2.1.1 (Display the statistical power analysis setup in G*Power for determining the required sample size with six predictors)
00:00–00:15
2.1.2 (Highlight the six predictors used for the endogenous construct in the structural model, including three virtual celebrity attributes and three control variables)
00:16–00:28
2.1.3 (Show the statistical parameters used for the power analysis, including medium effect size, significance level, and statistical power)
00:29–00:40
2.2.1 (Display the G*Power result showing the required sample size for the study)
00:00–00:10
2.2.2 (Show the dataset summary indicating the total number of collected survey responses)
00:11–00:20

2.3.1 (Display the online research panel dashboard used for participant recruitment)
00:00–00:08
2.3.2 (Show the survey eligibility criteria restricting participation to individuals aged 18 years or older)
00:09–00:15
2.3.3 (Display an example screening (experienced people) or attention-check question included in the survey to ensure response quality)
00:16–00:22
2.3.4 (Show the dataset or survey dashboard where responses failing screening or attention-check criteria are removed. Originally 213 participants, finally 249 participants)
00:23–00:30
2.3.5 (Display the survey dashboard showing the final completed participant count reaching 249)
00:31–00:38

3.1.1, 3.1.2, (Display the survey page presenting the definition of virtual celebrities to ensure participants understand the concept) 3.1.2 (Show the survey instruction directing participants to respond based on their real experiences with virtual celebrities)
00:09–00:16
00:00–00:08

3.2.1 (Scroll through the questionnaire to show labeled sections measuring appearance, voice, content quality, satisfaction, loyalty, personalization, purchase intention, and demographics)
00:00–00:12  3.2.2 (Display the 7-point Likert scale response format ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree)
00:13–00:20
3.2.3 (Show the survey platform settings where duplicate submission prevention is enabled)
00:21–00:28
3.3.1 (Show the prolific survey platform and the excel files in the folder, and the data in the PLS-SEM software for structural equation modeling analysis)
00:17–00:25

4.1.1 (Display the PLS-SEM software showing all constructs specified as reflective constructs in the measurement model)
00:00–00:08
4.1.2 (Show the reliability results panel displaying Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability values)
00:09–00:16
4.1.3 (Display the average variance extracted values in the convergent validity results table)
00:17–00:22
4.1.4 (Show discriminant validity results including the Fornell-Larcker criterion table and HTMT ratio matrix)
00:23–00:32

The description accurately reflects the measurement model evaluation used in our study. All constructs were specified as reflective constructs and reliability and validity were assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, AVE, Fornell-Larcker, and HTMT criteria.

4.2.1 (Display the structural model diagram in the PLS-SEM software along with the inner VIF values used to assess multicollinearity)
00:00–00:10
4.2.2 (Show the bootstrapping setup with 5000 subsamples and the resulting path coefficient output panel)
00:11–00:22

4.3.1 (Display the bootstrapped indirect effect results with 95% confidence intervals used to evaluate sequential mediation effects)
00:00–00:10
4.3.2 (Show the mediation structure in the structural model linking virtual celebrity attributes, satisfaction, loyalty, and purchase intention)
00:11–00:18

The sequence of steps is appropriate. The study examines sequential mediation where virtual celebrity attributes, excluding appearance, influence satisfaction, satisfaction influences loyalty, and loyalty subsequently affects purchase intention. Indirect effects are estimated using bootstrapping with 5000 subsamples and 95% confidence intervals.

4.4. (Show the bootstrapping results reporting moderation coefficients and effect sizes for the interaction term)

4.5. The description accurately reflects the predictive performance assessment used in our study. Predictive relevance was evaluated using out-of-sample prediction procedures in PLS-SEM. Q²_predict values, root mean square error, and mean absolute error were compared with a linear benchmark model. Predictive relevance was confirmed when Q²_predict values were greater than zero and PLS prediction errors were lower than the benchmark model.
4.6. The description accurately reflects the final reporting step of the analysis. Reliability, validity, structural, mediation, moderation, and predictive analysis results were compiled into reporting tables. All reported values were cross-checked against the PLS-SEM software output to ensure accuracy and consistency.
5. Indicators met the thresholds and screening results were reviewed to ensure data quality, and measurement model criteria such as composite reliability and AVE were evaluated. Multicollinearity was assessed using VIF values, and mediation and moderation results were reviewed to confirm statistical significance.

6.1. Reliability and convergent validity tests indicated that all constructs exceeded the recommended thresholds. Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability values were greater than 0.7, and the average variance extracted values were above 0.5, confirming that the measurement model demonstrated adequate reliability and convergent validity.

6.2. Discriminant validity was assessed using both the Fornell–Larcker criterion and the HTMT ratio. The results indicate that all constructs are empirically distinct, as the square roots of AVE exceeded inter-construct correlations and all HTMT values were below the recommended threshold of 0.90.


6.3. Structural model evaluation indicated moderate explanatory power and acceptable predictive performance. Predictive relevance was confirmed as Q²_predict values ranged from 0.280 to 0.485, all exceeding zero. The predictive performance of the PLS-SEM model was compared with a linear regression benchmark, where lower RMSE and MAE values indicated superior prediction accuracy.





