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Abstract 
 
This conceptual dissertation aims to build an integrative and 
transdisciplinary framework of market evolution by reconnecting the 
study of innovations and markets, with help from the service 
ecosystems perspective. The service ecosystems perspective offers a 
processual, systemic, and institutional view on value creation, which is 
grounded in the axiomatic assumptions of service-dominant (S-D) 
logic. Hence, the dissertation departs from the premise that value, 
when perceived, is always cocreated by multiple, institutionally guided 
actors in service ecosystems through service exchange and the 
integration of resources. The dissertation extends the 
conceptualizations of innovations and markets from a service 
ecosystems perspective, with the help of institutional theory. The 
resulting transcending conceptualizations are then used to reconcile 
the paradoxical tensions identified in the conceptualizations of 
innovations within service research and markets within marketing 
literature in order to synthesize their substantial contributions into a 
cohesive framework of market evolution. By connecting insights from 
five appended papers and the reconciled literatures, the dissertation 
develops a recursive four-phase process model of market evolution as 
institutional dynamics of multidimensional value cocreation 
structures. The model explains how innovations as proto-institutional 
value cocreation structures emerge and how markets as 
institutionalized value cocreation structures evolve through 
institutional work carried out by multiple actors aiming to either 
maintain or disrupt a prevailing market. By beginning to unravel the 
institutional processes and market shaping strategies contributing to 
market evolution, the dissertation provides guidance to actors who are 
interested in markets and their development. 
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"There’s nothing wrong with enjoying looking at the surface of the 
ocean itself, except that when you finally see what goes on 

underwater, you realize that you’ve been missing the whole point of 
the ocean. Staying on the surface all the time is like going to the 

circus and staring at the outside of the tent." 
 

Dave Barry, Writer 
 
 

Prologue 
 
I have always lived near water, from the Baltic Sea in Oulu and the 
Pacific Ocean in Honolulu to Lake Vänern in Karlstad. Such bodies of 
water are a great metaphor for how markets are conceptualized in this 
dissertation. An ocean as an ecosystem is not reducible to its 
geographic location, one element (e.g., water), or one lifeform (e.g., a 
specific species of fish). Instead, understanding the ocean as an 
ecosystem requires one to consider all the lifeforms comprising the 
ocean, as well as the water they inhabit. I argue that this is how we 
should approach markets as well, not reduce them to geographic areas, 
single elements (e.g., knowledge systems or physical meeting places), 
or single type of actors (e.g., consumers). 

Metaphorically, the ocean also has other qualities that 
correspond with how I view markets. On a calm day, the ocean can 
seem perfectly still and peaceful on the surface, the same way that 
markets at times can seem like stable, almost law-like social entities. 
However, in both oceans and markets alike, there are always 
movements and changes taking place below the surface. On a stormy 
day, the dynamic nature of the ocean is explicitly revealed, as is the 
turbulence of markets during disruptions. When one focuses on the 
water, oceans do not have distinctly clear boundaries, making it hard 
to say where one ocean ends and another one begins. In the same way, 
it is sometimes difficult to distinguish markets from one another. The 
different bodies of water are also almost always connected to one 
another in some way, as are markets. Finally, just like a fish does not 
know it is in water before it is taken out, we as human beings are part 
of markets everyday without even thinking about it. Markets are so 
mundane and taken for granted that only their disturbance or absence 
really catches our attention. 



 

 10 

Tucker (1974, p. 31) famously argued that phenomena in 
marketing are “studied in the ways that fishermen study fish rather 
than as marine biologists study them.” In other words, phenomena in 
marketing are often studied with the intention to learn about them so 
that firms can use those insights to serve their own purposes and make 
more profits. My approach to markets in this dissertation is not to side 
with a specific group of actors and guide them to gain an advantage 
over others. Rather, my goal is to understand the dynamic nature of 
markets as both a process and an outcome of the activities of multiple 
actors having an influence on their workings. Hence, in my approach 
to markets, I try to be more like a marine biologist studying an 
ecosystem of different lifeforms co-inhabiting a body of water than a 
fisherman aiming to catch the big one.  
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“Hopefully, future marketing scholars and practitioners  
will devise and use more realistic concepts to analyze  

the functioning and evolution of markets.”  
 

Robert D. Buzzell (1999, p. 61) 
 
 

1. Introduction 
 
Airbnb, Netflix, Skype, Spotify, and Uber represent some of the most 
known examples of firms disrupting the markets they operate in and 
how people prefer to do things. Who knew ten years ago that many of 
us would rather go to a stranger’s home than book a hotel room or step 
into a stranger’s car than order a taxi. These firms are just the well-
known forefront of other smaller, more niche firms doing the same in 
their respective markets. For a long time, large-scale market 
disruptions seemed to be more the exception than the rule. However, 
currently, such disruptions are becoming more common (Wessel & 
Christensen, 2012). Advances in information technology are 
accelerating these changes because, through digitalization, 
information travels faster and is more easily shared (Normann, 2001). 
It would be hard to name an established market that is not facing 
potential disruption brought forth by technological advancements such 
as artificial intelligence, the Internet of Things, and 3D printing that 
trigger multiple opportunities to change the way things are done.  

Most academics agree that societal changes are becoming 
increasingly more rapid. In a recent Journal of Marketing editorial, 
Kumar (2015) stressed the importance of the discipline of marketing to 
remain well-informed and responsive to current economic vacillations, 
the emergence of new markets, and other rapid changes occurring in 
business. However, many mainstream marketing theories are built on 
assumptions of stability and lack of innovation and do not provide 
realistic means for understanding and modeling dynamic and 
turbulent daily life (Vargo, Koskela-Huotari, et al., 2017). While newer, 
more dynamic theories of markets are called for (see e.g., Giesler & 
Fischer, 2017; Mele, Pels, & Storbacka, 2014), several scholars have 
recently noted the relative absence of theory construction among 
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marketing academics and called for more conceptual scholarship 
within the field (see e.g., MacInnis, 2011; Yadav, 2010; Zaltman, 2016).  

To address some of these issues, this dissertation draws on a 
service ecosystems perspective to build an integrative and 
transdisciplinary framework of market evolution. More specifically, the 
dissertation employs the service ecosystems perspective’s processual, 
systemic, and institutional understanding of value creation as a 
metatheoretical position to problematize the current understanding of 
innovations and markets by identifying paradoxical tensions within the 
service research literature on innovations and marketing literature on 
markets. These two literature domains are fruitful for such 
investigation as they both include multiple conceptualizations of the 
focal phenomena stemming from different theoretical orientations that 
results from a tendency to borrow theories from other fields. This 
makes the two domains rich in insights but differentiated in nature (cf. 
Mele et al., 2014; Witell, Snyder, Gustafsson, Fombelle, & Kristensson, 
2016).  

After identifying two paradoxical tensions in both literature 
domains, the dissertation then elaborates and extends the current 
service ecosystems’ conceptualizations of innovations and markets 
with the help of seminal and recent developments in institutional 
theory and shows how these conceptualizations can transcend the 
tensions and reconcile the currently very diverse conceptualizations of 
innovations and markets. Additionally, the dissertation connects the 
two phenomena of innovations and markets as part of the same 
processual, systemic, and institutional story of the dynamics of value 
cocreation structures. In doing so, it builds a transdisciplinary 
framework of market evolution. By beginning to unravel the 
complexity of market evolution as the institutional dynamics of value 
cocreation structures, the resulting framework provides guidance to 
multiple actors who have an interest in a market and its development.  

 
 

1.1. Motivation and aim 

 
Peter F. Drucker (1954) is well known for stating that any business has 
only two functions: innovation and marketing. He came to this 
conclusion because for him, the only valid purpose for a business is to 
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create a customer (i.e., a market). Drucker states, “Markets are not 
created by God, nature or economic forces, but by businessmen 
(Drucker, 1954, p. 31).” In his later work, he describes the closely 
intertwined relationship between innovations, markets, and marketing 
by asserting that  

“…the truly new does not, as a rule satisfy demands that 
already exist. It creates new expectations, sets new 
standards, makes possible new satisfactions. ‘Innovative 
marketing’ therefore creates markets. New technology 
always needs new markets which were not even 
conceivable until the new technology created new 
demands” (Drucker, 1969, pp. 52-53).  

Consequently, for Drucker, innovations and markets are intrinsically 
linked to one another, and marketing as the function of seeing the 
whole business from the customer’s point of view represents the bridge 
between them. Therefore, Drucker does not see marketing as the 
specialized activity of a single department; it must permeate all areas, 
functions, and activities of an organization. 
 Although Drucker’s thoughts have been highly influential for 
both marketing theory and practice (Uslay, Morgan, & Sheth, 2009), 
his key insight about the intertwined nature of innovations, markets, 
and marketing has not been particularly embraced in the marketing 
literature. Instead, research on markets typically does not connect with 
research on the creative design of new products or the diffusion of 
innovations (Hauser, Tellis, & Griffin, 2006). For example, in her study 
of market creation as a legitimation process, Humphreys (2010a, p. 2) 
stresses how important it was for the case under study to be one “in 
which there was no significant technological innovation, no sudden 
change in process, and no discovery of unrealized consumer needs” to 
contrast it with innovations research. With some exceptions (Coviello 
& Joseph, 2012; Han, Kim, & Srivastava, 1998; Hauser et al., 2006; 
Sood & Tellis, 2005), innovations have generally received relatively 
little attention in the top marketing journals. Instead, the more 
detailed study of innovations is often left to either the sub-disciplines 
of marketing such as service marketing or industrial marketing or to 
completely different disciplines specialized in innovation-related 
matters.  

Somewhat more surprisingly, the same is also mostly true 
regarding in-depth discussions of markets within the mainstream 
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marketing literature. As Peñaloza and Venkatesh (2006, p. 252, italics 
in original) noted over a decade ago, “the term market is everywhere 
and nowhere in our literature," meaning the marketing scholars often 
discuss “this and that market” but rarely explain in detail what is meant 
by the term market and how a market is conceptualized and defined in 
the study. After this realization, there has been an increasing interest 
in markets within marketing, and fortunately, the current literature 
includes several emerging market conceptualizations. However, these 
are again mainly stemming from the different sub-disciplines of 
marketing such as consumer research, industrial marketing, and 
macromarketing, rather than the mainstream literature. Many of these 
emerging views highlight the importance of understanding markets as 
ongoing social constructions. More specifically, they include viewing 
markets, for example, as shared knowledge structures and 
understandings (Humphreys, 2010a; Rosa, Porac, Runser-Spanjol, & 
Saxon, 1999), practices and performances (Araujo, 2007; Giesler, 
2008; Kjellberg & Helgesson, 2006, 2007), organizational fields 
(Dolbec & Fischer, 2015; Ertimur & Coskuner-Balli, 2015), and market 
systems (Giesler & Fischer, 2017; Kjellberg & Olson, 2017). So far, 
however, these conceptualizations have largely been developed in 
isolation with minimal effort spent on exploring the synergies between 
them.  
 The aim of this dissertation is to reconnect the phenomena of 
innovations and markets and synthesize insights from the literature on 
both phenomena into an integrative framework of market evolution. I 
do so by simultaneously drawing on and further developing the 
metatheoretical system of ideas known as the service ecosystems 
perspective (Vargo & Lusch, 2011; Wieland, Polese, Vargo, & Lusch, 
2012). This perspective is grounded in service-dominant (S-D) logic 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008b, 2016) and represents a processual, 
systemic, and institutional orientation on exchange and value creation. 
The process orientation is visible in S-D logic’s foundational idea that 
a processual understanding of the basis of exchange helps reconcile the 
static, output-based models of exchange and view all exchange as the 
application of actors’ resources for the benefit of other actors, also 
termed service exchange (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008c). In other 
words, the exchange of goods and services (plural, outputs) are not 
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separate phenomena but different forms (direct and indirect) of one 
phenomenon, the exchange of service (singular, process).  

This transcending view of exchange enables the identification of 
broader patterns in how exchange has evolved in human societies. For 
example, from the proliferation of different professions, it is visible 
that over time actors have specialized in applying different kinds of 
resources for one another. Due to this specialization, they become 
highly dependent on each other’s applied resources in their efforts to 
survive and thrive, that is, to create value. For this reason, actors are 
best understood as parts of value co-creating exchange systems (Lusch 
& Vargo, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2011). As an example, consider how long 
a person would survive stranded on a deserted island. Perhaps not very 
long, and if someone could, it would be because someone else had 
applied their resources to teach the person necessary survival skills 
through service exchange. 

In S-D logic, this processual and systemic view on value creation 
is encapsulated in the concept of service ecosystem, defined as a 
“relatively self-contained, self-adjusting system of resource-integrating 
actors connected by shared institutional arrangements and mutual 
value creation through service exchange” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p. 11). 
This definition highlights the important actor-to-actor (A2A) 
orientation of S-D logic by positing that all actors (e.g., individual 
customers, entrepreneurs, households, firms) are fundamentally doing 
the same: integrating resources through service exchange to cocreate 
value (Vargo & Lusch, 2011). This is revealed by examining the same 
phenomena from different levels of aggregation, or in other words, 
using an oscillating foci (Chandler & Vargo, 2011). One major 
difference between S-D logic and the mainstream marketing 
literature’s relatively managerial and dyadic, micro-level focus, is its 
tendency to zoom out to reveal the bigger picture behind the micro-
level phenomena. In doing so, it has revealed the massively cocreated 
nature of value and the interconnectedness of phenomena on different 
levels of aggregation. 

Furthermore, the definition of service ecosystems underlines 
that for value cocreation to occur, some kind of coordination 
mechanism is needed. Hence, recent work in S-D logic has argued that 
institutional arrangements, meaning sets of interrelated institutions, 
enable and constrain value cocreation within and across service 
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ecosystems (Vargo & Akaka, 2012; Vargo & Lusch, 2016). With this 
extension, S-D logic synthesizes the processual and systemic view on 
value cocreation with an institutional theory which views institutions 
not as organizations but as “regulative, normative and cultural-
cognitive elements that, together with associated activities and 
resources, provide stability and meaning to social life” (Scott, 2014, p. 
56). More specifically, institutions are socially constructed reciprocal 
typifications that identify categories of actors and their appropriate 
activities and relationships (Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Berger & 
Luckmann, 1967). The institutional understanding advocated by S-D 
logic also connects institutional theory with the insight of recursive 
interdependence of actors and structures from Giddens’s (1984) 
structuration theory (see e.g., Vargo & Akaka, 2012; Vargo & Lusch, 
2016). This view implies that actors’ activities are simultaneously 
enabled and constrained by institutional structures as institutional 
structures are reproduced and altered through the activities of actors.  

As previously stated, research on markets typically does not 
connect with research on innovations (Hauser et al., 2006). This 
dissertation takes a very different point of departure and follows recent 
studies that have found institutions and systems as important 
constructs to understand the dynamics of both innovations and 
markets (see e.g., Ertimur & Coskuner-Balli, 2015; Giesler & Fischer, 
2017; Vargo, Wieland, & Akaka, 2015). More specifically, the argument 
here is that as a processual, systemic, and institutional view on 
exchange and value creation, the service ecosystems perspective 
transcends many of the biases and dichotomies identified in the 
previous literature discussing the nature of innovations and markets 
(see e.g., Giesler & Fischer, 2017; Mele et al., 2014). These include, for 
example, the output-focused and linear understanding of the 
emergence of innovations (Toivonen & Tuominen, 2009) and the 
economic actor and micro-level biases in studies concerning markets 
(Giesler & Fischer, 2017). Therefore, the service ecosystems 
perspective is uniquely positioned to theorize on innovations and 
markets in a manner that helps to reconcile and connect these 
phenomena and build a more comprehensive framework of market 
evolution.  

As stated, several scholars have noted the decline of theory 
construction among academics within the marketing literature and 
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called for restoring the synergistic balance of conceptual research with 
other forms of scholarship (Yadav, 2010; Zaltman, 2016). 
Furthermore, Yadav (2010, p. 11) notes that “scholars’ ability and 
interest to embark on integrative conceptual investigations have 
diminished.” Hence, as an effort to respond to these concerns, this 
dissertation as a whole follows a conceptual methodology and builds 
on five appended papers, of which, four are conceptual. More precisely, 
what I strive for in this dissertation is to problematize and identify the 
fundamental paradoxical assumptions of existing conceptualizations of 
innovations and markets (Alvesson & Sandberg, 2011) and work 
toward a conceptual synthesis of the previous literature by solving 
these tensions through the epistemological approach implied by S-D 
logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2017).  

Therefore, the dissertation does not build on ‘empirical’ data 
collected through fieldwork but problematizes and reconciles tensions 
in the academic literature on innovations in service research and 
markets in marketing. Furthermore, it makes a conceptual, 
transdisciplinary contribution by connecting insights from the 
literature with the service ecosystems perspective and both seminal 
and more recent discussions within institutional theory. As such, this 
dissertation is more concerned with the context of discovery (i.e., the 
conception of new ideas and the creative synthesis of existing ideas) 
than the context justification (i.e., the employment of empirical data 
and analytical procedures to establish the plausibility and acceptability 
of these ideas) in theory development (Hunt, 2010; Yadav, 2010). 
However, it can be argued that by synthesizing insights from previous 
research into an integrative framework (MacInnis, 2011), I am 
simultaneously using peer-reviewed, conceptual evidence from the 
literature to support and validate the transdisciplinary framework built 
in this dissertation.  
 
  
1.2. Framing of the phenomena and research questions 

 
As stated previously, S-D logic and the resulting service ecosystems 
perspective represent a processual, systemic, and institutional 
approach to studying value cocreation in human societies (Vargo & 
Lusch, 2004, 2011, 2016). In the following, I examine how each of these 
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theoretical orientations encapsulated within the service ecosystems 
perspective influence the framing of the focal research phenomena—
innovations and markets—discussed in the dissertation.  

First, the service ecosystems perspective is a processual 
approach. This is visible, for example, in the conceptualization of the 
basis for exchange as a service, meaning the process of applying one’s 
resources for the benefit of and in conjunction with another party 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Similarly, S-D logic implies a processual 
conceptualization of value not as a property of resources but as an 
emergent phenomenon that unfolds as resources are integrated from 
multiple sources by multiple actors (Vargo, Akaka, & Vaughan, 2017). 
Furthermore, as discussed in more detail in Paper II, resources are 
seen as becoming within S-D logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Using the 
same processual logic, I and my co-authors develop a processual 
conceptualization of innovation in Paper III by defining it as a 
phenomenon that unfolds as actors (purposefully) change the 
institutional arrangements that govern resource integration and value 
cocreation within service ecosystems. 

Second, the service ecosystems perspective is systemic. 
Therefore, it suggests a conceptualization of the aim of exchange as 
value cocreation, which means that value is an emergent outcome of 
institutionally concerted actions and interactions of multiple actors 
within systems characterized by service-for-service exchanges. By 
emphasizing the nested nature of service ecosystems, S-D logic 
highlights the necessity of a simultaneous multi-level analysis, or an 
‘oscillating foci,’ in understanding the dynamics of markets (Chandler 
& Vargo, 2011). Hence, while in essence there is only one level (i.e., 
markets do not exist “up there”), for analytical purposes, structural 
assemblages such as markets can be viewed at various levels of 
aggregation usually labeled “micro,” “meso,” and “macro” levels. This 
means that both zooming out and zooming in are needed to understand 
a phenomenon such as market evolution.  

Third, the service ecosystems perspective is institutional. In the 
most recent elaboration of S-D logic, Vargo and Lusch (2016) highlight 
institutions and institutional arrangements as the key to 
understanding the structuring and functioning of exchange and value 
cocreation. Scott (2014) underlines several distinctive features of an 
institutional understanding that are also visible in my work. Perhaps 
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one of the most important implications highly visible in the way I am 
framing the focal phenomena of the study is the acknowledgment of 
the continual impact of the existing to the becoming or the old to the 
new. In Scott’s (2014, p. 262) words, “Institutionalists emphasize that 
even innovative actions make use of preexisting materials and enter 
into existing contexts which affect them and to which they must 
adjust.” Accordingly, I conceptualize innovations and markets as 
highly intertwined phenomena in this dissertation; they act as each 
other’s preconditions and outcomes. This insight is also visible in Paper 
II in which I together with my co-authors develop an understanding of 
change and agency that is grounded in the idea of institutional 
complexity. More specifically, it is the plurality of the prevailing ideas 
and their incompatibility that acts as the prerequisite for the 
emergence of new ideas. 

Aligned with the processual orientation, institutionalists also 
pay attention to the examination of social mechanisms, which directs 
attention from questions of what happens to questions asking how 
things happen. This feature is evident in my study’s research questions 
and is well aligned with S-D logic’s aim to explain phenomena at a 
metatheoretical level. Furthermore, the institutional understanding 
points attention to types of effects occurring over longer time periods. 
This feature manifests itself in my research, for example, with the fact 
that I am not concerned about explaining (only) the evolution of 
modern markets often dominated by capitalistic logic but want to 
understand the functioning of markets as an enabling and constraining 
mechanism of value cocreation that has existed much longer than 
capitalism, although recently heavily influenced by this institutional 
logic (cf. Friedland & Alford, 1991; Friedland & Robertson, 1990).  

Reconceptualizing both markets and innovations as processual, 
systemic, and institutional phenomena shows how they are 
fundamentally connected with one another and act as each other’s 
preconditions and outcomes. Previous literature on S-D logic 
conceptualizes markets as “institutionalized solutions” to common 
human problems (Lusch & Vargo, 2014, p. 25, italics in original) 
consisting of shared and relatively enduring value cocreation practices 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2016). In this dissertation, I draw from the seminal 
work about the duality of structure by Giddens (1984) and the process 
of institutionalization by Berger and Luckmann (1967) to elaborate and 
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extend the previous understanding of markets from a service 
ecosystems perspective. I conceptualize these solutions as 
multidimensional value cocreation structures that gain endurance and 
objectivity through the process of institutionalization. Furthermore, I 
detail the dimensions of markets and build a recursive process model 
of their institutional dynamics that explicitly connects changes in 
markets as institutionalized value cocreation structures with the 
emergence of innovations. 

Following the above theoretical orientations and their 
implications, innovations, in the course of this dissertation, are 
conceptualized as novel value cocreation structures within which one 
or several dimensions of the prevailing value cocreation structures are 
altered. While markets represent value cocreation structures that are 
highly institutionalized and usually shared in meso- and macro-levels 
of aggregation (e.g., industry- or nation-wide or even globally), 
innovations as novel value cocreation structures are proto-institutions, 
or “institutions-in-the-making” (Lawrence, Hardy, & Phillips, 2002) 
that emerge as a result of institutional complexity confronted by actors. 
They are first shared only in micro-level aggregation, or among smaller 
constellations of actors. More precisely, innovations are the local, 
micro-level changes of value cocreation structures that form the basis 
for broader and more longer-term, meso- and macro-level 
transformations. Figure 1 visualizes how the theoretical orientations 
encapsulated within the service ecosystems perspective influence the 
framing of innovations and markets as phenomena and reveal their 
interdependence. 
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Figure 1. Framing of the research phenomena: innovations and markets as each other’s 
preconditions and outcomes. 

 
The overall aim of this dissertation is to build an integrative and 

transdisciplinary framework of market evolution by reconnecting the 
study of innovations and markets by drawing on and extending the 
service ecosystems perspective. As will be shown in this dissertation, 
viewing markets as institutionalized value cocreation structures points 
out that a framework of market evolution from a service ecosystems 
perspective needs to explain both the emerge and change of value 
cocreation structures. Hence, the overall research aim can be separated 
into two more specific and interrelated research questions: 

 
RQ1: How do innovations as novel, proto-institutional value 

cocreation structures emerge? 
 
RQ2: How do markets as institutionalized value cocreation structures 

change? 
 

The first research question examines how micro-level changes in 
service ecosystems emerge and constitute novel value cocreation 

Level	of	
aggregation

Level	of	stability

Macro

Innovation
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structures; or, how does novelty, for example, in the form of new 
‘resourceness’ of resources and resource integration practices emerge 
in the context of (often taken-for-granted) prevailing institutional 
arrangements such as markets that guide the way value is co-created. 
Framed this way, the ability to innovate and bring forth change 
becomes a question that is closely related to the agency-structure 
debate and the paradox of embedded agency discussed extensively in 
institutional theory (Battilana & D'Aunno, 2009; Seo & Creed, 2002). 
To answer this question, the dissertation connects insights from recent 
developments in the institutional analysis of organizational theory, 
especially from discussions on institutional work (Lawrence & 
Suddaby, 2006; Lawrence, Suddaby, & Leca, 2009) and institutional 
complexity (Greenwood, Raynard, Kodeih, Micelotta, & Lounsbury, 
2011).  

The second research question examines how the 
institutionalized value cocreation structures, characterized by 
endurance and objectivity, transform. Furthermore, this question 
examines how, once emerged, the proto-institutional value cocreation 
structures become reproduced by a much larger number of actors than 
those from where the changes originated and replace prevailing 
markets. Hence, this question relates to the processes of 
(de)institutionalization and (de)legitimation (i.e., institutionalization 
in the context of previously internalized institutional arrangements) 
attracting increasing attention in studies focusing on market creation 
as a social process within the marketing literature (see e.g., Dolbec & 
Fischer, 2015; Humphreys, 2010a; Kjellberg & Olson, 2017). Here, I 
connect insights from the literature discussing innovations in service 
research and markets in marketing with the service ecosystems 
perspective which is extended with institutional theory to develop a 
recursive four-phased model of the evolution of markets as value 
cocreation structures.  
 Furthermore, in a critical role of answering these two research 
questions are five appended research papers. These papers and their 
focus and findings, as well as their more specific connection to the 
dissertation’s research questions, are described in more detail in Table 
1. 
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As shown in Table 1, Papers I and II relate more closely to research 
question 1 and Papers IV and V to research question 2. Paper III relates 
to both of the sub-research questions. Four of the five appended papers 
are conceptual. In Paper III, multiple cases are used to contextualize 
and illustrate the theoretical ideas with empirical examples. 
 
  
1.3. Key contributions 
 
In the course of theorizing how markets evolve from the service 
ecosystems perspective, this dissertation makes several conceptual 
contributions that are transdisciplinary in nature. First, the 
dissertation extends the conceptualization of innovation from the 
service ecosystems perspective. It views innovations as novel, proto-
institutional value cocreation structures that are emergent properties 
of service ecosystems and uses this conceptualization to transcend and 
reconcile two paradoxical tensions highlighted among previous 
conceptualizations of innovations within service research literature. 
Second, the dissertation elaborates the previous conceptualization of 
market as institutionalized solutions from the service ecosystems 
perspective by conceptualizing these solutions as multidimensional 
value cocreation structures that gain endurance and objectivity 
through the process of institutionalization. This transcending 
conceptualization is then used to reconcile two paradoxical tensions in 
the previous market conceptualizations within marketing literature. 
Third, the dissertation reveals the multidimensional nature of markets 
as institutionalized value cocreation structures and details their eight 
dimensions. Fourth, the dissertation connects the reconciled literature 
on innovations and markets. It does so by conceptualizing both 
phenomena as part of the same processual, systemic, and institutional 
story of the dynamics of value cocreation structures and showing how 
the two phenomena are fundamentally interconnected to one another 
and act as each other’s preconditions and outcomes. Fifth, the 
dissertation develops a recursive, four-phase model of market 
evolution by integrating insights from the five appended research 
papers and the reconciled literature that all discuss different aspects of 
institutional dynamics in value cocreation structures. Finally, the 
dissertation argues that all actors can innovate and change markets in 
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a fundamentally similar way by carrying out institutional work to either 
disrupt or maintain markets.  
 
 
1.4. Structure of the dissertation 
 
The rest of this dissertation is structured as follows. The second chapter 
provides an overview of the five axioms of S-D logic and the resulting 
service ecosystems perspective that builds my metatheoretical position 
as a researcher. The chapter also addresses some of the criticisms of S-
D logic by highlighting the most common misunderstandings of S-D 
logic’s core ideas. It also describes how the service ecosystems 
perspective is extended in this dissertation. 

The third chapter discusses the research philosophy and 
methodological approach of the dissertation. It discusses the 
ontological and epistemological positions of the dissertation and the 
resulting overall research philosophy that is highly intertwined with 
the theoretical orientations upon which the dissertation builds. The 
chapter also provides general notes on theory development and details 
the conceptual methodology used in the dissertation. The fourth 
chapter gives an overview of the content of the appended five papers. 
It details their individual contributions and connection to the overall 
aim and research questions of the dissertation.  

The fifth chapter provides an overview of the previous work 
using a service ecosystems perspective to understand innovation. 
Before extending this conceptualization with the help of systems 
thinking and institutional theory, the chapter highlights two 
paradoxical tensions among the different innovation 
conceptualizations within the service research literature. The chapter 
then shows how the extended conceptualization of innovation as an 
emergent property of service ecosystems can reconcile and transcend 
these tensions. In a similar manner, the sixth chapter provides an 
overview of previous work using a service ecosystems perspective to 
understand markets and highlights two paradoxical tensions among 
the different markets conceptualizations used within the marketing 
literature. The chapter then draws from institutional theory to extend 
the service ecosystems perspective’s current conceptualization of 
markets and shows how the extended conceptualization of markets as 
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institutionalized value cocreation structures can transcend and 
reconcile the paradoxical tensions of market conceptualizations in 
marketing and build a more integrative understanding of markets. 

The seventh chapter pulls all of the previous insights together 
into a recursive, four-phased framework of market evolution as the 
institutional dynamics of value cocreation structures and details 
strategies available for actors aiming either at maintaining or 
disrupting a prevailing market in different phases of the process. 
Finally, the eighth chapter discusses the theoretical and practical 
implications of the dissertation. It also elaborates future research 
opportunities before concluding the dissertation.  
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“S-D logic provides a lens to look at  
complex exchange systems in a different light.” 

 
Robert F. Lusch and Stephen L. Vargo (2014, p. 203) 

 
 

2. Service ecosystems perspective – Core, criticism, 
and opportunities for extension 
 
This chapter provides a detailed account of the service ecosystems 
perspective and its narrative of value cocreation by reviewing S-D 
logic’s five axioms, which together constitute the highly intertwined 
core ideas of this metatheoretical framework. The chapter also 
addresses some of the criticisms that S-D logic has received over the 
years by highlighting the most common misunderstandings of S-D 
logic’s core ideas. The chapter concludes with a discussion of how I 
have both drawn on and contributed to the service ecosystems 
perspective in this dissertation. 
 
 
2.1. Axiomatic assumptions of the service ecosystems 
perspective 
 
The service ecosystems perspective (Vargo & Lusch, 2011, 2016) is 
grounded in S-D logic and therefore shares its axiomatic assumptions. 
Introduced in 2004, S-D logic has evolved into a metatheoretical 
framework of exchange and value creation that significantly differs 
from the firm-centric, goods-dominant (G-D) logic (Lusch & Vargo, 
2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). With its service ecosystems perspective, 
S-D logic can be seen as part of the more general move away from a 
mechanistic and toward a systemic worldview characterizing the 
sciences (see e.g., Capra & Luisi, 2014), as it highlights the dynamic and 
complex nature of value cocreation and exchange by arguing that all 
actors constantly apply and exchange their competences and integrate 
available resources from multiple sources for value cocreation (Vargo 
& Lusch, 2011). In other words, the basic argument of S-D logic is that  

“at least in specialized, human systems (and arguably in all 
species), value is not completely individually, or even 
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dyadically, created but, rather it is created through the 
integration of resources, provided by many sources, 
including a full range of market-facing, private and public 
actors. In short, cocreation of value is the purpose of 
exchange and, thus, foundational to markets and 
marketing” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p. 9). 
The development of S-D logic began by identifying and re-

evaluating the set of underlying assumptions behind traditional 
marketing theory, the so-called “goods-dominant (G-D) logic,” as well 
as by highlighting some of the more recent developments that have 
been challenging and reframing the assumptions of this dominant 
worldview (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). According to Vargo and Lusch 
(2008a), many of the transitions and alternative reformulations in the 
way markets and marketing are understood have been developed in the 
sub-disciplines of marketing, most notably services marketing and 
business-to-business marketing. It is these transformations, together 
with others occurring outside of marketing, that are converging into 
the transcending perspective now known as ‘service-dominant (S-D) 
logic’ (Lusch & Vargo, 2006a, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008b, 
2016).  

The underlying idea of S-D logic is the processual 
conceptualization of exchange as humans applying their competences 
to benefit others and reciprocally benefit from others’ applied 
competences (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, cf. Bastiat, 1848/1995; von Mises, 
1962). This statement should not be confused with a position that does 
not acknowledge any conflicts, tensions, or inequality between human 
beings. It merely states that in order to survive and prosper, human 
beings require specialized skills from one another. This is true even to 
the extent that self-sufficiency is considered poverty nowadays (Ridley, 
2010). It also implies that, at least in the long run, human beings prefer 
to apply their knowledge and skills—that is, provide services—for the 
benefit of actors from whom they will receive a similar service in return. 

Hence, the starting point of S-D logic is the idea that service is 
exchanged for service to cocreate value; that is, to increase the 
wellbeing and viability of an actor or system. Central to this view is the 
idea that value creation as a process emerges and unfolds over 
extended periods of time as a multi-actor effort of integrating resources 
through the exchange of service, either directly or indirectly (Vargo, 
2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2011). Value, as an emergent outcome of this 
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process, is contingent on the integrated resources as well as 
contextually determined by each actor in a specific instance of the 
process, making value perception potentially quite unique and 
asymmetric (Chandler & Vargo, 2011; Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Vargo, 
Akaka, et al., 2017; Vargo, Maglio, & Akaka, 2008). Thus, value needs 
to be understood in the context of the social systems in which it 
emerges and is determined (Edvardsson, Tronvoll, & Gruber, 2011). 

The initial effort to describe the core ideas of the emerging 
worldview culminated in eight foundational premises (Lusch & Vargo, 
2006b; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Through dialogue and debate with the 
growing community of scholars contributing to the development of the 
worldview, the eight premises were refined and then expanded to 10 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2008b). Recently, with the increasing systems 
orientation and the introduction of the service ecosystem concept 
(Chandler & Vargo, 2011; Vargo & Akaka, 2012; Vargo & Lusch, 2011), 
it became apparent that a premise which would address how actors 
coordinate their actions to cocreate value through exchange was 
missing (Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2011). Consequently, in 
the continuing evolution of S-D logic, the 10 foundational premises 
were further refined and an eleventh premise was added, focusing on 
the role of institutions and institutional arrangements as coordination 
mechanisms within service ecosystems (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Also, 
five of the 11 foundational premises were identified as axioms (Lusch & 
Vargo, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2016), representing the core of S-D logic 
(see Table 2). As such, like premises in all theoretical frameworks, 
these axioms are assumed true and are not intended to be empirically 
tested for truth content (see Hunt, 2010). 
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Table 2. Axioms of S-D logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). 
 

Axioms of S-D logic 

Axiom 1 
(FP1) 

Service is the fundamental basis of exchange. 

Axiom 2 
(FP6) 

Value is cocreated by multiple actors, always 
including the beneficiary. 

Axiom 3 
(FP9) 

All social and economic actors are resource 
integrators. 

Axiom 4 
(FP10) 

Value is always uniquely and 
phenomenologically determined by the 
beneficiary. 

Axiom 5 
(FP11) 

Value cocreation is coordinated through actor-
generated institutions and institutional 
arrangements. 

 
The five axioms comprising the core ideas of S-D logic and the resulting 
service ecosystems perspective are elaborated in more detail in the 
following. Axiom 3 is discussed before Axiom 2, as Axiom 2 and Axiom 
4 are closely intertwined and best explained together. 
 
2.1.1. Service as the fundamental basis of exchange (Axiom 1) 
 
Service-dominant (S-D) logic is best characterized as a transcending 
worldview originally aimed at overcoming the products versus services 
(or tangible versus intangible outputs) dichotomy characterizing much 
of the academic research in marketing (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008b). 
This was done by introducing the transcending notion of service 
(singular), which focuses on the process of serving rather than on a type 
of output, such as services (plural) (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008c). 
Hence, S-D logic represents a shift in the underlying logic of 
understanding exchange, rather than a shift in the type of output under 
investigation. That is, S-D logic is not about making services more 
important than goods, but rather about transcending both goods and 
what has been referred to as ‘services’ with the common denominator, 
service—a process of doing something for another party. This idea is 
captured with Axiom 1, “Service is the fundamental basis of exchange.” 
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In S-D logic, service is defined as the application of resources 
(such as knowledge and skills) for the benefit of another (Vargo & 
Lusch, 2004). Furthermore, it is argued that service exchange is 
reciprocal. In other words, service is exchanged for service, meaning 
that actors apply their competences to provide service for others and 
reciprocally receive a similar kind of service (others’ applied 
competences or money as ‘rights’ for future competences) in return. 
One of the reasons why the fundamental role of service in exchange is 
so difficult to see in the modern world is that in our efforts to improve 
our wellbeing, humankind has developed several ways to cocreate 
value more effectively by exchanging service indirectly. Therefore, the 
concept of service in S-D logic is not tied to the distinct moments of 
direct physical interaction among people (Vargo, 2008), as is the case 
in the conventional literature on services (Lovelock, 1983; Zeithaml, 
Parasuraman, & Berry, 1985). Instead, a crucial feature of S-D logic is 
that service can be provided indirectly; for example, in the form of a 
tangible good or monetary currency.  

This is aligned with Kotler (1977, p. 8), who noted that the 
“importance of physical products lies not so much in owning them as 
in obtaining the services they render,” as well as Gummesson (1995, p. 
251), who argued that “activities render services, things render 
services.” Similarly, Coombs and Miles (2000, p. 97) argued that 
“material products themselves are only physical embodiments of the 
services they deliver, or tools for the production of final services.” 
Hence, the emphasis on service as the fundamental basis of exchange 
in the service ecosystems perspective does not mean that products and 
money are forgotten. Instead, they are seen as important facilitators of 
service exchange; that is, products are considered vehicles for service 
provision (Lusch, Vargo, & O’Brien, 2007; Vargo & Lusch, 2004), and 
money as a ‘rights for future’ service (Lusch & Vargo, 2014).  

Through the abovementioned forms of indirect service 
exchange, both physical and time-related constraints of direct service 
exchange are bent and value cocreation is made more effective. This is 
closely related to the idea of density by Normann (2001). According to 
him, density expresses the degree to which a mobilization of resources 
for a time/space/actor unit can take place. The ultimate expression of 
the density principle would mean that any economic actor at any time 
would have more or less a whole world of specialist knowledge and 
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specialized assets at his or her disposal. Thus, the service focus is more 
general and transcending by nature, since it covers exchange situations 
involving different types of goods as well as situations in which there 
are no intermediate products (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). Conceptualized 
this way, service becomes the fundamental basis of all exchange, 
providing a common framework for understanding exchange and 
human interaction both in the ‘economic’ and ‘social’ spheres of life. 
This is important for the conceptualization of markets, as it represents 
a novel way to theorize about markets as an enduring form of 
organizing exchange in society. 

  
2.1.2. Actors as resource integrators (Axiom 3) 
 
Axiom 3 states, “All social and economic actors are resource 
integrators.” This means that according to S-D logic, all actors provide 
a service (apply operant resources for others’ benefit) to receive a 
similar service from others (other actors applying their resources), and 
in this way obtain access to resources that can be integrated to cocreate 
value. In other words, S-D logic problematizes the taken-for-granted 
‘producer–consumer’ divide in which humans are separated into 
active, value-creating actors, and passive, value-destroying actors.  

Resources in S-D logic are viewed “as anything, tangible or 
intangible, internal or external, operand or operant, an actor can 
draw on for increased viability” (Lusch & Vargo, 2014, p. 121, 
emphasis in original). The literature regarding resources in S-D logic 
recognizes two broad classifications of integrated resources: (1) 
operand resources, which require action to be taken upon them to be 
valuable; and (2) operant resources, which are capable of acting on 
other resources to contribute to value creation (Lusch & Vargo, 2014; 
Vargo & Lusch, 2004). S-D logic emphasizes the primacy of operant 
resources over operand resources in value cocreation. In other words, 
although operand resources often contribute to the cocreation of value, 
without the application of operant resources, such as knowledge, skills, 
and competences, value cocreation does not occur (Vargo & Lusch, 
2004). 
 An important part of the service-centered view is to understand 
that the nature of resources is contextual. In other words, resources are 
not, they become (De Gregori, 1987; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). This means 
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that actors’ knowledge and skills—that is, other resources—determine 
the resourceness of resources (Lusch & Vargo, 2014, see also Paper I). 
Consider, for example, fire: The resourceness of fire only became 
available for humans once the knowledge and skills needed to control 
and apply fire for specific purposes were developed. Hence, potential 
resources become resources when appraised and acted on through 
integration with other potential resources. 
 Actors continually integrate resources from multiple sources 
(Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2011). These sources (see Figure 
2) include ‘private’ sources (e.g., family, friends), ‘market-facing’ 
sources (e.g., firms and other ‘market’ actors), and ‘public’ sources 
(e.g., communal and governmental actors). It is important to note that 
the resource per se is not what determines whether it is market-facing, 
public, or private (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). In other words, a potential 
resource, such as education, can be obtained from a public source (e.g., 
public school), a market-facing source (e.g., private school), or a 
private source (e.g., home schooling). These different sources of 
resources resemble the three different variants of economic 
organization (Williams, 2004)—market, state, and community—that 
many analyses tend to observe, although slightly different labels might 
be used. For example, Polanyi (1994) referred to “market exchange,” 
“redistribution,” and “reciprocity,” while Giddens (1998) used 
“private,” “public,” and “civil society.” 
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Figure 2. Resources are integrated from multiple sources. 

 
As Axiom 3 states, all actors are resource integrators, although the type 
and amount of integrated resources can vary. This means that all actors 
are both providers and beneficiaries of service, and that the activities 
and characteristics of actors are not fundamentally as dichotomous as 
implied by the conceptual division of ‘economic’ actors into producers 
and consumers. The actor-to-actor (A2A) orientation implied by this 
axiom urges a move from such restricted, pre-designated roles (e.g., 
‘producers’ vs. ‘consumers,’ ‘firms’ vs. ‘customers’) to more generic 
actors (Vargo & Lusch, 2011). This suggestion has wide-ranging 
implications because it indicates that all actors fundamentally do the 
same things: integrate resources and engage in service exchange, all in 
the process of cocreating value (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Vargo and Lusch 
(2011) argued that business-to-business (B2B), rather than the 
traditional business-to-consumer (B2C), orientation of mainstream 
marketing offers a better exemplar of the A2A orientation. This is 
because, in B2B, there are no strict producers or consumers; rather, all 
actors in the discussion are considered as enterprises (of varying sizes, 
from individuals to large firms) engaged in the process of benefiting 
their own existence by benefiting the existence of other enterprises—
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that is, through service-for-service exchange—either directly or 
indirectly.  

It should be made clear, though, that the ‘generic actor’ 
designation implied by the A2A orientation should not be confused 
with the position that all actors are identical. Indeed, it is intended to 
do just the opposite: disassociate actors from predesignated roles and 
set the stage for characterizing them in terms of distinctly constituted 
identities associated with unique intersections of institutional 
arrangements with which they are associated (Vargo & Lusch, 2016)— 
not merely as ‘producers’ and ‘consumers.’ Hence, conceptualizing 
markets from the service ecosystems perspective helps to overcome the 
tendency of sociology of markets to focus too often on either producers 
or consumers (see e.g., Fligstein & Dauter, 2007) and to answer the call 
for market research to overcome the economic actor bias (Giesler & 
Fischer, 2017). 
 
2.1.3. Value cocreation as a systemic phenomenon (Axioms 2 and 4) 
 
In her article, Gummerus (2013) alleviated the oft-cited ambiguity of 
the value concept by proposing that the academic discussion on value 
mainly consists of two streams: value creation processes and value 
outcomes. The former considers the parties, activities, and resources 
involved in value creation, whereas the latter explains the value 
outcomes customers (and other stakeholders) perceive. S-D logic 
addresses both the nature of the process of value creation (Axiom 2, 
“Value is cocreated by multiple actors, always including the 
beneficiary”) and the nature of value outcomes and their determination 
(Axiom 4, “Value is always uniquely and phenomenologically 
determined by the beneficiary”). The two axioms, 2 and 4, are therefore 
closely related and thus best explained and understood together.  

S-D logical conceptualization on value creation moves away from 
the linear and sequential creation and destruction perspective of value 
emphasized in G-D logic and toward the existence of more complex and 
dynamic exchange systems of actors (Vargo & Lusch, 2011; Wieland et 
al., 2012). The conventional G-D logic sees the firm as the primary 
actor, which, in its production process, embeds value in (usually 
tangible) outputs. These outputs are then distributed to ‘consumers,’ 
who consume the value and then return to the firm for more value-
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embedded outputs. In service logic, on the other hand, the linear logic 
is retained, but the locus of value creation shifts from the firm to the 
customer (Grönroos, 2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2013). In other words, 
the customer is viewed as the actor creating and determining value, and 
the firm has only the role of a value facilitator.  

S-D logic, on the other hand, differs from both accounts as its 
perspective on value creation encompasses a wider and more 
comprehensive configuration of actors (i.e., more than firms and 
customers) (Vargo & Lusch, 2011, 2016). Hence, S-D logic argues that 
value creation occurs at the intersection of the activities of providers, 
beneficiaries, and other actors. Put another way, value is created 
through the integration of resources by multiple actors in a context, 
rather than via manufacturing and delivery (Vargo et al., 2008). This 
implies that for value creation to occur, the beneficiary’s (e.g., 
customer’s) operant resources must be integrated with those applied 
by the provider. All of this, in turn, implies that the beneficiary is 
always an active participant in the value creation process—that is, a 
cocreator of value. However, it is important to note here that the 
generic actor (or A2A) orientation makes all actors simultaneously 
providers and beneficiaries through direct and indirect service-for-
service exchange (Vargo & Lusch, 2011). This means that although the 
beneficiary’s role in value determination is highlighted, it does not 
make S-D logic customer-centric (or provider-centric), as all actors are 
considered as beneficiaries that can and do determine value outcomes 
for themselves.  

An essential driver of value cocreation is the division of tasks and 
specialization (Normann, 2001; Vargo & Lusch 2004, cf. also Ridley, 
2010; von Mises, 1949). Specialization frees up time and resources, 
which in turn enable learning and further specialization, and the cycle 
continues. The fact that the amount of time needed to complete 
schooling and education continues to increase is both the consequence 
and antecedent of specialization (Ridley, 2010). Hence, specialization 
enables us to provide better service (applied knowledge and skills) for 
each other. Specialization, however, requires more linkages and 
networks than self-sufficiency (Normann, 2001). As the individual 
parts of the system specialize in providing certain kinds of service, the 
interconnectedness of the parts increases (Lusch & Vargo, 2014; 
Ridley, 2010). This makes collaboration both a vital necessity and the 
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primary orientation over competition, although competition between 
parts of the system may act as a driver of collaboration within the 
competing parts.  

In the S-D logical conceptualization of value creation, value 
unfolds over time, and all the resource-integrating actors and their 
activities preceding a specific instance of value determination by an 
actor are seen as cocreators of value (both for that actor and for 
themselves). In other words, value creation does not just take place 
through the activities of a single actor (e.g., customer) or between a 
firm and its customers, but among a whole host of actors. This is an 
important difference from scholars who take a more episodic and 
single actor-centric perspective in conceptualizing value creation, and 
who argue that value can be solely created by the customer and is 
cocreated only in select instances, in which there is direct, personal 
interaction between a firm and the customer (see e.g., Grönroos, 2011; 
Grönroos & Voima, 2013). 

Prominent sociologists and economists have posited that human 
action is characterized by purpose (see e.g., Giddens, 1984; von Mises, 
1949). In S-D logic, the purpose of human action—that is, resource 
integration through service-for-service exchange—is conceptualized as 
the cocreation of value-in-context. Value is considered an emergent 
outcome of the process of institutionally concerted resource 
integration and service provision practices that can be described as “an 
increase in the well-being of a particular actor” (Lusch & Vargo, 2014, 
p. 57, italics in orginal). The perception of value is phenomenologically 
determined by each actor in a (social) context (Chandler & Vargo, 2011; 
Edvardsson et al., 2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2008b). This suggests that 
even the term ‘value-in-use’ might not adequately reflect the nature of 
value as an outcome. Therefore, S-D logic has more recently referred to 
‘value-in-context’ (Chandler & Vargo, 2011; Vargo et al., 2008).  

The contextual and phenomenological nature of value 
determination should not, however, be confused with randomness or 
naive subjectivism. Instead, S-D logic argues that value determination, 
like value cocreation, is guided by social structure and the complex 
constellations of institutional arrangements it comprises (Vargo & 
Lusch, 2016, see also Paper II). In other words, “Value-in-context 
suggests that value is not only always cocreated; it is contingent on the 
integration of other resources and actors” (Lusch & Vargo, 2014, p. 23). 
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For this reason, the S-D logic conceptualization of markets as shared 
and relatively enduring value cocreation practices helps to zoom out 
from the preoccupation of most market definitions with a single 
resource (e.g., a product) or a single role typification of actors (e.g., 
consumers). Instead, markets are understood as complex 
constellations of resources, resource integration practices, and 
resource-integrating actors connected by the shared purpose of 
cocreating value-in-context; that is, institutionalized solutions to value 
cocreation. 

  
2.1.4. Institutional arrangements as coordination mechanisms (Axiom 
5) 
 
Among the numerous elaborations and extensions of S-D logic, 
probably the most important has been a general expansion toward 
allowing a more holistic, dynamic, and realistic perspective of value 
creation among a wider configuration of actors (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). 
Hence, S-D logic is based on an understanding of the interwoven fabric 
of individuals and organizations, brought together into networks and 
societies, specializing in and exchanging service to create value in the 
contexts of their everyday lives (Chandler & Vargo, 2011; Lusch & 
Vargo, 2014). It highlights the dynamic and complex nature of value 
cocreation by arguing that actors constantly apply and exchange their 
competences and integrate available resources from multiple sources 
for value cocreation (Vargo & Lusch, 2011).  

This expansion toward understanding value creation has 
resulted in a major turn toward a systems orientation in S-D logic 
(Chandler & Vargo, 2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2011). It has also made 
apparent the need to articulate more clearly the mechanisms—
institutional arrangements (Axiom 5)—that enable and constrain the 
often massive-scale cooperation involved in systems of value 
cocreation (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Both these ideas are encapsulated in 
the concept of service ecosystems, defined as “relatively self-contained, 
self-adjusting system of resource-integrating actors connected by 
shared institutional arrangements and mutual value creation through 
service exchange” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, pp. 10-11).  

In this definition, the concept of institutions and, more 
generally, institutional arrangements should not be confused with the 
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more everyday use of the word ‘institutions,’ which refer to firms, 
governmental agencies, or similar organizations. Instead, institutions 
in a sociological sense, as used here, are socially constructed reciprocal 
typifications that identify categories of actors and their appropriate 
activities or relationships (Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Berger & Luckmann, 
1967). Institutions can comprise formalized rules and less formalized 
norms that define appropriate behavior, as well as cultural beliefs, 
cognitive models, frames, and schemas encapsulating the often taken-
for-granted assumptions and beliefs fundamental to guiding social 
action in different situations (Scott, 2014). In other words, institutions 
and institutional arrangements—sets of interrelated institutions—
represent the structure of social systems on which their systemic form 
is based (Giddens, 1984) and, in a slightly more narrow sense, can be 
thought of as the “rules of the game” in a society (North, 1990); 
together, such rules enable and constrain the way resources are 
integrated and how value is both cocreated and determined (Vargo & 
Akaka, 2012; Vargo & Lusch, 2016, see also Paper IV).  

According to Vargo and Lusch (2016), the term ecosystem in 
service ecosystems is used because it denotes interaction and energy 
exchange between an actor and its environment, and vice versa. More 
specifically, the term service ecosystem highlights the role of a 
particular kind of critical flow—reciprocal service provision—in these 
systems. In other words, according to S-D logic and its service 
ecosystems perspective, society can be seen as a service ecosystem—or 
more accurately, as a nested set of service ecosystems (Lusch & Vargo, 
2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2011, 2016) composed of assemblages and sub-
assemblages of resource-integrating, service-exchanging actors that 
are guided by institutional arrangements (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). 

For analytical purposes, these structural assemblages can be 
viewed at various levels of aggregation (Vargo & Lusch, 2017), labeled 
‘micro,’ ‘meso,’ and ‘macro’ (Chandler & Vargo, 2011). Previous S-D 
logic research tends to place individual and dyadic structures and 
activities at the micro-level; midrange structures and activities, such as 
industries and brand communities at the meso-level; and broader 
structures and activities, such as states, at the macro-level (Chandler & 
Vargo, 2011; Lusch & Vargo, 2014). Hence, to some extent, the ‘levels’ 
of aggregation in service ecosystems correspond with the “ideal type” 
institutional orders (e.g., family, religion, state, market, profession, 
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and corporation) outlined in the institutional logics discussion within 
institutional theory (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008; Thornton, Ocasio, & 
Lounsbury, 2012).  

The main point, however, is not to be able to assign phenomena 
to different levels (this will always be somewhat arbitrary), but to stress 
that a phenomenon on one level can only be adequately understood by 
accounting for the influence of other levels as well (Chandler & Vargo, 
2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2016). In other words, the multiple levels of 
aggregation within the service ecosystems perspective reveal additional 
structural details that are not apparent from a more dyadic, micro-level 
view; but which, at the same time, make the micro-level phenomena 
more understandable (Chandler & Vargo, 2011). For the same reason, 
setting boundaries for a service ecosystem is always arbitrary. For 
normative purposes, a defined subset of resources, resource-
integration practices, and actors that are ‘relevant’ for a certain focal 
phenomenon can be viewed as a service ecosystem. The default 
implication, however, is that more connected elements can be 
identified when the boundaries are problematized as any subset of a 
whole is always influenced by the whole and other subsets (cf. Simon, 
1962).  

The ‘service ecosystem’ concept resembles the ‘service system’ 
concept of service science (see e.g., Maglio, Vargo, Caswell, & Spohrer, 
2009; Spohrer & Maglio, 2010, p. 177), defined as “a value-cocreation 
configuration of people, technology, other internal and external service 
system entities, and shared information,” which is also grounded in S-
D logic. However, the ‘service ecosystem’ definition in S-D logic 
emphasizes the more general role of institutions, rather than of 
technology (Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Vargo et al., 2015). It is also 
somewhat similar to Layton’s (2011, 2014) conceptualization of a 
“marketing system.” However, a marketing system is a more focused 
conceptualization and portrays both knowledge and institutions as 
environmental or exogenous to such systems (though mutually 
influential), whereas the service ecosystems perspective views them as 
essential building blocks and actor-generated coordination 
mechanisms of value cocreation. 
 As illustrated here, the five axioms of S-D logic bring forth the 
processual, systemic, and institutional orientation of the service 
ecosystems perspective and its narrative on value creation. This 
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narrative is concerned with value cocreation (Axiom 2) and 
determination (Axiom 4) through resource integration (Axiom 3) and 
service exchange (Axiom 1) coordinated by endogenously generated 
institutional arrangements (Axiom 5) via actors forming service 
ecosystems. It is argued that this narrative represents “a more abstract, 
simpler (but broader), more general, and transcending framework for 
the understanding of human exchange and exchange systems” (Lusch 
& Vargo, 2014, p. 102). The resulting framework of value creation and 
exchange is not only applicable to micro-level service exchanges, but 
also to understanding meso- and macro-level phenomena, such as 
markets, that both emerge from and provide the context for the micro-
level activities, such as exchanges between actors. 
 
 
2.2. Scrutinizing criticism by addressing common 
misunderstandings 
 
Throughout its evolution, S-D logic as a metatheoretical framework has 
been greeted with both enthusiasm and suspicion. The enthusiastic 
response of scholars is evident insofar as S-D logic has been applied in 
practically all subfields of marketing, as well as in multiple other 
domains and disciplines, since the publication of the initial 2004 
Journal of Marketing article (for more detailed diffusion trajectories 
see Vargo & Lusch, 2017). Simultaneously, some scholars have retained 
a more skeptical attitude, adopting the role of critic instead of 
collaborator in regard to S-D logic (e.g., Grönroos, 2011; Grönroos & 
Voima, 2013). In this section, I discuss and address some of the 
criticisms and concerns raised in previous literature. 

Some of the criticisms have been valid, pointing to areas in need 
of further exploration and reconciliation in the evolving narrative. 
Lusch and Vargo (2006b, see also Vargo and Lusch, 2008b, 2016) have 
provided detailed accounts of how these ideas have been 
accommodated in the evolving narrative. Some of the criticisms seem 
to stem from a tradition of motivating one’s own work through the fact 
that existing literature has overlooked some aspect that the new work 
has identified and is therefore wrong. Hence, even when the work is 
well-aligned with and actually builds upon an issue within S-D logic 
providing new insights to it, it is posited as criticism of the S-D logic 
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literature rather than work that would extend it (see e.g., Campbell, 
O'Driscoll, & Saren, 2013; Fyrberg Yngfalk, 2011).  

Furthermore, some critical views of S-D logic seem to stem from 
misinterpretations and misunderstandings of S-D logic’s core ideas 
and axioms. In one way, S-D logic is very open to criticism, as it aims 
to be as open about its foundational assumptions as possible (see e.g., 
Lusch & Vargo, 2006b; Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Vargo & Lusch, 2008b, 
2016). Unfortunately, critical takes on S-D logic that are grounded in a 
comprehensive understanding of the system of ideas comprising it are 
rare. Rather, the tendency is to rely on single, and in some cases ‘out of 
context,’ sentences, especially from the early articles, to ‘prove’ the 
correctness of one’s criticism. In this section, I will review and address 
some of the criticisms that S-D logic and its service ecosystems 
perspective have received over the years by highlighting the most 
common misunderstandings upon which such criticisms are based. 
These misunderstandings include: 
• S-D logic is about services (types of commercial, intangible 

outputs) and therefore only applies to ‘market exchange’ 
• S-D logic is provider-centric and advocates profit maximization 
• Value cocreation is a normative notion implying that customers 

should be involved in the creation of a firm’s offering 
• S-D logic views the outcome of value cocreation as always positive 

(as opposed to negative)  
• The service ecosystems perspective implies a macro-level of 

analysis and, therefore, applies only to macro-level phenomena 

First, one of the most common misunderstandings about S-D 
logic relates to the foundational idea of service. As explained in detail 
in the overview above, S-D logic’s processual conceptualization of 
exchange as service—that is, the application of one’s resources for the 
benefit of another—involves not only intangible commercial outputs 
(i.e., services) or exchanges between producers and consumers (i.e., 
market exchanges). Instead, with service, S-D logic provides a 
transcending conceptual tool that permits an examination of 
similarities between exchanges that have traditionally been considered 
different ‘types’; that is, categorically strictly different from one 
another. Accordingly, S-D logic enables us to consider these differences 
anew. In other words, service as the process of resource application for 
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the benefit of another is the common denominator of all exchanges, 
from advice given from friend to another, to recommendations made 
by an external consultant to a company manager, to assistance given 
by an IT specialist to a fellow employee, to aid provided by a social 
security worker to an unemployed person. Although all these 
exchanges occur in different settings and only one of them would be 
considered traditional ‘market exchange,’ they nonetheless can all be 
conceptualized as service exchange with the help of S-D logic. In fact, 
S-D logic reveals that people have been exchanging service long before 
the invention of currency. Consider, for example, how, in hunter-
gatherer tribes, women use their foraging skills to exchange roots and 
fruits with men for the output of their big-game hunting skills. The 
fundamental basis of this activity as service-for-service exchange for 
value cocreation is the same as that for people paying for a candle-lit 
dinner in an upscale restaurant in Paris. Furthermore, framing service 
as the fundamental basis of exchange does not mean that products and 
money would be excluded. Instead, they are considered important 
facilitators of service-for-service exchange; that is, products are 
regarded as vehicles for service provision (Lusch et al., 2007; Vargo & 
Lusch, 2004), and money as ‘rights for future’ service (Lusch & Vargo, 
2014). In other words, they are forms of providing service indirectly. 

Second, some critiques have argued that S-D logic is provider-
centric, as it is not explicitly customer-centric in its conceptualization 
of value creation (see e.g., Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015; Heinonen et 
al., 2010). To oppose the firm-centric view of the goods-dominant logic, 
this work, referred to as “customer-dominant logic” (Heinonen et al., 
2010), takes the other end of the continuum, viewing individual 
customers as primary (and the only interesting) actors in value 
creation. In doing so, it either misunderstands or rejects the need for 
the “balanced centricity” of actors proposed by Gummesson (2008), 
which in S-D logic has been translated into the A2A orientation (Vargo 
& Lusch, 2011), discussed above. The work promoting customer-
centricity also does not seem to agree with the systemic conception of 
value cocreation incorporated into recent work in S-D logic and its 
service ecosystems perspective. In other words, the basic argument of 
S-D logic is that when value unfolds, it is created through the 
integration of resources among multiple actors in systems of exchange 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2016). By framing value cocreation as a multi-actor 
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phenomenon, S-D logic does not adhere to the firm-centric, linear 
conception of value creation prevalent in much of the marketing 
literature. Rather, it attempts the opposite by exposing the ‘goods-
dominant logic’ and offering instead a conceptualization of value 
cocreation within which firms do not produce and deliver value, but 
value unfolds through the integration of resources by multiple actors 
(including actors traditionally identified as customers). It also 
reframes the aim of value cocreation: not as value-in-exchange (usually 
measured in monetary terms), but as value-in-context for the involved 
actors (again including actors traditionally identified as customers). 

 Third, some scholars, making a normative interpretation of the 
S-D logic value cocreation narrative, have understood the cocreated 
nature of value as expressing a viewpoint that firms should involve 
customers (and, in some cases, other actors) in the design, definition, 
creation, and completion of firm output (i.e., co-production) (Moeller, 
2008), and have argued that S-D logic advocates a consumer-
exploiting “working consumer” approach in which “value is generated 
by customers and suppliers who co-create solutions” (Cova & Dalli, 
2009, p. 320). This, however, is not what Axiom 2, “Value is cocreated 
by multiple actors, always including the beneficiary,” is arguing. Vargo 
and Lusch (2008b) have repeatedly emphasized that co-production is 
optional, whereas cocreation of value is simply a positive (as opposed 
to normative) statement that in human systems, which are 
characterized by specialization and thus interdependency, the 
emergence of value always requires the efforts of multiple actors, and 
thus cocreation (see also Vargo, 2008). In other words, S-D logic’s view 
of all actors (e.g., ‘consumers’) as resource integrators implies that to 
be part of value cocreation, all actors must integrate their resources. 
This may be as minor as the act of utilizing one’s knowledge of how to 
use a spoon in a Parisian restaurant while the meal is prepared and 
served by others, but still constitutes active resource integration. When 
such resource integration should be considered compensable ‘work’ is 
an important question for further research to consider. However, the 
acknowledgement of the beneficiaries’ active role in value cocreation 
does not imply that S-D logic is inherently consumer-exploiting in its 
nature. 

 Fourth, some scholars have interpreted the term cocreation of 
value to mean that S-D logic considers value to always be created and 



  

 45 

always be perceived as positive (as opposed to negative) by all the 
involved actors (see e.g., Echeverri & Skålén, 2011; Plé & Chumpitaz 
Cáceres, 2010). Therefore, they have suggested that S-D logic should 
also consider what they have called value co-destruction. While it is 
true that S-D logic has generally focused on the study of positively 
valenced value cocreation (Vargo, Akaka, et al., 2017), S-D logic has 
never argued that value cocreation is a deterministic process that 
always yields positive outcomes. Rather, the argument is that when 
value unfolds and is perceived by an actor, it is the outcome of multiple 
actors integrating their resources. Also, although the initial 2004 
article was perhaps not sufficiently explicit about the experiential 
nature of value, this was amended in Vargo and Lusch (2008b), in 
which the current Axiom 4, “Value is always uniquely and 
phenomenologically determined by the beneficiary,” was included. The 
phenomenological (Helkkula, Kelleher, & Pihlstrom, 2012) and 
contextual (Chandler & Vargo, 2011; Vargo et al., 2008) nature of value 
implies that value perceptions are actor-specific and, therefore, also 
asymmetric. Hence, while the idea of ‘negatively’ perceived value itself 
is well aligned with S-D logic, the term value co-destruction could be 
taken to imply the objective existence of a value ‘out there,’ which is 
then subsequently destroyed. Such a reading would be incompatible 
with S-D logic’s processual, systemic, and institutional view on value 
and value cocreation. To handle the asymmetry of value perceptions 
among actors, Vargo, Akaka, et al. (2017) have recently suggested the 
notion of ‘negatively valenced’ value cocreation. Furthermore, the 
alignment and misalignment of practices (Skålén, Pace, & Cova, 2015) 
and institutional arrangements (Karpen & Kleinaltenkamp, in press) as 
a cause of differences in value perceptions represents an interesting 
future line of work in this area. 

Lastly, while S-D logic’s tendency to ‘zoom out’ has resulted in a 
more generic, systemic theoretical framework of value cocreation, it 
has also led to some confusion. Consequently, some authors have 
interpreted the service ecosystems perspective as purely macro-level-
focused, and thus not interested in or even applicable to micro-level 
(e.g., managerial) phenomena (see e.g., Grönroos & Voima, 2013; 
Heinonen & Strandvik, 2015). Vargo and Lusch (2017) argued that this 
confusion stems from the confusion of two meanings of ‘levels.’ The 
first meaning of levels refers to the level of aggregation (e.g., macro, 
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meso, or micro), while the second deals with the level of abstraction 
(e.g., meta-theory, midrange theory, or theories-in-use). S-D logic has 
to date primarily focused on the meta-level of abstraction in its theory 
development, but not solely at a macro-level of aggregation. In fact, as 
Chandler and Vargo (2011) noted, it is essential to alternately zoom in 
and out in order to understand phenomena at any level (aggregation) 
of interest. That is, one cannot fully understand an activity at one level 
without viewing it from another. In other words, the service ecosystems 
perspective enables and encourages scholars to both zoom in and out 
between different levels of aggregation; and, as such, it can be used for 
analysis of phenomena at the micro- and meso-levels of aggregation as 
well. Furthermore, although the level of abstraction in S-D logic has so 
far been on the meta-level, nothing prevents the development of a more 
midrange-level theory that is aligned with the paradigmatic 
assumptions of the S-D logic narrative. In fact, Vargo and Lusch (2017) 
specifically encouraged the development of midrange theories as a way 
to move the thinking forward. 

 
 

2.3. Opportunities for extending the service ecosystems 
perspective 
 
As its name indicates, S-D logic is itself not a theory (Vargo, 2007; 
Vargo & Lusch, 2008b, 2017), but rather a logic or worldview 
comprising several metatheoretical assumptions of exchange and value 
cocreation within social systems. In other words, S-D logic is a system 
of ideas at the paradigmatic level that “provides a lens to look at 
complex exchange systems in a different light” (Lusch & Vargo, 2014, 
p. 203). As such, it can lend itself, as a building block, to the 
development of a theory of exchange and markets that is based on an 
alternative set of assumptions; rather than, for example, on the firm-
centric goods-dominant logic (Vargo, 2007). As described in this 
chapter, over time, S-D logic’s core ideas have evolved into five axioms 
that together comprise what has come to be known as the service 
ecosystems perspective (Vargo & Lusch, 2011; Wieland et al., 2012).  

Although recent work (see e.g., Lusch & Nambisan, 2015; Vargo 
& Lusch, 2011, 2016; Vargo et al., 2015) has begun to explicate what the 
processual, systemic, and institutional orientations encapsulated in the 
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service ecosystems perspective imply for the understanding of 
innovations and markets, much work still remains to be done in 
detailing both of these phenomena. The previous work has, for 
example, argued that markets, from a service ecosystems perspective, 
represent institutionalized solutions to common human problems 
(Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2016), but has not fully 
elaborated what these solutions entail or how they function. 
Furthermore, by arguing that “institutionalization – the maintenance, 
disruption and change of institutions” is a central process of innovation 
for both technology and markets (Vargo et al., 2015, p. 63), the existing 
work has not distinguished institutionalization—that is, the process in 
which social elements gain endurance and objectivity (Berger & 
Luckmann, 1967)—from institutional work, which refers to actors’ 
purposive actions toward creating, maintaining, or disrupting 
institutions (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006). This dissertation argues that 
teasing apart these two theoretical ideas is important for generating a 
more detailed understanding of the intertwined relationship between 
innovations and markets and their mutual institutional dynamics. The 
dissertation also responds to Vargo and Lusch’s (2017) recent call to 
move S-D logic and the service ecosystems perspective more toward a 
midrange theoretical level of abstraction by establishing a 
transdisciplinary framework of market evolution that details strategies 
available for actors to shape markets. 

As will be discussed in Chapter 3, this dissertation uses the 
service ecosystems perspective as a metatheoretical position to enable 
the problematization and identification of the paradoxical tensions 
between different theoretical frameworks all focused on the same 
phenomena. In more detail, as will be described in Chapters 5 and 6, 
this dissertation extends the previous work on innovation and markets 
from the service ecosystems perspective by drawing from both seminal 
and recent developments in institutional theory. It then, in Chapter 7, 
uses the extended conceptualizations of innovations and markets to 
transcend and reconcile the paradoxical tensions in the relevant 
literature streams and to synthesize their insights into a framework of 
market evolution that reflects the institutional dynamics of value 
cocreation structures. The resulting recursive, four-phase process 
model explains both how innovations emerge and how markets change. 
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3. Research philosophy and methodological approach 
 
This chapter discusses the overall research philosophy of the 
dissertation and its methodological approach. In this dissertation, 
theory and research philosophy are highly intertwined. This stems 
from the fact that the systems orientation can be understood as an 
epistemological theory (Georgiou, 2003), and the same can be said 
about the work by Berger and Luckmann (1967) that builds a 
sociological understanding of ‘reality’ and ‘knowledge.’ Hence, even 
though Berger and Luckmann (1967, p. 14, italics in original) stressed 
that their “enterprise is one of sociological theory, not of the 
methodology of sociology,” embracing their theory has research 
philosophical implications that will be explained in the following. 
Furthermore, as stated in the introductory chapter, the aim of this 
dissertation was to work toward an integrative theoretical framework 
of market evolution through the conceptual synthesis of previously 
unconnected academic discussions by reconciling paradoxical tensions 
with transcending conceptualizations of both innovations and markets. 
Therefore, somewhat unconventionally, the dissertation develops 
theory mainly through a conceptual analysis and integration of 
previous academic literature rather than by relying heavily on 
‘empirical’ data collected through field work. The conceptual 
methodology used in this dissertation builds on the epistemological 
approaches applied in the initial emergence and later development of 
S-D logic and its service ecosystems perspective (see Vargo & Lusch, 
2017). In one of the appended papers, empirical cases were also used 
to illustrate and contextualize the examined theoretical constructs.  
 
  
3.1. Research philosophy 
 
According to Lakoff (1987), philosophy matters in the academic world 
because the conceptual frameworks upon which entire academic 
disciplines rest usually have roots in philosophy—roots so deep and 
invisible that they usually go unnoticed. This means that all research is 
premised upon a variety of assumptions that researchers can make 
transparent in their work (Mir & Watson, 2000). In the following, I will 
discuss both my ontological position (how I view the nature of 
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phenomena) and epistemological position (how I view the nature of 
knowledge), as well as the resulting overarching research philosophy 
reflected in my work.  
 Slightly generalizing, the ontological and epistemological 
positions of the three major research philosophical orientations—
positivism, realism, and interpretivism (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 
2009)—can be described as shown in Figure 3. Positivism holds both 
an objective ontological and epistemological position. Interpretivism 
represents the other end, in which both ontology and epistemology are 
seen as subjective. Realism, on the other hand, views ontology as 
objective and epistemology as subjective.  
 

 
 
Figure 3. My orientation compared to the ontological and epistemological positions of the 
major research philosophical orientations. 
 
As I will explain in the following, my research philosophical orientation 
is a synthesis informed by the theoretical orientations encapsulated in 
the service ecosystems perspective that does not neatly fit into 
traditional modes of distinguishing between different types of research 
philosophies and their fundamental assumptions. Rather, depending 
on the object of inquiry, my ontological position is both objective and 
subjective. In other words, I argue that scholars can study phenomena 
that are beyond our direct influence and exist without the existence of 
human beings. As human beings, we also have rather similar sensory 
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experiences of these phenomena. In other words, these kinds of beings 
can be considered more objective in their ontological nature.  

However, as a social scientist, I study phenomena that occur 
within a system that is quite unique (as far as we know) in the universe: 
human society. Following Berger and Luckmann (1967), I see the 
relationship between individual human beings and society as being 
mutually constitutive. This means that people are the products of their 
own creation—the society. All the phenomena originating from within 
this system follow this same logic. Hence, the phenomena studied by 
social scientists are more subjective as they can be influenced by 
scholars’ classifications and be changed as a result. Berger and 
Luckmann’s (1967) work also implies an intersubjective 
epistemological position that is aligned with a systemic conception of 
knowledge advocated by Capra and Luisi (2014). In the following, I 
elaborate and justify my ontological and epistemological positions in 
more detail. 
 
3.1.1. Ontological position 

 
In order to define the ontological position of this dissertation—that is, 
my position on the nature of phenomena (Gioia & Pitre, 1990)—I must 
first provide a more specific discussion of the ‘kinds of beings’ under 
study. To do this, I follow the work of Hacking (1999), who emphasized 
that social construction generally refers to the construction of 
categories (kinds)—that is, epistemological issues—not the 
construction of beings or entities grouped under these categories—that 
is, ontological issues. In other words, social construction posits that our 
categories are always socially constructed, but that beings or entities 
grouped under these categories necessarily are not.  

Hacking (1999) argued that, generally speaking, from an 
ontological perspective, classificatory work in social sciences is 
interactive, while such work in much of physical sciences (e.g., physics, 
chemistry, astronomy) is indifferent in relation to the object of study. 
This means that when the physical scientist articulates a new category 
or classification, the classificatory work does not change or have an 
influence over the ontological nature or behavior of the object or 
objects under study. By contrast, the classifications of social scientists 
interact with their objects in a two-way process that Hacking called 
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“looping effects.” This means that the phenomena studied by social 
scientists can be influenced by the classifications they make, and 
change as a result. In other words, Hacking (1999) posited that 
classifications made in the social sciences, such as “What is an 
innovation” and “What is a market,” are known and understood by the 
(human) beings whose actions produce the objects of classification. 
The beings can then come to change or modify their behavior based on 
their understanding of the classification in question. In turn, these 
changes can affect the nature of the original classification; hence, 
‘objective’ and stable truth about the classification does not exist in 
social sciences.  

What Hacking (1999) described as “looping effects” is very 
closely related to Giddens’ (1984) process of structuration and the 
social construction of reality as discussed by Berger and Luckmann 
(1967, p. 189), both of which are essential in the analytical framework 
used in this dissertation to understand markets. This underscores the 
fundamental connection between theory and research philosophy in 
this dissertation. In defining its object of inquiry, the dissertation 
follows Berger and Luckmann (1967, p. 189), according to whom the 
object of inquiry of sociology is “society as part of a human world, made 
by men, inhabited by men, and, in turn, making men, in an ongoing 
historical process.” In other words, the object of inquiry of this 
dissertation are markets as part of a human world, made by actors, 
inhabited by actors, and, in turn, making actors, in an ongoing 
historical process. By defining its object of inquiry in this way, the 
dissertation also bears a close connection to Callon’s (1998) work on 
performativity, in which he explained how economics as a discipline is 
performing the economy by providing calculating tools (e.g., models, 
strategies, accounting methods) for actors that enable them to become 
economic actors and (re)produce activities understood as ‘the 
economy.’ 

This way of defining the object of inquiry is also well aligned with 
the broader systemic worldview of seeing the ‘world’ as something 
continually evolving (Capra & Luisi, 2014). According to this view, 
knowledge of the ‘world’ is never perfect or complete, but (hopefully) 
developing in a direction that will eventually enable us to understand 
the complexity of our phenomena better. This complexity should not 
be taken lightly. As far as humankind is aware, humans are the only 
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product of the universe complex enough to have become self-aware and 
consequently seek to explain itself. In Sagan’s (1980, p. 364) words, 
“we are the stardust pondering the stars”—and ourselves. As a social 
scientist, I try to explain a fragment of this complexity: the social 
systems nested within broader systems constraining and enabling, 
composed of and inhabited, by us. 

 
3.1.2. Epistemological position 

 
Building again on Berger and Luckmann (1967), epistemologically, this 
dissertation is grounded in the position that the way we interpret 
phenomena is always perspectival, and that so-called ‘facts’ are always 
theory-laden and momentary outcomes of an ongoing process of social 
construction; as such, the position is nearly the same as interpretivism 
in its research philosophy. However, my position rejects the 
interpretivistic assumption that, ontologically, all ‘objects of human 
enquiry’ exist as the outcome of ongoing social construction, as 
explained above. Rather, I argue that only epistemologically is this the 
case. In other words, our knowledge or interpretation of all ‘objects of 
human enquiry’ is socially constructed. Again following Berger and 
Luckmann, I also reject the extreme form of interpretivism that argues 
that all knowledge is purely subjective. Although often interpreted as 
espousing a subjectivist perspective, Berger and Luckmann’s work is 
instead “a structure analytical approach that attempts to reconcile 
structuralist and interactionist positions” (R. E. Meyer, 2008, p. 522).  

Also, as Normann (2001) noted, the relationship between the 
socially constructed world and the physical world is interdependent 
and dialectic. The physical world conditions us, triggering and giving 
direction to the mental and social symbolizing processes, which in turn 
give rise to language. At the same time, language and the 
intersubjective social reality also influence the physical world as 
physical manifestations of our mental world, such as houses, roads, 
and cities.  

The systemic conception of reality as an inseparable network of 
relationships is aligned with this view. According to Capra and Luisi 
(2014), systems thinking implies that epistemology must be included 
explicitly in the description of phenomena, therefore making the 
‘method of questioning’ an integral part of scientific theories. Thus, 
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systems thinking involves a shift from objective to ‘epistemic’ science 
in epistemological terms.  

In the epistemic approach to science, phenomena are seen as an 
interconnected web of relationships in which the identification of 
specific patterns as ‘objects’ depends on the human observer and the 
process of knowing. The realization that the practice of science always 
includes this subjective dimension does not mean that scientific rigor 
must be forsaken. The ‘objective’ description of science is, first and 
foremost, as a body of knowledge that is created, shaped, and regulated 
by the collective scientific enterprise, rather than merely being a 
collection of individual accounts. In other words, effective science is the 
outcome of a multi-actor knowledge-production system organized 
around the principle of intersubjective validation; that is, keeping 
individuals’ subjective biases and value-laden beliefs in check (Capra & 
Luisi, 2014; Suddaby, 2014). 

  
 

3.2. Conceptual research as a methodological approach 
 
This dissertation is mainly conceptual in nature. According to 
MacInnis (2011, p. 140), conceptualization is “a process of abstract 
thinking involving the mental representation of an idea.” Although 
almost all academic publications (should) include conceptualization, a 
distinction is often made with conceptual work as being purely based 
on thought-oriented conceptions devoid of data and empirical work, 
including field work (MacInnis, 2011). My work falls under the former 
category in this classification scheme; however, I would argue that it is 
not completely without data. Instead, the ontological and 
epistemological positions outlined above have implications for how I 
approach ‘data’ in my research. Hence, rather than studying 
innovations and markets empirically ‘in the wild,’ I have decided to 
focus my dissertation on studying the academic literature that 
discusses these phenomena. This means that instead of collecting 
data—for example, interviews, field notes, company documents, 
and/or newspaper articles about practitioners’ interpretations and 
sense-making of innovations and markets—I use scientific articles as 
my data source to study academics’ understanding of these 
phenomena.  
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I have chosen this approach because I perceive the assumptions 
held by academics to be linked with the assumptions held by 
practitioners, due to the looping effects between social sciences and 
their objects of inquiry, as discussed earlier in this chapter. This does 
not mean that I think that academics and practitioner think exactly 
alike or that all of them harbor the same underlying assumptions—
differences surely exist between and within both groups, which, from 
time to time, provoke arguments about the disconnect between theory 
and practice in marketing (see e.g., Brennan, 2004; Varadarajan, 
2003). However, I do see these two sense-making processes as 
fundamentally interlinked and, therefore, mutually affective. In other 
words, “the role of marketing in the construction of markets is 
essentially performative” (Araujo, 2007, p. 217,  see also Cochoy, 1998). 
According to Araujo (2007), the nature of this performativity goes 
beyond issues of, for instance, how theoretical frameworks slip into the 
language used by practitioners. Instead, it accounts for the process by 
which marketing academics’ assumptions are internalized by 
marketing practitioners(-to-be) through, for example, extensive 
educational programs, consulting, business books and magazines, best 
practices, and mentoring, and are then put into practice by them. The 
academics’ sense-making, on the other hand, often builds on the 
practitioners’ activities and sense-making, as it is based on empirical 
data gathered from the practitioners or on the academics’ own 
experiences as practitioners. In this way, meta-level and midrange 
theories as an outcome of academics’ sense-making have a link with 
practitioners’ theories-in-use.  

More specifically, I decided to focus on specific domains of 
literature in analyzing the academic sense-making of the focal 
phenomena. In the case of innovations, I focused on the literature in 
the field of service research; and in the case of markets, the literature 
within the field of marketing. In both of these domains, multiple 
theoretical foundations were borrowed and used in theorizing and 
conceptualizing the focal phenomena, which has resulted in a rich, but 
differentiated, understanding of them (Diaz Ruiz, 2012; Helkkula, 
Kowalkowski, & Tronvoll, 2018; Mele et al., 2014; Toivonen & 
Tuominen, 2009). In the following, I outline the conceptual 
methodology used in my dissertation, which combines Alvesson and 
Sandberg’s (2011) method of problematization with the 
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epistemological approach implied by S-D logic to enable a conceptual 
synthesis of previously unconnected academic literature by reconciling 
paradoxical tensions with transcending conceptualizations (Vargo & 
Lusch, 2017).  
 
3.2.1. General notes about theory development and conceptual 

research 

 
Following Suddaby (2014, p. 407), I view theory as “a way of imposing 
conceptual order on the empirical complexity of the phenomenal 
world.” As such, theories offer statements of relations between 
concepts within a set of boundary assumptions and reflect the 
organization of the knowledge base of a discipline or domain of 
knowledge. Theories exist on multiple levels of abstraction (Brodie, 
Saren, & Pels, 2011). As discussed in the previous chapter, to date, the 
core work in S-D logic and the service ecosystems perspective has 
mainly focused on the metatheoretical level (or the paradigmatic level) 
of abstraction (Vargo & Lusch, 2017). However, the metatheoretical 
ideas comprising the service ecosystems perspective are not limited to 
the macro-level of aggregation, but can be used to zoom in and out to 
understand phenomena across all levels of aggregation (i.e., micro, 
meso, and macro). By developing a theoretical framework of market 
evolution from a service ecosystems perspective, this dissertation 
contributes toward generating S-D logic-consistent, midrange theory, 
which will enable S-D logic “to become more prescriptive and 
conducive to empirical evaluation, further contributing to its 
development” (Vargo & Lusch, 2017, p. 51). 

In theory development, a distinction is often made between two 
‘phases’: context of discovery, involving the conception of new ideas 
and/or the creative synthesis of existing ideas; and context 
justification, involving the employment of data and analytical 
procedures to establish the plausibility and acceptability of these ideas 
(Hunt, 2010; Yadav, 2010). Both of these phases are important, but as 
the aim of this dissertation was to build a new theoretical framework 
about market evolution, the context of discovery was prioritized. 
Within the context of discovery, theories can be derived and developed 
in multiple ways (Byron & Thatcher, 2016). They can stem from the 
attempt to explain ‘real-life’ phenomena via inductive methods, such 
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as case studies (e.g., Eisenhardt, 1989), or can arise as a result of 
disciplined imagination (Weick, 1989) and thought experiments 
(Cornelissen & Durand, 2014) that often involve borrowing from other 
areas or integrating theoretical perspectives. It is the latter approach, 
also called the strategy of using interrelations in initial theory 
development (Yadav, 2010), that was applied in this dissertation. 

More specifically, the aim here was to develop an integrative, 
transdisciplinary framework of market evolution. According to 
MacInnis (2011), integration, as a type of conceptual contribution, 
draws connections between previously differentiated phenomena and 
finds novel, higher-order perspectives to explain how these 
phenomena are related. Integration involves conceptual synthesis; that 
is, the creation of a whole from diverse parts. For this reason, 
integration leads to overarching ideas that can resolve contradictions 
or puzzles, accommodate previous findings, and produce novel 
perspectives. MacInnis (2011) argued that integration resembles the 
conceptual contribution styles of revision and summarization, as it 
includes seeing something in a new way and involving a holistic 
perspective. However, it diverges from these styles insofar as it goes 
beyond laying out what has been found to combine previous knowledge 
and transform it into something entirely new.   

While an extensive range of approaches has been developed for 
evaluating the trustworthiness of the justification phase of theory 
development, much less is known about how the outcomes of the 
discovery phase should be evaluated (Yadav, 2010). Partially, this is 
due to fundamental disagreements about the value of theory (Suddaby, 
2014). Suddaby (2014) argued that the question, “Why theory?”, and 
therefore also the question, “What is good theory?”, had multiple 
answers based on the different values and preferences of scholars who 
subscribe to different positions (e.g., rational, logical, normative, or 
jurisdictional) toward theory. My own position most closely resembles 
what Suddaby (2014) called a rationalist position, in which theory is 
valued as a means of knowledge abstraction. Also, it is difficult to 
demarcate explicitly where the discovery phase ends and justification 
begins. Although this dissertation is mainly focused on the context of 
discovery, it is not exclusively so. By synthesizing insights from 
previous research, I am simultaneously using peer-reviewed, 
conceptual evidence from multiple sources to support and validate the 
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transdisciplinary framework developed in this dissertation. In other 
words, rather than gathering empirical data myself, what I have done 
is to provide empirical evidence from the literature to demonstrate the 
trustworthiness of my theorization.  
 Contrary to the rather rigid structures of many empirical studies, 
there is no single boilerplate for conducting and writing conceptual 
research (Cornelissen, 2014). Instead, there are multiple styles of 
theorizing about and building conceptual frameworks (Delbridge & 
Fiss, 2013). Of the three most common styles of theorizing—
propositional, narrative, and typological—outlined by Cornelissen 
(2014, p. 3), my work is the closest to the narrative style, which focuses 
on developing “a process model that lays out a set of mechanism 
explaining events and outcomes.” The focal mechanism(s) in narrative 
theorizing often describes somewhat broader sequences and turning 
points than the cause-effect propositions in the propositional style of 
theorizing. Therefore, a process model is distinct from the linear “boxes 
and arrows” models of propositional conceptual research that often 
reflects (although is not limited to) a “logical positivist framework” 
(Kilduff, 2006, p. 254).  

According to Whetten (1989), there are four essential building 
blocks of theory development, as shown in Figure 4: What (the key 
concepts or factors), How (the relationships among the concepts), Why 
(underlying assumptions or logic), and Who, Where, and When (the 
boundary conditions). Whetten (1989) considered both What and How 
as the descriptive elements in a theory that provides a framework for 
interpreting patterns; whereas Why is the explanatory element that 
justifies the selected factors and their proposed relationships.  
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Figure 4. Building blocks of theory development (adapted from Whetten, 1989). 

 
In this dissertation, the Why is the underlying assumptions of the 
service ecosystems perspective, presented in Chapter 2, that will, in the 
course of this dissertation, be extended with insights from institutional 
theory, stemming especially from organizational studies. The What of 
this dissertation comprise innovations and markets. Both of these key 
concepts are explored in detail in Chapters 5 and 6. Finally, the How—
that is, the relationship between innovations and markets—is 
understood as institutional dynamics and further elaborated in 
Chapter 7. This dissertation will focus less on detailing the boundary 
conditions, since “Although it is important for theorists to be sensitive 
to context, the Who, Where, and When of a theory are typically 
discovered through subsequent tests of the initial, rudimentary 
theoretical statement (What, How, Why)” (Whetten, 1989, p. 492). 

To further explicate the methodological approach behind the 
conceptual work accomplished in this dissertation, I will discuss the 
epistemological approach implied by S-D logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2017) 
in the following sections. S-D logic denotes a very specific way of 
theorizing that strives for convergence of academic discussions by 
reconciling paradoxical tensions through transcending 
conceptualizations. These transcending conceptualizations in turn 
allow insights to be drawn from previously unconnected literature and 

How

Why

Who, where, when – Boundary conditions

Institutional 
dynamics

Service ecosystems perspective
extended with institutional theory

Market evolution

What
Innovations

What
Markets



  

 59 

integrates them into a conceptual synthesis. The resulting conceptual 
methodology is described and visualized in more detail in the following 
sections. 
 
3.2.2. Analysis of previous literature through problematization and 

identification of paradoxical tensions 

 
The epistemological approach behind S-D logic embraces the general 
principle that conceptual tensions and paradoxes often point toward 
areas in which further theory building is needed (Vargo & Lusch, 2017). 
This is aligned with Alvesson and Sandberg’s (2011, p. 252) work on 
problematization, which aims to “come up with novel research 
questions through a dialectical interrogation of one’s own familiar 
position, other stances, and the domain of literature targeted for 
assumption challenging.” This approach supports a more reflective 
scholarly attitude in the sense that it encourages the researcher to 
“start using different standard stances to question one another . . . [and 
to] combine stances into far more complex forms of questioning than 
any one of them can produce alone” (Abbott, 2004, p. 87). 
Problematization aims first to identify, articulate, and challenge 
assumptions underlying the existing literature, and second to construct 
research questions based on these assumptions that will lead to the 
development of more interesting and influential theories (Alvesson & 
Sandberg, 2011).  
 More specifically, I use problematization to identify and 
highlight contradictory assumptions and paradoxical tensions behind 
the different theoretical orientations used to study innovations in 
service research and markets in marketing literature. As a domain of 
literature, service research is a growing, interdisciplinary field (Ostrom 
et al., 2010; Ostrom, Parasuraman, Bowen, Patricio, & Voss, 2015). 
Advances in technology, especially rapidly evolving information 
technologies, are making many firms turn to services as a way to cope 
with the rapid changes in the business landscape (Rust & Huang, 
2014). Accompanying the growing interest in service by practitioners, 
service is increasingly becoming a focus of a diverse set of academic 
fields. Hence, service research as a domain of literature is approached 
here as a much broader domain than, for example, services marketing, 
to which it is sometimes likened. According to Spohrer, Kwan, and Fisk 
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(2014), more than 24 academic disciplines have investigated service(s) 
from their own point of view, highlighting the interdisciplinary nature 
of service research. As such, service research offers fertile ground for 
problematizing innovation conceptualizations, as it represents many 
different theoretical orientations and their underlying assumptions. 
However, this also means that the problematization of innovation 
conceptualizations within the literature on service research cannot be 
concentrated solely on articles published in ‘service-specific’ journals, 
but must also include work published in other, more discipline-specific 
(e.g., marketing, management, and operations) journals that have 
influenced the field. 
 Marketing, on the other hand, grew out of economics and was 
formalized in the early 1910s and 1920s as its own discipline. From the 
1950s to late 1980s, much of the discipline reflected a rather normative 
and firm-centric marketing management orientation (Baker, 2016; 
Jones, Shaw, & McLean, 2009) in which scholars’ perspectives on 
phenomena were very close to those of marketing managers (Tucker, 
1974). By the beginning of the 1980s, however, a significant 
fragmentation had occurred with the emergence of numerous sub-
fields, such as consumer research, service marketing, relationship and 
network marketing, and B2B marketing (Hadjikhani & LaPlaca, 2013; 
Sheth & Parvatiyar, 1995; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Each of these 
subfields draws from different, broader theoretical orientations and, as 
such, are grounded in different underlying assumptions. As markets 
are now gaining increasing interest in these different subfields, several 
market conceptualizations co-exist, making marketing a fruitful 
domain for problematization.   

Within these domains of literature, I aim to identify paradoxical 
tensions, such as “How is it possible that innovation can be 
simultaneously viewed as a process and an outcome?” and “How is it 
that markets can be theorized as both static and dynamic?” According 
to Poole and Van de Ven (1989), such paradoxes reveal inconsistencies 
in our logic or assumptions. For this reason, they present opportunities 
to discover different assumptions, pose problems in fundamentally 
different ways, and focus on different research questions.  
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3.2.3. Conceptual synthesis through reconciliation and transcendence 

 
After identifying the paradoxical tensions within the 
conceptualizations of the chosen literature domains, I draw on both the 
service ecosystems perspective and the seminal and more recent 
developments of institutional theory to extend extant 
conceptualizations of both innovations and markets in a manner that 
reconciles these tensions (Vargo & Lusch, 2017). Reconciliation here 
refers to the act of aligning the conceptual frames of the various 
literature streams in a way that allows conceptual synthesis, meaning 
the integration of their substantive contributions into a cohesive 
framework (cf. MacInnis, 2011).  
 Lewis (2000) highlighted three approaches for reconciling 
paradoxes: acceptance, confrontation, and transcendence. Acceptance 
refers to learning to live with paradoxes. A recent review of service 
innovation archetypes by Helkkula et al. (2018) represented such an 
approach to managing paradoxes. In their work, the authors identified 
four archetypes of innovation conceptualizations that each harbor 
different fundamental assumptions about “What an innovation is” in 
service research; moreover, they argued that each archetype should be 
considered on its own by both academics and practitioners. Acceptance 
as a paradox management strategy helps to avoid debates, but 
represents more of a “learning to live with paradox” strategy than a full 
resolution strategy (Lewis, 2000, p. 764). According to Lewis (2000), 
another approach is to confront a paradox; that is, to discuss tensions 
in order to socially construct a more accommodating understanding or 
practice. The idea here is that through identifying and discussing the 
underlying logic, it will be possible to subject paradoxical ways of 
thinking to critique and thereby increase the chance of avoiding a 
stalemate in the discussion.  

Lastly, the approach for reconciling paradoxical tensions implied 
by the epistemological approach of S-D logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2017) and 
used in this dissertation—transcendence—entails the capacity to think 
paradoxically. Lewis (2000) argued that transcendence requires so-
called “second-order thinking,” which involves critically examining 
entrenched assumptions to construct a more accommodating 
perception of opposites. The goal of transcendence is to learn from 
existing tensions and develop a more complicated repertoire of 
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understandings. Such reframing marks a dramatic change in the 
meaning attributed to a situation, as paradoxical tensions become 
viewed as complementary and interwoven. In other words, 
transcendence implies seeing beyond what has been previously learned 
or perceived (Vargo & Lusch, 2017). In Chapters 5 and 6, I build on the 
service ecosystems perspective and extend it by drawing on 
institutional theory to develop transcending conceptualizations of 
innovations and markets. Then, I show how these conceptualizations 
can be used to reconcile the highlighted paradoxical tensions within the 
relevant literature. Figure 5 visualizes these phases of the conceptual 
methodology. 
 

 
Figure 5. Conceptual methodology: Problematization, transcendence, and reconciliation 
in Chapters 5 and 6. 

 
My reason for reconciling these tensions is to reconnect the literature 
and ultimately synthesize their substantial contributions into an 
integrative framework of market evolution (cf. MacInnis, 2011). 
Therefore, in Chapter 7, the conceptual contributions from the 
appended Papers I–V are synthesized with insights from the service 
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research literature on innovations as well as insights from the 
marketing literature on markets to detail the phases of market 
evolution and the activities of actors within them. Hence, the resulting 
transdisciplinary framework combines previous knowledge, 
transforming it into something new by viewing market evolution as the 
institutional dynamics of value cocreation solutions. This conceptual 
synthesis phase of the conceptual methodology is visualized in Figure 
6.  
 

 
Figure 6. Conceptual methodology: Conceptual synthesis in Chapter 7.  
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3.2.4. Conceptual contextualization through case studies 

 
In addition to the outlined conceptual methodology, the dissertation 
also includes an appended paper (Paper III) that uses case studies to 
illustrate and contextualize the developed conceptual ideas. According 
to Siggelkow (2007), there are multiple important uses for case studies 
in the context of making a conceptual contribution. One of these is “to 
employ them as illustration” (p. 21), as is done in Paper III. More 
specifically, Paper III uses a multiple case study to illustrate the 
developed conceptualization of an innovation as a process that unfolds 
through changes in the institutional arrangements governing resource 
integration practices in service ecosystems. In the theoretical sampling 
of cases (Bryman & Bell, 2015), priority was given to cases that 
highlighted institutional work—that is, actors’ efforts aimed at making, 
breaking, and maintaining the institutional rules of resource 
integration—at different analytical levels (e.g., within an organization, 
among multiple organizations within an industry). Through this 
process, four cases were selected: two from what would be traditionally 
characterized as the ‘manufacturing’ industry, and two from the 
‘services’ industry to highlight the transcending nature of the 
conceptualization. In each of these cases, the focal actors' efforts to 
change the institutionalized rules of resource integration had different 
aims, including (1) changing a business logic (Volvo Buses), (2) 
changing innovation procedures (Siemens Healthcare Customer 
Services), (3) changing core competences (ICA Group), and (4) 
changing market structure (Eataly). 

The primary source of data for all four cases were in-depth 
interviews (e.g., Fontana & Frey, 1994). Overall, 21 interviews were 
conducted with company executives and employees involved in 
changing the institutionalized rules of resource integration. Primary 
data also stemmed from observations made during site visits and 
meetings. In addition, data related to the cases were collected from 
company documents and different online and media sources. All data 
collection and the initial data analysis were conducted by my co-
authors. The illustrative descriptions of the cases included in Paper III 
were developed in collaboration with all the authors in the course of 
various discussions and work sessions held over 18 months. 
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4. Overview of appended papers and their contributions 
 
This chapter gives an overview of the five research papers included in 
the dissertation. The chapter discusses the contribution of each paper 
and explains how each relates to the dissertation’s overall aim of 
reconnecting the phenomena of innovations and markets to build a 
framework of market evolution. As described in the introduction, this 
aim is fulfilled by answering the two research questions. Papers I and 
II are specifically connected to the first research question, “How do 
innovations as novel, proto-institutional value cocreation structures 
emerge?” The papers lay the foundation for an understanding of the 
emergence of novel value cocreation structures that begins to overcome 
the paradox of embedded agency; that is, the ability of actors to change 
institutions amid the constraining nature of existing institutionalized 
value cocreation structures, as the papers argue for the importance of 
institutional complexity as a prerequisite for innovation. 

Paper III, on the other hand, discusses not only how novelty and 
change emerge in the first place, but also how actors, by doing 
institutional work, are able to institutionalize local changes in resource 
integration practices, occurring at the micro-level of aggregation, more 
broadly, within either an organization or a wider network of actors. As 
such, this paper relates to both the first and second research question, 
which is “How do markets as institutionalized value cocreation 
structures change?”, while also beginning to bridge the phenomena of 
innovations and markets. Paper IV provides further insights into the 
second research question by connecting the concept of institutional 
work more explicitly to markets and their transformation, and by 
arguing that all actors change markets in fundamentally the same way 
by creating, maintaining, and disrupting the institutions that guide 
their (re)enactment. Finally, Paper V elaborates the implications of the 
service ecosystems perspective for the conceptualization of markets by 
detailing eight dimensions of markets as institutionalized solutions for 
value cocreation, and by using the resulting framework as a tool to 
synthesize insights from seven empirical marketing studies that 
examined the institutional dynamics of markets. 
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4.1. Paper I: Institutions as resource context 
 
The first appended paper was co-authored with Professor Stephen L. 
Vargo and published in the Journal of Service Theory and Practice. It 
was chosen as a Highly Commended Paper in the 2017 Emerald Literati 
Network Awards for Excellence by the editorial board of the journal. 
The idea for the paper developed from conversations between myself 
and Professor Vargo about the contextual nature of resources, which is 
eminent (see e.g., Chandler & Vargo, 2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2011) 
but not thoroughly developed in S-D logic. As the first author of the 
paper, I had the main responsibility of developing the conceptual idea 
in response to the question of how institutions relate to the ‘becoming’ 
of resources. Throughout the process, Professor Vargo acted as a 
reviewing co-writer, commenting and editing the paper. 
 Like all the papers appended in the dissertation, this paper uses 
the processual and systemic perspective of value cocreation when 
examining the nature of resources and the role of institutional 
arrangements and institutional complexity in the process through 
which resources obtain their ‘resourceness’ and thereby become 
resources. Following Lusch and Vargo (2014), the paper conceptualizes 
a resource not as a substance or thing, but rather as an abstraction that 
describes the function that a substance or idea contributes to achieve a 
desired end. Hence, to integrate resources, resource-integrating actors 
must first be able to recognize the resourceness of the potential 
resources available to him/her. Therefore, the process of affording 
potential resources their resourceness becomes a prerequisite for 
resource integration and value cocreation. For this reason, a deeper 
understanding of resources is critical for the further development of S-
D logic and its service ecosystems perspective. Further theorization of 
resources also has strong implications for market evolution, as the 
process of reframing resources has been found to be one of the ways by 
which institutionalized value cocreation practices change (see Paper III 
and Paper V for further details). 

The basic argument of the paper is that resourceness is not an 
intrinsic characteristic of a resource, but is a socially constructed and 
institutionalized phenomenon (cf. Berger & Luckmann, 1967). In the 
paper, institutional arrangements are conceptualized to comprise sets 
of practices, symbols, and organizing principles (cf. Friedland & Alford, 
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1991) that together work as sense-making frames for the ‘resourceness’ 
of potential resources. The paper discusses the ‘resourceness’ of flat 
river stones as an example. In Scandinavia, the first thought might be 
to use the stones as a decorative piece in one’s home by combining 
them with other decorative elements. In Hawaii, on the other hand, 
river stones would be used as a musical instrument, providing the 
rhythm for a special kind of hula, called hula `Ili`ili. Hence, within this 
institutional arrangement, the stones become a crucial resource 
integrated with others in the process of building cultural identity. In 
other words, the stones’ resourceness can vary significantly depending 
on the prevailing institutional arrangement and other resources 
available in a specific context (Figure 7). 

 

 
Figure 7. Resourceness as an institutional phenomenon. 
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Sometimes these institutional arrangements can be inconsistent in 
their prescription for acting and thinking (Clemens & Cook, 1999; 
Thornton et al., 2012). Hence, the paper argues that the partially 
conflicting institutional arrangements and resulting institutional 
complexity (Greenwood et al., 2011) can provide actors with alternative 
frames of sense-making, and can enable the combinatory emergence of 
new instances of ‘resourceness.’ In other words, as actors integrate 
resources with one another, they gain access to various institutional 
arrangements and learn different sets of practices, rules, and symbols 
applicable to similar situations. As a result, actors are able to use the 
guidance of multiple alternative institutional arrangements to 
synthesize and reconcile different notions of ‘resourceness’ in ways that 
result in the emergence of novel ‘resourceness.’  

This paper contributes to S-D logic by conceptualizing the role of 
institutional arrangements in the process through which ‘resourceness’ 
arises by combining insights from contributions highlighting the 
multiplicity and complexity of the institutional arrangements 
simultaneously available for actors in institutional theory. The paper 
suggests that ‘resourceness’ is inseparable from the complex 
institutional context in which it arises. When connected to this 
omnipresent process of potential resources gaining their 
‘resourceness,’ the institutional approach demonstrates its 
applicability to a wide range of social phenomena. This 
conceptualization reveals the need for more holistic, systemic, and 
multidisciplinary perspectives on understanding the profound 
implications of the process of resources ‘becoming’ in value cocreation, 
innovation, and market evolution. 

 
 

4.2. Paper II: Institutional complexity as a driver for innovation 
 
The paper was co-authored with Dr. Jaakko Siltaloppi and Professor 
Stephen Vargo and published in the Service Science journal. The paper 
won the INFORMS Service Science Best Article Award 2017. The 
project started while both Dr. Siltaloppi and I were visiting Professor 
Vargo at University of Hawaiʻ i at Mānoa. Dr. Siltaloppi is the first 
author, and coordinated the paper project. Research propositions for 
this conceptual paper were jointly developed by Dr. Siltaloppi and me. 
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In addition, I suggested using the concept institutional complexity 
(rather than institutional pluralism) in the paper. Professor Vargo 
acted as a reviewing co-writer, commenting and editing the paper 
throughout the process. 
 The paper extends and generalizes the idea of institutional 
complexity as a prerequisite for change, presented in Paper I, and 
explicitly connects it with the emergence of novelty and innovation 
within service ecosystems. Hence, the central argument of this paper is 
that change and the emergence of novelty are driven by institutional 
complexity (Greenwood et al., 2011); that is, the multiplicity of 
institutional arrangements that confront actors with incompatible 
prescriptions for action. Institutional complexity reduces the influence 
of prevailing institutions by activating conscious problem-solving and 
making available multiple institutional ‘toolkits.’ These dynamic 
toolkits consist of the cultural norms and meanings, as well as material 
practices, associated with specific institutional arrangements, with 
which actors can jointly reconstruct and change value cocreation 
practices and advance change in the institutional arrangements of 
service ecosystems.  

As such, the paper lays the foundation for building an 
understanding of the emergence of novelty driven by institutional 
complexity that begins to overcome the paradox of embedded agency; 
that is, the ability of actors to change institutions amid the constraining 
nature of prevailing institutional arrangements. The key arguments of 
the paper are crystallized in the following four research propositions: 

• Proposition 1: In service ecosystems, actors are simultaneously 
embedded in multiple institutional arrangements, which gives rise 
to institutional complexity.  

• Proposition 2a: Institutional complexity reduces the taken-for-
grantedness of dominant institutions and institutional 
arrangements. 

• Proposition 2b: Institutional complexity makes multiple 
institutional toolkits available for actors to jointly reconstruct and 
change value cocreation practices. 

• Proposition 3: The degree of incompatibility among institutional 
arrangements, and actors’ embeddedness within them, shapes how 
actors experience and response to institutional complexity.  
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The resulting framework of institutional change driven by institutional 
complexity is one in which neither the actor nor the institutional 
structure is given primacy in the explanation for change. This means 
that institutional arrangements are neither the static background for 
the activities of ‘heroic,’ unconstrained actors, nor a fully constraining 
cultural totality that determines the forms and outcomes of value 
creation without any form of choice for the actors.  

Hence, the paper’s conceptualization of the process through 
which innovation emerges differs from most innovation research, 
which considers individual actors, be they entrepreneurs, firms, or 
users, as more or less unconstrained and rational actors who 
‘heroically’ innovate by scanning the environment and designing 
solutions to match the identified needs and problems. In contrast, the 
model offered here does not suggest that to innovate, actors are able to 
step outside the institutional structures they are embedded in (Figure 
8).  

 
Figure 8. Multiple institutional arrangements bring forth institutional complexity. 
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reduces the taken-for-grantedness of prevailing institutional 
arrangements and makes multiple institutional toolkits available for 
actors to jointly reconstruct and change value cocreation practices. 

In relation to the overall aim of the dissertation, this paper 
provides the basis for building a framework of market evolution that 
explains how change is possible regardless of the tendency of pre-
existing markets to constrain the way value is cocreated. The paper 
argues for the critical role of institutional complexity, the existence and 
availability of multiple institutionalized value cocreation structures, 
and corresponding institutional arrangements in the process through 
which novelty emerges, and explains how institutional complexity 
enables agency and change in more detail. 

 
  

4.3. Paper III: Innovation in service ecosystems – Making, 
breaking, and maintaining institutionalized rules of resource 
integration 
 
The paper was co-authored with Professor Bo Edvardsson, Dr. Julia 
Jones, Dr. David Sörhammar, and Professor Lars Witell, and was 
published in the Journal of Business Research. The project started at 
the 2014 Forum on Markets and Marketing (FMM) held in Karlstad, 
Sweden, in which the group was formed based on mutual interest in 
innovation and institutional dynamics. As the first author, I 
coordinated the project and contributed the majority of the theoretical 
framework of the paper. All data collection was done by the other 
coauthors. In other parts of the paper, the authors’ contributions were 
equal.  

Whereas the previous two papers mainly focused on the 
emergence of novelty, this paper begins to build a picture of how some 
changes in resource integration practices have become 
institutionalized more broadly among actors; therefore, the paper also 
relates to the second research question of this dissertation. In the 
paper, innovation is conceptualized as a process that unfolds through 
changes in the institutional arrangements that govern resource 
integration practices in service ecosystems. Drawing on the discussion 
of institutional work (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006; Lawrence et al., 
2009), the paper uses four cases to explore how actors simultaneously 
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break, make, and maintain institutionalized rules of resource 
integration to cocreate value in novel and useful ways. The use of 
multiple case studies as illustrations enabled us to contextualize the 
theoretical ideas and unravel the underlying dynamics of institutional 
work at multiple levels of analysis.  

In each case, the actors' efforts to change the institutionalized 
rules of resource integration had different aims. In Volvo Buses and 
Siemens Healthcare Customer Services, institutional work was done to 
change the business logic and innovation procedures within the 
organization. In the ICA Group, the aim was to integrate core 
competences across industrial boundaries; and, in Eataly, to change 
the market structure within grocery retail. All four cases show that a 
skillful combination of breaking, making, and maintaining 
institutionalized rules is necessary for the reconfigurations to occur 
and become part of the institutional structure coordinating value 
cocreation practices (Figure 9).  

 

 
Figure 9. Institutional work as breaking, making, and maintaining institutional 
arrangements. 
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provide a sense of security for the (other) actors involved in the process 
(Hargrave & Van de Ven, 2009). Institutional maintenance makes 
‘new’ rules of resource integration more recognizable, and the change 
is perceived as less abrupt from the perspective of the actors. As a 
consequence, the three types of institutional work—that is, breaking, 
making, and maintaining the rules of resource integration—should not 
be seen as sequential, but as occurring simultaneously.  

Furthermore, the paper identifies three ways in which 
institutional reconfigurations manifest themselves in service 
ecosystems and allow actors to cocreate value in novel and useful ways. 
These outcomes of the actors’ institutional work include (a) the 
addition of new actors, (b) the redefinition of the roles of actors, and 
(c) the reframing of resources, and point to the importance of such 
reconfigurations in the evolution of markets as institutionalized value 
cocreation structures. 

 
 

4.4. Paper IV: Extending actor participation in value creation: An 
institutional view 
 
The fourth paper was co-authored with Dr. Heiko Wieland and 
Professor Stephen Vargo and published in the Journal of Strategic 
Marketing. Again, this work originated from time I spent at the 
University of Hawaiʻ i at Mānoa. Dr. Wieland and I participated 
equally in writing the article. Professor Vargo acted as a reviewing co-
writer, commenting and editing the paper throughout the process. 

The paper is part of a special issue titled ‘Non-Monetary Social 
and Network Value: Understanding the Effects of Non-Paying 
Customers in New Media.’ The purpose of the paper was to 
problematize the division of paying and non-paying customers in value 
creation through S-D logic’s systemic and processual view on value 
cocreation. It argues that the division of actors into dichotomies, such 
as ‘producers’ and ‘consumers,’ ‘paying’ and ‘non-paying’ customers, 
and ‘adopters’ and ‘non-adopters,’ is based on narrow, unidirectional, 
transactional, and dyadic views on value creation and delivery. The 
paper contributes by further developing S-D logic’s actor-to-actor 
(A2A) orientation (Vargo & Lusch, 2011) and by providing a framework 
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demonstrating how seemingly distinct actors contribute to value 
cocreation in a fundamentally similar way.  

The article extends a generic actor-to-actor conceptualization by 
connecting two practice-based frameworks—markets-as-practice 
(Kjellberg & Helgesson, 2007) and institutional work (Lawrence et al., 
2009)—to show that, while creating and determining value, actors not 
only participate in the enactment of practices but in their dynamic 
change processes as well, thus influencing how value is created and 
evaluated in the future. The paper uses evolving value cocreation 
practices and the more specific market practices related to the use of 
video content for entertainment as an example to illustrate that a broad 
range of actors participate in institutional work in relation to these 
practices.  

The paper makes an important contribution to the overall aim of 
this dissertation by connecting market practices and value cocreation 
practices and by arguing that actors shape both practices through 
institutional work. More specifically, the paper conceptualizes market 
practices—sets of interlinked and overlapping exchange practices, 
normalizing practices, and representational practices, which guide the 
integration of market-facing resources—as part of broader value 
cocreation practices that view exchange practices as integrative 
practices that guide the integration of resources from public, private, 
and market-facing sources (Figure 10).  

 

 
Figure 10. Market practices as a subset of value-cocreation practices. 
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The resulting conceptualization of market practices as a subset of value 
cocreation practices was then connected with the institutional work 
framework to show that all economic and social actors participate in 
value creation in a fundamentally similar way by enacting and shaping 
these practices via the creation, maintenance, and disruption of the 
institutions that guide their (re)enactment. As an example, regarding 
the embeddedness of market practices within value cocreation 
practices and the wide range of actors participating in their enactment 
and shaping, consider the use of video content for entertainment. An 
actor who watches her favorite program by using a traditional 
television setup (i.e., a TV connected to cable or satellite) engages in 
institutional maintenance of the conventional TV-centered value 
cocreation practices. The same actor, however, might also use the 
Internet to stream video content from YouTube and, in this way, 
engage in disrupting the conventional practices. The actor can 
therefore be both a paying (e.g., cable subscriber) and non-paying (e.g., 
YouTube user) resource integrator of video entertainment. 
Furthermore, the same actor might, in conversations with friends and 
family, promote ‘cutting the cable’ by considering a switch to streaming 
providers, such as Netflix or Hulu, and letting go of their TV set 
altogether. While this actor is, at that specific time, not an adopter of 
these services, she, by actively voicing her preferences, engages in the 
normalizing and representational practices of the streaming-for-pay 
market.  

Similarly, actors who are traditionally viewed as producers 
engage in shaping value cocreation practices through the same 
mechanisms. For example, NBC, by distributing its content using 
Comcast’s cable system, engages in institutional maintenance of the 
traditional value cocreation practices. At the same time, however, NBC 
also engages in disruption by offering its programming via online 
platforms, such as Netflix and Hulu. Zooming out even further shows 
that not only viewers and content providers, but also a large number of 
other stakeholders including technology providers, internet operators, 
net neutrally activists, and the Federal Communications Commission, 
engage in enacting and shaping value cocreation and market practices 
through institutional work.  

Conceptualizing market practices as an interlinked and 
overlapping set of practices that guide the integration of market-facing 
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resources shows that these practices can be investigated as a subset of 
broader value cocreation practices in which resources are integrated 
from private, public, and market-facing sources through service-for-
service exchange. Thus, this conceptualization highlights the need for 
a deeper understanding of the highly intertwined nature of market and 
value cocreation practices and how such practices change through 
mutual interplay. The paper also emphasizes that the processual, 
systemic, and institutional view of value creation and market evolution 
can act as a bridge between various disciplines and encourage the use 
of more multidisciplinary approaches in business studies and in human 
collaboration, paving the way for the approach taken in this 
dissertation. 

 
  

4.5. Paper V: Dimensions and dynamics of markets as 
institutionalized value cocreation solutions 
 
I alone am the author of this working paper, a previous version of which 
was presented at the 26th Annual RESER Conference, September 8–
10, 2016, in Naples, Italy. The purpose of the paper was to synthesize 
insights from seven empirical marketing studies and build a more 
integrative understanding of the dimensions and dynamics of markets. 
The paper accomplished this by drawing on service-dominant (S-D) 
logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2011, 2016) and elaborating its service 
ecosystems perspective on markets, in which they are conceptualized 
as institutionalized solutions (Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 
2016). This conceptualization connects two emerging theoretical 
orientations—systems thinking and institutional theory (Vargo & 
Lusch, 2017)—that are argued to be important for capturing market 
dynamics (Ertimur & Coskuner-Balli, 2015; Giesler & Fischer, 2017; 
Humphreys, 2010a).  

Institutional theory posits that people and organizations are 
embedded within larger institutional environments, such as 
organizational fields, with taken-for-granted normative and symbolic 
meaning systems that enable and constrain their actions. Adopting an 
institutional approach on markets, therefore, implies viewing them as 
composed of enduring belief and rule systems and associated practices 
(Ertimur & Coskuner-Balli, 2015; Scaraboto & Fischer, 2013). Market 
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transformation is seen as the outcome of the co-existence of multiple, 
conflicting institutions and actors’ ability to change institutions 
through institutional work (cf. Dolbec & Fischer, 2015; Ertimur & 
Coskuner-Balli, 2015; Giesler, 2008). In addition to institutions, 
studies on markets as social constructions have highlighted that “the 
processual understanding of how markets change requires the analysis 
of complex socioeconomic systems over time” (Giesler, 2008, p. 739). 
In other words, markets as social constructions need to be understood 
as market systems (Giesler & Fischer, 2017; Kjellberg & Olson, 2017). 
In this view, market evolution is a complex process that results from 
many interacting forces, including advances in technology, competitive 
pressures, and legitimation struggles (Giesler, 2008). Such a systemic 
understanding of markets is argued to “enable scholars to develop 
more realistic models that correspond with fast-changing business 
environment and therefore, increase both the rigor and relevance of 
future research” (Vargo, Koskela-Huotari, et al., 2017). 

The paper makes two main contributions to the study of markets. 
First, it elaborates the service ecosystems perspective’s 
conceptualization of markets by building a conceptual framework of 
the dimensions of markets as institutionalized value cocreation 
solutions. This was done by synthesizing insights from the selected 
seven empirical studies with the institutional and systemic 
understanding of value cocreation implied by the service ecosystems 
perspective. Altogether, eight dimensions of markets were identified, 
two related to each of S-D logic’s transcending core concepts: value 
(purpose of value cocreation and criteria for value determination), 
resources (resourceness of resources and integration of resource 
constellations), exchange (form and mode of exchange), and actors 
(roles and actor rights and responsibilities). The resulting framework, 
shown in Figure 11, accommodates previous research that has argued 
that market innovation comprises “the successful change of existing 
market structure, the introduction of new market devices, the 
alteration of market behavior, and the reconstitution of market agents” 
(Kjellberg, Azimont, & Reid, 2015, p. 6) and points to further 
opportunities to understand changes in market structures. As such, it 
provides marketing scholars a more comprehensive, multidimensional 
tool to study markets and their transformation, as changes in any of the 
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identified dimensions can result in market evolution and cause ripple 
effects in the other dimensions. 

 

 
Figure 11. Dimensions and dynamics of markets as institutionalized value cocreation 
solutions. 

 
As the second contribution, the paper uses the resulting framework as 
a tool to combine insights from the selected previous studies to better 
understand the institutional dynamics of markets as value cocreation 
solutions. The paper argues that market evolution encompasses three 
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to actors’ (purposeful) efforts to institutionalize a new value cocreation 
solution within which one or several market dimensions have changed 
compared to the existing market; (2) market disruption, which refers 
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value cocreation solution; or (3) market maintenance, which refers to 
actors’ (purposeful) efforts to maintain an institutionalized value 
cocreation by, for example, delegitimizing alternative value cocreation 
solutions. By highlighting market disruption as a third strategic 
direction of market shaping, the paper complements previous research 
that that has mainly focused on market creation (Humphreys, 2010a) 
and more recently market stabilization (Kjellberg et al., 2015).  
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5. Extending the service ecosystems perspective on 
innovations 
 
This chapter begins with an overview of the current view on 
innovations from a service ecosystems perspective. Before extending 
this conceptualization by incorporating the concepts of emergent 
property (Georgiou, 2003) and proto-institutions (Lawrence et al., 
2002; Zietsma & McKnight, 2009), the chapter uses the service 
ecosystems perspective’s processual, systemic, and institutional 
understanding of exchange and value creation to highlight two 
paradoxical tensions among the different conceptualizations of 
innovations in the service literature. Here, there are two seemingly 
contradictory assumptions that are considered true in the extant 
literature in answering the question, “What is an innovation?” These 
are the conceptualizations of innovations as either an outcome or a 
process and either a firm-centric or multi-actor phenomenon. The 
chapter then shows how the extended conceptualization of an 
innovation as an emergent property of service ecosystems can be 
simultaneously understood as the actors’ activity of breaking, making, 
and maintaining institutionalized ways of cocreating value (Paper III) 
and novel, proto-institutional outcomes that transcend and reconcile 
these tensions.  
 
 
5.1. The current service ecosystems perspective’s view on 
innovations 
 
Innovation has emerged as one of the key topics of S-D logic in recent 
years, especially after the articulation of the service ecosystems 
perspective (Edvardsson & Tronvoll, 2013; Lusch & Nambisan, 2015; 
Vargo et al., 2015). According to Vargo (2013), the conventional 
conceptualizations of innovations have mainly been based on G-D logic 
and focused on manufacturing models of producing better products 
and creating more efficient corporate processes for firms’ goal of 
gaining higher profits. However, from an S-D logic perspective, 
innovations come to involve finding novel, useful ways of enhancing 
value cocreating activities for multiple actors in ecosystems. By 
building on the processual conception of the basis of exchange, the 
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service ecosystems perspective on innovations removes the distinction 
between “product” and “services” innovations (Lusch & Nambisan, 
2015), making the unified conceptualization of innovations applicable 
to all types of firms and other organizations in both the manufacturing 
and service sectors. As such, it addresses Miles’s (1993, p. 669) early 
discussion about innovations in services, in which he suggests that “the 
very language of ‘manufacturing’ v ‘services’ is becoming obsolete.” 
Furthermore, by dissolving the separation of “producers” and 
“consumers” of value with the A2A orientation and arguing that all 
actors are resource integrators, the perspective also problematizes the 
division of firms as innovators and other actors as non-innovators 
(Vargo et al., 2015). As such, the service ecosystems perspective on 
innovation is aligned with the idea of open innovation (Chesbrough, 
2003), which encourages firms to cooperate externally in their 
innovation activities, but is not centered on the firm being the (only) 
active actor and beneficiary in the process. In other words, the service 
ecosystems perspective on innovations is informed by S-D logic’s 
broadened process of value creation, which goes beyond single firms’ 
operational activities and accommodates the active participation of 
various actors in innovation. This aligns S-D logic well with the 
previous work emphasizing the roles, for example, of customers and 
users (Magnusson, Matthing, & Kristensson, 2003; Matthing, Sandén, 
& Edvardsson, 2004) and public organizations (Fuglsang, 2010) as 
innovators. 
 In an S-D logic-grounded take on service innovation, 
Edvardsson and Tronvoll (2013, p. 19) highlighted the role of the 
customers as the beneficiaries and participants of service innovation. 
They described service innovation as “changes in either resources or 
schemas (norms and rules) or a combination, resulting in structural 
changes in a service system.” Their work points to the important roles 
of institutions and institutional arrangements in innovation from a 
service ecosystems perspective, and it further broadens the scope of 
innovation by emphasizing this totality and incorporating multiple 
elements—other actors, regulations, norms, and rules—in seeking to 
understand innovation. Later, Vargo et al. (2015, p. 70, italics in 
original) defined innovation as “the co-creation or collaborative 
recombination of practices that provide novel solutions for new or 
existing problems (i.e., the at least partial disruption of existing 
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institutions)” and argue for institutionalization as a central process of 
innovation in the context of both technology and markets. 
Consequently, this dissertation builds heavily on their work. However, 
Vargo et al. (2015) did not distinguish between institutionalization—
the process of social elements gaining endurance and objectivity 
(Berger & Luckmann, 1967)—and institutional work, which entails 
actors’ purposive action aimed at creating, maintaining, and disrupting 
institutions (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006). In this dissertation, these 
two theoretical ideas are teased apart to bring forth a more detailed 
understanding of the intertwined relationship of innovations and 
markets, as well as the evolution of markets resulting from their mutual 
institutional dynamics. 
 
 
5.2. Paradoxical tensions of innovation conceptualizations in the 
service research  
 
The literature on service innovation has grown slowly but steadily over 
the last thirty years (Toivonen & Tuominen, 2009), to the point where 
the topic is now considered one of the main research priorities in the 
field of service research (Ostrom et al., 2015). Although the concept of 
service innovation is widely used, it is not often explicitly defined 
(Toivonen & Tuominen, 2009; Witell et al., 2016). In fact, in their 
recent systematic review of the definitions of service innovation, Witell 
et al. (2016) suggested that it is the wide variety of different service 
conceptualizations that limits and hinders knowledge development in 
the area. Hence, there is a “need to develop integrative frameworks that 
might provide simplified, valuable guidance and also identify where 
additional research should focus” (Rubalcaba, Michel, Sundbo, Brown, 
& Reynoso, 2012, p. 697). This is attempted here by first highlighting 
two paradoxical tensions in the extant literature and then reconciling 
them with a transcending conceptualization of innovation. 

In many previous literature reviews, the service-based view on 
innovation has been divided into three streams of research—
assimilation, demarcation, and synthesis—that differ in terms of how 
innovation is conceptualized (Coombs & Miles, 2000; Gallouj & 
Savona, 2009; Witell et al., 2016). In my problematization, I take a 
different point of departure, using the service ecosystems perspective’s 
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processual, systemic, and institutional orientation to exchange and 
value creation as a metatheoretical framework to analyze underlying 
assumptions in the service research literature that influences how 
innovation is conceptualized. This enables me to highlight two 
paradoxical tensions in the innovation conceptualizations used in 
service research. The first paradoxical tension is that innovation is 
conceptualized as either an outcome or process. This tension was also 
identified by Helkkula et al. (2018) in their recent review of the 
archetypes of service innovation in the service literature. The service 
ecosystems perspective also brings forth another paradoxical tension, 
namely that both firm-centric and multi-actor innovation 
conceptualizations exist in the literature. As shown in Figure 12, the 
two paradoxical tensions can be used as spectra pulling the innovation 
conceptualizations away from one another. This reveals the range of 
innovation conceptualizations in the service literature and how they 
differ in terms of whether an innovation is viewed as an outcome or 
process and as a firm-centric or multi-actor phenomenon. 
 

 
Figure 12. Paradoxical tensions of innovation conceptualizations in service research. 
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innovation conceptualizations in them. It should be noted that, to 
clearly delineate the paradoxical tensions of the innovation 
conceptualizations in the extant literature, their characterization is 
deliberately oversimplified. 
 
5.2.1. Innovations as firm-centric outcomes 
 
In the innovation conceptualizations in the lower left quadrant of 
Figure 12, innovations tend to be conceptualized as a specific type of 
outcome, entailing firm-produced outputs like new service offerings 
(see e.g., Barras, 1986; Cooper & De Brentani, 1991; Dörner, 
Gassmann, & Gebauer, 2011). As such, this type of innovation 
conceptualization is rooted in a product development perspective 
(Helkkula et al., 2018) and highlights service innovation as an 
economic concept driven by technological development (Toivonen and 
Tuominen 2009). Many of the early works on service innovations, such 
as Barras’s (1986) model of the “reverse innovation cycle” and Soete 
and Miozzo’s (1989) taxonomy of different types of innovation 
characteristics of services, fall into this category of innovation 
conceptualizations. Much of this work is also interested in the diffusion 
of innovations and follows the seminal work by Rogers (1983) in this 
area.  

According to Helkkula et al. (2018), when innovation is viewed 
as an output in service research, the focus tends to be on attributes, 
such as critical success factors or performance indicators. Thus, a 
successful innovation can be conceptualized (in whole or part) as one 
or several multivariable constructs related to the outputs of service 
innovation processes, such as the number of new service offerings and 
their higher quality (Cooper & De Brentani, 1991; Hull, 2004). 
Therefore, the main contribution of the firm-centric and outcome-
based innovation conceptualization has been characterizing the 
phenomenon of innovation in terms of measurable, valuable 
achievement (cf. Helkkula et al., 2018).  

Although much of the early work on service innovation mainly 
focused on innovations as outputs (i.e., new service offerings), the 
broader Schumpeterian view on the types of innovation outcomes (e.g., 
product, production, organization, and market innovation) has also 
found its way into the service literature (Toivonen & Tuominen, 2009). 
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These other types of innovation outcomes include, for example, service 
delivery process innovations (Chen, Tsou, & Huang, 2009) and new 
organizational arrangements linked to the reorganization of service 
operations (Gallego, Rubalcaba, & Hipp, 2013). However, even if the 
view on innovation outcomes has been broadened in these studies, the 
firm is still seen as the active innovator of innovative outcomes, while 
customers are passive adopters who make the innovation outcomes 
profitable for the firm via consumption. As such, the 
conceptualizations of innovations as firm-centric outcomes resonate 
with the early, unidirectional Schumpeterian innovation model, in 
which he raised entrepreneurs to a central position as innovative 
agents (Schumpeter, 1934). 
 
5.2.2. Innovations as firm-centric processes 
 
As Helkkula et al. (2018) noted, the analysis of the process-based 
innovation conceptualizations in service research requires a distinction 
between a service innovation process and the mentioned service 
delivery process innovations. While the latter pertains to new forms of 
service delivery and represents an outcome-based conceptualization of 
an innovation (see e.g., Chen et al., 2009), the former refers to the 
process and activities related to innovating new service outcomes (see 
e.g., Alam & Perry, 2002; Menor, Tatikonda, & Sampson, 2002; 
Sundbo, 1997). In other words, the service innovation process is the 
process by which new services or renewals to existing services are 
achieved in firms (Sundbo, 1997), and therefore, belongs to the 
processual conception of innovation in the lower right quadrant of 
Figure 12. 

The firm-centric process conceptualization of innovation 
appears especially in new service development (NSD) discussions in 
the service research. Here, service innovation is equated with NSD, 
either explicitly or implicitly (see e.g., Edvardsson & Olsson, 1996; 
Menor et al., 2002). According to Helkkula et al. (2018), the main 
contribution of the process-based archetype is its focus on service 
innovation activity and timespan, in which service innovation is 
understood as an activity rather than an output. In their analysis of the 
processes leading to service innovations, Toivonen and Tuominen 
(2009, p. 899) argued that “the basic elements in the innovation 
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process—the emergence, development, and application of an idea—are 
observable in services, too.” However, in the emergence of service 
innovations, these elements do not necessarily appear in the order of 
an idea, development, and finally, application. Instead, the innovation 
process in services may start from the everyday activities related to 
service delivery, without a conscious, well-formulated idea. 

Toivonen and Tuominen (2009) also noted that customers play 
a role in the service innovation process; for example, they can do this 
by giving “hints” that lead to the development process or providing a 
firm the opportunity for testing a prototype. In fact, Alam and Perry 
(2002) argued that customer involvement in innovation activities is 
even more important for service than product firms, as services tend to 
involve customers in their delivery and entail a more intimate 
relationship with them. However, although the customers’ role is 
acknowledged, the focus of this line of work is still on how firms 
innovate service offerings for their customers with the help of customer 
inputs. Hence, customer involvement here refers to the deliberate and 
managed user participation at different stages of the service innovation 
process (Alam, 2002; Alam & Perry, 2002), with a view of the firm as 
the “owner” and coordinator of the innovation activities, making this 
approach to fall in the lower right quadrant of Figure 12.  
 
5.2.3. Innovations as multi-actor outcomes 
 
Although most work seeking to define service innovation and focus on 
its specificities adopts business or firm perspectives, scholars have also 
argued that service innovations involve the participation of different 
actors beyond isolated firms (Rajala, Gallouj, & Toivonen, 2016; 
Rubalcaba et al., 2012). Rubalcaba et al. (2012) contended that a 
service innovation can be an outcome of innovation networks in which 
different actors cooperate to coproduce a service-based innovation 
result. Similarly, Rajala et al. (2016) argued that, since cooperation is 
such a fundamental characteristic of service production, it should be 
explored more in the literature of service innovations than is currently 
being done.  
 In an early example, Gallouj and Weinstein (1997) highlighted 
that one form of service innovation outcomes is recombinative 
innovations, in which clusters of innovations emerging from different 
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service industries are combined in such a way as to constitute systems. 
In other words, this multi-actor outcome conceptualization of an 
innovation includes a group of initially independent services that then 
forge links with each other, and thus, develop into a system. Examples 
include the systems that tend to develop around supermarkets, 
insurance, banking, and consultancy services. In addition, the 
discussion of the development and innovation of integrated solutions 
(Hakanen & Jaakkola, 2012; Windahl, 2007; Windahl & Lakemond, 
2006) relates to the upper left quadrant in Figure 12. Such solutions 
are defined as “bundles of products and/or services that meet customer 
specific needs and have higher potential for value creation than the 
individual parts would have alone,” and as such, their development 
involves collaboration between multiple actors, either within or 
between organizations (Hakanen & Jaakkola, 2012, p. 594). 

Offering a completely different type of outcome 
conceptualization of an innovation, Helkkula and Holopainen (2011) 
characterized service innovation as the subjective, individual 
experience of a service innovation in a social context. In other words, 
this line of work considers experiences as innovation outcomes. As the 
individual phenomenologically determines value, a specific 
experience—and thus, the service innovation—can be seen to have 
changed for better or worse, depending on the individual actor’s point 
of view. For example, while one customer may experience the new 
service delivery process as convenient, exciting, easy, or simply new 
(Helkkula et al., 2012), another may find it difficult or unpleasant 
(Helkkula et al., 2018). This is because all the engaged actors 
experience the value of an innovation individually and subjectively in 
their social context; hence, they can be seen as a part of cocreating such 
experiences (Rubalcaba et al., 2012). Therefore, the “innovation-as-an 
experience” approach blurs the line between the innovation as a multi-
actor outcome and a multi-actor process conceptualization. The latter 
is discussed more below. 
 
5.2.4. Innovations as multi-actor processes 
 
As firms’ internal R&D departments and central development projects 
are less important for service innovation than for conventional product 
innovation (Tether, 2005; Toivonen & Tuominen, 2009), the service 
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literature on innovation moved rather early to acknowledge innovation 
as a multi-actor process (see e.g., Gallouj & Weinstein, 1997; Syson & 
Perks, 2004). According to this research, an innovation process can be 
planned, intentional, or unintentional, such that it emerges from an 
interactive learning process initiated by any involved parties (Gallouj 
& Savona, 2009). Therefore, the upper right quadrant in Figure 12 also 
includes work highlighting that, in addition to firms, other actors can 
be the originators of innovations. Studies on service research that 
emphasize user-driven innovation include that of Oliveira and von 
Hippel (2011), who discussed how lead users can generate service 
innovations in the banking sector, and Magnusson et al. (2003), who 
pointed out that ordinary users can be more innovative than employees 
are in generating ideas for new service offerings.  
 The upper right quadrant also involves a bricolage 
conceptualization of innovation processes, which has especially been 
studied in the context of public services (see e.g., Fuglsang, 2010; 
Fuglsang & Sørensen, 2011). Here, innovation is seen as “a ‘do-it-
yourself’ problem-solving activity taking place in daily work situations” 
(Fuglsang & Sørensen, 2011, p. 581). This line of work also questions 
the distinction of innovation from other change processes, where 
innovation must have the following characteristics, which are 
highlighted in the more firm-centric literature: (1) an influence on 
(economic) development, (2) repetition, (3) significant or radical 
changes, and (4) intentionality. In contrast, Fuglsang and Sørensen 
(2011) argued that, at least in public services, innovation has an 
explorative, ongoing, and practice- and process-bound character. 
 Recently, the service innovation literature has also seen a rise of 
practice-based conceptualizations of innovation that highlight the 
importance of collaboration in innovation activities (see e.g., Russo-
Spena & Mele, 2012; Skålén, Gummerus, von Koskull, & Magnusson, 
2015). In other words, the practice-based view of innovation 
illuminates the practices that actor networks use to innovate. 
According to Russo-Spena and Mele (2012), rather than 
conceptualizing an innovation as the simple result of a company’s 
processes, it should be viewed as formed in practical constellations, in 
which actions are performed and resource elements integrated. The 
focus on practice enables scholars to analyze the social connections 
among individuals, collectives, organizations, institutions, and the 
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situated contexts in which these connections take their specific form. 
Russo-Spena and Mele (2012) identified five “co-innovation” practices, 
as follows: (1) co-ideation, (2) co-evaluation, (3) co-design, (4) co-
testing, and (5) co-launching. Their work highlights the necessity of 
focusing on the process of “innovating” instead of the result or artefact.  
 More recently, Skålén, Gummerus, et al. (2015) identified four 
common ways in which the creation of new practices and resources and 
the development of existing ones is associated with service innovation. 
These are as follows: (1) adaptation, in which existing resources are 
integrated into existing practices in new ways; (2) resource-based 
innovation, where new resources are integrated in existing or slightly 
modified practices; (3) practice-based innovation, in which existing or 
slightly modified resources are integrated into new practices; and (4) 
combinative innovation, where new resources are integrated into new 
practices. Both of these practice-based conceptualizations of 
innovations are aligned with S-D logic and highlight that the 
innovation processes and innovative outcomes they lead to are highly 
interrelated and difficult to set apart from one another. In the 
following, I extend these views and further develop the 
conceptualization of innovation from the service ecosystems 
perspective to transcend and reconcile the two paradoxical tensions of 
innovation conceptualizations in service research highlighted here. 
 
 
5.3. Toward a transcending conceptualization: Innovations as 
emergent properties of service ecosystems 
 
Here, the existing conceptualization of innovation from a service 
ecosystems perspective discussed in Section 5.1. is extended by 
drawing on the concepts of emergent property (Georgiou, 2003) and 
proto-institutions (Lawrence et al., 2002; Zietsma & McKnight, 2009). 
I conceptualize innovations as emergent properties of service 
ecosystems and show how this conceptualization can transcend the 
paradoxical tensions highlighted in Section 5.2., and therefore, begin 
to reconcile the different innovation conceptualizations in the service 
research literature. 
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5.3.1. Innovations as emergent properties 
 
Although previous research in the service literature has argued that a 
systemic view is a promising line of development for service innovation 
(Michel, Brown, & Gallan, 2008), and the proper unit of analysis for 
service innovation research is the service ecosystem rather than the 
service offering (Rubalcaba et al., 2012; Vargo et al., 2008), little work 
has explicitly examined what a systems orientation on innovation 
implies conceptually. In addition, the previous work taking the service 
ecosystems perspective has focused more on the institutional than the 
systemic aspects of innovations (see e.g., Vargo et al., 2015), although 
complexity, emergence, and self-organization are considered critical 
components of service ecosystems (Vargo & Lusch, 2017). In this 
section, I draw on a basic concept of systems thinking, that of an 
emergent property (Georgiou, 2003), to extend the service ecosystems 
perspective’s conceptualization of innovation to encompass innovation 
as both an outcome and process and reconcile the paradoxical tension 
of outcome- and process-based conceptualizations of innovations in 
service research.  

According to systems thinking (see e.g., De Haan, 2006; Harper 
& Lewis, 2012), emergence occurs when a whole system (e.g., an 
organization) produces outcomes that differ categorically from those 
produced individually by the parts of the system (e.g., individual 
members of the organization). Thus, an emergent property is “a 
property of a system that is dependent upon the connective structure 
of the system’s elements” (Harper & Lewis, 2012, p. 329). For example, 
“wetness” is an emergent property of water that cannot be attributed to 
the properties of hydrogen or oxygen in isolation. According to De 
Haan (2006), emergence is not only about the emergent outcomes, but 
also the interactions between the elements that cause the coming into 
being of those properties, that is, the mechanisms producing novelty. 
In other words, the understanding of an emergent property requires 
the understanding of both the outcome and the process that brings it 
into being. For this reason, it is also possible to conceive innovations, 
for example, as “fixed” outcomes at a specific moment in time, 
although, as consequences of actors’ activities and interactions, they 
can also be characterized as processes.  
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Viewing an innovation as an emergent property of service 
ecosystems—that is, as both a process and outcome of the connective 
structure of the elements of service ecosystems—enables the outcome 
and process conceptualizations of innovations to be reconciled in the 
service research literature, as shown in Figure 13. In other words, 
innovation as an outcome is a snapshot of emergence in a specific 
moment in time that highlights its static aspect, whereas innovation as 
a process relates to a more longitudinal view, emphasizing its dynamic 
features. 

 
Figure 13. Reconciling outcome- and process-based conceptualizations of innovations with 
viewing innovation as an emergent property. 

 
In the following, I discuss what type of emergent property—that is, a 
process and an outcome—an innovation can be understood as from the 
service ecosystems perspective in more detail. In doing so, I draw on 
the previous service ecosystems literature on innovation (Vargo et al., 
2015) and extend it by clearly differentiating between 
institutionalization (see e.g., Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Berger & 
Luckmann, 1967) and institutional work (Lawrence, Leca, & Zilber, 
2013; Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006). I also connect innovations with the 
concept of proto-institutions (Lawrence et al., 2002; Zietsma & 
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McKnight, 2009), stemming from the institutional analysis in 
organizational studies. 
 
5.3.2. Innovations as institutional work on multiple levels of 
aggregation  
 
Aligned with earlier work using the service ecosystems perspective to 
understand innovation (Vargo et al., 2015), this dissertation 
characterizes the dynamic aspects of innovation as an emergent 
property as a process of changing value cocreation practices in service 
ecosystems that entails reconfiguring the institutional arrangements 
the actors are enacting (see Paper III). I also agree with the previous 
work on the usefulness of the concept of institutional work, that is, the 
actions of individual and collective actors aimed at creating, 
maintaining, and disrupting institutions (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006), 
in understanding innovation. However, in contrast to the previous 
work, I do not view the processes of institutionalization and 
institutional work as the same phenomenon. Instead, 
institutionalization is the (mainly unintentional) process by which 
social elements gain objectivity and “taken-for-grantedness” (see e.g., 
Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Zilber, 2002; Zucker, 1977); hence, it relates 
more to markets as institutionalized solutions. Institutional work, in 
contrast, represents a practice-based view of how actors influence and 
change institutions (Lawrence et al., 2009); therefore, it has a stronger 
connection to innovations as emergent properties of service 
ecosystems.  

The concept of institutional work was introduced in a 2006 
review paper, in which Lawrence and Suddaby (2006) gave a name to 
the ever-growing trend of empirical studies adopting neo-institutional 
theory to address agency and suggested a distinction between three 
kinds of institutional work. In contrast to the early work in neo-
institutional theory, which mainly focused on explaining the 
organizational isomorphism and institutional decoupling caused by 
externally imposed institutional pressures (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; 
J. W. Meyer & Rowan, 1977), institutional work takes a special interest 
in the efforts of both individuals and collective actors to maintain, 
transform, or create anew the institutional structures in which they live 
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and that give them their roles, relationships, resources, and routines 
(Lawrence, Suddaby, & Leca, 2011).  

Building on the work by Vargo et al. (2015), the appended Paper 
III details how analysis on multiple levels of aggregation can be used to 
understand actors’ institutional work. More specifically, this paper 
illustrates four cases where the service ecosystems perspective’s 
“oscillating foci” (Chandler & Vargo, 2011), that is, the ability to zoom 
in and out on phenomena, were used to examine innovation as 
institutional work at different levels of aggregation. As visualized in 
Figure 14, this means that the service ecosystems perspective enables 
the analysis of innovation on a broader level of aggregation (e.g., 
institutional work and its outcomes in an industry) to grasp the 
multitude of actors engaging in it, as well as attending to the micro-
processes of a chosen focal actor (e.g., institutional work done by a 
specific organization or individual and its outcomes). As such, it 
reconciles the paradoxical tension between the firm-centric and multi-
actor conceptualizations of innovation in the service literature. 
 

 
Figure 14. Reconciling firm-centric and multi-actor conceptualizations of innovations with 
oscillating foci in innovation. 
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With the help of the four case studies, Paper III illustrated how the 
three types of institutional work are intertwined with one another. This 
means that it is not sufficient to break institutionalized value 
cocreation practices and create new ones for successful innovation. 
Instead, some of the prevailing institutions need to be maintained to 
make the new practices more recognizable, and therefore, more easily 
integrated as part of the institutional arrangements guiding the actors 
in value cocreation. In other words, it is important for the actors (e.g., 
employees and customers) influenced by the institutional work to 
simultaneously feel at home while being challenged to change the old 
ways of doing things. Furthermore, the paper identified the inclusion 
of new actors, the redefinition of actors’ roles, and the reframing of 
resources as three examples of how the outcomes of institutional work 
manifest in service ecosystems and allow actors to cocreate value in 
novel and useful ways. In the following, I argue that innovations as 
outcomes of the institutional work processes can be conceptualized as 
proto-institutions from the service ecosystems perspective.  
 
5.3.3. Innovations as proto-institutional outcomes 
 
In institutional theory, novel social elements (e.g., new practices, 
technologies, and rules) that are narrowly diffused and only weakly 
entrenched, but that have the potential to become widely 
institutionalized, are referred to as proto-institutions (Lawrence et al., 
2002; Zietsma & McKnight, 2009). Stated differently, proto-
institutions are institutions-in-the-making: They have the potential to 
become full-fledged institutions if social processes develop that 
entrench them and they are diffused throughout an institutional field. 
I argue that, from a service ecosystems perspective, innovations as the 
static aspect of emergence can be viewed as such proto-institutional 
outcomes. 
 Lawrence et al. (2002) proposed a theoretical framework in 
which novelty arises in collaborations. This fits well with the earlier 
argument of viewing innovations as emergent properties that depend 
on the connective structure of the system’s elements. At this point, 
however, a specific collaboration has not produced any institutional 
effects on a meso- or macro-level of aggregation. Instead, a change has 
occurred, but only within the boundaries of the initial collaboration. In 
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some cases, these novel elements (e.g., novel resourceness of resources 
or value cocreation practices) diffuse beyond the boundaries of the 
specific group of actors among which they were developed, and they 
are internalized by other actors in the field. In such cases, they become 
proto-institutions. In other words, proto-institutions represent the 
important first steps in the processes of creating institutions, thereby 
potentially forming the basis for broader, field-level change, such as 
market evolution. Hence, I argue that conceptualizing innovations as 
emergent properties comprising both the process of institutional work 
and the proto-institutional outcomes helps in connecting them with 
markets and examining market evolution as the institutional dynamics 
of these two phenomena. Before this is discussed in more detail in 
Chapter 7, Chapter 6 extends the service ecosystems perspective’s view 
on markets by conceptualizing them as institutionalized value 
cocreation structures. 
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6. Extending the service ecosystems perspective on 
markets 
 
This chapter begins by discussing the current conceptualization of 
markets as “institutionalized solutions” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p. 17) 
from the service ecosystems perspective. It then uses the service 
ecosystems perspective’s processual, systemic, and institutional 
understanding of exchange and value creation to problematize the 
different market conceptualizations in the marketing literature and 
highlight two paradoxical tensions in them. First, the marketing 
literature includes market conceptualizations that view markets as 
either static or dynamic entities. Second, both material and symbolic 
conceptions of markets exist. These two tensions can be used as spectra 
along which the different market conceptualizations can be mapped, 
depending on how dynamic or static they are and whether they 
emphasize symbolic or material aspects in their accounts of markets. 
Then, the current service ecosystems-informed conceptualization of 
markets is extended by drawing from Giddens’s (1984) insights on the 
duality of structure and Berger and Luckmann’s (1967) seminal work 
on the process of institutionalization leading to the objectivation of 
socially constructed knowledge. As a result, I suggest that markets are 
value cocreation structures that gain endurance and objectivity via the 
process of institutionalization. This conceptualization is then used to 
transcend the paradoxical tensions and reconcile differences in market 
conceptualizations in the marketing literature. The chapter ends by 
detailing the multidimensional nature of markets as value cocreation 
structures and connecting them to the extended conceptualization of 
innovations from Chapter 5. 
 
 
6.1. The current service ecosystems perspective’s view on 
markets 
 
Almost from the beginning of the development of S-D logic, Vargo and 
Lusch (2008b) posited it to be a generalizable mindset from which a 
general theory of the market could be developed. Many of the 
subsequent extensions and transcending conceptualizations have been 
developed with this goal in mind (Chandler & Vargo, 2011; Vargo & 
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Lusch, 2011; 2016, see also Vargo, 2007). The previous literature of the 
service ecosystems perspective conceptualizes markets as 
institutionalized solutions (Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 
2016). In other words, markets are conceptualized as consisting of 
relatively enduring and shared—that is, institutionalized—value 
cocreation practices (Vargo & Lusch, 2016), and well-established 
markets can be thought of as socially constructed solutions nested or 
embedded in specific service ecosystems (Lusch & Vargo, 2014).  
 Vargo and Lusch (2011, p. 185) have argued several times that 
Kjellberg and Helgesson’s (2007) markets-as-practices framework 
“appears useful for informing a resource integration, service-for-
service orientation of the market, and recasts it in terms of a dynamic 
system.” As such, the service ecosystems perspective’s view on markets 
is aligned with the work of the practice theorists (see e.g., Araujo, 2007; 
Araujo, Kjellberg, & Spencer, 2008; Kjellberg & Helgesson, 2006), who 
posited not only that markets are continually (re)formed through the 
activities of social and economic actors, but also that multiple versions 
of markets may coexist.  

Wieland, Hartmann, and Vargo (2017) discussed the 
relationship between business models and markets from a service 
ecosystems perspective and described the formation of both as ongoing 
institutional processes shaping the perceptions of problems and 
solutions. They argued that what distinguishes the two concepts is their 
degree of objectivation, that is, the generalized acceptance of a solution 
(Tolbert & Zucker, 1996). For Wieland et al. (2017, p. 935), in contrast 
to business models, “a market requires broader institutional 
alignments in which solutions become increasingly independent of 
specific actors.” In other words, they argued that new markets do not 
form when actors (e.g., firms) or groups of actors (e.g., innovation 
networks) introduce new technologies or new business models, but 
instead, when new practices become institutionalized. This 
dissertation builds on and extends this previous work by 
conceptualizing these solutions as multidimensional value cocreation 
structures and detailing how they gain their endurance and objectivity 
via institutionalization. 
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6.2. Paradoxical tensions of market conceptualizations in the 
marketing literature 
 
In the early 20th century, the exchange between producers and 
consumers was increasingly characterized by different types of 
intermediates and “middlemen” (Shaw, Jones, & McLean, 2009). 
Although marketing has evolved to deal with this growing complexity 
of exchange, it inherited the oversimplified, neoclassical model of the 
market from economics (Arndt, 1979; Buzzell, 1999). Although this 
model was contested by several scholars, and the marketing discipline’s 
interpretation of the “whole process of creating utility” was called for 
(Alderson, 1957, p. 69), markets faded as a focus of theorizing (Araujo 
& Kjellberg, 2009). However, recently, there has been a wave of 
publications signaling a renewed interest in markets in the marketing 
field (Araujo, 2007; Diaz Ruiz, 2012; Humphreys, 2010a; Kjellberg & 
Helgesson, 2007; Mele et al., 2014; Shaw, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2011). 
Much of this work draws on different sociological theories emphasizing 
the role of social and cultural factors in markets.  

A notable difference between these more recent market 
conceptualizations and those grounded in the neoclassical model is 
that they view markets as socially constructed and dynamic entities. 
Hence, when using the service ecosystems perspective’s processual, 
systemic, and institutional orientation for problematizing the 
foundational assumptions of different market conceptualizations in the 
current marketing literature, the apparent first paradoxical tension is 
that both static and dynamic conceptualizations of markets are 
assumed to be true. This tension bears a resemblance to the market-as-
noun (the outcome) and market-as-verb (the process) dimensions of 
markets identified, for example, by Mele et al. (2014), which relates to 
the etymology of the word market—which can be defined as both “a 
market” (noun) and “to market” (verb).  

With the help of the service ecosystems perspective, I can further 
tease apart another intertwined paradoxical tension that is not so 
frequently discussed in the extant literature, namely that both material 
and symbolic conceptions of markets exist. This tension shares a 
similarity with the “degree of materialization” dimension that Geiger, 
Kjellberg, and Spencer (2012, p. 135) used in their analysis of different 
theoretical takes on markets across disciplinary boundaries “to capture 
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the extent to which the material world is taken into account when 
approaching market-related phenomena.” In other words, this tension 
relates to the observation that different disciplines, such as economics, 
sociology, and anthropology, differ in terms of how they “are situated 
along the line from viewing the market as an abstraction to that of a 
concrete expression such as the market place” (Venkatesh, Penaloza, & 
Firat, 2006, p. 256). In the former, a market is conceptualized mainly 
in terms of the (only) indirectly observable “symbolic” aspects (e.g., the 
market as an invisible hand of the price mechanism), and in the latter, 
it is viewed in terms of the observable, “material” aspects (e.g., the 
market as a physical marketplace). As different marketing 
conceptualizations of markets draw theory from different disciplines, 
their positioning resembles these disciplinary differences. The two 
paradoxical tensions are illustrated in Figure 15 as spectra along which 
the different marketing conceptualizations are mapped.  

 

 
Figure 15. Paradoxical tensions of market conceptualizations in the marketing literature. 
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the paradoxical tensions of the market conceptualizations, their 
characterization is deliberately oversimplified. 
 
6.2.1. Markets as static and existing in the symbolic realm 
 
Many scholars have argued that the early marketing researchers, 
especially those in the marketing management orientation, inherited 
their conceptualization of markets from neoclassical economics (see 
e.g., Arndt, 1979; Mele et al., 2014; Samli & Bahn, 1992). As an 
example, consider the definition of the market from 1960 by the 
American Marketing Association’s Committee of Definitions, where it 
was defined as “[t]he aggregate of forces or conditions within which 
buyers and sellers make decisions that result in the transfer of goods 
and services” (Samli and Bahn, 1992, p. 145). This conceptualization 
reflects the neoclassical economics view of the market, in which it is 
conceptualized it as a pre-existing regularity and ‘natural’ phenomenon 
(Aspers (2011). In other words, as Alderson and Cox (1948, p. 142) put 
it, “characteristic of much economic analysis is the underlying 
assumption that the complex of human behavior required to set up, 
operate and continuously remodel a going market has already done its 
work. The going market simply exists.” Thus, in this line of work, the 
market is conceptualized in abstract and static terms as the price 
mechanism or invisible hand, and this falls in the upper left quadrant 
of Figure 15. Aspers (2011) noted that the concept of the market is used 
to explain other things, and it is not considered as a phenomenon 
needing an explanation in economics; this may also be the cause of the 
general lack of discussion about markets in marketing observed, for 
example, by Venkatesh et al. (2006).  

The inherited, static, and symbolic conceptualization of the 
market was further sedimented in marketing thought due to the 
managerial turn in the 1960s and the rise of consumer behavior in the 
early 1970s, which resulted in marketing’s greater focus on firms and 
consumers, rather than markets (Shaw & Jones, 2005). This micro-
level focus of marketing academics was accompanied with a 
perspective almost identical to that of the marketing manager (Tucker, 
1974). Due to this perspective shift, the static and symbolic 
conceptualization of the market as the invisible force determining 
exchanges between producers and consumers grew into the concept of 
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the market used synonymously with consumer needs and desires for a 
particular good or service (Samli & Bahn, 1992; Sissors, 1966). Even 
when markets were defined in slightly broader, symbolic terms, such 
as demand (Smith, 1956), studies about market transformation and 
evolution were rare before the 2000s (Buzzell, 1999).  
 
6.2.2. Markets as static and existing in the material realm 
 
Some of the static conceptualizations in the marketing literature 
highlight the material more than the symbolic aspects of markets, and 
therefore, belong to the lower left quadrant of Figure 15. Some 
originated as long ago as medieval times, when the term “market” 
designated a specific place at which exchanges were made, often at 
predetermined times (Oxford English Dictionary, 1971 via Buzzell, 
1999). In other words, a market denoted a physical meeting place—the 
marketplace (Arndt, 1979)—and marketing’s early purpose was to 
categorize and make sense of the actors and their activities in this 
predetermined location. Hence, as Samli and Bahn (1992) argued, the 
first conceptualization of markets in the marketing literature was a 
physical place where buyers and sellers congregated.  

As described above, over time, the managerial emphasis on 
marketing grew stronger (Jones et al., 2009), and marketing scholars’ 
perspective paralleled that of marketing managers (Tucker, 1974); the 
conceptualization of the market began to reflect this position. As a 
result, the marketing management school of thought views a market 
consisting of only one type of actors, that is, “the actual and potential 
buyers of a product or a service” (Kotler, Armstrong, Harris, & Piercy, 
2013), and in practice, equates the concept of a market with groups of 
consumers. This development was partly facilitated by the emergence 
of systematic research on consumer behavior in the late 1950s and 
early 1960s (Samli & Bahn, 1992), due to which, the definitions of 
markets began to focus on consumer characteristics, such as 
willingness to buy, needs to satisfy, and money to spend (Sissors, 
1966). What characterizes the marketing management conception of 
markets is that “the market is ‘already there’ and sellers should seek to 
orient themselves towards it by adjusting their marketing toolkit based 
on available resources (including various material elements)” (Geiger 
et al., 2012, p. 137).  
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 The marketing management literature includes several ways of 
identifying markets as groups of consumers that highlight material 
features (see e.g., Andreasen, 1966; Beane & Ennis, 1987; Smith, 1956). 
Sometimes, they are identified based on a geographic area (e.g., a 
foreign country can represent a “new market” for a company), and 
sometimes, they are considered based on the products the specific 
consumers are expected to desire (e.g., an insurance or car market). 
Mele et al. (2014) argued that the use of the product in defining a 
market is still the prevailing way of conceptualizing markets in the 
mainstream marketing literature. This is the case although Levitt 
(1960) already warned marketers about the myopic view that the 
product conceptualization of markets causes. Two decades later, Day, 
Shocker, and Srivastava (1979) argued against product markets, 
claiming they lead to zero-sum games, as they do not take into 
consideration the benefits that the products provide for customers.  

From the early 1990s and onward, a bulk of the research on 
markets has evolved around the construct of “market orientation” 
(Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; Narver & Slater, 1990), which relates to the 
market-sensing and customer-linking capabilities embedded in the 
organization (Day, 1994). The original work on market orientation 
tended to rest on the marketing management conceptualization of 
markets as static groups of consumers. However, later, this discussion 
developed toward a more dynamic view of markets, labeled “market 
driving” (Jaworski, Kohli, & Sahay, 2000). According to Jaworski et al. 
(2000) market driving explains how firms influence the “structure” of 
markets. These structural changes included the removal of existing 
actors, changes in the division of labor between actors, and changes in 
how the actors are interconnected. Hence, in this line of work, structure 
was still strongly connected to the rather material “actor” element in 
markets. However, this stream of research began to move closer to the 
dynamic conceptualizations of markets in the marketing literature 
discussed in the next two sections, although it has mainly focused on 
studying the capabilities of firms able to do market driving and not 
markets as such.  
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6.2.3. Markets as dynamic and existing in the symbolic realm 
 
As stated above, there has recently been a wave of marketing 
publications drawing from different sociological theories to 
understand markets (see e.g., Ertimur & Coskuner-Balli, 2015; 
Humphreys, 2010b; Venkatesh et al., 2006). Much of this work has 
conceptualized markets as evolving social constructions and 
emphasized the role of social and cultural factors in this process. In 
perhaps one of the most symbolic conceptions of markets, Venkatesh 
et al. (2006) viewed markets as sign systems. In their 
conceptualization of markets, “signs are viewed as more fundamental 
units for the necessities of life, with marketing taking a key role, in 
conjunction with consumers, in constituting social needs and desires” 
(Venkatesh et al., 2006, p. 257). As such, their conceptualization of 
markets consists of dynamic sign systems that are jointly produced by 
consumers and producers and other culturally constituted forces; it 
belongs to the upper right quadrant of Figure 15.  

In one of the early works conceptualizing markets from a 
sociocognitive perspective, Rosa et al. (1999) broke from both the static 
and material conceptions of markets, which are constrained by time or 
place. Instead, they argued that markets “are agreed-on loci of 
transactions with few if any physical markers” and “must be inferred 
from fuzzy signals and stories about assumed structures of supply and 
demand” (ibid., p. 64). More specifically, they suggested that product 
markets are shared knowledge structures that evolve in the interaction 
between producers and consumers. As an example of this 
phenomenon, Rosa et al. (1999) described the development of the 
“minivan” product category in the U.S. automobile industry during the 
1980s. They traced the minivan category’s origin and evolution by 
analyzing market stories, including magazine articles and reviews of 
various minivan models published during the relevant period.  

Institutions as patterns or configurations of group behavior were 
already identified as particularly useful tools for the study of market 
phenomena by Alderson and Cox (1948). In another early 
“institutional” contribution on markets, Arndt (1979) argued that there 
were changes in the structure of markets as institutional control 
systems, in which the competitive, open market was being tamed, 
regulated, and closed, for example, by mergers and acquisitions. He 



  

 103 

referred to such markets as domesticated markets, since transactions 
previously made through a market are moved inside a company (e.g., 
when buyers and sellers merge) or the boundaries of a group of 
companies committed to long-term cooperation. Later, Arndt (1981) 
argued more explicitly that, to understand the workings of markets and 
marketing systems, an institutional approach stemming from social 
sciences was needed. He highlighted that this institutional approach 
differed significantly from that characterizing marketing in the “Period 
of conceptualization” between the 1910s and 1920s (Bartels, 1965), 
when marketing was generally divided into the commodity, functional, 
and institutional approaches. Here, the “institutional” approach 
focused on marketing “institutions,” such as wholesalers and 
retailers—that is, specific types of organizations. Arndt (1981, p. 37) 
argued that this was an extremely narrow view of the subject matter 
and urged scholars to use the concept of institutions in a much broader 
sense as “sets of conditions and rules for transactions and other 
interactions.”  

Recently, an increasing number of marketing studies have gone 
back to these early ideas and identified institutions (in the sociological 
sense) as the key construct for understanding markets and their 
dynamics (see e.g., Ertimur & Coskuner-Balli, 2015; Humphreys, 
2010a; Scaraboto & Fischer, 2013). For example, Humphreys (2010a) 
drew from institutional theory and the concept of legitimation to 
understand how new markets are created and sustained in a complex 
social and political context via the process of megamarketing. In her 
work, Humphreys (2010a) viewed markets as “concrete exchange 
structures between producers and consumers” (Weber, Heinze, & 
DeSoucey, 2008, p. 529). For a market to be created, producers and 
consumers must come to certain shared understandings of what is 
being exchanged and why. In other words, the process of market 
creation is largely a process of institutionalizing certain shared 
understandings of exchange. Humphreys’s (2010a) analysis of the 
casino gambling industry demonstrates the role of normative and 
regulatory structures in facilitating the adoption and eventual 
acceptance of an industry through the social process of legitimation 
(Suchman, 1995).  

In some other recent institutional contributions, markets have 
been defined slightly differently. This conceptualization also stems 
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from the institutional analysis in organizational science, viewing 
markets as organizational fields governed by institutions (see e.g., 
Dolbec & Fischer, 2015; Ertimur & Coskuner-Balli, 2015; Scaraboto & 
Fischer, 2013). The concept of the organizational field was originally 
introduced by DiMaggio and Powell (1983, p. 148) to signify “those 
organizations that, in the aggregate, constitute a recognized area of 
institutional life: key suppliers, resource and product consumers, 
regulatory agencies, and other organizations that produce similar 
services or products.” As the original definition mainly highlighted only 
actors and their relations, the concept was later extended by Scott 
(1994) to include cultural elements. According to Scott (1994, p. 71) 
“fields identify communities of organizations that participate in the 
same meaning systems, are defined by similar symbolic processes, and 
are subject to common regulatory processes.” As the marketing studies 
using the organizational fields conceptualization of markets focus on 
how these fields change (e.g., Dolbec & Fischer, 2015; Scaraboto & 
Fischer, 2013), this line of work falls into the upper right quadrant in 
Figure 15. 

 
6.2.4. Markets as dynamic and existing in the material realm 
 
Finally, the dynamic conceptualizations of markets highlighting 
markets’ material aspects in the marketing literature, and belonging to 
the lower right quadrant in Figure 15, include the view of markets as 
networks (see e.g., Håkansson, Harrison, & Waluszewski, 2004; 
Johanson & Vahlne, 2011). A network perspective on markets is 
especially implied by work stemming from the IMP perspective (see 
e.g., Ford, Gadde, Håkansson, & Snehota, 2011; Håkansson & Snehota, 
1989; Snehota & Håkansson, 1995). The origins of this perspective are 
linked to the studies of business markets from the 1970s, when it 
became apparent that the dominant market model inherited from 
neoclassical economics did not explain certain features of the business 
market that emerged in various studies. Hence, the IMP scholars 
argued that a market is more than a mechanism for facilitating 
exchange; rather, it is a network of patterned relationships that are 
instrumental in solving, broadly stated, actors’ resource problems 
(Ford et al., 2011).  
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A systems perspective on markets is increasingly gaining 
attention in the marketing literature (Giesler & Fischer, 2017; Vargo, 
Koskela-Huotari, et al., 2017). Again, Alderson was an early proponent 
of the (then only emergent) systems approach, and emphasized the 
importance of studying what he called “organized behavior systems” 
(Alderson, 1965; Alderson & Cox, 1948). Alderson’s work in advocating 
a systems view on market and marketing has been carried forward, 
especially by macromarketing scholars (see e.g., Meade & Nason, 1991; 
Shapiro, 2006). Layton (2014, p. 2), for example, defined marketing 
systems as “complex social networks of individuals and groups linked 
through shared participation in the creation and delivery of economic 
value through exchange.” Market system dynamics represents another 
systems-based view on markets that conceptualizes markets as 
complex social systems and is specifically positioned to challenge three 
prevailing biases—the economic actor bias, micro-level bias, and 
variance bias—seen as currently prevailing in the marketing literature 
(Giesler & Fischer, 2017). As this emerging view originated from 
consumer research and consumer culture theory (CCT), it does not 
solely focus on material aspects of markets, but instead, points to the 
importance of attending to both the symbolic and material aspects 
simultaneously.  

Drawing from the “performativist” tradition, Kjellberg and 
Helgesson (2007) left the definition of what markets are to the 
individuals “working” in markets in their “markets-as-practices” 
framework. They used the term practice to refer to “action or execution 
as opposed to theory,” and therefore, their emphasis on practice should 
be viewed as “an attempt to direct attention to the verbs (the process) 
rather than the nouns (the outcome)” (p. 141). Thus, this approach to 
markets falls in the lower right quadrant in Figure 15. As an result of 
multiple studies, Kjellberg and Helgesson (2007) conceptualized 
markets as consisting of three overlapping forms of practices, as 
follows: normalizing practices, serving to establish normative 
objectives; representational practices, which depict markets and/or 
how they work; and exchange practices, serving to realize individual 
economic exchanges (Kjellberg & Helgesson, 2006, 2007). This view of 
markets implies that various actors engage more or less explicitly in 
shaping the way in which a specific market is organized (Kjellberg & 
Helgesson, 2010). It draws from economic sociology, which 
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emphasizes performativity—that is, the possibility that, in addition to 
describing an existing, external economy, the ideas, theories, and 
models of markets and other forms of economic governance contribute 
to bringing that economy into existence (see e.g., Callon, 1998; 
MacKenzie & Millo, 2003). When applied to markets, the notion of 
performativity asserts that markets are the continuous outcomes of 
practices that are informed by some “theory” or other (Kjellberg & 
Helgesson, 2006). Hence, although Kjellberg and Helgesson’s (2007, 
p. 141, italics in original) conceptualization of markets concentrates on 
market practice, and therefore, “all activities that contribute to 
constitute markets,” emphasizing the material manifestations of the 
underlying symbolic theories and ideas, their conceptualization of 
markets blurs the line between material and symbolic 
conceptualizations and points to the mutual constitution of the 
“realms.” This is discussed in more detail below. 

 
 

6.3. Toward a transcending conceptualization: Markets as 
institutionalized value cocreation structures 
 
In this section, I argue that the numerous conceptualizations of 
markets in the marketing literature can be reconciled by transcending 
the paradoxical tensions highlighted above. To do this, I extend the 
service ecosystems perspective’s current conceptualization of markets 
as “institutionalized solutions” (Vargo & Lusch, 2016) by drawing on 
Giddens’s (1984) insights on the duality of structure and Berger and 
Luckmann’s (1967) seminal work detailing the process of 
institutionalization leading to the objectivation of socially constructed 
knowledge. By building on these works, I argue that markets as 
institutionalized solutions can be viewed as multidimensional value 
cocreation structures that gain endurance and objectivity via the 
process of institutionalization. I show how this conceptualization of 
markets transcends the paradoxical tensions and reconciles differences 
in the market conceptualizations in the marketing literature. The 
chapter ends by detailing the dimensions of markets identified in Paper 
V and discussing the connection between markets as institutionalized 
value cocreation structures and innovations as emergent properties.  
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6.3.1. The dual structure of markets 
 
The idea that institutional arrangements represent both the medium 
and outcome of the value cocreation practices they recursively organize 
is well established in the existing S-D logic literature (see e.g., Vargo & 
Akaka, 2012; Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Hence, connecting the service 
ecosystems perspective’s institutional orientation with Giddens’s 
(1984) structuration theory is not a new idea. Instead, the argument 
here is that, by attending even more closely to structuration theory, and 
especially the notion of duality of structure, when conceptualizing 
markets from the service ecosystems perspective, it is possible to 
transcend the paradoxical tension between markets’ “material” and 
“symbolic” aspects.  

Giddens’s (1984) structuration theory is based on the premise 
that the deeply entrenched dualism—the division between objectivism 
and subjectivism and the resulting structure–agency debate—can be 
solved by reconceptualizing it as a duality—the duality of structure. 
Thus, structuration refers to the process of reproduction of social 
systems, in which the social systems’ structure is both the medium and 
outcome of the social practices carried out by the actors (Giddens, 
1984). In other words, structure refers to both structural properties, 
which reside in the memory traces of “knowledgeable” actors; the 
discernibly similar social practices that exist across varying spans of 
time and space are identified as social systems. Therefore, 
structuration theory argues that structure is both virtual—that is, 
invisible and out of time-space—and manifested in time-space as 
material practices reproduced by actors, connecting the symbolic and 
material realms of socially constructed phenomena like markets. 

Structuration theory accounts for both symbolic and material 
aspects in its conceptualization of structure by recognizing a duality 
between the “structure” and “system” (Giddens, 1984). A system is the 
“reproduced relations between actors or collectives, organized as 
regular social practices” (ibid., p. 25). In value cocreation, this includes 
the visible service ecosystems comprising actors, practices, and 
material resources. In contrast, a structure is the invisible structural 
properties allowing the “binding” of time-space in service ecosystems’ 
systems and lending them their “systemic” form. In the language of the 
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service ecosystems perspective, these are the institutional 
arrangements enabling and constraining actors’ value cocreation.  

Structuration theory posits that structure in social systems is not 
external to actors; rather, it consists of “structural properties” that exist 
in the memory traces of “knowledgeable” actors and gain presence in 
time-space through the reproduction of materialized practices 
(Giddens, 1984). Hence, from the service ecosystems perspective, 
markets can be conceptualized as value cocreation structures in which 
the guiding institutional arrangements are not external to the actors, 
but internal to them, and saved in the actors’ memory traces. In other 
words, markets have a dual structure; they exist as invisible 
institutional arrangements in the memory traces of resource-
integrating actors and visible value cocreation practices and service 
ecosystems as the invisible structure is enacted by actors.  

Hence, I argue that, as “solutions to common human problems” 
(Lusch & Vargo, 2014, p. 25), markets can be conceptualized as value 
cocreation structures. The duality of this structure explains how 
markets can be simultaneously viewed as material, such as in the cases 
of groups, networks, and systems of actors and their practices 
(Mittelstaedt, Kilbourne, & Mittelstaedt, 2006; Samli & Bahn, 1992), 
and symbolic, such as in knowledge and understandings shared among 
the actors (Ertimur & Coskuner-Balli, 2015; Humphreys, 2010a; Rosa 
& Spanjol, 2005). In fact, the conceptualization implies that, to grasp 
the full complexity of markets as phenomena, both these realms of 
analysis must be included. Figure 16 visualizes how the duality of 
markets as value cocreation structures helps to reconcile the material 
and symbolic conceptualizations of markets in the marketing 
literature. 
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Figure 16. Reconciling symbolic and material conceptualizations of markets with the 
duality of markets as value cocreation structures. 

 
In his work, Giddens (1984) referred to the most deeply embedded 
structural properties, implicated in the reproduction of social systems, 
as structural principles. He argued that the resulting practices of 
structural principles have the greatest time-space extension and can be 
referred to as institutions. According to Giddens (1984, p. 24), 
“Institutions by definition are the more enduring features of social life.” 
Although Giddens (1984) touched on institutions in his structuration 
theory, he did not thoroughly elaborate on the process by which certain 
practices gain such time-space endurance. In contrast, this was Berger 
and Luckmann’s (1967) specific purpose in their work discussing the 
social construction of knowledge. The question they posed closely 
relates to the dualism underlined by Giddens, but from a different 
angle. More specifically, they asked, “How is it possible that subjective 
meanings become objective facticities?” (Berger & Luckmann, 1967, p. 
18). Berger and Luckmann’s (1967) thesis articulated a process of 
institutionalization by which the initially ad hoc, reciprocal 
typifications of habitualized actions by types of actors gain persistence 
and objectivity by acquiring historicity as they are passed on to others; 
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thus, they help in explaining why markets can be perceived as both 
static and dynamic.  

Although Berger and Luckmann’s (1967) work is often cited and 
considered foundational for the neo-institutional analysis in 
organizational studies, R. E. Meyer (2008) observed that these 
citations are often ceremonial rather than substantial. She also argued 
that the subsequent work (e.g., Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Tolbert & 
Zucker, 1996; Zucker, 1977) elaborating on Berger and Luckmann’s 
original thesis has not considered it in all its detail and complexity. 
Especially, there are two aspects that are often not carefully 
considered; these are the crucial “transmission to a third person who 
was not involved in the creation” phase that completes the process of 
institutionalization and the linking of “institutionalizations to some 
kind of societal problem” to account for why they happen (R. E. Meyer, 
2008, p. 529). Therefore, I return to Berger and Luckmann’s (1967) 
original work to detail the process through which the markets as 
structures for value cocreation institutionalize and gain objectivity. 

 
6.3.2. Institutionalization and objectivation of value cocreation 
structures 
 
Berger and Luckmann (1967, p. 54) defined an institution as “a 
reciprocal typification of habitualized action by types of actors”. 
According to them, before it is thoroughly institutionalized, all human 
activity is subject to habitualization, as it carries the important gain of 
narrowing choices for decision making. In other words, habitualization 
occurs to make value cocreation easier. Habitualized action, more 
specifically, refers to “behaviors that have been developed empirically 
and adopted by an actor or set of actors in order to solve recurring 
problems” (Tolbert & Zucker, 1996, p. 180). Thus, all value cocreation 
structures developed to solve common human problems (Lusch & 
Vargo, 2014) first emerged as such habitualizations. The first step in 
the institutionalization of habitualizations occurs when they are turned 
into reciprocal typifications shared by at least two actors (Berger & 
Luckmann, 1967). In other words, in its simplest form, 
institutionalization refers to “the development of shared definitions or 
meanings that are linked to these habitualized behaviors” (Tolbert & 
Zucker, 1996, p. 180). Accordingly, markets as value cocreation 
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structures comprise shared meanings and their accompanying 
practices and roles available to all the members of a market.  

As value cocreation structures, markets always emerge from 
social interaction between actors, and one of their important 
characteristics is that this socially constructed origin is typically 
forgotten. This happens when they are externalized and passed on to 
other actors who were not part of constructing the original reciprocal 
typifications (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). In other words, other actors 
now internalize the value cocreation structure, which appears 
‘objective’ to them. Thus, the socially constructed product now acts 
back on the producer. According to Berger and Luckmann (1967), it is 
here that the process of institutionalization perfects itself. As the value 
cocreation structures are externalized and passed on, for example, 
between generations, the once ad hoc habitualizations and 
typifications become historical institutions. With the acquisition of 
historicity, markets acquire another crucial quality—they gain 
objectivity (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). This means that the markets 
have now been crystallized, and they are experienced as existing 
beyond the individuals who “happen to” embody them at the moment. 
Through such objectivation, markets acquire a reality-like status that 
confronts actors as external and law-like facts.  

Conceptualizing markets as value cocreation structures that shift 
from ad hoc habitualizations to objective and historical “facts” through 
the process of institutionalization explains how it is possible to look at 
markets as static and law-like social entities, as usually done in 
marketing management, while simultaneously acknowledging that 
even these “social facts” are artificial, and therefore, changeable. 
Furthermore, the conceptualization implies that the degree of 
institutionalization and objectivation can vary significantly between 
markets reproduced around different situated problem-solution 
configurations, as I discuss in more detail below. In the long run, all 
markets are dynamic, while from a shorter time perspective, some may 
seem rather static. This means that the existence of both static and 
dynamic conceptualizations of markets in the marketing literature can 
be explained and reconciled by acknowledging the institutionalization 
and objectivation of markets as value cocreation structures. Figure 17 
visualizes this and details the four steps of institutionalization 
discussed above.  
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Figure 17. Reconciling static and dynamic conceptualizations of markets with the 
institutionalization of value cocreation structures. 

 
So far, this section has extended the conceptualization of markets by 
discussing their duality as value cocreation structures and detailing the 
process by which markets become institutionalized and gain 
objectivity. In the following, the multidimensionality of markets as 
institutionalized value cocreation structures is elaborated on further 
detail by drawing from the appended Paper V.  
 
6.3.3. Dimensions of institutionalized value cocreation structures 
 
As discussed in Chapter 4, Paper V elaborated on the service 
ecosystems perspective’s conceptualization of markets by building on 
a conceptual framework of the dimensions of markets as 
institutionalized value cocreation solutions. The same dimensions are 
applicable to the extended conceptualization of markets as value 
cocreation structures developed in this chapter. Hence, I argue that 
markets as value cocreation structures comprise eight dimensions, two 
related to each of S-D logic’s transcending core concepts—value, 
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resources, exchange, and actors (Paper V). The dimensions are 
illustrated in Figure 18 and discussed in more detail below. 
 

 
Figure 18. Dimensions of markets as value cocreation structures. 

 
The value-related dimensions of markets include the purpose of value 
cocreation and criteria for value determination. These two dimensions 
imply that markets guide actors’ value cocreation by informing the 
appropriate goal(s) for their efforts and the suitable valuation criteria. 
In other words, they answer questions the following questions: What is 
the purpose of the market? How should the outcomes of the market be 
evaluated? The resource-related dimensions of markets guide the 
sense-making of the resourceness of resources and their integration. 
They imply that markets include institutionalized meanings of the 
resourceness of resources and guide how resource constellations are 
integrated. Previous literature has argued that technological 
development can be conceptualized as the combinatorial evolution of 
useful knowledge (i.e., resources; (Vargo et al., 2015). Therefore, the 
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also incorporate technology. Exchange-related dimensions are the 
form and mode of exchange, where the former relates to whether the 
service is exchanged directly or indirectly (e.g., through a good) and the 
latter to whether the exchange of resources is identified as private, 
public, or market-facing. Clearly, for a value cocreation structure to be 
identified as a market, the defining service exchanges need to be 
considered market-facing—that is, including monetized exchanges or 
the exchange of “rights for service” by at least one of the actors (cf. 
Paper IV). Finally, the actor related dimensions imply that markets as 
value cocreation structures guide the actors’ roles, rights, and 
responsibilities. In other words, these dimensions answer questions 
the following types of questions: Who may be considered legitimate 
market actors? What are the appropriate actions of these actors? 

The multidimensional nature of markets as value cocreation 
structures enables one to connect them with the conceptualization of 
innovations as emergent properties of service ecosystems. As discussed 
in Chapter 5, innovations as emergent properties of service ecosystems 
comprise both the process of institutional work and the resulting proto-
institutional outcomes. I argue that these outcomes are novel value 
cocreation structures in which one or several of the market dimensions 
are different compared to the institutionalized value cocreation 
structure(s). Hence, market evolution as an institutional dynamics of 
value cocreation structures can be triggered by the emergence of 
intentional and unintentional changes in any of the market dimensions 
described above. In other words, due to the highly intertwined nature 
of the dimensions, even a small change in one dimension can cause 
ripple effects in the other dimensions and result in the emergence of a 
novel value cocreation structure; through institutional work this can 
become a proto-institution and eventually lead to varying degrees of 
market transformation. The emergence of innovations as novel value 
cocreation structures and changes in markets as institutionalized value 
cocreation structures is elaborated on in detail in Chapter 7.  
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7. Market evolution as the institutional dynamics of value 
cocreation structures 
 
In this chapter, an integrative theoretical framework of market 
evolution is generated. The framework builds on the conceptualization 
of innovations as emergent properties developed in Chapter 5 and 
markets as institutionalized multidimensional value cocreation 
structures elaborated in Chapter 6; here, these notions are connected 
through their institutional dynamics. This is done by synthesizing the 
conceptual contributions from the appended Papers I–V, with insights 
from the service research literature on innovations and the marketing 
literature on markets. In doing so, the chapter fulfils the aim of the 
dissertation and provides answers to the two research questions 
presented in Chapter 1. Before the recursive four-phase process model 
of market evolution is presented in more detail in Section 7.2, Section 
7.1 summarizes the dissertation’s argument so far and elaborates on 
how insights from the study of innovations and markets can be 
connected when market evolution is understood as the institutional 
dynamics of value cocreation structures.  
 
 
7.1. The connection of innovations and markets in the institutional 
dynamics of value cocreation structures 
 
As explained in Chapter 2, the service ecosystems perspective as a 
metatheoretical framework is grounded in S-D logic’s axiomatic 
assumptions, and it represents a processual, systemic, and institutional 
understanding of exchange and value cocreation. Hence, the 
dissertation departs from the premise that, when value unfolds, it is 
always cocreated via service exchange and the integration of resources 
by multiple, institutionally guided actors in service ecosystems. From 
this perspective, markets have been previously conceptualized as 
institutionalized solutions (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). To unlock the full 
potential of the service ecosystems perspective on markets, with the 
help of the idea of the duality of structure (Giddens, 1984) and 
institutionalization as a process of habitualization, externalization, 
objectivation, and internalization (Berger & Luckmann, 1967), this 
conceptualization of markets was elaborated on and extended in 
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Chapter 6 into markets as institutionalized value cocreation 
structures. The duality of structure entails that markets as 
institutionalized value cocreation structures consist of the following: 
(1) invisible structural properties, that is, institutional arrangements 
saved in the memory traces of resource-integrating actors, and (2) 
visible value cocreation practices through which the invisible inhabited 
structure is brought into a time-space existence as markets by the 
resource-integrating actors. It is the combination of the invisible and 
visible structures that lends markets their “systemic” form (cf. Giddens, 
1984). Acknowledging the dual structure of markets enables the 
paradoxical tension between the market conceptualizations in the 
marketing literature, which emphasizes either their “material” or 
“symbolic” aspects, to be overcome.  

Detailing the process of institutionalization of value cocreation 
structures explains how it is possible to view markets as “objective” and 
relatively static social elements, as is often done in marketing 
management and other schools of thought that inherited the market 
conceptualization from neoclassical economics, while simultaneously 
acknowledging that even such “social facts” are made via the process of 
social construction (cf. Berger & Luckmann, 1967). Thus, they are not 
outside of human intervention. In other words, detailing the phases of 
institutionalization sheds light on the notion of “objective reality” by 
explaining how habitualized actions become institutionalized and gain 
their “taken-for-granted” nature as social facts through externalization 
and objectivation, and at the same time, build subjectivity (and 
knowledgeable market actors) through internalization. This 
understanding of markets overcomes the paradoxical tensions between 
their static and dynamic conceptualizations. It also implies that the 
degree of institutionalization and objectivation can vary significantly 
between markets, making some much more turbulent that others, as 
discussed in more detail below. In the long run, however, all markets 
are dynamic, while at a specific point in time, some may seem relatively 
stable and resistant to change, as highly institutionalized phenomena 
often do. 

In Chapter 5, the previous work on innovation from a service 
ecosystems perspective (see e.g., Lusch & Nambisan, 2015; Vargo et al., 
2015) was elaborated on by conceptualizing an innovation as an 
emergent property of service ecosystems. As an emergent property, 
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innovation is both a process and an outcome. As a process, an 
innovation unfolds as actors (purposefully) change the dimensions of 
value cocreation structures through institutional work. As an outcome, 
an innovation can be viewed as a proto-institutional value cocreation 
structure in which one or more of the eight dimensions of the prevailing 
markets have been altered. These market dimensions include the 
purpose of value cocreation and the criteria for value determination 
(value-related dimensions), resourceness of resources and integration 
of resource constellations (resource-related dimensions), form and 
mode of exchange (exchange-related dimensions), and role of actors 
and their rights and responsibilities (actor-related dimensions; see 
Paper V for further details). With the help of the “oscillating foci” 
(Chandler & Vargo, 2011) of the service ecosystems perspective, it is 
possible to attend to both the process and outcomes of innovation at 
multiple levels of aggregation, thereby examining the microprocesses 
of a focal actor doing institutional work (e.g., a firm or user), while 
acknowledging that his efforts occur in the context of other actors 
doing their institutional work. 

Conceptualizing both markets and innovations as processual, 
systemic, and institutional phenomena shows how they are 
fundamentally interconnected and act as each other’s preconditions 
and outcomes. In other words, as novel value cocreation structures, 
innovations always emerge in the context of the prevailing value 
cocreation structures as changes in one or several dimensions of the 
existing structures. In contrast, as institutionalized value cocreation 
structures, markets change due to the emergence and potential 
institutionalization of proto-institutional value cocreation structures. 
This position differs significantly from the traditional position of 
innovation research, where the mutual constitution of innovations and 
markets is not considered, but instead, the relationship between 
innovations and markets is understood as “either embedding an 
innovation in existing market structures or creating new markets from 
scratch” (Kjellberg et al., 2015, p. 4). Market evolution as the reciprocal 
relationship between markets as institutionalized value cocreation 
structures and innovations as novel, proto-institutional value 
cocreation structures is discussed in more detail in the next sections. 

 



  

 118 

7.2. The four-phase model of market evolution 
 
Market evolution as the institutional dynamics of value cocreation 
structures is depicted here as a recursive, four-phase process model, as 
visualized in Figure 19. The four phases of market evolution are as 
follows: (1) the emergence of a novel value cocreation structure, (2) 
formation of a proto-institution and erosion of a prevailing value 
cocreation structure, (3) resolution of incompatible value cocreation 
structures, and (4) objectivation of the value cocreation structure(s). In 
the model, phase 1 provides an answer to the first research question, 
“How do innovations as novel, proto-institutional value cocreation 
structures emerge?” and all of the phases relate to the second research 
question, “How do markets as institutionalized value cocreation 
structures change?” The recursive nature of the model implies that 
phase 1, that is, the emergence of a novel value cocreation structure (an 
innovation), always occurs in the context of prevailing value cocreation 
structures (markets) that are objectivated and shared to a different 
degree among actors in phase 4. In other words, phase 4 acts as a 
precondition for the emergence of novel value cocreation structures in 
phase 1.  
 

 
Figure 19. The four phases of market evolution as the institutional dynamics of value cocreation 
structures. 
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In the following, each phase of the recursive process model is described 
in more detail. This is done by drawing insights from the appended 
Papers I–V and the reconciled literatures in Chapters 5 and 6. 
 
7.2.1. Phase 1: Emergence of a novel value cocreation structure 
 
The first phase of market evolution as an institutional dynamics of 
value cocreation structures describes the emergence of novelty in the 
context of a prevailing market(s), and as such, closely relates to the 
literature on innovations and how they come about. The emergent 
change occurring here can concern any of the eight dimensions of 
markets as value cocreation structures outlined in Paper V. These 
changes can involve, for example, a combinatorial evolution of how 
resource constellations are integrated (i.e., novel technology according 
to Vargo et al., 2015), reframing of the resourceness of a resource 
(Papers I and II), or redefinition of actor roles in a value cocreation 
structure (Paper III; see also Jaworski et al., 2000; Scaraboto & 
Fischer, 2013).  

From the perspective of institutional theory, the emergence of 
novel value cocreation structures in the first phase of market evolution 
as the institutional dynamics of such structures circle the “paradox of 
embedded agency,” that is, the paradoxical tension between 
institutional embeddedness and transformational agency. This tension 
makes scholars question how actors are able to change the same 
institutional arrangements to which they conform (cf. Battilana & 
D'Aunno, 2009; Seo & Creed, 2002). Following Giddens (1984), this 
dissertation argues that, in this phase, actors do not have the agency 
and opportunity to bring forth change despite the institutional 
arrangements, but rather because of them. More specifically, as 
discussed in Paper II, this dissertation advocates an institutional 
complexity-based conceptualization of agency and change that partly 
builds on structuration theory. This conceptualization of agency is 
important in overcoming the paradox of embedded agency in 
explaining how the emergence of novelty is possible. 

The starting point for the argument explaining the emergence of 
novel value cocreation structures in phase 1 is that actors are 
simultaneously embedded in multiple institutional arrangements, such 
as markets (Paper I; see also Friedland & Alford, 1991). This is aligned 
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with both structuration theory and the social construction of reality, 
neither of which posits that institutional arrangements are shared 
completely among a collective of actors. Although Berger and 
Luckmann (1967, p. 80, italics in original) posited that, heuristically, it 
may be useful to think in terms of ideal-typical extremes, such as a 
society in which institutionalization is total, that is, “a society in which 
all problems are common, all solutions to these problems are socially 
objectivated and all social actions are institutionalized,” in reality, such 
total institutionalization is not possible, as specialization brings forth 
differentiation is institutional arrangements. This results in 
segmentation of the social stock of knowledge. This point connects with 
the more recent discussion of institutional change in organizational 
studies, where increasing numbers of studies appreciate the 
multiplicity and heterogeneity of the institutional arrangements 
(Clemens & Cook, 1999; Friedland & Alford, 1991; Thornton et al., 
2012) and highlight their role as a source of change (Jarzabkowski et 
al., 2009; Seo and Creed, 2002). This means that actors are guided by 
other institutional arrangements (e.g., other markets) even in a case 
where a prevailing value cocreation structure (market) is highly 
institutionalized.  

The plurality of institutional arrangements becomes evident 
when insights from the institutional theory are combined with the 
service ecosystems perspective, as shown in several of the appended 
papers. For example, Paper I explained how a resource can have several 
different kinds of resourceness for an actor, depending on which 
institutional arrangements (e.g., different cultures) are used as sense-
making frames. In other words, an actor can internalize multiple 
institutional arrangements that can give her different prescriptions for 
thinking and acting. However, it is only when this institutional 
pluralism—the co-existence of multiple inhabited institutional 
arrangements—turns into institutional complexity—incompatible 
prescriptions given by multiple inhabited institutional arrangements in 
a single situation—that the emergence of novel value cocreation 
structures becomes possible (cf. Paper II). This argument is aligned 
with many of the recent marketing studies of markets in which market 
transformation is seen as the outcome of the coexistence of multiple, 
conflicting institutional arrangements (Dolbec & Fischer, 2015; 
Ertimur & Coskuner-Balli, 2015; Giesler, 2008). This dissertation 
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extends this previous work by detailing how institutional complexity 
acts as a prerequisite for innovation. 

As explained in Paper II, in the first market evolution phase, the 
incompatible prescriptions stemming from institutional complexity 
reduce the influence of prevailing markets by activating actors’ 
conscious problem solving and making multiple institutional “toolkits” 
available. These dynamic toolkits consist of the rules, values, and 
meanings, as well as material practices, associated with the 
incompatible value cocreation structures. They enable actors to think 
and act “otherwise” and jointly reconstruct value cocreation practices 
and their associated institutional arrangements. As a result, novel 
value cocreation structures emerge, wherein one or more of the market 
dimensions are changed. However, it is important to note that the 
degree of incompatibility among the prevailing markets, and actors’ 
embeddedness in them, shapes how actors experience and respond to 
institutional complexity (Paper II). In other words, institutional 
complexity does not necessarily lead to the emergence of novelty; 
rather, it can also result in behavior in which countering alternatives 
leads to action aimed at maintaining the status quo. This implies that 
institutional complexity can lead to both divergent and convergent 
outcomes from the perspective of the prevailing market.  

Actors’ efforts aimed at either divergent or convergent change 
can be understood as institutional work (Papers III and IV). Hence, in 
its explanation of the emergence of novel value cocreation structures, 
the dissertation connects the discussions of institutional complexity 
and institutional work by arguing that the prerequisite for institutional 
work, that is, “the purposive action of individuals and organizations 
aimed at creating, maintaining and disrupting institutions” (Lawrence 
& Suddaby, 2006, p. 215), is the existence of institutional complexity, 
that is, incompatible prescriptions from multiple institutional 
arrangements (Greenwood et al., 2011). Thus, whereas a dominant 
institutional arrangement, such as a prevailing market, brings forth 
stability, the complexity of internalized value cocreation structures can 
enable actors to innovate and come up with novel value cocreation 
solutions.  

It is important to stress here that institutional work aimed at 
either divergent or convergent change is not considered in this 
dissertation as something only managers and firms can do. Instead, it 
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is argued that all economic and social actors can do institutional work 
in a fundamentally similar way by maintaining, as well as by breaking 
and making, the value cocreation structures that guide their value 
cocreation practices (Paper IV). This assumption is supported by both 
the service literature on innovation and marketing literature on 
markets; these literature streams have shown that, in addition to firms 
and their employees, customers and users can innovate (see e.g., 
Matthing et al., 2004; Oliveira & von Hippel, 2011), and consumers and 
a whole host of other actors are involved in bringing forth changes in 
markets (see e.g., Kjellberg & Olson, 2017; Scaraboto & Fischer, 2013).  

Depending on the direction of their institutional work, actors can 
be divided into two groups, as follows (see Figure 20): market 
disruptors, that is, the actors whose efforts are aimed at disrupting the 
prevailing value cocreation structure (i.e., divergent change), and 
market maintainers, the actors whose efforts are aimed at maintaining 
the prevailing value cocreation structure (i.e., convergent change). This 
is aligned with Kjellberg et al. (2015), who call for further attention to 
the stabilizing efforts as part of (market) innovation processes in 
addition to the actions aimed at changing markets. These two actor 
types echo the distinction between incumbents and challengers in the 
strategic action field literature (Fligstein & McAdam, 2011), but they 
also significantly differ from them. Whereas incumbents in strategic 
action fields (SAFs) are “those actors who wield disproportionate 
influence within a field and whose interests and views tend to be 
heavily reflected in the dominant organization of the SAF” (Fligstein & 
McAdam, 2011, p. 5), as understood here, maintainers do not 
necessarily have significant influence in the field. They can be 
individual consumers who have internalized the prevailing value 
cocreation structure and do institutional work to maintain it. Consider, 
for example, how elderly people maintain the traditional “brick-and-
mortar” forms of banking through their resistance of digitalization in 
banking services.  

Synthesizing insights from the literature on markets and 
innovations shows that the emergence of novelty does not always come 
from deliberate efforts. Instead, Dolbec and Fischer (2015) showed 
how a market change can be triggered by the unintentional actions of 
actors who start to reproduce a value cocreation activity that is 
different from the institutionalized practices. They highlight four 
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conditions that foster such changes, as follows: (1) the existence of 
“places” (virtual or real) that afford opportunities for interaction 
between actors, (2) low costs for actors to experiment with new 
activities, (3) the observability of experimental activity by others, and 
(4) the existence of supportive product and technology infrastructures. 
Similarly, Toivonen and Tuominen (2009) argued that the emergence 
of service innovations does not always follow the linear “R&D model”; 
instead, the change sometimes happens first in day-to-day activities, 
and it is only later identified as an innovation that is further developed. 
In addition, Fuglsang (2010) showed how innovations that start as 
small intrinsic and interactive adjustments can lead to the exercise of 
new practices and routines. All of this is also aligned with Alderson and 
Cox (1948, p. 151), who posited that “a market changes day by day 
through the very fact that goods are bought and sold.”  

If the mentioned conditions exist, and the activities of these 
initial, although perhaps not purposeful, market disruptors gain 
broader attention, the process of market evolution can proceed to the 
next phase. However, it is also possible that this will not happen, and 
the novel activities will disappear on their own or be actively 
suppressed by market maintainers, that is, actors whose institutional 
work is directed toward the maintenance of the prevailing value 
cocreation structure. If this is the case, there will either be no changes 
or incremental ones in the dimensions of the prevailing value 
cocreation structure. Figure 20 visualizes the outcomes of these 
alternative courses of action. 
 
7.2.2. Phase 2: Formation of a proto-institution and erosion of a 
prevailing value cocreation structure 
 
Phase 2 of the market evolution includes two intertwined and 
simultaneous processes of the formation of a proto-institutional value 
cocreation structure and an increasing erosion of the prevailing 
structure. As such, it relates very heavily to existing literature 
discussing market creation (see e.g., Araujo & Kjellberg, 2009; 
Humphreys, 2010a; Jaworski et al., 2000; Rosa et al., 1999). It should 
be noted that the literature on market creation is usually more 
explicitly concerned with the formation of proto-institutions than the 
erosion of prevailing value cocreation structures, although both 
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processes occur simultaneously, and thus, are crucial for the escalation 
of the degree of market transformation. The roles of both processes in 
the model outlined here are discussed in more detail below. 

Phase 2 of market evolution elaborates on how, once emerged, 
the novel value cocreation structure comes to be internalized by a 
larger number of actors than the ones from whom the changes 
originated and turns into a proto-institution. As discussed in Chapter 
5, proto-institutions are institutions-in-the-making: They have the 
potential to become full-fledged institutions if social processes develop 
that entrench them and they are diffused throughout an institutional 
field (Lawrence et al., 2002). As clarified throughout this dissertation, 
the emergence of novel of value cocreation structures and the 
formation of proto-institutions always occurs in the context of the 
prevailing value cocreation structures. Thus, the novel and prevailing 
value cocreation structures will have inconsistencies. Hence, this phase 
relates closely to the process of legitimation, which is attracting 
increasing attention in the marketing literature, especially that 
focusing on the early stages of market formation (see e.g., Dolbec & 
Fischer, 2015; Humphreys, 2010a; Kjellberg & Olson, 2017).  

According to Suchman (1995, p. 574), legitimacy is “a 
generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are 
desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed 
system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions.” Bitektine and Haack 
(2015) highlighted that although legitimacy is composed of individuals’ 
subjective legitimacy judgments, it is a collective perception, 
aggregated and objectified at the collective level. In the organizational 
context, legitimacy refers to the degree of collective approval of an 
organization (Suchman, 1995), and in the context of market evolution, 
as depicted here, the collective approval of a value cocreation structure. 
Hence, legitimation is the process of rendering a novel value cocreation 
structure congruent with the rules, values, and beliefs previously 
internalized by the actors.  

In her study on market creation as a process of legitimation, 
Humphreys (2010a) followed Scott (1995) and focused on three types 
of legitimacy, as follows: regulative, normative, and cultural cognitive 
legitimacy. Regulative legitimacy is the degree to which a value 
cocreation structure adheres to explicit regulative processes, such as 
rule setting, monitoring, and sanctioning. Normative legitimacy is the 
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degree to which a value cocreation structure adheres to the norms and 
values internalized by actors. Finally, cultural-cognitive legitimacy is 
the degree to which a value cocreation structure is generally known and 
understood by the actors. These three types of legitimacy can reinforce 
one another or be in conflict. More specifically, in the context of casino 
gambling, Humphreys (2010a, p. 12) found that “two distinct types of 
strategic action influenced the process of legitimation and, thus, 
market creation.” First, actors formed social ties with other actors, both 
internal and external to the field. Second, they used language 
strategically to frame casino gambling by amplifying its core attributes, 
extending the original concept, and bridging to other potentially 
challenging frames. According to Humphreys, the first type of strategic 
action is material, and it includes the use of social networks, financial 
resources, and territorial structures to obtain regulatory and normative 
legitimacy. In contrast, the second type of strategic action is rhetorical, 
and it refers to the use of mechanisms like metaphor, metonymy, and 
selective framing to reposition the cultural-cognitive legitimacy of 
casino gambling. From the point of view of the market 
conceptualization developed in this dissertation, the first type of 
strategic actions implies doing institutional work in relation to the 
visible structures of markets, for example, actor constellations. 
Meanwhile, the second type relates more to the invisible structure of 
markets, namely the internalized institutional arrangements.   

Humphreys (2010a) further examined rhetorical strategic 
actions by borrowing from the literature on framing in social 
movement theory (Benford & Snow, 2000). This literature has 
especially focused on explaining how linkages between beliefs of 
individual activists and those of entire activist movements develop 
(Benford & Snow, 2000; Snow, Rochford Jr, Worden, & Benford, 
1986); as a result, it is compatible with phase 2 of market evolution, 
comprising the formation of proto-institutions. The social movement 
literature has identified several framing tactics that actors can use 
when they aim to mobilize and align actors in a field (Benford & Snow, 
2000; Werner & Cornelissen, 2014). Humphreys (2010a) argued that 
frames are linguistic tools by which social actors attempt to manipulate 
legitimacy over time. Therefore, theoretical questions about 
legitimation can be reframed as empirical questions about frames. 
Humphreys (2010a) showed how actors use specific frames to shape 
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the perceived legitimacy of an industry, illustrating that these frames 
are effective in negotiating the political environment. 

Although none of the papers appended in this dissertation 
explicitly discuss legitimacy, Paper III related to this theme when it 
examined how actors become successful in institutional work. This 
paper especially highlighted that a skillful combination of breaking, 
making, and maintaining the prevailing institutional arrangements is 
necessary for the reconfigurations to become part of the institutional 
structure coordinating the value cocreation practices. This means that, 
while breaking the dimensions of the prevailing value cocreation 
structures and making new ones is essential for a change to occur in 
the first place, at the same time, certain parts of the prevailing value 
cocreation structures must be maintained for the novel value 
cocreation structure to be more easily internalized by other actors. In 
other words, to create long-lasting change, some dimensions of the 
prevailing markets need to be maintained to provide a sense of security 
for the other actors involved in the process (cf. Hargrave & Van de Ven, 
2009). Institutional maintenance makes “new” rules of resource 
integration more recognizable, and the change is perceived as less 
abrupt from the perspective of the other actors. Consequently, the 
three types of institutional work should not be viewed as sequential, 
but instead, occurring simultaneously.  

By highlighting the importance of all three types of institutional 
work, Papers III and IV suggested that, in addition to the formation of 
proto-institutional value cocreation structures, market evolution also 
entails the increasing erosion of the prevailing value cocreation 
structure. In other words, for more actors to internalize the novel value 
cocreation structure, it must replace the previously internalized 
structure. Hence, the market disruptors should aim at both 
legitimating the novel value cocreation structure and delegitimating 
the prevailing structures. The extant marketing literature has focused 
significantly less attention on the strategic actions aimed at the latter 
process. However, some insights can be drawn from previous research. 
For example, Rosa et al. (1999) argued that silence from consumers 
implies a tacit acceptance of a meaning system, which suggests that 
market disruptors can encourage delegitimation by increasing public 
discourse of the alternative value cocreation structures. In their study 
of “fatshionistas,” Scaraboto and Fischer (2013) argued that 
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marginalized actors have three market-disruption strategies. These 
include using other institutional arrangements, such as other markets, 
to support one’s claims, publicizing desirable innovations and 
persistent institutional impediments, and allying with more powerful 
actors in the field. 

The second phase of market evolution refers to both the 
formation of proto-institutions and the erosion of prevailing value 
cocreation structures, and as such, it bears a resemblance to the crisis 
phase of Giesler’s (2008) market drama. According to Giesler, an initial 
breach of routines ordinarily held to be binding can swell to a crisis 
when market disruptors take a more radical stance toward the other 
side and intensify their dramatic tone. In one of the few marketing 
studies also considering the counteractions of market maintainers in 
this situation, in his study on the “war on music downloading,” Giesler 
(2008) showed how the recording industry took legal action against 
both the downloading platforms and individual sharers in its effort to 
suppress the unwanted behavior by music downloaders and maintain 
the status quo. If the market maintainers are successful in suppressing 
the novel value cocreation structure in this phase, when the situation 
has escalated, and more actors have internalized the alternative value 
cocreation solution, they will probably only be successful if they 
implement changes to the prevailing value cocreation structure. Hence, 
even maintainers will need to do institutional work that entails some 
changes in the dimensions of the prevailing value cocreation structure 
to maintain (most) parts of the prevailing markets. Figure 20 illustrates 
this with an arrow pointing to a degree of market transformation that 
occurs even when the market maintainers are successful in their 
efforts. If the market disruptors are successful, the market evolution 
proceeds to the third phase. 
 
7.2.3. Phase 3: Resolution of incompatible value cocreation 
structures 
 
The third phase of market evolution follows from the successful 
formation of a proto-institutional value cocreation structure by market 
disruptors, whose numbers have increased significantly. The proto-
institution now appears as a legitimate alternative to the prevailing 
value cocreation structure, where its taken-for-granted legitimacy has 
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also been reduced in the eyes of a broader public that is still acting to 
maintain the prevailing market at this point. In other words, none of 
the value cocreation structures have all three kinds of legitimacy 
studied by Humphreys (2010a) and discussed above. This causes 
uncertainty for all the actors. To stabilize the situation, a resolution 
between the alternative and incompatible value cocreation structures 
is needed.  

The third phase of market evolution as an institutional dynamics 
of value cocreation structures shares similarities with Giesler’s (2008) 
“redress” and “reintegration” phases of market drama. However, 
whereas Giesler (2008, p. 746) viewed the redress phase as one “in 
which representatives of order perform disciplinary actions aimed at 
reintegrating the defiant social group and limiting the crisis situation,” 
in the model presented here, the phase is seen more as a mutual 
interaction involving efforts by both market disruptors and market 
maintainers. In Giesler (2008) case, reintegration was achieved when 
Apple, which had stayed away from corporate legislative maintenance 
actions, “added a commercial music downloading service to its existing 
iTunes/iPod product dyad.” In other words, the company promoted an 
alternative value cocreation structure that was associated with a 
trusted source at a time when market disruptors previously 
downloading music for free had begun to look for a more balanced 
solution. Moreover, Apple’s solution connected the two competing 
ideals of the creative cultural sphere in a novel way that (at least 
momentarily) fit with all the actors. 

From the perspective of institutional theory, this phase of market 
evolution relates to the question of what the outcome of an institutional 
change is like. Earlier literature usually depicted institutional change 
as a replacement of logics (see e.g., Lounsbury, 2002; Rao, Monin, & 
Durand, 2003). More recent work has also highlighted the possibility 
of blended structures and practices (see e.g., Goodrick & Reay, 2011; 
Smets & Jarzabkowski, 2013). Ertimur and Coskuner-Balli (2015) 30-
year historical analysis of the US yoga market is a good example of a 
recent marketing study that attended to the plurality of institutional 
arrangements (in their case, spirituality, fitness, and medical logics in 
association with yoga) and the resulting blending of value cocreation 
structures. They showed that one form of a resolution in a situation 
characterized by plural logics is the emergence of both generalist and 
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specialist brands. The generalist brands adopted a populist coupling 
strategy, which means that they created and sustained legitimacy 
through the extension of yoga to multiple logics (e.g., fitness and 
medical), and they focused on recruiting constituents (employees and 
consumers) that had no prior attachment to a specific logic associated 
with yoga. The specialist brands, in contrast, adopted an exclusive 
coupling strategy, which means that they achieved legitimacy through 
amplification and recruiting constituents (employees and consumers) 
who were socialized into the specific logic (e.g., spirituality) that the 
brand had combined with yoga.  

Somewhat aligned with the above discussion of the blended 
outcomes of institutional change, Kjellberg and Olson (2017) showed 
that the final form of the legal cannabis market was significantly 
influenced by enacted interrelations with other markets (e.g., related 
to alcohol, pharmaceuticals, prisons, etc.) that were used as templates 
during the formation of the legal cannabis markets. In other words, 
both maintainers and disruptors can draw on other value cocreation 
structures in this phase and use them as templates to work toward a 
resolution. Regardless of whether the disruptors or maintainers are 
successful in this phase, the prevailing value cocreation structure will 
go through a radical transformation, if not a complete replacement, as 
shown in Figure 20. 
 
7.2.4. Phase 4: Objectivation of value cocreation structure(s) 
 
The fourth phase of market evolution is the objectivation phase of the 
value cocreation structure(s) resulting from the resolution phase. As 
discussed in Chapter 6, the duality of markets as institutionalized value 
cocreation structures entails both of the following: (1) invisible 
institutional arrangements internalized by actors and (2) their visible 
value cocreation practices. The institutional arrangements associated 
with markets consist of formalized rules, such as laws; more informal 
norms, including social expectations, values, and moral codes that 
define appropriate behavior; and cultural meanings, including 
cognitive frames and schemas that encapsulate the assumptions and 
beliefs fundamental to making life comprehensible (cf. Paper II). 
Hence, when markets become fully institutionalized and objectivated 
in phase 4, they are supported by all three “pillars” of institutions 
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(Scott, 2014), and they have regulative, normative, and cultural-
cognitive legitimacy in the eyes of the actors who have internalized 
them (cf. Humphreys, 2010a).  

Although few previous marketing studies have focused on this 
phase of market evolution, some insights into how value cocreation 
structures gain objectivity can be drawn from one of the early pieces 
looking at markets’ social constructions from a sociocognitive 
perspective (Rosa et al., 1999). Tracing the development of the 
“minivan” product category in the US automobile industry during the 
1980s, Rosa et al. (1999) showed the gradual emergence of a consensus 
regarding the essential features and product membership of the 
minivan category as both the consumer and supplier perceptions 
evolved. Resembling the process of institutionalization and 
objectivation (Berger & Luckmann, 1967) discussed in Chapter 6, Rosa 
et al. (1999) argued that, initially, the knowledge structures related to 
the market were unstable and incomplete, but over time, they stabilized 
and came to be generally accepted. These researchers commented, “As 
waves of stories diffuse throughout the producer and consumer 
communities, they help create and affirm collective beliefs about 
current category boundaries and quality orderings within these 
categories” (p. 69). Furthermore, Rosa et al. (1999) argued that product 
categories can be elevated to a quasi-formal status, such as when they 
are legitimized by the actions of government agencies, industry 
associations, and consumer organizations, and thus, they are 
supported by all the institutional pillars. Their work also implies that 
silence on the part of the actors (especially “consumers”) can be taken 
as an indicator of the high institutionalization and taken-for-
grantedness of a market.   

Rosa et al. (1999) argued that even if a market appears stable and 
is used by consumers and producers to make sense of existing and new 
alternatives, consumer and producer behaviors with respect to this 
market can be highly flexible. They gave the example of how consumers 
easily shift their definitions of resources for specific purposes after 
moving to a different country. Consumers know what to do with new 
products (e.g., the 1999 Honda Odyssey minivan), as product models 
that have already been categorized (e.g., the Dodge Caravan) share 
some attributes with the new ones (Rosa et al., 1999). This constrains 
the durability and stability of value cocreation structures, since 
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individual dimensions in them are continuously evolving and 
changing. Thus, while markets appear relatively stable, they undergo 
constant recalibration. As a result, even highly institutionalized and 
objectivated value cocreation structures can be characterized by 
institutional pluralism. If this pluralism turns into institutional 
complexity, the process of market evolution begins again, as illustrated 
by Giesler’s (2008) case in the context of music.  

As a summary of the above discussion, Figure 20 illustrates the 
more intricate model of the recursive, four-phase process of market 
evolution as the institutional dynamics of value cocreation structures 
resulting from the institutional work carried out by both market 
disruptors and market maintainers. As can be seen from the 
framework, market evolution is depicted not as a deterministic process 
that necessarily leads from one phase to another, but rather, one that 
depends on the success of the institutional work of both the 
maintainers and disruptors. The degree of transformation in the 
dimensions of the prevailing market depends on the phase of the 
market evolution at which market maintainers can suppress the 
disruptors, returning to the relatively stable objectivation phase. In 
other words, if the conflict escalates and gains more publicity, and the 
initial novel value cocreation structure turns into a proto-institution, 
more changes are probably needed to maintain (most) of the 
dimensions of the prevailing value cocreation structure.  

The most radical (momentary) outcome of the recursive process 
model of market evolution is the full replacement of a prevailing value 
cocreation structure. As an example of this outcome, consider the cases 
of Blockbuster videos or Nokia mobile phones; due to their lack of 
adaptability to the major transformation of the value cocreation 
structure, these organizations lost their dominant positions in their 
fields and practically disappeared. Furthermore, the model of market 
evolution developed here highlights that the transformation of a 
specific value cocreation structure does not happen in a vacuum. On 
the contrary, as illustrated in Figure 20, throughout the market 
evolution process, other value cocreation structures are used as 
inspiration, support, or templates, depending on the phase of evolution 
at hand.  
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8. Discussion of the research contributions and 
conclusion 
 
In this chapter, both the theoretical contributions and practical 
implications of the dissertation are summarized. In addition, the 
limitations of the work and directions for future research are discussed. 
 
  
8.1. Theoretical contributions  
 
As stated in the introduction, the aim of this dissertation was to build 
an integrative theoretical framework of market evolution by drawing 
on and extending the service ecosystems perspective. In the 
dissertation’s conceptual methodology leading up to this aim, I have 
followed Vargo and Lusch (2011, p. 186), who argued,  

“it is important that we are clear that we are not advocating 
replacing what we know (or think we know), at least not on 
an a priori basis; rather, we are advocating trying to 
organize it through a common set of concepts and a 
common framework, albeit one that will have to be 
recursively (re)constructed in the process.”  

In other words, my intention in this dissertation has not been replacing 
existing knowledge, as much as trying to reconcile and accommodate 
what has been established before into a new framework (cf. MacInnis, 
2011).  

To reorganize existing knowledge of both innovations in service 
research and markets in marketing into a common framework of 
market evolution, I have developed transcending conceptualizations of 
innovations and markets by connecting insights from both seminal and 
recent developments in institutional theory with the service 
ecosystems perspective. I contribute to both service research and 
marketing by explaining how these transcending conceptualizations 
enable reconciliation of the paradoxical tensions highlighted among 
innovation and market conceptualizations in both literature streams. 
By connecting these two conceptualizations and drawing insights from 
the five appended papers and the two streams of literature, I have 
developed a recursive, four-phase process model of market evolution 
as an institutional dynamics of value cocreation structures.  
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From this conceptual synthesis, the dissertation defines market 
evolution as a recursive process of institutional dynamics of value 
cocreation structures. In this process, innovations as novel value 
cocreation structures emerge in the context of markets as 
institutionalized value cocreation structures due to institutional 
complexity that enables actors to carry out institutional work aimed at 
either maintaining prevailing markets or disrupting them. If 
successful, the institutional work directed toward disruption results in 
different degrees of market transformation through the erosion of the 
prevailing value cocreation structures and institutionalization of the 
novel value cocreation structure. The key concepts related to the above 
definition and the integrative, transdisciplinary framework of market 
evolution developed in this dissertation are summarized in Table 3. 
 
Table 3. The key concepts of market evolution from a service ecosystems perspective. 
 

Concept Definition 

Markets 

Institutionalized, multidimensional value 
cocreation structures. Markets consist of both 
invisible institutional arrangements internalized 
by resource-integrating actors and visible value 
cocreation practices and resulting service 
ecosystems through which the invisible structure is 
brought into a time-space existence by resource-
integrating actors. 

Innovations 

Novel, proto-institutional value cocreation 
structures. Innovations are emergent properties of 
service ecosystems that unfold due to institutional 
complexity that enables actors to (purposefully) 
change the dimension(s) of value cocreation 
structures through institutional work. 

Institutional 
complexity 

The plurality of institutionalized value cocreation 
structures that confront actors with incompatible 
prescriptions for acting and thinking, and thus, 
enable them to “act otherwise” and do institutional 
work aimed at either divergent or convergent 
change. 
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Institutional work 
The purposive action of actors aimed at breaking, 
making, and maintaining value cocreation 
structures. 

Market maintainers 
Actors who advocate for the prevailing value 
cocreation structure and do institutional work to 
maintain it. 

Market disruptors 
Actors who advocate for a proto-institutional value 
cocreation structure and do institutional work to 
disrupt the prevailing value cocreation structure. 

 
In theorizing how markets evolve from the service ecosystems 
perspective, this dissertation has made several theoretical 
contributions that are transdisciplinary in nature. These contributions 
are as follows:  
(1) clarifying and extending the conceptualization of an innovation 

from the service ecosystems perspective;  
(2) clarifying and extending the conceptualization of a market from 

the service ecosystems perspective;  
(3) elaborating on the multidimensional nature of markets as value 

cocreation structures by detailing their eight dimensions;  
(4) connecting the literature streams on innovations and markets;  
(5) developing a recursive, four-phase model of market evolution; 

and  
(6) arguing that all actors innovate and change markets in a 

fundamentally similar way by doing institutional work either to 
disrupt or maintain markets.   

First, the current conceptualization of an innovation from the 
service ecosystems perspective was extended by detailing that 
innovations are emergent properties of service ecosystems. This 
means that they have a dual nature as both an outcome and process (cf. 
Harper & Lewis, 2012). The dissertation argued that, as outcomes, 
innovations are proto-institutional value cocreation structures in 
which one or several dimensions of prevailing value cocreation 
structure(s) have been changed. Innovations as proto-institutions are 
institutions-in-the-making, which means that they are narrowly 
diffused and only weakly entrenched, but they have the potential to 
become widely institutionalized (cf. Lawrence et al., 2002). Following 
Vargo et al. (2015), this dissertation argued that, as process—or more 
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specifically, as an activity—innovation can be viewed as institutional 
work. In other words, innovation as an activity is actors’ (purposeful) 
efforts aimed at breaking, making, and maintaining institutionalized 
value cocreation structures. This conceptualization transcends the 
paradoxical tensions between outcome versus process 
conceptualizations of innovations in service research. Furthermore, 
the oscillating foci of the service ecosystems perspective allows the 
examination of institutional work at an individual level, while at the 
same time, acknowledging the foundational multi-actor nature of 
institutional work, in broader timespans and levels of aggregation. This 
transcends the second paradoxical tension between firm-centric and 
multi-actor innovation conceptualization in the service research 
literature. Viewing innovation as an novel, proto-institutional value 
cocreation structure aligns with Kjellberg et al. (2015) suggestion that 
(market) innovation in general is about altering the way in which 
business is done. However, the conceptualization of innovation 
developed here is not necessarily limited to altering value cocreation 
structures identified as markets—that is, value cocreation structures 
within which focal resources are integrated from market-facing sources 
and with monetized exchanges (see Paper IV). Instead, it can be used 
to analyze innovations in other “spheres” of value cocreation (e.g., 
private and public). 

Second, the current conceptualization of markets from the 
service ecosystems perspective as institutionalized solutions was 
further developed by detailing the dual structure of markets and their 
institutionalization process. As a result, markets were conceptualized 
as institutionalized value cocreation structures consisting, on the one 
hand, of institutional arrangements that have only a “virtual existence,” 
as they are saved in the memory traces of resource integrating actors. 
On the other hand, this invisible structure is recursively instantiated in 
time-space by actors as value cocreation practices that lend markets 
their “systemic” form as service ecosystems. In other words, markets 
as value cocreation structures are both the medium and outcome of the 
agency of resource-integrating actors (cf. Giddens, 1984). 
Acknowledging the dual structure of value cocreation structures 
reconciles the current market conceptualizations in the marketing 
literature that emphasize either the symbolic (e.g., meaning structures, 
sign systems) or the material (e.g., practices, actor networks) realm of 
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markets. The dissertation also contributes to the marketing literature 
by showing how the conceptualization of markets as institutionalized 
value cocreation structures helps to explain how markets can be viewed 
both as static and dynamic phenomena by detailing the process 
through which markets gain objectivity and become law-like social 
entities. It should be noted, however, that this does not imply that 
highly institutionalized markets are incapable of being eroded and 
transformed (cf. Berger & Luckmann, 1967).  

Third, the dissertation elaborated on the multidimensional 
nature of markets by detailing eight intertwined dimensions of markets 
as value cocreation structures. These represent the dimensions of value 
cocreation of which the invisible structure, that is, the institutional 
arrangements of markets that guide actors and are reproduced as 
corresponding market practices. These dimensions are as follows: (1) 
the purpose of value cocreation, (2) criteria for value determination, 
(3) resourceness of resources, (4) integration of resource 
constellations, (5) form of exchange, (6) mode of exchange, (7) role of 
actors, and (8) rights and responsibilities of actors. The framework of 
market dimensions builds on S-D logic’s processual conceptualization 
of service as the basis of exchange, and thus, applies to both “product” 
and “services” markets in the traditional division. In other words, the 
framework applies to markets in which the focal applied resource (or 
more likely, a combination of resources) is exchanged indirectly 
through a physical good or directly among actors. Therefore, it can be 
applied to situations in which, for example, technological advancement 
(i.e., novel resource constellations) makes it possible to provide a 
service directly, when before, it was only possible to do so indirectly, or 
vice versa. As such, the framework of market dimensions enables 
Miles’s (1993) early vision of a conceptualization of innovation in which 
the language of “manufacturing” versus “services” becomes obsolete, 
offering a way of classifying markets that is more sensitive to their 
(changing) composition than the “product/services” division. Related 
to the market dimensions developed here, Jaworski et al. (2000) 
highlighted three generic ways of changing the structure of markets. 
These were as follows: (1) eliminating actors, (2) building new or 
modified set of actors, and (3) changing the functions performed by 
players. More recently, Kjellberg et al. (2015) suggested that market 
innovation comprises the successful change of existing market 



  

 138 

structures, introduction of new market devices, alteration of market 
behavior, and reconstitution of market agents. The framework of 
market dimensions developed here accommodates all these previously 
identified aspects of markets (and more), and it expands this work by 
linking market shaping with discussion on institutional work. In 
addition, as shown in Paper V, the elaborated market dimensions help 
to reconcile differences in previous empirical studies of market 
dynamics in the marketing literature and organize their substantial 
insights into a common framework. 

Fourth, with the help of the developed transcending 
conceptualizations of innovations and markets, the dissertation 
connected the two phenomena as part of the same processual, 
systemic, and institutional story of the dynamics of value cocreation 
structures. It showed how the two phenomena are fundamentally 
interconnected and act as each other’s preconditions and outcomes. In 
other words, innovations always emerge in the context of prevailing 
value cocreation structures as changes to one or several dimensions of 
the prevailing structures. In contrast, institutionalized value cocreation 
structures change due to the emergence and institutionalization of 
novel value cocreation structures. This position differs significantly 
from the traditional position of innovation research, in which the 
mutual constitution of innovations and markets has not been 
highlighted to date. Instead, the relationship between innovations and 
markets is understood as “either embedding an innovation in existing 
market structures or creating new markets from scratch” (Kjellberg et 
al., 2015, p. 4). Furthermore, the dissertation contributes to both 
literature streams by detailing the explanatory institutional 
mechanisms—institutional complexity and institutional work—at work 
in both the emergence of innovations as novel value cocreation 
structures and the change of markets as institutionalized value 
cocreation structures.  

Fifth, the dissertation developed a recursive, four-phase process 
model of market evolution as the institutionalized dynamics of value 
cocreation structures. As this framework connects insights from 
several discussions and disciplines, it is both integrative and 
transdisciplinary in its nature. The four phases are as follows: 1) the 
emergence of a novel value cocreation structure, 2) formation of a 
proto-institution and erosion of a prevailing value cocreation structure, 
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3) resolution of incompatible value cocreation structures, and 4) 
objectivation of value cocreation structure(s). The framework depicts 
market evolution not as a deterministic process that necessarily leads 
from one phase to the next, but instead, emergent process where the 
outcomes depend on the interplay of the institutional work carried out 
by actors aiming at maintaining or disrupting a prevailing value 
cocreation structure. As such, it is aligned with Nenonen et al. (2014, 
p. 283) suggestion that, rather than understanding market dynamics 
with deterministic models, in which they are seen as predictable and 
gradual or quantum leaps, market dynamics as the dialectics of 
stability and fluidity resemble “spiral-like change processes, triggered 
by discrete turning points of crises, where the opposing forces 
eventually lead the entire market onto another level.” The framework 
developed here adds to the more detailed understanding of these 
processes. Furthermore, as it begins to unravel strategies available for 
both market maintainers and market disruptors, the framework 
contributes to the aim of generating a midrange theory that is 
consistent with S-D logic (cf. Vargo & Lusch, 2017). 

Sixth, one of the central arguments in the developed model was 
that all actors can influence the market evolution in a fundamentally 
similar way by doing institutional work (cf. Paper IV). However, this 
work can be directed either toward market maintenance or market 
disruption. Hence, this dissertation aligns with Kjellberg et al. (2015, 
p. 8) argument that “achieving directed change becomes a central 
challenge for innovators”; moreover, it extends this view by discussing 
the strategies available for both market disruptors and maintainers. 
Furthermore, the two roles of the actors in the market evolution model 
developed in this dissertation bear a resemblance to the antagonistic 
performances among opposing groups of consumers and producers in 
Giesler’s (2008) framework of four-fold market drama. Giesler (2008) 
frames the story on the music downloading war as one in which 
consumers share the more marginalized ideal and want to change the 
market, whereas producers adopt the dominant ideal and aim at 
maintaining the market. The model developed here, extends this work 
by suggesting that the market disruptor and market maintainer actor 
types are not tied to specific actor “roles,” such as ‘firms’ and 
‘consumers’. In other words, “firms” can represent both the 
maintainers and disruptors, and the same applies for consumers and 
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all other types of actors, including media, trade organizations, 
consumer associations, academics, politicians, governmental agencies, 
and other regulatory bodies. The next section discusses the practical 
implications stemming from these conceptual contributions. 
 
 
8.2. Practical implications 
 
Staying true to the actor-to-actor (A2A) orientation of S-D logic and its 
service ecosystems perspective, this dissertation does not frame its 
normative implications as managerial implications, but instead, as 
practical implications that are available for all actors aiming at either 
disrupting or maintaining the prevailing markets. In other words, the 
strategies discussed in this dissertation are as much available to 
activists and governmental agencies as they are to entrepreneurs and 
marketing managers.  
 One key practical implication of this dissertation is that the 
plurality of available institutional arrangements and the resulting 
institutional complexity are important prerequisites for any actor to 
innovate by coming up with ways of changing the dimensions of the 
prevailing value cocreation structures. In other words, the dissertation 
implies that actors interested in bringing forth change, whether 
individuals or organizations, should seek out and foster institutional 
complexity, as this creates conditions that are conducive to the 
emergence of novel value cocreation structures. For example, this may 
entail socializing with people with different cultural and educational 
backgrounds and diverse experiences, building cross-functional teams, 
and collaborating with other actors from “non-obvious” fields.  

Furthermore, by connecting insights from the reconciled 
literatures, the dissertation shows that the emergence of proto-
institutional value cocreation structures does not always result from 
intentional actions. Instead, novelty can and does emerge as small 
intrinsic and interactive adjustments in day-to-day activities. The four 
supportive conditions for such unintentional emergence of innovations 
highlighted by previous research include the following: 1) the existence 
of “space” that allows interaction, 2) a low threshold for 
experimentation, 3) easy observation of others, and 4) the existence of 
supportive infrastructures (cf. Dolbec & Fischer, 2015). Hence, any 
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actor aiming at innovation should facilitate both institutional 
complexity and the presence of these conditions.  
 In terms of market shaping, the dissertation bears several 
implications for actors interested in either disrupting or maintaining a 
prevailing market. The understanding of market evolution built in this 
dissertation highlights that rarely, if ever, are individual actors alone in 
their efforts at shaping markets. Rather, any attempt to do this will be 
met with equivalent attempts by other actors (see also Geiger et al., 
2012). Hence, the word “control” should be abandoned when market 
shaping is discussed, as the complexity of the process disallows any one 
actor from being in full control. At least in the long run, the process will 
include unintended consequences that are uncontrollable. In fact, 
previous research has argued that actors who think that they are in 
control of the market often lack reflexivity and rather can be 
characterized by blindness due to their lack of attention to other actors’ 
activities (cf. Rosa et al., 1999). 
 Depending on the strategic direction of institutional work, that 
is, whether an actor is interested in market disruption or market 
maintenance, slightly different strategies are available. For example, 
the developed model of market evolution implies that, for actors 
aiming at disrupting a prevailing market, increasing attention and 
public discussion of the market is a good strategy for initiating the 
conditions for market transformation. In contrast, actors carrying out 
institutional work with the intention of maintaining a market would be 
better off impeding public discussion, thereby maintaining a high level 
of taken-for-grantedness in the prevailing value cocreation solution. 
Reversing these ideas implies that the degree of institutionalization, 
and therefore, the taken-for-grantedness of a specific value cocreation 
solution, can be evaluated by analyzing the level of public discussion 
about the market, as well as the consistency of the stories and frames 
used in these discussions. 

Finally, the developed framework of market dimensions offers 
actors a tool to examine prevailing markets and opportunities for their 
change. It can be used for self-reflection, as well as in analyzing the 
internalized value cocreation structures of other actors by answering 
three questions related to a specific market, as follows: What are the 
different market dimensions (cultural-cognitive pillar)? What should 
the different market dimensions be (normative pillar)? What do the 
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different market dimensions have to be (regulative pillar)? The 
answers to these questions will expose the cultural-cognitive, 
normative, and regulative pillars supporting a prevailing market, 
showing whether differences among actors exist and can reveal 
opportunities for innovation. 
 
 
8.3. Limitations and future research opportunities 
 
In this dissertation, I have drawn on and extended the service 
ecosystems perspective to build a theoretical framework of market 
evolution. Although the developed transcending conceptualizations of 
innovations and markets and their dimensions unify previous 
conceptualizations, and thus, arguably build a more encompassing 
picture of the complexity of market evolution, they are in no way 
complete. In fact, the goal is for the integrative and transdisciplinary 
nature of the framework presented here to invigorate further research 
and bring forth new questions and perspectives focusing on 
innovations, markets, and their mutual constitution that has not been 
explored before. 
 The clearest limitation of this dissertation is that the developed 
integrative framework has not been validated with empirical data 
collected through fieldwork for the specific purpose of developing and 
validating it. Hence, although the dissertation showed conceptual 
support for the framework, future research is needed to move this 
conceptual work from the “context of discovery” to the “context of 
justification” (cf. Yadav, 2010). Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 
3, the theoretical framework of market evolution developed here 
provides answers to three of the four essential building blocks of theory 
development (What, How, and Why). The fourth element, that is, the 
boundary conditions answering the Who, Where, and When questions 
of a theory, have not been thoroughly discussed here; these questions 
are left to subsequent work validating the present framework with data 
collected through fieldwork. 
 The developed four-phase process model points to several areas 
that have received limited attention in the previous research on market 
evolution. In more detail, the developed model highlighted that most 
marketing studies examining market evolution so far have focused on 
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disruptors’ efforts, especially in the early phases of market evolution, 
such as the formation of proto-institutions in phase 2. However, the 
actors’ activities in delegitimizing either the prevailing or proto-
institutional value cocreation solutions has received less attention, as 
have the resolution (phase 3) and objectivation (phase 4) of value 
cocreation solutions. As scholars have often focused on the market 
disruptors bringing forth change, the activities of market maintainers 
in all phases have received significantly less attention in the literature 
so far, and thus, this could be a fruitful area for future research. The 
developed model also begun to unravel the market-shaping strategies 
of both market maintainers and market disruptors and their 
contribution to market evolution, but much more work is needed to 
detail these strategies and their joint dynamics.  
 Paper V showed that the eight market dimensions are 
empirically identifiable in multiple contexts by connecting them with 
previous empirical studies of markets and their dynamics. However, 
further empirical validation would be needed, for example, to 
determine whether all market dimensions have the same capacity to 
cause the emergence of proto-institutional value cocreation structures, 
or whether some dimensions trigger their emergence more easily. In 
addition, the ripple effects between the dimensions represent a fruitful 
area for further research. Furthermore, the institutional complexity–
based conceptualization of agency advocated for in this dissertation 
directs attention to several additional questions, including the 
following: Under which conditions does institutional pluralism turn 
into institutional complexity? What factors determine whether 
institutional complexity results in divergent or convergent change? The 
emerging discussion of institutional reflexivity (Suddaby, Viale, & 
Gendron, 2016) can be a productive area of further investigation in 
answering these questions. 

Although it can be argued that markets currently dominate a 
large part of the social exchange, there are also works contending that 
no society is entirely ordered by a single mode of exchange (Slater & 
Tonkiss, 2001). In fact, Williams (2004) claimed that the market 
sphere does not appear to have grown relative to the non-market realm, 
thereby partially rejecting the marketization thesis. Instead, he called 
for research that would transcend the currently dominant view that the 
market is victorious, pervasive, and hegemonic and give greater 
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recognition and value to the non-market realm. Therefore, it is 
important to acknowledge the “embeddedness” of markets and their 
practices as part of a broader set of value cocreation practices; this idea 
was highlighted in Paper IV, but it was not thoroughly elaborated on in 
this dissertation. This points to the need for further research study 
questions like the following: How do exchanges become identified as 
market exchanges? How do actors become identified as market actors? 
In the future, scholars can also examine the processes by which market 
practices become non-market practices and vice versa through changes 
in the “mode of exchange” dimension of value cocreation structures.  

Connected to this theme is the position taken in this dissertation 
that a market comprises an institutional arrangement that can be 
guided by different institutional logics stemming from the larger 
cultural contexts in which they are embedded (cf. Giesler, 2008). As 
such, it differs from takes on markets in which the existence of markets 
is equated with the ideology of capitalism. In this dissertation, markets 
were studied as phenomena that existed before the emergence of 
capitalism and that still exist in parts of the world without the influence 
of the capitalistic logic. As Braudel (1977, p. 75) put it, “Capitalism does 
not invent hierarchies, any more than it invented the market, or 
production, or consumption; it merely uses them. In the long 
procession of history, capitalism is the later-comer. It arrives when 
everything is ready.” However, more work is needed on this theme for 
distinguishing and analyzing the dynamics of the multiple logics 
guiding the integration of market-facing resources, as well as resources 
from other sources. Especially, if one logic is identified as undesirable, 
future research should attend to how that logic can be replaced with 
others to guide value cocreation structures. 

Finally, although the dissertation did not explicitly address the 
topics of power and domination, it does point toward a series of 
interesting future research questions around these themes, as “power 
is inextricably woven into institutional stability and change and 
institutionalization is a profoundly political process” (R. E. Meyer, 
2008, p. 524). In the context of market evolution, this raises for 
example the following questions: What makes an actor powerful as a 
market maintainer or disruptor? How do strategic actions available to 
powerful actors differ from the strategic actions available to less 
powerful ones in market shaping? 
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8.4. Concluding reflections 
 
This dissertation began with the following quotation from Buzzell 
(1999, p. 61): “Hopefully, future marketing scholars and practitioners 
will devise and use more realistic concepts to analyze the functioning 
and evolution of markets.” In the last 20 years, the marketing literature 
has provided multiple rich accounts of markets and their dynamics 
stemming from various marketing subdisciplines. However, to date, 
these different streams of research have mainly been developed in 
isolation from one another. Furthermore, although Drucker (1954) is 
well known for stating that any business has only two functions—
innovation and marketing—there have been few attempts to connect 
the discussion on markets in the marketing literature with the rich 
discussion on innovation in the service research literature. In this 
dissertation, I have developed a transcending conceptualization of 
innovations and markets to connect insights from all these streams of 
literature to theorize about market evolution. As a result, I have built a 
recursive process model of market evolution as the institutional 
dynamics between novel value cocreation structures and 
institutionalized value cocreation structures that result from the 
institutional work carried out by actors aiming to disrupt or maintain 
the prevailing value cocreation structure. I hope that the work 
presented here serves as an outline of a theory that encourages both 
innovation and market researchers to engage in a more active dialogue, 
both within and across the two literature streams.  
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