
	Book Name:
	Knowledge, Innovation and Technology in Scientific Research

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7974

	Title of the Manuscript:
	Circular Economy Business Models: A Critical Review of Value Creation, Scalability and Economic Impact

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE




PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 an important and timely issue in circular economy research by examining the economic foundations and consequences of circular business models rather than assuming that circularity necessarily generates positive economic outcomes. Its principal strength is the attempt to connect three levels of analysis that are often examined separately: firm-level value creation and financial performance, the scalability of circular business models, and economy-wide economic and environmental effects.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback
	(Revision of the
	

	
	
	Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
	4
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	Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done
?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (
	It is mandatory that authors
	

	
	
	should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor refinement recommended. The title is clear, informative, and consistent with the manuscript's central themes. It accurately identifies the three principal dimensions addressed by the review: value
creation, scalability, and economic impact. However, because the paper is
explicitly a critical narrative review, the title could be made methodologically more precise by indicating the review character. For example, the authors could consider a formulation such as “Circular Economy Business Models: A Critical Narrative Review of Value Creation, Scalability and Economic Impact.” This would prevent readers from interpreting the manuscript as a systematic review or quantitative evidence synthesis.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but revision is recommended. The abstract provides a clear description of the research questions, search period, major findings, and research priorities. It is particularly strong in acknowledging that the evidence for positive financial performance is largely associational and that causal inference remains limited. However, the abstract should more explicitly identify the methodological nature of the review and its principal limitations. Because the literature selection is purposive and interpretive rather than exhaustive, this characteristic should be visible in the abstract. The current wording may give some readers the impression of a more comprehensive evidence synthesis than the methodology actually supports. I recommend adding one concise sentence describing the narrative and purposive nature of the review and one sentence indicating that geographical and methodological heterogeneity limits generalisability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, major revision is required before the manuscript can be considered scientifically robust. The manuscript is generally conceptually and analytically sophisticated, and the authors appropriately distinguish association from causation. Nevertheless, several methodological issues require attention. First, the literature-selection procedure is purposive and interpretive, and no quantitative account of the number of records identified, screened, excluded, and included is provided. While a
narrative review does not necessarily require a PRISMA-style procedure, the absence of selection counts makes it difficult to evaluate the completeness of the evidence base. Second, the manuscript states that no formal risk-of-bias instrument was applied and instead relies on design- specific appraisal criteria. This approach is reasonable in principle, but the manuscript should provide a more explicit operational framework
showing how these criteria affected the weighting of individual studies in the synthesis. At present, the reader is informed about the criteria but not sufficiently informed about how they were applied consistently across the heterogeneous evidence base.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but substantial strengthening is recommended. The reference base is relatively current and includes recent studies through 2026, which is a notable strength. The manuscript also incorporates foundational studies where necessary and includes both peer-reviewed literature and institutional evidence. The search strategy covers multiple concepts relating to circular business models, value capture, scalability, economic performance, and macroeconomic impact. The authors should ensure that major claims concerning economy-wide impact, rebound, employment, and displacement are supported by the strongest available empirical or
	




	
	modelling studies rather than primarily by selected representative studies.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this
manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No apparent ethical issues identified.
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