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Business model has gained an increasing attention as a term to understand and identify the
business performance of a firm. The term was frequently used by practitioners, although academia
sometimes criticized it as a blurry, buzz word. Currently, research on business model seems to
become a distinctive field. However, it is still ambiguous, what business model means, which
content is included there, why we should study it. This survey is performed to answer those
questions. At first, we assemble definitions of business model currently proposed. Then, we
introduce business model studies according to the following categories, research purpose, focused
layer of business model, elements, classification, design, evaluation, and implementation. Finally,

we discuss the difference between business model and strategy.
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Fig. 1 Number of papers on (a) business model and (b) strategy.

Table 1 Category of journals publishing business model studies.

Subject Category No. of Papaers Percentage
MANAGEMENT 202 17.8%
BUSINESS 177 15.6%
COMPUTER SCIENCE, THEORY & METHODS 166 14.6%
COMPUTER SCIENCE, INFORMATION SYSTEMS 166 14.6%
ENGINEERING, ELECTRICAL & ELECTRONIC 138 12.1%
TELECOMMUNICATIONS 124 10.9%
INFORMATION SCIENCE & LIBRARY SCIENCE 83 7.3%
OPERATIONS RESEARCH & MANAGEMENT SCIENCE 82 7.2%
COMPUTER SCIENCE, SOFTWARE ENGINEERING 70 6.2%
ENGINEERING, INDUSTRIAL 62 5.5%
Total 1136 100%
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Fig. 2 Research trend on business model in each category. Number of papers on (a) MANAGEMENT and
BUSINESS, (b) COMPUTER SCIENCE, (¢c) ENGINEERING, ELECTRICAL & ELECTRONIC and
TELECOMMUNICATIONS. These categories are the same with those in Table 1. Number of papers at
2000 is 100.
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Fig. 4 Schematic illustration of e3value ontology.
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