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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	By combining Prospect Theory with the research on consumer opposition to the adoption of electric vehicles (EVs) and emphasizing the psychological reasons underlying Status Quo Bias (SQB), this manuscript fills a significant and  gap. The study offers a helpful conceptual framework that can direct empirical research and policy design by combining antecedents from 37 peer-reviewed studies and classifying over 100 elements into seven actionable themes. Behavioral researchers, transportation policy makers, and industry strategists should find value in the focus on psychological and framing effects, which enhances the extensive corpus of technology and infrastructure EV study. Given the variations in infrastructure, cultural norms, and policy stability that influence EV adoption, the framework's emphasis on developing-country situations is particularly pertinent.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suitable, yet little lengthy.

Shorter title option suggested: Status Quo Bias in EV Adoption: A Prospect Theory Systematic Review.
	

	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.


	In general, the abstract is thorough and provides an overview of the objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions.
Suggested enhancements:

To increase transparency, clearly indicate which databases and time period were searched (for example, "Scopus, Feb–Oct 2025") and the total number of included studies (37).

In one sentence, briefly describe the PRISMA methodology and the primary inclusion criteria (peer-reviewed, Prospect Theory application).

To help readers understand the scope promptly, include a phrase outlining the primary constraints (e.g., English-only, developed-market bias).

Think about substituting "more than 100 behavioral factors" with a short overview of how these were combined, such as "grouped into seven themes"; you already do this, but tighten the wording to prevent repetition.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically robust, with a well-founded use of Prospect Theory as the framework, supported by a clear and logical thematic synthesis from the identified constructs. The manuscript also shows a strong grasp of both theoretical and practical implications.

To enhance it further:

· Provide full transparency on the search process by including the exact search strings used, the dates on which searches were conducted, any filters applied to the databases, and details of the PRISMA flow such as the number of records identified, screened, excluded (with reasons). Currently, only the numbers are given (22,511 → 2,461 → 197 → 37), but sharing the precise search queries as an appendix will help readers replicate the search.

· Specify which tool or checklist was used to assess the quality of the included studies (for example, CASP or JBI) and clearly report the quality ratings or an overview of the quality distribution across studies. Although quality assessment is mentioned, it is not clearly operationalized in the current version.

· Clarify the inclusion criteria further, especially around the narrow point of “explicitly applying Prospect Theory.” Explain the approach used to handle borderline cases where studies discuss concepts related to Prospect Theory but do not explicitly name the theory.

· Complete the PRISMA figure to show precise counts and reasons for exclusion at each step; and include a table summarizing the 37 selected studies, detailing the year, country, methodology, sample, and key Prospect Theory concepts extracted. This will improve transparency and allow readers to verify the thematic synthesis.

· Broaden the discussion on publication bias and language bias, acknowledging how limiting the review to English-only publications and published studies might have influenced the themes derived.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are strong, nicely mixing classic Prospect Theory sources (Kahneman, Tversky, etc.) with up-to-date 2022–2025 EV adoption studies for solid theoretical and practical grounding. ​To strengthen them, add more cross-country empirical work and meta-analyses on EV drivers, like comparisons of Norway's 80-93% BEV sales share, China's 50% NEV dominance, and India's emerging market growth. Include large-scale consumer surveys or choice experiments from underrepresented regions such as South Asia, Africa, or Latin America to boost geographic diversity. Finally, cite methodological standards like PRISMA 2020 and JBI/CASP tools for transparency in systematic reviews. 
	

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


	The manuscript is generally clear and the English is suitable for academic writing. To improve further, a careful copy-edit is recommended to address minor typos, punctuation issues (such as spacing around citations), and grammatical inconsistencies like run-on sentences or missing commas. It would also help to make the text more concise in some parts, for example, tightening the Methods section to avoid repeating selection numbers. Finally, considering professional language editing before submission could enhance the flow and polish small stylistic details. This would ensure a smoother, more readable manuscript overall while maintaining scholarly precision.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript could be clearer by adding extra details in an online appendix. This could include the exact search terms used in Scopus, a complete record of why studies were included or excluded, the quality ratings for each study, and the guide used for coding themes. This helps others follow and repeat the study easily.

Adding visuals would help too: a PRISMA flowchart showing how many records were found, screened, and excluded at each step, with reasons; a table listing the 37 studies with key info like authors, year, country, methods, and Prospect Theory concepts; and a simple diagram linking those concepts to your themes and suggested actions.

It’s important to clearly explain limits, especially since most studies come from developed countries, which may affect how the results apply elsewhere. Strengthen the practical advice by giving one clear, proven example per theme (such as a loss-framed rebate). Also, check that the search dates (February to October 2025) match the actual searches, and include any notes about conflicts of interest or registration if needed.
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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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