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Abstract 

Product-oriented firms are increasingly moving towards providing services to 

customers in a bid to differentiate their offerings, increase customer loyalty, and 

achieve higher, more stable revenue streams. This trend of servitization is becoming 

ubiquitous in manufacturing firms. These firms increasingly invest resources to offer 

basic and advanced services. Basic services focus on supporting the functioning of the 

product and increasing its efficiency. But advanced services focus on helping 

customers achieve their desired outcomes. Providing advanced services holds 

potential of greater benefits for the manufacturing firms, but a closer look indicates 

that most firms still largely offer basic services. This is because, advanced services 

demand greater intensity in relationships with customers, a higher degree of 

customization, and a sharper focus on assisting customers in their own value creation 

processes.  

Offering advanced services is more risky, complex, and difficult to execute. 

Therefore, significant changes must be made in terms of company culture, structures, 

processes, capabilities, and business models. In fact, servitizing firms must transform 

almost every aspect of the way they do business – from their business strategy to their 

capabilities, organizational structure, culture, mindset, and business logic. This 

transformation towards advanced services therefore affects all levels of the firm: 

strategic, operational, and individual levels. Although prior studies have explored 

many aspects of the challenges involved in the transformation towards advanced 

services, they typically focus on function-specific practices without linking initiatives 

at other organizational levels. The literature lacks a multilevel understanding of the 

transformation process. Such an understanding of the transformation process could 

provide a better understanding of how the various aspects at multiple levels within 

the firm are linked. To address this gap, this dissertation aims to improve our 

understanding of multilevel transformation towards advanced service provision in manufacturing 

firms. 



Based on extensive qualitative studies with 13 leading Swedish manufacturing firms 

engaged in servitization, this dissertation provides a framework that shows how 

manufacturing firms experience ambivalence (i.e. the simultaneous pull in opposite 

directions) during transformation and how this affects the firm at the strategic, 

operational, and individual levels. The dissertation provides specific insights of how 

individual actions enable capability building for advanced services and how 

capabilities for advanced services help address business model alignment problems, 

thereby supporting transformation towards advanced service provision. This 

dissertation extends our understanding of how various aspects at multiple levels 

within a manufacturing firm are linked during the transformation towards advanced 

service provision. It marks one of the initial attempts in the servitization research to 

provide a multilevel explanation of firms’ overall transformation from providers of 

products to providers of advanced services.  

This dissertation also uses the lens of ambivalence to provide insights into co-existing 

product and service orientations and their consequences during servitization. 

Ambivalence theories have been associated with individuals and have been applied 

in the psychology and social psychology literature. This dissertation extends these 

theories to the organizational context and the servitization literature. It also identifies 

specific capabilities that can help manufacturing firms in their transformation towards 

advanced services. Specifically, it redefines digitalization capability and shows how 

this capability is one of the most important capabilities that manufacturing firms must 

develop to transform into advanced service providers. This dissertation also provides 

a capability maturity model that can help guide the capability development process 

in manufacturing firms. Finally, this dissertation contributes to our understanding of 

the role of individuals in the transformation process within firms. This is one of the 

first systematic attempts to provide a microfoundation-based view of individual-level 

influences on higher-level outcomes in the servitization literature. 

Key Words: Servitization, Advanced Services, Multilevel, Transformation, 

Ambivalence, Microfoundations, Capabilities 
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1. Introduction

This chapter explains the motivation for undertaking this research. The background section describes the area 

of research, and this is followed by a more detailed discussion of the research problems. This is then followed 

by the research purpose and the specific research questions that motivated this dissertation.      

1.1. Background	

Manufacturing firms are revising their strategies for offering services to customers. 

Research suggests that most large European firms now offer services (Dachs et al., 

2014), as do more than half of US firms (Neely, 2009). Accordingly, service-led 

growth in manufacturing firms has become an important research focus in recent 

decades. Manufacturing firms’ shift from offering value to customers through 

products towards offering value through increasingly complex combinations of 

products and services is known as ‘servitization’ (Vandermerwe and Rada, 1988, 

Baines et al., 2009a; Story et al., 2017). According to scholars, the drivers of this 

servitization are multiple and varied. Servitization helps build stronger customer 

relationships and increase customer satisfaction (Cohen et al., 2000; Gebauer et al., 

2006; Akehurst 2008; Johnstone et al., 2009; Ostrom et al., 2010). The profitability 

of services is deemed to be higher than that of products, and revenue streams are 

expected to be more stable than income from selling products alone (Wise and 

Baumgartner, 1999; Gebauer and Fleisch, 2007; Aas and Pedersen, 2010; Kohtamäki 

et al., 2013). Also, in an environment of growing competition and commodification 

of products, servitization is a way to innovate and differentiate offerings, thereby 

giving firms a competitive advantage (Fang et al., 2008; Gebauer et al., 2011; Neely 

et al., 2011; Cusumano et al., 2015).   

In recent years, manufacturing firms have introduced services of an increasingly 

advanced nature that not only help improve efficiency and the life of their products, 

but also help customers achieve their desired outcomes. These services have been 

classified into various dimensions designed to capture their nature and complexity. 

In this dissertation, a distinction is drawn between basic services such as installation, 

repair, and maintenance and advanced services such as R&D services, fleet 

management, life-cycle solutions and offering results associated with the product. 
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Advanced services are defined as complex, flexible offerings that build on the product 

capabilities to engage the supplier and customer in a relational process with a view 

to supporting the customer’s outcomes (Vandermerwe and Rada, 1988; Mathieu, 

2001; Martinez et al., 2010; Baines et al., 2017; Salonen et al., 2017; Sousa and 

Silveira, 2017; Story et al., 2017). Examples of advanced services are Volvo 

Construction Equipment’s offering of uptime services for its equipment (Volvo, 

2017), Ericsson’s offering of life-cycle services to manage customers’ 

telecommunication networks (Ericsson, 2017), Rolls-Royce’s ‘Power by the Hour’ 

service, which offers customers effective runtime of jet engines (Koudal, 2006; Smith, 

2013), and MAN’s trucks & buses offering of pence-per-kilometre to address 

customers’ shipping requirements (David, 2015).  

Despite this growth in service offerings, further examination indicates that most firms 

still largely offer basic services (Gebauer et al., 2017; Shi et al., 2017), and most 

continue to struggle in their efforts to provide advanced services (Baines and 

Lightfoot, 2014; Kowalkowski et al., 2015). The challenges of providing advanced 

services differ from those of providing basic services. In basic services, the focus is on 

supporting the functioning of the product and increasing its efficiency. Examples 

include product maintenance, repairs, and overhaul services. In advanced services, 

however, the focus shifts to helping customers achieve their desired outcomes. 

Advanced services require a more intense relationship with customers and a higher 

level of customization, with a focus on helping customers in their own value creation 

processes (Kowalkowski, 2010; Grönroos and Voima, 2013; Ståhlbröst, 2013). 

Offering advanced services is therefore more risky, complex, and difficult to execute, 

and it requires substantial organizational transformation (Antioco et al., 2008; Nordin 

et al., 2011; Reim et al., 2016; Salonen et al., 2017). In this dissertation, 

transformation refers to a process of change in the basic character of organizational 

constituents such that this process helps move the organization along a desired 

direction. In fact, firms that attempt to provide advanced services must transform 

almost every aspect of the way they do business – from the business model to 

capabilities, organizational structure, culture, skills, and mindset (Oliva and 

Kallenberg, 2003; Brax, 2005; Brady et al., 2005; Ulaga and Reinartz, 2011; Reim 

et al., 2015; Martinez et al., 2017; Baines et al., 2017). Therefore, transformation 
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must be enacted across multiple levels of the firm to enable advanced service 

provision (Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003; Baines et al., 2017).   

1.2. Research Problem 

In the servitization literature, a substantial number of conceptual and empirical 

studies have contributed to our understanding of various challenges that relate to 

transformation during servitization. Aspects such as culture, structure, capabilities, 

networks, and risk management have been discussed at length (Oliva and Kallenberg, 

2003; Baines et al., 2009b; Martinez et al., 2010; Parida et al., 2014; Benedettini et 

al., 2015; Zhang and Banerji, 2017). However, agreement on the transformational 

challenges that are required to move towards advanced services still eludes scholars, 

and new contributions constantly challenge some of the initial tenets and 

explanations (Bustinza et al., 2017). Additionally, despite the growing focus on this 

topic, the servitization research is not yet theoretically mature (Kowalkowski et al., 

2017; Zhang and Banerji, 2017). The literature offers only simplistic explanations of 

the phenomenon. These explanations typically focus on function-specific practices, 

overlooking the underlying processes and failing to link initiatives at different 

organizational levels (Baines and Lightfoot, 2013; Martinez et al., 2017; Rabetino et 

al., 2017). Therefore, a better understanding of the overall transformation process 

while analyzing key elements across multiple levels is needed. Consequently, the 

literature contains several knowledge gaps, and filling these gaps could provide a 

more comprehensive understanding of the transformation that firms must undergo 

to provide advanced services (Martinez et al., 2017). In this section, we discuss some 

of the gaps in the knowledge that relates to needs during transformation towards 

advanced service provision. 

First, a common assumption in the servitization literature is that manufacturing firms 

follow a unidirectional transformation path. This assumed path runs from offering 

only products to offering combinations of products and services or advanced services 

to customers (Gebauer et al., 2005; Fang et al., 2008; Baines et al., 2009a; 

Matthyssens and Vandenbempt, 2010; Kohtamäki et al., 2013; Parida et al., 2015; 

Baines et al., 2017). According to this view, firms transform from product 
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manufacturers to ultimately becoming advanced service providers (Oliva and 

Kallenberg, 2003). In reality, however, most firms do not become advanced service 

providers overnight. Instead, they continue to focus on their product offerings as 

well as their new service offerings for a sustained period. Accordingly, firms have co-

existing product and service orientations during their transformation towards 

advanced services (Storbacka et al., 2013; Kowalkowski et al., 2015; Martinez et al., 

2017). Yet a product orientation requires a focus on standardization and efficiency 

that contradicts the heterogeneity and flexibility that are required for service 

orientation (Bowen et al., 1989). Co-existing product and service orientations lead 

to conflicting goals, dualities, and tensions as the firm struggles to handle these 

contradictory directions (Bowen et al., 1989; Morcos and Henshaw, 2009). There is 

a gap in our understanding of how firms manage their resources in this state of 

competing attention and conflict and what are the consequences of such a state of 

on the transformation process? Indeed, this focus on understanding co-existing 

product and service orientations is beginning to attract attention in the servitization 

literature. Examining other literatures may help us develop a better understanding of 

this phenomenon as researchers call for further study of the implications of such a 

state during servitization (Kowalkowski et al., 2017; Martinez et al., 2017)  

Second, servitization has been described as a major change in the business model of 

manufacturing firms and configuring advanced service business models represent a 

key transformational challenge. (Barquet et al., 2013; Kindström and Kowalkowski, 

2014; Reim et al., 2015; Kindström and Ottosson, 2016; Adrodegari et al., 2017). 

The business model has been described as the logic of ‘how firms do business’ (Zott 

et al., 2011) and the overall architecture of how value is created, delivered, and 

captured as a holistic description of company activities in aggregate form 

(Osterwalder et al., 2005; Teece, 2010; Zott and Amit, 2010; Baden-Fuller and 

Mangematin, 2013; Reim et al., 2015; Wirtz et al., 2016). The business model is 

considered a strategic-level constituent that links future planning (strategy) with the 

operative implementation of the business (Osterwalder et al., 2005; Wirtz et al., 

2016). In the servitization literature, researchers typically adopt idiosyncratic 

definitions of the business model to fit the purpose of their studies (Zott et al., 2011; 

Velamuri et al., 2013; Wirtz et al., 2016) or consider certain components, thereby 
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restricting our understanding to a small number of aspects that relate to business 

models (Boons et al., 2013; Ferreira et al., 2013; Ng et al., 2013; Adrodegari and 

Saccani, 2017). Very few studies provide a comprehensive business model framework 

that encompasses all three components: value creation, delivery, and capture in 

advanced service provision (Al-Debei and Avison, 2010; Kindström and 

Kowalkowski, 2014; Adrodegari et al., 2017). An activity-based description (i.e. 

specific behaviour and actions) that is necessary to implement a business model, in 

these frameworks, is also missing from the literature (Adrodegari and Saccani, 2017). 

A notable exception includes Kindström and Ottosson (2016), who identify key 

activities for the successful implementation of a business model in the context of 

energy services.  

Additionally, a business model’s components must be linked and aligned with the 

coherent logic of the firm’s overall business strategy (Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010; 

Baden-Fuller and Mangematin, 2013; Saebi et al., 2017). However, the business logic 

of providing advanced service differs greatly from the traditional, product-oriented 

business logic of manufacturing firms (Kindström, 2010; Ferreira et al., 2013; Reim 

et al., 2015). For example, advanced services such as the availability of assets require 

firms to retain the risks of operations, which, if poorly managed, can greatly affect 

the value that is captured from such offerings (Nordin et al., 2011; Reim et al., 2016). 

Therefore, transformation towards advanced services should be accompanied by a 

strategic realignment of the firm’s business model components to support advanced 

service provision (Kindström, 2010; Kindström and Kowalkowski, 2014; Adrodegari 

et al., 2017). Although the literature has emphasized the need for alignment of the 

components in implementing a business model (Kindström, 2010; Kujala et al., 2011; 

Kindström and Kowalkowski, 2014; Helms, 2016; Adrodegari et al., 2017), few 

studies have explored how this can actually be achieved. Therefore, the literature 

contains a gap in our understanding of the key activities that are needed for the 

implementation of an advanced service based business model and how its 

components can be aligned to achieve internal and external fit with the firm’s 

business strategy of how it creates, delivers and captures value thorough advanced 

services.  
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Third, prior research suggests that transformation towards advanced services requires 

the development and application of new capabilities that differ substantially from the 

existing capabilities of manufacturing firms (Antioco et al., 2008; Ulaga and Reinartz, 

2011; Paiola et al., 2013; Baines and Lightfoot, 2014; Parida et al., 2014; Raddats et 

al., 2015; Story et al., 2017). Capabilities can be defined as ‘complex bundles of skills 

and accumulated knowledge, exercised through organizational processes, that enable 

firms to coordinate activities and make use of their assets’ (Day, 1994, p. 38). Thus, 

capabilities help firms carry out their business operations (Cepeda and Vera, 2007; 

Helfat and Winter, 2011; Story et al., 2017). In the servitization literature, capabilities 

are also seen as helping firms achieve their strategic goals of creating and capturing 

value (Visnjic Kastalli and Van Looy, 2013; Storbacka et al., 2016). The servitization 

literature shows that the capabilities that are required to provide basic services are not 

applicable to advanced services because they have different characteristics and goals 

(Mathieu, 2001; Antioco et al., 2008; Ulaga and Reinartz, 2011; Baines and 

Lightfoot, 2014). Although numerous studies have identified various necessary 

capabilities across organizational themes such as service innovation, efficiency 

improvements, risk mitigation, and customer understanding (Cova and Sale, 2008; 

Storbacka, 2011; Paiola et al., 2013; Raddats et al., 2015; Shi et al., 2017), our 

understanding of the key capabilities that support advanced service provision and 

how they can be developed is still under discussion (Baines and Lightfoot, 2014; 

Baines et al., 2017; Story et al., 2017).  

There has been growing suggestions in the servitization literature that digitalization 

capability is a key capability that firms must develop for advanced service provision 

(Kowalkowski and Brehmer, 2008; Kowalkowski et al., 2013; Porter and 

Heppelmann, 2014; Lerch and Gotsch, 2015; Sjödin et al., 2016a; Guillén et al., 

2017). However, there are gaps in our knowledge of the key skills or resources that 

are involved in building such digitalization capabilities, as is the way that these skills 

or resources work together to produce this capability. Similarly, little is known about 

the capabilities that can help firms provide advanced services globally to a 

heterogeneous, broadly spread customer base. A notable exception is Kowalkowski 

et al. (2011), who provide four key aspects of global service management.  
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Despite the growing interest in the identification and understanding of how 

capabilities support advanced service provision, the literature lacks a well-described 

capability maturity model of these capabilities for advanced services (Bustinza et al., 

2017). It is important to understand the evolutionary capability development 

pathways (i.e. steps) because such an understanding provides grounded insights for 

their development. Doing so can be very useful for practitioners, especially from an 

implementation guidance perspective (Bustinza et al., 2017). 

Finally, individuals play a key role in organizational transformations (such as 

servitization). Individual decisions and their interactions with processes affect the 

achievement of organizational outcomes (Abell et al., 2008; Felin et al., 2015). Yet, 

research that explains how individuals contribute or influence the servitization 

process is scarce in the literature. Resistance to change from individuals, groups and 

organizational functions, is a common underlying theme in the servitization 

literature, which has identified many strategic, structural, procedural, and cultural 

forms of resistance to change in manufacturing firms during the transformation 

process (Neu and Brown, 2008; Martinez et al., 2010; Ferreira et al., 2013; Sjödin et 

al., 2016b). In the context of overcoming this resistance to change, individual agency 

plays an important role in shaping organizational outcomes. Thus in practice, 

servitization transformation is often built on individual actions that work towards 

overcoming the resistance to change in the firm. However, the importance of 

individuals has been largely neglected in servitization research. Although a large body 

of research focuses on resistance to change during servitization and provides 

suggestions on how organizational responses can address this challenge, few studies 

have focused on the role of individuals in addressing the challenge. An explicit focus 

on individuals is rare in the servitization research. Notable exceptions include 

Gebauer et al. (2005) and Ulaga and Loveland, (2014), who have outlined certain 

individual motivation factors that support servitization within firms. Consequently, 

there is a gap in our understanding of how individuals are affected by change or how 

individuals affect the outcomes of the change process to support a firm’s 

transformation towards advanced service provision.  
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1.3. Research Purpose 

Increasingly manufacturing firms are moving towards offering advanced services to 

their customers. Progressing towards this objective has been identified as challenging 

because it involves potential uncertainties and requires organization-wide 

transformation at all levels of the firm, such as affecting the business model, 

capabilities, and individuals (Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003). Thus, firms hesitate or 

struggle to transform themselves into advanced service providers (Baines et al., 2017; 

Martinez et al., 2010, 2017). Despite a growing understanding of the transformational 

imperatives during advanced service provision, there are knowledge gaps in our 

understanding of a multilevel perspective of the servitization transformation process. 

Therefore, the purpose of this dissertation is as follows:  

To improve our understanding of multilevel transformation towards advanced service provision 

in manufacturing firms. 

Specific research questions focus this overall purpose towards specific research gaps 

related to advanced service provision. Four research questions have been formulated 

to guide the purpose of this dissertation.  

RQ1. How do co-existing product and service orientations affect transformation towards 

advanced service provision in manufacturing firms? (Addressed in Paper 1) 

RQ2. How can alignment of business model activities enable transformation towards advanced 

service provision in manufacturing firms? (Addressed in Paper 2) 

RQ3. How can capabilities be developed to enable transformation towards advanced service 

provision in manufacturing firms? (Addressed in Paper 3 and Paper 4) 

RQ4. How can individual actions enable transformation towards advanced service provision in 

manufacturing firms? (Addressed in Paper 5) 
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2. Theoretical Background

This chapter provides the theoretical background for this dissertation by describing the servitization of 

manufacturing firms and the transformational challenges involved. First, an overview of the servitization 

literature and the conceptualization of advanced services is presented. Next, the various multilevel 

transformational challenges relating to conflicting orientations, business models, capabilities and individuals 

are discussed. The chapter ends with a discussion on the gap in the literature and the need to develop a 

multilevel view of the servitization transformation process.  

2.1. Servitization and Advanced Services 

Servitization refers to the process wherein manufacturing firms shift from offering 

value to customers through products towards offering value through increasingly 

complex combinations of products and services or advanced services to their 

customers (Vandermerwe and Rada, 1988; Baines et al., 2009a; Baines et al., 2017; 

Story et al., 2017). To consider the famous quote of Levitt, where ‘the customer 

really doesn’t want a drilling machine, he wants a hole-in-the wall’ (Ng et al., 2009; 

p. 377), servitization is about shifting the emphasis from ‘drills’ to ‘holes’ – i.e.

changing the focus from selling a product to selling a complex bundle of products

and accompanying services that support customers’ desired outcomes (Grubic, 2014).

The move towards servitization in manufacturing firms has been motivated by the 

growing competition and commodification of products and the importance of 

gaining competitive advantage (Fang et al., 2008; Kohtamäki et al., 2013; Lindahl et 

al., 2014; Cusumano et al., 2015). Additionally, servitization helps build stronger 

customer relationships and enhance customer loyalty (Akehurst, 2008; Johnstone et 

al., 2009; Ostrom et al., 2010; Lightfoot et al., 2013). Servitization is also driven by 

the beliefs that selling services is more profitable and that increased engagement with 

customers will lead to more stable revenue streams, even in volatile markets (Oliva 

and Kallenberg, 2003; Wise and Baumgartner, 1999; Gebauer and Fleisch, 2007; 

Kohtamaki et al., 2013). 

The servitization of manufacturing firms has been studied across a broad range of 

academic disciplines. Researchers in several research communities have provided 
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unique, complementary perspectives on the rationale, design, and delivery of services 

(Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003; Lightfoot et al., 2013). This growing research interest 

in servitization is testimony to the increasing recognition of the importance of 

advanced services in manufacturing. Servitization in manufacturing is a diverse, 

complex field, and a range of interdependent research communities have contributed 

to our knowledge of this topic (Lightfoot et al., 2013). The various literatures that 

address servitization are servitization, product service-systems (PSS), industrial 

product service-systems (IPSS/IPS2), integrated solutions, and hybrid solutions. 

These literature streams address this phenomenon (i.e. the increasing focus on 

complex bundles of products and services in manufacturing firms to provide benefits 

or help customers achieve a given outcome), each with a slightly different focus or 

variation. This dissertation builds upon the research and dialogues in these literature 

streams, albeit with an emphasis on the servitization literature.  

 

Manufacturing firms offer a wide variety of services in their servitization efforts. 

These services are not homogeneous in nature. They differ substantially in terms of 

risk, flexibility, responsiveness, and potential to create value for customers (Eggert et 

al., 2014; Story et al., 2017). The servitization literature describes the heterogeneity 

of services in several ways. It is therefore difficult to detect when a service becomes 

an advanced service (Salonen et al., 2017; Story et al., 2017). However, many of the 

descriptions that distinguish between different kinds of services can be traced to 

Mathieu’s (2001) classification of services that support the product (SSP) and services 

supporting the customer’s actions (SSC) (Antioco et al., 2008; Kindström, 2010; 

Raddats and Easingwood, 2010; Ulaga and Reinartz, 2011; Baines and Lightfoot, 

2014; Eggert et al., 2014; Baines et al., 2017). SSPs are standardized, transaction-

based services that require low customer interaction and relationships (Baines and 

Lightfoot, 2014; Eggert et al., 2014; Story et al., 2017). Typical SSPs include services 

such as installations, repairs, and maintenance. SSCs, in contrast, are relationship 

oriented, require varying degrees of customization, and involve intense customer 

interaction (Baines and Lightfoot, 2014; Eggert et al., 2014; Salonen et al., 2017). 

SSCs include R&D services, fleet management, life-cycle solutions, process 

optimization, the operation of processes on the customer’s behalf, and the provision 

of results associated with the product (Eggert et al., 2014; Baines et al., 2017).  



 11 

 

Baines and Lightfoot (2014) built on these characterization differences to propose a 

typology of basic, intermediate, and advanced services. Basic services are SSPs, whilst 

intermediate and advanced services refer to a more nuanced description of increasing 

complexities in SSCs and their value creation potential. However, the use of 

advanced services as a distinct type of service is becoming increasingly common in 

the servitization literature (Baines and Lightfoot, 2014; Gebauer et al., 2017; Salonen 

et al., 2017; Sousa and Silveira, 2017; Story et al., 2017). They have been defined in 

various ways depending on their characteristics or the way value is created through 

these services. In this dissertation, which is based on the conceptualization of 

advanced services as reflected in the literature, advanced services are defined as 

complex, flexible offerings that build on the product capabilities to engage the 

supplier and customer in a relational process with a view to supporting the customer’s 

outcomes. Advanced services can therefore be viewed as complex combinations of 

products, services, supporting processes, and knowledge, working together to 

enhance the value-in-use for customers (Vandermerwe and Rada, 1988; Mathieu, 

2001; Martinez et al., 2010; Baines et al., 2017; Salonen et al., 2017; Sousa and 

Silveira, 2017; Story et al., 2017). A corollary to this definition is that ‘value-in-use’ 

includes all customer-perceived consequences of the advanced service that facilitate 

or hinder the achievement of the customer’s desired outcomes (Macdonald et al., 

2016). This dissertation is built on the underlying assumption of the heterogeneity 

of services that are offered by servitizing firms (Mathieu, 2001; Eggert et al., 2014; 

Baines et al., 2017). Specifically, it focuses on advanced services and their provision 

during servitization.     

 

The focus on advanced services in this research was primarily driven by 

manufacturing firms’ increasing focus on providing advanced services in practice 

(Baines et al., 2009a; Eggert et al., 2014; Gebauer et al., 2017). However, despite 

increasing efforts that are being devoted to advanced service provision, most services 

that these manufacturing firms offer are still basic in nature (Gebauer et al., 2017; Shi 

et al., 2017). Most firms still struggle to provide advanced services to their customers 

(Baines and Lightfoot, 2014; Kowalkowski et al., 2015; Baines et al., 2017; Gebauer 

et al., 2017) because the challenges of providing advanced services differ greatly from 
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those of providing basic services (Baines and Lightfoot, 2014; Gebauer et al., 2017; 

Shi et al., 2017). In basic services, the focus is on supporting the functioning of the 

product and increasing its efficiency, whilst in advanced service provision, the focus 

shifts to helping customers achieve their desired outcomes. This shift in focus requires 

a more intense relationship with customers and a higher degree of customization, 

with a focus on helping customers in their own value creation processes 

(Kowalkowski, 2010; Martinez et al., 2010; Shi et al., 2017). Offering advanced 

services therefore entails considerable risk and requires the development of complex 

processes that support integration with customers and effect organization-wide 

transformation (Baines et al., 2009b; Martinez et al., 2010; Baines and Lightfoot, 

2014; Reim et al., 2016; Martinez et al., 2017). Doing so is extremely difficult, and 

firms struggle to effect changes in their culture, business model, capabilities, structure, 

skills, and mindset (Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003; Brax, 2005; Ulaga and Reinartz, 

2011; Reim et al., 2015; Baines et al., 2017; Martinez et al., 2017). Therefore, 

understanding the challenges across all levels of the firm and the implications of these 

challenges could give firms insights to help them adopt strategies to address their 

transformational impediments and provide advanced services.  

  

2.2. Servitization and the Co-existence of Product and Service 

Orientations   

Servitization is commonly described as a transition from a product-oriented to a 

service-oriented business (Sakao et al., 2009; Martinez et al., 2010; Kowalkowski et 

al., 2013; Alghisi and Saccani, 2015; Kohtamäki et al., 2015; Durugbo and 

Erkoyuncu, 2016). The servitization literature offers various conceptualizations of 

product and service orientations. Oliva and Kallenberg (2003) define service and 

product orientations in terms of the firm’s position on the product-service 

continuum. At the product end, products or tangible goods are more important, 

whereas at the service end, services are more important. The focus on customer 

interactions at the product end is transactional, whereas the focus at the service end 

is relational. A firm’s position on this continuum indicates whether that firm is more 

product oriented or more service oriented. Service orientation has also been 

conceived as the number of services offered, the number of customers to whom these 
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services are offered (broadness), and how actively the services are offered to 

customers (emphasis) (Homburg et al., 2002; Prabhu et al., 2005; Fang et al., 2010; 

Eggert et al., 2014). Bowen et al. (1989) differentiate between service and product 

orientations in terms of prototypical characteristics. A product orientation involves 

tangible and standardized outputs, low customer involvement, and separation of 

production and consumption characteristics; a service orientation implies 

characteristics of intangible and customized outputs, greater customer involvement, 

and simultaneous production and consumption. In this dissertation, firms’ product 

and service orientations are conceptualized based on the relative focus that firms place 

on products or services. This relative focus is gauged by the number of offerings and 

the nature of these offerings in terms of standardization or customization as well as 

the intensity of the firm’s relationships (breadth and depth) with customers. 

Therefore, a strong product orientation means a high number of standardized 

offerings centred on products with a low intensity of customer relationships. In 

contrast, a strong service orientation means a high number of customized offerings 

centred on customer outcomes with a high intensity of customer relationships.   

 

An underlying assumption in the servitization literature is that manufacturing firms 

follow a unidirectional transformation path from being product oriented to 

becoming service oriented (Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003; Brax, 2005; Baines et al., 

2009b; Parida et al., 2014; Smith et al., 2014; Reim et al., 2016). For example, Oliva 

and Kallenberg (2003, p. 161) affirm that manufacturing firms transform ‘from being 

product manufacturer into a service provider’. However, few manufacturing firms 

actually traverse this unidirectional transformation path to become service providers 

overnight. Most manufacturing firms continue to focus on product and service 

oriented offerings over an extended period during servitization (Storbacka et al., 

2013; Kowalkowski et al., 2015). According to this emerging view in the 

servitization literature, manufacturing firms must deal with co-existing orientations 

over an extended period during their servitization journey. 

 

A simultaneous focus on product and service orientations is often contradictory. For 

example, a product orientation requires a focus on standardization and efficiency that 

contradicts the heterogeneity and flexibility that are required for a service orientation 
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(Bowen et al., 1989). The servitization literature contains various studies that have 

emphasized the distinct, contradictory nature of product and service orientations, 

showing that divergent strategic choices and capabilities are needed to support such 

orientations (Bowen et al., 1989; Sakao et al., 2009; Martinez et al., 2010; 

Kowalkowski et al., 2013; Alghisi and Saccani, 2015; Kohtamäki et al., 2015; 

Durugbo and Erkoyuncu, 2016). Accordingly, the literature focuses primarily on the 

servitization challenges that relate to manufacturing firms’ overcoming a product 

orientation to move towards becoming service oriented (Matschewsky et al., 2017). 

Scholars have studied these challenges in relation to various aspects of manufacturing 

firms during servitization, including organizational values (Bowen et al., 1989), the 

business model (Kindström, 2010; Ferreira et al., 2013; Visnjic Kastalli and Van Looy, 

2013), organizational structure (Neu and Brown, 2008; Gebauer and Kowalkowski, 

2012; Bustinza et al., 2015), capabilities (Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003; Ulaga and 

Reinartz, 2011; Paiola et al., 2013; Raddats et al., 2015), operations (Baines et al., 

2009b; Raddats and Easingwood, 2010; Lightfoot et al., 2013), and sales (Ulaga and 

Loveland, 2014; Kindström et al., 2015).  

 

Under the emerging view that conflicting product and service orientations co-exist 

in servitizing firms, balancing and managing these conflicting orientations have been 

cited as key challenges (Windahl and Lakemond, 2010; Salonen, 2011; Storbacka et 

al., 2013). When co-existing product and service orientations exist, the firm faces 

conflicting goals, dualities, and opposing tensions due to the simultaneous focus on 

the two contradictory orientations (Bowen et al., 1989; Morcos and Henshaw, 2009). 

Thus, whilst the co-existence of these conflicting orientations is a reality for 

manufacturing firms that are engaged in servitization, our knowledge of this situation 

is scarce. Servitization scholars are beginning to devote their attention to 

understanding these co-existing product and service orientations. Recently, 

researchers have called for further exploration of the implications of such a state 

during servitization (Kowalkowski et al., 2017; Martinez et al., 2017). A new 

theoretical lens through which to examine this state of co-existing product and 

service orientations would provide profound insights and explanations that could aid 

our understanding of its implications during servitization.  
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2.2.1. Understanding Co-Existing Orientations and Ambivalence 

Theory 

Studies that have investigated similar conflicting organizational phenomena have 

used ambivalence theories to describe a state of simultaneous attraction towards 

contradictory alternatives (Piderit, 2000; Larson and Tompkins, 2005). Therefore, 

ambivalence theory could provide useful insights into co-existing yet contradictory 

product and service orientations during servitization. Despite being rooted in the 

psychology and social psychology literatures, ambivalence theory has recently been 

introduced in the context of organizations and its management (Fong, 2006; 

Plambeck and Weber, 2010; Oreg and Sverdlik, 2011; Ashforth et al., 2014; Bode 

et al., 2017). In this setting, it has been used to explain organizational situations where 

such simultaneous contradictory forces are in action.  

 

Ambivalence theory suggests that conflicts, oppositions, or dualities in an 

organization lead to ambivalence because actors are positively attracted to both 

conflicting alternatives. In the servitization literature, scholars have observed the 

emergence of role conflicts because product-oriented demands are incompatible with 

service-oriented demands (Sjödin et al., 2016b). Similarly, dualities emerge during 

servitization in manufacturing firms (Einola et al., 2016) because of simultaneous 

demands for A and not-A (Ashforth et al., 2014). These findings suggest that 

servitization is fertile ground for the emergence of ambivalence, where the meaning 

of events is open to interpretation and stakeholders exert fundamentally conflicting 

demands. Ambivalence when experienced in organizational settings has both 

negative and positive consequences. Negative consequences of ambivalence include 

vacillation between two alternatives and the inability to adapt to organizational 

change (Westenholz, 1993; Weigert and Franks, 1989; Pratt and Doucet, 2000). 

Positive consequences of ambivalence in organizations include an improvement in 

the accuracy of actors’ judgement, heightened creativity, and greater organizational 

commitment (Pratt and Rosa, 2003; Fong, 2006; Pratt and Pradies, 2011; Rees et al., 

2013). Such observations in the ambivalence literature are therefore relevant for 

manufacturing firms because they could shed new light on the implications of co-

existing product and service orientations during servitization. The focus on this topic 
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in the servitization literature is scarce, however, ambivalence theories could help 

untangle new insights or provide explanations of the various challenges and 

implications of co-existing product and service orientations during servitization.    

2.3. Challenges of Organization Transforming towards 

Advanced Service Provision 

In the servitization literature, researchers agree that transformation towards advanced 

service provision is challenging for manufacturing firms (Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003; 

Baines et al., 2009b; Martinez et al., 2010; Lightfoot et al., 2013; Gebauer et al., 

2017). A vast body of research from various perspectives has examined the 

transformational challenges that manufacturing firms face during advanced service 

provision. In the context of organizational values and culture, a key transformational 

challenge is moving from a transaction-based to a relation-based value creation 

approach (Bowen et al., 1989; Martinez et al., 2010). Alignment with a service 

strategy has been cited as a key challenge for effective organizational design and 

configuration for the integration of advanced services into product-oriented 

businesses (Raddats and Burton, 2011). Many firms struggle to make a strategic 

transition towards a service-based business model that fits the market and maximizes 

internal synergies (Ng et al., 2013; Kindström and Kowalkowski, 2014). From an 

operations-transition perspective, a revolutionary transformation approach is seen as 

best suited, but most firms struggle in trying to adopt a more evolutionary approach 

(Brax, 2005). Firms are also seen to struggle to change their innovation management 

practices based on products to advanced services (Aas et al., 2015). Firms face 

difficulties with developing their new advanced service offerings as the development 

process for services differ greatly from the existing product development process 

(Kindström and Kowalkowski, 2009). The internal processes of aligning strategies 

with advanced service performance requirements also prove challenging and prevent 

many product-oriented firms from successfully providing advanced services 

(Lightfoot and Gebauer, 2011). Developing new capabilities that can support 

advanced service provision is an impediment during the transformation process 

(Paiola et al., 2013; Raddats et al., 2015). Various challenges in upgrading the skills 

of the front-end sales force during the transformation towards advanced services have 
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been observed in product-oriented firms (Ulaga and Loveland, 2014; Kindström et 

al., 2015). Similarly, developing a suitable reward system to motivate individuals to 

support advanced service provision has proved challenging for manufacturing firms 

(Antioco et al., 2008).  

2.3.1. Strategic Challenges in Transforming the Business Model for 

Advanced Service Provision 

The business model concept has attracted the attention of scholars in a range of fields 

such as information management, strategy, organization theory, and strategic 

management. Despite its relevance, however, the business model is still poorly 

understood (Wirtz et al., 2016; Foss and Saebi, 2017). However, recent research 

seems to converge on a common understanding of the business model as the overall 

architecture that governs how value is created, delivered, and captured, with a 

holistic description of company activities in aggregate form (Osterwalder et al., 2005; 

Teece, 2010; Zott and Amit, 2010; Baden-Fuller and Mangematin, 2013; Reim et 

al., 2015; Wirtz et al., 2016). The business model is also seen as a meta-concept that 

exemplifies the strategy of the firm (Casadesus-Masanell and Yoffie, 2007) and aligns 

its elements such that it captures the essence of the cause–effect relationships between 

customers, the organization, and money (Fiss, 2011). The business model has 

therefore been described as a structured management tool that is especially relevant 

to the success of a firm (Magretta, 2002). In the literature on business models, the 

level of abstraction of the business model perspective has evolved, ranging from the 

detailed product level, to the business level, firm level, and aggregate industry level 

(Amit and Zott, 2001; Afuah and Tucci, 2003; Tikkanen et al., 2005; Chesbrough, 

2006; Johnson et al., 2008; Wirtz et al., 2010; Zott and Amit, 2010). However, 

scholars increasingly agree on the purpose of a business model concept – moving 

from operational process management to future-oriented strategy (Wirtz et al., 2016). 

Business models are now deemed to affect the medium- and long-term objectives 

and activities of a firm. Accordingly, the business model can be understood as a 

strategic-level element that links future planning (strategy) with the operational 

implementation of the business (Osterwalder et al., 2005; Wirtz et al., 2016).      
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Servitization scholars have also shown a growing interest in the concept of the 

business model. Numerous studies have highlighted the need to adopt a business 

model perspective to successfully understand how to provide advanced services to 

customers (Kindström 2010; Barquet et al., 2013; Kindström and Kowalkowski, 

2014; Reim et al., 2015; Kindström and Ottosson, 2016; Adrodegari et al., 2017). 

Indeed, the shift towards advanced services represents a significant change in most 

aspects of the business model. The transformation towards advanced service provision 

is seen to change the nature of value creation from being rooted in the product to 

supporting the outcomes of customers (Baines et al., 2009a; Ng et al., 2009; Ferreira 

et al., 2013; Reim et al., 2015). Advanced service delivery typically occurs through 

longitudinal relationships that sometimes last the entire life cycle. External partners 

also become increasingly involved in the development and delivery of advanced 

services (Matthyssens and Vandenbempt, 2010; Baines and Lightfoot, 2014; Martinez 

et al., 2017). Furthermore, advanced services commonly entail the change from 

ownership to access. The basis of revenue models therefore needs to evolve from 

one-off transactions to continuous payment, outcomes, or outputs (Kindström and 

Kowalkowski, 2014; Adrodegari and Saccani, 2017). These new revenue models 

must also account for the greater risk for suppliers of advanced services (Benedettini 

et al., 2015; Riem et al., 2016). Therefore, manufacturing firms must affect change 

across aspects of their existing product based business models, encompassing all 

components of value creation, delivery and capture, if they wish to successfully 

transform into advanced service providers (Wirtz et al., 2016; Adrodegari et al., 

2017).  

Most servitization researchers, however, still use idiosyncratic definitions of the 

business model to fit the purpose of their studies (Zott et al., 2011; Velamuri et al., 

2013; Wirtz et al., 2016). Moreover, the business model frameworks that are 

described in the servitization literature predominantly consider few components, 

thereby restricting our understanding to a small number of aspects that relate to 

business models (Boons et al., 2013; Ferreira et al., 2013; Ng et al., 2013; Adrodegari 

and Saccani, 2017). Few studies propose comprehensive business model frameworks 

that encompass all three components: value creation, delivery, and capture (Wirtz et 

al., 2016, Kindström and Kowalkowski, 2014; Adrodegari et al., 2017). Finally, an 
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activity based description of the business model frameworks is also lacking in the 

literature (A notable exception is Kindström and Ottosson, 2016). 

The business model can be described as an architecture that aligns various elements 

to capture the essence of the cause–effect relationships between customers, the 

organization, and money (Fiss, 2011). Linking the components of the business model 

is therefore necessary to align them with the overall business logic of the firm 

(Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010; Baden-Fuller and Mangematin, 2013; Saebi et al., 

2017). When a firm moves towards advanced service provision, the way value is 

created, delivered, and captured must evolve from the way it is configured in the 

existing product-based business model. The firm’s activities must therefore evolve to 

enable the implementation of such a business model. Hence, the need for the 

realignment of the components of the business model has been stressed by scholars 

in the servitization literature (Kindström, 2010; Kindström and Kowalkowski, 2014; 

Adrodegari et al., 2017). Although the scholars have stressed upon the need for 

alignment of the components in implementing a business model (Kindström, 2010; 

Kujala et al., 2011; Kindström and Kowalkowski, 2014; Helms, 2016; Adrodegari et 

al., 2017), the way that such an alignment can be achieved is not yet understood. 

Accordingly, the literature lacks description of an activity-based comprehensive 

business model framework as well as suggestions for how the business model 

components can be aligned to achieve internal and external fit in how it creates, 

delivers and captures value thorough advanced services (Baden-Fuller and 

Mangematin, 2013; Ferreira et al., 2013).    

2.3.2.    Operational Challenges in Transforming Capabilities for 

Advanced Service Provision 

Capabilities can be defined as ‘complex bundles of skills and accumulated knowledge, 

exercised through organizational processes, that enable firms to coordinate activities 

and make use of their assets’ (Day, 1994, p. 38). Thus, capabilities are routines that 

help firms perform their business operations (Cepeda and Vera, 2007; Helfat and 

Winter, 2011; Story et al., 2017). As such, capabilities are critical in helping firms 

manage their day-to-day operations through the reliable and satisfactory performance 
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of activities that enable firms to make a living in the present (Winter, 2003; Helfat 

et al., 2007; Helfat and Winter, 2011).  

 

The servitization research suggests that a transformation towards advanced service 

provision requires the firm to build new capabilities that differ significantly from 

existing product-oriented capabilities (Gebauer et al., 2005; Antioco et al., 2008; 

Baines et al., 2009b; Paiola et al., 2013). Manufacturing firms typically possess highly 

evolved capabilities that relate to technology and products. However, advanced 

service provision rests on the firm’s ability to integrate products and services whilst 

using them to achieve customers’ desired outcomes (Ulaga and Reinartz, 2011; 

Parida et al., 2014).  

 

Various capabilities that are required for the complex process of development and 

delivery of advanced services have been discussed in the servitization literature. For 

instance, the capability to mitigate risk in advanced services has been identified as an 

important capability for firms to ensure that they do not incur any additional 

operational costs in advanced service provision (Ulaga and Reinartz, 2011; 

Benedettini et al., 2015; Reim et al., 2016). Deeper relationships with customers 

(Tuli et al., 2007), suppliers, and other network partners (Gebauer et al., 2012; Parida 

et al., 2014; Owen Raddats and Burton, 2014) are also necessary for firms to benefit 

from advanced service provision. Raddats et al. (2015) highlight the need to develop 

leaders and personnel who understand customers’ business challenges and envision 

how the firm’s advanced service offerings might address these challenges. The sale of 

advanced services differs substantially from product selling. The sale of advanced 

services typically requires strong customer involvement and co-creation of the 

offering (Ulaga and Reinartz, 2011; Ulaga and Loveland, 2014). The capability to 

organize service-oriented structures is an important aspect of the firm’s effectiveness 

in advanced service provision (Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003; Turunen and Toivonen, 

2011). Storbacka (2011) lists 12 capabilities that are suitable for servitizing firms. 

These capabilities are based on the four stages of transformation of manufacturing 

firms towards advanced services: solution development, demand creation, solution 

selling, and solution delivery. Scholars have also suggested that the development of 

digital technologies, especially those that relate to ICT capabilities, drive greater 
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customer interactivity and catalyse advanced service provision (Kowalkowski and 

Brehmer, 2008; Kowalkowski et al., 2013; Raddats et al., 2015). The discussion in 

the literature has recently shifted towards a more expansive definition of 

digitalization. This definition encompasses not just ICT, but also increasingly 

important intelligent and connected products that support advanced service provision 

(Cenamor et al., 2017; Vendrell-Hererro et al., 2017). Finally, Paiola et al. (2013) 

suggest a strategic approach to help firms decide on whether to develop capabilities 

internally or externally. They suggest four strategic approaches to develop capabilities 

for advanced services in manufacturing firms.  

Despite the focus on capabilities in the servitization literature, there is ongoing debate 

over the relevance of key capabilities to support advanced services (Baines et al., 

2017; Raddats et al., 2017; Sousa and Silveira, 2017; Story et al., 2017). For instance, 

digitalization capability is increasingly seen as a key capability for firms to provide 

advanced services (Grubic, 2014; Porter and Heppelmann, 2014; Kohtamäki and 

Helo, 2015; Sjödin et al., 2016a; Huang and Rust, 2017). However, the processes 

and routines that constitute digitalization capability remain unclear. Similarly, whilst 

most large manufacturers have a global footprint, the capabilities that are required for 

advanced service provision in a global context are still unknown (a notable exception 

includes Kowalkowski et al., 2011). Although numerous studies have proposed the 

development of capabilities to support advanced service provision, most fail to discuss 

how such capabilities can actually be built. The literature offers virtually no guidance 

on how to build these capabilities over time and which pathways can help achieve 

such development (Bustinza et al., 2017). Providing a capability maturity model is 

therefore an issue that requires further discussion in the capability-based servitization 

research.  

2.3.3. Individual Challenges in Transforming for Advanced Service 

Provision 

A microfoundations view is gaining momentum in strategic management and 

organizational theory research. This view focuses on how lower-level entities such 

as individuals and their interactions explain collective phenomena (Felin and Foss, 
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2005; Abell et al., 2008; Felin et al., 2012; Martinkenaite and Breunig, 2016). The 

focus of this literature is ‘to unpack collective concepts to understand how individual-

level factors impact organizations, how the interaction of individuals leads to 

emergent, collective, and organization-level outcomes and performance, and how 

relations between macro variables are mediated by micro actions and interactions’ 

(Felin et al., 2015, p. 576). Understanding the individual level is crucial. Doing so 

provides insights into the underlying dynamics that help explain the link between 

lower-level origins and higher-level outcomes.  

In its simplest form, an organization is an aggregation of individuals and their actions 

(Felin et al., 2012). Behavioural theory of the firm emphasizes the role of individuals 

in influencing organizational outcomes (Simon, 1985; Gavetti et al., 2007; Cohen, 

2012). Individuals, as managers or ‘star salesman or analysts’, affect how the 

organization behaves, which is ultimately reflected in the organization’s performance 

(Zucker and Darby, 2001; Groysberg and Lee, 2009). Individuals vary significantly 

from one another in their characteristics, preferences, values, and beliefs (Zenger, 

1992; Madsen et al., 2003; Felin and Hesterly, 2007). Individuals also vary in their 

levels of skills or abilities (Harrison and Rainer Jr., 1992; Palmer, 1997; Good and 

Michel, 2013). Moreover, individuals differ in their relational ability (i.e. the ability 

to interact and engage with others) and integration ability (i.e. the ability to make 

sense of differing elements such as knowledge and artefacts) (Felin et al., 2015). 

Therefore, variations in these dimensions of individuals may influence the rationale 

behind the choices that they adopt and, consequently, organizational outcomes. 

Heterogeneity of organizational outcomes, under similar strategic directions, may 

therefore largely owe to individuals’ diversity and choice of actions (Hambrick et al., 

1996; Noda and Collis, 2001).  

The servitization literature lacks an explicit focus on individuals and their role in 

servitization. Most scholars have focused on organizational-level causes and their 

outcomes during servitization (Baines et al., 2009a; Martinez et al., 2010; Visnjic 

Kastalli and Van Looy, 2013; Reim et al., 2015; Baines et al., 2017). Exceptions are 

Gebauer et al. (2005) and Ulaga and Loveland (2014), who have outlined certain 

managerial motivation factors that support servitization within firms. Recently, 
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Luoto et al. (2017) suggested an underlying assumption of the role of managers. 

However, there is no clear focus on individuals and their role in supporting or 

hindering servitization. Given that individuals’ heterogeneity and interactions play a 

significant role in firm-level outcomes, a focus on individuals could enrich the 

servitization literature. Focusing on individuals and their interactions could fill the 

current gap in the literature, providing a microfoundation-based view of 

servitization.   

Advanced service provision in manufacturing firms requires major organization-wide 

transformation that affects all levels of the firm. This organization-wide 

transformation entails change, which results in innumerable complexities and 

conflicts that lead to resistance within the firm (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995; Kotter 

and Schlesinger, 2008; Rafferty and Jimmieson, 2016). The servitization literature 

identifies varying degrees of organizational-level resistance faced by manufacturing 

firms in their transition towards becoming service providers (Brax, 2005; Gebauer et 

al., 2010; Lightfoot et al., 2013). During this transformation, however, the role of 

individuals, whose opposition to any change in the status quo is responsible for much 

of the resistance to change within organizations, is poorly understood. Accordingly, 

we need to develop a deeper understanding of individuals and their contribution to 

servitization efforts within the firms. 

2.4. Understanding Organizational Transformation Challenges 

through a Multilevel View 

As the sections above discuss in depth, the servitization of manufacturing firms, and 

the corresponding shift towards providing increasingly advanced services, entails a 

large-scale organization-wide transformation. This transformation towards advanced 

services therefore affects multiple levels of the firm (Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003; 

Baines et al., 2017; Martinez et al., 2017). Although studies have explored numerous 

aspects of the challenges involved in the transformation towards advanced services, 

they provide explanations typically focusing on function-specific practices without 

linking transformational initiatives at different organizational levels (Baines and 

Lightfoot, 2013; Martinez et al., 2017; Rabetino et al., 2017). A multilevel 
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understanding of the transformation process could provide a holistic view of the 

transformation process, linking various aspects at multiple levels within the firm. This 

dissertation addresses this gap in the literature by exploring specific transformational 

challenges that relate to the business model, capabilities, and individuals during 

servitization in manufacturing firms. 
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3. Research Methods 

This chapter presents and discusses the methods adopted in this dissertation. The chapter first describes the 

background of the research. Thereafter, it presents the rationale for using a qualitative case study approach, 

and describes the literature review, case selection, data collection, data analysis, and quality aspects of the 

research. Finally, a table summarizes the methods adopted in this dissertation. 

 
3.1. Research Background 

My research journey began in spring 2014, when, as a PhD student, I joined the 

Entrepreneurship and Innovation Group at Luleå University of Technology (LTU). 

My research was initiated as part of a Vinnova-funded project, which focused on 

enhancing the ability of large Swedish manufacturing firms to offer global product-

services. Thirteen firms were part of this project. Data collection was primarily 

conducted within these 13 firms, with a specific group of firms providing the data 

collection setting for each appended paper.   

 

The first step in this research process was to conduct an extensive literature review 

(see the literature review section later in this chapter) to gain familiarity with the 

literature and understand the pertinent questions for further research in this domain. 

Concurrently, workshops and interviews were carried out in these firms to provide 

insights into the challenges and possible solutions with respect to these firms’ attempts 

to develop and offer advanced services. These practical insights, coupled with the 

literature review, helped develop the initial ideas for the research problems that are 

addressed in this dissertation.  

 

3.2. Research Approach  

Despite the prominence of servitization in literature and practice, ‘theoretically it is 

still largely in a nascent phase’ (Kowalkowski et al., 2017, p. 82; Zhang and Banerji, 

2017).  Therefore, rich, detailed and evocative data are needed to further our 

understanding of phenomena related to advanced services (Edmondson and 

McManus, 2007; Kowalkowski., et al, 2017). In such a nascent phase of theory 

development, research should ask open ended questions that aim to help unearth 
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novel or unusual phenomenon, provide understanding of how a process unfolds, or 

provide insights to unexplained relationships (Edmondson and McManus, 2007; 

Kowalkowski., et al., 2017), such as that of a multilevel view of the transformation 

towards advanced services. Accordingly, this dissertation adopts a qualitative 

approach that aims to further explore the phenomena of transformation towards 

advanced services, based on open-ended research questions and data collection 

primarily through interviews to provide better understanding, and invite further 

research on the issue (Edmondson and McManus, 2007).  

 

A case study method was adopted as it is best suited to the study of topics where 

gathering rich information from cases is expected to identify new aspects of a 

phenomenon (Eisenhardt, 1989; Voss et al., 2002). Case studies are also suitable 

when asking ‘what’ and ‘how’ questions, that are designed to unearth the richness 

and complexity of a phenomenon in its natural context (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; 

Eisenhardt, 1989; Miles and Huberman, 1994), such as those in this dissertation. Case 

studies also help provide a better understanding of the underlying dynamics and 

relationships of the subject (Eisenhardt, 1989) – in this case, organizational 

transformation towards advanced service provision.  

 

In this dissertation, a multiple case study approach was adopted. This approach 

provides opportunities to seek patterns across cases to verify the existence of the 

phenomenon whilst strengthening the basis for analysis (Eisenhardt, 1989; Ozcan and 

Eisenhardt, 2009). Accordingly, all papers in this dissertation – Paper 1 to Paper 5 – 

are multiple qualitative case studies.  

 

3.3. Literature Review 

The literature review for this dissertation was carried out continually throughout the 

research process. At the start of the research process, the literature review was carried 

out using keywords that related to manufacturing firms’ transition towards providing 

combinations of products and services to customers. The literature review spanned 

numerous literature streams, specifically: hybrid solutions, functional products, 

product-service systems (PSS), industrial product service systems (IPS2), service 



 27 

dominant logic, service infusion, and servitization. Altogether, 234 articles were 

reviewed in varying details to develop an overview of the phenomenon. The goal of 

this initial literature review was to gain a general understanding of the phenomenon, 

analyse the salient literature, and discover the key underpinnings and interesting 

avenues for research.  

 

Thereafter each paper required additional reading and adjustments to the theoretical 

frameworks and supporting literature (ambivalence theory, literature on business 

models etc.). Indeed, the literature review in a research process is never sequential; 

it is an iterative process, whereby new literature is continually accessed and analysed 

(Croom, 2009). Several sources were used to conduct the literature review. 

Academic databases such as JOSTR, EBSCO, Science Direct, Emerald Insight, 

Google Scholar, and Scopus were used. Additionally, the reference list of seminal 

articles and books was used to access literature during the research process. 

Suggestions from supervisors, colleagues, and peers also aided the literature search in 

specific contexts.  

 

3.4. Case Selection 

This research was initiated as part of a Vinnova-funded project related to the subject 

of this dissertation. Therefore, the project firms formed the population of cases in 

this dissertation. These firms were large Swedish industrial firms at varying stages of 

servitization (i.e. in terms of the nature and complexity of the services offered to 

customers). These firms were also part of the project because they had been engaged 

in servitization efforts for many years and were leading advanced service providers in 

their respective industries. Each firm had at least one advanced service offering in its 

portfolio. Across all firms, there was also a strategic emphasis on servitization and 

substantial investment of resources in developing more advanced service offerings.  

 

From the population of 13 companies involved in the project, a theoretical sampling 

was used to select cases for each appended paper. Based on the research question 

addressed in each paper, cases were selected where the phenomenon of enquiry was 

present and would most likely yield rich information for theorizing (Gioia et al., 
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2013). For example, in Paper 4, organizations were sampled if they were considered 

industry pioneers in terms of offering advanced services and establishing digitalization 

capabilities to support advanced service development and provision worldwide. 

Subsequently as the data collection and analysis progressed, in some instances 

additional cases have been included to help with the emerging theorizing process. 

For example, in Paper 5, there were an initial sample set of three cases to which three 

were added later as we progressed through the research process to look for individual 

tactics in firms with varying levels of servitization.  

 

In each paper, attempts were made to identify theoretically suitable firms based on 

the criterion of gathering rich informant data to analyse and address the research 

questions. The goal throughout the research process was to find as many cases as 

possible within the given theoretical, spatial, and resource boundaries.  

 

3.5. Data Collection 

Data were gathered primarily through semi-structured interviews. These interviews 

provided real-time accounts of people who experienced the subject of theoretical 

interest (Gioia et al., 2013). Additionally, these semi-structured interviews helped 

explore various facets of servitization that required extensive back-and-forth 

discussion, and they provided the opportunity for follow-up questions. In certain 

cases, such as Paper 3, data were also collected through workshops that were 

conducted during the preliminary research stages.   

 

The interviews within the case companies were conducted with an initial group of 

contacts. These contacts were individuals who were directly involved with the 

subject of enquiry (e.g. leading role in organizational servitization transformation). 

Subsequently, data collection progressed to other individuals who were related to or 

who were experiencing the phenomenon of emerging theoretical interest.  

 

The data collection process in each paper was unique, albeit with only minor 

variations from the process that is described above. Throughout the research period 

of four years, the data collection process progressed in multiple waves across the case 
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companies. Plans were made to collect data for multiple papers in the same wave to 

maximize data collection efficiency. However, data collection was also done with 

the specific focus on an individual paper during the research process on a need basis. 

Although most interviews were conducted by the author of this dissertation, overall 

data collection was a team effort. Many interviews were conducted by a team of co-

authors or by specific co-authors. Details of the interviews and data collection for 

each paper are presented in the corresponding appended paper. Secondary data such 

as strategy documents, plans, presentations, white papers, and website information 

were also collected.  

 

Most interviews were recorded, transcribed, and stored in specific folders that were 

marked for each study. Some interviews could not be recorded because sensitive 

company information was discussed during the meeting. During such meetings, 

extensive notes were made to capture the data. Additional information such as 

secondary data, as well as notes and observations that were made during the interview 

process, were also stored in the specific research folders for future access. 

 

3.6. Data Analysis 

The challenge of qualitative case study research lies not only in collecting the data, 

but also in making sense of the data to provide a theoretical contribution. Numerous 

data analysis approaches have emerged in qualitative research. These approaches 

suggest various rules, formats, and norms for data analysis. In this dissertation, an 

inductive approach was used to identify, analyse, and report patterns within the data. 

More specifically, the inductive analysis method proposed by Gioia and colleagues 

was used (see Nag et al., 2007; Gioia et al., 2010; Gioia et al., 2013). This method 

draws on individuals’ descriptions of events to build a data structure that illustrates 

the relationships between concepts. All papers in this dissertation used this kind of 

interpretive approach to analyse the data. 

 

Following the suggestions of Gioia and colleagues (Nag et al., 2007; Gioia et al., 

2010; Gioia et al., 2013) and using the informant descriptions, the analyses were 

conducted to identify patterns and build a data structure that progressively aggregated 
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first-level codes into categories, themes, and finally aggregated dimensions. This 

approach not only helped build the data structure, but also provided a visual guide 

of the progression from raw data to identified themes, demonstrating the analytical 

rigour of this qualitative research (Tracy, 2010; Gioia et al., 2013). The analysis 

process involved constantly moving back and forth between the entire data sets, the 

coded extracts that were being analysed, and the analysis of the data that were being 

produced (Gioia et al., 2010; Gioia et al., 2013). The analyses also involved engaging 

with the literature to help discern the emerging constructs at various stage of the 

process (Eisenhardt, 1989; Braun and Clarke, 2006, Gioia et al., 2013). In most 

papers, the literature engagement typically began once the aggregated second-order 

themes had been delineated (Gioia et al., 2013). Therefore, the data analysis was 

typically iterative, and cyclical (Gioia et al., 2013; Gioia and Pitre, 1990). This type 

of inductive analysis process clearly shows the path from first-order codes to higher-

order themes and aggregated dimensions (Gioia et al., 2013).    

 

3.7. Research Quality 

The concepts of reliability, internal validity, construct validity, and external validity 

provide a basic framework for ensuring the quality of scientific research (Patton, 

2002; Roberts et al., 2008; Yin, 2008). In qualitative research, such as this 

dissertation, however, fulfilling research quality requirements based on these criteria 

is more difficult (Eriksson and Kovalainen, 2008; Yin, 2008). Several measures were 

nonetheless taken to enhance the research quality of this dissertation.  

 

Reliability concerns replication of the results of the research. The results should be 

approximately the same if two or more researchers study the same cases with the 

same purpose (Yin, 2008). To improve reliability, step by step explanation of how 

the study was conducted has been presented in each of the papers appended to this 

dissertation. Additionally, a detailed case study database was created. This database 

contains the list of respondents (with their names, designations, and contact details), 

interview guides, notes, documents, interview recordings, and transcripts for each 

study. This database can be used to retrieve data when conducting similar studies in 

the future (Yin, 2008).   
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Construct validity is the degree to which a test measures what it claims or purports 

to measure (Schwab, 1980). In qualitative research, construct validity is sometimes 

referred to as the trustworthiness of research (Guba, 1981; Yin, 2013). Several 

measures were taken to use multiple sources and establish a clear chain of evidence 

to show readers how the results of each study matched the key conclusions (Yin, 

2008). In this dissertation, data were triangulated amongst multiple sources 

(interviews and secondary data from various sources). Triangulation was also 

achieved by combining theory to explain the phenomenon that was under study 

(Eisenhardt, 1989; Kushner and Morrow, 2003). The iterative analysis process and 

the data structure figure show the links between the emerging findings in the papers. 

The findings sections of the papers offer informant quotations that align with the 

example in the emergent data structure figure to illustrate the connection between 

data and theory (Gioia et al., 2013). Additionally, all authors analysed the data 

independently. Where disagreements arose, the findings were discussed and the 

analysis iterated until a consensus was reached. The findings have also been presented 

at several workshops involving the case companies to elicit feedback and confirm 

their validity. 

 

Internal validity refers to causal relationships where certain conditions are proved to 

lead to other conditions (Yin, 2008). This form of validity does not apply to the 

exploratory case studies in this dissertation. 

 

External validity refers to the generalizability of findings. The multiple case study 

design and the use of literature during analysis helped make the findings transferable 

to other similar cases (Eisenhardt, 1989; Gioia et al., 2013).  However, the goal in 

this dissertation was only to achieve analytical generalizations (i.e. from empirical 

data to theory and not to the general population) (Eisenhardt, 1989; Gioia et al., 

2013). 
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3.8. Methodological Overview of Dissertation 

 As discussed above, this dissertation followed a qualitative case study approach to 

improve our understanding of multilevel organizational transformation towards 

advanced service provision in manufacturing firms. Based on the collection of data 

in several waves across 13 large Swedish industrial firms and adopting an inductive 

data analysis approach, this research provides a multilevel explanation of 

manufacturing firms’ overall transformation from providers of products to providers 

of advanced services. The table below provides a methodological overview of the 

research that summarises its research approach, sampling strategy, data collection, 

analysis method and quality measures undertaken.    

Research purpose 

To improve our understanding of multilevel organizational 

transformation towards advanced service provision in 

manufacturing firms 

Research setting 
Large Swedish industrial manufacturers engaged in 

servitization; Industry leaders in advanced service provision 

Research approach Qualitative; Multiple case studies 

Sampling strategy Theoretical sampling 

Data collection Interviews, workshop notes, documents, websites 

Analytic approach Gioia analysis 

Quality of research 

Triangulation (data, theoretical); Consideration for reliability 

and validity issues (case study database, Gioia method – 

inductive analysis and data structure, verbatim quotes to support 

findings, co-author validation, informant feedback, multiple 

cases) 
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4. Overview of Appended Papers

This chapter presents the main findings of the appended papers. The findings of these five papers collectively 

contribute to fulfilling the purpose of this dissertation. This chapter summarizes the research gap that is 

identified in each paper and highlights the methods and corresponding key findings that help address these 

gaps. 

4.1. Paper 1 

Lenka, S., Parida, V., Sjödin, D. R., & Wincent, J. (In Press). Servitization and co-

existing product and service orientations: Triggers, manifestation, and consequences 

of organizational ambivalence. International Journal of Operations and Production 

Management. 

In the servitization literature, the predominant assumption is that the transition of 

product-oriented companies into service-oriented companies occurs along a 

unidirectional product-service continuum (Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003; Matthyssens 

and Vandenbempt, 2010; Raddats et al., 2016). However, recent studies have shown 

that, in reality, few product-oriented firms progress along this unidirectional 

continuum. Instead, they continue to focus on their product-oriented businesses in 

parallel with their growing service-oriented businesses over a sustained period 

(Storbacka et al., 2013; Kowalkowski et al., 2015). This observation implies that one 

of the transformational challenges facing firms lies in dealing with the co-existing and 

conflicting orientations within the firms throughout their servitization journeys 

(Windahl and Lakemond, 2010; Salonen, 2011; Storbacka et al., 2013). The 

simultaneous pull from these two conflicting orientations can have a detrimental 

effect on the implementation of a servitization strategy as these firms strive to become 

advanced service providers. However, few studies have specifically questioned the 

assumption of a unidirectional transition along a product-service continuum or 

provided insights into the consequences during the servitization process 

(Kowalkowski, et al., 2015; Kowalkowski et al., 2017; Martinez et al., 2017). To 

address this gap in knowledge and to provide new insights into the effect of these 

co-existing orientations in servitizing firms, this study examines the implications of 

the co-existing product and service orientations during servitization.  
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An exploratory approach with a multiple case study design was used to understand 

the effects of co-existing product and service orientations in five large manufacturing 

firms that are currently engaged in implementing a servitization strategy. The study 

shows that a co-existence of divergent product and service orientations during 

servitization results in tensions, oppositions, and conflicts. These opposing 

experiences give rise to organizational ambivalence (i.e. the simultaneous attraction 

towards desirable yet contradictory alternatives), an issue that has not yet been 

discussed in the servitization literature. More specifically, the paper presents empirical 

evidence of the manifestation of ambivalence at the strategic, tactical, and operational 

levels. The empirical findings also suggest that ambivalence starts at the strategic level 

of a firm and multiplies as it cascades down to the lower levels. Ambivalence thereby 

becomes a widespread phenomenon that manifests itself during servitization. This 

paper outlines the positive and negative consequences of ambivalence. These 

outcomes further show how effective management of ambivalence could be a key 

factor in accomplishing the desired goals during servitization. 

4.2. Paper 2 

Lenka, S., Reim, W., Frishammar, J., & Parida, V. (Under peer review). Achieving 

alignment in business model for product-service systems: Insights from global 

manufacturing firms 

Offering product-service systems (PSS) is a challenging yet promising way for firms 

to fulfil customers’ needs and ensure profitable growth in manufacturing firms 

(Tukker, 2004; Boehm and Thomas, 2013; Lindahl et al., 2014; Visinjic et al., 2016). 

Offering PSS is challenging because supplier firms need to shift their focus from the 

design and sale of physical products to the provision of functions and results by 

efficiently combining products and services. When firms try to provide functionalities 

and results through their PSS offerings, they must ensure that the activities of internal 

and external stakeholders are aligned with the vision of creating value through these 

functionalities and results. In the literature, descriptions of business models are 

predominantly conceptual, and very few suggest comprehensive PSS business model 
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frameworks that encompasses how the firm creates, delivers, and captures value and 

that could be implemented in practice (Boons et al., 2013; Ferreira et al., 2013; Ng 

et al., 2013; Adrodegari and Saccani, 2017). Alignment of the components that 

underlie such a framework has also been cited as critical for the successful 

implementation of a PSS based business model (Kindström, 2010; Kujala et al., 2011; 

Kindström and Kowalkowski, 2014; Helms, 2016; Adrodegari et al., 2017). 

However, we still lack a clear understanding of how such alignment can be achieved. 

To address this gap, this paper tries to explicate the underlying activities that is 

necessary to implement a comprehensive PSS based business model. This paper also 

tries to enhance our understanding of how to align the components to ensure internal 

as well as external fit in implementing a PSS based business model.   

 

Based on multiple case studies of three global manufacturing companies, this paper 

describes a comprehensive PSS business model framework that helps provide an 

activity-based description of how firms can create, deliver, and capture value through 

PSS. A typology for specific alignment problems is identified. This typology provides 

insights into how disregarded, deficient and disconnected activities affect the overall 

alignment of the underlying logic of how value is created, delivered and captured 

that prevent realization of the bottom-line payoffs that PSS promise to deliver. This 

paper details the activities that can help firms implement a PSS business model and 

provides implications for analysing and improving PSS offers. 

 
4.3. Paper 3 

Parida, V., Sjödin, D. R., Lenka, S., & Wincent, J. (2015). Developing global 

service innovation capabilities: How global manufacturers address the challenges of 

market heterogeneity. Research-Technology Management, 58(5), 35–44. 

 

Service-led innovation offers the potential for global industrial firms to deliver value 

added to their customers (Kohtamäki et al., 2013). The goal of delivering new, 

advanced services to diverse customer segments in a range of geographies with 

varying cultural and legal requirements makes global service innovation complex and 

difficult to achieve. Therefore, traditional industrial firms must develop new 
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organizational capabilities (Den Hertog et al., 2010; Wallin et al., 2015) to help them 

do so. Although some servitization literature provides initial insights into the general 

service innovation process, our current knowledge of how to address the challenges 

of global service innovation is still scarce. To address this knowledge gap, this study 

explores how multinational manufacturing firms develop capabilities that allow them 

to offer service innovation on a global scale.  

An exploratory case study of firms that were leaders in their industries in global 

service innovation was conducted. The goal was to understand the key activities and 

routines that are employed to overcome the challenges that these firms face during 

their attempts at global service innovation. The results of the analysis highlight four 

capabilities that can help firms in their attempts at global service innovation. These 

four capabilities relate to the firms’ ability to develop global customer insights, 

integrate knowledge across global operations, create global offerings through 

product-service combinations, and build a global digitalized network of intelligent, 

connected assets supported by an analytical engine.  

This paper also identifies a progressive path towards building the identified 

capabilities for global service innovation. The capability building efforts progress in 

three steps: collaboration, integration, and orchestration. In the collaboration phase, 

the primary goal is to better understand customers’ needs and capability development 

in regional units. In the integration phase, the primary goal is to build on success 

stories and benchmark experiences and create synergistic processes amongst regional 

units, customers, external actors, and central activities. In the orchestration phase, the 

primary goal is to give control of service development to allow regional units to 

customize services for clients, map competencies across the regional unit networks, 

and transfer these competencies to other regions, through open IT platforms. This 

paper also emphasizes the importance of digitalization capabilities for successful 

advanced service provision.   
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4.4. Paper 4   

Lenka, S., Parida, V., & Wincent, J. (2017). Digitalization Capabilities as Enablers 

of Value Co-Creation in Servitizing Firms. Psychology & Marketing, 34(1), 92–100. 

 

The rise of digitalization has largely mirrored the growing importance of services and 

their contribution in traditional manufacturing firms (Lerch and Gotsch, 2015). 

Servitizing firms have increasingly relied upon their digitalization capabilities to aid 

their advanced service provision (Porter and Heppelmann, 2014). One of the crucial 

aspects of advanced services is the increased interaction with customers that firms 

require to manage and create opportunities for value creation. Although 

digitalization’s role in advanced service provision, especially in the context of value 

co-creation with customers, has been reported (Kowalkowski et al., 2013; Lerch and 

Gotsch, 2015), the question of what constitutes digitalization capability in firms is 

still open to debate. Additionally, there has been little discussion on the underlying 

mechanisms that clarify how digitalization capabilities actually help firms’ value co-

creation with customers in advanced service provision (Grönroos and Voima, 2013). 

To address these gaps in the literature, this paper tries to conceptualize and define 

digitalization capabilities. It then explores what mechanisms lie at the heart of how 

digitalization capability enable value co-creation with customers.    

 

An exploratory case study of firms that use digitalization as an effective tool in 

advanced service provision was conducted. The results identify three underlying 

capabilities that are associated with digitalization: intelligence capability, connect 

capability, and analytic capability. Intelligence capability is associated with the ability 

to configure hardware components to sense and capture information with low 

human intervention. Connect capability is associated with the ability to connect 

digitalized products through wireless communication networks. Analytic capability 

is associated with the ability to transform the available data into valuable insights and 

actionable directives for the firm. This paper also identifies two mechanisms whereby 

digitalization capabilities enable value co-creation with customers during advanced 

service provision. The underlying mechanisms that help in this value co-creation 

process are termed as perceptive and responsive mechanisms. Through perceptive 



38 

mechanisms, firms can help their customers identify, assess, and address specific needs. 

Additionally, responsive mechanisms help firms quickly and proactively address 

customers’ changing demands, thereby providing firms with an opportunity for value 

co-creation with their customers. In this paper, a framework is conceptualized to 

provide a holistic view of the value creation process. This framework explains the 

scope and potential to increase value co-creation between the firm and customers 

through digitalization capabilities and these underlying mechanisms.  

4.5. Paper 5 

Lenka, S., Parida, V., Sjödin, D. R., & Wincent, J. (In Press). Exploring the 

microfoundation of servitization: How individual actions overcome organizational 

resistance. Journal of Business Research  

Transformation towards advanced service provision entails organizational change 

across all levels of the firm. These changes face resistance at all levels of the firm, and 

this resistance must be managed or mitigated to ensure successful servitization 

implementation (Turunen and Toivonen, 2011; Huikkola et al., 2016). Resistance 

to change in the organizational context has been attributed to individuals who oppose 

the status quo. Therefore, addressing challenges at the individual level is vital to 

overcome resistance during organizational transformation (Lawrence, 1973; Jones, 

2004). Resistance during servitization has been reported in various studies. These 

studies have identified resistance that relates to strategy, culture, and processes within 

the firm (Brax, 2005; Martinez et al., 2010; Gebauer and Kowalkowski, 2012; Parida 

et al., 2015). Much attention has been devoted to organizational-level resistance and 

its mitigation during servitization (Finne et al., 2013). Individuals, who are a key part 

of this resistance, nonetheless receive little attention in the servitization literature (for 

exceptions, please see Gebauer et al., 2005; Ulaga and Loveland, 2014). Indeed, it is 

individuals who search for and identify valuable opportunities for new services and 

champion their development and provision within firms. However, studies of 

individuals, who play a key role in overcoming this resistance to servitization, are 

scarce. To address this gap, this paper explores how individuals respond to 

organizational resistance and drive servitization efforts in manufacturing firms.  
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Based on a multiple case study of six multinational industrial firms engaged in 

servitization, this paper identifies four tactics (evangelizing, bootlegging, leveraging, 

and collaborating) that individuals employ to overcome resistance to support 

servitization efforts. This paper thus provides insights into the microfoundations of 

servitization by showing the effects of individual actions on organizational-level 

outcomes. This paper highlights the conditions under which these tactics are 

employed. These conditions relate to the individual’s characteristics, the level of 

servitization, and the position of the individual. This paper provides an individual-

level explanation of overcoming resistance during servitization, thereby enriching 

the literature, which currently offers a predominantly organizational-level 

explanation.  
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5. Towards a Multilevel Servitization Framework

This chapter integrates the findings of the paper, which provide inspiration for the proposal of an initial 

multilevel transformational framework of servitization. By drawing on the findings of the appended papers 

as well as knowledge of the empirical setting, this proposed framework links the transformation across multiple 

levels of the firm during servitization.    

5.1. Introduction to the Framework 

This framework (Figure 1) results from interpreting the findings in the appended 

papers to provide a multilevel picture of the servitization process. The framework is 

the result of a highly iterative process and inductive reasoning of selected constructs 

from the papers. To clarify, the appended papers did not result from the application 

of this framework; instead, this framework results from the findings that are reported 

in the papers, which are supported by emerging knowledge of the empirical setting. 

Therefore, the relationships that are described in this framework might not all be 

extensively explored in the appended papers themselves. This framework offers an 

initial suggestion for a multilevel framework in manufacturing firms’ transformation 

towards advanced service provision. It provides a view of the key constituents across 

the multiple levels and how they are linked together in the transformation towards 

advanced services in manufacturing firms. This framework does not make any claim 

of inclusivity of all aspects of advanced service provision, but a synthesis of key aspects 

that have been highlighted across the papers in the research.    

The framework shows how organizational ambivalence manifests itself because of 

co-existing product and service orientations when the manufacturing firm initiates 

its transformation towards advanced service provision. The organizational 

ambivalence in this transformation process affects multiple levels of the firm. It affects 

the strategic level of the firm, in relation to the business model and its activities; it 

affects the operational level of the firm, in relation to capability development and 

delivery of advanced services; and it affects individuals within the firm, manifesting 

itself at the lowest level of the firm. Thus, the transformation takes place in this 

ambivalent environment across multiple levels of the firm. This ambivalence affects 
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these levels either by triggering certain responses or by affecting how the actions are 

carried out. This framework also suggests how the various levels of the firms are 

linked during transformation towards advanced services. This link refers to how 

individual actions enable capability building for advanced services and how 

capabilities for advanced services help address business model alignment problems, 

thereby supporting the firms’ transformation towards advanced service provision. 

This framework therefore provides a multilevel explanation of firms’ overall 

transformation towards advanced service provision.  

 

Figure 1. A multilevel framework of the manufacturing firms’ transformation towards advanced 

service provision 
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5.2. 	Detailed Explanation of the Framework 

5.2.1. Servitization Transformation Triggers Organizational 

Ambivalence 

The studied manufacturing firms had a heritage of a strong product orientation 

because of their focus on offering a wide array of standardized products through 

predominantly transactional relationships with customers. When the firms start to 

implement a servitization strategy, they increasingly focus on offering a range of 

basic and advanced services or product and service combinations. Doing so entails 

customizing offerings and building strong relationships with customers (i.e. service 

orientation). However, as our findings illustrate, the firms do not forgo their 

product orientation as they transform towards offering more advanced service 

offerings. Therefore product and service orientations co-exists throughout the 

firm’s servitization journey over sustained period (Storbacka et al., 2013; 

Kowalkowski et al., 2015; Martinez et al., 2017). When these two opposing 

orientations are pursued in the same organization, oppositions and conflicts emerge 

as the firm strives to perform well in both areas (Morcos and Henshaw, 2009). 

Specifically, as this dissertation demonstrates, in such situations, ambivalence 

manifests itself because of the pull from desirable yet contradictory alternatives 

(Larson and Tompkins, 2005; Ashforth et al., 2014). For example, decisions 

regarding change towards advanced service provision are constantly deprioritised by 

the top management due to their inherent pull towards the product business. This 

results in long delays in introduction of the advanced services in the marketplace. 

Such instances of ambivalence are observed across multiple levels of the firms, from 

strategic decision making to operational processes and individual actions.  

5.2.2.  Strategic Level Transformation - Business Model for 

Advanced Service Provision 

From a strategic perspective, ambivalence affects the activities that are necessary to 

implement an advanced service business model. When ambivalence is experienced, 

the activities that must be undertaken in the context of advanced services are affected 
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by the existing pull towards the product orientation within the firm. The resulting 

situation means that activities are either disregarded (i.e. they are completely 

overlooked), deficient (i.e. execution is poor), or disconnected (i.e. they are fine on 

their own, but they are not linked to other activities). These problems create a 

challenging situation that prevents the necessary alignment of the business model 

components i.e. value creation, value delivery and value capture, with the overall 

business strategy of the firm to provide advanced services.  

 

Failure to align the business model components can have adverse implications for 

transformation towards implementing an advanced service based business model. For 

instance, a disregarded problem arose when a machine tool manufacturer lacked an 

interactive mechanism on its online customer tool configuration platform, thereby 

disregarding the opportunity to create value from customer interactions. An example 

of a deficient problem arose when the centralized service unit of an automotive 

manufacturer that was capable of supporting standardized offerings was made 

responsible for ensuring the upkeep and availability of a customized solution, despite 

lacking the necessary delivery competencies. This situation led to a clear deficiency 

in value delivery by the firm and significant operational problems (e.g. costly 

maintenance). Finally, an example of a disconnected problem in a heavy equipment 

manufacturer involved the revenue model for an availability contract. This model 

was designed for equated monthly receipts, even though the costs of operation for 

the asset increased gradually over the period of the contract. The firm was therefore 

unable to effectively capture value in this instance.  

 

As illustrated by this research, the problems that are encountered in business model 

implementation can be addressed through the application of new capabilities that are 

developed for advanced service provision. For example, digitalization capability in 

the form of an online digital platform is used for conditional monitoring of assets and 

analysis of operational data to detect new value creation opportunities and propose 

new services to customers in several case firms. Similarly, knowledge integration 

capability is used in several of our case firms to ensure coordinated offer development 

and provide upkeep and optimization services for asset based life-cycle solutions 

involving centralized units, the frontline organization, and local third-party vendors.  
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5.2.3. Operational Level Transformation - Capabilities for 

Advanced Service Provision 

Capability development at the operational level to support advanced services is 

affected by ambivalence. This ambivalence means that the firm is pulled between the 

existing processes that support a product orientation and the new processes that must 

be developed to support a service orientation.  

 

Ambivalence affects the capabilities for advanced service provision in two ways. First, 

the effectiveness of the underlying processes for advanced services is compromised. 

New advanced service-related processes are developed based on the existing product-

oriented benchmarks. Therefore, the ability of new processes to support capability 

development for advanced services is affected. For example, in a heavy machinery 

manufacturer in our research, the solution development process was based on the 

firm’s sequential product development process. Such a process for solutions 

development proved ineffective for the firm because it required a more iterative 

process to enable solutions development. Second, because of ambivalence in firms, 

capability development evolves gradually. First, it evolves in the form of 

collaboration to initiate sense-making. Then, integration is attempted to align and 

cross-fertilize skills, routines, and processes. Finally, orchestration is used to make full 

use of the developed routines, processes, and skills. For example, in one of the case 

firms, advanced service development was initially approached as projects where 

various people and resources were co-opted from diverse departments to work 

together for specific offerings. Next, they moved to using more established processes 

and competencies relating to the development of advanced services. Currently, 

established processes and competencies are used for both customization and 

industrialization of their advanced service offerings across the diverse geographies 

where they operate. 

 

Individual actions enable capability development within firms in many ways. 

Individuals can either trigger a change in processes or help initiate process building 

efforts that enable capabilities. For example, in one of our case firms, a portfolio 

manager influenced the decision to adopt a new go/no go decision framework 
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relating to an availability contract that was being developed by the portfolio 

manager’s team. Similarly, a solutions development manager at a packaging company 

in our research initiated the development of a new R&D solution, results of which 

were used as inputs to a process model, that was adopted by the firm for its new 

service development initiatives. 

 

5.2.4. Individual Level Transformation – Tactics for Advanced 

Service Provision 

Individuals are guided by their roles and responsibilities to support organizational 

functioning. The co-existence of product and service orientations creates 

ambivalence in how roles and responsibilities are defined in the firm. Individuals are 

therefore faced with conflicting performance scripts (e.g. KPIs, reporting obligations) 

during the transformation towards advanced services.  

 

For example, in the case of a tool manufacturer in our research, the sales personnel 

were assigned the task of tools sales as well as selling a result-oriented solution that 

aimed to decrease overall operational costs for customers. The sales force was caught 

in a dilemma because the pursuit of one goal negatively affected the other.    

 

Individuals employ various tactics to deal with these ambivalent situations and 

execute their assigned roles and responsibilities. The choice of individual actions is 

guided by the individual’s personal characteristics and relational and integrational 

abilities. For example, in one of our case firms, an R&D manager did not report the 

advanced service development activities in the initial stages. The R&D manager 

made personal efforts to take the idea to a prototype stage, at which point it was later 

adopted by the firm. In another instance, a manager in our case firm applied for and 

secured European funding for R&D into an advanced service when internal funding 

for this purpose was unavailable. Individuals’ tactics have been identified in this 

research as evangelizing, bootlegging, leveraging, and collaborating. Thus, 

individuals contribute to enabling many of the underlying processes and routines to 

build the capabilities that are associated with transformation towards advanced service 

provision.  
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The transformation towards advanced services during servitization is therefore a 

multilevel phenomenon. The various levels of the firms are linked together during 

transformation towards advanced services. Therefore, this framework provides a 

multilevel explanation of firms’ overall transformation towards advanced service 

provision.  



6. Discussion

This chapter first presents the main theoretical contributions and managerial implications of this research. It 

then concludes with suggestions for future research.  

This dissertation was motivated by the need to learn more about organizational 

transformation at various levels of manufacturing firms that are engaged in 

servitization. Understanding this transformation is crucial, as highlighted by the 

challenges facing manufacturing firms that struggle to provide advanced services 

(Baines and Lightfoot, 2014; Kowalkowski et al., 2015; Martinez et al., 2017). The 

five appended papers further our understanding of various transformational 

imperatives in the transition towards advanced service provision. In addition, 

Chapter 5 of this dissertation proposes a framework that provides a multilevel 

explanation of the firms’ overall transformation towards advanced service provision. 

This dissertation contributes primarily to the servitization literature. Although the 

servitization literature is well established, theoretically it is still in a nascent stage 

(Kowalkowski et al., 2017; Luoto et al., 2017; Zhang and Banerji, 2017). This 

dissertation provides new theoretical perspectives that offer a more nuanced 

explanation of the relationships that are described in the servitization literature.  

6.1. Theoretical Contributions 

6.1.1. Servitization and Manifestation of Ambivalence 

Emerging servitization research challenges the traditional assumption of a 

unidirectional progression along a product-service continuum (Oliva and Kallenberg, 

2003; Baines et al., 2009b; Raddats and Easingwood, 2010; Lightfoot et al., 2013; 

Smith et al., 2014; Raddats et al., 2016; Baines et al., 2017) and instead posits co-

existing product and service orientations during servitization (Storbacka et al., 2013; 

Kowalkowski et al., 2015). This view reframes the discussion of the predominant 

research focus. Instead of focusing on how firms can overcome their product 

orientation to become service oriented (Matschewsky et al., 2017), this alternative 
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view shifts the focus on how firms can manage their co-existing product and service 

orientations (Windahl and Lakemond, 2010; Salonen, 2011; Storbacka et al., 2013).  

 

This dissertation contributes to the emerging view by showing that manufacturing 

firms do indeed encounter this situation and experience ambivalence due to their 

dual focus on contradictory orientations during servitization. This dissertation 

thereby addresses calls to explore the implications of co-existing orientations during 

servitization (Kowalkowski et al., 2017; Martinez et al., 2017).  

 

By examining the underlying causes and possible implications of being 

simultaneously drawn towards desirable yet contradictory alternatives, ambivalence 

theory provides a new lens through which to study the servitization process (Larson 

and Tompkins, 2005; Ashforth et al., 2014). This dissertation aids our understanding 

of how the widespread phenomenon of organizational ambivalence affects all levels 

of the organization during servitization. This multilevel explanation enriches the 

emerging discussion in the literature which calls to study the underlying processes 

and links across multiple organizational levels during servitization (Baines and 

Lightfoot, 2013; Rabetino et al., 2017). 

 

This dissertation also illustrates the positive and negative consequences of 

ambivalence during the servitization process. The positive consequences of 

ambivalence (e.g. proactive decision making and resource optimization) are 

interesting implications of the co-existing product and service orientations during 

servitization. The positive consequences of ambivalence provide insights that can be 

used to develop new processes to help firms change and improve their existing 

capabilities. These positive consequences of ambivalence provide novel insights to 

the servitization literature. Prior to this dissertation, the discussion in the literature 

had largely focused on the negative implications of servitization that firms must 

overcome to achieve their goals of advanced service provision (Baines et al., 2009a; 

Parida et al., 2014; Alghisi and Saccani, 2015; Durugbo and Erkoyuncu, 2016; Baines 

et al., 2017; Burton et al., 2017; Zhang and Banerji, 2017).  
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6.1.2. Servitization and Transformation of Business Model 

In the servitization literature we find the growing interest in the concept of business 

model in recent years (Kindström, 2010; Barquet et al., 2013; Kindström and 

Kowalkowski, 2014; Reim et al., 2015; Kindström and Ottosson, 2016; Androdegari 

and Saccani, 2017). However, studies have mostly used idiosyncratic definitions that 

fit the purpose of their studies (Zott et al., 2011; Velamuri et al., 2013; Wirtz et al., 

2016) or in reference to revenue models, customer offerings, and specific business 

model components. Accordingly, the focus has largely been on understanding a few 

key aspects of business models (Kindström, 2010; Boons et al., 2013; Ferreira et al., 

2013; Ng et al., 2013; Adrodegari and Saccani, 2017). Usage of comprehensive 

business model frameworks in the servitization literature is still rare (Kindström and 

Kowalkowski, 2014; Adrodegari et al., 2017). This dissertation contributes to the 

servitization literature by providing a comprehensive business model framework that 

clearly shows how value is created, delivered, and captured in advanced service 

provision.  

 

The business model frameworks that are described in the servitization literature also 

lack an activity-based description that characterize each of the components of value 

creation, delivery, and capture (Adrodegari and Saccani 2017). An exception is 

Kindström and Ottosson (2016). This dissertation contributes to the servitization 

literature by providing a thorough understanding of the activities that firms must 

undertake to support their transformation towards implementing an advanced service 

based business model (Al-Debei and Avison, 2010; Adrodegari et al., 2017).  

 

Even if firms undertake the activities that relate to each business model component, 

this may not be enough to ensure an effective implementation of the advanced 

service based business model. The need to align the business model components, 

with the overall strategy to provide advanced services, has been emphasized in the 

literature (Kindström, 2010; Kujala et al., 2011; Ferreira et al., 2013; Kindström and 

Kowalkowski, 2014; Helms, 2016; Adrodegari et al., 2017). However, scarce 

research addresses how the alignment of various business model components can 

actually be achieved. The dissertation contributes by identifying three types of 
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alignment problems that arise when the activities are disregarded, deficient or 

disconnected. The dissertation thereby provides new insights into how firms that 

seek to provide advanced services can avoid these problems to ensure there is internal 

as well as external fit in how the firm creates, delivers and captures value in advanced 

service provision.   

  

6.1.3.  Servitization and Development of Capabilities   

Servitization scholars acknowledge that to provide advanced services, firms require 

different capabilities from those required to provide products or basic services 

(Antioco et al., 2008; Ulaga and Reinartz, 2011; Baines and Lightfoot, 2013). 

Various capabilities that support advanced service provision have been discussed in 

the literature (Ulaga and Reinartz, 2011; Paiola et al., 2013; Baines and Lightfoot, 

2014; Raddats et al., 2015; Wallin et al., 2015; Shi et al., 2017). This dissertation 

contributes to this discussion on the capabilities that are required for advanced service 

provision. Four capabilities, which relate to creating offerings, developing customer 

insights, integrating knowledge, and digitalization, have been identified, that support 

the development and delivery of advanced services. These capabilities are identified 

in this dissertation also in relation to advanced service provision in a global context. 

Although most large manufacturers have a global footprint, studying the capabilities 

that are required for advanced service provision in a global context remains an under-

researched topic (notable exceptions include Kowalkowski et al., 2011). This 

dissertation therefore contributes to our understanding of the capabilities that support 

the global provision of advanced services.   

 

In the servitization literature, digitalization capability is increasingly seen as a key 

capability for firms to provide advanced services (Grubic, 2014; Porter and 

Heppelmann, 2014; Kohtamäki and Helo, 2015; Sjödin et al., 2016a; Huang and 

Rust, 2017). However, there is no clear understanding of what constitutes 

digitalization capability and the underlying processes or mechanisms through which 

it contributes to the development and delivery of advanced services. This dissertation 

contributes to the servitization literature by conceptualizing digitalization capability. 

A definition of digitalization capability is provided, and three broad dimensions of 
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this capability are established (Lenka et al., 2017). It also provides insights into how 

digitalization capabilities enable mechanisms whereby firms can address their 

challenges in advanced service provision, such as in value co-creation with 

customers. This dissertation also shows how digitalization capabilities act as enablers 

of other capabilities during servitization. It thereby supports the emerging discussion 

in the servitization literature of the interdependency and interplay amongst the 

capabilities for advanced service provision (Sjödin et al., 2016a).   

 

Finally, this dissertation provides a capability maturity model, which outlines the 

activities that must be progressively performed at each stage of the development 

process. Capability maturity models that describe an evolutionary improvement path 

from ad hoc, immature processes to systematic, well-structured and formalized 

processes have been described in various management areas (Strutt et al., 2006; 

Zephir and Minel, 2007; McCuen et al., 2012; Caroll and Helfert, 2015; Chen and 

Wang, 2016). However, the servitization literature fails to offer such evolutionary 

paths for capability development. The capability maturity model from collaboration, 

to integration, and then to orchestration, as proposed in this dissertation, contributes 

by providing an initial model in the context of advanced services in the servitization 

literature.  

 
6.1.4. Servitization and Understanding Its Microfoundations 

The microfoundation movement in the strategic management and organizational 

theory challenges the belief that individual actors exert a relatively uniform effect on 

macro-level outcomes (Abell et al., 2008; Felin et al., 2015; Storbacka et al., 2016). 

Calls for understanding microfoundations are at the heart of scientific reduction 

(Elster, 1989; Kincaid, 1997), which can help explain collective phenomena and 

structures in terms of individuals and their actions and interactions (Felin et al., 2015).   

 

The individual level constitutes the microfoundations of servitization, where 

individual actions and interactions lead to emergent, collective, and organizational-

level outcomes (Abell et al., 2008; Felin et al., 2015; Storbacka et al., 2016). 

However, the servitization literature offers no explicit focus on individuals or their 



 52 

role in the servitization process. Most studies have focused on organizational-level 

causes and outcomes in relation to servitization (Baines et al., 2009b; Martinez et al., 

2010; Finne et al., 2013; Visnjic Kastalli and Van Looy, 2013; Eggert et al., 2014; 

Bustinza et al., 2017). Exceptions include Gebauer et al. (2005) and Ulaga and 

Loveland (2014), who focused on managerial motivation to extend service business 

and potential individual differences amongst high-performing, advanced service 

salespersons and product salespersons. Nevertheless, the literature lacks studies that 

focus on the individual’s role in either supporting or hindering servitization. This 

dissertation brings the individual to the fore, discussing how individuals influence 

servitizing firms’ transformation towards advanced service provision. More 

specifically, this dissertation identifies the tactics that individuals adopt to support 

servitization efforts in response to resistance and opposition. This is one of the first 

studies to systematically examine individual-level actions and responses to the firm’s 

strategy of providing advanced services, thereby addressing the call for the need for 

more multilevel explanations in the servitization literature (Martinez et al., 2017; 

Rabetino et al., 2017)  

 

This dissertation enriches our understanding of individuals and their motivations and 

responses during servitization (Gebauer et al., 2005; Ulaga and Loveland, 2014), 

which are issues that have traditionally been paid scant attention in the literature. It 

also provides insights into how individuals’ characteristics and position in the firm 

affects the choice of tactic to support servitization efforts. These findings add to our 

understanding of how individuals’ abilities such as relational ability, personal values, 

and beliefs play a key role in achieving desired outcomes during servitization 

(Zenger, 1992; Felin et al., 2012). Furthermore, the conditions that are necessary for 

individuals to adopt specific tactics as well as their impact on servitization 

implementation are identified. The dissertation thus contributes by showing how 

individual actions drive servitization efforts as the firm progresses through its 

servitization journey (Martinez et al., 2010). 
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6.2. Managerial Implications 

Research should contribute theoretically, as well having practical utility and value 

(McGahan, 2007; Corley and Gioia, 2011). In addition to its theoretical 

contribution, this dissertation has several implications for managers in servitizing 

firms. Advanced service provision is a challenge for manufacturing firms because of 

its complexity and the organization-wide transformation that is required in almost 

every aspect of the way the firm does business, including business strategy, capabilities, 

organizational structure, culture, mindset, and business logic (Ulaga and Reinartz, 

2011; Reim et al., 2015; Baines et al., 2017; Martinez et al., 2017). This dissertation 

offers several implications for managers in manufacturing firms that are engaged in 

advanced service provision.  

 

First, not only is the transformation towards advanced service provision difficult and 

complex, but it also lasts considerably longer than expected in most firms. During 

this period, both product and service orientations are important, so the organization 

will experience ambivalence (i.e. a simultaneous pull towards product and service 

orientation) at multiple levels. The firm must therefore learn to understand and cope 

with this ambivalence and advance through coherent actions that support the 

transformation towards advanced services. The first step towards dealing with 

ambivalence is to acknowledge its existence and its potential positive and negative 

effects. Subsequently, action plans can be produced to manage and capitalize on 

ambivalence. Based on knowledge of the underlying actions that lead to negative and 

positive consequences during ambivalence, specific monitoring mechanisms and 

incentive programmes could be developed to promote or discourage such actions. 

For example, training programmes could be designed to help managers at all levels 

learn to identify ambivalence and actions that lead to negative and positive 

consequences. Incentive programmes could be implemented to reward actions that 

lead to positive consequences. This could help firms to benefit from ambivalence 

during servitization instead of having to face its negative consequences.  

 

Second, this dissertation illustrates the transformational power of a few motivated 

individuals and their effect on the firm’s transformation into an advanced service 
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provider. Individuals play a major role in organizational outcomes by affecting 

processes and decision making. Therefore, the contributions of individuals in 

organizational outcomes should be seriously considered by firms. For example, 

strategic decisions by top managers could affect the direction of the entire firm. 

However, top management teams often consist of the ‘old guard’ of the organization, 

and these individuals naturally favour a product orientation. Therefore, 

manufacturing firms may benefit from having new top managers who champion 

advanced services and thereby support the firm’s servitization efforts. Also, as 

discussed in this dissertation, the tactics that individuals employ could be used as a 

basis to identify similar behaviour within the firm. Specific KPI’s could be developed 

at various managerial and individual levels so that such behaviours can be rewarded 

or discouraged to maintain alignment with the overall goals of the group, unit, or 

function. Individual managers could adopt specific tactics that prove most effective 

because of their suitability to certain conditions that are identified in this dissertation.  

 

Third, digitalization capability is one of the most important capabilities that firms 

must develop to be able to provide advanced services. Therefore, managers in 

manufacturing firms should focus on building digitalization capabilities as one of the 

key capabilities in the firm. Digitalization capability could also be used for 

development of other capabilities that firms must build to support their efforts in 

advanced service provision. For example, integrating knowledge across the 

geographical business units and third-party suppliers that are involved in advanced 

service provision could be achieved through intelligent knowledge platforms that 

help collect and analyse information to build and spread knowledge across these 

entities. By encouraging interaction and exchange between front-end units and 

centralized business functions, digital capabilities can also contribute to effectively 

managing dispersed assets and orchestrating resources for global advanced service 

provision. This can be typically supported through IT platforms, customer 

management systems, and virtualized analytical engines that provide responsive 

decision-making support.  

 

Fourth, this dissertation provides a detailed activity-based comprehensive framework 

for an advanced service business model. This framework could be used by managers 
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to model their activity plans in manufacturing firms that are engaged in servitization 

so that they can effectively create, deliver, and capture value through their advanced 

services. The typology of alignment problems that is highlighted in this dissertation 

can act as a diagnostic mechanism, whereby firms can identify their implementation 

shortcomings and take corrective actions wherever needed. This typology of 

alignment problems can also act as a guiding mechanism that managers can use to 

ensure that they avoid these problems when providing advanced services.  

 

6.3. Suggestions for Future Research 

This dissertation covers numerous aspects of advanced service provision in 

manufacturing firms. It provides initial observations with the potential for extension 

or confirmation through further research.  

 

First, the dissertation sheds light on the transformation from a focal firm perspective. 

Yet larger networks of partners and third-party suppliers are crucial for advanced 

service provision (Bikfalvi et al., 2013; Story et al., 2017). Therefore, studies that 

focus on transformation dynamics within the broader network would be of interest. 

For example, an emerging theme is the need to better define and understand the 

interaction processes of network actors (Story et al., 2017). Studying the nature of 

the interactions between these processes (i.e. whether they should be tightly or 

loosely coupled) could provide interesting insights into developing a multi-actor 

advanced service transformation framework.   

 

Second, the dissertation provides insights into transformational imperatives when 

moving towards advanced service provision. A valuable pursuit for future research 

would therefore be to observe firms using longitudinal studies that follow firms 

throughout their transformation journey. Doing so could provide interesting insights 

into how dynamics change over time and whether new factors emerge that mediate 

or moderate the transformation outcomes during advanced service provision.  

 

Third, this dissertation focuses on the transformation towards advanced services in 

large industrial firms. In light of the greater perceived flexibility in smaller firms, 
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studies of transformation in small enterprises could help compare and contrast the 

findings of this dissertation.    

 

Fourth, this dissertation provides insights into the positive and negative consequences 

of ambivalence during the transformation towards advanced services. Further studies 

to explore the interaction effect of positive and negative consequences of 

ambivalence on servitization outcomes could provide valuable inputs for developing 

transformation strategies towards advanced service provision of manufacturing firms.  

 

Fifth, building on the idea of the co-existing product and service orientations that 

are discussed in this dissertation, research that seeks to clarify how the competing 

product and service based business models co-exist in the same firm would be of 

interest. Studies could also address the question of how such business models are 

realized given the common organizational resources upon which they are enacted.  

 

Sixth, this dissertation proposes initial suggestions regarding how individuals’ 

characteristics and positions within the firm affect these individuals’ actions in 

supporting transformation. However, studies that focus on the cognitive and 

relational abilities of individuals and link these abilities to behavioural responses in 

ambivalent conditions could add to our understanding of the underlying human 

factor in servitization outcomes. Specific research on how the cognitive and 

emotional aspects of top managers affect organizational strategy during servitization 

could shed light on the linkages between leadership and servitization outcomes.  

 

Finally, the dissertation provides a suggestive framework of multilevel transformation 

during servitization. Studies could build on this framework, by adding other aspects 

that could explain this transformation at multiple levels, to make it more 

comprehensive. Further inductive studies to provide underlying mechanisms of the 

linkages of the various constituents across the multiple levels could help to make the 

model more theoretically robust.  
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