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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript advances understanding of Emotional Consumer Engagement in the loneliness economy by integrating AI companions, virtual influencers, and nostalgia. It provides empirical evidence, extends digital marketing theory, and highlights ethical concerns surrounding emotional dependence and commodification of loneliness.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable as it clearly reflects the core constructs (AI companions, virtual influencers, nostalgia, and Emotional Consumer Engagement) and the contextual focus on the loneliness economy. However, it is slightly long and the phrase “Mediating Effects” could be made more precise.

Suggested alternative titles:

1. AI Companions and Virtual Influencers in the Loneliness Economy: The Mediating Role of Nostalgia in Emotional Consumer Engagement
2. Emotional Consumer Engagement in the Loneliness Economy: The Role of AI Companions, Virtual Influencers, and Nostalgia
3. Nostalgia-Driven Emotional Consumer Engagement in the Loneliness Economy: Evidence from AI Companions and Virtual Influencers

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and clearly covers the study’s background, purpose, methodology, key findings, and managerial implications. However, a few refinements could strengthen it further.

First, consider briefly stating the theoretical contribution (e.g., extension of Emotional Consumer Engagement or digital companionship literature) to highlight academic relevance more explicitly. Second, the research context or setting (such as country or industry) could be mentioned to improve clarity and generalizability assessment. Third, the sample size justification or respondent profile may be shortened to save space, allowing more emphasis on key results. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The constructs (AI companions, virtual influencers, nostalgia, nostalgic sentiment, and emotional consumer engagement) are clearly defined, theoretically grounded, and consistently linked throughout the introduction, literature review, hypotheses, and conceptual framework. The use of Parasocial Interaction Theory and nostalgia literature is appropriate and well-aligned with the research context of the loneliness economy.

However, several scientific and academic refinements are recommended to strengthen rigor and clarity:

1. Conceptual clarity and redundancy: There is some overlap between nostalgia and nostalgic sentiment. While both are justified, the distinction should be sharpened earlier (preferably in the introduction or theoretical section) to avoid conceptual redundancy. Explicitly positioning nostalgia as a stimulus and nostalgic sentiment as an affective response would enhance construct validity.

2. Balance between normative and empirical tone: The manuscript occasionally adopts a strongly critical or normative tone (e.g., “cruel companionship,” “exploitation of vulnerable individuals”). While ethically relevant, these claims should be framed more cautiously and consistently supported by empirical citations to maintain scientific neutrality, especially in the introduction and literature review.

3. Methodological consistency: The introduction mentions ethical implications and psychological outcomes, but the research design focuses on consumer engagement rather than mental health outcomes. Clarifying that ethical concerns are contextual implications rather than empirically tested outcomes would improve internal consistency.

4. Hypotheses structure: Hypothesis H6 (mediation between nostalgia and ECE via nostalgic sentiment) appears conceptually weaker, as nostalgia and nostalgic sentiment are closely related. This hypothesis requires stronger theoretical justification or reconsideration to avoid multicollinearity concerns in SEM.

5. Conceptual framework reporting: The inclusion of percentage path strengths in the conceptual framework section may be premature unless these are empirical results. Typically, such statistics belong in the results section, not in the conceptual framework.

In summary, the manuscript is scientifically valid and publishable in principle, with a strong theoretical base and relevant topic. Addressing the above points would enhance conceptual precision, methodological rigor, and alignment with high-quality journal standards.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and recent, supporting the study well. However, adding more high-impact and interdisciplinary sources on AI ethics, digital companionship, and loneliness would further strengthen the manuscript’s scholarly depth.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Check grammatical errors, occasional repetition, and stylistic inconsistencies remain; professional language editing is recommended to enhance clarity, flow, and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a comprehensive and methodologically rigorous examination of Emotional Consumer Engagement within the loneliness economy, integrating AI companions, virtual influencers, and nostalgia through a well-articulated mediating framework. The research design is generally sound, with clear construct operationalization, appropriate use of SEM (PLS-SEM), robust reliability and validity assessments, and thorough reporting of results. The empirical analysis is detailed, and the findings consistently support the proposed hypotheses, demonstrating strong explanatory power and model fit.

However, several improvements are recommended to enhance scholarly quality and clarity. First, there is considerable redundancy across sections (especially Results, Mediation Analysis, and Discussion), which could be streamlined to improve readability and conciseness. Second, the use of both CB-SEM-style fit indices (CFI, RMSEA, GFI) alongside PLS-SEM requires stronger justification, as this combination may raise methodological concerns for some reviewers. Third, the conceptual proximity between Nostalgia and Nostalgic Sentiment should be more clearly differentiated to avoid construct overlap and potential multicollinearity issues. Fourth, the heavy emphasis on ethical implications while valuable should be more clearly framed as interpretive implications rather than empirically tested outcomes.

Overall, the manuscript addresses a timely and relevant topic with strong theoretical grounding and solid empirical execution. With improved conciseness, clearer methodological justification, and sharper conceptual distinctions, the study has strong potential for publication in a reputable marketing, consumer behavior, or digital society journal.

The manuscript is well-structured, theoretically grounded, and methodologically sound, addressing a timely and relevant topic. Minor conceptual, methodological, and language refinements are needed to reach top-tier journal standards.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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