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Wedescribe the research trajectories associatedwith S-D Logic and the scholarly activity it encompasses across a
breadth of disciplines by conducting a bibliometric analysis of a body of literature citing two fundamental S-D
Logic publications between 2004–2014. The bibliometric analysis reveals four pertinent research trajectories:
Value co-creation, Resources (incl. integration), Brands, and Innovation. These empirical findings are supported
byqualitative insights and projections obtained from structured interviewswith S-D Logic scholars using theDel-
phi method, which identifies ten research trajectories: Actors, Context, Innovation, Institutions, Markets, Re-
sources, Service, Systems, Value co-creation, and Value propositions. The main tenets, relevant literature, and
syntheses of research questions for the aforementioned research trajectories are provided. Results indicate that
the scientific community is evaluating fundamental ontological and epistemological questions of S-D Logic.
Emergent themes (complex and fractal phenomena, generic conceptualizations, technological innovation and
democratization processes, and institutionalization practices) are discussed. The results provide insight into
the development of paradigms in the managerial sciences. The delineation of the paradigm's thematic bound-
aries, its emergent themes, and identification of central research trajectories informs an advanced understanding
of the nature of economic exchange and value creation for both practitioners and the managerial sciences, thus
aiding the transdisciplinary production of knowledge.
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1. Introduction

The “open source” format (Lusch & Vargo, 2006) of the Service-
Dominant Logic (S-D Logic) proposed by Vargo and Lusch (2004) has
spurred substantial interestwithin the academic community. The ongo-
ing scholarly debate sparked by the introduction of S-D Logic is an indi-
cator for the paradigmatic properties of S-D Logic (Vargo & Lusch,
2008a). While this expansion is a testament to the integrative qualities
of S-D Logic, its interdisciplinary dispersion muddles the paradigm's
boundaries — even more so amidst ongoing debates situated across a
breadth of disciplines.

Lusch, Vargo, and Tanniru (2009) recognize S-D Logic as a potential-
ly unifying paradigm that enables an informed understanding of the
true nature of economic exchange. Our goal is to describe the research
trajectories of S-D Logic and the scholarly activity it encompasses. A
closer look at research trajectories can aid in the understanding of the
unifying paradigm's thematic boundaries, the conceptual cornerstones
of scholarly interest and debate, and emergent higher order themes.
Taken together, these insights advance understanding of the nature of
n), valtteri.kaartemo@utu.fi
economic exchange and value creation for the business and manage-
ment sciences and aid in the transdisciplinary production of knowledge.
However, for this developing unifying paradigm's potential to be
attained, the interrelations between its key concepts need to be
clarified.

Having followed the development of S-D Logic since its introduction,
we asked ourselves, what are the research trajectories motivating the
development of the paradigm?We sought to find ways of empirical in-
quiry that highlight these central areas of interest and debate. The
resulting analysis and interpretation may provide advanced insights as
well as a point of entry for scholars and practitioners alike who are in-
volved in shaping the future of the paradigm.

Over the course of the past decade, the S-D Logic literature has
branched into a wide variety of interdisciplinary topics, including
those relevant to industrial marketing, such as sales (Haas, Snehota,
& Corsaro, 2012), or supply chain management (Tokman &
Beitelspacher, 2011). A cursory inspection of this activity can easily
bring forth the impression of classic paradigmatic tension (Kuhn,
2012) between two strongly debated competing paradigms –namely
Goods-Dominant Logic, which emphasizes tangible output and discrete
transactions (Vargo & Lusch, 2004) and Service-Dominant Logic, which
emphasizes the integration and application of resources for the benefit
of another entity or the entity itself (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). However,
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the incommensurability of competing paradigms that usually triggers a
scientific revolution presents a wicked problem (Buchanan, 1992), that
does not have a single solution for an integrative discipline such as the
business and management sciences; possibly even an unsolvable prob-
lem in the social sciences (Dogan, 2001). Evidently, S-D Logic was pro-
posed as a logic, a worldview or theoretical lens so to speak, rather
than claiming to be a testable theory. Moreover, the transcending con-
ceptual nature of S-D Logic, fosters general disciplinary integration. Con-
sequently, the consensus that wouldmark the acceptance of a paradigm
is likely to remain scattered across disciplines, thus seemingly inchoate.

The key to understanding the paradigmatic influence of S-D Logic
lies in exploring its impact on the business and management sciences
by evaluating its capacity to stimulate the myriad ongoing debates, re-
evaluations, and improvements true to its “open source” goal. Involved
in this process of paradigm negotiation are scholarly resources. These
scholarly resources broadly encompass all the entities involved in the
production of knowledge, which are generally embodied by academic
publications, but they also include the ephemeral aspects of this pro-
cess, such as idea generation, experimentation, discussions, contribu-
tions, and citations.

This awareness suggests that a retrospective analysis of the afore-
mentioned process of knowledge production would principally serve
the purpose of documenting past developments with only a limited ca-
pacity to predict future developments or to examine such predictions.
Thus, we present a combined retrospective and prospective approach
to reveal the pertinent research trajectories of the S-D Logic paradigm.
We accomplish this goal by analyzing retrospectively the bibliometric
structure of the academic debate spurred by S-D Logic. We enrich
these empirical findings by combining them with the insights and pro-
jections obtained from structured interviews with S-D Logic experts
(Delphi method, Dalkey & Helmer, 1963). Finally, we synthesize com-
mon higher order themes that emerge from the content of the scholarly
activity under analysis. The methodological approach laid out here
therefore lends itself to studying paradigms in any type of integrative
discipline in the social sciences.

This article is structured as follows: First, we review the literature on
research trajectories. Second, we present the bibliometric methodology
and results. Third, we describe the Delphi method, summarize the ex-
tracted research trajectories and organize the gathered research ques-
tions by philosophical categories. Fourth, we reflect these findings
against the bibliometric data, discuss how they relate to S-D Logic, and
propose emergent higher order themes for the business and manage-
ment sciences that are characteristic of a unifying paradigm.

2. Research trajectories

The objective of this article is to identify research trajectories perti-
nent to the S-D Logic paradigm. As paradigms develop through cumula-
tive knowledge growth, their developmental stage may be determined
by the scientific community's degree of consensus regarding the
paradigm's theoretical structures and the methodological approaches
employed to explore them (Kuhn, 2012). Mapping research trajectories
can provide higher-level insights into the development of paradigms in
the business and management sciences and, more specifically, refine
some of the fuzzy boundaries surrounding themes central to the study
and development of a unifying paradigm. Generally, advancements in
research fields occur along specific research trajectories wherein key
concepts are refined and extended in scope. Such advancements are
rarely triggered by sudden and radical change; thus identifying research
trajectories may point to fruitful areas for future research. Specifically,
as knowledge accumulates over a period of time, a framework becomes
necessary to organize the generated facts and ideas (Mackenzie &
House, 1978). We argue that such an organizing framework may be
constructed by analyzing research trajectories, since their identification
nurtures the growth of scientific fields (Schildt, Zahra, & Sillanpää,
2006).
Retrospective research trajectories have previously been studied by
applying bibliometric means. For instance, Vogel and Güttel (2013)
used co-citation analysis to study the development of the strategicman-
agement literature. Callon, Courtial, and Laville (1991) employed co-
word analysis to analyze research trajectories in the polymer sciences.
Although adopting a dynamic approach, namely comparing dominant
themes across time periods (Vogel & Güttel, 2013), allows for the iden-
tification of past research trajectories, its capacity to extrapolate and
identify future themes is limited, therefore applied prospective research
methods to identify research trajectories are needed. We first present
the results of our bibliometric analysis and follow up by discussing the
findings of our futures research (Delphi study).

3. Bibliometric analysis: knowledge discovery through
co-word analysis

3.1. Bibliometric research process

Weemploy a co-word analysis to identify the research trajectories of
S-D Logic. The idea of knowledge discovery through co-word analysis
was initially proposed by Callon, Courtial, Turner, and Bauin (1983) as
a bibliometric analysis technique to map out associations between
words in textual data. Co-word analysis does not rely on an a priori def-
inition of themes, but instead empirically detects and extracts themes
via the co-occurrence of words (Callon, Law, & Rip, 1986; Callon et al.,
1991; He, 1999). The focus of this method of inquiry is not on the con-
tent of the individual scholarly resources, such as published articles,
but rather their citation structures and shared themes.More specifically,
themeta-data and citation trees containedwithin indices such as Thom-
son Reuter's Web of Science serve to map the structure of academic
knowledge.

We divided the workflow of co-word analysis into five basic steps:
(1) collection of raw data, (2) extraction of relevant information from
the raw data, (3) network generation and calculation of similarities be-
tween items based on the extracted information, (4) use of a clustering
algorithm to detect the themes, and (5) use of a similarity measure to
detect connections between clusters across specified sub-periods
(Cobo, López-Herrera, Herrera-Viedma, & Herrera, 2011).

The software SciMAT (Science Mapping Analysis Tool) ver. 1.1
(Cobo, López-Herrera, Herrera-Viedma, & Herrera, 2012) was used to
generate a full network map of keywords and their co-occurrences
over the entire publication period under study (2004–2014). The entire
period is divided into sub-periods and an independent network is gen-
erated for each sub-period. Following the logic that the more keywords
a set of documents has in common themore similar the documents are.
Themes are thus indicated through affiliation. From the citation data,
SciMAT internally generates a complete network, in which a node rep-
resents a keyword and the edges between these nodes represent the
co-occurrence of keywords in all documents in the sub-period corpus.
However, it would be difficult to visually render and interpret such a
large network; hence the use of an algorithm to reduce the network
by extracting clusters of prevalent keywords. These clusters reveal the
thematic areas in which scholarly activity was present (i.e. the concep-
tual subdomains of a researchfield). Cobo et al. (2011) define a thematic
area as “a group of evolved themes across different subperiods.” In the
following, we refer to research trajectories as the themes that are linked
across time sub-periods due to their similarity.

However, while pointing to areas of scholarly activity and interest,
the bibliometric approach only allows limited insight with regards to
the nature of the debate and will need to be supplemented with quali-
tative methods of inquiry. For each sub-period, the relative position of
thematic clusters within the overall network — and consequently
among each other — can be plotted in a strategic diagram using
established network measures such as Callon's density and centrality
(Callon et al., 1991). The density measure denotes the internal strength
of a network cluster whereas the centrality measure indicates the



Table 1
Citation data source journals with number of documents per publication citing VL2004 or
VL2008. Cut-off at 10 documents per publication for presentation purposes only.

Journal Documents per publication

Industrial Marketing Management 110
Journal of Service Management 60
Journal of Service Research 50
European Journal of Marketing 49
Journal of Business Research 48
Marketing Theory 47
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 46
Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing 40
Managing Service Quality 34
Journal of Services Marketing 31
Journal of Marketing 29
Service Industries Journal 29
Journal of Macromarketing 22
European Management Journal 17
Tourism Management 15
Journal of Product Innovation Management 14
Production Planning & Control 12
Management Decision 12
International Journal of Operations & Production
Management

12

International Journal of Hospitality Management 11
Journal of Public Policy & Marketing 11
Journal of Business-to-Business Marketing 11
International Journal of Service Industry
Management

11

Information Systems and E-Business Management 10
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relative strength of its external ties. In other words, it reveals shared
keywords with external clusters, and more generally, the connection
of a theme with other themes in the overall network. These measures
in combination are useful to gauge the relative developments among
differentfields (density) and their connectionwith other areas (central-
ity). S-D Logic's integrative capacity allows for the study of relevant phe-
nomena across disciplines by enabling a shared perspective; hence, the
centrality measure is of primary interest to inform our inquiry as it indi-
cates thematic connections throughout the overall research field.

In order to trace the evolution of a thematic area (Garfield, 1994)
across several sub-periods, the overlap between two thematic clusters
in adjacent sub-periods is indicated by a similarity measure. This proce-
dure follows the logic that if clusters share the same keywords across
sub-periods, theymust belong to the same research trajectory as it con-
tinues through time.

3.1.1. Data source
From the outset, we were mindful of the possibility of introducing

bias into the analysis, which could occur by choice of citation data
source and the keyword-grouping procedure to be performed thereaf-
ter. Our first decision concerned the data source: Thomson Reuter's
Web of Science (WoS), Reed Elsevier's Scopus, and Google's Google
Scholar are the most often used tools in citation research (Ale Ebrahim
et al., 2013). In 2014,WoS Core Collection listed nearly 1200 documents
citing Vargo and Lusch (2004), and Google Scholar found more than
6000 citations. While Google's less restrictive index may provide a rich
snapshot of the dispersion of S-D Logic within a broader literature, its
major shortcoming — for the purpose of co-word analysis — is the ab-
sence of author keywords in the citation database. While feasible, man-
ual keyword tagging would certainly introduce subjective bias and is
therefore generally not performed in bibliometric inquiries. WoS and
Scopus exhibit almost perfect correlation (Archambault, Campbell,
Gingras, & Larivière, 2009) and eventually, Thomson Reuter's consistent
academic citation index was chosen.

Due to the intentionally S-D Logic-specific sample of citation data, a
performance analysis cannot be conducted reliably as part of the science
mapping analysis effort. Such an undertaking would require a more in-
clusive dataset, such as the entire 11-year citation record of all academic
journals inwhich an S-D Logic publicationwas ever cited. Given the dis-
persion of S-D Logic into academic fields beyond that ofmarketing, such
an endeavor would inflate the corpus of citation data exponentially and
producemore noise than interpretable results. Our decision to generate
a citation tree originating from two foundational S-D Logic publications
(Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008a) was based on this study's objective to
hone in on the research trajectories of S-D Logic. Initial surveys of the lit-
erature showed that publications concerned with contributing to the
development of S-D Logic cited either publication or both (Ehrenthal,
2012; Kryvinska, Olexova, Dohmen, & Strauss, 2013). Consonant with
common practice (Cobo et al., 2011) we divided the 11 years of citation
data into two 4-year sub-periods (2004–2007, 2008–2011) with a
shorter final 3-year sub-period (2012–2014) in order to detail recent
developments.

By exporting citation data originating with the two main S-D Logic
publications, the resulting cross-sectional sample includes publications
from a variety of disciplines. As a consequence, common bibliometric
performance indices such as the h-index are not included in the analysis
as they take into account the citation distribution of other publications
and serve only as a reliable comparative measure when applied within
the same field. In the present analysis, the total number of documents
associated with a keyword serves as a simple comparative measure be-
tween themes.

3.1.2. Citation data extraction
The present study is limited to a co-word analysis based on academic

publications directly citing either Vargo and Lusch (2004) or Vargo and
Lusch (2008a), henceforth abbreviated as VL2004 and VL2008. On
October 8, 2014 Thomson-ReutersWoS core collection listed 1116 pub-
lications for VL2004. For VL2008, there were 347 publications available
in the WoS core collection. Full records were exported from WoS and a
total of 1220 documents were imported into SciMAT 1.1 after
deduplication.

The refined dataset used for the analysis included the citation record
of 1220 unique publications spanning a time period from January 2004
until September 2014. These documents were obtained from 217 pub-
lished journals, with 2271 contributing authors, containing a total of
4349 author-assigned keywords and Thomson Reuters KeyWords Plus
™ before consolidation. The periods of analysis have been fixed to
three sub-periods: from the beginning of 2004 to the end of 2007
(T1), from 2008 to 2011 (T2), and from 2012 to 2014 (T3). The longer
first four-year interval provides sufficient input to saturate the model
for the initial co-word analysis as well as to allow for analyzing the de-
velopment of the research field containing two sub-periods with the in-
clusion of VL2008-citing documents. Table 1 shows a list of source
journals, which is limited to those with a minimum of ten documents
per publication for visual simplicity. It is noteworthy that IndustrialMar-
keting Management contains by far the most articles citing VL2004 or
VL2008. The list of authors who contributed publications to the overall
dataset is displayed in Table 2, limited to a floor of five publications
for visual simplicity.While the cut-off point is for presentation purposes
only, naturally all of the available publications were included in the
analysis.

3.1.3. Keyword assignment
In order to answer research questions pertaining to the origin, emer-

gence, and relationships of thematic clusters, an unbiased approach in
terms of keyword analysis was required. We thus decided to exclude
WoS KeyWords Plus™ from the analysis. These keywords are automat-
ically generated and assigned to published documents in addition to the
organic keywords provided by authors.

Since the co-occurrence of keywords provides the foundation for the
present analysis, much care went into combining them intomeaningful
keyword groups.When performing the co-word analysis, SciMAT treats
a keyword group as a single semantic unit. The distinct keywords ‘Value
co-creation’, ‘Co-creation of Value’, and ‘Value-cocreation’ all refer to the



Table 2
Contributing authors in citation data (January 2004 – September 2014) associated with documents citing either VL2004 or VL2008. Cut-off at 5 documents per author for presentation
purposes only.

Author last name Author first name VL2004/2008 citations Region Institution Location

Edvardsson Bo 22 Nordic Karlstad University Sweden
Vargo Stephen 21 USA University of Hawai'i US-HI
Lusch Robert 20 USA University of Arizona US-AZ
Brodie Roderick 10 Pacific University of Auckland New Zealand
Gebauer Heiko 10 Europe Eawag Switzerland
Grönroos Christian 10 Nordic Hanken School of Economics Finland
Storbacka Kaj 10 Pacific University of Auckland New Zealand
Möller Kristian 9 Nordic Aalto University Finland
Witell Lars 9 Nordic Linköping University Sweden
Gummesson Evert 8 Nordic Stockholm Business School Sweden
Gustafsson Anders 8 Nordic Karlstad University Sweden
Maglio Paul 8 USA University of California Merced US-CA
Brown Stephen 7 Europe Ulster University Ireland
Cova Bernard 7 Europe KEDGE Business School Marseille France
Frow Pennie 7 Pacific University of Sydney Australia
O'Cass Aron 7 Pacific Tasmanian School of Business & Economics Australia
Ballantyne David 6 Pacific University of Otago New Zealand
Bitner Mary Jo 6 USA Arizona State University US-AZ
Blocker Christopher 6 USA Baylor University US-TX
Demirkan Haluk 6 USA University of Washington Tacoma US-WA
Enquist Bo 6 Nordic Karlstad University Sweden
Evans Kenneth 6 USA Lamar University US-TX
Fisk Raymond 6 USA Texas State University US-TX
Maull Roger 6 Europe University of Surrey UK
Nenonen Suvi 6 Pacific University of Auckland New Zealand
Ng Irene 6 Europe University of Warwick UK
Ordanini Andrea 6 Europe Bocconi University Italy
Parasuraman A 6 USA University of Miami US-FL
Richey Glenn 6 USA Culverhouse College of Commerce US-AL
Snehota Ivan 6 Europe Università della Svizzera italiana Switzerland
Spohrer Jim 6 USA IBM US-CA
Tokman Mert 6 USA James Madison University US-VA
Yuan Soe-Tsyr 6 Asia National Chengchi University China
Corsaro Daniela 5 Europe Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore Italy
Gremler Dwayne 5 USA Bowling Green State University US-OH
Heinonen Kristina 5 Nordic Hanken School of Economics Finland
Holmqvist Jonas 5 Nordic Hanken School of Economics Finland
Jaakkola Elina 5 Nordic University of Turku Finland
Kowalkowski Christian 5 Nordic Hanken School of Economics Finland
Kristensson Per 5 Nordic Karlstad University Sweden
Patricio Lia 5 Europe Universidade do Porto Portugal
Payne Adrian 5 Pacific University of New South Wales Australia
Polese Francesco 5 Europe Università degli Studi di Salerno Italy
Rust Roland 5 USA University of Maryland US-MD
Salle Robert 5 Europe EMLYON Business School France
Saren Michael 5 Europe University of Leicester UK
Sharma Arun 5 USA University of Miami US-FL
Sheth Jagdish 5 USA Emory University US-GA
Skålén Per 5 Nordic Karlstad University Sweden
Tronvoll Bård 5 Nordic Karlstad University Sweden
Warnaby Gary 5 Europe University of Manchester UK

Table 3
Number of documents in citation data per analyzed sub-period with associated total key-
word groups and average keyword groups per document. SD = Standard deviation.

Sub-period Documents
Keyword
groups

Average keyword groups per
document SD

2004–2007 99 208 5.47 (3.73)
2008–2011 537 402 6.61 (3.32)
2012–2014 584 416 7.30 (3.12)
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same concept, butwould be treated as different units if not grouped into
a single, semantically cohesive keyword unit. By combining the distinct
keywords into a single conceptual node and labeling it with a single un-
ambiguous keyword (‘Value Co-creation’), the subsequent analysis
more likely identifies conceptual linkages rather than dispersed and ar-
bitrary co-occurrences. In order to eliminate further redundancies, an
automatic scan for plural wordswas performed: The keywords “organi-
zation” and “organizations” for example were combined into a single
keyword group and labeled “organizations.” However, this automatic
grouping was reversed for the keywords “service” and “services” since
the distinction between the singular and plural word carries meaning
in the context of S-D Logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2008b). Other spelling dis-
crepancies such as British vs. American English (behaviour vs. behav-
ior), and acronyms (B2B, Business-to-Business, etc.) were smoothed
away as much as possible. This process was performed for all keywords
that were associated with a minimum of six documents. In the subse-
quent analysis, a network reduction algorithm was used in order to
maintain the interpretability of the results so that, more peripheral
and less-frequent keywords would not surface in the results. The key-
word group containing instances of the keyword for S-D Logic (‘SDL’,
‘SD-logic’, ‘ServiceDominant Logic’, etc.)was excluded from the analysis
due to the intentional S-D Logic specificity of our sample. A total of 470
keyword groups were eventually included in the analysis and served as
the basis for the co-word analysis. Table 3 shows the number of avail-
able documents per sub-period with associated keyword statistics.
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3.1.4. Network mapping algorithm
The present analysis was performed using SciMAT version 1.1 con-

figured with the following parameters: Authorwords as unit of analysis
(no KeyWords Plus™, or manually added keywords), co-occurrence
network, inclusion index normalization measure, simple centers clus-
tering algorithm (maximum cluster size 5, minimum cluster size 3),
and inclusion index evolution measure. More information regarding
the SciMAT parameters and its network generation and reduction set-
tings can be found in Cobo et al. (2012).

3.2. Bibliometric study results: research trajectories of S-D Logic

In order to interpret the results of the co-word analysis, this section
is divided into three parts: In the first part we look at the similarities be-
tween keyword groups across periods. In the second part, we discuss
the evolutionary timeline of thematic clusters and their sub-networks.
We identify four pervading research trajectories within S-D Logic to
date. The third part takes a closer look at the relationship of these re-
search trajectories among each other in terms of their respective devel-
opment, importance, and contribution.

3.2.1. Stability
As shown in Fig. 1, the number of total keywords increments from

the first sub-period (71 keywords) to second sub-period (247 key-
words), indicating the introduction of documents citing VL2008 and
the growing interest of the academic community in S-D Logic. In the
third sub-period, the total amount of keywords (262 keywords) re-
mains relatively stable. Generally, a high number of incoming keywords
(T2:191, T3:72) compared to outgoing keywords (T1:14, T2:57) per
sub-period indicates that the interest in the development of the S-D
Logic field remains high. The high similarity index (0.77–0.80) for key-
words transferred between sub-periods (horizontal arrows) suggests
that a consolidation of S-D Logic's terminology is taking place. However,
these statistics reveal only little about S-D Logic's marginal contribution
to the various latent themes contained in the structural relationships
between these keywords. Hence, further analysis of their structure
and qualitative inquiry is required.

3.2.2. Evolution
Using appropriate network reduction algorithms, a condensed ver-

sion of the evolutionary timeline generated by SciMAT is displayed in
Fig. 2. Considering that Fig. 2 is generated from an S-D Logic specific ci-
tation sample, it can be interpreted as a map indicating areas of inquiry
that experienced scientific activity related to S-D Logic, where existing
topics are re-evaluated or new ones are debated. Bearing in mind the
level of network reduction, the displayed themes were attracting rela-
tively high levels of academic activity.

Tomaintain interpretability of the overall results, we focus the anal-
ysis on the thematic areas that exhibited high association strength
across sub-periods; meaning that they share the same name or that at
least one keyword is an element of another cluster. The links between
the identified themes across sub-periods give rise to what Cobo et al.
(2011) defines as thematic areas and that we label trajectory to
Fig. 1. Incoming and outgoing keywords between successive sub-periods. Similarity index
in parentheses.
emphasize their directional nature, progress, intersections and overlaps
with other themes.

We extracted four pervasive research trajectories and labeled them
according to their most central keyword in the last sub-period: 1)
Value Co-creation, 2) Resources incl. Resource Integration 3) Brands,
and 4) Innovation. Scholarly activity related to S-D Logic has been con-
centrated along these research trajectories over the last decade.

As expected, all keywords in the network pertain to areas of general
economic organization and management. The keyword constellations
portrayed in Fig. 2 articulate how the themes that they designate are or-
ganized and connected among each other – seen from an S-D Logic cen-
tric point of view. Obviously, not every publication that contributed
keywords to this network has an S-D Logic focus. It is the resulting the-
matic constellations taken together that hint at the paradigmatic influ-
ences of S-D Logic in the general area of economic organizing and
management. For example, the thematic area Value Co-creation is fun-
damental to S-D Logic and attracts various keywords over the first two
sub-periods. In the last sub-period the association with keywords such
as “Practices”, “Technology”, and “Systems” suggests a thematic influx
from the areas of Sociology and Systems theory. Similarly, the thematic
area labeled Innovation attracts the keywords “Open-Innovation” and
“Consumers” in the last sub-period, suggesting the appreciation of inno-
vation is a process that does not emanate from “Organizations” alone,
but involves various actors from the ecosystem. These assumptions
may appear crude compared to the in-depth apprehension of a topic
that can be expressed in a single research article. However, the strength
of this initial bibliometric exposé lies in revealing common threads and
themes.

The four research trajectories are horizontally shaded in Fig. 2 with
their thematic nexus –the node by which themes are connected across
sub-periods- centrally labeled in each sub-period. Connections between
sub-networks are indicated by dotted lines as exemplified by the shared
keyword “service” between the Value Co-creation and Resources areas
between the first two sub-periods.

Observing the development of the S-D Logic research field according
to the grouping of thematic areas leads to the conclusion that the four
main themes developed on relatively isolated trajectories. Most themes
originate from a theme identified in a previous sub-period, indicating
the stable and cohesive development of that theme.With the exception
of Resources, which shares its origins with Value Co-creation in the first
sub-period, the continuous and compact development of all themes in-
dicates interest from the academic community across all sub-periods.
3.2.3. Comparative network measures
In order to gauge their comparative development over timewe plot-

ted each of the last two sub-periods' themes in a strategic diagram ac-
cording to their centrality and density rank values. The centrality
measure indicates the theme's strength of external ties to other themes,
and can thus be understood as an indicator of importance and/or contri-
bution in the development of S-D Logic. The density measure denotes
the strength of internal ties among the keywords within a cluster that
describe the theme; it can be understood as a measure of the theme's
own development. These network measures taken together can be
interpreted as a marker for the locus of academic inquiry. A theme
that stimulates isolated internal development such as the theme Brands
in the last sub-period for example would suggest that the academic
community's effort remained relatively confined to a specific thematic
area. Under no circumstance does this mean it is an unimportant or un-
derdeveloped area in general, it simply is a statement about the theme's
relative position to other themes that are referencing S-D Logic within a
given time period. A research trajectory such as Resources that devel-
oped increasingly strong internal and external ties to other themes
within the S-D Logic paradigm would suggest that the academic com-
munity was attentive to both developing the theme internally, but
also strengthening conceptual ties to other related research trajectories.
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The respective median values of the derived network measures for
each research trajectory's sub-period themes were used to categorize
them into four groups: 1) Motor themes -both high in centrality and
density- important to structuring an entire research field since they
are externally related to conceptually related themes. 2) Basic and
transversal themes -high in centrality, but low in density- important
to the field, but not well-developed yet. 3) Developing but isolated –
low centrality, but high density- specialized and well-developed areas,
but of marginal importance to the entire field. 4) Peripheral –both low
in centrality and density- newly emerging or disappearing themes fall
into this quadrant.

Fig. 3 shows that the research trajectory Value Co-creation ranks
highly both in terms of centrality and density, confirming that it is an
important andwell-developedmotor theme of the S-D Logic field. Com-
pared to the second sub-period, Value Co-creation has gained momen-
tum in the last sub-period and the current trajectory suggests that this
themewill remain a central aspect of the S-D Logic field, albeit the slight
decrease of documents associated with the cluster. The Resources (in-
cluding resource integration) theme has gained both in centrality and
density from the second to the third sub-period, moving from the pe-
ripheral quadrant to themotor themequadrant, indicating how this tra-
jectory has becomemore strongly linked to other themeswithin the S-D
Logic field. The Brands trajectory has decreased slightly, both in terms of
centrality and density, moving it from the edge of the motor theme
quadrant towards the upper left quadrant with developed, but isolated
themes. This development indicates that the Brands trajectory is inter-
nally well developed, but shows signs of having become less relevant
to the S-D Logic paradigm. The Innovation trajectory has remained sta-
ble in the motor theme quadrant across the two last sub-periods
under study.

The purpose of the bibliometric analysis was to gain an understand-
ing of the structure and evolution of the research trajectories that were
influenced by the academic debate prompted by S-D Logic's introduc-
tion. Four research trajectories were identified, and as far as methodo-
logically supportable, statements about their relationships were
formulated based on empirical data. The concepts of centrality and den-
sity were introduced to gauge the relative performances of these the-
matic areas, viewed strictly from an S-D Logic centric perspective.

4. Delphi method: research trajectories of S-D Logic

4.1. Delphi research process

With our overall objective to reveal the research trajectories of the S-
D Logic paradigm, the initial findings need further support. The prepara-
tory examination of the bibliometric data and the systematic literature
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reviews by Ehrenthal (2012) and Kryvinska et al. (2013)confirm the in-
gress of S-D Logic into scattered research domains and its interdisciplin-
ary dispersion. A quantitative bibliometric analysis can detect research
trajectories, but it is necessary to complement these findings qualita-
tively in order to gain an organic understanding of the scholarly activity
bound to influence the S-D Logic paradigm in the future.

We opted to inform our empirical findings with a Delphi study
(Dalkey & Helmer, 1963). Structured interviews were conducted with
a panel of S-D Logic scholars, providing a comprehensive account of
the research trajectories, conceptual cornerstones and emergent
themes that are likely to influence the S-D Logic paradigm in the coming
5–10 years. We expect that the research trajectories revealed by the
bibliometric study will be concordant with those identified by the ex-
pert panel in the Delphi study.

The Delphi method presents several advantages in comparison to
group interviews or workshops: Instead of highlighting individual per-
spectives, it fosters community consensus. It enables experts to anony-
mously suggest and provide mediated feedback to each other's
responses. Exposure to open confrontation, group-think, self-censoring,
or other similarly detrimental aspects of social interaction during a dis-
cussion is limited. In essence, the Delphi method enables experts to
freely speculate in terms of the future of S-D Logic, creatively adding
ideas, as well as challenge the current paradigm.

A Delphi study typically involves four phases: 1) problem definition,
2) panel selection, 3) determiningpanel size, and4) conducting theDel-
phi rounds (Loo, 2002). In the following, we provide details about these
phases. Considering the duration of academic publishing cycles, setting
the target foresight period to 5–10 years provides useful results for
members of the academic community designing their research pro-
grams today, yet also extends far enough into the future so that experts
could conjecture entirely novel developments.We extracted 52 authors
(Table 2) from the corpus of the bibliometric data, considering those as
experts who had published at least five articles citing either VL2004 or
VL2008. After gathering affiliations and contact details online, we
inspected the list to ensure sufficient geographic dispersion of scholars
in order to prevent bias and over-representation of a particular school
of thought. With an expected response rate of 20–30%, the initial list
of 52 experts would leave the recommended number of 10–15 experts
to interact with (Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004).

4.1.1. Round 1: invitation and theme origination
Thepanelistswere contacted by email, asking them to join a group of

S-D Logic experts and to provide consent for their participation after
being informed of the goal of the study.We received positive responses
from20 experts, ofwhich 14participated throughout the entire process.
The structured interviews were conducted in four rounds. In Round 1,
we asked the experts two questions regarding the future of S-D Logic:
1) “What are the most important theoretical concepts or themes that
will be guiding the development of S-D Logic in the next 5–10 years?”
and 2) “Who do you think will be the most cited scholars in S-D Logic
in the next 5–10 years? (these can be scholars internal as well as exter-
nal to the field)”.

The second question was left unanswered by the majority of panel-
ists and we do not discuss it further. Following Zettinig and Vincze
(2011), we prompted the experts to provide at least 6 points per ques-
tion with brief explanations of their answers in order to rule out poten-
tial ambiguities when synthesizing the accumulated answers at a later
stage.

4.1.2. Round 2: synthesis of originated themes and confirmation
The Delphi method enables iterative validation of the researcher's

interpretation and categorization of the results (Okoli & Pawlowski,
2004). In Round 2, we provided the experts with the results of the
first round. We categorized the responses into a list of 24 theoretical
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themes. In addition, we supplied the experts with ideas that had been
raised during Round 1. Sharing feedback from the group to the individ-
ual participants allows them to reevaluate their answers in light of new
contributions from the panel. Participants confirmed that their view-
point had been taken into account and were given opportunity to sup-
ply additional comments. In the Delphi methodology the facilitator's
role is to synthesize results during ongoing rounds of interaction.
Thus, themeswere thematically aggregated such that co-creation of ser-
vice subsumed co-production, co-distribution and co-pricing for exam-
ple. For the sake of clarity we aimed at keeping the number of concepts
manageable in order to facilitate forthcoming rounds of interaction.
After two rounds of interaction, we consolidated the responses into a
final list of 20 concepts (Table 4) that synthesized all topics mentioned
by the expert panel. No objections were raised with regards to the con-
solidated list after Round 2, allowing us to proceedwith the next round.

4.1.3. Round 3: conjecturing the performance of future research trajectories
After obtaining a robust list of 20 concepts, we intended to link them

along the dimensions of centrality and density to the findings derived
from the bibliometric study. In order to gauge the trajectory's expected
future performance, we devised a survey instrument that prompted
panelists to classify each of the 20 concepts along two dimensions guid-
ed by two questions: 1) “How much attention the concept/theme is
going to receive from the academic community in the next 5–
10 years?” and 2) “How essential the concept/theme is going to be in
the future of S-D Logic in the next 5–10 years?” These two questions
aim at establishing the link between the bibliometric results by translat-
ing the concept of density and centrality to be applicable to the forward-
looking Delphi study. In addition, content validity issues were ad-
dressed by ranking themes in terms of how essential they were in the
eyes of the expert panel. The core intentionwas to identify research tra-
jectories that experts consider to become central to the S-D Logic para-
digm in the future. The online survey platform Qualtrics displayed each
of the 20 concept labels next to a coordinate grid in random order. Par-
ticipants used the grid to classify each concept along the two dimen-
sions of centrality and density, recorded on a scale from −250 to 250.
The grid was divided into four quadrants: a) Motor theme, b) Basic
and transversal, c) Developed but isolated, and d) Peripheral. Descrip-
tions for these quadrants were also provided to participants; displayed
alongside the coordinate grid (both displayed in Fig. 4). Participants
used a crosshair to classify each theme along the two axes.

Using the averaged scores from all experts, the 20 concepts shown in
Fig. 5 are classified into the four quadrants, each represented by a circle.
The diameter of the circle indicates an agreement score calculated from
the standard deviations of the density and centrality measure. Thus, a
larger circle denotes stronger expert agreement regarding the develop-
ment and importance per concept. Analogous to the bibliometric study,
the median values for the 20 averaged density and centrality scores
were used to center the coordinate grid. A table of the scores is provided
in Appendix A.

With the concept classification task we measured the perceived im-
portance of the suggested concepts and themes to S-D Logic for the next
5–10 years. In other words, we intended to gauge community consen-
sus with regards to the importance of these research trajectories;
those that will both receive attention from the academic community
and may be essential to S-D Logic in the future. Analogous to the
Table 4
Delphi Round 2, List of themes synthesized from expert responses collected in Delphi Round 1

1. Actors
2. Branding
3. Business model
4. Co-creation of service
5. Context
6. Customer orientation
7. Customer perspective

8. Engagement
9. Innovation
10. Institutions
11. Markets
12. Networks
13. Organizationa
14. Platforms
discussion of comparative network measures in the bibliometric study
section we direct our attention to the two quadrants with high central-
ity values:motor themes and basic and transversal themes. For compar-
ative purposes we provide a composite agreement score derived from
the standard deviations of centrality and density scores (Fig. 5,
Appendix A). We truncated one half of the 20 themes that were rated
lower than the centered scale mean (0) on the centrality dimension
and are thus viewed as less essential research trajectories according to
the S-D Logic experts' classifications. This median split was performed
in the interest of conciseness, but we would like to emphasize that the
mere expert mention of a particular theme suggests it is germane to
S-D Logic. For instance, several themes close to the scale mean exhibit
low agreement scores (e.g. networks and cocreation of service), mean-
ing that some experts may consider them more important to S-D
Logic regardless of the centralitymedian criterionwe employed. By con-
trast, generalizable statements regarding motor themes with high
agreement scores (e.g. systems, value proposition) are less precarious.

4.1.4. Concluding the Delphi process: driving questions
In the final Round 4,we honed in on the 10 research trajectories that

were considered as being most central to S-D Logic. Expert panelists
were asked to formulate the research questions they believe will be
driving S-D Logic development per each of the 10 central concepts.
We received 73 potential research questions that varied in scope and
aim. To facilitate analysis and present results in a concise and meaning-
ful way, we opted ex post to organize questions into a suitable frame-
work based on the philosophy of science. After eliminating
redundancies the remaining 48 aggregated questions pertained to the
ontology and epistemology of S-D Logic's key concepts, or could be as-
cribed a relationalist, pluralist, holistic, emergentist, and reductionist
goal. The selection of philosophical categories and the subsequent clas-
sification of questionswas conducted consonantly by the authors for the
purpose of examining the research trajectories of S-D Logic on a higher
level of abstraction. The authors acknowledge that the chosen catego-
ries are not mutually exclusive and that the questions merely attest to
a collective interest and should be taken as an indicator of potential
for future scholarly debate. Such structured presentation in Appendix
B may also support scholarly discussion with regards to the emergence
of higher order themes of a unifying paradigm and its theoretical devel-
opment in business and management (Vargo & Lusch, 2016b). The re-
search trajectories that arose from the Delphi research process are
discussed individually in the next section.

4.2. Delphi study results: research trajectories of S-D Logic

The findings of the Delphi process support the results of the
bibliometric study. The three pervasive research trajectories (Value
Co-creation, Resources incl. Resource Integration, and Innovation) iden-
tified in the bibliometric study are considered motor themes by the ex-
pert panel aswell, while brands and branding are deemed peripheral by
both methods of inquiry.

Anchoring the findings of the Delphi study in the preceding empiri-
cal results allows us to confidently provide a deeper qualitative under-
standing with regards to important research questions that motivate
the advancement of S-D Logic's research trajectories. We provide a list
of research questions that were derived during the last phase of the
.

l integration

15. Resources
16. Service
17. Social network marketing
18. Systems
19. Value co-creation
20. Value proposition



Fig. 4. Delphi Round 3 survey instrument, with crosshair for “Platforms” theme placed in
the lower left “Peripheral” quadrant. Quadrant descriptions were provided to
participants at the beginning of the task and continually available for reference below
each of the coordinate grids: a) Motor theme - these driving themes will both receive
attention from the academic community and will be essential to S-D Logic in the next
5–10 years. b) Basic and transversal theme - these themes will receive less attention
from the academic community, however they will be essential to S-D Logic in the next
5–10 years. c) Developing but isolated - these themes will receive attention from the
academic community, but will not be essential to S-D Logic in the next 5–10 years. d)
Peripheral theme - these themes will receive less attention from the academic
community and will become peripheral to S-D Logic in the next 5–10 years.
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Delphi process in Appendix B. Grouping the questions by philosophical
categories reveals that the academic community is still evaluating fun-
damental ontological and epistemological questions, which aim at de-
fining the boundaries of the main concepts as well as their
operationalization. Further categorization into relationalist, pluralist,
holistic, emergentist, and reductionist questions provides an overview
of the complex structure of current scientific debates motivated by S-
D Logic. Apparently, there is demand for studies that focus on different
levels of aggregation (micro-, meso-, macro-levels) as well as their in-
terplay that would be addressed by holistic, emergentist and reduction-
ist approaches. Furthermore, experts call for studies that apply to
various levels of abstraction, and contribute to the development of
meta- and midrange theory (Vargo & Lusch, 2016b). Overall, the sug-
gested research questions indicate that contributions to the unifying
paradigm emanate from a wide variety of philosophical standpoints
and concern various levels of aggregation and abstraction. In other
words, not all research that advances the paradigm necessarily needs
to take a holistic or unifying stance. With that in mind, we expect that
the research trajectories identified aswell as their emergent themes re-
duce epistemological complexity and facilitate the development of the-
ory in S-D Logic.

Before synthesizing our findings and proposing a list of emergent
higher order themes that characterize the unifying paradigm associated
with S-D Logic, we present each of the research trajectories listed in de-
scending order of their centrality score (Appendix A)with a summary of
its main tenets, relevant literature, and synthesis of the research ques-
tions suggested by the expert panel. The following review points out
the central debates spurred by S-D Logic with an interdisciplinary
scope. Such overview is crucial to contextualize the research questions
raised by the expert panel, to map the boundaries of the paradigm, as
well as to clarify the interrelationships between its key concepts. Facil-
itated by the unifying qualities of the S-D Logic paradigm, the associa-
tions and emergent themes across literatures become evident.

4.2.1. Systems
Systems thinking has been an integral part of S-D Logic for a few

years (Vargo, Maglio, & Akaka, 2008)when the field adopted a “systems
perspective of the market” (Vargo & Lusch, 2011) or service-ecosystem
approach, also referred to as systems of service systems. Essentially, the
service-ecosystem view emphasizes that multiple levels of interaction
need to be taken into account simultaneously when studying complex
service systems, service exchange and value creation (Chandler &
Vargo, 2011). As such, both the behavior of single actors in the micro-
level aswell as those on themacro-level can be better understoodby os-
cillating between different levels of aggregation and employing a sys-
temic view of value co-creation (Vargo & Lusch, 2011). Edvardsson,
Tronvoll, andGruber (2011) discuss the expansion of the understanding
of service exchange from a social constructivist perspective and suggest
the inclusion of social systems to S-D Logic thought.

In a service-ecosystem approach, a car sale is not about the mere
legal transaction of property from one owner to the other, but about a
complex constellation of events influenced by several institutions (reg-
ulators, brand communities), technologies (symbols and processes),
and resources (knowledge and social roles). Thus, service ecosystems
do not only consist of (generic) actors, but also of tangible and intangi-
ble artifacts (Lusch& Spohrer, 2012),which both facilitate and constrain
value co-creation (Åkesson, Edvardsson, & Tronvoll, 2014).

The research topics suggested by the expert panel aim at describing,
delineating and identifying relevant service (eco)systems and their dy-
namics. The expert panel also suggests extending the systems approach
in S-D Logicwith advances in the viable systems perspective, stakehold-
er theory, and network theory.

4.2.2. Value proposition
By definition, value propositions engage actors in novel interaction

or ongoing relationship with the service provider (Payne & Frow,
2014b). These value propositions enable connections between various
service systems (Vargo et al., 2008). As a consequence, value proposi-
tions are not only promises or proposals made to individual actors, but
they can act upon the very nature of interactions and practices in the
market. S-D Logic literature has recently linked value proposition design
with business model innovations (Gebauer, Worch, & Truffer, 2012;
Maglio & Spohrer, 2013; Storbacka & Nenonen, 2014). For instance,
Maglio and Spohrer (2013) conceptualizes business model innovation
as value proposition design, describing it as “a systematic search process
that providers can perform to improve existing offerings, create new of-
ferings, and reconfigure their ecosystems.” Follow-up research effort
along these lines is probable with the goal to elaborate on the under-
standing of value propositions and how they are interpreted within a
service ecosystem.

The research topics suggested by the expert panel focus on investi-
gating the content of value propositions and developing means to de-
scribe their characteristics on various contextual layers. Overall, a
desire to connect value propositions to other conceptual cornerstones
that are enumerated here is evident.

4.2.3. Value co-creation
The concept of value is an integral aspect of S-D Logicwith emphasis

on (contextual) value-in-use as opposed to G-D logic's (transactional)
understanding of value-in-exchange. The roots of this perspective can
be traced back to a shift from the traditional firm-centric view of
goods production to an interest in studying the co-creation of customer
experiences (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). In S-D Logic, value is
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conceptualized as “value-in-context” (Vargo & Lusch, 2008a, Vargo et
al., 2008) or “value-in-social-context” (Edvardsson et al., 2011). As
such, value is not merely exchangedwith other actors, but it is co-creat-
ed in use in context. Initially, co-production and co-creation of value
were used synonymously in S-D Logic (Payne, Storbacka, & Frow,
2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). However, there is an ongoingdiscussion re-
garding the fundamental differences between the creation and the co-
creation of value. Grönroos (2011) considers that value is co-created
only in interaction between actors, i.e., by means of “a physical, virtual,
or mental contact, such that the provider creates opportunities to en-
gage with its customers' experiences and practices and thereby influ-
ences their flow and outcomes” (Grönroos & Voima, 2013). In contrast
to the aforementioned Nordic school of thought, the service-ecosystem
approach proposes that actors in service ecosystems are not only con-
nected in direct interaction but also connected by signs and symbols
that guide actors in pursuit of value co-creation, by means of coordina-
tion of interactions, communication of information, integration of re-
sources, and evaluation of value (Akaka et al., 2014). Thus, it has
become apparent that symbols, embedded within the context of
broader institutions, are central to value co-creation as they enable
and constrain action and interaction among resource-integrating actors.
In other words, actors are connected to other actors on different levels
of service ecosystem: from dyadic interaction on the micro-level to
shared networked institutions on the macro-level, from the small
world to the wider world (Ford & Mouzas, 2013).

The questions raised by the expert panel suggest that there is still
uncertainty revolving around the key definitions of co-created value
and value co-creation as a process. The suggested research avenues for
further inquiry indicate that the basic definitions, limitations, and mea-
surements pertaining to value and value co-creation still need to be
unearthed. In addition, the experts seek to understand the motivations
of actors to engage in value co-creation, its boundaries, and the possible
influences of alternative driving factors.

4.2.4. Actors
The core concepts of S-D Logic point to a generic actor conceptuali-

zation as opposed to attributing different activities to specific actors
(i.e. producers only produce, consumers only consume). The generic
actor conceptualization suggests that on a basic level all economic and
social actors are engaging in essentially the same activities, ranging
from resource integration to value co-creation (Vargo & Lusch, 2011).
As stated in Andersson et al. (2008, p.67) “Actors are entities to which
actions are ascribed, ex post.” More simply put, actors are not, they be-
come. They come into existence when other actors recognize them in
some capacity or when they are made obvious via instances of practical
interactions. In addition, an actor is able to represent itself differently in
multiple situations. These entities are not simply a priori determined
sellers or buyers in themarket, but they are humans and firms (both ac-
tors) engaging in varying constellations of practices. This view links the
generic actor conceptualization with the notion of market practices and
with the performativity ofmarkets (Kjellberg et al., 2012),whichmeans
that markets exist only as they are enacted. Moreover, the adoption of a
social practice approach in marketing encourages the study of the role
of non-humans as actors (or actants) and the potential role of material
agency, too. Thismeans that agency is afforded to nonhuman andmate-
rial actors (Pickering, 1993) aswell.While deemed important by the ex-
pert panel, agency and actants are only tangentially discussed in the
extant S-D Logic literature, with the exception of Kieliszewski, Maglio,
and Cefkin (2012), which employs a progressive model of complex ser-
vice systems by visualizing the relationship between various actors and
nonhuman actants, including weather and traffic data.

The research questions raised by the expert panel call for a pragmat-
ic taxonomy for actors and non-human actors (actants), as well as a
classification and representation of their roles and types of engagement.
Other questions aim at expanding the current understanding of the
function of actors beyond their prevailing conceptualizations.

4.2.5. Service
The notion of service has unquestionably been at the heart of value-

creation, exchange, and markets since the infancy of S-D Logic. Impor-
tant conceptual development is captured in Gummesson (2007)
where the term service is used as a synonym for value, and by Vargo
and Lusch (2008b), in which the singular service, i.e. “application of spe-
cialized competences (operant resources—knowledge and skills),
through deeds, processes, and performances for the benefit of another
entity or the entity itself” is differentiated from the plural services, i.e.
“units of output”. It has been clarified later on that service is “the basis
for all exchange”, and “exchanged for service” (Vargo & Lusch, 2014).

Image of Fig. 5
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Edvardsson et al. (2011) highlighted the role of social context in service
exchange, suggesting that resources that are integrated in the service
provision process are also social constructions. In other words, re-
sources are not, but they become, as they are integrated and applied
in service. However, the variousways in which resources are integrated
and service is exchanged do not exist in a vacuum, but are embedded in
social context, and influenced by market practices. For instance, in the
electric vehicle market, it is evident that auto sales regulations, tax bo-
nuses, brand communities and several other aspects of the social con-
text all influence how and why a car is bought and later used, and
how service and value are co-created and determined in forms other
than transportation only.

Despite the progress with regards to the conceptualization of ser-
vice, the research topics suggested by the expert panel range from
broadquestions such as defining service for practical purposes to specif-
ic questions regarding the link between related concepts, and the mea-
surement of service flows and their intensity.

4.2.6. Resources
According to S-D Logic's tenets, resources become effectivewhen in-

tegratedwith other operand or operant resources. Recently Edvardsson,
Kleinaltenkamp, Tronvoll, McHugh, andWindahl (2014) noted that the
process of resource integration itself as well as the coordination of re-
source-integrating actors remained largely understudied. In addition,
the authors examinewhether technology provides an operant resource,
that is, whether a resource is capable of acting on other resources to cre-
ate value. As a simple illustrative example, the knowledge of driving
cars can be applied on an electric car, and both resources combined cre-
ate value in the form of transportation.

Continuing this line of thought, Akaka and Vargo (2014) recently
conceptualized technology as an operant resource. The authors do not
consider technology as a mere object of human action or as a machine
with potential agency, but as a complex set of symbols, practices and
processes that have been integrated to serve a specific human purpose.
With this wider scope of conceptualization, technology can refer to any-
thing ranging from a simplistic traffic light switch to intelligent systems
of traffic queuing, which enable smooth transportation on public roads
by using information sourced from a larger sensory network.

First, this can be seen as a continuation to Akaka and Chandler's
(2011) “roles as resources” approach inwhich social roles are conceptu-
alized as resources that can be drawn upon to initiate change in service
ecosystems. Second, their thinking is in line with Edvardsson et al.
(2014) who built on the institutions literature suggesting that
regulative, normative and cognitive institutions, as well as institutional
logics influence the use of resources and the coordination of resource in-
tegration processes. Thus, these contributions incrementally foster an
expanded understanding of how practices influence resource integra-
tion. Yet, Peters et al. (2014) criticize that many research publications
on resource integration only pay little explicit attention to the actual
process of theorizing including the evaluation of the philosophical as-
sumptions that guide theorizing.

The research topics suggested by the expert panel appear highly
fragmented, indicating that scholars see opportunities for the develop-
ment and debate of the concept of resources. Furthering understanding
of this key conceptwould enable contributions in other related domains
of S-D Logic research.

4.2.7. Institutions
Defined as humanly devised rules, norms, and meanings; institu-

tions enable and constrain human action (Scott, 2001). Over the past
few years, institutions have become more central to the development
of S-D Logic as they relate to market practices (Kjellberg & Helgesson,
2007; Kjellberg et al., 2012), and their associated signs and symbols
(Akaka et al., 2014). Institutions influence the very use of resources
and the coordination of their integration for the purpose of value crea-
tion (Edvardsson et al., 2014). As a consequence, institutions indirectly
influence the context of the creation of value and its assessment
(Akaka, Vargo, & Lusch, 2013; Chandler & Vargo, 2011). The principal
tenet is that the value co-creating actions of resource-integrating actors
are not only simultaneously enabled and constrained by multiple insti-
tutions, but that the actions of these actors form and reproduce these in-
stitutions, analogous to Giddens' (1984) duality of structure. Thus,
actors are not merely following the “rules of the game” but are very
well capable of engaging in the process of institutional change (North,
1990; Scott, 2010). Consequently, actors are more or less intentionally
engaging in the process of institutionalization, creating and shaping
markets, that is, institutionalized solutions (Edvardsson et al., 2011;
Vargo & Lusch, 2014; Vargo, Wieland, & Akaka, 2015).

Given that markets, context, innovations, and service ecosystem are
intertwined with institutional thinking, the expert panel's questions
suggest focusing efforts on furthering the understanding of the relation-
ship between institutions and practices, their measurement, as well as
describing the lifecycle and process of institutionalization and deinstitu-
tionalization. Since institutions are crucial to conceptualizing service
ecosystems, illuminating their interrelationship can positively affect
our understanding of service exchange, and thus value creation.

4.2.8. Context
The notion of context became an integral part of S-D Logic when the

perception of value shifted from value-in-use to value-in-context
(Vargo & Lusch, 2008a). Since then, more conceptual work has illumi-
nated how context frames exchange and markets (Chandler & Vargo,
2011). Contextual differences in exchange phenomena are explained
by the variety of engaged actors, diversity of resources, multiplicity of
institutions, and theplethora of practices that are involved. On these dif-
ferent conceptual levels of context, we can frame exchange or an event
from the relatively limited perspective of a single actor or zoom out to a
wider perspective that encompasses relationships, networks, markets
and institutions. The literature on service ecosystems and institutions
is instrumental to progressing our understanding of context. For in-
stance, a conceptual study by Akaka et al. (2013) establishes the link be-
tween S-D Logic's apprehension of context and the vast extant literature
on culture, consumption, as well as associated symbols and institutions.

The research topics suggested by the expert panel aim at creating a
more finely granulated understanding of context, that is, what is con-
text, what does it consist of, how are its elements linked, and how can
it be studied?

4.2.9. Innovation
In S-D Logic, the foci of studies on innovation range from the

networked nature of interaction on the micro-level (Gustafsson,
Kristensson, & Witell, 2012; Perks, Gruber, & Edvardsson, 2012) to the
meso-level dynamics in market practices (Storbacka & Nenonen,
2012). Innovation studies by leading S-D Logic scholars link innovations
to value propositions (Payne & Frow, 2014a) or to technology, which it-
self is conceptualized as a resource characterized by potentially useful
knowledge (Vargo et al., 2015).When a value proposition or technology
becomes an institutionalized solution, it is referred to as a market
(Vargo et al., 2015). The service-ecosystem approach organizes these
compatible notions of technology and market, thus extending the re-
search on innovation systems. In particular, the integrative service-eco-
system approach to innovation opens up avenues to realizing a better
understanding of the dynamics within complex systems. For instance,
the aforementioned approach to understanding the reciprocal influ-
ences of market systems includes a potentially larger, more complex
set of biological, social, economic, and environmental systems (Maglio,
Sepulveda, & Mabry, 2014; Spohrer & Maglio, 2008) that was hitherto
disregarded as external. This enhanced systems view is also termed as
“the context of the innovation” in Waluszewski, Ingemansson, and
Håkansson (2014).

Overall, the proposed questions of the expert panel indicate that a
more holistic understanding of innovations informed by a service-
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ecosystem perspective is desired to advance the field. A conceptual per-
spective that has the capacity to concurrently combine technology and
market innovation, enables and fosters a discussion about the role of ac-
tors and their interaction on a micro-level as well as the role of institu-
tions on a macro-level to various aspects of innovation.

4.2.10. Markets
Being able to define and understandmarkets is a prerequisite for the

marketing discipline. The interest in examining the eponymous concept
has led researchers to pose the question “What do marketing scholars
need to know about markets?” (Kjellberg et al., 2012) and propose the
development of a positive theory of the market based on S-D Logic
(Vargo, 2007). Opposed to the traditional conceptualization of markets
in which markets are seen as purely transactional/static and goods/
firm-centric, the S-D Logic perspective puts forward that markets are
dynamically enacted through ongoing interactions between various re-
source-integrating actors that are seeking to create value for themselves
and others. Most of all, it is understood that markets are constituted by
actors (Storbacka & Nenonen, 2012) engaged in market practices
(Kjellberg &Helgesson, 2006, 2007) as opposed to amarket conceptual-
ization based solely on transactions. For the advancement of marketing
scholarship, Kjellberg et al. (2012) suggests that more research is need-
ed to better understand market practices, howmarkets are interpreted,
and how they are being shaped. Along these lines, Nenonen et al. (2014)
proposed the concept of market plasticity, which describes “the
market's capacity to take and retain form.” This novel perspective on
market dynamics suggests that practitioners need not resign them-
selves to take markets as immutable constructs, but can instead view
themselves as powerful actorswith the necessary agency to change pre-
vailing market practices from within. In the traditional car market for
example, specific sets of rules have been created over the past century
by actors such as manufacturers, regulators, oil companies, and brand
communities. As such, these ingrained institutionalized structures
make it difficult to disrupt the market with a unique business model.
However, we are witnessing newmarkets, such as electric vehicle mar-
kets, that are yet to develop their own rules of the game. Naturally, these
markets are not independent of each other, but allow opportunities for
startups as well as established firms to shape market practices. The
scholarly activity in and around S-D Logic gives rise to institutional ap-
proaches to markets, which counteract the traditional marginal view
of markets. These novel combinatory approaches enable marketing
and management scholars to create a theory of markets that advances
meaningful and relevant applied research.

The research topics suggested by the expert panel focus on develop-
ing common means to describe and measure temporal and structural
market characteristics, such as their emergence and evolution, their
boundaries, location, level of institutionalization, plasticity, and frag-
mentation. Other questions aim at investigating the functional and
causal relationships between these characteristics and their drivers, as
well as deriving practical performance metrics.

5. Emergent higher order themes of S-D Logic

All in all, the aforementioned trajectories can provide research prior-
ities for the examination and development of S-D Logic. Apparently,
more work is required on the level of basic conceptual development,
as evinced by the ontological, epistemological, relationalist, and plural-
ist expert questions (Appendix B), which hint at the absence of com-
monly agreed-upon definitions and the fuzzy boundaries for a number
of concepts on different levels of abstraction. The itemization of the
questions into holistic, emergentist and reductionist categories supports
the suggestion that there is demand for studies that focus on different
levels of aggregation (Vargo & Lusch, 2016b). Overall, the suggested re-
search questions indicate that contributions to the unifying paradigm
emanate from a wide variety of philosophical standpoints and concern
various levels of aggregation and abstraction.
Fostering a possible consensus on conceptual foundations across dis-
ciplines can enable discussions to more effectively cross disciplinary
boundaries with regards to their interrelations and connections. As we
conclude the empirical analyses, we offer an interpretation of the
themes and links that we see emerging among the identified research
trajectories and suggested research questions. These interpretations
are entirely speculative and merely conjecture themes that may aid in
motivating future research. The higher order themes thatwe see emerg-
ing from the content of the scholarly activity we reviewed concern a)
the study of complex and fractal phenomena that b) necessitate generic
conceptualizations, c) and; the technological innovation and democrati-
zation processes that d) affect institutionalization practices.
5.1. Complex and fractal phenomena

We suggest that S-D Logic generally motivates the study of higher
order conceptualizations in the business and management sciences
which foster academic and practical insights for understanding and
managing complex dynamic environments across a variety of real-
world and conceptual levels that are often unstable und unpredictable
(Urry, 2005). Tackling research endeavors in modern global business
environments necessitates the recognition of their inherent complexity;
thus Lee, Collier, Cullen, and Gummesson (2007) advocatemethodolog-
ical creativity in order to transcend limitations of methodology and dis-
cipline. Aptly, Holbrook (2003) provides a review of the applicability of
complexity theory and fractal patterns to business environments. The
theme of complex and fractal phenomena resonates with the actor, re-
sources, and systems trajectories.
5.2. Generic conceptualizations

The emergent themes we present here allow readers to contextual-
ize S-D Logic holistically across a breadth of disciplines and they may
guide the reader's recognition of commonalities that transcend disci-
plinary boundaries. For example, findings with regards to the Actor con-
cept and its role multiplicity point towards the necessity of generic
conceptualizations that can capture the nature offluid entities inmarket
spaceswhose roles and functional relations are constantly shiftingwith-
in their ecosystems depending upon their various contexts (Finch &
Geiger, 2011; Kallinikos, Aaltonen, & Marton, 2013). One of the chal-
lenges here lies in formulating useful definitions to tackle the complex-
ity that emanates from current Actor and Resource network
conceptualizations guided by S-D Logic. The theme of generic conceptu-
alizations references the actors, context, markets, and resources
trajectories.
5.3. Technological innovation and democratization processes

Furthermore, technological innovations such as digitalization and
virtualization produce increasing system complexity, also expressed in
the fluidity metaphors (Urry, 2005) pertaining to the confluence and
mixing of networks of people, machines, algorithms, representations,
and information in digital spaces. Such digitalization fosters extended
network confluence for service delivery and was anticipated by
Normann's service logic and the idea of liquefaction (Lusch &
Nambisan, 2015; Michel, Vargo, & Lusch, 2007). Enabled by the afore-
mentioned digitalization are collaborative digital systems or open con-
tribution structures that – among other things – democratize
innovation (Von Hippel, 2009), production (Powell, 2012), and entre-
preneurship (Davidson & Vaast, 2010), as well as diffusion of and access
to scientific discoveries (Mention, Ferreira, & Torkkeli, 2016). The theme
of technological innovation and democratization processes emerges
from the trajectories concerning actors, innovation, institutions, re-
sources, service, value proposition, and value co-creation.
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5.4. Institutionalization practices

These democratization practices (Coccia, 2010) across a variety of
domains enable the lean and agile institutionalizing processes refer-
enced by the S-D Logic expert panel. These dynamic reconfiguration
processeswithin institutional spaces are often produced by and produce
innovation (Bogers et al., 2016; Vargo et al., 2015). Underlying the aca-
demic inquiry into the aforementioned emergent themes is perhaps a
shared understanding about their inherently complex nature. This arti-
cle itself can serve as an example of the fractal nature of scholarly re-
sources and their interactions with and across various conceptual
levels. To fully appreciate the dynamic nature and scalable influence of
these fractal phenomena, a conceptual oscillation across various foci is
often necessary (Chandler & Vargo, 2011). Nonetheless, the disciplinary
transcendence sought and perhaps required to assemble an elusive
Logic of Everything seems overwhelming. However, this insight gener-
ates the farsighted calls for the unification paradigm (Lusch et al.,
2009) that enables an informed understanding of the true nature of eco-
nomic exchange. The utility and acceptance of one unifying paradigm
and its truth are yet to be determined by the scientific community. Sim-
ilar ideas are reflected upon in a review by Ng, Badinelli, Polese, Di
Nauta, and Löbler (2012), which proposes that service researchers
should identify a common problem – a service challenge – that could
potentially unify the interdisciplinary field.

While not exhaustive, the findings presented here support the im-
portance of systems thinking as a future research trajectory for S-D
Logic. The results reveal the emphasis of integrative approaches and
narratives, particularly the institutional approach that integrates sym-
bols, processes, and practices (Vargo & Lusch, 2016a). The institutional
approach explicitly distinguishes S-D Logic from the service logic pro-
duced by the Nordic school of marketing (Grönroos, 2011). Instead of
focusing on the micro-level interactions emphasized by the Nordic
school, S-D Logic proposes oscillation between different levels of aggre-
gation in order to gain a more informed understanding of economic ex-
change and value creation in the whole service ecosystem.

6. Conclusion

We set out to describe the research trajectories of the S-D Logic par-
adigm in order to gain an understanding of the paradigm's thematic
boundaries and its central areas of scholarly interest. Our deliberations
explore the paradigmatic qualities of S-D Logic from two methodologi-
cal angles. The combination of bibliometric mapping of research trajec-
tories in S-D Logic with qualitative support from an expert panel not
only provides value for researchers interested in the development of
the unifying paradigm, but equally importantly opens up avenues for
practitioners to view their operations through the lens of a developing
paradigm.

For instance, using a conceptual S-D Logic lens, Breidbach and
Maglio (2016) empirically investigate how information and commu-
nication technologies change the traditional service interactions,
which are crucial to business and management. Reypens, Lievens,
and Blazevic (2016) address the collaborative challenges firms face
when co-creating innovative value in an environment of increasing
market dynamism and complexity. The authors call for a systems ap-
proach to value co-creation processes, among other things, pointing
out the limitations of linear conceptualizations such as the structural
equation modeling often employed to describe business processes.
Such broadening of the current conceptualizations and methodolog-
ical approaches may provide practitioners with better tools to un-
derstanding managerial practice at various levels (Fjeldstad, Snow,
Miles, & Lettl, 2012).

Kjellberg, Azimont, and Reid (2015) discuss the central role of insti-
tutionalization inmarket innovation processes. The authors' perspective
acknowledges markets as ongoing processes, rather than as an exoge-
nous force (i.e., demand) that is beyond the sphere of influence of actors
in the market. This perspectival change can empower actors' prospects
of actively promoting and/or preventing changes in the market. Poten-
tial future training programs based on the research trajectories in this
unifying paradigm would provide managers with a holistic view of the
market ecosystems within which they operate, as well as assisting
them in better navigating and managing these complex and dynamic
environments.

The contribution of this article is four-fold: First, we provide a
bibliometric analysis of the development of the S-D Logic literature
over the past decade (2004–2014). This empirical inquiry reveals the
structure and, to some extent, the content of the scientific debate
spurred by the introduction of S-D Logic. The bibliometric study high-
lights four pertinent research trajectories within S-D Logic, namely
Value co-creation, Resources (incl. integration), Brands, and Innovation.
Academic activity related to S-D Logic has taken place along these re-
search trajectories over the past decade. The bibliometric study reveals
that the majority of these trajectories have become increasingly impor-
tant to the S-D Logic paradigm over the course of the last three years of
the period under study.

Second, by conducting structured interviewswith a S-D Logic expert
panel, we identify and qualitatively investigate 10 concepts that are
likely to contribute to the development of the S-D Logic paradigm in
the immediate future (Actors, Context, Innovation, Institutions, Mar-
kets, Resources, Service, Systems, Value co-creation, Value proposition).
Out of these concepts Value co-creation, Resources (incl. integration), and
Innovation are expected to remain central research trajectories, thus
confirming their positive developmental trend identified by the
bibliometric study. In order to connect the retrospective findings of
the bibliometric study to the prospective Delphi study, we adapt the
concept of network centrality and density to gauge the future locus of
academic inquiry regarding these research trajectories. Taken together,
these results support the semantic congruence between the research
trajectories identified in the bibliometric study and the Delphi study.

Third, we provide an avenue for potential future academic inquiry to
further develop S-D Logic. The commonalities among the expert panel's
research questions underscore the observed shift towards systemic and
institutional marketing conceptualizations postulated in S-D Logic. The
philosophical categorization of the suggested research questions indi-
cates that contributions to this unifying paradigm can originate from a
wide variety of philosophical approaches. From the entirety of our find-
ings we tentatively distill emergent higher order themes that evidently
motivate the development of S-D Logic and related fields (complex and
fractal phenomena, generic conceptualizations, technological innova-
tion and democratization processes, and institutionalization).

Finally, our efforts represent a novel methodological approach to
evaluate research trajectories of paradigms in the business andmanage-
ment sciences in particular, and any type of integrative discipline in the
social sciences in general. The common higher order themes that
emerge from the S-D Logic paradigm may inform an advanced under-
standing of the nature of economic exchange and value creation for
the business and management sciences. The nascent academic consen-
sus regarding a unifying paradigm can foster effective scholarly engage-
ment with regards to disciplinary interrelations and connections in
terms of their fundamental concepts, thus enabling the transdisciplin-
ary production of knowledge.
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Appendix A. Centrality, density and composite agreement score statistics (Delphi Round 3)
Theme
S
V
V
A
S
R
In
C
In
M
E
N
C
B
P
C
O
C
B
S

↓Centrality
 SD
 Density
 SD
 Agreement
ystems
 85
 (59)
 43
 (95)
 1.39

alue proposition
 77
 (58)
 10
 (113)
 1.25

alue co-creation
 49
 (113)
 40
 (114)
 0.94

ctors
 44
 (99)
 −26
 (106)
 1.04

ervice
 40
 (120)
 18
 (98)
 0.98

esources
 37
 (65)
 −11
 (105)
 1.26

stitutions
 20
 (124)
 −12
 (110)
 0.91

ontext
 17
 (100)
 19
 (79)
 1.19

novation
 16
 (116)
 64
 (79)
 1.09

arkets
 4
 (113)
 −5
 (108)
 0.97

ngagement
 −2
 (94)
 42
 (99)
 1.11

etworks
 −5
 (110)
 −33
 (130)
 0.89

ocreation of service
 −6
 (137)
 −24
 (118)
 0.84

usiness model
 −19
 (984)
 28
 (93)
 1.21

latforms
 −33
 (129)
 −31
 (113)
 0.88

ustomer perspective
 −40
 (104)
 −12
 (140)
 0.87

rganizational integration
 −62
 (121)
 −65
 (126)
 0.86

ustomer orientation
 −64
 (150)
 −41
 (130)
 0.76

randing
 −88
 (125)
 −41
 (106)
 0.93

ocial network marketing
 −106
 (111)
 13
 (80)
 1.12

ean
 0
 107
 0
 107
 1.00
M
Note: Centrality and density score aremean centered. Agreement score expressed as reciprocal of themean of combined standard deviations (107 / ((SDCentrality+ SDDensity) / 2)). A higher
agreement score (larger circle in Fig. 5) thus indicates a higher amount of agreement regarding a theme's positioning.

Appendix B. Philosophical categorization of expert panel questions (Delphi Round 4)
Ontological
What are the ontological levels (e.g. subjective vs. objective) of context?
What are the boundaries of a market?
What are the characteristics (e.g. plasticity, location, fragmentation) of a market?
What are the definitions, forms and limits of value and value co-creation?
What are the different characteristics (e.g. social, cyber and physical layers, dynamically reconfigurable, contextually aware) of value proposition?
What are the boundaries and linkages of a service (eco)system?
What does service mean in practice?
How is innovation defined in a service ecosystem?
How to represent actors in a more focused and pragmatic manner?
How does system perspective enable different views of value propositions?
How to re-interpret value propositions with a service science perspective?
Epistemological
How can we measure or operationalize context?
How can we know if a market is performing well?
How can we measure institutions or institutional logics?
How can we quantify service flows?
How do we determine the relevant system of analysis?
How can we measure value?
How can we know who creates value best?
Relationalist
How are multiple contexts (e.g., personal, market, societal) reconciled?
How does service relate to technology?
How do we separate value from values?
Is co-creation of service the same as co-creation of value?
Who should do what in service: a supplier, a customer, a machine, a supportive infrastructure?
Pluralist
What different types of resources exist?
How can we classify types of service?
What are the engagement logics of various actors?
Are there other essential functions of actors for understanding value creation besides service-for-service exchange and resource integration?
How do various kinds of interaction enable resource sharing?
How can actor roles be meaningfully classified (i.e., other than producer and consumer) to advance the understanding of value co-creation?
How does value differ for different actors?
Do firms have different value propositions to different actor groups?
Holistic
How do the roles that actors perform influence their actions in a service ecosystem?
Which institutions are needed to support service?
Which institutions are hindrances for service?
How does market institutionalization result from and contribute to innovation?
How do individuals maneuver/adjust to the dynamics and overlapping nature of service (eco)systems?
What is the role of institutions, institutionalization, and shared institutional logics in the emergence and diffusion of value propositions and of innovation in technology,
markets, and business models?
Emergentist
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How do markets and service (eco)systems emerge and evolve?
How do value propositions change as a market evolves?
How do potential resources gain ‘resourceness’?
How can markets become unbounded and plastic?
What is the role of non-human actors (actants) in a service ecosystem?
What is the role of different actors in the innovation process?
Is institutionalization a "combinatorial evolution" process, i.e., are new institutions formed from recombinations of prior institutional structures?
How do institutions emerge, maintain and decay (deinstitutionalize)?
Reductionist
What key characteristics of service (eco)systems determine their survivability/viability?
What are the key drivers/conditions for the massively co-created value that characterizes global wellbeing?
What factors determine the institutionalization of potential institutions?
References

Akaka, M. A., & Chandler, J. D. (2011). Roles as resources: A social roles perspective of
change in value networks. Marketing Theory, 11, 243–260.

Akaka, M. A., & Vargo, S. L. (2014). Technology as an operant resource in service (eco)sys-
tems. Information Systems and e-Business Management, 12, 367–384.

Akaka, M. M. A., Vargo, S. L. S., & Lusch, R. R. F. (2013). The complexity of context: A ser-
vice ecosystems approach for international marketing. Journal of Marketing Research,
21, 1–20.

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

Åkesson, M., Edvardsson, B., & Tronvoll, B. (2014). Customer experience from a self-ser-
vice system perspective. Journal of Service Management, 25, 677–698.

Ale Ebrahim, N., Farhadi, H., Salehi, H., Md Yunus, M., Aghaei Chadegani, A., Farhadi, M., &
Fooladi, M. (2013). Does it matter which citation tool is used to compare the H-index
of a group of highly cited researchers? Australian Journal of Basic and Applied Sciences,
7, 198–202.

Andersson, P., Aspenberg, K., & Kjellberg, H. (2008). The configuration of actors in market
practice. Marketing Theory, 8, 67–90.

Archambault, É., Campbell, D., Gingras, Y., & Larivière, V. (2009). Comparing bibliometric
statistics obtained from the web of science and scopus. Journal of the American Society
for Information Science and Technology, 60, 1320–1326.

Bogers, M., Zobel, A. -K., Afuah, A., Almirall, E., Brunswicker, S., Dahlander, L., ... Haefliger,
S. (2016). The open innovation research landscape: Established perspectives and
emerging themes across different levels of analysis. Industry and Innovation, 24, 8–40.

Breidbach, C. F., & Maglio, P. P. (2016). Technology-enabled value co-creation: An empirical
analysis of actors, resources, and practices. Industrial Marketing Management, 56, 73–85.

Buchanan, R. (1992). Wicked problems in design thinking. Design Issues, 8, 5–21.
Callon, M., Courtial, J. -P., Turner, W. A., & Bauin, S. (1983). From translations to problematic

networks: An introduction to co-word analysis. Social Science Information, 22, 191–235.
Callon, M., Law, J., & Rip, A. (1986). Mapping the dynamics of science and technology.

Springer.
Callon, M., Courtial, J. -P., & Laville, F. (1991). Co-word analysis as a tool for describing the

network of interactions between basic and technological research: The case of poly-
mer chemistry. Scientometrics, 22, 155–205.

Chandler, J. D., & Vargo, S. L. (2011). Contextualization and value-in-context: How context
frames exchange. Marketing Theory, 11, 35–49.

Cobo, M. J., López-Herrera, A. G., Herrera-Viedma, E., & Herrera, F. (2011). An approach for
detecting, quantifying, and visualizing the evolution of a research field: A practical
application to the fuzzy sets theory field. Journal of Informetrics, 5, 146–166.

Cobo, M. J., López-Herrera, A. G., Herrera-Viedma, E., & Herrera, F. (2012). SciMAT: A new
sciencemapping analysis software tool. Journal of the American Society for Information
Science and Technology, 63, 1609–1630.

Coccia, M. (2010). Democratization is the driving force for technological and economic
change. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 77, 248–264.

Dalkey, N., & Helmer, O. (1963). An experimental application of the Delphi method to the
use of experts. Management Science, 9, 458–467.

Davidson, E., & Vaast, E. (2010). Digital entrepreneurship and its sociomaterial enactment.
47th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (pp. 1–10).

Dogan, M. (2001). Paradigms in the social sciences. International Encyclopedia of the Social
& Behavioral Sciences, 16, 11023–11027.

Edvardsson, B., Tronvoll, B., & Gruber, T. (2011). Expanding understanding of service ex-
change and value co-creation: A social construction approach. Journal of the Academy
of Marketing Science, 39, 327–339.

Edvardsson, B., Kleinaltenkamp, M., Tronvoll, B., McHugh, P., & Windahl, C. (2014). Insti-
tutional logics matter when coordinating resource integration. Marketing Theory, 14,
291–309.

Ehrenthal, J. C. F. (2012). A service-dominant logic view of retail on-shelf availability. (Dis-
sertation of the) University of St. Gallen School of Management, Economics, Law, So-
cial Sciences and International Affairs.

Finch, J., & Geiger, S. (2011). Constructing and contesting markets through themarket ob-
ject. Industrial Marketing Management, 40, 899–906.

Fjeldstad, Ø. D., Snow, C. C., Miles, R. E., & Lettl, C. (2012). The architecture of collabora-
tion. Strategic Management Journal, 33, 734–750.

Ford, D., & Mouzas, S. (2013). Service and value in the interactive business landscape.
Industrial Marketing Management, 42, 9–17.

Garfield, E. (1994). Scientography: Mapping the tracks of science. Current Contents: Social
& Behavioural Sciences, 7, 5–10.
Gebauer, H., Worch, H., & Truffer, B. (2012). Absorptive capacity, learning processes and
combinative capabilities as determinants of strategic innovation. European
Management Journal, 30, 57–73.

Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society: Outline of the theory of structuration.Univer-
sity of California Press.

Grönroos, C. (2011). A service perspective on business relationships: The value
creation, interaction and marketing Interface. Industrial Marketing Management,
40, 240–247.

Grönroos, C., & Voima, P. (2013). Critical service logic: Making sense of value creation and
co-creation. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 41, 133–150.

Gummesson, E. (2007). Exit services marketing - enter service marketing. Journal of
Customer Behaviour, 6, 113–141.

Gustafsson, A., Kristensson, P., &Witell, L. (2012). Customer co-creation in service innova-
tion: A matter of communication? Journal of Service Management, 23, 311–327.

Haas, A., Snehota, I., & Corsaro, D. (2012). Creating value in business relationships: The
role of sales. Industrial Marketing Management, 41, 94–105.

He, Q. (1999). Knowledge discovery through co-word analysis. Library Trends, 48,
133–159.

Holbrook, M. B. (2003). Adventures in complexity: An essay on dynamic open com-
plex adaptive systems, butterfly effects, self-organizing order, coevolution, the
ecological perspective, fitness landscapes, market spaces, emergent beauty at
the edge of chaos, and all that jazz. Academy of Marketing Science Review, 2003,
1–181.

Kallinikos, J., Aaltonen, A., & Marton, A. (2013). The ambivalent ontology of digital arti-
facts. MIS Quarterly, 37, 357–370.

Kieliszewski, C. A., Maglio, P. P., & Cefkin, M. (2012). On modeling value constellations to
understand complex service system interactions. European Management Journal, 30,
438–450.

Kjellberg, H., & Helgesson, C. -F. (2006). Multiple versions of markets: Multiplicity
and performativity in market practice. Industrial Marketing Management, 35,
839–855.

Kjellberg, H., & Helgesson, C. -F. (2007). On the nature of markets and their practices.
Marketing Theory, 7, 137–162.

Kjellberg, H., Storbacka, K., Akaka, M., Chandler, J., Finch, J., Lindeman, S., ... Nenonen, S.
(2012). Market futures/future markets: Research directions in the study of markets.
Marketing Theory, 12, 219–223.

Kjellberg, H., Azimont, F., & Reid, E. (2015). Market innovation processes: Balancing stabil-
ity and change. Industrial Marketing Management, 44, 4–12.

Kryvinska, N., Olexova, R., Dohmen, P., & Strauss, C. (2013). The S-D logic phenomenon-
conceptualization and systematization by reviewing the literature of a decade
(2004–2013). Journal of Service Science Research, 5, 35–94.

Kuhn, T. S. (2012). The structure of scientific revolutions. University of Chicago Press.
Lee, B., Collier, P. M., Cullen, J., & Gummesson, E. (2007). Case study research and network

theory: Birds of a feather. Qualitative Research in Organizations and Management: An
International Journal, 2, 226–248.

Loo, R. (2002). The Delphi method: A powerful tool for strategicmanagement. Policing: An
International Journal of Police Strategies & Management, 25, 762–769.

Lusch, R. F., & Nambisan, S. (2015). Service innovation: A service-dominant logic perspec-
tive. MIS Quarterly, 39, 155–175.

Lusch, R. F., & Spohrer, J. C. (2012). Evolving service for a complex, resilient, and sustain-
able world. Journal of Marketing Management, 28, 1491–1503.

Lusch, R. F., & Vargo, S. L. (2006). Service-dominant logic:What it is, what it is not, what it
might be. The service dominant logic of marketing: Dialog, debate and directions
(pp. 43–56). NY: ME Sharpe Inc.

Lusch, R. F., Vargo, S. L., & Tanniru, M. (2009). Service, value networks and learning.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 38, 19–31.

Mackenzie, K. D., & House, R. (1978). Paradigm development in the social sciences: A pro-
posed research strategy. Academy of Management Review, 3, 7–23.

Maglio, P. P., & Spohrer, J. (2013). A service science perspective on business model inno-
vation. Industrial Marketing Management, 42, 665–670.

Maglio, P. P., Sepulveda, M. J., & Mabry, P. L. (2014). Mainstreaming modeling and simu-
lation to accelerate public health innovation. American Journal of Public Health, 104,
1181–1186.

Mention, A. -L., Ferreira, J. J. P., & Torkkeli, M. (2016). The democratization of science: Blue
Ocean or chimera? Journal of Innovation Management, 4, 1–5.

Michel, S., Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2007). Reconfiguration of the conceptual landscape:
A tribute to the service logic of Richard Normann. Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, 36, 152–155.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0280


68 A. Pohlmann, V. Kaartemo / Industrial Marketing Management 63 (2017) 53–68
Nenonen, S., Kjellberg, H., Pels, J., Cheung, L., Lindeman, S., Mele, C., ... Storbacka, K. (2014).
A new perspective onmarket dynamicsmarket plasticity and the stability–fluidity di-
alectics. Marketing Theory, 14, 269–289.

Ng, I. C. L., Badinelli, R. D., Polese, F., Di Nauta, P., & Löbler, H. (2012). S-D logic research
directions and opportunities: The perspective of systems, complexity and engineer-
ing. Marketing Theory, 12, 213–217.

North, D. N. (1990). Institutions, institutional change and economic performance. Cam-
bridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Okoli, C., & Pawlowski, S. (2004). The Delphi method as a research tool: An example, de-
sign considerations and applications. Information & Management, 42, 15–29.

Payne, A., & Frow, P. (2014a). Deconstructing the value proposition of an innovation ex-
emplar. European Journal of Marketing, 48, 237–270.

Payne, A., & Frow, P. (2014b). Developing superior value propositions: A strategicmarket-
ing imperative. Journal of Service Management, 25, 213–227.

Payne, A. F., Storbacka, K., & Frow, P. (2008). Managing the co-creation of value. Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science, 36, 83–96.

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, 935–951.

Peters, L. D., Lobler, H., Brodie, R. J., Breidbach, C. F., Hollebeek, L. D., Smith, S. D., ... Varey,
R. J. (2014). Theorizing about resource integration through service-dominant logic.
Marketing Theory, 14, 249–268.

Pickering, A. (1993). The mangle of practice: Agency and emergence in the sociology of
science. American Journal of Sociology, 99, 559–589.

Powell, A. (2012). Democratizing production through open source knowledge: From
open software to open hardware. Media, Culture & Society, 34, 691–708.

Prahalad, C. K., & Ramaswamy, V. (2004). Co-creation experiences: The next practice in
value creation. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 18, 5–14.

Reypens, C., Lievens, A., & Blazevic, V. (2016). Leveraging value inmulti-stakeholder inno-
vation networks: A process framework for value co-creation and capture. Industrial
Marketing Management, 56, 40–50.

Schildt, H. A., Zahra, S. A., & Sillanpää, A. (2006). Scholarly communities in entrepreneur-
ship research: A co-citation analysis. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30,
399–415.

Scott, W. R. (2001). Institutions and organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Scott, W. R. (2010). Reflections: The past and future of research on institutions and insti-

tutional change. Journal of Change Management, 10, 5–21.
Spohrer, J., & Maglio, P. P. (2008). The emergence of service science: Toward systematic

service innovations to accelerate co-creation of value. Production & Operations
Management, 17, 238–246.
Storbacka, K., & Nenonen, S. (2012). Competitive arena mapping: Market innovation
using morphological analysis in business markets. Journal of Business-to-Business
Marketing, 19, 183–215.

Storbacka, K., & Nenonen, S. (2014). Learning with the market: Facilitating market inno-
vation. Industrial Marketing Management, 44, 73–82.

Tokman, M., & Beitelspacher, L. S. (2011). Supply chain networks and service-dominant
logic: Suggestions for future research. International Journal of Physical Distribution &
Logistics Management, 41, 717–726.

Urry, J. (2005). The complexities of the global. Theory, Culture & Society, 22, 235–254.
Vargo, S. L. (2007). On a theory of markets and marketing: From positively normative to

normatively positive. Australasian Marketing Journal, 15, 53–60.
Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2004). Evolving to a new dominant logic for marketing. Journal

of Marketing, 68, 1–17.
Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2008a). Service-dominant logic: Continuing the evolution.

Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36, 1–10.
Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2008b). Why “service”? Journal of the Academy of Marketing

Science, 36, 25–38.
Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2011). It's all B2B…and beyond: Toward a systems perspective

of the market. Industrial Marketing Management, 40, 181–187.
Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2014). Inversions of service-dominant logic. Marketing Theory,

14, 239–248.
Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2016a). Institutions and axioms: An extension and update of

service-dominant logic. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 44, 5–23.
Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2016b). Service-dominant logic 2025. International Journal of

Research in Marketing. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2016.11.001.
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, 145–152.
Vargo, S. L., Wieland, H., & Akaka, M. A. (2015). Innovation through institutionalization: A

service ecosystems perspective. Industrial Marketing Management, 44, 63–72.
Vogel, R., & Güttel,W. H. (2013). The dynamic capability view in strategicmanagement: A

bibliometric review. International Journal of Management Reviews, 15, 426–446.
Von Hippel, E. (2009). Democratizing innovation: The evolving phenomenon of user in-

novation. International Journal of Innovation Science, 1, 29–40.
Waluszewski, A., Ingemansson, M., & Håkansson, H. (2014). Innovation forecast: Un-

avoidable and context dependent. Industrial Marketing Management, 43, 1045–1052.
Zettinig, P., & Vincze, Z. (2011). The domain of international business: Futures and future rel-

evance of international business. Thunderbird International Business Review, 53, 337–349.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0420
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2016.11.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0019-8501(17)30005-6/rf0455

	Research trajectories of Service-�Dominant Logic: Emergent themes of a unifying paradigm in business and management
	1. Introduction
	2. Research trajectories
	3. Bibliometric analysis: knowledge discovery through co-word analysis
	3.1. Bibliometric research process
	3.1.1. Data source
	3.1.2. Citation data extraction
	3.1.3. Keyword assignment
	3.1.4. Network mapping algorithm

	3.2. Bibliometric study results: research trajectories of S-D Logic
	3.2.1. Stability
	3.2.2. Evolution
	3.2.3. Comparative network measures


	4. Delphi method: research trajectories of S-D Logic
	4.1. Delphi research process
	4.1.1. Round 1: invitation and theme origination
	4.1.2. Round 2: synthesis of originated themes and confirmation
	4.1.3. Round 3: conjecturing the performance of future research trajectories
	4.1.4. Concluding the Delphi process: driving questions

	4.2. Delphi study results: research trajectories of S-D Logic
	4.2.1. Systems
	4.2.2. Value proposition
	4.2.3. Value co-creation
	4.2.4. Actors
	4.2.5. Service
	4.2.6. Resources
	4.2.7. Institutions
	4.2.8. Context
	4.2.9. Innovation
	4.2.10. Markets


	5. Emergent higher order themes of S-D Logic
	5.1. Complex and fractal phenomena
	5.2. Generic conceptualizations
	5.3. Technological innovation and democratization processes
	5.4. Institutionalization practices

	6. Conclusion
	Acknowledgment
	Appendix A. Centrality, density and composite agreement score statistics (Delphi Round 3)
	Appendix B. Philosophical categorization of expert panel questions (Delphi Round 4)
	References


