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Abstract
High academic interest and numerous theoretical and practical studies on ser-
vice systems and service ecosystems, paired with the accelerated evolution of
the service (eco) system concept, have resulted in complex research in this field.
Multiple perspectives from which service systems were studied added to this
complexity and inadvertently produced conceptual confusion regarding service
(eco) systems. This literature review addresses this confusion by focusing on
the evolution of service systems to service ecosystems to consolidate and clarify
the field. Therefore, this article’s purpose is to systematise the extant research
on service (eco) systems and indicate future research directions based on the
analysis. Specifically, the article systematically reviews 770 publications on ser-
vice (eco) systems from 2020 and earlier and identifies the main research topics
(focusing on service [eco] systems’ constituent elements, inherent processes, and
outcomes), theoretical perspectives, and bridging elements, and suggests future
research based on the review results. The article concludes by providing a foun-
dation for continued research emerging from the analysis, with emphasis on five
aspects that may stimulate new avenues of research: service ecospheres, service
ecosystem simplicity, failures of service ecosystems, paradox in service ecosys-
tems, and panarchy and service ecosystems.

INTRODUCTION

Over the past several decades, we have seen an evolution
from service systems – infrastructures combining differ-
ent constituencies, such as customers, employees, tech-
nology, the business environment, and organizations in
space and time, offering service quality as the outcome
via processes such as service delivery and service inno-
vation (Edvardsson, 1997) – towards service ecosystems,
sets of social and economic actors in a context shaped
by institutions, with actor-to-actor structures continuously
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re-created for mutual value creation (Vargo & Lusch,
2016).
This development has not necessarily occurred in a

sequential manner and it has occurred in various related
disciplines and frommultiple perspectives (Badinelli et al.,
2012). For example, service management-related research
tends to focus on issues of service quality outputs of service
systems (Edvardsson, 1997), while service science merges
research in systems engineering, information technology
(IT), economics, management, and business (Polese et al.,
2019), and service-dominant logic (SDL) conceptualizes
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TABLE 1 Illustration of the evolution of service systems to service ecosystems

Representative examples Perspectives Conceptualizations/Definitions
Prahalad and Hamel (1990) Marketing

management
Services and service systems as means of adding value and
increasing a firm’s growth

Edvardsson (1997) Service systems as
service firms

Service system as a set of resources within the firm, available
to realize the service

Voss (2000) Relationships Service system as a set of relationships and a context in which
interactions aimed at delivering service are taking place

Maglio and Spohrer (2008) Service science Service systems are value-co-creation configurations of
people, technology, value propositions connecting internal
and external service systems, and shared information (e.g.,
language, laws, measures, and methods)

Ng et al. (2012) SDL A service system is a network of agents and interactions that
integrate resources for value co-creation

Vargo and Lusch (2016) SDL A service ecosystem is a relatively self-contained,
self-adjusting system of resource-integrating actors
connected by shared institutional arrangements and
mutual value creation through service exchange

service systems and service ecosystems from a marketing
perspective (Vargo & Lusch, 2016), infusing it with socio-
logical theories (Edvardsson et al., 2011b).
Thus, the view on service systems shifted from consid-

ering them as means of adding value to viewing them as
service firms, and conceptualizing them as sets of rela-
tionships. This increased importance of relationships and
interactions (Voss, 2000) and the widening of service sys-
tems perspective (Akaka et al., 2012) due to the expansion
of business boundaries beyond a single firm to an intercon-
nected set of actors (Sawatani, 2019) led to the conceptual-
ization of service systems evolving into service ecosystems.
Consequently, research on service systems and service
ecosystems has become more entrenched in SDL (Mustak
& Plé, 2020). Table 1 illustrates the evolution of service sys-
tems to service ecosystems, noting that the extant research
converges in service ecosystems as ‘systems of service sys-
tems’ (Vargo & Akaka, 2012). Service systems to service
ecosystem evolution can also be observed in more recent
publications, for example, in aligning service design with
service ecosystems (Vink et al., 2021).
This evolutionary development was described as ‘accel-

erated’, and as related research was mostly concerned with
concepts, theories, and frameworks, it led to a certain
amount of confusion about the elements of service sys-
tems and service ecosystems (Mustak & Plé, 2020), result-
ing in overlaps between their constituencies, processes,
and outcomes (Sawatani, 2019). For example, service sys-
tems and service ecosystems are occasionally used inter-
changeably (Atiq et al., 2017; Ciasullo et al., 2017). There is
confusion regarding the relationships among service sys-
tems, service ecosystems, and business ecosystems (Anke
et al., 2020). Furthermore, service ecosystems have been
confused with networks (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2012) and

understood from different theoretical positions (Adner,
2017; Autio & Thomas, 2020). The confusion is even more
pronounced as service systems continue to be reframed in
novel ways, such as smart service systems (Han & Park,
2019), healthcare service systems (Anderson et al., 2019),
human-centred service systems (Huetten et al., 2019), and
public service systems (Eriksson et al., 2020).
To address this confusion so that the field can move

forward (Polese et al., 2019) and in this manner offer a
springboard for further theoretical and empirical studies
(Gourlay, 2006; Honjo, 2000; Schutjens & Wever, 2000),
our review responds to calls to clarify the essence of service
systems vis-à-vis service ecosystems (Frost & Lyons, 2017;
Frost et al., 2019) and consequently consolidate the field.
Thus, this article’s purpose is to systematize the extant
research on service (eco) systems and indicate future
research directions based on the analysis. Specifically, the
article systematically reviews the literature on service (eco)
systems, identifies the main research topics (focusing on
service [eco] systems’ constituent elements, inherent pro-
cesses, and outcomes), theoretical perspectives, and bridg-
ing elements, and suggests future research based on the
review results.
This study makes several contributions to the literature.

First, it helps consolidate the literature on service (eco) sys-
tems. Second, by tracing the evolution of extant research
on service systems, this study provides a foundation for
continued research. Third, it provides future research rec-
ommendations, with the analysis findings as the starting
point. Fourth, it applies the work of Light and Pillemer
(1984),which iswidely used in fields such asmedicine (Lau
et al., 1997) and for more complex literature reviews and
analyses (Hox et al., 2017), yet rarely applied in manage-
ment studies.
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The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
First, the method section explains the scope and coverage
of the literature review and the analysis process of the rel-
evant literature. Next, the findings of the literature review
trace the evolution of the field of service systems to service
ecosystems in three stages. The constituencies, processes,
and outcomes of each group, and theoretical perspectives
and publications representing conceptual bridges between
the groups, are presented. Finally, the article presents the
conclusions and an extensive overview of future research
directions.

METHOD

Identifying relevant publications concerning service sys-
tems and service ecosystems was the first step in this lit-
erature review. We conducted systematic searches of the
databases Business Source Premier, Emerald, JSTOR, Sco-
pus, and Wiley using the search keywords service sys-
tem(s) and service ecosystem(s), focusing on titles, abstracts,
and/or article keywords. This search strategy enabled us
to capture relevant publications in a broad manner while
simultaneously minimising the possibility of overlooking
important articles.
We excluded literature pertaining to fields other than

business economics, management, economics, and
finance and addressing similar related constructs, such
as business (service) networks (Holmqvist & Diaz-Ruiz,
2017), product–service systems (PSS; Adrodegari & Sac-
cani, 2017; Boehm & Thomas, 2013; Haase et al., 2017;
Reim et al., 2015), service operations management (Vic-
torino et al., 2018), and service system optimisation. We
considered these independent literature streams with
their own particular discourses and recent extensive
literature reviews as we have indicated. Our list contained
770 publications and included 701 peer-reviewed articles,
62 book chapters, and seven books, all published in 2020
or earlier. We excluded working papers and conference
papers, assuming that most would later appear as articles
or book chapters.
Next, we analysed the literature. Inspired by previous

literature reviews tracing the evolution of service man-
agement (Fisk et al., 1993; Moussa & Touzani, 2010) and
service innovation (Carlborg et al., 2014), we focused
on the elements that prompted the evolution of ser-
vice systems to service ecosystems. Consequently, we
devised an analytical framework derived from the frame-
works of these previous reviews. The categories com-
prising the analytical framework that we used to scruti-
nise our data set were the topics, theoretical perspectives,
conceptualisations of service (eco) systems, and reported
contribution(s).

We began the analysis process with a preliminary analy-
sis, wherein we analysed 50 articles on service systems and
50 on service ecosystems. The authors divided these 100
articles and analysed them independently of each other
using the aforementioned analytical framework. After this
preliminary analysis, the authors exchanged the assigned
publications and analysed each other’s publications fol-
lowing the same categories. They then compared the
results and resolved disagreements through discussion to
attain a shared perspective and thus facilitate further anal-
ysis. The preliminary analysis showed that the topic cate-
gory needed refinement; thus, we developed subcategory
constituencies, processes, and outcomes to optimally por-
tray the elements of the evolutionary advances in the liter-
ature.
The next step involved analysing the remaining pub-

lications. We followed four guidelines from Light and
Pillemer’s (1984) seminal methodological work on con-
ducting systematic literature reviews. Table 2 presents
the principles, means, and aims with which they were
applied. Moreover, following Light and Pillemer (1984),
we exploited disagreements among the findings, or more
concretely, deviations from the dominating conceptualiza-
tions of service systems, to indicate how service systems
evolved into service ecosystems via bridging publications.
The authors held regular progress reportmeetings, inform-
ing each other on the course of the analysis, presenting
preliminary results, discussing possible discrepancies, and
resolving possible problems, to make the analysis more
homogenous.
Some discrepancies between the authors’ analyses were

identified but were deemed non-substantial for the final
results and resolved through additional discussions. The
aim of the preliminary analysis and regular progress report
meetings was to compare ideas, reduce bias, continuously
shape and re-shape the results, and discuss potential dis-
agreements to consolidate the results. Moreover, this form
of organizing the analysis process reflects Light and Pille-
mer’s (1984) fourth principle of rigorous yet flexible review-
ing, which allowed the authors to adapt their mutual
understanding and obtain the results during the analysis.
The analysis revealed that the publications could be clas-

sified into three groups based on how the service system
conceptualization evolved: (1) service systems in service
management, (2) service systems as value constellations,
and (3) service ecosystems. The conceptualisation category
of the framework, paired with service system constituen-
cies, processes, and outcomes, guided the decision regard-
ing how to classify a specific publication. Consequently,
publications in the first group conceptualized service sys-
tems from three distinct yet related perspectives: market-
ing management, service firms, and relationships. All are
part of the traditional service management domain, with
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TABLE 2 Application of Light and Pillemer’s (1984) principles in the review

Light and Pillemer’s (1984)
principles Application in this review Aim(s)
The reviewing strategy and review
structure must be guided by the
purpose.

The article’s purpose is to systematise the extant
research on service (eco) systems and indicate
future research directions based on the analysis.
The review’s extended purpose is to
systematically review the literature on service
(eco) systems, identify the main research topics
(focusing on service [eco] systems’ constituent
elements, inherent processes, and outcomes),
perspectives, and bridging elements, and
suggest future research based on the review
results.

The purpose guided the reviewing strategy and
structured the review process by anchoring the
review around constituencies, processes, and
outcomes of service systems, as well as
perspectives and conceptualisations of service
systems, and the reported contributions of the
analysed articles.

To organise, structure,
operationalize, and shape
the review process

Disagreements among findings are
valuable and should be exploited.

The analysis revealed that some articles fell
between the main groups, combined several
conceptualizations of service systems, offered
an alternative view to a certain perspective, or
simply did not fit within the groups.

These disagreements were exploited to reveal the
bridges between the main evolutionary
developments in the field and indicate
alternative views to the dominant perspectives
within those developments.

To indicate bridges in the
service systems and
service ecosystems
literature and to
acknowledge the variety
within its main groups

Both quantitative and qualitative
information play key roles.

Each group is presented in quantitative terms, for
example, breakdowns of publications in
findings, and qualitative terms, for example,
insights regarding constituent elements,
inherent processes, outcomes, and theoretical
perspectives within each group.

To offer a more
comprehensive view of
service system
development and service
ecosystem literature by
presenting quantitative
and qualitative results in
a complementary fashion

Statistical precision cannot replace
conceptual clarity; systematic
reviews must be rigorous yet flexible
enough to adapt to the
circumstances of the review process.

The review process was organised in a rigorous
manner yet allowed for flexibility via the
authors’ discussions of these aspects.

To achieve a joint
perspective between the
authors to facilitate the
analysis process and
consolidate the results

the firm/organisation as the focal point. Publications in the
second group revealmore contemporary approaches to ser-
vice systems as value constellations, framed in two theo-
retical perspectives: service science and SDL. According to
this conceptualisation, they aim to create value via value
propositions. Value and complexity reflect the inner nature
of such systems. The outcome of service systems as value
constellations is value creation, achieved throughmultiple
interactions among actors. Publications in the third group
considered service ecosystems through an SDL lens. Ser-
vice ecosystems are socio-economical contexts shaped by

institutions and favour collaborative value co-creation via
relationships and resource integration.
One challenge was the complexity of the field of service

systems, epitomized in the variety of perspectives indicated
in the introduction and subsequently identified through
the analysis. In one case, some scholars would nominally
use the service system concept claiming to do so from
the outsets of one perspective while actually discussing
another competing or succeeding perspective. Normann’s
(2000) book on service management elaborates the ser-
vicemanagement system of a service firm operatingwithin
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value constellations. Another case is the concept of the
service system being used in different ways in different
service research fields. For example, service management
focuses on issues of service quality (Edvardsson, 1997),
while service science has attracted research from multi-
ple disciplines ranging from systems engineering and IT/IS
to different fields of economics, management, and busi-
ness (Polese et al., 2019), while SDL focused on develop-
ing the conceptualization of social (eco) systems based pri-
marily on sociological theories (Edvardsson et al., 2011b).
We interpret these challenges as consequences of the accel-
erated evolution of the conceptualisation of service sys-
tems to service ecosystems, as indicated byMustak and Plé
(2020).
To overcome these challenges, we employed two strate-

gies. First, during the preliminary analysis and concomi-
tant progress report meetings, we understood that the pri-
mary focus across the conceptualisations and perspectives
was value, under its varying labels (e.g., service quality,
value creation, value co-creation). Consequently, another
common denominator among the perspectives was the
commonquest for constituencies, processes, and outcomes
of service (eco) systems. We centred our review on these
commonalities, but we simultaneously had in mind dif-
ferent perspectives and differences among the conceptu-
alizations of service (eco) systems. This led us to the sec-
ond strategy:wewere guided by Light and Pillemer’s (1984)
second principle regarding disagreements (Table 2). We
understood that publications fitting between or portray-
ing two perspectives functioned as transitions between
two certain conceptualizations, and we labelled them
bridging publications because, in our analysis, they epito-
mised bridges in the development between two particular
conceptualisations of service systems and service ecosys-
tems. Figure 1 illustrates these transitions. Other divergent
results are addressed in the Results section.
Next, for each group, we first present a breakdown

with the main findings, followed by the constituencies,
processes, outcomes, perspectives, and bridging elements
leading to the next group. Thus, per Light and Pillemer’s
(1984) principle, both quantitative and qualitative informa-
tion are presented complementarily for a comprehensive
understanding of developments in service systems and ser-
vice ecosystems literature.

FROM SERVICE SYSTEMS TO SERVICE
ECOSYSTEMS

The analysis of service systems identified three groups
in the evolution from service systems to service ecosys-
tems: (1) service systems in service management, (2)
service systems as value constellations, and (3) service F
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ecosystems. The following sub-sections present each
group’s constituencies, processes, and outcomes and the
main theoretical perspectives and bridging publications
between the groups.

Group 1: Service systems in service
management

The first identified group comprises 149 publications, 62
conceptual, and 87 empirical. However, prior to this group,
the analysis identified publications that can be considered
antecedents of service systems, that is, proto-service sys-
tems. Alderson (2009) developed a functional theory of
marketing and conceptualized organized behaviour sys-
tems, which engage in negotiations and continuously
adjust to their unstable environment to sustain self-
stability. Regan (1963) claimed that services and service
systems add value to firms and increase competitive
advantage. Consequently, these proto-service systemswere
embedded in market segments and exhibited via service
delivery, with firms interacting with the business envi-
ronment. Negotiations, service delivery, and interactions
with the environment are the processes and stability is the
outcome. However, less can be interpreted regarding con-
stituencies. These proto-service systems planted seeds for
future service system development in servicemanagement
by linking service systems to marketing management, ser-
vice delivery, and relationships at the proto-level and con-
ceptualizing the firm as a system embedded in its environ-
ment.
Research on service systems has become more constant

since the 1980s. Most articles in Group 1 understand
service systems in service management as infrastructure
combining constituencies, such as actors, technology, the
environment, and organizations in space and time, to
offer service quality as the outcome via processes such as
service delivery and service innovation.

Service system constituencies in service
management

The analysis indicated that scholars mainly considered
service system constituencies and their optimal combi-
nation, leading to favourable outcomes. For example, for
Edvardsson (1997), a service system is a set of subsystems,
namely, customers, the organization’s structure and
system, management and staff, and physical and technical
resources. Tansik (1990) and Grönroos (1998) emphasize
customers’ crucial role in service systems. Grönroos also
stressed the support of the service system (systems sup-
port, management support, and physical support) driven
by service concepts. For Kandampully and Duddy (2001),

a service system is the coordination between employees’
empowerment to make independent decisions beneficial
to the customer and the firm, service guarantees, and
service recovery strategies.
Other publications contain the constituencies men-

tioned above. The service system as a set of components
that provide services around a product has two key fea-
tures: product and personnel (Samli &Kosenko, 1982). Per-
sonnel, processes, and physical facilities constitute another
combination of features (Stuart, 1998; Tax&Stuart, 1997). A
service systemwas defined as a context hosting the interac-
tions (Gupta & Torkzadeh, 1988) within which customers
should be trained (Voss, 2000). Technology was also a fre-
quently cited feature (Fisk, 1999; Voss, 2000). Luk et al.
(2013) highlighted service delivery and service recovery as
crucial to service systems in service management along
with technology, stressing that more research is needed
to understand how the development of employees’ skills
increases service quality.
The most frequently mentioned constituencies of ser-

vice systems in service management were the customers
(Grönroos, 1998; Kandampully & Duddy, 2001). This was
followed by independent and empowered employees, the
service concept(s), the organization as support, and other
resources, such as technology. Scholars emphasized the
interconnections among these elements (Cho & Menor,
2010) when describing a service system as a dynamic con-
figuration of service encounters, elements of a firm’s strat-
egy, quality dimensions, design, and service delivery.

Processes in service systems in service
management

Consequently, discussions regarding service system con-
stituencies in service management led to explorations of
service system processes, primarily how their combina-
tions can lead to optimal outputs in the form of service
quality. Research has addressed the most effective service
systems’ development and design, with a focus on service-
delivering firms’ effective functioning (Chase, 1978). Ser-
vice design issues were mentioned by Shostack (1987),
who understood service systems as internal systems of a
firm’s processes, services, and service delivery and used
blueprints to illustrate them. Gupta and Torkzadeh (1988)
targeted service system re-design throughknowledgeman-
agement and analysis of customers’ needs and activities
toward an improved combination of effectiveness and effi-
ciency.
Further, according to the analysis, service systems’ rel-

evance has been highlighted in relation to other pro-
cesses, such as service innovation. Edvardsson and Ols-
son (1996) suggested that service innovation includes the
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development of a service concept (i.e., which customer
needs are satisfied), a service system (i.e., the resources
necessary to deliver a service), a service process (Riedl
et al., 2011), and service-oriented competition (Desyllas
et al., 2018). Tax and Stuart (1997) highlighted the relation-
ships among services’ three key design dimensions (pro-
cesses, participants, and physical facilities) and how they
must be jointly considered to effectively plan a new service
system. Stuart (1998) emphasised that new services must
be aligned with existing service systems.

Outputs of service systems in service
management

Finally, service quality as the output of service systemswas
explored. Edvardsson’s (1997) seminal article focusing on
service quality is an example of intertwining service sys-
tems, service quality, and service design, illuminating ser-
vice systems’ features and reframing value creation. His
conceptualisation of a service system remains influential
today (used in Kowalkowski et al., 2011; Kowalkowski &
Witell, 2020). Service systems and service quality were also
discussed and linked to and via total quality management
(TQM; Lakhe & Mohanty, 1994), SERVQUAL (Jensen &
Markland, 1996), the service quality information system
(Berry & Parasuraman, 1997), and the setting of ISO stan-
dards (Karapetrovic, 1999).
Additionally, opposed to these dominant topics of inter-

est, the analysis revealed several under-researched top-
ics within this group. Few articles considered service sys-
tems in relation to well-established business topics, such
as service recovery (Kandampully & Duddy, 2001), cus-
tomer experience (Soman & Zhou, 2002), internal mar-
keting (Suh et al., 2011), service personalisation (Glushko
& Nomorosa, 2013), and servicescape (Ellway, 2014).
Recently, publications exploring service systems in the
context of new technologies such as the Internet of Things
(IoT; Tuan et al., 2019) have begun to appear.

Theoretical perspectives on service systems in
service management

We identified three distinct perspectives on service systems
in this group. The first views service systems through mar-
keting management. Gupta and Torkzadeh (1988) stressed
differentiation strategies pertaining to service systems.
Furthermore, the contribution of services and service sys-
tems to business results and growth has been discussed
(Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). Some recent studies still fol-
low this perspective, confirming their practical and applied
value – Tavakoli et al. (2016) discussed service quality in

an after-sales context, while Bodey et al. (2017) examined a
franchising service system.
Publications within the second perspective understand

service systems as services firms, such as engineering
firms (Lakhe & Mohanty, 1994), hospitality and tourism
firms (Kandampully & Duddy, 2001), and public services
(Osborne et al., 2015). Thus, service systems were treated
as service firms, service delivery systems, or service man-
agement systems. Finally, a strong relational perspective
was identified. This perspective emphasizes interactions,
customer involvement, and the role of skilled and trained
personnel in delivering services to customers. Martin et al.
(1985) understood the service system as a set of relations
aimed at service provision. Smith (1996) suggested that
communicationwith customers should be used to improve
the treatment of uncertainty in service design. Addition-
ally, Glushko and Nomorosa (2013) re-evaluated interac-
tions as information regarding service encounters, service
system design, and technology usage.

Publications bridging service systems in service
management and service systems as value
constellations

Some researchers have laid the groundwork for the evo-
lution of the field in general and for service systems in
particular by indicating a number of transformations that
transitioned the conceptualization of service systems in
service management to service systems as value constel-
lations. Kingman-Brundage et al. (1995), with their service
logic, emphasized service focus and value creation, link-
ing them to service systems and service delivery design.
In effect, they started the shift of focus from service qual-
ity to value and value creation as the output of service
systems. Moreover, as the need to reframe the under-
standing of service systems to a more dynamic view was
expressed (Fisk, 1999), leading to the notion of the com-
plexity of service systems, Normann (2000) placed the firm
at the centre of such a dynamic value constellation and
explained that a service management system comprised
market segments, that is, the customer types, service con-
cept (benefits offered), service delivery system, and image,
culture, and philosophy of the firm.Normann andRamírez
(1993) and Normann (2000) focused on service systems
from the value creation perspective and regarded service
systems as innovative linkages between human capaci-
ties. They de facto shifted the focus from customers and
employees to actors and their relationships and interac-
tions as the main constituencies and processes of service
systems, laying the ground for service science and SDL to
explore and refine these notions. This transition can also be
observed from the perspective of service systems in service
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management, which shifted from viewing service systems
within marketing management to viewing them as service
firms, to finally conceptualise service systems as sets of
relationships.
Having outlined the transitional ideas and established

the foundation for the next evolutionary period, this
review next relays the research of service systems as value
constellations.

Group 2: Service systems as value
constellations

The second group consists of 207 entries, with a predom-
inance of conceptual contributions (120) over empirical
ones (87). Most publications in this group depicted ser-
vice systems as value constellations, that is, complex sets
of actors exchanging resources aimed at offering value to
customers. Group 2 emerged from the transformative con-
ceptualizations of service systems in, for example, Nor-
man and Ramírez (1993) and Fisk (1999), which were
absorbed with SDL and, consequently, service science,
infusing them and expanding upon them with notions
from systems theory. Per this view, value constellations
are complex service systems, viable service systems, and
smart service systems. SDL regards service systems as con-
stellations favouring value co-creation using resource inte-
gration and interactions, while service science describes
service systems as a set of elements supporting value co-
creation and engaging in continuous exchanges with other
service systems.
The main constituencies used to describe a service sys-

tem according to this conceptualization are actors (people,
providers, clients, etc.) and resources (e.g., information,
knowledge, and technology), whereas resource integration
is the most relevant process and outcome value. Moreover,
the conceptualization of service systems in this group is
more holistic and dynamic. They are not amere sum of the
above parts; their complex and rational combination aims
to create value. Plé and Chumpitaz-Cáceres (2010) defined
service systems as configurations of resources linked to
other systems by value propositions. Moreover, the con-
stituencies of a service system can enable value co-creation
by interacting with other service systems to exchange
resources and knowledge and shape value propositions
(Bithas et al., 2018).

Constituencies of service systems as value
constellations

In this group, actors and resources are the main con-
stituents, although this may be an oversimplification

because, per this perspective, service systems arise from
the intricate relationships and interactions among the con-
stituencies, resulting in value as the outcome.Here, service
systems are understood as configurations of people and
technology achieving value co-creation (Vargo et al., 2008)
and have been defined as ‘complex systems in which spe-
cific arrangements of people and technologies take actions
that provide value for others’ (Ng et al., 2011, p. 14). Actors
in a service system can be, for example, the service user,
the buyer, and the provider (Daim et al., 2010). However,
the authors recognised the need to expand their views from
actors to other constituencies, such as people and tech-
nology. This set of constituencies expands on the previous
understanding that Spohrer et al. (2007) proposed: people,
technology, and service systems are linked through value
propositions and shared information.
The analysis revealed knowledge and technologies as

particularly sophisticated resources helping actors in their
catalytic processes toward value as the outcome. For exam-
ple, Maglio and Spohrer (2008) highlighted information
and knowledge as the processes’main components leading
to value and service innovation. Maglio et al. (2009) clar-
ified the role of service systems in creating value through
both operand and operant resources, the nature of service
systems, and the methods andmechanisms enabling a ser-
vice system’s workability. Operand resources are those on
which an act or operation is performed, while operant are
those that act on other resources (Vargo & Lusch, 2004),
and the service systems view enhanced by SDL requires
marketing to focus on the latter (Madhavaram & Hunt,
2008).
Technology emerged as a constituency supporting ser-

vice system processes, enabling multiple actors to collab-
orate more smoothly beyond dyadic relationships char-
acterizing service systems in service management. Mogre
et al. (2009) focused on the role of technology because
it connects people and value propositions. Trischler and
Charles (2018) referred to technology’s support for value
co-creation in service systems. They proposed that ‘tech-
nology contributes to the co-creation of value by enabling
the sharing of information within and across service sys-
tems’ (Trischler & Charles, 2018, p. 25). Recently, research
conceptualizing smart service systems (Beverungen et al.,
2019), in which technology plays a crucial role, has
been drastically expanding. Technology in such systems
enables interactions among multiple actors and favours
the implementation of individualised value propositions,
thus facilitating value co-creation. On the other hand,
some researchers discuss instead human-centred service
systems (Huetten et al., 2019), such as hospitals, dominated
by human behaviour, human cognition, and human emo-
tions (Maglio et al., 2015).
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Processes in service systems as value
constellations

Resources, people, and knowledge interact collabora-
tively to achieve value as an outcome of service systems
(Barile & Polese, 2010). These processes are a form of
intricate dynamics among resources, actors, contexts, and
other constituencies involved in resource integration as a
participative process that emphasises complexity, adapt-
ability, and flexibility as inherent in service systems as
value constellations. Ng and Andreu (2012) claimed that
complexity arises in a service system consisting of inter-
actions and connections among individuals, institutions,
processes, and practices. Anderson et al. (2016) stressed
the centrality of resource integration through the idea
of responsibility-permeating actors, the structural ten-
sions of resource integration, and resource integration
practices.
Complexity is inherent in service systems because of its

dynamic nature (Badinelli et al., 2012) and the combined
effect of value co-creation, experiences, and actors’ partici-
pation in interactions and resource integration (Åkesson
et al., 2014). Complexity vis-à-vis resource integration
depends not just on the number of actors and factors taking
part in value propositions but also, because of their variety,
on the intricacy of relationships and dynamics featuring
both the context and interactions. Service system complex-
ity has also been investigated empirically (Sangiorgi et al.,
2019), emphasising the role of collaboration and flexibility
in service system transformation.
The analysis of service systemsmoved towards complex-

ity when authors (e.g., Barile & Polese, 2010) combined
the viable system approach (VSA) and SDL. Subsequently,
complexity emerged as relevant because of the substan-
tial number of actors and the dynamics of their interac-
tions and relationships involved in resource integration
and creation of sustainable value propositions (Patricio
et al., 2011). The adaptability and flexibility of these pro-
cesses are particularly important for resource integration
and value proposition formation (Krishna & Lelescu, 2011)
as no actor can provide service alone and all actors should
profit from service system participation (Tan et al., 2011).
However, despite the emphasis on their relevance, more
research into service systems’ adaptability and flexibility
has been sought (Ostrom et al., 2015).
Identified as a process in the previous group (service

systems in service management), service innovation was
reframed to include the multi-actor perspective, collabo-
rative view, and resource integration complexities. Paton
and McLaughlin (2008) combined innovation and service
science by balancing the importance of innovation and

service exchange. Perks et al. (2012) framed innovation
in SDL when considering service system configuration as
fertile ground, leading innovation to contribute to value
co-creation. Research interest in service innovation as an
aspect of service systems is increasing (Feldmann et al.,
2019; Sangiorgi et al., 2019).

Outcomes of service systems as value
constellations

Value has been deemed the ultimate outcome of processes
in service systems as value constellations. Per this view,
value creation is at the core of service systems’ existence.
Consequently, system outcomes are collaborative, and the
value created is higher than the sum of the value that
each part can create (Ng & Andreu, 2012). Frost and Lyons
(2017) emphasized that the combination of components
leads to successful service systems, namely, responding
to changes depending on actors and their interactions.
The authors also highlighted that more understanding is
needed regarding various combinations’ potential effects
on outcomes.
A value-based service system combines and orientates

people, resources, and knowledge toward the value cre-
ation of and for the actors involved in the service system.
The orientation toward value co-creation shapes a service
system (Maglio & Spohrer, 2008), and its constituencies
and processes are necessary to realise value in the system
(Vargo et al., 2008). Value as an outcome is also observable
in customer experiences, as they are affected by a service
system’s proper management (Edvardsson et al., 2011a)
and can be more flexibly designed because customers join
the co-creation of experiences (Patricio et al., 2011), and
by service experiences, which are always co-created in a
service system (Edvardsson et al., 2013). Gil Saura et al.
(2005) observed additional effects of realised value, such
as employee satisfaction, learning consequences for both
employees and customers (i.e., actors), and the setting of
communication standards, potentially improving future
interactions and resource integration.
Finally, Vargo and Akaka (2009) delineated value cre-

ation as the outcome of the interaction of multiple service
systems, as no individual or pair of service systems suf-
ficiently depicts value emergence from the perspective of
mutual value creation. This conceptualisation of value as
the outcome of interactions between service systems leads
to publications bridging service systems as value constella-
tions and service ecosystems, the latter frequently concep-
tualised as ‘systems of service systems’ (Vargo & Akaka,
2012).
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Theoretical perspectives on service systems as
value constellations

The analysis recognized two perspectives in this group:
SDL and service science. They occasionally overlap
because of some of their commonalities and their cross-
pollination (López et al., 2011), but most publications focus
on one perspective. Essentially, although service science
attracted scientists from many cultural domains willing to
contribute to service-centred phenomena research (Polese
et al., 2019), and SDL developed primarily from marketing
studies (Go Jefferies et al., 2019), both sought more under-
standing of service systems’ constituencies, processes, and
outcomes.
Service science has dominated the debate since 2007 and

inspired advances in SDL; the first articles on service sys-
tems from the SDL perspective lie somewhere between ser-
vice science and SDL (Maglio & Spohrer, 2008). Service sci-
ence describes service systems according to the depiction
of evolutionary contexts, shaped by multiple actors oper-
ating through technology as part of continuously chang-
ing settings where value is created. This view, dependent
on Spohrer et al. (2007), is recalled by scholars focusing
on service systems’ dynamic configuration (Maglio et al.,
2009), the joint service provision highlighting the roles of
providers, customers, and other actors (Daim et al., 2010)
and identifying the consequences of setting customer expe-
rience (Edvardsson et al., 2011a), thus permeating the mar-
keting debate as well.
The SDL perspective shifts from the assumption that

firms seek effective and efficient ways to provide services
(Ng et al., 2012), but further advances are proposed when
considering the combination of multiple offerings in ser-
vice constellations, constituting the essence of service sys-
tems themselves (Pinho et al., 2014). This combination
led scholars beyond the dyad, highlighting triadic value
propositions, with resource integration and value align-
ment as essential mechanisms to achieve value co-creation
(Kowalkowski et al., 2016).

Publications bridging service systems as value
constellations and service ecosystems

Some publications we analysed anticipated or inspired
advances leading the development from service systems
to service ecosystems. Some examples of these 32 bridging
contributions included Akaka et al. (2012), who argued for
widening the service system perspective due to the B2C to
actor-to-actor transition, andMcColl-Kennedy et al. (2012),
who questioned why scholars used network and ecosys-
tem almost interchangeably and emphasized the advan-

tages of the ecosystem conceptualization. As in the pre-
vious bridge, publications identified between service sys-
tems as value constellations and service ecosystems offered
transformations of some concepts, driving the evolution to
the next stage. In addition to Akaka et al. (2012) and actor-
to-actor exchange pivoting around value, Mars et al. (2012)
demonstrated why using the ecosystem metaphor is bene-
ficial for service research, leaning toward complexity. This
shift revolving around complexity was also pronounced
in Barile et al. (2016) work, which proposed a perspective
based on a multi-level analysis consisting of service sys-
tems, networked service systems, and service ecosystems.
The centrality of value propositions in service systems as
value constellations shifted to resource integration and a
stronger focus on institutions and institutional arrange-
ments (Frow et al., 2014). These articles jointly empha-
size that service ecosystems as an emerging metaphor
are more suitable for showing actors’ changing roles in
service systems and emphasising such complex systems’
dynamics.

Group 3: Service ecosystems

Group 3 consisted of 352 publications, with conceptual
publications representing a slight majority (180). Most
(62%) of this group’s publications were published in 2020.
Per this conceptualization, a service ecosystem is a set of
social and economic actors in a context shaped by insti-
tutions, with actor-to-actor structures continuously re-
created formutual value creation.Most of this group’s pub-
lications are framed within SDL, as the authors described
actors as service systems’ main constituent elements;
their relationships, resource integration, service exchange,
and institutions and institutional arrangements as ecosys-
tems’ inherent processes; and value (co-creation) as the
outcome. However, more recently, even service science
reframed itsmain postulates to the service ecosystems con-
ceptualization (Maglio et al., 2019).
Service ecosystem literature development accelerated

beginning with Vargo and Lusch’s (2010) first mention
of the concept. The most recurring debates in this group
revolved around actors and their relationships as service
ecosystems’ constituencies, resource integration as the
process shaped by institutions, and value creation as
the outcome. These debates contributed to the more
general SDL discourse and were recognized in Vargo and
Lusch’s (2016) definition of service ecosystems as rela-
tively self-contained, self-adjusting systems of resource-
integrating actors connected by shared institutional
arrangements and mutual value creation through service
exchange.
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Constituencies of service ecosystems

Actors in service ecosystems and their relationships,
both in the traditional B2C approach in marketing stud-
ies (Blomberg, 2008) and as a network of relationships
and social interactions supporting collaborative value co-
creation (Merz et al., 2009), can be considered service
ecosystems’ constituencies. Moreover, SDL’s influence
corroborated a more detailed focus on relationships
because a service ecosystem allows for the dynamic obser-
vation of relationships, even when considering complexity
and the time-based perspective, as both challenge the static
conceptualization of a service ecosystem (Ben Letaifa &
Reynoso, 2015). The focus on relationships highlights ser-
vice ecosystem dynamics because actors’ roles can change.
Westrup (2018) illuminated such a change in determin-
ing public service provision’s main features and claiming
that citizens should not always be considered the user
or the staff of local agencies as providers. Based on the
same assumption, Helkkula et al. (2018) identified actors’
various and changing roles in a service ecosystem and
noted that every actor can contribute to service innova-
tion. When the roles of actors change, they stimulate other
changes, shaping markets in a new way (Kaartemo et al.,
2020), thus leading to new interplays within the service
ecosystem.
The consideration of actors and their relationships pro-

gressed to include actor-to-actor or service-to-service or
was generally based on cooperation and exchange. Lusch
and Nambisan (2015) adopted the actor-to-actor approach,
and these relationships’ structure was the service ecosys-
tem. Focusing on this perspective requires additional focus
on engagement as a descriptor of the intensity of every
actor’s effort (Finsterwalder, 2017). Engagement is rele-
vant because it affects actors’ interactions and integration
of resources, as Röndell et al. (2016) proposed when stat-
ing that co-creation activities are strongly dependent on
customer engagement. Pelletier and Cloutier (2019) inves-
tigated the adoption of digital transformation in small
firms’ B2C relationships, determining that technologies
increased relationship intricacy and led to the need to focus
more on human skills, financial resources, and organisa-
tional capabilities supporting successful decision-making.
Pandey et al. (2020) identified the possibilities of digital
technologies in B2B marketing and suggested focusing on
the sales team and available resources to maximize these
technologies’ use.

Processes in service ecosystems

The resource integration process is the key process occur-
ring within service ecosystems and is shaped by institu-

tions and institutional arrangements. Lusch et al. (2016)
emphasized resource integration regarding service-for-
service exchanges between actors in a service ecosystem;
this notion has been more recently applied in the con-
text of cities (Cassidy & Resnick, 2020), stressing col-
laborations’ role in a ‘community hub’ supporting retail-
ers. Peters (2019) observed resource integration from a
service ecosystem perspective, advocating that resource-
integrating actors collectively contribute to service ecosys-
tem development. Due to value’s social nature, norms are
needed, leading to the necessity of monitoring and con-
trol. The authors proposed two other considerations: (1)
a service ecosystem’s dynamics are useful in depicting
actors as the holders of resources needed to achieve value
and (2) value emerges in points different from that host-
ing the exchange due to the notion of value-in-use, lead-
ing to further expansion of the context’s dynamics. Lusch
et al. (2016) adopted the service-for-service approachwhen
describing value creation contexts as dependent on service-
for-service exchanges, resource integration, and institu-
tions. The service ecosystem’s relevance led Vargo and
Lusch (2016) to expand the foundational premises of SDL
by adding the fifth axiom. They claimed that value creation
occurs in a complex context depending on the actors’ coop-
eration and coordination and the effects of institutions and
institutional arrangements.
Institutions and institutional arrangements are perhaps

the predominantly studied aspect of service ecosystems,
with many 2020 publications addressing institutions (see
especially Vink et al., 2021). They are norms and regula-
tions that the actors create to facilitate value co-creation
in a service ecosystem (Vargo & Lusch, 2014); thus, while
institutions are guiding actors toward value co-creation,
due to the changes taking place in an ecosystem, they
are constantly changing (Akaka & Vargo, 2015) to sup-
port all actors in their co-creative roles. The effects of
institutions in service ecosystems have been conceptually
described by Berthod et al. (2019), who considered power
derived from existing institutions a hindrance to the accep-
tance of newvalue propositions. Institutionalizing changes
from new value propositions is complex and unpredictable
(Tuominen et al., 2020). These considerations stress com-
plexity as a key feature of service ecosystems. Complex-
ity results from a service ecosystem’s self-adjustment, as
it derives from maintaining institutions (Koskela-Huotari
et al., 2016; Nenonen et al., 2018). Wieland et al. (2016)
confirmed the direct tie between institutions, institutional
arrangements, and complexity when combining centricity,
service ecosystems’ dynamic nature, and value conceptu-
aliations’ extension from value-in-use to value-in-context.
Recent advancements have deepened the understanding
of service ecosystems’ complexity (Barile & Saviano, 2018;
Gummesson et al., 2018) and how service ecosystems
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evolve through institutional work (Nenonen et al., 2018;
Sajtos et al., 2018).

Outcomes of service ecosystems

Frow et al. (2015) depicted the shift from service systems
to the service ecosystem perspective in terms of value
co-creation as an outcome. The authors investigated the
dynamic process of value co-creation in service systems
as leading to improved conditions for the actors shaping
the ecosystem and focused on the ecosystem as the con-
text in which these effects occur. The focus on context was
not new in the service ecosystem debate; for Ordanini and
Parasuraman (2011), contexts hosting service provision and
value co-creation are the service ecosystems themselves,
namely, structures, social and economic, whereby actors
interact through institutions, technology, and languages.
Akaka et al. (2014) proposed that the service ecosystem
emerges in a value co-creation context and used sym-
bols to link the new concept to interactions, information,
resource integration, and value assessment. Other articles
diverged, promoting alternative views of service ecosys-
tem contexts, such as customer ecosystems (Heinonen &
Strandvik, 2015), where customers define their own ecosys-
tems’ relevant components.
Service ecosystems comprise actors and their relation-

ships, where resource integration occurs due to institu-
tions and institutional arrangements (Ng & Vargo, 2018).
Such ecosystems’ outcome is value co-creation through
service-for-service exchanges. The dynamics and complex-
ity of ecosystem processes lead to the new conceptualiza-
tion, confirmed by new technologies’ crucial role in sup-
porting actors’ coordination and cooperation.

Theoretical perspectives on service ecosystems

The analysis identified one dominant perspective in this
group, SDL. Vargo and Lusch epitomized SDL’s domi-
nance as a perspective in Group 3, framing service ecosys-
tems within SDL as a continuation of the service systems
as value constellations conceptualization (Vargo & Lusch,
2014, 2016). Other perspectives in this group, such as trans-
formative service research (TSR) and service innovation,
are related to and originate from SDL. Finsterwalder et al.
(2017) built on SDL to implement a service ecosystem
approach to fill TSR’s gaps. Baron et al. (2018) argued that
the multilevel approach in service design was a relevant
prerequisite to service innovation due to the opportunities
provided by the service ecosystem’s elements. Vink et al.
(2021) framed service designwithin service ecosystems and
SDL.

Helkkula et al. (2018) summarized service innovation’s
key contributions, presenting four archetypes of service
innovation focusing on the value co-created, actors, and
their role to depict how service innovation changes ser-
vice ecosystems. The outcome of service ecosystem inno-
vations was described as a way to generate value for the
ecosystem’s actors, making the ecosystem sustainable over
time (Jonas et al., 2019). In their book chapter, Mele and
Russo-Spena (2019) focused on service innovation in ser-
vice ecosystems as a more suitable frame for capturing the
social, cultural, and technological features affecting ser-
vice innovation outcomes. This chapter exemplifies a shift
in service science, especially visible in several chapters in
Maglio et al. (2019) edited volume, where service ecosys-
tems also began to pervade service science.

Publications looking forward: bridges towards
the future

One article set the stage for further advances in ser-
vice ecosystem studies: Vargo and Lusch (2017) proposed
a research agenda for service scholars and defined ser-
vice ecosystems as a new unit of analysis in service
research. Another observation regarding future develop-
ment is the ongoing expansion of the service ecosystem
concept. Spohrer et al. (2011, 2013, 2017) promoted the con-
cept of service ecology. Ng et al. (2019) also declared ser-
vice ecology the next step, while Simmonds et al. (2018)
widened service ecosystems’ scope and nature by propos-
ing service ecotones, complex interactional and transi-
tional boundary zones formed by the intersection of rela-
tional, technological, and institutional relations that sepa-
rate functioning and coherent service ecosystems. Essen-
tially, they proposed an ecosystem of service ecosystems.
In such service ecology, service ecotones, or service eco-

spheres, it is logical to assume that individual service
ecosystems are its constituent elements and are involved
in extremely complex and intricate exchanges among
the ecosystems themselves and their actors. Such service
exchanges and resource integration processes are governed
by institutions at this supra-level. We have identified at
least two publications indicating supra-institutions: Frow
et al. (2019) place the micro-, meso-, and macro-levels of
service ecosystems withinmeta-level practices and institu-
tions; Windahl et al. (2020) explained the long-term rele-
vance and consequences of strategic decisions on themeta-
level for value-creation system evolution.
More empirical research is expected (Mustak & Plé,

2020); few publications address service ecosystems’ prac-
tical elements (Lindhult et al., 2018), and less is known
about how the continuous service ecosystem rearrange-
ment occurs. Theorizations describe how actors change
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their role (Helkkula et al., 2018; Quero & Ventura, 2019);
however, how external actors join a service ecosystem, the
effects on the relational side, and how value co-creation
is affected when new entities join in the short and long
term remain unclear. Moreover, certain constituencies,
processes, and outputs of service systems in service man-
agement have begun to be reframed as service ecosystems,
such as service recovery (Arsenovic et al., 2019) and ser-
vice design (Vink et al., 2021); hence, there is potential for
further reframing, for example, of service delivery and ser-
vice quality vis-à-vis value-in-use.

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this article is to systematise the extant
research into service (eco) systems and indicate potential
future research by tracing the evolution of service systems
to service ecosystems. Based on the findings, Table 3 shows
conclusions, systematizes future research directions, and
proposes potential research questions that could direct rel-
evant research. We then discuss service (eco) system lit-
erature evolution by portraying aspects that appear across
groups. Finally, we offer glimpses of five intriguing notions
of service (eco) systemswith the potential to stimulate new
research directions: service ecospheres, service ecosystem
simplicity, failures of service ecosystems, paradox in ser-
vice ecosystems, and panarchy and service ecosystems.
Our analysis focused on the evolution of service systems

to service ecosystems by identifying the main topics, per-
spectives, and bridges. To trace the evolution, we identi-
fied common denominators that appeared across groups.
Specifically, we traced the evolution and how the bridges
occurred by rendering conceptual movements of three
overall aspects of service systems: service systems’ con-
stituencies, inherent processes present in service systems,
and service system outcomes (Figure 1). We found that the
research focus and locus shifted; while Group 1 is primar-
ily interested in marketing management and service firms
where service systems are closely related and often essen-
tially equal to service delivery systems or service firms
overall, Groups 2 and 3 gradually redefined service systems
and, eventually, service ecosystems as more dynamic sys-
tems consisting of many actors involved in relationships
and creating value for each other. According to this latter
conceptualisation, service firms can be considered actors
that interact with other actors, which are also service sys-
tems, in complex networks and ecosystems based on ser-
vice exchanges and mutual value (co-)creation.
The notion of the evolution of service systems to ser-

vice ecosystems is strengthened by other aspects of ser-
vice systems that appear across groups. The origins of some
aspects of service systems are observed in the preceding

group(s). For example, complexity was one of the main
topics in Group 2. However, service management studies
have already described service systems as difficult to man-
age; managers must strive to make the firm capable of pro-
viding services, and workers must be aware of the entire
service system (Chase, 1978). Olaisen and Revang (1991)
explicitly proposed complexity, as service systems should
embed all features necessary to support both service oper-
ations and delivery. Moreover, issues of complexity can be
acknowledged in Group 3 (Wieland et al., 2016), and com-
plexity will likely be crucial in upcoming conceptualiza-
tions of service ecospheres and service ecology.
Another aspect appearing across the groups is the flex-

ibility of service ecosystems, observed in Group 3, as an
aspect that enables service ecosystems’ longevity and via-
bility. However, Shostack (1987) emphasised changes as an
inherent trait of service systems in service management,
together with the need to adapt a service system’s struc-
ture to changes in the business environment. Similarly, ser-
vice science noted change as a way to perform adjustments
to address the evolutionary nature of service systems, in
line with the conceptualisation of complex adaptive sys-
tems (Maglio et al., 2009). We also noted how certain con-
stituencies, processes, outcomes, and other concepts have
shifted along the evolution. Service innovation and cus-
tomer experience appeared in all three groups. Moreover,
some authors invoked the need to understand servitisa-
tion from the service ecosystem perspective (Kohtamäki
et al., 2019), while others reframed service recovery (Arsen-
ovic et al., 2019) and service design (Vink et al., 2021)
from the service ecosystem perspective. In this context, we
highlighted how publications in Group 1 emphasized effi-
ciency, leading to the conclusion that a single optimal prof-
itable combination of service system constituencies (Gil
Saura et al., 2005) should exist but that this combination
must be constantly adapted (Katzan, 2009). Conversely,
Group 2’s discourse clarified that constituencies’ modular-
ity leads to value creation (Bask et al., 2011), while research
in Group 3 suggested that this combination and recombi-
nation of constituencies is inherent and emergent (Vargo
et al., 2015) and that the outcomes of these processes are
never fully controllable or predictable (Vink et al., 2021).
Consequently, we expect more similar reframing in the
future.

Beyond the confinements of existing
service system discourses

In an attempt to propel the research in more stimulating
directions, we extrapolated five notions which the extant
literature only initiated or to which it did not dedicate suit-
able attention.
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TABLE 3 Conclusions, future research directions, and proposed research questions

Group Research implications
Proposed research
directions

Proposed research
questions

Service systems in service
management
Interlinked
constituencies such as
customers, employees,
resources, and
technology, designed in
an infrastructure that
delivers service of
superior quality

The interplay among
constituencies and the
introduction of new
technologies (e.g., IoT)
update several existing
research themes, leading
to, for example, the role
of employees in such
service systems, service
encounters and
customers’ participation,
and new ways to
customise offerings

Exploration of
technology-enhanced
service management in
the light of the existing
updated themes, such as
the role of employees in
such systems, service
encounters, design of
such systems, and service
customisation

How is employees’ role
modified in
IoT-enhanced service
systems?

How is ‘the moment of
truth’ during service
encounters modified in
such service systems?

How are such service
systems designed?

How do
technology-mediated
interactions in service
management systems
affect service
customisation, service
provision, and service
quality?

Service systems as value
constellations

Complex combinations of
actors, resources,
knowledge, value
propositions, and
technologies configure
service systems and their
processes aimed at
collaborative value
creation

The variety of
constituencies led to
complexity and required
adaptability/flexibility to
run successful processes
connecting value
propositions,
technologies, and people

Service systems’
adaptability and
flexibility

Service systems’ change
processes and dynamics

The role of technology
vis-à-vis human agency
in smart service systems
and human-centred
service systems

Service ecosystems
Actor-to-actor structures
continuously shaped by
institutions creating
value and well-being
through service
exchange, in processes
that are dynamically
changing in line with
context

The coordination and
cooperation of actors is
brought to another level
by technology. The
adaptation to new
technologies is both an
innate feature of a service
ecosystem and an
application of the
concept of institutions.

Innovation is meant as
crucial in furthering
service ecosystem
viability

The changing role of actors
in service ecosystems

Technology as a resource in
service ecosystems

How do service ecosystems
react when new actors
join the ecosystem and
disturb its equilibrium?

How are resource
integration and
institutions as inherent
service ecosystem
processes catalysed due
to technology?
What role does (service)
innovation play in this
catalysis?

How does this reflect on
value creation as service
ecosystem output?

One such notion is related to the publications that began
to bridge service ecosystems and the next step in concep-
tual development. These publications anticipate the devel-
opment of service ecology (Ng et al., 2019; Spohrer et al.,
2017) and service ecotones as ecosystems of service ecosys-
tems (Simmonds et al., 2018). We expect that future service
ecology, service ecotone, and service ecosphere (the sums
of service ecosystems within a given area) research will

propagate. This research, similar to research in previous
groups, will likely attempt to providemore insight into eco-
sphere constituencies, processes, and outcomes. Issues of
complexity are highly relevant in the exploration of ser-
vice ecospheres and service ecology and their constituen-
cies, processes, and outcomes, and some publications have
addressed the supra-level of institutions and institutional
arrangements (Frow et al., 2019; Windahl et al., 2020).
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Another intriguing possibility for scholarly exploration
is simplicity as an antipode to complexity. Service sys-
tem studies have borrowed conceptualizations and tools
related to complexity from systems theory (Barile & Polese,
2010). Consequently, this theory could enrich the dis-
cussion on service ecosystems by lending the concepts
of simplicity and system simplification (Kopetz, 2019).
The level of complexity in current service ecosystems is
rising, not least due to technology (Barile et al., 2020), with
the effect of such increased complexity of service ecosys-
tems being perceived as ‘simple’. On the other hand, some
systems researchers warned that systems’ increasing com-
plexitymay lead to their deterioration and that they should
consequently be decomplexified and exchanged for other,
loosely coupled structures (Ing, 2013). Moreover, adopting
the ecosystem simplicity concept from biology may enrich
extant research, for example, methodologically. Studying
service ecosystems has been deemed challenging regard-
ing capturing all of its complexities (Baron et al., 2018;
Brodie & Gustafsson, 2016; Vargo & Lusch, 2017), partic-
ularly when the analysis level is raised to a service system
or a service ecosystem (Barile et al., 2016). One inspiration
from biology is to focus on isolated ecosystems, such as
islands, which have proven useful for studying and draw-
ing conclusions about mainland ecosystems (González-
Castro & Nogales, 2014).
Another neglected notion in service ecosystem research

considers why they (might) fail. As our analysis shows,
most research is currently preoccupied with developing
concepts, theories, and frameworks (Mustak & Plé, 2020),
most focused on constructive service ecosystem mech-
anisms. However, behaviour within ecosystems can be
limited by so-called constraints, that is, structures and
mechanisms that can modify and, in many cases, termi-
nate ecosystems (Etxeberria &Moreno, 2001; Pattee, 1972).
According to these authors, such constraints donot emerge
freely within existing ecosystems but are instead inher-
ited. In translating this reasoning to service ecosystems,
constraints might exist affecting constituencies, hindering
processes, or preventing ecosystems from realising their
outcomes, while the institutions and institutional arrange-
ments shaping service ecosystems may not necessarily
emerge but, rather, be fully or partially inherited from the
previous renditions of service ecosystems. Thus, the ser-
vice ecosystem failure notion offers interesting research
possibilities regarding service ecosystems’ emergence as a
trait.
We outlined value creation as service ecosystems’ out-

come. However, research focused on value destruction
and value no-creation began to appear more recently, not
necessarily directly linked to service ecosystems (Makko-
nen & Olkkonen, 2017; Sthapit & Björk, 2020). Presum-
ing that these three outcomes of the so-called interac-

tive value formation (IVF) frequently occur simultane-
ouslywithin a service ecosystem, tensions between various
actors, their service exchanges, and resource integration
processes likely arise, leading to tensions between insti-
tutions and institutional arrangements shaping the ser-
vice ecosystem. To understand this paradox as ‘contradic-
tory yet interrelated opposites that exist simultaneously
and persist over time’ (Cunha & Putnam, 2019, p. 95),
paradox theory (Smith & Lewis, 2011) may prove useful.
Applying the latter authors’ dynamic equilibrium paradox
model to service ecosystems regarding the three IVF out-
comes may lead to new and interesting insights for both
fields.
Finally, research merging conceptualizations of service

ecosystems and natural ecosystems is appearing (Löbler,
2017; Matthies et al., 2016; Shirahada & Fisk, 2013). This
research adapts and propagates the concept of socio-
ecological systems existing in other fields of science; hence,
infusing insights from those fields in service ecosystem
research might prove relevant. We suggest the infusion
of the concept of panarchy, which may help explain ser-
vice ecosystem complexity, flexibility, and transformation.
Panarchy suggests that complex systems are structured dis-
continuously, that they undergo cycles of destruction and
renewal, and that cross-scale linkages are critical to sys-
tem function (Garmestani et al., 2020). When ecosystems
face important shocks, adaptive mechanisms and prop-
erties within the ecosystem lead it into a new reorgani-
zation phase, which produces another exploitation phase
(Boyer, 2020).

Limitations

Our literature review disregarded publications explicitly
positioned in service operations management, service sys-
tem optimization, and other related fields within the
broader service management domain. One conclusion
from this observation is that research of traditional service
systems in service management has likely moved to more
specialized fields. The inclusion of publications from these
fieldswould likely have generated different results and pre-
sented an alternative view of service systems research. To
address this limitation, we recommend performing simi-
lar literature reviews focusing on service systems in service
operations management and service systems optimisation
to offer alternative views that complement our research.
As a next step, a meta-review presenting a more complete
overview of the service systems field might provide insight
into the broader field and generate additional integration
in this highly exciting branch of service management.
To conclude, we offer a research recommendation that

considers performing literature reviews. In this review,
we applied four guidelines from Light and Pillemer’s
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(1984) seminal methodological work on systematic litera-
ture reviews. While widely used in medicine (Lau et al.,
1997) and quantitative literature reviews (Hox et al., 2017),
their recommendations are rarely applied in management
studies. Thus, our adaptation of their guidelines to our
qualitative literature review introduces Light and Pille-
mer (1984) to management studies with the potential for a
further and broader application of their recommendation-
derived methods.

ORCID
DaniloBrozović https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9579-3266
MarcoTregua https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1579-7676

REFERENCES
Adner, R. (2017) Ecosystem as structure: an actionable construct for
strategy. Journal of Management, 43(1), 39–58.

Adrodegari, F. & Saccani, N. (2017) Business models for the service
transformation of industrial firms. The Service Industries Journal,
37(1), 57–83.

Akaka, M., Vargo, S.L. & Lusch, R.F. (2012) An exploration of net-
works in value cocreation: a service-ecosystems view. In Special
issue–Toward a better understanding of the role of value in markets
and marketing. Emerald Group Publishing Limited, pp. 13–50.

Akaka, M. A. & Vargo, S. L. (2015) Extending the context of ser-
vice: fromencounters to ecosystems. Journal of ServicesMarketing,
29(6/7), 453–462.

Akaka,M.A., Corsaro,D., Kelleher, C.,Maglio, P. P., Seo, Y., Lusch, R.
F., et al. (2014) The role of symbols in value cocreation.Marketing
Theory, 14(3), 311–326.

Åkesson, M., Edvardsson, B. & Tronvoll, B. (2014) Customer expe-
rience from a self-service system perspective. Journal of Service
Management, 25(5), 677–698.

Alderson,W. (2009)Marketing Behavior andExecutive Action (reprint
of 1957 edition), Eastford: Martino Fine Books.

Anderson, S., Rayburn, S.W. & Sierra, J.J. (2019) Future thinking: the
role of marketing in healthcare. European Journal of Marketing,
53(8), 1521–1545.

Anderson, L., Spanjol, J., Jefferies, J.G., Ostrom, A.L., Nations Baker
C., Bone, S.A., et al. (2016) Responsibility and well-being: resource
integration under responsibilization in expert services. Journal of
Public Policy & Marketing, 35(2), 262–279.

Anke, J., Poeppelbuss, J. & Alt, R. (2020) It takes more than two to
tango: identifying roles and patterns in multi-actor smart service
innovation. Schmalenbach Business Review, 1–36.

Arsenovic, J., Edvardsson, B.&Tronvoll, B. (2019)Moving toward col-
laborative service recovery: a multiactor orientation. Service Sci-
ence, 11(3), 201–212.

Atiq, A., Gardner, L. & Srinivasan, A. (2017) An experience-based col-
laborative service system model. Service Science, 9(1), 14–35.

Autio, E. & Thomas, L.D. (2020) Value co-creation in ecosystems:
insights and research promise from three disciplinary perspec-
tives. InHandbook ofDigital Innovation. EdwardElgar Publishing,
pp. 107–132.

Badinelli, R., Barile, S., Ng, I., Polese, F., Saviano, M. & Di Nauta, P.
(2012) Viable service systems and decisionmaking in serviceman-
agement. Journal of Service Management, 23(4), 498–526.

Barile, S. & Polese, F. (2010) Linking the viable system and many-to-
many network approaches to service-dominant logic and service
science. International Journal of Quality and Service Sciences, 2(1),
23–42.

Barile, S. & Saviano, M. (2018) Complexity and sustainability in man-
agement: insights from a systems perspective. In: Barile, S., Pelli-
cano, M. and Polese, F. (eds) Social Dynamics in a Systems Perspec-
tive. Cham, DE: Springer, pp. 39–64.

Barile, S., Grimaldi, M., Loia, F. & Sirianni, C.A. (2020) Technology,
value co-creation and innovation in service ecosystems: Toward
sustainable co-innovation. Sustainability, 12(7), 2759–2783.

Barile, S., Lusch, R., Reynoso, J., Saviano, M. & Spohrer, J. (2016) Sys-
tems, networks, and ecosystems in service research. Journal of Ser-
vice Management, 27(4), 652–674.

Barile, S., Saviano, M., Polese, F. & Di Nauta, P. (2012) Reflections on
service systems boundaries: a viable systems perspective: the case
of the London Borough of Sutton. EuropeanManagement Journal,
30(5), 451–465.

Baron, S., Patterson, A., Maull, R. & Warnaby, G. (2018) Feed peo-
ple first: a service ecosystem perspective on innovative food waste
reduction. Journal of Service Research, 21(1), 135–150.

Bask, A., Lipponen, M., Rajahonka, M. & Tinnilä, M. (2011) Frame-
work for modularity and customization: service perspective. Jour-
nal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 26(5), 306–319.

Ben Letaifa, S. & Reynoso, J. (2015) Toward a service ecosystem per-
spective at the base of the pyramid. Journal of ServiceManagement,
26(5), 684–705.

Berry, L. L. & Parasuraman, A. (1997) Listening to the customer – the
concept of a service-quality information system.MIT Sloan Man-
agement Review, 38(3), 65–76.

Beverungen, D.,Müller, O.,Matzner,M.,Mendling, J. &VomBrocke,
J. (2019) Conceptualizing smart service systems. Electronic Mar-
kets, 29(1), 7–18.

Berthod, O., Helfen, M. & Sydow, K. (2019) Institutional work for
value co-creation: navigating amid power and persistence. In
Vargo, S.L. and Lusch, R.F (eds.) The SAGE Handbook of Service-
Dominant Logic, pp. 317–335, SAGE: London.

Bithas, G., Kutsikos, K., Warr, A. & Sakas, D. (2018) Managing trans-
formation within service systems networks: a system viability
approach. Systems Research and Behavioral Science, 35(4), 469–
484.

Blomberg, J. (2008) Negotiating meaning of shared information in
service system encounters. European Management Journal, 26(4),
213–222.

Bodey, K.L., Shao, W. & Ross, M. (2017) Localization and customer
retention for franchise service systems. Services Marketing Quar-
terly, 38(2), 100–114.

Boehm, M. & Thomas, O. (2013) Looking beyond the rim of one’s
teacup: a multidisciplinary literature review of Product-Service
Systems in Information Systems, Business Management, and
Engineering & Design. Journal of Cleaner Production, 51, 245–260.

Boyer, J. (2020) Toward an evolutionary and sustainability perspec-
tive of the innovation ecosystem: revisiting the panarchy model.
Sustainability, 12(8), 3232–3238.

Brodie, R. J. & Gustafsson, A. (2016) Enhancing theory development
in service research. Journal of Service Management, 27(1), 2–8.

Carlborg, P., Kindström, D. & Kowalkowski, C. (2014) The evolution
of service innovation research: a critical review and synthesis. The
Service Industries Journal, 34(5), 373–398.

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9579-3266
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9579-3266
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1579-7676
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1579-7676


A literature review 17

Cassidy, K. & Resnick, S. (2020) Adopting a value co-creation per-
spective to understand High Street regeneration. Journal of Strate-
gic Marketing, 1–24.

Chase, R. B. (1978) Where does the customer fit in a service opera-
tion?. Harvard Business Review, 56(6), 137–142.

Cho, Y.K. & Menor, L.J. (2010) Toward a provider-based view on the
design and delivery of quality e-service encounters. Journal of Ser-
vice Research, 13(1), 8–95.

Ciasullo, M.V., Cosimato, S. & Pellicano, M. (2017) Service innova-
tions in the healthcare service ecosystem: a case study. Systems,
5(2), 37–55.

Cunha,M.P.E. & Putnam, L.L. (2019) Paradox theory and the paradox
of success. Strategic organization, 17(1), 95–106.

Daim, T., Basoglu, N. & Tanoglu, I. (2010) A critical assessment of
information technology adoption: technical, organisational and
personal perspectives. International Journal of Business Informa-
tion Systems, 6(3), 315–335.

Desyllas, P., Miozzo, M., Lee, H.F. & Miles, I. (2018) Capturing value
from innovation in knowledgei business service firms: the role of
competitive strategy. British Journal of Management, 29(4), 769–
795.

Edvardsson, B. (1997) Quality in new service development: key con-
cepts and a frame of reference. International Journal of Production
Economics, 52(1–2), 31–46.

Edvardsson, B. &Olsson, J. (1996) Key concepts for new service devel-
opment. Service Industries Journal, 16(2), 140–164.

Edvardsson, B., Ng, G., Choo M., Z. & Firth, R. (2013) Why is service-
dominant logic based service system better?. International Journal
of Quality and Service Sciences, 5(2), 171–190.

Edvardsson, B., Ng, G., Zhi Min, C., Firth, R. & Yi, D. (2011a) Does
service-dominant design result in a better service system?. Journal
of Service Management, 22(4), 540–556.

Edvardsson, B., Tronvoll, B. & Gruber, T. (2011b) Expanding under-
standing of service exchange and value co-creation: a social con-
struction approach. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science,
39(2), 327–339.

Ellway, B. P. (2014) Using practice theory to analyse value proposi-
tions and value facilitation in self-reliance training. International
Journal of Services, Economics and Management, 6(2), 181–192.

Eriksson, E., Andersson, T., Hellström, A., Gadolin, C. & Lifvergren,
S. (2020) Collaborative public management: coordinated value
propositions among public service organizations. Public Manage-
ment Review, 22(6), 791–812.

Etxeberria, A. & Moreno, A. (2001) From complexity to simplicity:
nature and symbols. Bio Systems, 60(1–3), 149–157.

Feldmann, N., Fromm, H., Satzger, G. & Schüritz, R. (2019) Using
employees’ collective intelligence for service innovation: theory
and instruments. In Maglio et al. (eds) Handbook of Service Sci-
ence. Volume, II, Springer, Cham, pp. 249–284.

Finsterwalder, J. (2017) Refugee influx: Repercussions and research
agenda for service scholars. Journal of Retailing andConsumer Ser-
vices, 37, 177–181.

Finsterwalder, J., Foote, J., Nicholas, G., Taylor, A., Hepi, M., Baker,
V., et al. (2017) Conceptual underpinnings for transformative
research in a service ecosystems context to resolve social issues–
framework foundations and extensions. The Service Industries
Journal, 37(11–pp. 12), 766–782.

Fisk, R. P. (1999) Wiring and growing the technology of international
services marketing. Journal of Services Marketing, 13(4/5), 311–318.

Fisk, R. P., Brown, S. W. & Bitner, M. J. (1993) Tracking the evolution
of the services marketing literature. Journal of Retailing, 69(1), 61–
103.

Frost, R. & Lyons, K. (2017) Service systems analysis methods and
components: a systematic literature review. Service Science, 9(3),
219–234.

Frost, R.B., Cheng, M. & Lyons, K. (2019) Amultilayer framework for
service system analysis. In Maglio et al. (eds.)Handbook of Service
Science, Volume, II. Cham, DE: Springer, pp. 285–306.

Frow, P., McColl-Kennedy, J.R., Hilton, T., Davidson, A., Payne, A. &
Brozovic, D. (2014) Value propositions: a service ecosystems per-
spective.Marketing Theory, 14(3), 327–351.

Frow, P., McColl-Kennedy, J.R., Payne, A. & Govind, R. (2019) Ser-
vice ecosystemwell-being: conceptualization and implications for
theory and practice. European Journal of Marketing, 53(12), 2657–
2691.

Frow, P., Nenonen, S., Payne, A. & Storbacka, K. (2015) Managing co-
creation design: a strategic approach to innovation. British Journal
of Management, 26(3), 463–483.

Garmestani, A., Twidwell, D., Angeler, D.G., Sundstrom, S.,
Barichievy, C., Chaffin, B.C. et al. (2020) Panarchy: opportunities
and challenges for ecosystem management. Frontiers in Ecology
and the Environment, 18(10), 576–583.

Gil Saura, I., Berenguer Contri G., Cervera Taulet, A. & Moliner
Velazquez B. (2005) Relationships among customer orientation,
service orientation and job satisfaction in financial services. Inter-
national Journal of Service Industry Management, 16(5), 497–525.

Glushko, R.J. & Nomorosa, K.J. (2013) Substituting information for
interaction: a framework for personalization in service encounters
and service systems. Journal of Service Research, 16(1), 21–38.

Go Jefferies J., Bishop, S. & Hibbert, S. (2019) Customer bound-
ary work to navigate institutional arrangements around service
interactions: Exploring the case of telehealth. Journal of Business
Research, 105, 420–433.

González-Castro, A. & Nogales, M. (2014) The role of islands to
answer fashioned questions on frugivory and seed dispersal inter-
actions at the community level: two key examples from Canary
Islands. International Conference on Island Evolution, Ecology, and
Conservation. 7–(11 July 2014). Honolulu, Hawaii: University of
Hawaii at Manoa.

Gourlay, S. (2006) Towards conceptual clarity for ‘tacit knowledge’:
a review of empirical studies. Knowledge Management Research &
Practice, 4(1), 60–69.

Grönroos, C. (1998)Marketing services: the case of amissing product.
Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 13(4/5), 322–338.

Gummesson, E., Mele, C. & Polese, F. (2018) Complexity and viability
in service ecosystems.Marketing Theory, 1–5.

Gupta, Y. P. & Torkzadeh, G. (1988) Re-designing bank service sys-
tems for effective marketing. Long Range Planning, 21(6), 38–43.

Haase, R.P., Pigosso, D.C. & McAloone, T.C. (2017) Product/service-
system origins and trajectories: a systematic literature review of
PSS definitions and their characteristics. Procedia CIRP, 64, 157–
162.

Han, M. & Park, Y. (2019) Developing smart service concepts: mor-
phological analysis using a Novelty-Quality map. The Service
Industries Journal, 39(5–6), 361–384.

Heinonen, K. & Strandvik, T. (2015) Customer-dominant logic: foun-
dations and implications. Journal of Services Marketing, 29(6/7),
472–484.



18 BROZOVIĆ and TREGUA

Helkkula, A., Kowalkowski, C. & Tronvoll, B. (2018) Archetypes of
service innovation: implications for value cocreation. Journal of
Service Research, 21(3), 284–301.

Holmqvist, J. & Diaz-Ruiz, C. (2017) Service ecosystems, markets and
business networks: what is the difference? A horizontal literature
review. The TQM Journal, 29(6), 800–810.

Honjo, Y. (2000) Business failure of new firms: An empirical analy-
sis using a multiplicative hazards model. International Journal of
Industrial Organization, 18, 557–574.

Hox, J.J., Moerbeek,M. &Van de Schoot, R. (2017)Multilevel analysis:
Techniques and applications. Routledge.

Huetten, A.S.J., Antons, D., Breidbach, C.F., Piening, E.P. & Salge,
T.O. (2019) The impact of occupational stereotypes in human-
centered service systems. Journal of Service Management, 30(1),
132–155.

Jensen, J. B. & Markland, R. E. (1996) Improving the application of
quality conformance tools in service firms. Journal of ServicesMar-
keting, 10(1), 35–55.

Ing, D. (2013) ‘Rethinking systems thinking: Learning and coevolving
with the world.’, Systems Research and Behavioral Science, 30(5),
527–547.

Jonas, J. M., Sörhammar, D. & Röndell, J. (2019) Extending innova-
tion – from Business Model Innovation to Innovation in Service
Ecosystems. In Vargo, S.L. and Lusch, R.F (eds) The SAGE Hand-
book of Service-Dominant Logic. London: SAGE, pp. 655–673.

Kaartemo, V., Nenonen, S. & Windahl, C. (2020) Institutional work
by market-shaping public actors. Journal of Service Theory and
Practice, 30(4/5), 401–435.

Kandampully, J. & Duddy, R. (2001) Service system: a strategic
approach to gain a competitive advantage in the hospitality and
tourism industry. International Journal of Hospitality and Tourism
Administration, 2(1), 27–47.

Karapetrovic, S. (1999) ISO 9000: the system emerging from the
vicious circle of compliance. The TQMMagazine, 11(2), 111–120.

Katzan, H. (2009) Principles of service systems: an ontological
approach. Journal of Service Science (JSS), 2(2), 35–52.

Kingman-Brundage, J., George, W. R. & Bowen, D. E. (1995) “Service
logic”: achieving service system integration. International Journal
of Service Industry Management, 6(4), 20–39.

Kohtamäki,M., Henneberg, S.C.,Martinez, V., Kimita, K. &Gebauer,
H. (2019) A configurational approach to servitization: review and
research directions. Service Science, 11(3), 213–240.

Kopetz, H. (2019) Simplicity is Complex. Cham, CH: Springer Inter-
national Publishing.

Koskela-Huotari, K., Edvardsson, B., Jonas, J.M., Sörhammar, D. &
Witell, L. (2016) Innovation in service ecosystems –Breaking,mak-
ing, and maintaining institutionalized rules of resource integra-
tion. Journal of Business Research, 69(8), 2964–2971.

Kowalkowski, C., Kindström, D. & Brehmer, P.O. (2011) Managing
industrial service offerings in global business markets. Journal of
Business & Industrial Marketing, 26(3), 181–192.

Kowalkowski, C., Kindström, D. & Carlborg, P. (2016) Triadic value
propositions:when it takesmore than two to tango.Service Science,
8(3), 282–299.

Kowalkowski, C. & Witell, L. (2020) Typologies and frameworks in
service innovation. In The Routledge Handbook of Service Research
Insights and Ideas. Routledge, pp. 109–130.

Krishna, V. & Lelescu, A. (2011) Intelligent document gateway: a ser-
vice system case study and analysis. In: Demirkan, H., Spohrer,

J. and Krishna, V. (eds) Service Systems Implementation (51-74).
Boston, MA: Springer, pp. 37–49.

Lakhe, R. R. &Mohanty, R. P. (1994) Total quality management: con-
cepts, evolution and acceptability in developing economies. Inter-
national Journal of Quality and Reliability Management, 11(9), 9–
33.

Lau, J., Ioannidis, J.P. & Schmid, C.H. (1997) Quantitative synthe-
sis in systematic reviews. Annals of internal medicine, 127(9),
820–826.

Light, R. J. & Pillemer, D. B. (1984) Summing Up: The Science of
Reviewing Research. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Lindhult, E., Chirumalla, K., Oghazi, P. & Parida, V. (2018) Value log-
ics for service innovation: practice-driven implications for service-
dominant logic. Service Business, 12(3), 457–481.

Löbler, H. (2017) ‘Humans’ relationship to nature – Framing sustain-
able marketing’, Journal of Services Marketing, 31(1), 73–82

López, D., de Pablos, C., de la Puerta, E. & Fernández, C. (2011) Pro-
ductivity in service systems: towards amanagerial framework. Ser-
vice Science, 3(3), 223–238.

Luk, S., Lu, K. & Liu, B. (2013) SERV* OR in China: testing the effect
of service orientation on service skills performance. Journal of Ser-
vices Marketing, 27(1), 25–39.

Lusch, R. F. & Nambisan, S. (2015) Service innovation: a service-
dominant logic perspective.MIS quarterly, 39(1), 155–175.

Lusch, R. F., Vargo, S. L. & Gustafsson, A. (2016) Fostering a trans-
disciplinary perspectives of service ecosystems. Journal of Business
Research, 69(8), 2957–2963.

Madhavaram, S. & Hunt, S.D. (2008) The service-dominant logic and
a hierarchy of operant resources: developing masterful operant
resources and implications for marketing strategy. Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 36(1), 67–82.

Maglio, P.P., Kieliszewski, C.A., Spohrer, J.C., Lyons, K.&Patrício, L.,
& Sawatani, Y. (eds.). (2019)Handbook of Service Science. Volume,
II. Springer International Publishing.

Maglio, P.P. & Spohrer, J. (2008) Fundamentals of service science.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36(1), 18–20.

Maglio, P.P., Vargo, S.L., Caswell, N. & Spohrer, J. (2009) The service
system is the basic abstraction of service science. Information Sys-
tems and e-business Management, 7(4), 395–406.

Maglio, P. P., Stephen, K. K. & Spohrer, J. (2015) Toward a research
agenda for human-centered service system innovation. Service Sci-
ence, 7(1), 1–10.

Makkonen, H. & Olkkonen, R. (2017) Interactive value formation in
interorganizational relationships: dynamic interchange between
value co-creation, no-creation, and co-destruction.Marketing The-
ory, 17(4), 517–535.

Mars, M. M., Bronstein, J. L. & Lusch, R. F. (2012) The value of a
metaphor: organizations and ecosystems. Organizational Dynam-
ics, 41(4), 271–280.

Martin, C., Lancioni, R. & Gattorna, J. (1985) Managing international
customer service. International Marketing Review, 2(1), 65–70.

Matthies, B.D., D’Amato, D. & Berghäll, S., et al. (2016) An ecosys-
tem service-dominant logic? – Integrating the ecosystem service
approach and the service-dominant logic. Journal of Cleaner Pro-
duction, 124(15), 51–64.

McColl-Kennedy, J. R., Vargo, S. L., Dagger, T. S., Sweeney, J.
C. & Kasteren, Y. V. (2012) Health care customer value cocre-
ation practice styles. Journal of Service Research, 15(4), 370–
389.



A literature review 19

Mele, C. & Russo-Spena, T. (2019) Innovation in sociomaterial prac-
tices: The case of IoE in the healthcare ecosystem. InHandbook of
Service Science, Volume, II. Cham: Springer, pp. 517–544.

Merz, M.A., He, Y. & Vargo, S.L. (2009) The evolving brand logic:
a service-dominant logic perspective. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 37(3), 328–344.

Mogre, R., Gadh, R. & Chattopadhyay, A. (2009) Using survey data to
design a RFID centric service system for hospitals. Service Science,
1(3), 189–206.

Moussa, S. & Touzani, M. (2010) A literature review of service
research since 1993. Journal of Service Science, 2(2), 173–212.

Mustak, M. & Plé, L. (2020) A critical analysis of service ecosystems
research: rethinking its premises to move forward. Journal of Ser-
vices Marketing, 34(3), 399–413.

Nenonen, S., Gummerus, J. & Sklyar, A. (2018) Game-changers:
dynamic capabilities’ influence on service ecosystems. Journal of
Service Management, 29(4), 569–592.

Ng, I. & Andreu, L. (2012) Special Issue: Research perspectives in the
management of complex service systems. European Management
Journal, 30(5), 405–409.

Ng, I.C. & Vargo, S.L. (2018) Service-dominant (SD) logic, service
ecosystems and institutions: bridging theory and practice. Journal
of Service Management, 29(4), 518–520.

Ng, I., Maglio, P., Spohrer, J. & Wakenshaw, S. (2019) The study of
service: from systems to ecosystems to ecology. In: Vargo, S.L. and
Lusch, R.F. (eds). The SAGEHandbook of Service-Dominant Logic.
London and Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE, pp. 230–240.

Ng, I., Maull, R. & Smith, L. (2011) Embedding the new discipline
of service science. In The Science of Service Systems. Boston, MA:
Princeton University Press, pp. 13–35.

Ng, I., Parry, G., Smith, L., Maull, R. & Briscoe, G. (2012) Transition-
ing from a goods-dominant to a service-dominant logic: visualis-
ing the value proposition of Rolls-Royce. Journal of Service Man-
agement, 23(3), 416–439.

Normann, R. (2000) Service Management: Strategy and Leadership
in Service Business (3rd edition). Chichester and New York: John
Wiley and Sons.

Normann, R. & Ramirez, R. (1993) From value chain to value con-
stellation: designing interactive strategy.Harvard Business Review,
71(4), 6577.

Olaisen, J. & Revang, Ø. (1991) The significance of information tech-
nology for service quality: from market segmentation to individ-
ual service. International Journal of Service Industry Management,
2(3), 26–46.

Ordanini, A. & Parasuraman, A. (2011) Service innovation viewed
through a service-dominant logic lens: a conceptual framework
and empirical analysis. Journal of Service Research, 14(1), 3–23.

Osborne, S.P., Radnor, Z., Kinder, T. & Vidal, I. (2015) The SER-
VICE framework: a public-service-dominant approach to sustain-
able public services. British Journal of Management, 26(3), 424–
438.

Ostrom, A. L., Parasuraman, A., Bowen, D. E., Patricio, L. & Voss, C.
A. (2015) Service research priorities in a rapidly changing context.
Journal of Service Research, 18(2), 127–159.

Pandey, N., Nayal, P. &Rathore, A.S. (2020)Digitalmarketing for B2B
organizations: structured literature review and future research
directions. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 35(7), 1191–
1204.

Paton, R.A. & McLaughlin, S. (2008) Services innovation: knowl-
edge transfer and the supply chain. European Management Jour-
nal, 26(2), 77–83.

Patrício, L., Fisk, R.P., Falcão e Cunha, J. & Constantine, L. (2011)
Multilevel service design: from customer value constellation
to service experience blueprinting. Journal of Service Research,
14(2), 180–200. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/
1094670511401901?casa_token=_rMkgKmG8pUAAAAA:
u6Dh0MTPU6H5-AWttPC_BDIwn4p1mwLj_
h8NCDG2TVtCcuym76Sj9U-ndaCWS742cKl-s-40tno

Pattee, H.H. (1972) Laws and Constraints, Symbols and Languages.
In H. H. Pattee & J. Rączaszek-Leonardi (eds.), Laws, Language
and Life: Howard Pattee’s Classic Papers on the Physics of Symbols
with Contemporary Commentary. Dordrecht: Springer, pp. 81–89.
2012

Pelletier, C. & Cloutier, L.M. (2019) Conceptualising digital trans-
formation in SMEs: an ecosystemic perspective. Journal of Small
Business and Enterprise Development, 26(6/7), 855–876.

Perks, H., Gruber, T. & Edvardsson, B. (2012) Co-creation in radical
service innovation: a systematic analysis of microlevel processes.
Journal of Product Innovation Management, 29(6), 935–951.

Peters, L. (2019) Resource integration: concepts and processes. In
Vargo, S.L. & Lusch, R.F (eds) The SAGE Handbook of Service-
Dominant Logic, London: SAGE, pp. 341–356.

Pinho, N., Beirão, G., Patrício, L. & Fisk P., R. (2014) Understanding
value co-creation in complex services withmany actors. Journal of
Service Management, 25(4), 470–493.

Plé, L. &Chumpitaz-Cáceres, R. (2010) Not always co-creation: intro-
ducing interactional co-destruction of value in service-dominant
logic. Journal of Services Marketing, 24(6), 430–437.

Polese, F., Barile, S., Loia, V. & Carrubo, L. (2019) The demolition
of Service Scientists’ cultural boundaries. In Maglio et al. (eds.)
Handbook of Service Science, Volume, II. Cham, DE: Springer, pp.
773–784.

Prahalad, C. K. & Hamel, G. (1990) The core competence of the cor-
poration. Harvard Business Review, 64, 275–292.

Quero,M.J.&Ventura, R. (2019)Value proposition as a framework for
value cocreation in crowdfunding ecosystems. Marketing Theory,
19(1), 47–63.

Regan, W. J. (1963) The service revolution. The Journal of Marketing,
27(3), 57–62.

Reim, W., Parida, V. & Örtqvist, D. (2015) Product–Service Systems
(PSS) business models and tactics–a systematic literature review.
Journal of Cleaner Production, 97, 61–75.

Riedl, C., Leimeister, J. M. & Krcmar, H. (2011) Why e-service devel-
opment is different: a literature review. e-Service Journal: A Jour-
nal of Electronic Services in the Public andPrivate Sectors, 8(1), 2–22.

Röndell, J. G., Sörhammar, D. & Gidhagen, M. (2016) Co-governance
in the consumer engagement process: facilitating multi-beneficial
value creation. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 24(3–4), 327–
345.

Sajtos, L., Kleinaltenkamp,M. &Harrison, J. (2018) Boundary objects
for institutional work across service ecosystems. Journal of Service
Management, 29(4), 615–640.

Samli, C. & Kosenko, R. (1982) Support service is key for technology
transfer to China. IndustrialMarketingManagement, 11(2), 95–103.

Sangiorgi, D., Lima, F., Patrício, L., Joly, M.P. & Favini, C. (2019) A
human-centred, multidisciplinary, and transformative approach
to service science: a service design perspective. In Maglio et al.

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1094670511401901?casa_token=_rMkgKmG8pUAAAAA:u6Dh0MTPU6H5-AWttPC_BDIwn4p1mwLj_h8NCDG2TVtCcuym76Sj9U-ndaCWS742cKl-s-40tno
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1094670511401901?casa_token=_rMkgKmG8pUAAAAA:u6Dh0MTPU6H5-AWttPC_BDIwn4p1mwLj_h8NCDG2TVtCcuym76Sj9U-ndaCWS742cKl-s-40tno
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1094670511401901?casa_token=_rMkgKmG8pUAAAAA:u6Dh0MTPU6H5-AWttPC_BDIwn4p1mwLj_h8NCDG2TVtCcuym76Sj9U-ndaCWS742cKl-s-40tno
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1094670511401901?casa_token=_rMkgKmG8pUAAAAA:u6Dh0MTPU6H5-AWttPC_BDIwn4p1mwLj_h8NCDG2TVtCcuym76Sj9U-ndaCWS742cKl-s-40tno


20 BROZOVIĆ and TREGUA

(eds) Handbook of Service Science. , Volume, II, Cham: Springer,
pp. 147–181.

Sawatani, Y. (2019) Emerging design research themes: a research
review from design, service, and management studies. In Maglio
et al. (eds) Handbook of Service Science, Volume, II. Cham, DE:
Springer, pp. 183–192.

Schutjens, V.A.J.M. & Wever, E. (2000) Determinants of new
firm success. Papers in Regional Science, 79, 135–159. https:
//rsaiconnect.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1435-
5597.2000.tb00765.x?casa_token=ArfkrEXkmI8AAAAA:
QZo2da5ZBfHcN6KJco-FNvM-vb1sq53gbTvpa2HhJrWQvp-
fcKRF3M3fvoQFjPGwGJjaFL7e8xlWw

Shostack, G.L. (1987) Service positioning through structural change.
The Journal of Marketing, 51(1), 34–43.

Shirahada, K. & Fisk, R.P. (2013) Service sustainability: a tripartite
value co-creation perspective. In: Kosaka, M. and Shirahada, K.
(eds.) Progressive trends in knowledge and system-based science for
service innovation. Hershey PA: IGI Global, pp. 89–99.

Simmonds, H., Gazley, A. & Daellenbach, K. (2018) Theorising
change and stability in service ecosystems: a morphogenetic
approach. The Service Industries Journal, 38(3–4), 250–263.

Smith, W.L. (1996) A framework for the application of uncertainty
reduction (ucr) theory to service encounters. The International
Journal of Organizational Analysis, 4(3), 299–308.

Smith, W.K. & Lewis, M.W. (2011) Toward a theory of paradox: a
dynamic equilibrium model of organizing. Academy of Manage-
ment Review, 36(2), 381–403.

Soman, D. & Zhou, R.R. (2002) Waiting for service: affective
responses, satisfaction and decision-making of consumers waiting
in queues. Advances in Consumer Research, 29, 431–433.

Spohrer, J., Giuiusa, A., Demirkan, H. & Ing, D. (2013) Service sci-
ence: reframing progress with universities. Systems Research and
Behavioral Science, 30(5), 561–569.

Spohrer, J., Maglio, P. P., Bailey, J. & Gruhl, D. (2007) Steps toward a
science of service systems. Computer, 40(1), 71–77.

Spohrer, J., Siddike, M.A.K. & Kohda, Y. (2017) Rebuilding evolution:
a service science perspective. InProceedings of 50thHICSS, Hawaii
4–7 July.

Spohrer, J.C., Demirkan, H. & Krishna, V. (2011) Service and science.
In: Demirkan, H., SPohrer, J. and Krishna, V. (eds) The Science of
Service Systems. Boston, MA: Springer, pp. 325–358.

Sthapit, E. & Björk, P. (2020) Towards a better understanding of inter-
active value formation: three value outcomes perspective. Current
Issues in Tourism, 23(6), 693–706.

Stuart, I. F. (1998) The influence of organizational culture and inter-
nal politics on new service design and introduction. International
Journal of Service Industry Management, 9(5), 469–485.

Suh, T., Houston, M.B., Barney, S.M. & Kwon, I.W.G. (2011) The
impact of mission fulfillment on the internal audience: psycholog-
ical job outcomes in a services setting. Journal of Service research,
14(1), 76–92.

Tan, Y. H., Hofman, W., Gordijn, J. & Hulstijn, J. (2011) A framework
for the design of service systems. In: Demirkan, H., Spohrer, J.
andKrishna, V. (eds) Service Systems Implementation. Boston,MA:
Springer, pp. 51–74.

Tansik, D.A. (1990) Managing human resource issues for high-
contact service personnel. In: Bowen, D.E., Chase, R.B. & Cum-
mings, T.G. (eds.)The Jossey-Bassmanagement series. Serviceman-
agement effectiveness: Balancing strategy, organization and human

resources, operations, and marketing. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass, pp. 152–176.

Tavakoli, G., Feyz Arefi, M., Heidari, O. & Mirjafari, M. (2016)
Designing conceptual model of after-sales services, in compa-
nies producing the capital goods, with the idea of value co-
creation. International Journal ofQuality andService Sciences, 8(2),
122–142.

Tax, S. S. & Stuart, I. (1997) Designing and implementing new ser-
vices: the challenges of integrating service systems. Journal of
Retailing, 73(1), 105–134.

Trischler, J. & Charles, M. (2018) The application of a service ecosys-
tems lens to public policy analysis and design: exploring the fron-
tiers. Journal of Public Policy and Marketing, 38(1), 19–35.

Tuan, M.N.D., Thanh, N.N. & Le Tuan, L. (2019) Applying a
mindfulness-based reliability strategy to the Internet of Things in
healthcare – A business model in the Vietnamese market. Techno-
logical Forecasting and Social Change, 140, 54–68.

Tuominen, T., Edvardsson, B. & Reynoso, J. (2020) Institutional
change and routine dynamics in service ecosystems. Journal of
Services Marketing, 34(4), 575–586.

Vargo, S.L. &Akaka,M.A. (2009) Service-dominant logic as a founda-
tion for service science: clarifications. Service Science, 1(1), 32–41.

Vargo, S.L. & Akaka, M.A. (2012) Value cocreation and service sys-
tems (re) formation: a service ecosystems view. Service Science,
4(3), 207–217.

Vargo, S.L. & Lusch, R. F. (2004) Evolving to a new dominant logic
for marketing. Journal of Marketing, 68(1), 1–17.

Vargo, S.L. & Lusch, R.F. (2010) From repeat patronage to value co-
creation in service ecosystems: a transcending conceptualization
of relationship. Journal of BusinessMarketManagement, 4(4), 169–
179.

Vargo, S.L. & Lusch, R.F. (2014) Inversions of service-dominant logic.
Marketing Theory, 14(3), 239–248.

Vargo, S.L. & Lusch, R.F. (2016) Institutions and axioms: an extension
and update of service-dominant logic. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 44(1), 5–23.

Vargo, S.L. & Lusch, R.F. (2017) Service-dominant logic 2025. Inter-
national Journal of Research in Marketing, 34(1), 46–67.

Vargo, S.L., Maglio, P.P. &Akaka,M.A. (2008) On value and value co-
creation: a service systems and service logic perspective. European
Management Journal, 26(3), 145–152.

Vargo, S.L., Wieland, H. & Akaka, M.A. (2015) Innovation through
institutionalization: a service ecosystems perspective. Industrial
Marketing Management, 44, 63–72.

Victorino, L., Field, J.M., Buell, R.W., Dixon, M.J., Goldstein, S.M.,
Menor, L.J., et al. (2018) Service operations: what havewe learned?
Journal of Service Management, 29(1), 39–54.

Vink, J., Koskela-Huotari, K., Tronvoll, B., Edvardsson, B. & Wetter-
Edman, K. (2021) Service ecosystem design: propositions, process
model, and future research agenda. Journal of Service Research,
24(2), 168–186.

Voss, C. (2000) Developing an eService strategy. Business Strategy
Review, 11(1), 21–34.

Westrup, U. (2018) The potential of service-dominant logic as a tool
for developing public sector services: a study of a Swedish case.
International Journal of Quality and Service Sciences, 10(1), 36–48.

Wieland, H., Koskela-Huotari, K. & Vargo, S.L. (2016) Extending
actor participation in value creation: an institutional view. Jour-
nal of Strategic Marketing, 24(3–), 210–226.

https://rsaiconnect.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1435-5597.2000.tb00765.x?casa_token=ArfkrEXkmI8AAAAA:QZo2da5ZBfHcN6KJco-FNvM-vb1sq53gbTvpa2HhJrWQvp-fcKRF3M3fvoQFjPGwGJjaFL7e8xlWw
https://rsaiconnect.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1435-5597.2000.tb00765.x?casa_token=ArfkrEXkmI8AAAAA:QZo2da5ZBfHcN6KJco-FNvM-vb1sq53gbTvpa2HhJrWQvp-fcKRF3M3fvoQFjPGwGJjaFL7e8xlWw
https://rsaiconnect.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1435-5597.2000.tb00765.x?casa_token=ArfkrEXkmI8AAAAA:QZo2da5ZBfHcN6KJco-FNvM-vb1sq53gbTvpa2HhJrWQvp-fcKRF3M3fvoQFjPGwGJjaFL7e8xlWw
https://rsaiconnect.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1435-5597.2000.tb00765.x?casa_token=ArfkrEXkmI8AAAAA:QZo2da5ZBfHcN6KJco-FNvM-vb1sq53gbTvpa2HhJrWQvp-fcKRF3M3fvoQFjPGwGJjaFL7e8xlWw
https://rsaiconnect.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1435-5597.2000.tb00765.x?casa_token=ArfkrEXkmI8AAAAA:QZo2da5ZBfHcN6KJco-FNvM-vb1sq53gbTvpa2HhJrWQvp-fcKRF3M3fvoQFjPGwGJjaFL7e8xlWw


A literature review 21

Windahl, C., Karpen, I.O. & Wright, M.R. (2020) Strategic design:
orchestrating and leveraging market-shaping capabilities. Journal
of Business & Industrial Marketing, 35(9), 1413–1424.

AUTH OR BIOGRAPH IES

Danilo Brozović is Associate Professor in Business
Administration at the University of Skövde, Sweden.
His research interests include servicemarketing, strate-
gic flexibility, and the intersection between the topics.
His work has appeared in the International Journal of
Management Reviews, British Journal of Management,
Business Strategy and the Environment, Journal of Ser-
vicesMarketing, and Journal of Service Theory and Prac-
tice, among others.

Marco Tregua is Assistant Professor in International
Business Management at University Federico II of
Naples, Italy. His research interests include innovation
in its different literature perspectives, sustainability in
management and service logic. He co-authored articles
published in the Journal of Business Ethics, Journal of
Service Theory and Practice, and Sustainability Science,
among others.

How to cite this article: Brozović D, Tregua M.
The evolution of service systems to service
ecosystems: A literature review. International
Journal of Management Reviews. 2022;1–21.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12287.

https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12287

	The evolution of service systems to service ecosystems: A literature review
	Abstract
	INTRODUCTION
	METHOD
	FROM SERVICE SYSTEMS TO SERVICE ECOSYSTEMS
	Group 1: Service systems in service management
	Service system constituencies in service management
	Processes in service systems in service management
	Outputs of service systems in service management
	Theoretical perspectives on service systems in service management
	Publications bridging service systems in service management and service systems as value constellations

	Group 2: Service systems as value constellations
	Constituencies of service systems as value constellations
	Processes in service systems as value constellations
	Outcomes of service systems as value constellations
	Theoretical perspectives on service systems as value constellations
	Publications bridging service systems as value constellations and service ecosystems

	Group 3: Service ecosystems
	Constituencies of service ecosystems
	Processes in service ecosystems
	Outcomes of service ecosystems
	Theoretical perspectives on service ecosystems
	Publications looking forward: bridges towards the future


	DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
	Beyond the confinements of existing service system discourses
	Limitations

	ORCID
	REFERENCES
	AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES


