Supplementary Material Appendix 1 – Measurement items, reliability, and validity metrics for the constructs used in the study.

	Measurement Items
	Factor loadings

	
Physical Anthropomorphism
	 

	David et al. (2022) α = .731; CR = .848; AVE = .653 

	

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post looks like a human being.
	.855

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post looks like an object. (R)
	.669

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post looks like a person.
	.883

	
Behavioral Anthropomorphism
	

	David et al. (2022) α = .842; CR = .905; AVE = .761 

	

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post behaves naturally.
	.864

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post interacts with its environment.
	.852

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post behaves like a human.
	.900

	
Cognitive Anthropomorphism
	

	David et al. (2022) α = .777; CR = .869; AVE = .690 

	

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post looks like a human being has thoughts of its own.
	.858

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post has intentions.
	.874

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post does not think. (R)
	.755

	
Emotional Anthropomorphism
	

	David et al. (2022) α = .917; CR = .942; AVE = .804 

	

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post can feel joy.
	.953

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post feels pleasure.
	.940

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post has desires.
	.904

	The virtual influencer I saw on Instagram post does not have emotions. (R)
	.780

	
Social Presence
	 

	Lee et al. (2006) α = .871; CR = .899; AVE = .529 

	

	While you were interacting with the virtual influencer, how much did you feel as if it were an intelligent being? 
	.667

	While you were interacting with the virtual influencer, how much did you feel as if it were a social being?
	.766

	While you were interacting with the virtual influencer, how much did you feel as if it were communicating with you?
	.810

	While you were interacting with the virtual influencer, how much attention did you pay to it?
	.669

	While you were interacting with the virtual influencer, how much did you feel involved with it? 
	.844

	Unsociable / Sociable
	.676

	Machine- like / Life-like
	.613

	Insensitive / Sensitive 
	.744

	
Parasocial Relationship
	

	Aw et al. (2003) α = .841; CR = .879; AVE = .510 

	

	If Lil Miquela were not a famous person, we would have been good friends.
	.677

	I think I understand Lil Miquela quite well.
	.736

	When Lil Miquela behaves in a certain way, I know the reasons for his/her behavior.
	.709

	I can feel Lil Miquela's emotions in certain situations.
	.718

	Lil Miquela seems to understand the kinds of things I want to know.
	.714

	Lil Miquela reminds me of myself.
	.718

	I can identify with Lil Miquela.
	.726

	
	

	
Brand Behavioral Intention
	

	Grewal et al. (1998) α = .887; CR = .930; AVE = .816 

	

	It is likely that I will stay at a Moxy hotel when I will be traveling in the future.
	.895

	The probability that I would stay at a Moxy hotel when I will be traveling is high.
	.908

	I am willing to stay at a Moxy hotel during one of my next travels.
	.882

	
	

	
Brand WOM
	

	(Flavián et al., 2021) α = .921; CR = .944; AVE = .809 

	

	I would, after seeing the Instagram posts, probably say positive things about Moxy hotels.
	.872

	After seeing the Instagram posts, I would be willing to recommend Moxy hotels to those planning to travel.
	.939

	It is likely I would, after seeing the Instagram posts, recommend Moxy hotels to friends and relatives interested in traveling. 
	.927

	I would, after seeing the Instagram posts, seldom miss an opportunity to tell others interested in travelling about Moxy hotels. 
	.857

	
	




SOURCE: Authors’ own creation.


Supplementary Material Appendix 2 – Characteristics of participants

	Characteristics
	Frequency
	Percent

	Gender
	 
	 

	   Female
	179
	62.8 %

	   Male
	106
	37.2%

	
	 
	 

	[bookmark: _Hlk146805353]Age (Years)
	 
	 

	   18-24
	165
	57.9 %

	   25-29
	120
	42.1 %

	
	
	

	Education
	
	

	   Less than High School
	6
	2.1 %

	   High School Graduate
	57
	20.0 %

	   Bachelor’s Degree
	140
	49.1 %

	   Master of Science or higher
	82
	28.8 %

	 
	 
	 

	Income
	
	

	   Less than € 20k
	189
	66.3 %

	   € 20k - € 59.9k
	72
	25.2 %

	   € 60k - € 99.9k
	13
	4.6 %

	   € 100k + 
	11
	3.9 %

	
	
	

	Frequency of Access to Instagram
	 

	   Less than once a day
	26
	9.1 %

	   Once or twice a day
	27
	9.5 %

	   More than twice a day
	232
	81.4%

	
	
	

	Accommodation Reservation in the last 24 Months
	 

	   Less than 2
	98
	34.4 %

	   2-4 
	119
	41.8 %

	   5-9
	46
	16.1 %

	   10+
	22
	7.7 %

	
	
	





Supplementary Material Appendix 3 – Common Method Bias

Since surveys are subject to common method bias (Baumgartner and Steenkamp, 2001; Weijters and Baumgartner, 2012), several measures were taken to counteract this potential systematic error both at the procedural stage (ex-ante) and during statistical data analysis (ex-post) (Kock et al., 2021). At the design level, clear questionnaire instructions were given to respondents highlighting that there are no correct answers; all response blocks referring to different construct typologies (i.e., S-O-R) were separated by distinct pages; items were presented in a random order for each participant; different response scales were employed (7-point Likert scales and 10-point scales mixing statement-based and semantic formats for social presence); reversed items were also included (see Appendix 1 for further details).
At the statistical level, we conducted Harman’s single-factor test by performing an exploratory factor analysis on all items used to build the model (Fuller et al., 2016). The results showed that the first factor accounted for 32.4% of the variance, which is below the critical threshold of 50%, suggesting that common method bias is unlikely to be a serious concern in this study. We also examined full collinearity VIFs as suggested by Kock (2015). All VIF values were below the threshold of 3.3, indicating that common method bias did not pose a threat to the validity of the results (Table A3.1).







	Construct
	Full Collinearity VIF

	Brand WOM
	3.04

	Social Presence
	3.03

	Emotional Anthropomorphism
	2.66

	Brand Behavioral Intention
	2.64

	Cognitive Anthropomorphism
	2.46

	Parasocial Relationship
	2.09

	Behavioral Anthropomorphism
	1.74

	Physical Anthropomorphism
	1.59

	
	


.

Table A3.1 - Full collinearity VIFs for the constructs.
	
Source: Developed by authors


Supplementary Material Appendix 4 – Additional Analysis

Although the paper was not designed with the explicit objective of comparing demographic variables, we conducted an exploratory multi-group analysis (MGA) to examine potential differences by gender and age (Hair et al., 2021). The PLS-MGA results indicate that, among all tested structural paths, only the relationship between social presence and brand intention shows a significant gender-based difference (p = .007). Specifically, we found that this effect is significantly stronger for females than for males. All other structural paths did not exhibit statistically significant cross-group differences (all p > .05), suggesting that the influence of anthropomorphism dimensions on social presence and PSRs, as well as their downstream effects on WOM and destination-related intentions, remain broadly comparable across genders and age groups.



