Supplemental material 1 – More-detailed overview of guiding framework

The guiding framework (re-included below for convenience) serves as a guiding platform for the critical review, and the subsequent development of service-informed NPS recommendations.
Specifically, the framework was designed by adapting and merging Moeller’s (2010) FTU (Facilities, Transformation, and Usage) framework that incorporates IHIP (Intangibility, Heterogeneity, Inseparability, Perishability) service characteristics, and Baines et al. (2020) and Oliva and Kallenberg (2003) work on servitization. It is therefore anchored in FTU-thinking (Moeller, 2010), where (1) Facilities (comprising all provider resources) is the prerequisite for service provision and remain unused if there is no customer demand; (2) Transformation of (a) company resources (which are transformed when marketable goods materialize, acting as distribution mechanisms for services, and constituting indirect service provision), or (b) customer resources (which are integrated into the transformation process as part of co-production and co-creation between customers and the service organization, constituting direct service provision); and (3) Usage (where customers make use of the transformed resources to create value for themselves), see also Moeller (2008).
FTU-thinking was chosen as the platform for the development of our services marketing framework since it accounts for the debates surrounding the usefulness of the popular but scrutinized IHIP characterization of services. In particular, Moeller (2010) explains that, while IHIP may mean little to customers who rarely distinguish between goods and services, the characterization can inform implementation and understanding of service offerings by organizations (see also e.g., Blut et al., 2014), achieved via FTU-thinking. For example, service providers can manage their capacity (perishability) to ensure they are appropriately set to respond to customers’ varying resources (heterogeneity) at the ‘Facilities’ stage by promoting the multiple tailored services available to different customers. Meanwhile, at the ‘Transformation’ stage, service providers may attempt to reduce the uncertainty customers feel when the latter’s resources (inseparability) are transformed (intangibility) during a service encounter. The end result is value creation for the customer during ‘Usage’.
At the same time, the strategic decisions that accompany IHIP characteristics across the FTU framework are also likely to differ based on the servitization stage of the organization. Baines et al. (2020) identify four stages within the servitizing journey of advanced services (i.e., complex value propositions that broadly incorporate “combinations of products, services, software, support processes, and knowledge that work together to achieve the outcomes desired by the customer” (Sjödin et al., 2019: 906)): (a) Exploration (researching and confirming advanced service opportunities); (b) Engagement (evaluating and demonstrating the potential of advanced services until they reach organizational acceptance); (c) Expansion (increasing the scale and speed of advanced services innovation and implementation); and (d) Exploitation (optimizing innovation and implementation of advanced services). As organizations move along the servitization stages, the relative importance (i.e., investment, deployment, utilization of, and general belief in) services increases (Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003). Pertinently, the FTU framework finds relevance at each of these servitization stages. For example, leveraging organizational and customer resources is an activity that can benefit exploration. Here, company-induced transformations (i.e., ‘goods’) might begin shifting towards customer-induced transformations (i.e., ‘services’), where organizations and customers begin co-producing and co-creating; at this point of the servitization journey, organizations may learn more about customers’ unmet needs (indirectly and ultimately raising their NPS). Meanwhile, at the engagement stage, executives can leverage customers’ resources (e.g., via customer feedback) to gain wider organizational acceptance of a need to move towards a more service-oriented culture (Yan et al., 2020), on the basis of NPS data. Finally, the expansion and exploitation stages are where scale, speed, and optimization of innovation and implementation are unarguably contingent on resource deployment. Here, organizations might further integrate customers’ resources during the transformation stage to improve services in more effective and efficient ways, and also find new markets to exploit, with the ultimate aim of raising NPS and growth. 
While Baines et al.’s (2020) focus on complex advanced services makes their framework a useful reference point to consider servitization journeys, their framework is also adaptable to traditional (including ‘pure’) services. Advanced services are deemed substituting services. That is, customers are thought to purchase a service over a product (Cusumano et al., 2015). In turn, we position ‘traditional’ services as overlapping Baines et al.’s (2020) expansion and exploitation stages because these stages best-represent ‘traditional’ service providers’ present-day activities[footnoteRef:1]. That is, ‘traditional’ service providers have already moved beyond needing to demonstrate the potential of their respective service offerings (i.e., the engagement stage of servitization) and are instead most likely to be seeking service innovation opportunities. Finally, as ‘traditional’ services can themselves servitize (e.g., via increasing service offering bundles; Baines et al., 2020), we also include arrows which circle back to the exploration stage of the servitization framework. [1: We note our framework positions ‘traditional’ services as venturing into the territory of ‘relative importance of tangible goods’, as outlined by Oliva and Kallenberg (2003). While ‘traditional’ services may have tangible goods associated with them, we acknowledge pure services would not. The hashed triangle recognizes this in our guiding framework. ] 

Collectively, the combination of the FTU framework (incorporating IHIP characteristics) and the servitization framework informs our critical review, allowing us to interrogate NPS through a services marketing lend and build a conceptual bridge to the mainstream services literature (e.g., by comparing NPS to service-related cornerstone concepts, considering how NPS might provide additional insights depending upon where the organization resides on the servitization journey, how the level of interaction and integration between service organizations and customers might impact NPS ratings etc.).
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Figure 1: Guiding framework for services marketing lens (adapted from Baines et al., 2020; Moeller, 2010; and Oliva and Kallenberg, 2003)
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[image: ]Exploration: Searching and finding out about the concept and the implications of competing through advanced services, until they are confident that the opportunity exists
Engagement: Seeking to evaluate and demonstrate advanced services, until the potential is accepted within the organization
Expansion: Increasing the scale and speed at which advanced services are innovated and implemented, until significant value is demonstrated within the organization
Exploitation: Seeking to optimize innovation and delivery of an advanced services portfolio, unless business is adversely disrupted
Region where tangible goods important for servitizing ‘goods’ organizations and where ‘traditional’ services lie



REFERENCES

Baines T, Bigdeli AZ, Sousa R and Schroeder A (2020) Framing the servitization transformation process:_A model to understand and facilitate the servitization journey. International Journal of Production Economics 221: 107463.
Blut M, Beatty SE, Evanschitzky H and Brock C (2014) The impact of service characteristics on the switching costs–customer loyalty link. Journal of Retailing 90(2): 275-290
Cusumano MA, Kahl SJ and Suarez FF (2015) Services, industry evolution, and the competitive strategies of product firms. Strategic Management Journal 36(4): 559-575.
Moeller S (2008) Customer integration—a key to an implementation perspective of service provision. Journal of Service Research 11(2): 197-210.
Moeller S (2010) Characteristics of services–a new approach uncovers their value. Journal of Services Marketing 24(5): 359-368.
Oliva R and Kallenberg R (2003) Managing the transition from products to services. International Journal of Service Industry Management 14(2): 160-172.
Sjödin D, Parida V and Kohtamäki M (2019) Relational governance strategies for advanced service provision: Multiple paths to superior financial performance in servitization. Journal of Business Research 101: 906-915.
Yan K, Li G and Cheng TCE (2020) The impact of service-oriented organizational design factors on firm performance: The moderating role of service-oriented corporate culture. International Journal of Production Economics 228: 107745.

image1.png




image2.png
Services as ‘add-on(s)’

(Service providers could also servitize by
including goods in their increased bundling of
service offerings)

=

‘Traditional’ services

Exploration

/

/

Expansion

Core of services
transforming
Service providers can servitize by customer
increasing the bundling of their resources

service offerings

A zoomed in’ view of the FTU framework showing where
services” IHIP characteristics are found. This framework is important for
understanding all stages of servitization as well as for understanding
‘traditional’ service providers through a services marketing lens

Stages of

service provision  Facilities | Transformation Usage
Perishabilit Intangibility

Servie provider's A performance promise offered

capacity to perform a
transformation
dependent on customers’
(external) resources

Offering,

Provider
Resources

Heterogeneity
Customers(external) )

resources

porability

Transformation of

customers’ (external)
resources

(s)uo-ppn, sb spoob 3)qibun|




