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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.

	This manuscript addresses a timely and relevant topic at the intersection of construction management and advanced statistical methodology. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) has become an increasingly important tool for investigating the complex, multi-factor dynamics inherent in prefabricated construction, and a systematic review of its application in this domain fills a meaningful gap in the existing literature.
The paper provides a well-structured overview of how SEM has been deployed across four distinct research dimensions—key influencing factors, project performance evaluation, supply chain collaboration, and sustainability assessment—offering a consolidated reference map for both researchers and practitioners.
Furthermore, the identification of methodological limitations (e.g., over-reliance on cross-sectional data, static modeling) and the proposal of future directions involving BIM, IoT, and system dynamics integration demonstrate forward-looking thinking and strengthen the manuscript's contribution to the field.
Overall, this review is a useful addition to the prefabricated construction literature and provides a solid foundation for future empirical and methodological research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title "A Review of the Application of Structural Equation Modeling in Prefabricated Buildings" is clear and directly reflects the scope of the paper. It accurately conveys both the methodological focus (SEM) and the application domain (prefabricated buildings).
However, the title could be slightly more specific by hinting at the review's scope. A suggested alternative title is:
"Structural Equation Modeling in Prefabricated Construction: A Systematic Review of Applications, Findings, and Future Directions"
	

	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 provides a good summary of the research objectives, methodology, and key findings. The four main application areas identified in the review are clearly listed.
However, the following points are suggested for improvement:
1. The abstract does not explicitly state the systematic retrieval strategy or the screening criteria used for selecting the reviewed studies. A brief mention of the number of papers reviewed and the database(s) consulted would strengthen the methodological transparency.
2. The limitations mentioned (single data sources, subjectivity in model construction) could be stated more concisely to leave room for a clearer articulation of the future research directions.
3. It is recommended to add a concluding sentence that explicitly positions this review's contribution relative to existing literature in the field.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is generally scientifically sound in its description of SEM principles (Section 2) and in its review of published empirical studies. The explanation of the measurement model, structural model, fit indices, and the iterative analysis process is accurate and well-presented.
However, the following scientific concerns should be addressed:
1. Analytical Depth and Interpretation: The review summarizes individual studies but does not provide a deep cross-study comparative analysis. For instance, across the cited studies, how do the path coefficients or model fit indices compare? Are there consistent patterns or contradictions in the identified key factors across different contexts? A synthesis table or a meta-analytic discussion comparing results across studies would significantly strengthen the analytical contribution of this review.
2. Methodology Section Insufficiency: The paper states that a "literature review and inductive analysis method" was used, but the systematic retrieval protocol is not described in adequate detail. Key information is missing: What databases were searched (e.g., Web of Science, Scopus, CNKI)? What were the inclusion/exclusion criteria? Was a PRISMA flow diagram or equivalent screening process employed? How many studies were initially retrieved versus finally included? Without this information, the reproducibility and rigor of the review cannot be fully assessed.
3. Scope of Domestic vs. International Literature: The distinction between "abroad" (Section 3) and "China" (Section 4) is somewhat artificial. Several studies cited under "foreign research" (e.g., Qi et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2024) are actually conducted in Chinese cities. A clearer rationale for this classification, or a unified thematic analysis, would be more scientifically coherent.
4. Latent Variable Validation: The paper does not discuss how different studies validated the reliability and validity of their latent variables (e.g., Cronbach's alpha, AVE, composite reliability). This is a critical step in any SEM-based study and its omission weakens the review's ability to critically evaluate the quality of the cited research.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and cover the main application areas discussed in the paper. The inclusion of both domestic and international studies provides a reasonable breadth.
However, the following points are noted:
1. Temporal Coverage: A significant portion of the cited references (approximately 10 out of 20) are theses or dissertations, some dating back to 2020–2021. While these are valid sources, the review would benefit from a higher proportion of peer-reviewed journal articles, particularly from the 2023–2025 period, to reflect the most current state of the art.
2. Missing Methodological References: The paper does not cite foundational works on SEM methodology itself (e.g., Hair et al., Anderson et al., or Kline). Including such references would strengthen the methodological grounding of Section 2.
3. Suggested Additional References: It is recommended that the authors consider including studies that address the limitations they have identified, such as works integrating SEM with system dynamics or dynamic panel data approaches, to substantiate the proposed future directions with existing precedents.
	

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

	The English quality of the manuscript is generally acceptable for scholarly communication. The paper is largely readable and the technical terminology is used correctly.
However, some sentences are overly long and could be broken into shorter, more direct statements for improved clarity. Additionally, there are a few instances of awkward phrasing that would benefit from proofreading by a native English speaker. A thorough language revision is recommended before final submission.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The core idea of this review—systematically mapping the application of SEM in prefabricated construction research—is valuable and timely. The paper is well-organized, and the identification of four key application areas provides a useful framework for future researchers.
The most significant area for improvement lies in the depth of analysis. The current manuscript functions more as an annotated bibliography than a critical review. To elevate the contribution, the authors are encouraged to:
• Develop a comparative synthesis across studies (e.g., a summary table of models, variables, sample sizes, fit indices, and key findings).
• Provide a rigorous description of the systematic review methodology, including the retrieval protocol, screening criteria, and the number of studies at each stage.
• Offer a more critical discussion of methodological trends, strengths, and weaknesses observed across the reviewed studies, rather than reporting each study in isolation.
• Reconsider the domestic/international classification and adopt a thematic structure that cuts across geographical boundaries.
Addressing these points would transform this paper from a useful overview into a substantial and impactful review contribution.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No ethical issues are identified in this manuscript. The study is a literature review and does not involve human subjects, data collection from individuals, or any ethically sensitive procedures.
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