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 Characterizing digital service innovation: phases, actors, functions, and interactions in 

the context of a digital service platform 

 

Purpose – Digital service innovation (DSI) is a type of technological innovation that is 

recognized in practice in the innovation structure of companies. Given the breadth of digital 

technologies that enable digital services and the variety of these services, analysis is needed to 

discern the nature of these services, as well as the process that culminates in co-innovation. The 

literature on DSI is fragmented and spread across multiple research areas. This fragmentation 

impedes conceptualization of the elements that constitute DSI. This paper describes the nature 

of DSI through the process and elements of initiation, adoption, and routinization of DSI in the 

context of digital service platforms (DSPs). 

Design/methodology/approach – This paper presents a single exploratory case study of a 

provider of a leading digital solution in customer relations. The data analysis is based on 

abductive reasoning. 
Findings – The paper conceptualizes the nature of DSI and describes the process and elements 

of DSI (phases, actors, functions, and interactions). It contributes to building a common 

language for DSI research in service management. The analysis shows that DSI in DSPs is 

synonymous with co‐innovation. This paper offers insight into how co‐innovation occurs using 

hybrid agile methodologies with the coordination of multiple actors and multilateral 

interactions. 

Originality – The originality and value of the study reside in its conceptualization and analysis 

of what is meant by DSI. The components of the service and the technological requirements for 

not only provision but also ideation and development appear to be inseparable. The study 

unveils the mechanisms that turn a digital service solution into a co-innovative proposal. This 

knowledge can facilitate scalability in digital services. 

1. Introduction 

The rapid growth of digital technologies is driving radical changes in products, services, and 

innovation processes (Sjödin et al., 2020). Manufacturing firms are shifting from product-

centric models to combined digital offerings, bundling products, services, and software-

hardware systems, providing higher value generation potential (Huikkola et al., 2022; Opazo-

Basáez et al., 2023). This shift represents digital servitization (Sjödin et al., 2020). Firms also 

switch from product to service innovation (Häikiö et al., 2016). To realize the full potential of 

digital transformation, firms need to adopt digital platforms (Sandebrg et al., 2020).  Industrial 

manufacturers increasingly develop digital platforms in business to business (B2B) contexts 

(Jovanovic et al., 2022). 

Digital platforms allow connecting Internet-of-Things-enabled machines, collecting operational 

data, and conducting analytics to provide advanced services like preventive maintenance and 

fleet management, or even site optimization (Kohtamäki et al., 2020). This remote asset 

connectivity enabled radically new digital services across industries (Paluch & Wirtz, 2020). 

And so, Digital services built on product data analytics improve operations and use (Vendrell-

Herrero et al., 2021b). As digital services permeate business, their importance grew 

substantially (Opazo-Basáez et al., 2022). 

Services have become a source of digital innovation that can be revamped regarding their 

attributes (Gebauer et al., 2021). Digital service innovation (DSI) is challenging for B2B 

companies given the rapid technology evolution (Sjödin et al., 2018), need for customer co-

creation (Parida et al., 2019), and limited B2B digital service development knowledge (Sjödin et 

al., 2020; Raddats et al., 2022).  Jovanovic et al. (2022) state that a key aspect for B2B 

manufacturers is fitting future digital services into digital platforms, specifically how platform 

architecture can expand functional scope (Koutsikouri et al., 2018). When this evolution occurs, 
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industrial digital platforms become digital service platforms (DSPs). Initially, product platforms 

can incorporate digital modules (Warner and Wäger, 2019). Later, facing advanced service 

needs, they can add external modules to the core (Constantinides et al., 2018), evolving into 

DSPs. In other words, DSPs enable rapid, continual digital service innovation delivery (Carcary 

et al., 2022). 

DSI in digital platforms has been studied as a way to innovate and transform businesses 

(Chowdhury et al., 2021). DSI entails co-innovation occurring on digital platforms. DSI 

represents a new actor network configuration for value generation (Häikiö et al., 2016). In this 

context, DSI is a key research priority (Field et al., 2021; Opazo-Basáez et al., 2022). The DSI 

literature has developed from approaches related to data-rich environments (Troilo et al., 2017), 

service innovation frameworks for smart product-service systems (Zheng et al., 2018), DSI 

strategies (Soto Setzke et al., 2021), and the interplay between smart manufacturing and and 

Knowledge Intensive Business Services (KIBS) in product-service innovation (Bustinza et al., 

2022). Indeed, KIBS play a major DSI role with specialized expertise in technology, data 

analytics, and process optimization to guide digital service innovation (Seclen-Luna and 

Barrutia, 2018; Seclen-Luna and Miles, 2023). 

The DSI literature is fragmented across domains, hindering conceptualization. Clarifying DSI 

elements is critical, particularly the process of innovating services on digital platforms 

(Jovanovic et al., 2022). While DSI differs across sectors, analyzing its nature and process on 

digital service platforms can establish a common DSI research language. DSI is analyzed within 

the manufacturing context, specifically as part of manufacturers' servitization efforts. 

Accordingly, there is a gap in the literature in relation to analysis of the nature of DSI and the 

DSI process within DSPs. There is also a need to unveil the antecedents and mechanisms that 

turn digital service solutions into an innovative proposal. In other words, the gap addressed by 

this study relates to the need to characterize DSI on DSPs. 

Based on these premises, this study seeks to respond to: What is the nature of a digital service? 

How does digital service innovation occur on a digital service platform? The objective is to 

deconstruct a digital service into the “what”, the “who”, and the “how” to identify DSI 

elements, check them against customer needs, and design and deliver those elements. Therefore, 

the study aims to identify the phases, actors, functions, and interactions determining the 

innovation process of a digital service on a DSP. It describes the initiation, adoption, and 

routinization antecedents of DSI in a DSP context. An in-depth single case study based on 

archival data and interviews examines a leading software as a service (SaaS) digital service 

provider and one client. Empirical insights from DSPs can further the understanding of DSI 

elements and process. This knowledge can facilitate innovation scalability in digital services. 

This study contributes to DSI literature in three ways. First, it depicts DSI as technological 

innovation, describing its commoditized process and hybrid agile methodology nature. Second, 

it extends actor interrelationships and highlights collaborative, customer-focused innovation 

routines within an organizational service culture, highlighting the KIBS role. Third, it highlights 

the co-innovation process in DSPs, with multi-party actor roles and functions varying during 

DSI. Empirical results shape propositions guiding future research. For managers, the study 

provides a DSI development framework and guide. Conceptualizing DSI elements and process 

offers a common digital service innovation roadmap while capturing sector differences, 

contributing to a unified DSI research language in service management. 

 

2 - Theoretical background 

2.1 Services and service innovation 
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What is a service? Researchers and practitioners from numerous disciplines have challenged the 

conventional definition. The conventional view is that a service produces outcomes that are 

intangible, heterogeneous, instantaneous, and perishable (Fitzsimmons and Fitzsimmons, 2000).  

Adding digitality is revolutionizing the concept and scope of services. In 2004, Vargo and 

Lusch provided service-dominant logic (S-DL) foundations, defining service as a collaborative 

value co-creation process between recipients and providers. Applied to services, Schumpeter's 

innovation concept (Schumpeter, 1934) suggests service innovation involves developing and 

implementing novel service process and technology combinations, developing new or renewing 

existing offerings (Toivonen & Tuominen, 2009). Radatts et al. (2022) address this innovation 

lens. 

Research on service innovation has made major advances in recent years as a result of the rise 

of services in different domains. In management, products are distinguished from services for 

the purposes of both companies and consumers (Fitzsimmons and Fitzsimmons, 2000). There 

are likewise differences in terms of product and service innovations.. In information systems, 

Lyttinen and Rose (2003) introduced technological services as a type of information technology 

(IT) innovation service. However, their vision is limited to IT services, ignoring the scope of 

services in the company, as well as issues as relevant as value creation and resource integration. 

Service innovation can be defined as a new process or offering that is implemented and adopted 

by one or more stakeholders and that creates value for them (Gustafsson et al., 2020:114). And 

digital innovation is “the change or creation of products and innovation processes that result 

from the new combinations of digital and physical components enabled by digital technology” 

(Liu et al., 2021, p. 2). 

Organizations increasingly operate in digitally permeated environments (Yoo et al., 2012). 

Manufacturing firms should adopt digital innovations (Liu et al., 2023), not only for products 

but also for incorporated services (i.e. digital servitization). And, the service itself has become a 

digital innovation source that can be revamped regarding its features (Gebauer et al., 2021). 

2.2 Digital service innovation 

No doubt a technological perspective is necessary to capture innovation in digital services 

(Droege et al., 2009). Servitization represents applying service approaches to all economic 

activities. Likewise, services have become important manufacturing inputs (production services) 

and outputs (product-related services) (Bryson et al., 2020). The digitalization of services 

(digital services) also represents a paradigm shift. It is the industrialization of services. In this 

context, DSI is an entity itself. 

Thus, technological service innovation (i.e.,DSI) can be a different innovation category 

(Vendrell-Herrero et al., 2023). The Oslo Manual dominates innovation typology description 

(OECD, 2018), including digitally delivered services among product innovations. Most 

manufacturing innovation research has focused on technological innovation (Toivonen & 

Tuominen, 2009; Vilkas et al, 2022), largely ignoring service innovation opportunities. Opazo-

Basáez et al. (2022a) and Vendrell-Herrero et al. (2023) recommend including technological 

and non-technological service innovation in this and other innovation frameworks. DSI is one 

technological service innovation. 

DSI can be defined as innovation in manufacturers’ service offerings using digital technologies 

that create value for manufacturers and their customers  (Raddats et al., 2022; Kolagar et al. 

2022; Sjödin et al., 2020; Vendrell-Herrero et al., 2021a). Soto Setzke et al. (2021) 

conceptualize DSI as service and product bundling using digital technologies, enabling real-

time customer product usage data access. This data allows service recommendations to improve 

product use. Examples include real-time tracking, health monitoring, and data analytics 

consultancy (Opazo-Basáez et al., 2022a:101). 
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DSI entails adopting a new organizational mindset and logic, shifting from product to service 

logic (Vargo and Lusch, 2004). Töytäri et al. (2018) describe top-down and bottom-up mindset 

shift paths: top-down promotes new value logic effectuation, bottom-up first promotes new 

capabilities driving overall logic change. 

Beyond technical complexity and innovativeness, DSI also has customer innovativeness 

regarding technology-enabled service use (Raddats et al., 2022). This dimension enables highly 

customized value propositions through digitally enhanced provider–customer relationships 

(Kowalkowski et al., 2013) under service-dominant logic (Skålén et al., 2015). DSI “requires a 

change in managing provider-customer relationships by adopting new and innovative co-

creation approaches” (Sjödin et al., 2020, p. 479) 

The service innovation frameworks by Lusch and Nambisan (2015) and Tiwana et al. (2010) 

reveal the integration of management and information systems domains for DSI and DSP 

analysis. Developing DSI requires adequate IT infrastructure like DSPs. DSPs enable rapid 

digital innovation development, implementation, and spread. They are the main digital service 

offering mode to customers (Jovanovic et al., 2022). DSPs exploit and control digitized 

resources, creating value by enabling multi-actor connections (Gawer, 2020). In B2B 

environments, digital technologies have considerable service innovation potential, offering new 

revenue and value generation opportunities. Here, iterative innovation is needed to create 

greater digitalization value, responding quickly to customer needs (Parida et al., 2019). 

Indeed, DSI requires evolving traditional product/process innovation, often designing new 

digital innovation, speed and agility-focused structures, and new integrator roles connecting 

these units and the business. Business models and processes must also be digitally reinvented to 

accommodate rapid innovation (Ross et al, 2016). Innovation happens through co-creation at 

customer contact points, where value is realized (Grönroos, 2011). In this scenario, DSI occurs 

on digital platforms, providing necessary and sufficient DSI development conditions. 

2.3 Digital (service) platforms 

Digital platforms are defined as platforms with physical and software elements linked by 

interfaces, framed technically (Hein et al., 2019). However, socio-technical perspectives have 

greater researcher interest, considering technological aspects and agent interrelations (Mishra & 

Tripathi, 2020). So, platform nature depends on participant task type (Jacobides et al., 2018). 

For example, service platforms comprise tangible and intangible resources, facilitating actor 

interactions and resource exchange (Lusch & Nambisan, 2015). Most service platforms are 

digital services, i.e. digital service platforms (Fischer et al., 2020).  

DSPs use diverse actor skills, knowledge, or resources to enhance service value. DSP success 

relies directly on enabling and enhancing interactions, co-creation, and innovation (Fischer et 

al., 2020). DSPs enable agility and customer responsiveness, deliver superior customer 

experiences, build loyalty and trust, promoting co-innovation. Structures fostering actor 

integration and collaboration create competitive advantages through efficient external 

knowledge sourcing and absorption, encouraging user-centric innovation (Fu et al., 2018; 

Grönroos, 2011). 

Rapid digital technology development has led to software-focused DSPs, accentuating earlier 

DSP characteristics regarding co-innovation opportunities. These platforms include Internet 

providers operating SaaS or PaaS (platform as a service) as part of cloud computing 

infrastructure. A software service platform represents an ecosystem with interacting 

stakeholders (Jansen and Cusumano, 2013). 

DSPs bring together a platform architecture and ecosystem members through joint exploitation 

activities (Jacobides et al., 2018). Platform services have been frequently associated with greater 
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possibilities for innovation, and they leverage digital technologies that allow for rapid scaling of 

knowledge search and more effective knowledge recombination (Lanzolla et al., 2020). The 

process of DSI is essential to the development and evolution of DSPs and requires analysis of 

the phases, actors, functions, and interactions involved. 

  

2.4 Phases, actors, functions, and interactions in digital service innovation 

DSI process phases in B2B contexts require analysis in practice. Scholars have identified 

different models for new product development (in the form of goods or services). So, models for 

new product (good/service) development represent innovation methodologies, including 

waterfall (Royce, 1987), Stage-Gate (Cooper, 1986, 2008), and agile (Beck et al., 2001) models. 

These models can be considered innovation methodologies.  Waterfall pioneered the Stage-Gate 

model, prescribing detailed specifications, sequential phases, adherence to specifications, and 

strict criteria (Bianchi et al., 2020). It uses linear methodology emphasizing early planning and 

early flaw identification. Stage-Gate model depicts innovation as a deterministic, plannable, 

executable, and controllable process, including gates based on predefined performance 

indicators. In contrast, agile methodologies are stochastic - iterative planning cycles where one 

execution phase informs the next design (Paluch et al., 2020). Table 1 summarizes these 

models. 

[INSERT Table 1: Innovation methodologies] 

In the structured view of the service innovation process, managers must perform careful analysis 

of the environment and the strategic objectives of their company before deciding on an 

innovation methodology. In the particular case of DSI and software development, the waterfall 

model is widely used. It has four stages: analysis, design, implementation, and ongoing system 

monitoring and testing. In sum, the waterfall model forces teams to plan before building and 

requires a disciplined methodology for development (Bullinger, 2003). 

The alternative view of the service innovation process is rooted in grounded studies using 

practice-based interpretations (Fuglsang and Sørensen, 2010). Under such interpretations, 

service innovation processes are characterized by a low level of formalization and are emergent 

(Toivonen and Tuominen 2009), unsystematic, conducted ad hoc as a solution to a particular 

problem (Gallouj and Weinstein 1997), and integrated with day-to-day operations (Kelly and 

Storey 2000).  

Paluch et al. (2020) discussed traditional product development model adequacy in the digital 

age versus agile methodologies. They propose principles for Stage-Gate or Agile model 

selection based on technology, task, customer, and organization characteristics (Paluch et al., 

2020). Bianchi et al. (2020) found Stage-Gate model attempts to control uncertainty upfront to 

avoid later changes, while agile methodologies accommodate longer uncertainty to enable 

changes, delivering high-quality, timely, in-budget outcomes. 

Behind the design and development of new digitally enabled service innovations, there is a 

network of actors with a wide range of resources that can be used in value co-creation (Lusch 

and Nambisan, 2015). Within the framework of DSPs, there are different actors: clients or end 

users, service or technology providers, platform owners, platform sponsors, KIBS, and others. 

Service-dominant logic analyzes multi-actor DSI processes. DSI represents value co-creation 

guided by capabilities and practices (Koskela-Huotari et al., 2016).  

Actors do not assume static customer/provider roles but can simultaneously assume multiple 

actively changing roles (Ekman et al., 2016). Ekman et al. (2016) present a typology with 

provider/beneficiary and active/passive roles playable by different actors. For example, in DSI, 

KIBS can play intermediate and initiation roles, transferring knowledge between actors and 
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being an innovation source (Sheamur and Doloreux, 2019; Seclen-Luna and Barrutia, 2018; 

Seclen-Luna and Miles, 2023). An initiator role triggering innovation was also conceptualized. 

DSPs enable actor interactions and resource exchange (Böhmann et al., 2014). DSP actor 

interactions are complex and dynamic, with service providers, users and regulators key for 

platform development and evolution through effective interactions to ensure service innovation 

success (Jovanovic et al., 2022). Relationships become interdependent as data collection, 

storage and sharing require greater collaboration, enabling transparency, connectivity and joint 

analysis (Parida et al., 2019).  

Lusch and Nambisan (2015) established a framework of service innovation in which DSPs act 

as mediators among service ecosystems actors that enhance the exchange of resources and the 

provision and commercialization of services. The success of a DSP therefore relies directly on 

its ability to enable and enhance interactions, service co-creation, and innovation (Fischer et al., 

2020). External, collaborative, and co-creative ideas in digital (service) platforms can converge 

to create organizational and shared value. This approach to innovation is called co-innovation. 

Through co-innovation, new ideas or approaches from various internal and external sources or 

actors are applied differently to create new value or experiences for all stakeholders, including 

consumers (Von Hippel et al., 2011). 

Accordingly, DSPs offer an ideal scenario for describing co-innovation in digital services. 

Classical push innovation involves producing and pushing goods/services to stakeholders. 

Collaborative co-innovation involves stakeholders. Effective governance mechanisms are 

necessary for cooperation, coordination, and diverse activity/interaction integration (Jovanovic 

et al., 2022). These reduce uncertainty and coordinate varying actor capabilities (Huikkola et al., 

2022). 

3. Method 

3.1 Research design and case selection 

In this research context, a qualitative approach suits the complexity of developing multi-actor 

DSI in B2B contexts (Yin, 2003). Specifically, case study methods provide good fit. Case 

studies suit considering complex social phenomena in real contexts (Yin, 2003) and context-

based theory building/testing (Gioia et al., 2012). This study presents an exploratory single case 

study, suitable when the assessed action lacks a clear outcome set (Yin, 2018). Exploratory 

approaches aid understanding phenomenon “hows” and “whys” (Eisenhardt, 1989) through 

abductive flows between theory and observations (Dubois and Gadde, 2002; Piekkari et al., 

2010).  

For this purpose, a firm co-creating DSIs with customers in a B2B setting was sought. That is, a 

leading global software solutions provider was chosen as the supporting digital platform. This 

SaaS company was selected for several reasons. First, it leads the market with over 30% share. 

Second, it has successful, long-term digital service development experience across complex 

projects and customer relationships. Third, its wide client base provides rich co-creation 

knowledge. Fourth, key respondent and data access enabled contextual understanding.  

The data collection protocol (including the interview guide) and the description of data analysis 

is incorporated in the appendix. 

[INSERT LINK for Supplementary_material_appendix_1] 

[INSERT Table 2: Information on key informants] 

[INSERT Figure 1: Data structure] 
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4. Findings 

This section presents and examines the main findings of the research. The analysis identified the 

phases, actors, functions, and interactions in DSI. The aim was to shed light on the nature of 

DSI on a DSP in a B2B context. 

4.1 Digital service innovation phases as a solution for customers 

In this study, the client is the analyzed organization's IT department. Around 15 years ago, the 

client decided to prepare for the future. Until then, prospect/customer relations were managed 

by users building their own basic databases. When deciding how to address this CRM 

challenge, IT turned to a trusted consultant for advice. Custom solutions meeting user needs 

were common then, having the advantage of being tailored but the disadvantage of vendor 

dependency. However, the consultant recommended adopting an out-of-the-box SaaS platform. 

  “Fundamentally, one of the things that has changed in enterprise software in recent years 

is that when you take it out of the box, it works. And even more so with these services 

that are cloud-based, where you don’t even have to set up servers or databases or 

anything else.” (Provider A – CEO) 

Among other advantages, the software’s out-of-the-box nature allowed direct user cloud 

utilization. The client only had to pay licensing based on users and customize the platform. 

Before any description of the phases of each instance of DSI, two methodologies to work 

toward the solution should be mentioned. These methodologies are waterfall and agile. In the 

most traditional waterfall methodology, a solution is agreed upon at the beginning of the 

contract and delivered at the end of the contract. The client pays an amount of money upon 

signing the contract, another amount in the middle, and the rest when the solution is delivered. 

If needs are well defined or new needs do not appear during the contract, it can work 

effectively. However, such situations are rare in real life. The only guarantee is that the budget 

is set from the beginning of the contract. No additional amount is charged at the end of the 

contract if changes are made during the contract because the client learns the implications of 

their needs or because new needs or conflicts of use appear. The importance of the 

commoditization of business processes was highlighted by the provider. 

  “With the advent of agile projects with more open budgets, they are much more 

involved. But of course they all have to be on the same page, because if one has one 

methodology and another has another, it doesn’t work.” (Provider A – CEO) 

Agile methodology means that the two parties work hand in hand in so-called “sprints”. These 

sprints are short periods (e.g., two weeks). After each sprint there is a micro-delivery. A sum is 

paid for each delivery, and the client knows that their needs are being properly met. Centralized 

decision making and a global perspective appear to be necessary from the provider’s 

perspective. 

  “Everybody is asking for agile, but nobody knows how to work in agile . . . I think that 

first you must have a global vision of where we are going and first establish a core, the 

initial part of the system, and then you can start talking about smaller things and little 

cards.” (Provider A – Senior consultant) 

If this methodology is followed, the final service is always an effective solution for the client, 

although it is difficult to set a budget from the beginning. However, the case study used a hybrid 

methodology. This methodology mixes the best features of each pure methodology. For 

instance, a budget is set from the beginning. Clients must meet the budgets they get from the 

annual company budget. The first phases are shared with the waterfall methodology. The 
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development phase of the DSI is the one that is developed through sprints, as in agile 

methodology. If the whole DSI is not completely fulfilled, it should be continued in subsequent 

years until finished. The cost should be set against the budget for each year. At least this way, 

the client gets some partial innovations that can be fully used at the end of each year. 

 “For me it is ideal. That is to say, once you already have something that you have 

defined and that is something that is solid, since it is a minimum viable product, from 

there on, then you can start working on agile methodology.” (Provider A – Senior 

consultant) 

Accordingly, each DSI round began with user needs definition (phase one). Before platform 

adoption, each client´s user worked independently with the provider. Some were heavily 

involved, others less so. Consequently, some solutions lacked adequate budgets or progress. The 

IT department solved this by organizing a user committee to define annual needs. Once 

approved, IT and the user called the provider to begin the process. 

The provider then performs a gap analysis to properly define and scope the work. This analysis 

matches platform capabilities to user needs, which could be simple or complex if connections to 

other organizational platforms are needed. On the provider side, senior consultants perform this 

with client IT and users.  

  “Especially at the beginning of the project in the analysis phase, try to be very clear 

about the tasks that are everyone’s responsibility and the dates. Have a joint plan or, if 

they are separate plans, check that they fit in the timelines.” (Provider A – Senior 

consultant) 

The gap analysis leads to a feasibility analysis and initial solution design presentation for the 

client, defining at minimum the potential innovation, estimated budget/timeline, and provider 

team (size and profiles). 

  “In the first phases, we, the more senior people, what we always work on is expectation 

management. What does the client want, what have they contracted, what can we give 

them? And if there is a GAP, watch out, because there will be a fuss.” (Provider A – 

CEO) 

If the end solution, budget, and timeline are agreed on (phase two), the process moves forward. 

Otherwise, the parties discuss and negotiate based on discrepancies until agreement is reached. 

This may entail splitting the innovation over two or more years if required budgets exceed 

annual IT allocations. 

The next phase involves developing (phase three) or executing the innovation. This phase is 

developed sequentially in progressive agile sprints. Although these sprints are substantial for the 

client, they constitute the methodology followed by the provider. 

  “And then what we do is for each sprint, that is, for each mini-deliverable that we do, we 

do not deliver everything at the end. We deliver by tenure, so every two to three weeks, 

we deliver a project that is functional and that can be tested. Then, we do a sprint review, 

which is a review of everything that has been done in that, in that micro deliverable.” 

(Provider A – CEO) 

In each of these sprints, the micro-delivery usually consists of a mock-up (a screenshot, for 

instance) because in two weeks, there is not enough time to finish a microservice (an 

autonomous piece of software that works on the platform). However, after some sprints, those 

microservices may go live and there is a final delivery that is fully operative. In this phase, 

decentralization and a close relationship between analysts and developers (provider) and users 

(client) is crucial. 
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  “Though, eventually, we can deliver a microservice at the end of a sprint, microservices 

are more frequently delivered when developing apps, as apps function as a bunch of 

microservices that can work, more or less, autonomously.” (Provider A – Project 

Manager) 

Next is the production phase (phase four) where everything is assembled into the final delivery 

and platform-integrated. Testing ensures microservice functionality individually and merged, 

plus connections to other platforms if needed. Once working properly, delivery to client occurs. 

  “I was thinking about other critical factors: the involvement of the client’s team in the 

tests. That they get involved in doing the tests they have to do and that they do them well, 

because there are times when you realize that they haven’t even passed the tests. Then 

that production comes out and then it’s when they detect all the errors. In the end, it’s 

time.” (Provider A – Senior consultant) 

The final delivery (phase five) should match the feasibility analysis agreements. However, 

deviations can occur through sprint agreements between parties. As mentioned, final deliveries 

involving other provider platform connections entail accommodating that in relevant sprints. A 

joint committee of client, user, main provider and third parties is sometimes formed on client or 

main provider initiative.  

Post-delivery training (phase six) may occur. Usually, users learn throughout the process, but 

training can expand to all users or train-the-trainers approaches. 

4.2 - Actors in digital service innovation 

One of the aims was to understand which actors are involved in the DSI development process 

and how these actors co-innovate when developing digital services. When analyzing DSI in 

platforms, one of the key findings is that multiple actors are involved in this process. First, the 

client has a need derived from business. In some cases, it is identified by the IT department with 

the help of a consultant acting as a knowledge-intensive business service (KIBS). In the present 

case, one consultant was the one who pushed the client to migrate its systems to a platform. 

  “Well, it arises from a consultant we had at the time, RD. The IT department director 

hired the consultant to do some innovation and to help us innovate a little bit.” (Client – 

Assistant director of IT) 

Apart from the KIBS key initiating role, the client has different in-house actors. Here, the digital 

service did not emerge from strategy or business: 

  “For me, the birth of the service is not the right one. And it was born out of IT (the 

need). It was not born out of business.” (Client – Assistant director of IT)   

An additional client-side difficulty is production orientation rather than market orientation, 

indicating a service mindset lack. 

  “Basically, the challenge is to move from a production culture to a market-oriented 

culture...” (Client A – User A) 

Second, IT acts as intermediary between product owner and users, and translator between users 

and provider partners. 

  “And it is very noticeable, the provider turned partner. That mentality of saying I know 

I am paying, they are giving me a service and what I have to do is to squeeze them . . . 

because we are multi-sectoral, so we can be your partner.” (Provider A – CEO) 
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As stated by providers, organizational digital culture changes rapidly but some 

methodologies/procedures still lack widespread digital mindset. 

  “More and more projects are led by people who are digitally literate in companies.” 

(Provider A – CEO)   

When analyzing a main DSI partner, multiple actors re-emerge with various 

roles/responsibilities. First, senior consultants play a major pre-sales and project definition role 

to understand client needs and prevent friction. 

  “Perhaps the most important thing, and I think it has to do with the frictions of project 

expectations that may occur.” (Provider A – CEO) 

Second, project managers lead internal provider analyst/developer teams and liaise with clients. 

  “I am in charge of reviewing, monitoring the project, analyzing the risks that may 

occur throughout the project cycle, communication with the client, as well as different 

follow-ups . . . and then also the management part is a bit more numerical.” (Provider A 

– Project Manager) 

This actor also facilitates team soft skills growth: 

  “But it’s really leadership where we rely a lot on the team . . . You try to give and take 

so that they don’t feel, not too overwhelmed either. Also try to help them.” (Provider A 

– Project Manager) 

  “We have had a program for a few years now, and we also focus on helping them grow 

in the soft skills they need.” (Provider A- Project Manager) 

Third, the provider team has different technicians (analysts, developers, back-end, user 

experience). Good knowledge/skills are important, but the CEO noted many engineers need 

mindset change: 

  “That cultural part that we are a service provider and not a technology provider is 

important, and when that is not clear, there are usually problems. We get it into the 

heads of our engineers that what we do is provide a service to a client that consists of 

making software, but we are at their service. In other words, we are not a product, we 

are a service.” (Provider A - CEO) 

Multiple provider teams may work in parallel for the same client.   

  “The execution of the project usually involves several teams in parallel, depending on 

the size of the Project.” (Provider A – Senior consultant) 

In digital services, multiple service delivery providers are common. 

  “For example, I am just resuming the service with Client S and there is us, there is 

another provider D, there is a French company, in other words, we are 3 or 4 providers.” 

(Provider A – CEO) 

Integration between different providers and IT can complicate DSI, making coordination vital. 

  “The partner starts working with the user, and we are in the middle, coordinating and 

supporting. And, also, there are usually integrations with other systems, so this person 

of ours who is going to do CRM also acts as an interlocutor to integrate it with other 

issues.” (Client – Assistant director of IT) 
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  “It is the responsibility of the client to coordinate all providers, but sometimes we have 

to take that responsibility, with the permission of the client, to join all the providers in a 

committee.” (Provider A – Project manager) 

4.3 - Functions and roles   

Initially, IT played strategist/leader roles, seeking new approaches open to unfamiliar proposals 

and recognizing strategic needs. 

  “So, 15 years ago, we discussed inside the IT department how to embrace the future . . 

. We had several users managing their relations with (potential) customers with 

homemade solutions . . . We sought advice and hired a consultant . . . and decided to 

implement a CRM platform provided by Salesforce.” (Client – Assistant director of IT) 

In this journey, the consultant’s role is similar to the role of a KIBS because it is defined in 

servitization theory. As an expert envisioning cloud/SaaS digital service futures via out-of-the-

box solutions, the consultant played a key role in identifying the need and addressing initial 

legal/privacy difficulties. 

  “As a consultant, I create confusion, shake up the organization, and act as a catalyst.” 

(Consultant) 

Afterwards, IT approved a trusted, reliable provider to implement the platform. 

  “We chose a provider we knew in advance to implement the platform and to adapt to 

the internal users . . . We opened an internal call to see who wanted to use the CRM 

platform.” (Client – Assistant director of IT) 

At this stage, the IT department plays different roles. It paid SaaS licensing as a platform hirer. 

As a provider hirer, it configured the platform. It acted as product owner representing users and 

decision making. Finally, IT prescribed the solution to users.   

The provider also played multiple roles, configuring platform menus/functionalities per user 

type. It then trained platform use/potential. Once adopted, the KIBS disappeared but the 

client/provider remained. 

Regarding the client, the main actors are the IT department and the users. The IT department 

plays the role of orchestrator. It arranges a joint commission with users to gather details of their 

needs, encouraging discussion among them to establish priorities and estimate a budget 

presented to the general management for approval. If the users are new in the use of the 

platform, the IT department can help them define their needs to guide the conversation with the 

provider. Of course, the IT department ensures that the final DSI works properly from a 

technical point of view. 

In the client organization, there are different units and different users. Normally, the users (and, 

by extension, the product owner) are not experts in the platform. They are experts in their 

business, so in the process of developing a DSI, they can only state their needs and agree or 

disagree with the solution proposed by the provider.  

On the provider side, there is a distinction between the roles of senior consultant, project 

manager, analyst, and developer. Senior consultants perform the gap analysis, feasibility 

analysis, and initial design of the solution. As a result, the potential solution emerges, and the 

final budget, time, and the nature of the team they have to dedicate to the client becomes clear. 

The senior consultant proposes the project manager, the person responsible for the successful 

completion of the DSI. The rest of the team is made up of analysts and developers who design 

and code the final DSI. The project manager is the main representative of the provider in all 

meetings.  
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Finally, more stakeholders emerged if DSI required connecting to other platforms/solutions like 

the affected platform's project owner and IT provider. Their timely, properly functioning DSI 

role was crucial. The DSI provider sought early involvement, sometimes proactively forming 

joint task forces if client proactivity was insufficient. 

  “If it is an integration between us and another provider, it should allow the client to set 

up a joint meeting with us and with them. This is the theory, but in the end, you often 

end up setting up these meetings yourself. Obviously the customer is always copied in 

and kept up to date with everything that is going on.” (Provider A – Senior consultant) 

4.4 - Interactions in digital service innovation 

Findings reveal a recent shift toward agile methodologies, with continuous, multi-level 

client/stakeholder interactions. Agile teams work concurrently on project phases, often with 

tight deadlines. 

  “We don’t deliver everything at the end. We deliver by tenure, so every two to three 

weeks, we deliver a project deliverable that is functional and that you can test. Then we 

do a sprint review, which is a review of everything that has been done in that, in that 

micro deliverable.” (Provider A – CEO)  

Clients now desire greater project control, intensifying relationship frequency/intensity. 

  “The client has changed a lot. Before, what the client wanted was a project already in 

hand. And now what they want is to have a lot of control over what is happening on a 

day-to-day basis” (Provider A – CEO). 

Additionally, teams now drive projects more than managers, requiring self-direction yet 

enabling motivation/productivity.  

  “In waterfall projects, I did find that I was more the one interacting with the client and 

the development team . . . This type of agile methodology forces them (developers) to 

be in daily communication with the client.” (Provider A – Project Manager) 

Regular internal provider team and client stakeholder meetings are therefore necessary: 

  “We have a 15-minute meeting every day. . . After that, we have a weekly meeting, 

and there we talk about progress in general, and if there is any risk that has come out. 

And then what we do is for each sprint, that is, for each mini-deliverable that we do.” 

(Provider A – CEO). 

Another element that has emerged as necessary is evidence of the regular meetings and 

decisions that are made. Recording meetings/decisions helps prevent friction. 

  “It’s important that I record it in case I missed something. And by the way, the 

messaging channels and so on help a lot in the projects.” (Provider A – CEO)  

These meetings and reports serve as milestones to validate progress and continue in the desired 

direction or, if necessary, redirect the project. 

 

  “Once we have agreed on what the requirements of the project are, we make minutes 

of the sessions and documents, where we actually write down everything they have told 

us, how we understand it . . . we validate it to make sure that we have understood it 

correctly.” (Provider A – Senior consultant) 

In digital service generation processes, relationships are multilateral and multilevel rather than 

dyadic. They are multilateral because more than one provider is involved in complex projects, 
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for example in the integration processes of different software. In these cases, the constant 

multilateral interactions among different providers and the client and the alignment of timing 

and priorities is crucial to avoid friction and delays in the project. 

  “With Client S we have a team of 39 people. It is part of a team of almost 70 people. 

And there are 3 or 4 different providers.” (Provider A – CEO) 

Given that several users ask for services, the solution is to set up a commission with all involved 

users to plan the work according to the most urgent needs. Increased cross-functional 

collaboration avoids internal conflicts and improves the overall understanding of the needs of 

the organization. 

  “Until we set up a small commission with all of them... And we started to get them 

together on a weekly basis and we planned what the provider was going to do during 

that week.” (Client – Assistant director of IT) 

Relationships are also multilevel. Specific project teams and cross-unit commissions provide a 

broader service provider interaction perspective.   

  “Well, I think the most important thing is visibility. Okay, the fact that they see that 

there are limited resources and different needs . . . And then, well, people understand it 

a little more . . . And obviously, it is also better to control the provider.” (Client – 

Assistant director of IT) 

These commissions provide a holistic organizational IT/digital service needs view. Figure 2 

summarizes main DSI process actors, functions, interactions and phases on a DSP. 

[INSERT Figure 2: Characterizing DSI] 

 

5.  Discussion 

This study offers a comprehensive DSI concept analysis, examining its phases, actors, functions 

and interactions within a DSP context. It investigates how the DSI process (Opazo-Basáez et al., 

2022a; Raddats et al., 2022) occurs on DSPs in B2B contexts (Jovanovic et al., 2022). Focusing 

on a leading service provider in a digital platform context aided understanding of the phases, 

actors, functions and interactions involved in offering a digital service.  

Analyzing DSI phases, actors, functions and interactions in a DSP helps provide deeper DSI 

understanding. It reveals inseparable service components and technological requirements not 

just for provision but also ideation and development (Kohtamäki et al., 2020). DSI represents a 

technological innovation option complementing traditional business innovation sources like 

product/service and process innovation (Opazo-Basáez et al., 2022a). 

The findings suggest DSI nature involves constant interplaying dynamics among actors 

affecting needed processes, functions and interactions. Specifically, DSI exhibits: 

(a) A service culture and mindset among actors entailing a user-centric approach focused on 

meeting customer needs and expectations (Nylén and Holmström, 2015). 

(b) A hybrid agile and iterative methodology, with companies first using waterfall then adopting 

lean methodologies to rapidly prototype and test new ideas (Sjödin et al., 2020).  

(c) Collaboration, involving different internal teams and external partners/customers (Frey et al., 

2019), embedding inter-firm and intra-firm actors in each other’s processes (Eloranta and 

Turunen, 2016). 
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(d) Management commitment through implementing strong senior management support for 

more effective processes (Troilo et al., 2017).  

(e) A multi-disciplinary nature with experts from fields like design, technology and business 

working together to create innovative solutions (Tronvoll, 2017). In addition, KIBS have 

expertise in technology, data analytics as well as process optimisation. Therefore, KIBS play a 

very important role as the interaction between KIBS and smart manufacturing helps to develop 

innovation in digital services (Seclen-Luna & Miles, 2023). 

(f) Platform-based commoditized processes (Markus and Loebbecke, 2013) enabling easy 

service access/integration to create customer service ecosystems. 

(g) Scalability, referring to the ability of service providers to adapt capacity to meet required 

levels (Kleinschmidt et al., 2019). 

Firstly, this study identifies DSI as technological innovation, describing its commoditized 

process and hybrid agile methodology nature. Secondly, it extends actor interrelationships and 

highlights collaborative, customer-focused innovation routines within an organizational service 

culture. Thirdly, it highlights co-innovation processes in a DSP context, with multi-party actor 

roles and functions varying in DSI. 

Therefore, this study contributes to the growing DSI literature (Jovanovic et al., 2022; Opazo-

Basáez et al., 2022a; Sklyar et al., 2019). Empirical analysis can shape propositions guiding 

future research. For managers, the study provides a DSI development framework and guide.  

5.1 Theoretical contributions 

This paper makes several DSI literature theoretical contributions. The first is that DSI requires 

commoditized processes shared by networks, ecosystems and communities (Davenport, 2005; 

Markus and Loebbecke, 2013). While standardized processes allow customization, 

commoditized processes are essentially identical across a community (Davenport, 2005). As 

noted by the provider CEO “all have to be on the same page . . . it doesn’t work.” 

In responding to the challenge of decision making, the study supports previous research (Sklyar 

et al., 2019; Soto Setzke et al., 2019; Tronvoll et al., 2020) showing that the decision-making 

process becomes increasingly centralized when customer interactions move to a higher 

managerial level. The present study adds a further contribution in two areas. The first area 

relates to involving not only customers’ top managers in DSI decisions but also providers’ top 

managers, mainly in the initial phases of the process. The second area is decentralization in the 

development and delivery of solutions. In the approval phase, there is decentralization to check 

the match between needs and solutions, and centralization of the technical integration with the 

platform. Hence, the present study extends the contributions of other authors on decision 

making (Sklyar et al., 2019) by exploring the stages of DSI at which centralization is most 

appropriate and the stages at which decentralized decision making is most appropriate.  

Additionally, a hybrid agile service innovation process is proposed, dependent on delivered 

service scope to overcome limitations of previous methodologies. Waterfall (Royce, 1987) uses 

linear methodology with exhaustive initial specification and final verification, sometimes seen 

as impeding creative flexibility and agility. Prior studies show linear digital service 

development methodologies are unsuited to fast-changing environments (Beck et al., 2001; 

Paluch et al., 2020). Instead, flexible, iterative, adaptive agile methodologies are needed (Parida 

et al., 2019; Sjödin et al., 2020). However, the present study highlights purely agile 

methodology difficulties for digital services. 
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Hence, despite the trend toward agile, the study shows that, depending on the type of digital 

service, some organizations may prefer to use a hybrid agile methodology. Implementing a fully 

agile methodology requires profound changes in both processes and technologies, as well as in 

the organizational culture. Therefore, in addition to being beneficial for the implementation of 

projects, the hybrid agile methodology can offer an important step toward achieving agility in 

the company. In light of these findings, this paper addresses the call by Raddats et al. (2022) for 

the study of how DSI takes place. It also verifies the proposal of Sjödin et al. (2020), who 

concluded that before “eating the elephant in small bites following a microservice innovation 

approach” it is important to have an overall vision of the “size of the elephant to be eaten.” 

To support further research, the following proposition is formulated: 

Proposition 1: Innovation in digital services requires commoditized processes shared by 

different networks, ecosystems and business communities. Decision-making tends to be more 

centralized in initial phases, decentralized in later development and delivery phases. The 

service innovation process is hybrid agile. 

A second theoretical contribution relates to the multi-actor DSI process perspective (Tronvoll, 

2017; Parida et al., 2019; Opazo-Basáez et al., 2022a). DSI, in a B2B context rarely entails 

dyadic relationships, with multiple firms delivering different systems. Consequently, customer 

system integration is often needed (Lusch and Nambisan, 2015). Following several authors’ 

suggestions (Kowalkowski & Ulaga, 2017; Sklyar et al., 2019), primary data were gathered 

from multiple actors - a digital service provider, customer and consultant (KIBS). Obtaining 

data from multiple actors in the digital ecosystem illustrated actor innovation scaling up in each 

phase, revealing required skills. Here, the consultant (KIBS) plays a key role in phase 0 as 

digitalization catalyst and driver for the client, overcoming initial legal/privacy hurdles 

(Cenamor et al., 2017). 

On the client side, the IT department plays a leading strategic role to scale up innovation 

processes. In the initial phases of DSI, it internally mobilizes the customer’s initial structures 

and investments (Kowalkowski & Ulaga, 2017). Meanwhile, externally, it contracts the 

platform, participates in the configuration of the platform, and acts as an interlocutor or project 

owner with the provider. In the other phases, the IT department plays an important role as a 

prescriber of new innovations for the company’s users and as a referee in prioritizing needs on 

use committees. Accordingly, its exploration skills are a key capability (Sklyar et al., 2019). 

Another group of actors on the client side consists of the users of the different business units or 

departments, which each have different needs. Their skills must be upgraded because in the 

development, delivery, and approval phases, they must discuss solutions, technologies, and 

procedures with providers’ analysts and developers. 

 

On the provider side, senior consultants play a crucial role in the early stages of the process 

(definition and agreement), where they must understand the customer’s needs and manage 

expectations to avoid future frictions. Throughout the other stages (development, delivery, and 

approval), the project manager is responsible for the successful completion of the DSI. In the 

development and delivery phases, the DSI may require a connection with other platforms or 

solutions. If so, project managers can potentially convene meetings with other providers to 

integrate platforms and systems if this integration has not taken place from the start. Although 

they may have exploration capabilities (proposing improvements from other projects), they 

mainly have exploitation capabilities (mostly development activities). Hence, this actor must 
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have commercial, technical, and team management capabilities. Analysts and developers are 

also key actors in the development, delivery, and approval phases, so they should have 

exploitation capabilities. Because digital innovation requires new capabilities, firms need to 

evaluate their mechanisms for supporting continuous learning to set up dynamic innovation 

teams (Nylén and Holmström, 2015) and ensure exploration and exploitation capabilities for 

different actors. 

One of the challenges that all the actors face is moving from a product-oriented culture to a 

service culture. This switch entails a shift toward a service mindset (Sklyar et al., 2019). This 

shift occurs not only at the customer level (IT department and users) but also at the provider 

level, where analysts and developers often focus on technology, not on service. Therefore, they 

need to switch from a goods mindset to a service mindset (Sklyar et al., 2019). 

 

These findings provide empirical multi-actor DSI evidence (Tronvoll, 2017). Actors include 

providers, customers and KIBS, offering diverse role/function perspectives (Sjödin et al., 2016; 

Sklyar et al., 2019). This leads to the following proposition: 

Proposition 2: DSI involves participation of several actors who must integrate systems, 

constantly upgrade capabilities (exploitation/exploration) to innovate, and consequently all 

share a service culture and mindset. 

The third theoretical contribution illuminates different actor functions/roles in DSI. Earlier 

servitization (Cenamor et al., 2017; Skylar et al., 2019) and platform (Eloranta and Turunen, 

2016) studies distinguish between back end and front end. Research shows a platform approach 

enables back end orchestration and front end building (Cenamor et al., 2017). This paper adds to 

platform-based DSI actor function/role literature, explaining back end/front end adaptation. It 

also contributes by explaining how back end and front end actors adapt their functions and 

roles. In addition, another contribution is to consider the perspective of multi-party actors, 

namely the provider (comprising several actors), the client (also comprising several actors), and 

the KIBS (the consultant). The study shows that in platform-based multi-actor DSI, the initiator 

role may be external (KIBS). Given the complexity of the processes and the presence of 

multiple actors, the orchestrator role is crucial, and functions are elevated to the top 

management level. 

The catalyst for initiating digital innovation can be internal (via strategy or IT) or external 

(KIBS consultant). In this study, the consultant helped the client “think outside the box”, 

playing DSI process initiator (Ekman et al., 2016). Alongside the consultant, client IT played a 

leading strategic role to start innovation. Early DSI functions included internal business unit 

promotion. IT functions changed, becoming an inter-firm intermediary and intra-firm priority 

setter. Accordingly, it adopted orchestration internally and across external companies 

(provider/KIBS). Client users communicate needs and are crucial for testing/validation, 

partaking in co-innovation with provider analysts/developers. 

On the provider side, senior consultants manage expectations and decide on contracting, 

performed at top levels. The project manager represents providers in all meetings, resolving 

issues and supporting internal analyst/developer teams. Given DSI nature, functions/roles can 

upgrade or downgrade based on project complexity and provider numbers. The provider project 

manager acts as an intra-firm hinge raising/lowering responsibilities. They may also assume 

orchestration across providers to integrate systems/procedures. In addition to 

designing/developing, analysts/developers have constant user interactions for co-innovation, 

adopting builder roles. Now, with hybrid agile, they perform new front-end functions (Cenamor 
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et al., 2017; Sklyar et al., 2019; Parida and Jovanovic, 2022). Hence, in multi-party DSI 

settings, actor functions can shift.  These new functions and roles should be discussed at the 

definition phase and should be aligned among the actors in order to be effective (Parida and 

Jovanovic, 2022). 

Proposition 3: Given DSI complexity, the initiator role may be external. Initial orchestration is 

performed by top management of both customer and provider setting key project conditions. 

Development/delivery is delegated to middle management, analysts and developers in builder 

roles.  

Proposition 4: Multi-party actor roles/functions vary in DSI. Intra-firm redefinition is essential. 

Inter-firm back-end/front-end alignment and adjustment is critical for co-innovation. 

The fourth theoretical contribution relates to DSI interactions. This study shows digital service 

development represents iterative co-innovation (Häikiö et al., 2016; Fisher et al., 2020; Von 

Hippel et al., 2011) among B2B providers/customers (Raddats et al., 2017), involving 

governance mechanisms (Jovanovic et al., 2022). 

To succeed in DSI, the companies involved (actors) must establish effective communication and 

mutual trust. They must work together effectively to coordinate their innovation efforts and 

ensure that they are working toward a common goal (Sjödin et al., 2016). In addition, 

companies must be willing to share information and resources to achieve success in co-

innovation. For example, they may share technical expertise, financial and human resources, 

and market data and experience. 

Some governance mechanisms are client-side, some provider-side, with inter-firm multilevel 

mechanisms across firms. In DSI, initial project governance definition occurs between top 

managers of different firms (provider senior consultants and client IT). This discussion may be 

most important for avoiding friction.  

Thus, the mechanisms for orchestrating several actors participating in numerous projects with 

different functions and roles, involve continuous interaction and monitoring mechanisms 

through frequent meetings, as well as validation through recordings and minutes of meetings 

that capture and record the evidence. Because of the numerous actors and interactions at 

different levels, new routines (Parida and Jovanovic, 2022) and control mechanisms are required 

to identify problems and correct deviations quickly in digital servitization (Sklyar et al., 2019). 

In this scenario, multilateral relationships emerge between several companies. The relationships 

must be coordinated and managed. Furthermore, each of the companies involved (whether 

providers or customers) needs cross-functional coordination across business units to break down 

silos and gain a better overall understanding of the organization’s digital challenges (Huikkola 

et al., 2022). The present study shows the relevance of committees in digital transformation and 

DSI (Soto Setzke et al., 2019). 

 

These findings contribute to the literature by providing complementary provider/customer 

perspectives. Evidence shows the importance of initially establishing governance 

documentation specifying actor management to enable organizing intra/inter-firm interactions 

and avoid “time thieves”. Unlike prior provider-focused studies, customer DSI perspectives 

were obtained as suggested by Raddats et al. (2022). This leads to the following propositions: 
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Proposition 5: Initial project/governance definition by top managers of different firms is 

necessary in early definition/agreement phases. Multilateral interactions and intra-firm cross-

functional committees and inter-firm committees are also required throughout the DSI process. 

Proposition 6: To avoid deviations/delays, control mechanisms should be established for digital 

service co-innovation in complex multi-party contexts. 

5.2 Managerial implications 

This study shows how to co-innovate in a digital service development process with the 

participation of various actors. DSI has some important implications for managers because 

digital services are becoming more prominent in all kinds of companies. First, although there 

are different methodologies (e.g., waterfall and agile) with their own advantages and 

disadvantages, in most services with a certain degree of complexity, the actors opt for a hybrid 

agile methodology to develop digital services. This hybrid agile model could be used in 

situations: where only part of the work within the project can be anticipated, where the budget, 

timeline, and scope of the project are not fully known, where the service is being developed for 

the first time, where user feedback is needed for the project to advance, or where a transition to 

the use of agile techniques and tools is undertaken. This hybrid agile model, based on Scrum, 

softens the adaptation curve, while maintaining the capacity for introspection, transparency, and 

iteration of agile methodologies. It also includes certain characteristics of more traditional 

methodologies, making work teams and clients feel more comfortable in environments where 

there has been little training in agile methodologies. 

The second managerial implication relates to the importance of intra-firm and inter-firm 

coordination in developing DSI. Intra-firm coordination takes place by establishing internal 

coordination mechanisms and assigning roles to organize workflows (e.g., with the client’s IT 

department taking the lead). It also takes place by arranging commissions that spread across 

business units to provide a holistic view of the customer’s needs in relation to the provider. The 

third managerial implication refers to the importance of constant communication and 

interactions to achieve a comprehensive DSI follow-up that avoids friction and minimizes 

deviations as early as possible. To this end, adequate preparation in both hard skills (technical 

and platform knowledge) and soft skills (teamwork, communication, and empathy) are essential 

in work teams. 

6. Limitations and future research 

This study has limitations providing avenues for further research. Firstly, future studies could 

explore optimal methodologies (waterfall, agile, hybrid agile) depending on service 

type/complexity (maintenance, evolution, new service) and stage, for deeper DSI understanding. 

Secondly, the described case involved three firms (KIBS, provider, client) with multiple actors 

as ecosystem members. Adding a longitudinal perspective could provide insights into DSI 

process evolution. Thirdly, multiple case study methods could compare DSI processes across 

ecosystems. DSI differences may depend on sector characteristics. More empirical evidence is 

needed to generalize DSI elements/process results beyond this single case study. Fourthly, the 

in-depth B2B case could be complemented by B2C context focus. However, many DSI nature 

results could extend to B2C environments since, as explained earlier, DSI differs across sectors 

but shares output, customer and field data generation/gathering/analysis in all cases. 

After DSI functional analysis, future studies should address organizational dynamics, examining 

the best organizational fit with DSI. Researching potential DSI-created tensions inside 
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organizations is also relevant - transitioning to DSI may provide benefits but also problems like 

inertia, technological dependency or talent access incapacity that prevent promised DSI 

benefits.  

Finally, this descriptive research offers clues for more prescriptive approaches. New research 

avenues are necessary to offer predictive/prescriptive tools to the business community and 

academia, particularly as artificial intelligence impacts customers and suppliers. Customers can 

interact more easily with platforms to design/implement DSI, while supplier coder work gains 

less relevance compared to solution design. 

Acknowledgments 

This study was partially financed by the Basque Government Department of Education 

(IT1429-22), Grant FORTE-CM S2018/TCS-4314 funded by CAM and Fondos Estructurales 

(FSE and FEDER) and Grant SERDigital PID2020-117244RB-I00 funded by MCIN/AEI/ 

10.13039/501100011033. 

REFERENCES 

 

Beck, K., Beedle, M., Van Bennekum, A., Cockburn, A., Cunningham, W., Fowler, M., & Kern, J. 

(2001). The agile manifesto. Agile Manifesto web site www.agilemanifesto.org. 

Bianchi, M., Marzi, G., & Guerini, M. (2020). “Agile, stage-gate and their combination: Exploring 

how they relate to performance in software development”. Journal of Business Research. 

110(C), 538-553. 

Böhmann, T., Leimeister, J. M., & Möslein, K. (2014). “Service systems engineering”. Business & 

Information Systems Engineering, 6(2), 7379.  

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). “Using thematic analysis in psychology”. Qualitative Research in 

Psychology, 3(2), 77–101. 

Bryson, J.R., Sundbo, J., Fuglsan, L. & Daniels, P. (2020). Service Management Theory and 

Practice. Palgrave McMillan. 

Bullinger, H.J., Fähnrich, K.P., & Meiren, T. (2003). “Service engineering: methodical development 

of new service products.” International Journal of Production Economics, 85(3): 275-287. 

Bustinza, O. F., Opazo-Basáez, M., & Tarba, S. (2022). Exploring the interplay between Smart 

Manufacturing and KIBS firms in configuring product-service innovation performance. 

Technovation, 118 (102258). 

Carcary, M. & Doherty, E. (2022). “Digital Transformation: A Foundational Capability Building 

Block Perspective on Maturing the IT Capability”, Proceedings of the 18th European 

Conference on Management Leadership and Governance, ECMLG 2022, pp: 80-88.  

Cenamor, J., Sjödin, D. R., & Parida, V. (2017). “Adopting a platform approach in servitization: 

Leveraging the value of digitalization”. International Journal of Production Economics, 192, 

54-65. 

Chowdhury, S., Akesson, M. and Thomsen, M. (2021), “Service innovation in digitalized product 

platforms: An illustration of the implications of generativity on remote diagnostics of public 

transport buses”. Technology in Society, 65. 

Constantinides, P., Henfridsson, O., & Parker, G.G. (2018). Introduction—platforms and 

infrastructures in the digital age. Information System Research 29, 381–400. 

Corley, K. G., & Gioia, D. A. (2004). Identity ambiguity and change in the wake of a corporate spin-

off. Administrative Science Quarterly, 49, 173-208. 

Cooper, R. G. (1986). Winning at New Products. Reading. Mass. Addison-Wesley.  

Cooper, R. G. (2008). “Perspective: The stage-gate idea-to-launch process—Update, what's new, and 

NexGen systems”. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 25(3), 213–232.  

Davenport, T. H. (2005). Thinking for a living: how to get better performances and results from 

knowledge workers. Harvard Business Press. 

http://www.agilemanifesto.org/
http://www.agilemanifesto.org/


20 
 

Denzin, N. (2006). Sociological methods: A sourcebook (5th ed.). New York, NY: Aldine 

Transaction 

Droege, H., Hildebrand, D., and Forcada, M. A. H. (2009). “Innovation in services: present findings, 

and future pathways”. Journal of Service Management, 20(2). 

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building theory from case study research. Academy of Management 

Review, 14, 532-550. 

Ekman, P., Raggio, R.D. and Thompson, S.M. (2016). “Service network value co-creation: defining 

the roles of the generic actor”. Industrial Marketing Management, 56, 51–62. 

Eloranta, V. &, Turunen T. (2016). “Platforms in service-driven manufacturing: Leveraging 

complexity by connecting, sharing, and integrating”. Industrial Marketing Management, 55, 

178–186. 

Field, J.M., Fotheringham, D., Subramony, M., Gustafsson, A., Ostrom, A. L., Lemon, K. N., ... and 

McColl-Kennedy, J.R. (2021), “Service research priorities: designing sustainable service 

ecosystems”, Journal of Service Research, 24(4): 462- 479. 

Fisher, S., Lohrenz, L., Lattemann, C. and Robra-Bissantz, S. (2020), “Critical Design Factors for 

Digital Service Platforms - A Literature Review”, Proceedings of the 28th European Conference 

on Information Systems (ECIS), June, 15-17. 

Fitzsimmons, J.A. and Fitzsimmons, M. (2000). New Service Development – Creating Memorable 

Experiences. Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA. 

Frey, A., Trenz, M., & Veit, D. (2019). “A service-dominant logic perspective on the roles of 

technology in service innovation: Uncovering four archetypes in the sharing economy”. Journal 

of Business Economics, 89(8–9), 1149–1189. 

Fu, W., Wang, Q., & Zhao, X. (2018). Platform-based service innovation and system design: a 

literature review. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 118, 946-974. 

Fuglsang, L. & Sørensen, F. (2010). The balance between bricolage and innovation: management 

dilemmas in sustainable public innovation, The Service Industries Journal, 31(4), 581-595. 

Gallouj, F., & Weinstein, O. (1997). Innovation in services. Research policy, 26(4-5), 537-556. 

Gawer, A. (2020). Digital platforms’ boundaries: The interplay of firm scope, platform sides, and 

digital interfaces. Long Range Planning, 54(5), 102045. 

Gebauer, H., Paiola, M., Saccani, N. & Rapaccini, M. (2021). “Digital servitization: crossing the 

perspectives of digitization and servitization”, Industrial Marketing Management, 93: 382-388. 

Gioia, D. A., Corley, K. G., & Hamilton, A. L. (2012). Seeking qualitative rigor in inductive 

research: Notes on the Gioia Methodology. Organizational Research Methods, 16(1), 1–17. 

Grönroos, C. (2011). Value co-creation in service logic: A critical analysis. Marketing Theory, 11(3), 

279–301. 

Gustafsson, A., Snyder, H., & Witell, L. (2020), “Service innovation: a new conceptualization and 

path forward”. Journal of Service Research, 23(2), 111-115.  

Häikiö, J., & Koivumäki, T. (2016), “Exploring Digital Service Innovation Process Through Value 

Creation”. Journal of Innovation Management,  4(2), 96-124.  

Hein, A., Schreieck, M., Riasanow, T. Soto Setzke, D, Wiesche, M., Böhm M., & Krcmar, H. (2019) 

Digital platform ecosystems. Electron Markets 30, 87–98. 

Huikkola, T., Kohtamäki, M., Rabetino, R., Makkonen, H. & Holtkamp, P. (2022), “Unfolding the 

simple heuristics of smart solution development”. Journal of Service Management, 118, 

102382. 

Jacobides, M. G., Cennamo, C. & Gawer, A. (2018). Towards a Theory of Ecosystems. Strategic 

Management Journal 39(8), 2255–2276. 

Jansen, S. & Cusumano, M.A. (2013) Defining Software Ecosystems: A Survey of Software 

Platforms and Business Network Governance. In: Jansen, S., Brinkkemper, S. and Cusumano, 

M.A., Eds., Software Ecosystems, Edward Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham, U.K. and 

Northampton, Mass, 13-28. 

Jovanovic, M., Sjödin, D., & Parida, V. (2022) “Co-evolution of platform architecture, platform 

services, and platform governance: Expanding the platform value of industrial digital 

platforms”. Technovation, 118, 102218. 

Kelly, D., & Storey, C. (2000). “New service development: initiation strategies”. International 

Journal of Service Industry Management, 11(1), 45-63. 

https://ideas.repec.org/a/taf/servic/v31y2010i4p581-595.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/taf/servic/v31y2010i4p581-595.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/taf/servic.html


21 
 

Kleinschmidt, S.; Peters, C. & Leimeister, J. M. (2019): How to scale up contact-intensive services: 

ICT-enabled service innovation. Journal of Service Management, 31, 793-814. 

Kohtamäki, M., Parida, V., Patel, P.C. & Gebauer, H. (2020), “The relationship between 

digitalization and servitization: the role of servitization in capturing the financial potential of 

digitalization”, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 151, 119804 

Kolagar, M., Parida, V., & Sjödin, D. (2022). “Ecosystem transformation for digital servitization: A 

systematic review, integrative framework, and future research agenda”. Journal of Business 

Research, 146, 176-20 

Koskela-Huotari, K., Edvardsson, B., Jonas, J.M., Sorhammar, D., & Witell, L. (2016).”Innovation 

in service ecosystems—breaking, making, and maintaining institutionalized rules of resource 

integration”. Journal of Business Research, 69 (8): 2964-2971. 

Koutsikouri, D., Lindgren, R., Henfridsson, O., & Rudmark, D. (2018). Extending digital 

infrastructures: a typology of growth tactics. Journal Association for Information System. 

19(10), 1001–1019.  

Kowalkowski, C., Witell, L., & Gustafsson, A. (2013). “Any way goes: Identifying value 

constellations for service infusion in SMEs”. Industrial Marketing Management, 42(1), 18-30. 

Kowalkowski, C., & Ulaga, W. (2017). Service strategy in action: A practical guide for growing 

your B2B service and solution business. Service Strategy Press. 

Lanzolla, G., Lorenz, A., Miron-Spektor, E., Schilling, M., Solinas, G. & Tucci, C.L. (2020). Digital 

Transformation: What is new if anything? Emerging patterns and management research. 

Academy of Management Discoveries, 6(3), 341-350. 

Liu, Y., Dong, J., Mei, L., & Shen, R. (2023). Digital innovation and performance of manufacturing 

firms: An affordance perspective. Technovation 119. 

Yoo, Y., Boland, R., Lyytinen, K., & Majchrzak (2012). Organizing for Innovation in the Digitized 

World. Organization Science, 23 (5), 1398-1408 

Lusch, R. & Nambisan, S. (2015), “Service Innovation: A Service-Dominant Logic Perspective”. 

MIS Quarterly, 39(1): 155-175.  

Lyytinen, K. & Rose, G. M. (2003), "The Disruptive Nature of Information Technology Innovations: 

The Case of Internet Computing in Systems Development Organizations," MIS Quarterly, 27 

(4): 557-596.  

Markus, M.L., & Loebbecke, C. (2013). Commoditized digital processes and business community 

platforms: new opportunities and challenges for digital business strategies. Management 

Information Systems Quarterly, 37, 649-654. 

Mishra, S. & Tripathi, R. (2020). Literature review on business prototypes for digital platform. 

Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship 9(1), 1-19, 

Nylén, D. & Holmström, J. (2015). Digital innovation strategy: A framework for diagnosing and 

improving digital product and service innovation. Business Horizons, 58(1), 57-67. 

OECD (2018), “Oslo manual 2018: guidelines for collecting, reporting and using data on 

innovation”, in The Measurement of Scientific, Technological and Innovation Activities, 4th ed., 

OECD Publishing. Paris/Eurostat: Luxembourg. 

Opazo-Basáez, M., Vendrell-Herrero, F. & Bustinza, O.F. (2022a), “Digital service innovation: a 

paradigm shift in technological innovation”. Journal of Service Management, 33 (1): 97-120.  

Opazo-Basáez, M., Vendrell-Herrero, F., Bustinza, O.F., & Marić, J. (2022b). Global value chain 

breadth and firm productivity: the enhancing effect of Industry 4.0. Journal of Manufacturing 

Technology Management, 33(4), 785-804. 

Opazo-Basáez, M., Vendrell-Herrero, F., Bustinza, O.F., Vaillant, Y. and Marić, J. (2023), "Is digital 

transformation equally attractive to all manufacturers? Contextualizing the operational and 

customer benefits of smart manufacturing", International Journal of Physical Distribution & 

Logistics Management, 53(4), 489-511. 

Paluch, S. and Wirtz, J. (2020). “Artificial intelligence and robots in the service encounter”. Journal 

of Service Management Research. 4(1), 3-8. 

Paluch, S., Antons, D., Brettel, M., Hopp, C., Salge, T. O., Piller, F., & Wentzel, D. (2020). “Stage-

gate and agile development in the digital age: Promises, perils, and boundary conditions”. 

Journal of Business Research, 110, 495-501.  

https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Journal-of-Innovation-and-Entrepreneurship-2192-5372?_sg=h7aOUheFPcyOjKZHdM7nAQyKPonpSHNt663gOOWfHQwes2I5tK1zMokh6EHuVkznA_uFhMO3455ULa2toVG2Ip3NMrSBqg.CZuiv-EsfMuuMfLAXrhpCR_06zBCRaqXQ839BFrVm3xBxezFsP0WcL8FV6fEsuSyhW7mzQglQTOex-s9dOA1Ag
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Journal-of-Innovation-and-Entrepreneurship-2192-5372?_sg=h7aOUheFPcyOjKZHdM7nAQyKPonpSHNt663gOOWfHQwes2I5tK1zMokh6EHuVkznA_uFhMO3455ULa2toVG2Ip3NMrSBqg.CZuiv-EsfMuuMfLAXrhpCR_06zBCRaqXQ839BFrVm3xBxezFsP0WcL8FV6fEsuSyhW7mzQglQTOex-s9dOA1Ag
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Journal-of-Innovation-and-Entrepreneurship-2192-5372?_sg=h7aOUheFPcyOjKZHdM7nAQyKPonpSHNt663gOOWfHQwes2I5tK1zMokh6EHuVkznA_uFhMO3455ULa2toVG2Ip3NMrSBqg.CZuiv-EsfMuuMfLAXrhpCR_06zBCRaqXQ839BFrVm3xBxezFsP0WcL8FV6fEsuSyhW7mzQglQTOex-s9dOA1Ag


22 
 

Parida, V., & Jovanovic, M. (2022). Servitization in global markets: role alignment in global service 

networks for advanced service provision. R&D Management, 52(3), 577-592. 

Parida, V., Sjödin, D., & Reim, W. (2019). “Reviewing literature on digitalization, business model 

innovation, and sustainable industry: Past achievements and future promises”. Sustainability, 

11(2), 391. 

Piekkari, R., Plakoyiannaki, E., &Welch, C. (2010), “‘Good’ case research in industrial marketing: 

insights from research practice”, Industrial Marketing Management, 39(1), 109-117. 

Raddats, C., Zolkiewski, J., Story, V. M., Burton, J., Baines, T., & Ziaee Bigdeli, A. (2017). 

Interactively developed capabilities: evidence from dyadic servitization relationships. 

International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 37(3), 382-400. 

Raddats, C., Naik, P. & Bigdeli, A.Z. (2022), “Creating value in servitization through digital service 

innovations”. Industrial Marketing Management, 104, 1-13.  

Royce, W. W. (1987). Managing the development of large software systems: concepts and 

techniques. In Proceedings of the 9th international conference on Software Engineering (pp. 

328-338). 

Schumpeter, J. (1934). Theories of economic development. Cambridge, MA. 

Seclen-Luna, J.P., & Barrutia, J. (2018). KIBS and innovation in Machine Tool Manufacturers. 

Evidence from the Basque Country. International Journal of Business Environment, 10(2), 112-

131.  

Seclen-Luna, J.P., and Miles, I. (2023). Policy Report on KIBS for the Basque Country. Basque 

Government Department of the Economy and the Treasury. Report 2023/1.  

Shearmur, R. & Doloreux, D. (2019). KIBS as both innovators and knowledge intermediaries in the 

innovation process: Intermediation as a contingent role. Papers in  Regional Science, 98, 191–

209. 

Sjödin, D. R., Parida, V., & Wincent, J. (2016). Value co-creation process of integrated product-

services: Effect of role ambiguities and relational coping strategies. Industrial Marketing 

Management, 56, 108-119. 

Sjödin, D. R., Parida, V., Leksell, M., & Petrovic, A. (2018). “Smart Factory Implementation and 

Process Innovation: A Preliminary Maturity Model for Leveraging Digitalization in 

Manufacturing”. Research-Technology Management, 61(5), 22–31. 

Sjödin, D., Parida, V., Kohtamäki, M., and Wincent, J. (2020), “An agile co-creation process for 

digital servitization: A micro-service innovation approach”. Journal of Business Research,  112, 

478-491.  

Skålén, P., Gummerus, J., Von Koskull, C., & Magnusson, P. R. (2015). Exploring value 

propositions and service innovation: a service-dominant logic study. Journal of the Academy of 

Marketing Science, 43(2): 137-158.  

Sklyar, A., Kowalkowski, C., Tronvoll, B., & Sörhammar, D. (2019). Organizing for digital 

servitization: A service ecosystem perspective. Journal of Business Research, 104, 450–460. 

Soto Setzke, S., D., Riasanow, T., Böhm, M., Krcmar, H. (2021). Pathways to digital service 

innovation: the role of digital transformation strategies in established organizations. Information 

Systems Frontiers, 1-21. 

Tiwana, A., Konsynski, B. and Bush, A.A. (2010). “Platform Evolution: Coevolution of Platform 

Architecture, Governance, and Environmental Dynamics”. Information Systems Research, 21, 

675-687. 

Töytäri, P., Turunen, T., Klein, M., Eloranta, V., Biehl, S. & Rajala, R. (2018). “Aligning the 

mindset and capabilities within a business network for successful adoption of smart services”. 

Journal of Product Innovation Management, 35(5), 763-779. 

Troilo, G., De Luca, L., & and Guenzi, P. (2017). “Linking data-rich environments with service 

innovation in incumbent firms: a conceptual framework and research proposition”. Journal of 

Product Innovation Management 34 (5) , 617-639. 

Toivonen, M., & Tuominen, T. (2009). “Emergence of innovations in services”. The Service 

Industries Journal, 29(7), 887-902. 

Tronvoll, B. (2017). “The actor: The key determinator in service ecosystems”. System, 5(2), 38. 

https://orca.cardiff.ac.uk/view/cardiffauthors/A151487U.html


23 
 

Tronvoll, B., Sklyar, A., Sörhammar, D., & Kowalkowski, C. (2020). Transformational shifts 

through digital servitization. Industrial Marketing Management, 89, 293-305. 

Vargo, S., R. F., & Lusch. (2004). “Evolving to a New Dominant Logic for Marketing”. Journal of 

Marketing, 68 (1) 1-17.  

Vendrell-Herrero, F., Bustinza, O. F., & Opazo-Basáez, M. (2021a). Information technologies and 

product-service innovation: The moderating role of service R&D team structure. Journal of 

Business Research, 128, 673-687. 

Vendrell-Herrero, F., Bustinza, O.F. and Vaillant, Y. (2021b). “Adoption and optimal configuration 

of smart products: the role of firm internationalization and offer hybridization”, Industrial 

Marketing Management, 95, 41-53. 

Vendrell-Herrero, F., Bustinza, O.F., Opazo-Basáez, M. and Gomes, E. (2023), “Treble innovation 

firms: Antecedents, outcomes, and enhancing factors”, International Journal of Production 

Economics, Vol. 68255, 1082. 

Vilkas, M., Bikfalvi, A., Rauleckas, R. & Marcinkevicius, G. (2022), “The interplay between 

product innovation and servitization: the mediating role of digitalization”. Journal of Business 

& Industrial Marketing, 37(11), 2169-2184. 

Von Hippel, E. A., Ogawa, S., & PJ de Jong, J. (2011). “The age of the consumer-innovator”. Mit 

Sloan Management Review, 53(1), 27-35. 

Warner, K.S.R., & Wäger, M. (2019). Building dynamic capabilities for digital transformation: an 

ongoing process of strategic renewal. Long Range Planning, 52(3),  326-349.  

Yin, R.K. (2003). Case Study Research: Design and Methods, Sage Publications, ThousandOaks, 

CA. 

Yin, R. K. (2018). Case study research and applications: Design and methods. Sage Books. 

Zheng, P., Lin, T. J., Chen, C. H., & Xu, X. (2018). “A systematic design approach for service 

innovation of smart product‑service systems”. Journal of Cleaner Production, 201657‑667. 

 

 

  

https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Mantas%20Vilkas
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Andrea%20Bikfalvi
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Rimantas%20Rauleckas
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Gediminas%20Marcinkevicius
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/0885-8624
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/0885-8624


24 
 

Figure 1: Data structure 

 

 

 

  

First-order codes Aggregate dimensionsSecond-order themes

Phases

• Expectations management
• Identification of needs, gap analysis, offer, acceptance, 

implementation.

Unified digital service innovation
processes and methods

• Commoditized processes among all actors
• Agreed waterfall, agile, combination among all actors
• First global vision, then agile
• Easy technologies, out of the box platform, cloud

Conctracting model and 
framework depending on type
of service

• KIBS innovation catalyst

Actors

• From production culture to market
orientation in client

Common service culture and 
service mindset in all actors
involved

Multi-actor perspective: KIBS, 
actors in the provider side, 
actors in the client side to scale
up innovation process

• Provider: Senior consultants,Project managers, 
analysts, developers. Other providers.

• Client: Product owner, IT department, 
users/stakeholders

• Product orientation in developers (provider)  
to service orientation

• Product orientation in developers (provider)  to service
orientation and lack of digital culture in users

• Centralized decision making top managers initially
• Decentralized decisión making development, delivery Centralized vs. Decentralized

decisión making

• Exploration capabilities, explotation capabilities
• Other updated capabilities, skills must be upgraded
• Continuous learning to set up dynamic innovation teams

Digital innovation requires new 
capabilities in all actors involved so
continuos learning is necessary

• Customer IT department: strategist, leader
• Product owner: has a need

• KIBS catalist and initiator for service adoption

• Provider: CEO , responsable for consultancy
gap analysis, feasability, first design

• Users (customer):  users of the platform; IT 
department: intermediary, orchestrate

• Project manager: represents the provider and 
manages team and frictions

• Analyst/developers:  technitians

Functions

Initiator roles 
Define the rules of the game

Implementation, monitoring, 
orquestrating, training, using

Interactions

Frequent and intense  meetings
and constant multilateral and
multilevel interactions

• Daily, weekly, 2-3 weeks frequent meetings
• The client defines, prioritizes the task package

Gather evidences of approvals and 
necessary control mechanisms

• Different reporting procedures , validate, approved

• Several committees intra-firm and crossfunctiona
• Inter-firm committes

• Clients’ control over the project

• Reconfiguration of back-end and front-end functions
• Interfirm adjustments

In multi-party settings actors’ 
functions may shift and in they
should be discussed and aligned
among actors

• Continuous interactions and monitoring mechanisms
• Multilateral interactions among several companies
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Figure 2: Phases, actors and interactions in DSI 

 

 

 

Table 1: Innovation methodologies 

 
 

INNOVATION METHODOLOGIES 
 

Waterfall development Stage-Gate development Agile development 

Purpose Lineal and Sequential model Investment model for 

sequential resource 

allocation 

Tactical model for 

guiding largely self-

managed teams 

Focus Quality Risk and quality Learning and speed 

Logic Deterministic Deterministic Stochastic 

Directionality Largely linear Concurrent Highly iterative 

Scope Detailed design Idea to launch Development and 

testing 

Customer 

involvement 
Puntual Episodic Continuous 

Customer 

characteristics 
Known customer needs Known customer 

preferences 

Limited customer 

willingness to interact 

Changing customer 

preferences 

High customer 

willingness to interact 

Phases Analysis, design, 

implementation, and ongoing 

system monitoring and 

testing 

Idea generation, idea 

assessment, design, testing 

and validation, and market 

launch. 

Creation, analysis, 

design, realization, 

diffusion 

Source: Adapted from Paluch et al. (2020) 
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Table 2: Information about key informants 
 

 

Key 

informant 

Description of 

the key 

informants Interviewee’s description  Description of the evidence 

Provider A CEO 
Top manager with more than 30 year 

of experience in digital services 

Interview on 4 October 2022. 

Transcription of the interview: 

7876 words. 

Provider A Project manager 
Senior manager with more than 9 years 

of experience in digital services 

Interview on 7 November 

2022. Transcription of the 

interview: 10639 words. 

Provider A 
Senior 

Consultant 

Senior top manager with more than 20 

years of experience in digital services 

and more than 10 years of experience 

with the platform 

Interview on 30 November 

2022.  Transcription of the 

interview: 7484 words. 

Provider A Developer 
Technician with more than 25 years of 

experience in IT 

Interview on 15 December 

2022. Transcription of the 

interview: 7857 words. 

Client A 

Assistant 

director of the 

IT department 
Senior top manager with more than 30 

years of experience in IT 

Interview on 22 November 

2022. Transcription of the 

interview: 10065 words. 

Client A 
Client A - user 

A 

Corporate relations manager with more 

than 14 years in the company and 14 

years of experience as a platform user 

Interview on 23 November 

2022. Transcription of the 

interview: 3258 words. 

Client A 
Client A - user 

B 

Marketing and communication 

technician with more than 20 years 

experience in the company and more 

than 12 years of experience as a 

platform user 

Interview on 13 December 

2022. Transcription of the 

interview: 7772 words. 

KIBS Consultant 
Consultant with more than 30 years of 

experience in digitalization processes. 

Interview on 5 December 

2022. Transcription of the 

interview: 4317 words. 

Source: own elaboration 

 


