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Abstract
This paper attempts to identify the relationship between the business model and its financial
performance through the construct of business paradigm fit, which may be defined as the
congruence between the customer needs (the demand side) and the firm competence (supply side) to
meet them. Each business model’s business paradigm fit reflects how well the technology that
business model has taken is intercomnected with market. Basically, the business paradigm fit
consists of two parts, product fit dealing with the product(s) to meet the customer needs well and
process fit focusing on producing and/or providing that product(s) at the lowest costs. For
empirical tasting, the business paradigm fit matrix and the measures for them were developed and
the data about 73 companies as sample were collected with questionnaires. The [indings are: First.
business paradigm fit can be used as a strong empirical indicator for the firm performance. Second,
balance fit \n product or process gives rise to the mosl desirable outcomes and no fit brings about
the worst ones. Third, the over fit (the case of doing more excessive innovative efforts than to be
needed) shows much better outcomes than the under fit (the case of doing less innovative efforts).
Fourth, this paper shows where, in what situation, and what tvpe of innovation has to be taken for
firm success at firm level, whereas Schumpeter(1934) already indicated the importance of innovation
for economic growth at the economy/industry level. However, further study should be done later
with more refined measures and expanded sample data.
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