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Part 1
[bookmark: _Toc227493709]Critical Exploration of the Purpose, Content and Format of a Critical Literature Review for Doctoral Research
[bookmark: _Toc227493710]1.1 Introduction
One of the most significant components of the doctoral research is a critical literature review. It is not just a compilation of the past research. Gheondea (2015) describes a literature review as a structured and analytical procedure through which the researcher assures the assessment of the existing knowledge and preconditions the innovative search. This is even more important at the DBA level, where the review should not only be able to show reading. It should demonstrate scholarly ability to judge, examine and to bridge the gap between art and life.
Not all literature reviews can fulfil this criterion. Dodgson (2021) discusses the lack of critical analysis in review-based research as a common issue, whereas Wright and Michailova (2023) warn that literature reviews can often turn into descriptive accounts instead of effective critical interventions. In these instances, the review can discover themes and summarise, but does not develop a strong argument, reveal tensions in the field or what still lacks. Consequently, familiarity with the literature is demonstrated in the review, but not control over it.
This is particularly a problem in DBA research. DBA is an academic doctorate of purely scholarly study, and is supposed to work with complicated organisational, managerial and policy issues. According to Bastalich (2017), the knowledge production of a doctoral project must be not only sensitive to the academic material but also to the context. When applied to DBA work, it entails the literature review not being at the abstract level of discussion. It ought to state how and where the current theories and findings are useful and the reasons why the world requires a more comprehensive understanding to make decisions in the real world.
An intellectual argument spine is thus necessary to have a good critical literature review. According to Kraus et al. (2022), literature reviews are supposed to be individual academic studies, rather than introductory chapters. This implies that the analysis ought to set out arguments, contrast views, analyse suppositions, and advance to a well-founded stand. In this regard, the literature review is not only background. It has been one of the initial sites of doctoral contributions.
This chapter critically examines the aim of a critical literature review, the content and structure of a doctoral critical literature review. Arguably, a good literature review at a DBA level cannot simply describe what was done in the course of previous work or list particular gaps in the field. Rather, it is supposed to be analytical, synthetic, problematised and practice-aware. It must challenge conventional knowledge, combine disjointed information and give a ready foundation of original and pertinent doctoral research.
[bookmark: _Toc227493711]1.2 Purpose of a Critical Literature Review in Doctoral Research
The primary aim of a critical literature review is to articulate the intellectual grounding of the research. This is not a case of determining what has already been written. According to Kraus et al. (2022), when a review is strong, it must be able to explain the state of knowledge or reveal its limitations, inconsistencies, and shortcomings. At the doctoral level, the review should thus not only inquire into what is known, but also what is not known, what is disputed or not adequately expounded.
The second purpose is to specify and clarify the research problem. According to Phillips and Barker (2021), literature reviews play a significant role in research design and the flow. But even the problem definition at the doctoral level cannot rely on the simple list of gaps. According to Leite, Padilha and Cecatti (2019), the identification of gaps is too vague if there is inadequate reasoning. A review at the DBA level must thus extend beyond that. It must assert why a gap is important and what significant problem exists. In the absence of this, identification of the gap will be descriptive, but not doctoral.
The third purpose is that a critical literature review is the means to critique theory. Garrod (2023) claims that an effective critical literature review needs to critique theory, not just follow it blindly. The critical review should thus answer the question of whether the prevailing theories can indeed address the issue or not. It must assess whether it is excessively individual-focused, downplaying institutions, or ignoring context or oversimplifying problems which are actually dynamic and multi-level. A similar argument is presented by Dodgson (2021), who asserts that explanatory sufficiency must be challenged by the researcher when executing a critical analysis instead of just repeating existing interpretations.
The fourth purpose is to promote originality and contribution. According to Bastalich (2017), doctoral work is supposed to make a difference and not just increase the existing knowledge. This begins in the literature review. A high-quality review generates value through synthesising discussion, unravelling the shortcomings of mainstream explanations, and producing a more persuasive intellectual path. By so doing, the review would be included as a part of the contribution itself, not merely as a preparatory chapter.
The last purpose is to lead the methodological thinking. Ahmad, Menegaki and Al-Muharrami (2020) demonstrate that the pattern in methods, evidence, and quality of the research can be introduced through literature reviews. This is important since not only what is being studied, but also how it should be studied and justified by a doctoral researcher. Similarly, Cardoso et al. (2022) highlight that doctoral research should be carefully considered in the current knowledge frameworks. This is particularly important in DBA research, since applied issues may require approaches that reflect the context, complexity and utility to practice. They should also be critically reviewed to determine whether earlier techniques have been over-narrow, over-contextual, or over-reliant on a single form of evidence.
[bookmark: _Toc227493712]1.3 Content of Critical Literature Review
A critical literature review must be structured along with an argument, but not an accumulation of its content. Wright and Michailova (2023) discuss a dissatisfactory practice that turns into a publication similar to a list of summaries of previous work. Instead, a DBA-level review is supposed to introduce concepts, theories, findings, and methods to discussion, leaving the reader in a position to envision what is definite, what is disputed, and what is not clear.
Conceptual clarification is one of the crucial sections of the content. Clark (2016) demonstrates that the terms are in many cases inconsistently applied throughout the literature and may cause confusion and undermine an analysis. The process of a critical review should thus identify important concepts, analyse their usage by other authors and discuss why such variations are important. The lack of conceptual clarity can make the rest of the review unsteady.
One more significant section of the content is theoretical engagement. According to Garrod (2023), literature review no longer presents a hypothesis but should assess theories. This involves the question of how each theory does a good job of explaining something, what is not in it and whether the field has become reliant on a few interpretations. In this case, problematisation is required. When a review is strong, it must challenge the assumptions present in the theories that are dominant and must also reflect the possibility of the marginalisation of institutional, structural, or practical aspects of the problem.
The evaluation of empirical evidence has to be conducted critically as well. Ahmad, Menegaki and Al-Muharrami (2020) demonstrate that methods and evidence are of great importance in determining the quality of conclusions. It should be critically reviewed with references to sampling, context, research design and generalisation limits. In case a field relies excessively on cross-sectional surveys, single-country analysis, or self-reporting thereof, this must be addressed as such patterns impact the explanatory power and practical utility.
Comparison and synthesis will be some of the most essential aspects of the content. As Kraus et al. (2022) highlight, the need to shift the focus from description to integration to make review writing more relevant. Synthesis takes a step further to unite these differences into a general understanding. Synthesis is a process whereby the researcher transitions from reporting the literature to argumentation on the literature.
Lastly, the content must analyse the contribution and the gap in the research. In his argument, Dodgson (2021) says that critical analysis should create a gap instead of a disclosure at the end of a chapter. Practical significance should also be involved in DBA research. The review ought to provide an explanation of the influence of the weaknesses of theory and evidence on organisational decision, industry practice, governance, or policy action. This is what makes the review a more doctoral and professional voice.
[bookmark: _Toc227493713]1.4 Format and Structure of a Critical Literature Review
The structure of a critical literature review must have clarity, coherence and argument. Dumay et al. (2016) demonstrate that the knowledge organisation and interpretation depend on the structure of a review. A poor structure tends to have a descriptive review, whereas a good structure assists the review to be cumulative and analytical.
The literature review typically starts with the introduction of the literature review, which determines the scope, purpose, and direction. The introduction at the DBA level should also indicate the main argument or point of concern. The body is normally organised well in terms of theme. According to Dumay et al. (2016), thematic organisation is typically more appropriate than simple chronology due to the possibility to compare, contradict and synthesise. In certain instances, chronology can still be used, but as a single study, it tends to promote descriptive literature.
The discussion within each thematic section should proceed in the following manner, including description, critical evaluation and finally synthesis. According to Gheondea (2015), this movement is necessary to make the review critical. Clarity between sections is also needed since it allows linking the themes, rather than keeping them in their own silos.
The rigour of the selection of sources is also important. Haddaway et al. (2015) emphasise that credible reviews must be based on clear and rigorous evidence selection. A DBA review does not have to be entirely systematic but must show consideration in the way studies were identified, selected and interpreted. Proper referencing and language should also be present. According to Garrod (2023), critical writing needs to be comprehensible even when one is discussing complicated concepts. This is particularly crucial in DBA research, where both the academic and practitioner audiences should be able to access the review.
[bookmark: _Toc227493714]1.5 Conclusion
Critical literature review is an essential component of doctoral research since it organises an intellectual foundation for the research. The review should have a real critical analysis, as Dodgson (2021) suggests, whereas Wright and Michailova (2023) insist on the fact that reviews should become more rigorous and actionable. This implies critical analysis, assessing theory and evidence, determining what is incomplete or disputed, and constructing a coherent argument to support the necessity of the research.
It aims at building the research problem, evaluating the advantages and constraints of current knowledge, promoting originality, and informing the methodological considerations. It should also be selective, comparative, synthetic and problematised. It should be in a form that promotes a sense of coherence, criticality and argument.
Thus, a good DBA critical literature review must not simply systematise already existing studies or enumerate individual missing links. It must be able to question prevailing thought, to put together the disorganised arguments, and to provide a clear stance on the purpose of not only academic contribution but also of informed managerial or policy action.
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[bookmark: _Toc227493717]Annotated Bibliography
Introduction
This annotated bibliography is a review of important literature on electric vehicle (EV) adoption, institutional readiness, technological convergence, and sustainability. The sources are systematised by theme and provide brief critical points and significance for the study.
Foundations of Electric Vehicle Adoption
In terms of systematic reviews, bibliometric research and empirical consumer research, the EV adoption industry seems to be an established area that is broader, yet more separate in terms of explanatory levels. Review studies are good at mapping behavioural, technological, environmental and policy influences, but frequently only go to the extent of listing the determinants, and do not attempt to describe the interactions among them in institutional settings. Empirical research provides helpful behavioural and spatial detail, though frequently they are based on country-specific samples, intentional survey designs or on early-adopter populations. Due to this, it is a well-developed discipline at identifying what matters, though it is more developed in understanding how and under what circumstances it matters, particularly in the context of the multi-level transition in the UK.
Zaino et al. (2024) provide a holistic systematic review of the technological, environmental, organisational, and policy factors on EV adoption. The work is useful in tracing out the scope of the field, but its synthetic extent includes too much more than what it explains.
Singh et al.’s (2024) bibliometric, cluster, and morphology analysis are the methods used to follow the development of the research on EV and sustainability. The article has great trend visibility, but the contribution is more of a classificatory one rather than integrative on the theoretical level.
Kumar and Alok (2020) overview the possibilities of EV adoption and sustainability. The work can still be of value as a conceptual map, though its policy and market framing aspects are now older compared to the transition dynamics of recent times.
Anastasiadou and Gavanas (2022) overview the main consumer-level predictors of EV adoption. Their review is conceptually useful, though it is more adequate in terms of identifying the factors rather than explaining institutions or the system as a whole.
Song and Potoglou (2020) wonder whether the body of the literature on EVs is really of use to policymakers. The article is of particular significance as it changes the discourse of the descriptive accumulation to policy relevance.
Khader et al. (2025) studied the spatial distribution of EV uptake in England. The research provides useful UK-specific evidence, but due to its geographic case focus, it cannot be used to infer the full system.
Budnitz, Meelen and Schwanen (2024) look at adoption intentions by people with common and shared parking schemes within the UK. The importance of the study in a contextual sense is significant, but because the study has a sample focus, the results might not apply to all house conditions.
Lavieri and de Oliveira (2023) contrast the early adopters and mainstream consumers regarding charging requirements and inclinations. The research is also helpful in debunking the early-adopter bias, but the behavioural orientation makes the institutional conditions unexplored.
Bielski et al. (2026) examine the consumer decision-making in the EV market. The research provides recent evidence which is empirical, but has a narrower consumer focus, undermining the implications of broader governance and infrastructure.
Morton, Anable and Nelson (2016) recognise market segments in the EV market by the use of cluster analysis. Although it is an effective study of early market segmentation, it represents an earlier point of market development, and can only be cautiously used in the current interpretation.
Javanmardi et al. (2023) associate evidence of driving EV adoption with sustainable levels of development. The work contributes to a valuable sustainability dimension, though in theory, it is not much developed and wide-ranging in explanatory combination.
Sitinjak et al. (2025) explore the perception and the factors of influence on perceptions in Jakarta. This provides desirable comparative evidence in a developing-city setting, although transferability in terms of institutions to the UK is minimal.
Abbasi et al. (2025) pay attention to technology awareness as one of the consumer adoption impetuses. The article provides some useful information about how information and perceptions affect, but it is still mostly based on the level of awareness and attitude formation.
Prakhar et al. (2025) studied the dynamics in the field of entrepreneurship in EV manufacturing through a hybrid PLS-SEM-ANN. The study is a continuation of the discussion on adoption into the industrial capability, but is more entrepreneurial than governance-oriented.
Theoretical Approaches in Technology Adoption
One of the most obvious tendencies throughout the discussion of this theme is the theory of behavioural adoption, including TAM, TPB, UTAUT, and the hybrid frameworks. The frameworks are applicable in the explanation of intention, perceived usefulness, control, social influence, and knowledge. Nevertheless, most of this literature favours individual-level explanation and is dependent on cross-sectional survey designs, which renders it less strong in terms of institutional, infrastructural and governance circumstances. More creative solutions exist, such as Actor-Network Theory and hybrid socio-technical models, which have more potential to give a broader analysis, yet are less widespread and difficult to operationalise.
Alwadain et al. (2024) combine TTF and UTAUT to elucidate EV adoption behaviour. Theoretically, this is more enriched than single-model research, yet again, it is highly reliant on perceptual survey data.
Imaningsih et al. (2026) employ a longer version of the TPB to forecast intention to purchase green EVs. The research is a valuable addition to the understanding of behaviour, though the study is via intention and not adoption outcome.
ALTAY (2026) explained the car technology acceptance model in Turkmenistan. The article applies to theoretical adaptation, albeit with the background of context-bound empirical basis that is not easily generalisable to the UK.
Kaur, Sahdev and Bhutani (2021) use TAM to apply to EV adoption in India. The research provides a highly organised behavioural perspective, although with minimal theoretical advancement and institutional participation.
Adhiguna et al. (2025) combine TPB and TAM with social and knowledge factors. This enhances the subtlety of behaviour, but its context is limited and consumer-driven.
A recent study by Jayaraj, Ananthram and Klarin (2025) is based on the Actor-Network Theory of EV-solar adoption in Australia. This is among the more conceptually ambitious contributions since it needs to pre-empt the socio-technical relationships as opposed to solitary users.
Shofi and Salehudin (2025) analysed adoption intention and willingness to pay for EVs. The research is practical in understanding behavioural economics, however limited due to the normal cross-sectional and intention-based research design.
Bansal et al. (2025) researched consumer behaviour in India. This study provided context-specific evidence, but little is relevant to questions of institutional transition.
Pathak and Prabhu (2023) study the consumer behaviour regarding EVs. The article applies to the field of behavioural profiling; however, its methodological rigour is shallow.
Lie and Lasmy (2025) focus on the adoption of green technology in general. This offers a more general conceptual framework, but not the contextual narrowness required of EV-sensitive institutional analysis.
Palit, Bari and Karmaker (2022) studied the decision-making in the field of EV adoption based on PCA and ISM. The research has good applicability in other respects in modelling relationships between factors, but it is more of a decision than the theoretically integrative kind.
Santinha and Tavares (2025) summarise the opinion of citizens about the V2G adoption. This expands the theoretical discussion beyond EV purchase behaviour, but the citizen-expectation research continues to require a more robust association to governance and implementation frameworks.
Governance and the Institutional Theory
This is especially relevant literature to a DBA study as it refocuses on the following aspects of individual choice towards systems, incentives, regulation, planning and institutional coordination. One of the strongest of these studies is that coherence of policies, absence or presence of financial incentives and capacity to govern have a significant influence, but the literature is disproportionate. There are those studies that are policy-heavy yet empirically weak, and those that are strong, but limited in generalisability, based on the specific context of their study. Another weakness is that governance research does not necessarily relate well with behaviour or technical studies, and so the field is disjointed within the explanatory levels.
Marson and Ferris (2024) mention infrastructural barriers to the movement towards electric, connected, and autonomous vehicles in the UK. The article applies to policy discussions in the UK, but analytical as opposed to empirical.
Jackson (2023) views the transition into EVs in the UK as industrial modernisation. This is conceptually helpful as it puts EV adoption in the framework as a structural transformation as opposed to market substitution.
Alali, Niesten and Gagliardi (2022) review the UK electric fleet incentives. The paper is highly empirical in terms of institutional support and is possibly a more directly applicable paper to policy in the UK.
Sun et al. (2024) evaluate the policy and the UK EV infrastructure market dynamics. One of the most valuable features of this article is that the design of the policy is connected to the infrastructural results.
Viral and Asija (2022) overview of smart charging regulatory frameworks. The research provides general governance knowledge, but is not contextually specific to certain national environments.
Wady and Consoni (2025) study the regulatory sandbox in electric mobility. It is useful in regard to policy experimentation and innovation in institutions.
Regalini and Schiavo (2025) discuss the regulation of e-mobility in Italy. The chapter is high-context and somewhat low-cross-context generalisability.
Sasongko et al. (2025) focus on the adoption and production ecosystem policies of EVs in Indonesia. The analysis is comparatively helpful, but the transfer of the policy to the UK should be approached with care.
Chen, Zheng, Jia and Koh (2025) model policy optimisation in various scenarios of infrastructure investment. The article is analytically good, but more of systems modelling than socially grounded.
Ghani et al. (2025) evaluate the policy and technology-related challenges and policies of EV adoption. This comes in handy to trace the technical impediments to policy formulation, but it is broader in scope than in depth.
Nsan, Obi and Etuk (2025) compare the EV integration in Africa, China and EU. The research can be useful in demonstrating the relationship between policy, infrastructure and innovation, but the perspective is too broad to provide a specific context.
Zhang and Khaskheli (2025) discussed digital technologies, policy, law and sustainable development in China, the EU, and the USA. The work applies to digital policy framing in some aspects, but not EV-specific in every aspect.
Soputra (2025) shows green technology as part of national sustainable development. This provides helpful policy-comparison background, albeit indirectly, which makes its EV contribution.
Galan and Zuñiga-Vicente (2023) pay attention to the collaboration of multi-stakeholders around EVs in Spain. The article is practical since it throws light on the subject of collaborative governance and the aspect of sustainability delivery in the institution.
Martusewicz et al. (2025) explored organisational preparedness and the way to Industry 5.0 and net zero. Although not EV-specific, the article can be helpful in conceptualising readiness as an organisational and transition issue.
Technological Convergence and Socio-Technical Integration
One of the prominent tendencies within the recent literature is the fact that EV transition has become more and more concerning, with digitalisation, smart grids, renewable integration, vehicle-to-grid systems, IoT, and platform coordination. This is a literature analytically robust in the system and technical integration, but it is more socially and institutionally thin. That is, it describes what convergences are becoming but not so frequently how these convergences are disciplined, received or institutionalised into practice. It poses a significant challenge to research that aims at institutional readiness.
Correia (2025) investigates the integration of electric mobility systems with power grids. This research presents a firm claim that EVs can be linked to broader changes in energy systems.
Kochanek et al. (2025) surveyed green-energy integration in green transport. The article is general and practical, providing little detail as to the institutional readiness focus.
Emodi et al. (2023) evaluate the use of the Internet of Things in the charging infrastructure and consumer experience. This can be applied to demonstrate the influence of digital tools on user interaction and the efficiency of the system.
Mouelhi, Kraiem and Mimouni (2025) simulate PV-driven city microgrids and V2G. The research is both technically advanced, but it has little explanatory value to governance and user adoption.
Pozo-Burgos, Alpala and Heredia-Campaña (2026) provide an overview of digital platforms and grid-vehicle integration models. It is a robust convergence-based contribution, but it remains more technical than institutional.
Feng et al. (2020) explore the convergence of EV technology via the innovation relationship. The work is relatively fundamental and has to be read in combination with a more recent work.
Yi and Song (2025) foresee the opportunity to converge in EV technologies. This adds value to vision, but it is still hypothetical instead of being practical.
Srivastava and Jain (2025) report on a convergence on patent evidence. This is useful for innovation mapping, but autonomous of social and policy implementation issues.
Kompella (2024) offers a discussion of interconnectedness, innovations in systems, and the delivery of technology in Indian EVs. The article is among the conceptual contributions to this theme.
Piromalis and Kantaros (2022) discuss digital twins in the car industry. This generalises the technological- convergence literature, but the policy and adoption implications are very indirect.
Faria and Andersen (2017) analyse technological convergence and eco-innovation in the automotive sector. Despite its age, this article can be helpful in evolutionary framing.
Meelen and Schwanen (2023) study the use of the vehicle-to-grid technology in organisations in the UK. It is especially beneficial since it takes convergence discussion into actual organisational grounding.
Tripathy et al. (2022) evaluate technological, organisational, and environmental factors that promote EV battery recycling. The paper expands the concept of convergence to end-of-life systems and circular-transition readiness.
Dawn et al. (2026) list renewable-energy and EV synergy to grid stability. The article is very applicable to the integration of energy systems, but is less commonly concerned about the social and institutional conditions of adoption.
Ecosystem and Infrastructure Preparedness
The literature on infrastructure preparedness indicates that existing charging availability, interoperability, accessibility, and ecosystem coordination are key factors in EV adoption. It is a tougher theme than most others in the demonstration that adoption is not just a consumer-attitude phenomenon.
Nevertheless, patterns of methods are uneven. In some works, it is based on modelling and optimisation, which provide good analytical clarity but make real behaviour simpler. Equity and accessibility are discussed by others, but would fall on less solid empirical foundations. Studies of UK interest are particularly beneficial in this area, although some of the previous reviews are in need of revision.
Hopkins et al. (2023) discuss the possibility of equitable charging rollout. This article is particularly significant as it introduces justice and distribution in the context of infrastructure debate.
LaMonaca and Ryan (2022) overview of charging services, infrastructure, players, and policies. In the study, there is a general ecosystem understanding, but it is not limited to the UK.
Chen et al. (2020) surveyed the development of charging infrastructure in the UK. This is still a helpful UK base, but some of the evidence is now out-of-date.
Burra, Al-Khasawneh and Cirillo (2024) discuss the model of the effects of charging infrastructure on adoption. This is analytically robust, but modelling assumptions might not be a complete representation of actual user behaviour.
Hossain et al. (2022) surveyed EV integration in terms of sustainable development. The article is general and enlightening, but less critical than integrative.
Guo, Yang and Lu (2018) discuss the range anxiety and location of charging stalls. The results are still relevant in terms of behavioural relevance about the placement of infrastructure.
Memon and Rossi (2025) explored the adoption of EVs, charging interventions, and the development of the infrastructure in Europe and Italy. This can provide handy comparative context, but its limited geographical focus restricts cross-transfer.
Abdullah et al. (2022) optimise charging infrastructure with the help of system dynamics. The article was methodologically sound, but it is more systems-based rather than socially based.
Shah, Mahmood and Kabir (2025) study ultra-high speed charging and international competitiveness. This comes in handy when it comes to knowing speed and market positioning, which is more strategic rather than sociotechnical.
Alrasheedi and Ali (2025) determine the correlation between the development of charging facilities and EV adoption using a graph analysis. Analytically innovative, but heavy-modelled, is the study.
Shahzad et al. (2024) elaborate on the UK net zero roadmap, its strategic challenges concerning transport and electrification. Although it is more than EV infrastructure by itself, the article helps contextualise the charging development within the UK transition strategy.
EV Adoption and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
SDG literature associated with EV extends EV research past adoption rates and consumer behaviour, to include environmental performance, social implications, lifecycle sustainability, and value creation strategy. This is a helpful extension of the discipline. Yet, most of them are normatively affirmative. They tend to take the expansion of EVs as inherently sustainable, not issue the uneven benefit package, the lifecycle trade-offs, or the inequalities based on income level. In the case of a DBA study, this literature is significant but has to be treated with caution.
Lee et al. (2025) survey electrification routes to transport decarbonisation. The research work gives a good frame on sustainability, but is still transition-based rather than institutionally elucidated.
Wong et al. (2026) compare the road transport in terms of energy efficiency in Australia, Hong Kong, and the UK. It contains knowledgeable comparative information and is relevant to the UK.
Abdelkareem et al. (2025) discuss EV contributions to the SDGs. The article is well pertinent but in an affirmative rather than a critical tone.
Arefin et al. (2025) evaluate the environmental, societal, and economic costs and benefits of EVs. This provides handy multidimensional indicators to the sustainability discourse.
Omahne, Knez and Obrecht (2021) discuss the social factors of research on EVs and SDGs relations. The research is significant in that it assists in expanding the body of literature beyond technical and behavioural arguments.
Asekomeh, Gershon and Azubuike (2021) review the EV strategy of Dundee considering the SDGs. It is particularly helpful due to its case-based applicability to the UK.
Lipu et al. (2022) discuss battery management and EV directions to SDGs. It is technically superior and focuses more on technology than governance and distribution.
Akram and Abdul-Kader (2023) researched EV batteries and SDGs. This comes in handy in introducing the aspect of lifecycle sustainability to the table.
Kufeoglu and Hong (2020) present a case study of the UK and its performance in emissions. This happens to be one of the studies that applies more to the UK context of sustainability outcomes.
Gouveia et al. (2024) identify EVs as being linked to strategic value creation. This article is conceptually compatible in terms of the concept of connecting sustainability and strategic management.
Raman, Lathabai and Nedungadi (2024) address SDG 12 and its synergies with other SDGs. Although not EV-specific in its whole, the article makes a valuable contribution to the sustainable integration of sustainability.
Singh, Paul and Pandey (2023) pose the question of whether EV adoption contributes to clean energy or not, using bibliometric analysis. The article proves handy in detecting an emerging set of debates on sustainability, even though they are trend-driven.
Saini, Kaur and Saini (2025) describe the sustainability concerns on the global level, legislation, and opportunities of EV systems. This is a generalised vision, but not so much in terms of context.
Udendhran et al. (2025) address challenges, policies, and opportunities in the sustainable e-vehicle systems. This offers a broad international perspective, but depth of analysis is sometimes sacrificed.
Tyagi and Vishwakarma (2022) focus on the social aspect of the sustainability of EV programs. This comes in handy to balance technically dominated literature on sustainability.
Acheampong and Toth (2026) inquire Who gains by the EV transition between income groups? It is a study that is most valuable in this theme in that it directly deals with distributive inequality.
Barriers, Challenges, and Policy Limitations
As confirmed by the barrier studies, EV adoption is limited due to financial cost, lack of infrastructure, technology constraints, inconsistency in policies, consumer uncertainty, and immaturity of ecosystems. However, in much of these literatures, barriers are still seen as a list of obstacles, but not symptoms of systemic failures. Another trend is that most of the research is extremely context-based, particularly when it depends on a consumer survey in a country. This implies that they help to spot issues, although they are less effective in terms of explaining the structural production and various experiences of barriers that contribute to the occurrence in different governance situations.
Mesquita et al. (2025) suggest a model of quickening transition through barriers. The research is valuable but provides breadth rather than depth to the analyses.
Luo, Yang and Jiang (2026) examine the responses of stakeholders concerning the EU battery-management policy. This is a methodologically interesting and it increases the evidence base to that of traditional surveys.
Saputra et al. (2025) compare the analyse range anxiety, consumer behaviour and government incentives in Indonesia. It is an effective study to address generic behavioural and policy impediments, but there is a narrow context transfer.
Soerjopranoto, Rokhim and Balqiah (2025) analyse the moderating role of the dealer characteristics in both policy effects in Indonesia. This would be useful as it would bring intermediary actors into the discussion of adoption.
Pamidimukkala et al. (2023) cite technological barriers, environmental barriers, financial barriers, and infrastructure barriers. One of the more solid multidimensional barrier frameworks is presented in the article.
Foqha and Refaat (2025) analyse the transition to EVs and the associated problems of transition. It is very general and introductory as opposed to analytical.
Through meta-analysis, Anwar, Wardley and Khalid (2025) determine customer knowledge gaps. This can be particularly helpful since it presents more forceful evidence synthesis than most of the studies based on surveys.
Mesquita, de Abreu, Poyares and Santos (2025) complement the role of discussions on the barriers framework. Their input substantiates the opinion that transition barriers are interdependent and multidimensional.
Shah (2024) covers EV innovations and barriers to their implementation. The article is informative as a general reference to a map of problems, but it has a broader orientation than a critical orientation.
Sharma and Sethi (2025) chart EV studies in emerging economies. It can be applied to address the imbalance of research in the region and barriers adversely affecting the emerging economies.
Phattanaviroj et al. (2025) suggest a predictive model of green transportation and EV policy. The research can be utilised in terms of policy modelling, but its implications for real-life reality have to be closely considered.
Research Gaps and Future Research Directions
The futuristic literature demonstrates that the EV field is becoming more self-conscious. Bibliometric, review studies and comparative research is commencing to become aware of theoretical fragmentation, contextual imbalance, unequal distribution of benefits and methodological overreliance on cross-sectional research designs. This can aid in DBA research as it will assist in making a case as to why more integrated, multi-level, and institutional analysis is necessary. Meanwhile, however, a significant portion of the gap identification studies remain descriptive in their nature, indicating the lack of something, and it is not necessarily developed into a more powerful theoretical or practice-oriented problem.
Bhale, Bedi and Ray (2025) determine the trends and future of EV adoption. The research is helpful in the field mapping, but not so deep.
Patil et al. (2025) examine Hydrogen-vehicle safety and reliability studies. This has indirect relevance, which is primarily utilised as a mobility-transition benchmark.
Prakhar et al. (2025) indicate entrepreneurship and manufacturing factors that have not yet been researched on a mainstream adoption basis.
Nsan, Obi and Etuk (2025) emphasise the importance of inclusion of policy, infrastructure and innovation in the regions, which reiterates the significance of system-level analysis.
Ghani et al. (2025) demonstrate that the issue of technological difficulty and the questions connected with policies are still interlinked, implying that research efforts should not divide them so starkly in the future.
Acheampong and Toth (2026) underscore equity and income-group differences as a significant unexplored field of EV-transition studies.
Knowledge gaps are proposed by Anwar et al. (2025) as a poorly explored obstacle to adopting a system and may require more power to treat information asymmetry and capability.
The combination of Singh et al. (2024) and Zaino et al. (2024) demonstrates that, whereas the discipline is rapidly growing, the connections between behavioural and institutional outlooks and sustainability remain shallow.
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3.1 [bookmark: _Toc227493721] Introduction
The adoption of electric vehicles (EVs) has now emerged as a significant area of study due to being a convergence of decarbonisation, sustainable mobility, energy transition, industry modernisation, and digital innovation. Studies are associating EVs with climate action, city sustainability, shifting towards clean energy and the wider Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), in particular SDGs 7, 11, and 13 (Abdelkareem et al., 2025; Lee et al., 2025). Related to the industrial strategy, expansion of charging infrastructure in the United Kingdom (UK), and the road to net zero, this transition is directly related to energy infrastructure expansion (Jackson, 2023; Sun et al., 2024; Shahzad et al., 2024). The area seems established as it has plenty of research related to consumer behaviour, technology, infrastructure, policy, and sustainability.
This accelerating growth has resulted in theoretical fragmentation as well as empirical imbalances in the literature on EV towards individual-level explanations. A significant percentage of the research describes the adoption in terms of attitudes, intention, willingness to pay, risk perceptions and perceived usefulness, with an insignificant consideration to the institutional, infrastructural and socio-technical environments that influence the outcome of adoption. This undermines an important sense of analysis. The literature is becoming wider in its coverage, yet only in equal measures in explanatory competence. It determines numerous reasons, but fails most of the time to demonstrate how these reasons interact in practice in actual transition contexts and in particular within the policy, infrastructure and governance frameworks of the UK.
[bookmark: _Toc227493722]3.2 Problematisation of the Existing Literature
One of the weaknesses with the EV adoption literature is that the majority of behavioural and consumer-centred explanations are. These studies demonstrate the role played by the attitudes, perceptions and intentions in determining the uptake. They also undermine the field by overloading analysis on individual users as opposed to the institutional and structural environments under which transitions take place in determining the influence of attitudes, perceptions and intentions. This presents a problem, as it whitewashes the contribution of fragmentation in governance, charging inequality, regulatory coordination, and policy implementation in creating adoption gaps (Russo, Spiller and Wilwerding, 2024). In practice, EV adoption is generally debated as a consumer choice issue, which might be more appropriately perceived as a multi-level institutional and socio-technical transformation.
There are two relevances of this issue. First, it restricts explanatory adequacy. The behavioural models are applicable in explaining why one will like or dislike an EV, yet less so why the adoption of EV is non-uniform across regions or why the implementation of infrastructure is non-uniform or why policy support will work or not in different institutional contexts (Friis, 2020). Second, it restricts usefulness. In considering the field in terms of the framework of user attitudes, it is possible to explore the underlying structural aspects of slow transition (Adhikari et al., 2020). This impacts both theory and practice, in that it promotes partial solutions to what in practice is a system-level problem.
This review hence asserts that the adoption of electric vehicles in the UK must be conceptualised as a multi-level institutional and socio-technical process, but not a behavioural one. This argument is elaborated in the chapter, which shifts the vast area of EV adoption to a critical evaluation of key theoretical frames, which are then complemented by an analysis of institutional preparedness, convergent technology, infrastructure ecosystems, sustainability, and barriers. These areas are then combined into an organised gap matrix, a theoretical framework and preliminary research questions.
3.3 [bookmark: _Toc227493723] Broad Overview of the EV Adoption Field
The literature on EV adoption has increased significantly during the past decade. The reviews by Zaino et al. (2024), Singh et al. (2024), Kumar and Alok (2020), and Anastasiadou and Gavanas (2022) disclose that EVs can be adopted based on the cost, range, access to charging, policy support, environmental concern, and usefulness. This publication has been useful in that it helped to develop the notion that adoption is not a one-factor problem. It further saw EVs in the wider changes in energy, mobility, and sustainability. A certain intervention by Song and Potoglou (2020) is a valuable addition since it raises the question of whether current EV studies have been useful enough in the view of the policymaker, thus illustrating the lack of fit between feasible research and feasible applications.
The empirical research contributes to this wide area by demonstrating the space disparity in adoption, market disparity and user disparity. Khader, Wilson and Tryfonas (2025) illustrate the geographic imbalance in the adoption of EVs in England and Budnitz, Meelen, and Schwanen (2024) reveal that practice-based problems like shared or common parking influenced adoption intentions in the UK. Lavieri and de Oliveira (2023) also demonstrate that early adopters and mainstream consumers have different preferences on charging, which undermines the idea that early adopters' evidence can be unambiguously projected to later phases of market diffusion. Bielski et al. (2026), Javanmardi et al. (2023), Abbasi et al. (2025), and Sitinjak et al. (2025) continue to broaden the field with the recent research on consumer awareness, links to sustainable development and conditions of adoption based on cities.
Nevertheless, one significant gap of the broad adoption field has remained: that of listing factors better than describing them. Coverage is covered by reviews, but frequently does not go further to define variables. Empirical research is very detailed, but most of them are based on consumer-focused or context-based evidence.  The field is therefore strong in establishing what influences adoption, but weak in how the effects interplay with other influences, in different institutional and infrastructural contexts. This implies that the wide range makes the significance of the subject be felt, but also demonstrates that a more cohesive framework is necessary.
3.4 [bookmark: _Toc227493724] Theoretical Perspectives: Behavioural, Institutional, and Socio-Technical Lenses
Behavioural models are the most powerful schools of thought in EV adoption research. Intention, perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, social influence, willingness to pay and behavioural control are explained by the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) and the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), UTAUT and applicable hybrid models. The idea that psychological and social factors are important in EV uptake is supported by studies by Imaningsih et al. (2026), ALTAY (2026), Kaur, Sahdev and Bhutani (2021), Alwadain et al. (2024), Adhiguna et al. (2025), and Shofi and Salehudin (202 These models are useful since they provide a systematic account of the user-level decision making and can be used to understand why a higher number of consumers are willing to adopt the decision compared to others.
But behavioural theories, too, have a shortcoming. Their weakness is in the aspect of methodological individualism. They describe adoption mainly as a decision that should be made by the users, and they play down the institutional and infrastructural setting in which the user makes the decision. Practically, charging, subsidy, regulatory, industrial, and energy-system policies can influence EV adoption. Under these circumstances, a conversion of behavioural intention into actual adoption is possible or not. Partial explanation is therefore given by the behavioural theories. They are not incorrect, but they are incomplete when utilised independently.
The institutional theory provides a different perspective. It does not emphasise attitudes or personal intentions, but focuses on formal rules, incentives, external policies, systems of governance, and the ability to implement them. Research on the topic by Alali et al. (2022), Jackson (2023), Marson and Ferris (2024), and Sun et al. (2024) demonstrates that the institutional conditions play a significant role in the context of EV transition. This involves financial incentives, infrastructure planning, industrial restructuring and regulation coordination in the UK. The institutional theory is thus very applicable since it deals with the structures that facilitate or hinder uptake. Nevertheless, it is not well developed to be used as the main frame in most EV studies, which continues to think of governance as a peripheral factor, as opposed to being a fundamental condition.
The further broadened analysis offered by socio-technical views focuses on how technologies, infrastructures, users, organisations, and policies interrelate. Jayaraj, Ananthram and Klarin (2025) apply Actor-Network Theory to demonstrate that EV-based adoption is integrated in energy, policy, and technological-system networks. In the UK, Meelen and Schwanen (2023) also demonstrate that vehicle-to-grid technologies rely on the embedded organisational processes instead of a technical possibility. Such views are useful as they announce the EV transition as a process of coordination and interaction of systems.  They are weakened by their relative lack of mainstream adoption, study use, and operationalisation in large empirical analysis designs.
Institutional theory is very relevant, and little utilised as a way of integrating. Socio-technical views are conceptually richer but less prevalent in the scientific study of empirical adoption. Lack of explanation is not the gap in theory, therefore, but the lack of integration in such different levels of analysis.
3.5 [bookmark: _Toc227493725] Institutional Readiness and Governance
The focus on institutional readiness is key to EV transition since it doesn't just require consumer demand to become widespread, but also a question of whether the governance structures are ready to embrace a large-scale transformation. Fiscal incentives, policy consistency, planning infrastructure, industrial strategy, support of regulatory and capability of implementation are part of this in the UK. Alali et al. (2022) reveal that financial incentives are capable of influencing the adoption of electric fleets in the UK, and Sun et al. (2024) prove the critical role of coherent policy in determining infrastructure and market factors. These studies affirm that a supportive environment within institutions can lessen practical and economic barriers to adoption.
At the same time, it is also in the literature that policy intent does not always attend to a successful transition. Marson and Ferris (2024) also identify the persistence of infrastructural and regulatory barriers in the UK that occur with the high policy ambition. Jackson (2023) states that the shift to EVs in the UK should be seen within the overall context of industrial modernisation, i.e. not only decarbonisation but technological and economic restructuring should be considered in the scope of governance. These arguments matter as they go beyond a limited incentive-based view to demonstrate that institutional readiness goes beyond the availability of policy tools to also include policy coordination, the capacity of implementation and strategic alignment.
This argument is supplemented with comparative studies. Regalini and Schiavo (2025), Sasongko et al. (2025), Wady and Consoni (2025), and Galan and Zuñiga-Vicente (2023) demonstrate that EV ecosystems may be influenced by regulatory experimentation, stakeholder collaboration, and policy prioritisation in quite different ways. This literary work is, however, still fragmented. Certain studies are context-specific but not readily generalisable. Some pay attention to particular instruments as opposed to institutional mechanisms. This makes institutional readiness very topical, although yet to be fully assimilated with behavioural literatures, technological literatures and infrastructure literatures.
3.6 [bookmark: _Toc227493726] Technological Convergence in Sustainable Mobility
One of the most active fields of EV research has changed to technological convergence. It is more evident in the literature that the adoption of EVs is connected to transport, energy, data, digital platforms, integration of renewables, and vehicle-to-grid association. All of Correia (2025), Emodi et al. (2023), Pozo-Burgos, Alpala and Heredia-Campaña (2026) and Dawn et al. (2026) assert that EVs are not independent products but a part of a broader technological ecosystem. It is also demonstrated by Feng et al. (2020), Yi and Song (2025), Srivastava and Jain (2025), and Kompella (2024) that convergence can be observed in terms of patent relations, the dynamics of innovation, and predictive modelling.
This is analytically sound literature, in that the adoption of EV is linked to more thorough system innovation.  There is a weakness in it, too. It is technologically fulfilled, but socially feeble. Optimisation, system efficiency, grid integration and digital coordination are often the priorities of many studies, and the feasibility of governance, the trust of the population, or institutional implementation receive less coverage. Examples include Mouelhi, Kraiem and Mimouni (2025), who offer a highly technical optimisation model, but their applicability to the governance coordination and adoption behaviour is restricted.
Meelen and Schwanen (2023) demonstrate how convergence is integrated into UK organisational practice, rather than on technical modelling alone. Their work contributes to closing the gap between the technological possibility and the real transition conditions. Nevertheless, convergence is still seen as a technical opportunity by the broader field, instead of a socially and institutionally conditioned process. It implies that convergence literature upholds the argument that EV transition is systemic. The fieldwork helps in eliminating the disconnection between the technological potential and the actual conditions of transition.
3.7 [bookmark: _Toc227493727] Infrastructure and Ecosystem Readiness
Its preparedness in terms of infrastructure and ecosystem is necessary since EV adoption will hinge on the availability, interoperability and spatial distribution, as well as coordination among actors. According to the studies conducted by LaMonaca and Ryan (2022), Chen et al. (2020), Burra, Al-Khasawneh and Cirillo (2024), and Alrasheedi and Ali (2025), the infrastructure availability is directly connected to adoption outcomes. Guo, Yang and Lu (2018) also reveal that convenience and range anxiety of charging stations have a strong influence on consumer choices.
This is really significant literature because it disproves the claim that EV adoption is a vehicle preference to a great extent. Practical or psychological confidence is affected by the payment systems.  The crucial equity dimension that Hopkins et al. (2023) bring up is that the rollout of charging can replicate social and spatial inequality. Abdullah et al. (2022), Memon and Rossi (2025), and Shahzad et al. (2024) also demonstrate that the planning of infrastructure should be perceived in connection with the long-term strategy, ecosystem development, and the decarbonisation of the country.
Yet, infrastructure-related research is still fragmented. Certain studies are technically sound but socially imbued, in particular those based on high modelling and optimisation. Other ones deal with equity or geography, but may not necessarily be combined with policy and behavioural issues. Studies in the UK are useful, yet continue to be isolated within certain subtopics. Subsequently, the role of infrastructure is clearly understood to be central, although not necessarily to be discussed in terms of a broader institutional and social-technical system.
3.8 [bookmark: _Toc227493728] EV Adoption and the Sustainable Development Goals
The literature on SDG expands the EV-related research to climate action, clean energy, social equity, and sustainability of the lifecycle. All works by Abdelkareem et al. (2025), Lee et al. (2025), Wong et al. (2026), and Arefin et al. (2025) demonstrate that EVs are becoming linked to broader sustainability agendas. Omahne, Knez and Obrecht (2021), Gouveia et al. (2024), and Raman, Lathabai and Nedungadi (2024) further elaborate on the topic into social and strategic sustainability.
Nevertheless, the SDG literature tends to be normatively helpful and analytically superficial. In most instances, EV growth is seen to be inherently sustainable, although the critique of sustainability centres on battery manufacturing, electricity, access to charging, lifecycle emissions, and distributional equity. Lipu et al. (2022) and Akram and Abdul-Kader (2023) emphasise the aspect of battery management and end-of-life issues, indicating that EV sustainability is not the default but conditional. Another aspect illustrated by Acheampong and Tóth (2026) is that the positive advantages of EV transition do not fall equally among income groups.
This is to say that the SDG literature is useful in expanding the field, but it does not address the question of adoption. Rather, it validates the necessity of exploring the topic of EV uptake in terms of governance, infrastructure, technological convergence and equity. The most crucial limitation is that the field is often evolving too fast on EV adoption to achieve stability towards sustainability without adequately challenging the system conditions that need to be satisfied to get the benefit at all.
3.9 [bookmark: _Toc227493729] Barriers, Challenges, and Policy Limitations
The literature verifies the fact that the cost, infrastructure gaps, technological uncertainty, policy inconsistency, lack of knowledge, and social resistance are the limiting factors to EV transition. Multidimensional obstacles are all found in studies by Mesquita et al. (2025), Pamidimukkala et al. (2023), Ghani et al. (2025), Saputra et al. (2025), and Bansal et al. (2025). Affordability of finances is also a factor, and range anxiety, access to charging, battery issues and awareness are also significant factors. Anwar, Wardley and Khalid (2025) are particularly helpful in the sense that they recognise a gap in knowledge about customers due to meta-analysis and thus provide a more powerful synthesis than most survey-related studies.
There is, however, one serious weakness of the barriers literature as well. The barriers are usually managed as lists rather than in interactive terms of system unsightedness. We can present the range anxiety, e.g., as a consumer problem, but the infrastructure to charge, the signalling of policies, and the ecosystem maturity are all contributory factors. Correspondingly, the problem of cost will not simply be about money, but it will also be about incentives, the scale of an industry, and government structure. Song and Potoglou (2020) are especially significant as they reveal the still-existing gap between the research knowledge and the usefulness of policies.
Luo, Yang and Jiang (2026) expand the evidence base with the assistance of social-media analysis, and more predictive research, like that of Phattanaviroj et al. (2025), proposes new avenues of policy modelling. Nonetheless, the field generally lacks greater elaboration on the interplay of barriers at multiple levels. This is in favour of the fact that the EV transition cannot be effectively conceptualised in terms of fragmented lists of barriers. It demands a more comprehensive explanation of institutional, technological, infrastructural and behavioural preparedness.
[bookmark: _Toc227493730]3.10 Gap Matrix
	Gap Type
	Description
	Why It Matters

	Theoretical Gap
	Limited integration between behavioural, institutional, and socio-technical models of EV adoption
	Existing theories explain only partial aspects of the EV transition.

	Empirical Gap
	Over-reliance on cross-sectional consumer and intention-based studies
	The literature explains stated preferences more readily than actual adoption outcomes

	Contextual Gap
	Limited UK system-level analysis
	UK studies are often fragmented across incentives, infrastructure, or geography.

	Methodological Gap
	Lack of multi-level and mixed-method designs
	Current methods do not adequately connect institutions, infrastructures, technologies, and users.

	Equity / Sustainability Gap
	Limited attention to unequal transition benefits and lifecycle consequences
	The literature often assumes EV growth is inherently sustainable.



[bookmark: _Toc227493731]3.11 Conceptual Framework
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Figure: Conceptual Framework
Source: Javanmardi et al. (2023); Alwadain et al. (2024); Sun et al. (2024); Yi and Song (2025); Hopkins et al. (2023); Lipu et al. (2022)
This conceptual framework positions the adoption of EV as a multi-level institutional and socio-technical change process instead of simply a behavioural one. It demonstrates that institutional preparedness, such as policy coherence, incentives, and governance alignment, is the driving force shaping the success of technological convergence, which comprises energy integration and a smart charging network. It is these changes in technology that, in turn, affect the preparedness of infrastructure ecosystems, especially in relation to charging accessibility and availability. The combination of the layers defines the results of EV adoption, such as diffusion outside early adopters and market scaling. The framework also connects adoption with larger impacts of sustainability and SDG outcomes that focus on environmental and social outcomes. Notably, it also integrates both moderators (e.g., socio-economic inequality) and the mediators (e.g., consumer trust), emphasising that the degree of adoption is dependent on the structural conditions as well as the behavioural reactions. The integrated model specifically deals with the fragmentation found in the literature.
[bookmark: _Toc227493732]3.12 Draft Research Questions
· In what ways do multi-level institutional formations help determine the success of technological convergence in bringing about the outcomes of EV adoption in the UK?
· What is the impact of institutional readiness on the uptake of transport, energy and digital systems in the UK EV ecosystem?
· How far does governance coordination and infrastructure preparedness mediate the connection between institutional preparedness and EV adoption results?
· What role are institutional and socio-technical conditions playing in the role of EV adoption, contributing to broader sustainability and SDG objectives in the UK?
[bookmark: _Toc227493733]3.13 Conclusion
This preliminary literature review has revealed that the topic of EV adoption is a widely dispersed yet extensive one. Variables are abundant, but lack analytical integration. The behavioural theories do not cease to have an impact, yet they are excessively individualistic. The institutional theory is extremely topical, yet underdeveloped in terms of making it a unifying approach to adoption research. Studies on technological convergence are technically strong but socially weak. Planning, behaviour and equity Infrastructure studies are significant, but disjunctured. The SDG-based studies expand the scope of inquiry, yet they continue to be more normative than more critical. The barriers are quite well-known. However, theorising them as interacting system failures remains wanting.
This review thus plays its role in re-addressing the UK adoption of EVs as a multi-level institutional and socio-technical phenomenon and not as a mere behavioural consequence. It claims that behavioural intention, governance capacity, convergence on technologies, infrastructure ecosystem readiness and sustainability priorities ought to be studied jointly in a single analytical approach. This gives a better foundation for doctoral enquiry and gives a better direction as to more useful policy and practice implications.
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