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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 provides a timely and methodical review of various intellectual capital (IC) models, which is also relevant in the context of today’s knowledge economy. As organizations increasingly shift from tangible to intangible assets, scholarly resources that consolidate IC measurement tools are essential for both academic and professional audiences. The detailed exposition of models such as Skandia Navigator, Balanced Scorecard,and others are particularly valuable for scholars, policy-makers, and business leaders seeking to benchmark or adopt IC frameworks. By critically evaluating the models' strengths, weaknesses, and operationalization, the paper contributes meaningfully to the evolving discourse on how best to quantify and leverage intangible resources.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Intellectual Capital in the Knowledge Economy: A Review of Methods and Models" is suitable and accurate. It reflects the content and scope of the study. 
	

	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 was able to delineate the general purpose and structure of the paper but could be improved for clarity. It currently includes redundant phrases and vague generalizations. Specifically:

The sentence “Still, the complex nature of evaluating and managing these intangible assets has led to the explosion of several intellectual capital models...” may be too informal; "proliferation" is more appropriate.

The final sentence attempts to summarize the entire paper but lacks conciseness.

What can be improved are the following: 
1. Clearly state the research problem, methodology (systematic review or qualitative analysis), and the key implication (e.g., integrated approaches are preferable).
2. Avoid generalities such as "insightful points of view" and replace them with specific advantages or gaps identified.
3. Some limitations include: The absence of a clear methodology section. The reader is not informed how the models were selected or compared—was it based on usage, popularity, historical significance, or practical application?

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Some claims, especially about model adoption or effectiveness, should be supported with empirical data or citation metrics.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and mostly recent, with many citations from the 2000s onward. However, given the evolution of IC measurement in the last decade, a recent empirical studies (post-2020) on intellectual capital in fintech, AI-driven knowledge management, or ESG integration could enhance the review. Recommended additions about of ISO 30401 (Knowledge Management Systems standard) may also be relevant.


	

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


	A professional language edit is recommended to enhance scholarly tone and clarity.
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