence on equity investment decision-making
by the equity investors who watch YouTube channels related to equity investment?

• RQ2. What factors relate to equity investment decision-making by those who watch
the YouTube channels related to equity investments?
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The remainder of the paper has the following structure. Section 2 examines the
relevant literature. Section 3 outlines the research methodology employed. Section 4
presents a comprehensive analysis of the findings. Section 5 discusses the study’s academic
contributions, managerial and policy implications, and scope for future research. Finally,
Section 6 concludes the paper.

2. Literature Review
Research finds that YouTube video advertising and influencer content can affect users’

purchase intentions, including investment decisions [4,24]. Non-professional analysts of-
ten provide stock-related videos on YouTube that investors may use to make investment
decisions after careful analysis [25]. Additionally, YouTube channel influencers can influ-
ence viewers’ perceptions and attitudes toward financial products by providing videos
and authentic information [26]. It is found that an awareness of security and its risks
is important before investing to make wise decisions [27,28]. The study discovered that
social media influencers help to arrive at a final decision of purchase and post-purchase
evaluation [29]. Social media has influenced people to choose the appropriate social media
payment platform for social media users [30]. It is noted that advertisements on social
media influence consumer behavior toward mobile purchases [31]. Thus, social media can
influence buying behavior [32].

Factors such as the composition of output, reactive outtake, proactive outtake, and the
network play a key role in filtering data gathered from various social media influencers [33].
Factors related to the performance and outcome of SMEs are also decided through the
different social media influence channels [34]. Financial literacy, human behavior, and social
media influencer credibility help to determine the financial behavior of investors [35–37].

Researchers have identified four factors—content expertise, influence playfulness,
satisfaction, and perceived quality of alternatives—as important in measuring the influence
of YouTube channels on equity investors [6]. Generation Z is a popular target audience
for YouTube channels, and financial content provided on YouTube videos can be effective
in influencing their financial decisions [38]. These influencer channels upload videos re-
lated to the products and services they want to promote. Social media influencers have
three dimensions: reach, relevance, and resonance, which can influence investor deci-
sions and create awareness about financial products [39]. Brokers use YouTube influencer
channels to promote equity investments by providing important video content to their
followers [7,40]. YouTube video posts can significantly impact short-term financial product
market prices [41]. YouTube video sentiment is a significant predictor of future price move-
ments, and this information can be used to develop trading strategies. The stock market
channels on YouTube influence investor purchase intentions and behavior [42]. According
to social media user video links shared on social media platforms by other users are the
most persuasive kind of recommendation, both personalized and non-personalized. This
finding demonstrates the importance of social approval in influencing video trials [43].
YouTube provides a platform that has significantly shaped the digital landscape [11]. They
developed and validated the first scale to measure the engagement of followers toward
influencers on social media [44]. Social media experts help to filter the relevant data and
provide details about the framework [45,46].

Influencer playfulness and perceived ease of use are the most important factors that
influence the user’s decision to adopt mobile value services and virtual reality [47,48].
Authentic information available on social media leads to user satisfaction, as highlighted
by [49,50]. Social media usage influences consumer satisfaction in the stages of information
search, alternative evaluation, and post-purchase decisions [29].
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YouTube has emerged as a powerful platform for influencing investment decisions,
especially in equity investment. However, little research is available in this area. Our
exploratory study examines the relationship between YouTube influencers and the equity
investment decisions of investors in Uttar Pradesh, India. This study’s novelty lies in
the fact that it is the first to examine this relationship. Unlike prior research primarily
focused on consumer goods, we investigate how these digital influencers relate to financial
choices. Second, by analyzing factors involving this relationship, we provide novel insights
into the mechanisms through which YouTube influencers may shape equity investment
behavior. This research offers valuable guidance for investors to evaluate influencer content
and make more informed investment decisions. Third, this is the first study to examine
the relationship of YouTube channels on equity investment decisions in the state of Uttar
Pradesh, India.

3. Research Methodology
This study is both descriptive and empirical. Our study investigates the relationship

between YouTube channel influencers and equity investment decisions in Uttar Pradesh,
India. We used multi-stage random sampling to collect the data. Multistage sampling is
the most suitable sampling design for large, geographically dispersed populations because
it is cost- and time-effective [51]. Moreover, equity investment across all the states of India
is similar, which justifies using multi-stage random sampling because it provides more
information about the subject matter [52,53]. The findings of multistage sampling can be
representative of the entire population if probability sampling is used at each stage, the
sample size is adequate, and the process is unbiased [37,54]. Our sampling methodology
meets these conditions. We randomly chose one state (i.e., Uttar Pradesh) out of 28 states in
India. Uttar Pradesh is geographically located in the Northern part of India. It is the most
populated as well as populous country subdivision in the world. The large numbers of
ethnic and linguistic groups, the population composition, and the people process in the
state have led to it being called India in miniature.

Uttar Pradesh is the most populated state in India, with a substantial percentage of
youth [55]. India had 467.0 million social media users as of January 2023, constituting 32.8%
of the total population [56]. Uttar Pradesh is one of India’s largest states in both population
and geographical size. With a population exceeding 240 million in 2024, Uttar Pradesh
holds the distinction of being the world’s most populous sub-national entity. According to
the National Family Health Survey-5, among internet users in Uttar Pradesh, 70% utilize it
for social media purposes, and 71% prefer digital payments for online transactions. These
youngsters are actively engaged in social media, such as YouTube, the most popular social
media outlet, Instagram, and Snapchat [57].

All those investors who watch any YouTube channel related to equity investment in
the state of Uttar Pradesh, India, constitute our study’s population. From the state of Uttar
Pradesh’s 75 districts, we randomly chose one district, namely Prayagraj. This district has
21,223 equity investors, as per the information received from all the stock trading terminals.
A pilot study of 200 investors revealed that only four regularly used YouTube channels for
investment decisions. This result makes the incidence rate to be around 2% [58]. Thus, for a
population of 21,223 equity investors, we estimated that approximately 425 individuals use
YouTube channels to make their investment decisions. The respondent watching YouTube
channels relating to equity investment was the sampling unit. Other studies also used a
sample size ranging from 100 to 200 individuals to examine the influence of e-WOM on
social media usage [59]. We conducted a comprehensive search to identify the maximum
possible number of individuals who use YouTube channels for equity investment decisions.
As a result of this effort, we identified 156 individuals. We received 112 responses, but
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excluded seven incomplete responses, resulting in a final sample of 105 respondents. This
number represents about 25% of the estimated population of 425 YouTube-using investors,
which we consider a reasonable sample size for our analysis. We used follow-up surveys
and reminders to increase the sample size and reduce potential non-response bias [60].
We have a sufficient sample size to assess the influence of YouTube channels on equity
investments with 105 responses. We confirmed the adequacy of our sample using the
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) test and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity [61].

We developed a 26-item questionnaire to measure the influence level of equity in-
vestors from YouTube channels. A copy of the questionnaire appears in Appendix A.
The questionnaire is reliable, given a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.929, indicating good internal
consistency [62]. We asked the respondents to answer the 26 questions on a five-point
Likert scale, with 1 indicating strongly disagree and 5 indicating strongly agree. We reverse-
coded some items in the scale, such as “The influencer’s YouTube channel is commercial”,
“The influencer is an expert on the topic”, and “The congruency between the influencer’s
YouTube channel and equity investment is high” to ensure the accuracy of the responses.

We used the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS 29—2022, Sept.) to conduct
factor analysis to reduce and summarize the data. Factor analysis is a statistical method
used to identify a small number of factors that represent a relationship among a set of
interrelated variables. It is concerned with reducing and summarizing observed variables
in terms of the common underlying dimension or factors [63]. We used varimax rotation
in this study. Other studies have also used factor analysis in similar situations [64,65]. We
also used descriptive statistics to analyze our data.

4. Data Analysis and Findings
Below are our study’s data analysis and findings.

4.1. YouTube’s Level of Influence on Equity Investors

Table 1 shows the item statistics for the 26 items used to measure the effect of YouTube
influencers on equity investment. Appendix A provides details of these items. Overall,
the mean scores for all 26 items are above 3, suggesting that viewers generally have a
positive view of the influencer’s YouTube channel and are receptive to the influencer’s
suggestions about equity investment. The items with the highest mean scores are “Contains
advertising on the influencer’s YouTube channel” (3.6923), “The influencer’s YouTube
channel is advertising” (3.4176), and “Recommend the influencer’s YouTube channel to
other people” (3.3626). These results suggest that viewers value the influencer’s experience,
expertise, and trustworthiness. The items with the lowest mean scores are “I rely on an
influencer’s recommendation about equity investment” (3.0220), “The influencer’s YouTube
channel has a good match with the equity investment” (2.9890), and “I feel comfortable
in making an equity investment suggested by the channel’s influencer” (2.9231). These
responses suggest that viewers are sensitive to the commercial aspects of an influencer’s
YouTube channel. Overall, the item statistics suggest that YouTube influencers can positively
affect viewers’ attitudes and intentions toward equity investments. However, influencers
should be transparent about their commercial relationships and avoid making false or
misleading claims.

As previously noted, we used a 26-item, 5-point Likert scale to measure how
YouTube influencers affect equity investors. The maximum possible score was 130
(26 items × 5 points), and the minimum possible score was 26 (26 items × 1 point). To
create five influence levels, we divided the range of possible scores (104 points) by 5, re-
sulting in a step size of 20.8 points. We then added 20.8 points to the lowest possible score
(26 points) to obtain the score range for the “very low” influence level (26.0 < 46.8 points).
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We repeated this process to create the score ranges for the other four influence levels: low
(46.8 < 67.6 points), moderate (67.6 < 88.4 points), high (88.4 < 109.2 points), and very high
(109.2−130 points). Other studies have used a similar methodology [66,67]. Table 2 shows
the interpretation of each influence level score.

Table 1. Items Statistics. This table shows the item statistics for the 26 items used to measure the
effect of YouTube influencers on equity investment.

Item Statistics Mean SD

The influencer’s YouTube channel contains advertising. 3.6923 1.13228
The influencer’s YouTube channel is advertising. 3.4176 1.18383
I recommend the influencer’s YouTube channel to others. 3.3626 1.03834
I provide positive comments about the influencer’s YouTube channel to others. 3.3407 0.99129
The influencer’s experience is sufficient regarding equity investments. 3.2967 1.14012
The influencer’s YouTube videos are pleasant. 3.2857 1.10841
YouTube videos are likable by the target audience. 3.2857 1.08818
The influencer is an expert on the topic. 3.2747 1.14568
The influencer’s YouTube channel is commercial. 3.2637 1.16271
An influencer’s YouTube videos are interesting. 3.2527 1.16040
I intend to follow an influencer’s YouTube channel in the near future. 3.2527 1.01755
I continue to follow an influencer’s YouTube channel. 3.2198 1.00887
I look for new content published on the influencer’s YouTube channel. 3.1978 1.00244
I recommend the influencer’s YouTube channel to friends and relatives interested in
equity investments. 3.1538 1.06378

I seldom miss an opportunity to tell others interested in equity investment about the
influencer’s YouTube channel. 3.1429 1.02817

The influencer is honest. 3.1099 0.88758
The influencer’s YouTube videos are trustworthy. 3.0989 1.05467
I have a favorable opinion of the influencer. 3.0989 1.00061
The compatibility between the influencer’s YouTube channel and equity investment
is high. 3.0879 0.95042

The congruency between the influencer’s YouTube channel and equity investment is high. 3.0879 0.95042
I feel secure in following an influencer’s suggestions about an equity investment. 3.0769 1.05652
I do not hesitate to consider the influencer’s suggestions on equity investments. 3.0659 1.12351
The alignment between the influencer’s YouTube channel and equity investment is high. 3.0330 0.98263
I rely on the influencer’s recommendations about equity investments. 3.0220 0.97728
The influencer’s YouTube channel matches the equity investment well. 2.9890 1.12046
I feel comfortable making an equity investment suggested by the channel’s influencer. 2.9231 0.93370

Source: compiled from the questionnaire.

Table 2. Interpretation of Influence Level Scores. This table shows the interpretation of each influence
level score. It provides a range-based interpretation of the table’s factor loadings.

Range Interpretation

26 < 46.8 Very low influence
46.8 < 67.6 Low influence
67.6 < 88.4 Moderate influence

88.4 < 109.2 High influence
109.2–130.0 Very high influence

Source: compiled by the authors.

We calculated the overall influence of the respondents by adding their Likert scale
scores. We then used Table 2 to interpret the overall influence level of YouTube channel
videos. Table 3 shows the overall influence level of YouTube channel videos by frequency.
The mean value of the scale statistics in Table 3 is 83.03, which falls within the class interval
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of 67.6 < 88.4. This finding indicates a moderate overall association between YouTube
channel influencers and equity investors in Uttar Pradesh.

Table 3. The Overall Influence Level. This table shows the overall influence level of YouTube channel
videos by frequency. The mean value of the scale statistics in Table 3 is 83.03, which falls within the
class interval of 67.6 < 88.4.

Level of Influence Frequency Percent

Very low influence 1 0.95
Low influence 16 15.23
Moderate influence 44 41.90
High influence 40 38.09
Very high influence 4 3.80
Overall mean 83.03
Standard deviation 27.31

Source: compiled from the questionnaire.

4.2. Factor Analysis

To perform factor analysis, we first tested the adequacy of the sample using the Kaiser–
Meyer–Olkin (KMO) test and Bartlett’s test. The KMO test measures the data’s internal
consistency, while Bartlett’s test tests for the presence of significant correlations between the
variables. If both tests are significant, it suggests that the data are suitable for factor analysis,
and the variables can be summarized with a few factors. Both tests aim to ensure that
factor analysis can be performed efficiently with the original variables. It is recommended
that the KMO measure of sampling adequacy should be greater than 0.5 for satisfactory
factor analysis [61]. The KMO value in this study is 0.853, indicating that the sample size is
adequate for factor analysis.

Table 4 shows that the p-value for Bartlett’s test of sphericity is 0, which is less than the
significance level of 0.05. This finding indicates that the data are suitable for factor analysis,
given a significant correlation between the variables. We used eigenvalues to identify the
number of factors and measure the variance in all the variables that are explained by each
factor. Factors with eigenvalues less than 1 contribute little to explaining the variation in
the data and can be ignored as redundant with more important factors.

Table 4. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test. This table shows that the p-value
for Bartlett’s test of sphericity is 0, which is less than the significance level of 0.05, and tested the
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) to measure sample adequacy for factor analysis.

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.853

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approximate Chi-square 1398.005
Degrees of freedom 325
Significance 0

Source: compiled from the questionnaire.

Table 5 shows that six factors have eigenvalues greater than 1. These six factors ex-
plain 68.196% of the total variability, indicating that they are the most important factors
in the data. Although the identified factors explaining over 62% of variability, our factor
analysis demonstrates a stronger model, accounting for more than 68% of the observed vari-
ance [64,68]. Therefore, there are six components for principal component analysis (PCA).

We used PCA to find which variables most strongly correlate with each component
(i.e., to identify the numbers that are large in magnitude). This process helps identify the
low correlation variables with the component. Table 6 shows the rotated component matrix,
where larger correlations are in boldface. Appendices B–F show the inter-item correlation
matrices for each factor’s item. Cronbach’s Alpha for Factors 1–5 is 0.840, 0.864, 0.863,
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0.766, and 0.712, respectively. For Factor 6, which consists of a single item, Cronbach’s
Alpha could not be computed. Influencer-driven equity investment is Factor 6, which is
reasonably explained with one item. Values exceeding 0.70 for Cronbach’s Alpha generally
indicate acceptable internal consistency (reliability), suggesting that the items effectively
measure the underlying latent constructs.

Table 5. Total Variance Explained. The variance ratio is the percentage of the variance attributed
to each selected component. This information helps to assess the effectiveness of the dimension
reduction technique used in capturing the data’s underlying structure.

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of
Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Total % of
Variance Cumulative % Total % of

Variance Cumulative % Total % of
Variance Cumulative %

1 10.084 38.787 38.787 10.084 38.787 38.787 3.690 14.192 14.192
2 2.253 8.667 47.453 2.253 8.667 47.453 3.683 14.167 28.358
3 1.861 7.158 54.611 1.861 7.158 54.611 3.248 12.492 40.850
4 1.307 5.027 59.638 1.307 5.027 59.638 2.690 10.347 51.197
5 1.128 4.339 63.977 1.128 4.339 63.977 2.338 8.991 60.189
6 1.097 4.219 68.196 1.097 4.219 68.196 2.082 8.007 68.196
7 0.922 3.546 71.742
8 0.866 3.331 75.072
9 0.751 2.887 77.959

10 0.714 2.746 80.705
11 0.605 2.327 83.032
12 0.576 2.217 85.248
13 0.515 1.980 87.228
14 0.455 1.749 88.977
15 0.398 1.533 90.510
16 0.385 1.480 91.990
17 0.356 1.371 93.360
18 0.283 1.089 94.449
19 0.265 1.020 95.469
20 0.251 0.966 96.435
21 0.221 0.851 97.286
22 0.171 0.658 97.945
23 0.158 0.608 98.553
24 0.136 0.523 99.076
25 0.131 0.503 99.579
26 0.109 0.421 100.000

Source: compiled from the questionnaire.

Table 6. The Rotated Component Matrix. This table summarizes the results of a questionnaire
investigating the factors influencing viewers’ investment decisions based on an influencer’s YouTube
channel. It analyzes the relationships between various aspects of the influencer’s and viewers’
attitudes and equity investment behavior.

Component

1 2 3 4 5 6

Influence
Credibility

Experience of the influencer. 0.777 0.254 0.031 0.272 0.002 −0.153

The expertise of the influencer on
the topic. 0.765 0.357 0.143 0.16 −0.008 0.014

The influencer’s YouTube videos
are interesting. 0.744 0.305 0.089 0.111 0.267 0.204

The influencer’s YouTube videos
are pleasant. 0.636 0.032 0.409 −0.093 0.287 0.259

The influencer is honest. 0.527 0.083 0.227 0.447 −0.166 0.012

The congruency between the influencer’s
YouTube channel and equity investment
is high.

0.490 −0.018 0.091 0.334 0.030 0.475
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Table 6. Cont.

Component

1 2 3 4 5 6

Influencer
Engagement

Providing positive comments about the
influencer’s YouTube channel to others. 0.214 0.795 0.059 0.191 −0.018 −0.041

Seldom missing an opportunity to tell
others interested in equity investment
about the influencer’s YouTube channel.

0.200 0.728 0.279 −0.082 −0.047 0.227

Recommending the influencer’s YouTube
channel to my friends and relatives
interested in equity investments.

0.377 0.683 0.279 0.200 −0.037 0.112

Recommending the influencer’s YouTube
channel to others. 0.201 0.591 0.074 0.493 0.143 0.233

Feeling secure in following an influencer’s
suggestions about equity investments. 0.018 0.517 0.106 0.327 0.03 0.442

Relying on the influencer’s
recommendations about equity investment. 0.045 0.402 0.393 0.282 −0.127 0.365

Influencer
Trustworthi-
ness

The influencer’s YouTube videos
are trustworthy. 0.110 0.320 0.622 0.387 0.196 −0.058

Looking for new content published on
the influencer’s YouTube channel. 0.348 0.187 0.599 0.094 0.075 0.323

Continue to follow this influencer’s
YouTube channel. 0.211 0.584 0.591 0.119 0.079 0.135

Feeling comfortable in making an equity
investment as suggested by the
influencer on the channel.

−0.053 0.183 0.590 0.231 0.048 0.495

The alignment between the influencer’s
YouTube channel and equity investment
is high.

0.267 0.162 0.557 0.417 −0.098 0.110

YouTube videos are likable by the
target audience. 0.483 0.194 0.493 −0.022 0.422 0.034

Having a favorable opinion about
the influencer. 0.251 0.334 0.488 0.279 0.374 −0.041

Influencer
Investment
Fit

The compatibility between the
influencer’s YouTube channel and equity
investments is high.

0.158 0.244 0.228 0.735 0.076 0.223

The influencer’s YouTube channel has a
good match with the equity investment. 0.287 0.144 0.246 0.666 0.265 0.340

High Congruency between the
influencer’s YouTube channel and
equity investment.

0.248 0.436 0.416 0.484 0.098 −0.040

Influencer’s
YouTube
Channel
Promotion

The influencer’s YouTube channel
contains advertising. 0.182 0.009 −0.07 0.166 0.843 0.000

The influencer’s YouTube channel
is advertising. −0.038 −0.013 0.060 −0.072 0.841 0.123

The influencer’s YouTube channel
is commercial. 0.009 −0.058 0.354 0.088 0.468 0.009

Influencer-
Driven
Equity
Insights

I do not hesitate to consider the equity
investments published by this influencer. 0.046 0.151 0.078 0.094 0.106 0.841

Source: compiled from the questionnaire.
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5. Discussion
RQ1 intends to quantify the extent of YouTube channel influence on equity investors.

The findings presented in Tables 2 and 3 indicate that YouTube channels have a moderate
association with equity investors’ decisions. This finding aligns with [22,69]. In line with
this view, it is asserted that social media channels exert a notable influence on online
investors and traders [70]. The majority of users obtain investment information and news
about equity crowdfunding on different social media [71,72]. Thus, social media plays an
important role when making decisions about equity investment. It emphasized that social
media also influences the investment decisions and preferences of retail investors [73]. It
is highlighted that social media influencer help to determine investor’s decisions toward
investment [74].

RQ2 seeks to identify the factors responsible for influencing equity investors.
Tables 5 and 6 reveal six factors: (1) Influencer Credibility, (2) Influencer Engagement,
(3) Influencer Trustworthiness, (4) Influencer Investment Fit, (5) Influencer’s YouTube
Channel Promotion, and (6) Influencer-Driven Equity Insights. Items with similar factor
loadings were grouped with the factors where their loading was highest. This grouping
was further supported by the conceptual alignment of each item with the corresponding
factor. Additionally, we calculated the Cronbach’s Alpha value for each factor. Including
items with similar factor loading maintained reliability above the threshold limit, indicating
that we appropriately classified the factors [75].

• Influencer Credibility refers to an influencer’s ability to affect viewer behavior and
perceptions and create a strong emotional bond. Piñeiro-Chousa et al. It is important
to note that investor profile analysis is important for assessing the quality of influence
in the stock market [76]. The content expertise is a key factor that helps in establishing
influencer credibility [6].

• Influencer Engagement refers to the set of emotions, beliefs, and experiences that the
audience acquires about a particular object, person, thing, or event. Evidence shows
that watching videos, posts, and updates on social media can change consumer or
audience attitudes toward financial services [77]. Social media influencers can engage
the users to have a positive effect on consumer attitudes, directly influencing purchase
and investment intentions. It discovers that entertainment features can engage users
and have a strong impact on consumer attitudes toward any social media brand [78].
Our findings are aligning and similar [26]. It was found that social media engagement
is a driving factor in influencing the impact of influencers [6].

• Influencer Trustworthiness refers to the depth and accuracy of the information and
insights contained in a piece of content. Some factors like promotional content, peer
effects between contributors, biases of contributors, and self-selection influence the
quality of user-generated content on social media and consequently influence the
trustworthiness of the influencers [79]. The importance of influencers’ credibility was
also emphasized by [35].

• Influencer Investment Fit refers to information that gives investors a detailed under-
standing of equity. It is noted that security analyst reports released on the YouTube
channel are associated with market returns, suggesting that they help to set stock
market prices [80]. Social media experts help to filter the relevant data and provide
details about the framework [45,46].

• Influencer’s YouTube Channel Promotion refers to the activities that help the channel
earn a profit now and in the future. The study revealed that some influencers try
to change public behavior or influence public opinion [81]. It was reported that
organizations collaborate with influencers during content production, often leading to
commercial partnerships [82]. The similar findings were reported by [6,30].
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• Influencer-Driven Equity Insights refer to essential advice for investors who are plan-
ning to invest in equity. The study identified two moderators − risk propensity and
stockholders’ opinions—that can create a gap between the behavior and intentions of
retail investors [83]. They also identify financial and non-financial factors influencing
equity investment intention and measure its impact on equity investment behavior.
Investors may find that making informed decisions is difficult due to the manipulation
of social media content and their inability to distinguish between genuine and spon-
sored market advice [22]. The findings regarding the importance of content expertise
align with the concept of influencer-driven equity insight [6].

5.1. Academic Contributions

Our study makes several contributions regarding how YouTube influencers are associ-
ated with equity investment decisions. First, we develop a scale to measure the influence
of YouTube influencers on equity investors. Second, we identify six factors related to the
YouTube channel that influence equity investors: (1) Influencer Credibility, (2) Influencer
Engagement, (3) Influencer Trustworthiness, (4) Influencer Investment Fit, (5) Influencer’s
YouTube Channel Promotion, and (6) Influencer-Driven Equity Insights. This granular
analysis provides a deeper understanding of the mechanisms through which YouTube
influencers impact investment behavior. The study expands upon existing research by
focusing specifically on YouTube as a platform for influencer-driven equity investment
decisions. Identifying specific factors that contribute to influencer influence within the
context of equity investment and linking these factors to the existing literature on social
media influence, consumer behavior, and financial decision-making. This study attempts
to integrate social media content with behavioral finance. Integrating these contributions
advances academic discourse and provides actionable insights for equity investors and
YouTube channel influencers.

5.2. Managerial Implications

To promote equity investment, stock brokerage firms can use YouTube channel influ-
encers to create high-quality, informative videos that appeal to different investors. These
videos can educate investors about equity investments and help them make informed
decisions [28,84]. Attractive YouTube videos can influence or even manipulate investors’
behavior and decisions [42]. Firms should tailor their content to different types of investors.
For example, firms should create different videos for novice and experienced investors,
and those with specific investment goals. The firm’s manager should partner with trusted
influencers. Finally, managers should promote their videos using social media and their
firm’s website. They can use targeted ads to reach specific audiences.

5.3. Policy Implications

Based on our findings, we suggest that the government use YouTube channel influ-
encers to promote equity investments. Policy-making agencies should create a program to
recruit and train expert analysts to provide useful information about equity investments on
YouTube channels. The government should collaborate with YouTube channels to promote
responsible content creation, and their implementation should align with credible financial
content, which protects from speculative or misleading material. Financial influencers on
different social media platforms should be certified. This step would help to raise awareness
among potential investors and build trust in the government’s commitment to promoting
equity investments. Efforts should be made to educate people about equity investments
by providing them with training to handle or manage high-risk scenarios [84]. Once they
are trained to handle and manage the high-risk scenario, the government can promote an
equity investment culture more easily and these individuals will act as entrepreneurship–
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culture initiators and adaptors [85]. Cultivating an equity investment culture among the
public can thus promote entrepreneurship [86].

Policymakers should also consider providing financial support to YouTube channel
influencers who create high-quality content about equity investments while monitoring
and penalizing misleading content. Such support would help to ensure that investors
have access to reliable information and motivate influencers to continue creating authentic
content about equity. Regulations are needed to ensure that YouTube channel influencers
disclose any conflicts of interest and that their content is accurate and unbiased. Such
regulation would help to protect investors from fraud and scams, benefiting both the
government and investors.

5.4. Limitations and Potential Enhancements

Despite our study’s contributions, it has limitations. Because this study is exploratory,
we cannot generalize our findings to the entire population of equity investors in India due
to the small sample size or to other equity investors. A larger sample size would allow for
more generalizable conclusions and a better understanding of the factors influencing equity
investors. Furthermore, the small sample size increases the likelihood of biased responses,
necessitating a larger and more diverse sample. The study’s focus on Uttar Pradesh, India,
limits the understanding of how YouTube channel influence may vary across different
regions in the country. Expanding the study to include a wider range of geographical
locations would provide insights into regional variations in YouTube channel influence.

Another limitation is that we did not examine the influence of YouTube channels on
equity investors based on demographic factors like gender, age, occupation, education,
and investment experience. Gathering and analyzing such factors could reveal important
insights, including patterns and differences [87].

Third, we conducted our study during a limited timeframe. A longitudinal study
would track the influence of YouTube channels over time, providing valuable insights into
the evolution of YouTube influencers regarding equity investments.

Fourth, we used only primary data obtained from a questionnaire. Qualitative research
methods, such as interviews and focus groups, could provide a deeper understanding of
the motivations and decision-making processes of equity investors who are influenced by
YouTube channels [88].

Fifth, our study explains only 69.196% of the cumulative explained variance. Thus,
some of the variance remains unexplained. Adding more items could help improve the
generalizability of our findings by increasing the percentage of explained variance.

A sixth extension of our study would be to investigate how YouTube spreads financial
literacy and inclusion by considering the factors identified by [89]. Various variables are
associated with YouTube’s influence on equity investment and not all of these variables are
equally important. The relationship between the parameters and Social Network Analysis
can be used to determine this association as previously carried out by [90–93]. Moreover,
discriminant analysis can be used to predict user behavior, as performed by [94].

Finally, our study does not employ causal inference methods. Factor analysis and
descriptive statistics only reveal correlations, not causation. Future research on this topic
can use tools other than factor analysis, such as regression analysis, structural equation
modeling, and AI-driven tools, to analyze a causal relationship between YouTube’s influ-
encers and their “effect” on equity investors. The comments on the YouTube channel can
also be studied using sentiment analysis and topic modeling [95].
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6. Conclusions
Investors are increasingly using social media platforms to make equity investment

decisions. This exploratory study had two aims: (1) to measure the influence level of equity
investors from YouTube influencers (RQ1) and (2) to identify the factors associated with
this influence (RQ2). Regarding our first objective, we conclude that YouTube influencers
have a moderate association with the equity investments of our sample investors. Re-
garding our second objective, we identify six factors relating to this association: (1) the
influencer’s credibility, (2) the influencer’s engagement, (3) the influencer’s trustworthiness,
(4) the influencer’s investment fit, (5) the influencer’s YouTube channel promotion, and
(6) influencer-driven equity insight. These variables explain 68.196% of the total variation
from the collected data, so other factors still need to be identified.

Although YouTube influencers can provide valuable information and insights, in-
vestors must remain vigilant against potential bias and manipulation. As one of the most
visited platforms on the web, YouTube is a breeding ground for influencers who leverage
their audience to promote their interests. All the identified factors significantly influence
equity investors’ decisions. However, these factors could vary depending on the individual
investor’s risk tolerance, investment objectives, and other personal considerations.
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Appendix A

Table A1. List of Items in Questionnaire.

Variable Number Item Statistics Citation

Variable 1 The influencer’s YouTube channel matches the equity
investment well. [37,92]

Variable 2 The compatibility between the influencer’s YouTube
channel and equity investment is high. [96]

Variable 3 The alignment between the influencer’s YouTube
channel and equity investment is high. [26]

Variable 4 The congruency between the influencer’s YouTube
channel and equity investment is high. [26]

Variable 5 The influencer’s YouTube channel is commercial. [26]

Variable 6 The influencer’s YouTube channel contains advertising. [7]

Variable 7 The influencer’s YouTube channel is advertising. [26,40]

Variable 8 The influencer’s YouTube videos are trustworthy. [97]
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Table A1. Cont.

Variable Number Item Statistics Citation

Variable 9 The influencer is honest. [97,98]

Variable 10 The influencer is an expert on the topic [99]

Variable 11 The influencer’s experience is sufficient for
equity investments [27]

Variable 12 YouTube videos are likable by the target audience. [30,99]

Variable 13 The influencer’s YouTube videos are pleasant. [7]

Variable 14 An influencer’s YouTube videos are interesting. [100]

Variable 15 I have a favorable opinion of the influencer. [101,102]

Variable 16 I intend to follow an influencer’s YouTube channel in
the near future. [103]

Variable 17 I continue to follow an influencer’s YouTube channel. [104]

Variable 18 I look for new content published on the influencer’s
YouTube channel. [105]

Variable 19 I feel comfortable making an equity investment
suggested by the channel’s influencer. [106]

Variable 20 I do not hesitate to consider the influencer’s suggestions
on equity investments. [26,107]

Variable 21 I feel secure in following an influencer’s suggestions
about an equity investment. [26,108]

Variable 22 I rely on the influencer’s recommendations about
equity investments. [109]

Variable 23 I recommend the influencer’s YouTube channel to others. [7]

Variable 24 I provide positive comments about the influencer’s
YouTube channel to others. [110,111]

Variable 25 I recommend the influencer’s YouTube channel to
friends and relatives interested in equity investments. [26]

Variable 26 I seldom miss an opportunity to tell others interested in
equity investment about the influencer’s YouTube channel. [99,112]

Appendix B

Table A2. Inter-Item Correlation Matrix for Factor 1.

VAR00004 VAR00010 VAR00011 VAR00012 VAR00013 VAR00009

VAR00004 1.000 0.379 0.310 0.456 0.294 0.299
VAR00010 0.379 1.000 0.696 0.638 0.469 0.470
VAR00011 0.310 0.696 1.000 0.633 0.434 0.052
VAR00012 0.456 0.638 0.633 1.000 0.590 0.351
VAR00013 0.294 0.469 0.434 0.590 1.000 0.372
VAR00009 0.299 0.470 0.524 0.351 0.372 1.000

Appendix C

Table A3. Inter-Item Correlation Matrix for Factor 2.

VAR00024 VAR00025 VAR00026 VAR00023 VAR00021 VAR00022

VAR00024 1.000 0.580 0.547 0.582 0.457 0.374
VAR00025 0.580 1.000 0.665 0.602 0.464 0.519
VAR00026 0.547 0.665 1.000 0.554 0.407 0.496
VAR00023 0.582 0.602 0.554 1.000 0.447 0.521
VAR00021 0.457 0.464 0.407 0.447 1.000 0.496
VAR00022 0.374 0.519 0.496 0.521 0.496 1.000
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Appendix D

Table A4. Inter-Item Correlation Matrix for Factor 3.

VAR00008 VAR00018 VAR00017 VAR00019 VAR00003 VAR00014 VAR00015

VAR00008 1.000 0.401 0.592 0.481 0.502 0.485 0.543
VAR00018 0.401 1.000 0.582 0.414 0.378 0.506 0.476
VAR00017 0.592 0.582 1.000 0.507 0.522 0.465 0.548
VAR00019 0.481 0.414 0.507 1.000 0.401 0.409 0.356
VAR00003 0.502 0.378 0.522 0.401 1.000 0.361 0.432
VAR00014 0.485 0.506 0.465 0.409 0.361 1.000 0.589
VAR00015 0.543 0.476 0.548 0.356 0.432 0.589 1.000

Appendix E

Table A5. Inter-Item Correlation Matrix for Factor 4.

VAR00002 VAR00001 VAR00004

VAR00002 1.000 0.673 0.429
VAR00001 0.673 1.000 0.463
VAR00004 0.429 0.463 1.000

Appendix F

Table A6. Inter-Item Correlation Matrix for Factor 5.

VAR00006 VAR00007 VAR00005

VAR00006 1.000 0.581 0.274
VAR00007 0.581 1.000 0.362
VAR00005 0.274 0.362 1.000
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98. Heřmanová, M. ‘I’m always telling you my honest opinion’: Influencers and gendered authenticity strategies on Instagram. In

Cultures of Authenticity; Emerald Publishing Limited: Leeds, UK, 2022; pp. 231–245. [CrossRef]
99. Feng, Y.; Chen, H.; Kong, Q. An expert with whom I can identify: The role of narratives in influencer marketing. Int. J. Advert.

2021, 40, 972–993. [CrossRef]
100. Maulinda, S.; Riyanto, S. The influence of YouTube influencer (YouTuber) on a brand promoted through social media (YouTube).

Manaj. Agribisnis J. Agribisnis 2022, 22, 79–86.
101. Cheng, Y.; Hung-Baesecke, C.J.F.; Chen, Y.R.R. Social media influencer effects on CSR communication: The role of influencer

leadership in opinion and taste. Int. J. Bus. Commun. 2024, 61, 336–359. [CrossRef]
102. Helfmann, L.; Djurdjevac Conrad, N.; Lorenz-Spreen, P.; Schütte, C. Modelling opinion dynamics under the impact of influencer

and media strategies. Sci. Rep. 2023, 13, 19375. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
103. Wu, S.; Rizoiu, M.A.; Xie, L. Beyond views: Measuring and predicting engagement in online videos. In Proceedings of the

International AAAI Conference on Web and Social Media, Palo Alto, CA, USA, 25–28 June 2018; Volume 12. [CrossRef]
104. Biernacki, A.; Metzger, F.; Tutschku, K. On the influence of network impairments on YouTube video streaming. J. Telecommun. Inf.

Technol. 2012, 83–90. [CrossRef]
105. Rohde, P.; Mau, G. “It’s selling like hotcakes”: Deconstructing social media influencer marketing in long-form video content on

YouTube via social influence heuristics. Eur. J. Mark. 2021, 55, 2700–2734. [CrossRef]
106. Brown, D.; Fiorella, S. Influence Marketing: How to Create, Manage, and Measure Brand Influencers in Social Media Marketing; Que

Publishing: Indianapolis, IN, USA, 2013.
107. Casaló, L.V.; Flavián, C.; Ibáñez-Sánchez, S. Influencers on Instagram: Antecedents and consequences of opinion leadership.

J. Bus. Res. 2020, 117, 510–519. [CrossRef]
108. Audrezet, A.; De Kerviler, G.; Moulard, J.G. Authenticity under threat: When social media influencers need to go beyond

self-presentation. J. Bus. Res. 2020, 117, 557–569. [CrossRef]
109. Lukkarinen, A.; Teich, J.E.; Wallenius, H.; Wallenius, J. Success drivers of online equity crowdfunding campaigns. Decis. Support

Syst. 2016, 87, 26–38. [CrossRef]
110. Xiao, M. Engaging in dialogues: The impact of comment valence and influencer-viewer interaction on the effectiveness of

YouTube influencer marketing. J. Interact. Advert. 2023, 23, 166–186. [CrossRef]
111. Thelwall, M. Lifestyle information from YouTube influencers: Some consumption patterns. J. Doc. 2021, 77, 1209–1222. [CrossRef]
112. Baker, C.; Baker, D. An Influencer’s World: A Behind-the-Scenes Look at Social Media Influencers and Creators; University of Iowa Press:

Iowa City, IA, USA, 2023.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su15010550
https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-80117-936-220221017
https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2020.1824751
https://doi.org/10.1177/23294884211035112
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-46187-9
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37938634
https://doi.org/10.1609/icwsm.v12i1.15031
https://doi.org/10.26636/jtit.2012.3.1282
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-06-2019-0530
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2016.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/15252019.2023.2167501
https://doi.org/10.1108/JD-02-2021-0033

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Research Methodology 
	Data Analysis and Findings 
	YouTube’s Level of Influence on Equity Investors 
	Factor Analysis 

	Discussion 
	Academic Contributions 
	Managerial Implications 
	Policy Implications 
	Limitations and Potential Enhancements 

	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	Appendix B
	Appendix C
	Appendix D
	Appendix E
	Appendix F
	References

