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Abstract

Purpose – The purpose of this article was to provide an outline of the citation practices of “Evolving to a new
dominant logic for marketing” by Vargo and Lusch (2004) to identify and discuss the most prominent research
topics in which citations were used and to suggest future research based on the results of the analysis.
Design/methodology/approach –The authors used a comprehensive framework of citation practices based
on iterations of previous literature to analyze the relevant literature, which they identified by accessing,
systematically and rigorously, every available contribution matching a set of criteria. The authors then
categorized these contributions and highlighted the main topics of research interest in each category.
Findings – The findings identify some of the factors in the continuous development of SDL, the way this new
marketing logic permeated the scientific debate, the infusion of Vargo and Lusch (2004) into several contributions
framed in the new logic or justified through it, and a general perception of a default reference. Additionally, the
findings highlight the main topics of research interest in each category.
Research limitations/implications – The analysis enabled the detection of the original paper’s influence
through advances in service studies, pollination into other fields of research and continuous scientific debate.
The authors have highlighted several avenues for research and proposed future research directions.
Originality/value – This research analyzed the effects of the spread of the SDL cornerstone article and
emphasized the advantage of using an in-depth approach to the analysis of studies through a framework
applied to more than 4,600 studies.
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Introduction
Having emerged in the seminal article “Evolving to a new dominant logic for marketing” by
Vargo and Lusch (2004), service-dominant logic (SDL) is probably the most relevant
development in modern marketing thought. Since the original article, SDL has evolved to
consider markets as complex intertwined service ecosystems governed by institutions
(Vargo, 2011) and de facto leaning on systems theory (e.g. Barile and Polese, 2010) as much as
on Giddens’ sociological work (e.g. Edvardsson et al., 2011), combining them within markets
and marketing while continually evolving (see Brodie et al., 2019).
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Several citation analyses situated within the SDL discourse appeared, aimed at
systematizing current knowledge, analyzing existing contributions, identifying central
issues and suggesting future research directions, all of which strengthened theoretical
advances (as suggested by Light and Pillemer, 1984, and Dresch et al., 2015). For example,
Pohlmann and Kaartemo (2017) and da Silva et al. (2018) used a bibliometric co-citation
analysis to systematize research in SDL. Also, Wilden et al. (2017) applied co-citation to
reveal SDL’s interdisciplinary theoretical heritage and significant changes in focal concepts
over time. These co-citation and bibliometric approaches have advantages with respect to
handling immense datasets, especially in assessing output on the macro level (Haustein and
Larivi�ere, 2015). In addition, such approaches have proven suitable for assessing the impact
of research within the limits of one particular scientific community, with an emphasis on the
journals and countries (Haustein and Larivi�ere, 2015), as exemplified by da Silva et al.
(2018). However, they also suffer from several limitations, emphasized by these authors.

A common limitation of co-citation and bibliographic analyses, such as those performed
by the colleagues mentioned above, is their limited ability to offer a broader picture beyond a
specific field (Haustein and Larivi�ere, 2015). This is because such analyses, from the point of
view of citation practice research, tend to neglect the position of the citation in the text, as well
as the main reason for citing a certain work (Ding et al., 2014; Zhao and Strotmann, 2014).
These aspects are highly relevant to study, especially in terms of citation frequency and
context in a text, to improve the analysis results (see also Narin, 1976; Herlach, 1978). Indeed,
co-citation analyses tend to treat citations equally, which is another source of critique of these
methods, as all citations are not equal (Voos and Dagaev, 1976; Zhao and Strotmann, 2014).
For example, using a citation for methodological purposes or to justify research is, logically,
more important than listing a citation as one of the many in the literature review. When all
citations are treated equally, an analysis may show slightly off-topic results (Khadka and
Knoth, 2018).

Against this background, citation practice studies recommend, instead, analyzing the
citation context of a reference to provide more detailed and direct information about the
nature of a citation (Ding et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2014; Zhao and Strotmann, 2014). Both
Pohlmann and Kaartemo (2017) and Wilden et al. (2017) have, in their work, acknowledged
reservations about the nature of citations, such as positive and negative sentiments
associated with the themes identified, although the former authors attempted to somewhat
mitigate this drawback. In addition, citation frequency may be an important indicator with
which to measure the influence of a paper, e.g. Vargo and Lusch (2004) have been cited
approximately 14,000 times, yet this number itself does not explain why others always cite a
certain paper and what influence the paper has (Liu et al., 2015). Citation context analyses
provide a more thorough understanding of citing motivations by analyzing different
purposes for using a certain citation (Liu et al., 2015). The benefit, according to the authors, is
a more nuanced understanding of the impact of the cited work.

To mitigate the above limitations, the focus of our attention in the present article was the
citation practices of the original SDL article (Vargo and Lusch, 2004) – a novel approach in
analyzing the impact of this article on SDL and on other fields of science in its first 15 years. The
article “prompted a paradigmatic shift” (Brodie et al., 2019, p. 3) in marketing studies and was
followed by further refinements, advances, and reconfigurations (Vargo and Lusch, 2006,
2008a, b, 2011a, b, 2016, 2017), as well as further expansions proposed by other scholars (e.g.
Edvardsson et al., 2011; Wilden et al., 2017). More specifically, our leading research questions
address how and why the authors of these approximately 14,000 contributions published in
2018 and earlier usedVargo and Lusch (2004). Granted, focusing the analysis on a single work,
although heavily cited, may appear limiting. However, these kinds of investigations are not
uncommon within citation practice studies—quite the contrary. For example, we noted the
analysis of a Nobel Prize winner’s paper (Liu et al., 2015) and of Bourdieu’s contribution to
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management and organization studies (Sieweke, 2014). According to these studies, the
advantages of such a single-paper approach are that it pinpoints specific contributions of a
single work, both to its main field and to other related and unrelated fields; assesses how
comprehensive these contributions are; and provides a richer understanding of which
knowledge claims present in a single paper have had the greatest impact on later works.

In addition to these advantages, while we acknowledge the evolution of SDL (Brodie et al.,
2019), we simultaneously recognize four contributions of Vargo and Lusch (2004) that remain
pivotal throughout this evolution. Namely, value-in-use is still a vital concept, despite new
and accompanying conceptualizations of value (e.g. value-in-context, value-in-experience),
which can be seen in many recent articles (e.g. Jayashankar et al., 2018; Jang et al., 2020).
Second, value proposition is still central to expressing how firms and customers interact
(Payne et al., 2020). Third, the distinction between operand and operant resources and how
resource integration impacts value co-creation is still critical (Ghatak, 2020). Finally, Vargo
and Lusch’s (2004) contribution to developing an alternative perspective on marketing and
markets adopting a socioeconomic view is constantly being accentuated (Brodie et al., 2019;
Liu et al., 2020).

Unlike previous citation analyses studies regarding SDL, our research adds more nuance;
namely, we provided patterns of the citation practices of Vargo and Lusch (2004) and charted
how it received such an imposing spread inmarketing and other literature.We added another
aspect to previous analyses by differentiating among multiple reasons for citations (as
emphasized by Aya et al., 2005) and by focusing on analyzing the context of the citations, as
defined by Bornmann and Daniel (2008). We also highlighted topics of research interest
within the patterns of citation practices grouped into categories, and we suggested future
research directions based on the categories and topics. These noticeable research topics may
be understood as distinct contexts in which the general theory meets practice and where they
influence each other; in other words, these topics can be considered as midrange theories
(Vargo and Lusch, 2017; Brodie and Peters, 2020) that have the potential to further drive the
development of SDL while simultaneously contributing to their own respective fields. Thus,
our purposewas to provide an outline of the citation practices of “Evolving to a newdominant
logic for marketing” by Vargo and Lusch (2004) (henceforth: V&L04), to identify and discuss
the most prominent research topics in which the citation was used and to suggest future
research based on the results of the analysis.

We achieved this purpose by developing a comprehensive framework of citation practices
based on our iterations of previous literature in citation practices and developed a set of
criteria to choose relevant contributions out of the approximately 14,000 contributions in
Google Scholar. Thus, we chose contributions that were written in English and published as
academic journal articles, book chapters, and books. In every such contribution, we identified
the metadata, the citations of V&L04, and the field of research; we also assessed each
citation’s context and determined the main reason for the citation. We repeated the process
for 4,612 contributions published between 2004 and 2018, systematized and presented our
findings in terms of citation practices and a research agenda, and closed the article with
theoretical implications and future research directions.

Our contribution is threefold. First, we are contributing to SDL, service research, and
marketing by providing a more nuanced analysis of the citation practices of V&L04 and by
discussing the theoretical consequences of the citation practices of V&L04. Second, we have
proposed future research based on the analysis, as well as on the highlighted topics emerging
from the analysis and calling for further scholarly efforts. Third, we are contributing to
citation practice research by having developed a novel and comprehensive framework of
citation practices, synthesizing the frameworks of citation practice used in the past 50 years,
from Garfield (1965) to Tahamtan and Bornmann (2018), and applying it more extensively as
compared to previous citation practice analyses. Ultimately, researching citation practices in
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a more differentiated manner creates a better understanding of scholarly communication
(Aya et al., 2005), in our case, within SDL, service studies and marketing.

Research process and methodological tools
Research premises: SDL and its development
The development of SDL represents the basis for our research, as well as the context in which
the citation practices of V&L04 and the associated research topics emerged and developed.
We briefly describe this basis and the context of our research by presenting the most
significant advances in SDL.

SDL emerged in the seminal article V&L04 as a novel perspective that conceptualized
service as the basis of all exchange and conceptualized customers as co-creators (originally
co-producers) of value. The authors originally established 8 SDL Foundational Premises
(FPs); the paper received the AMAMaynard Award and has been the most cited article in the
Journal of Marketing since 2000.

Vargo and Lusch did not offer a finished theory, but initiated a research stream and a
worldwide community as an open platform. Thus, the first significant movement in SDL
(besides the Otago Forum 2005) happened in 2006 with the book – including advances from
about 50 scholars –The Service-Dominant Logic of Marketing: Dialog, Debate, and Directions
(Lusch and Vargo, 2006a) and the article “Service-dominant logic: reactions, reflections, and
refinements” (Lusch and Vargo, 2006b).

The next significant movement occurred in 2008 (Brodie et al., 2019) with the Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science’s special issue “Service-dominant logic: continuing
the dialogue,” in which the other seminal article, “Service-dominant logic: Continuing
the evolution,” was published, along with “Why ‘service’?” (Vargo and Lusch, 2008a).
The former updated the FPs and discussed the direction of future work, while the latter
clarified the concept of service as the essence of value co-creation, exchange and marketing.

Also, the Forum on Markets and Marketing has been held biennially since 2008, aimed at
advancing SDL by focusing on foundational issues related to markets and marketing (FMM,
2018). Since 2009, the Naples Forum on Service has been held as a biennial conference resting
on three pillars: SDL, service science, and network and systems theory. The SDL community
continued to grow, and several advances have appeared (further details are offered in
Table 1), along with the Handbook of Service Science (Maglio et al., 2010) and “Service-
dominant logic: a necessary step” (Lusch and Vargo, 2011).

New significant advancements took place upon the introduction of value-in-context
(Chandler and Vargo, 2011) and the infusion of systems theory, the propelling service
ecosystems perspective, and the introduction of institutions (Vargo and Lusch, 2011a, Vargo,
2011; Edvardsson et al., 2011; Mars et al., 2012; Vargo and Akaka, 2012; Wieland et al., 2012;
Akaka and Vargo, 2015; Akaka et al., 2015; Lusch and Nambisan, 2015; Vargo et al., 2015).

Vargo and Lusch (2016) further clarified SDL’s narrative and process and updated FPs to
axioms. Furthermore, in “Service-dominant logic 2025” (Vargo and Lusch, 2017), the authors
suggested new research. The latest significant advancement is the SAGE Handbook of
Service-Dominant Logic (Vargo and Lusch, 2018), covering the reactions to SDL’s core
concepts by approximately 70 scholars. Table 1 summarizes these main advances of SDL.

Research aim and methodological approach
Following our purpose – to provide an outline of the citation practices of V&L04 so as to
identify and discuss the most prominent research topics in which the citation was used and
suggest future research based on the results of the analysis –we designed our research process
in four steps: (1) establishing the elements of the analysis – setting citation practices as away to
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Main advances Highlighted definitions and/or descriptions Representative references

The foundation of
service-dominant
logic

Marketing is a social and economic process.
Knowledge and skills are fundamental units
of exchange. Goods are distribution
mechanisms for service provision.
Knowledge is the source of competitive
advantage. The customer is always a
co-producer. The enterprise can only make
value propositions

V&L04

Value-in-use
Value co-creation –
refining SDL

Service is the fundamental basis of exchange.
Operant resources are the fundamental
source of competitive advantage.
The customer is always a co-creator of value.
The enterprise cannot deliver value, but only
offer value propositions. All social and
economic actors are resource integrators.
Value is always uniquely and
phenomenologically determined by the
beneficiary

Vargo and Lusch (2008a, b)

Service science Service science is a new discipline
transcending service science, management,
engineering, and design (Spohrer and
Maglio, 2010, p. 3)

Maglio et al. (2010)

Service systems Service systems are complex and dynamic
configurations of people, technologies,
organizations, technologies, and other
resources, i.e. constellations of resources
mobilized to co-create value in various
contexts (Spohrer and Maglio, 2010)

Spohrer and Maglio (2010)

Value-in-context Thus, context is an important dimension of
value co-creation because it frames
exchange, service, and the potentiality of
resources from the unique perspective of
each actor and from the unique omniscient
perspective of the entire service ecosystem
(Chandler and Vargo, 2011, p. 45)

Chandler and Vargo (2011), Akaka
et al. (2013a)

Service ecosystems Service ecosystems are complex, self-
adjusting systems of resource-integrating
actors connected by shared institutional
arrangements and mutual value creation
(Vargo and Lusch, 2016)

Mars et al. (2012), Vargo and Akaka
(2012), Wieland et al. (2012)

Institutions Value co-creation in service ecosystems is
enabled (or constrained) by institutions—
rules, norms, meanings, symbols, practices,
and similar aides to collaboration—and,
more generally, institutional
arrangements—interdependent
assemblages of institutions

Vargo et al. (2015), Koskela-Huotari
and Vargo (2016), Siltaloppi et al.
(2016), Vargo and Lusch (2016)

(continued )

Table 1.
Main advances of SDL

as the basis and the
context of the study
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review literature and developing the categories for the analysis; (2) identifying the criteria of the
analysis – establishing the criteria for selecting the contributions to be analyzed; (3) data
collection – creating the dataset based on the criteria determined in the previous step; and (4)
labeling, fine-tuning, and analysis – analyzing the identified contributions and adapting the
categories during the process. We continue by describing this process and the methodological
tools we devised and applied.

Step 1 – Establishing the elements of the analysis
The theoretical advances summarized above and the evolution SDL proposed – even in relation
to other research fields – can be better observed by focusing on how other scholars found
inspiration in and cited V&L04. Thus, we decided to analyze citation practices focusing on the
context of every citation. We developed our categories starting with an examination of the
frameworks of citation practices in previous literature. After identifying them, we combined
and adapted them to our research purposes during several discussions. Roughly, the category
“Advance a field of study” was derived from previous practices that involved extending the
field of research and/or the work of others (Aya et al., 2005), primarily followed by contrastive
views (Bornmann and Daniel, 2008); correcting one’s ownwork (Garfield, 1965, in Smith, 1981);
and offering analogies, contrasts, and comparisons (White and Wang, 1997). Although
extending is the most common practice, we adapted it to reflect the intricate nuances of the
citation practices of advancing.

Main advances Highlighted definitions and/or descriptions Representative references

The narrative of
SDL

Actors are involved in resource integration
and service exchange, enabled and
constrained by endogenously generated
institutions and institutional arrangements,
establishing nested and interlocked service
ecosystems, within which actors co-create
value

Vargo and Lusch (2016, 2017)

Axioms of SDL (1) The application of specialized skills and
knowledge is the fundamental unit of
exchange

Vargo and Lusch (2016)

(2) Value is co-created by multiple actors,
always including the beneficiary
(3) All social and economic actors are
resource integrators
(4) Value is always uniquely and
phenomenologically determined by the
beneficiary
(5) Value co-creation is coordinated through
actor-generated institutions and institutional
arrangements

SDL 2025: Future
research agenda

Mid-range theories should be developed to
partner with SDL development as a theory of
markets. The authors proposed a wide and
structured research agenda for marketing
and other fields

Vargo and Lusch (2017)

Charting the field:
The SDL
Handbook

Eleven themes were grouped as the most
insightful advances in SDL and stimulated a
debate on theoretical developments,
empirical advances and future research
directions

Vargo and Lusch (2018)

Table 1.
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The category “Propagate a theory” combines previous practices of debating, i.e. discussing
the cited paper (Hern�andez-�Alvarez et al., 2016); comparing, contrasting, and criticizing it (Aya
et al., 2005); offering negational and critical views (Bornmann and Daniel, 2008; Tahamtan and
Bornmann, 2018); and considering the practices of theory, concept, definition, and argument by
White and Wang (1997), integrated with Aya et al.’s (2005) extending practice.

The “Position a contribution” category is an iterative amalgam of the following citation
practices: theory/concept/definition/argument and justification (White and Wang, 1997),
affirmational and assumptive (Bornmann and Daniel, 2008; Tahamtan and Bornmann, 2018),
and establishing the legitimacy of the topic and reviewing prior work in the field (Case and
Higgins, 2000).

The last category, “Default citation practices” combines default practices (Aya et al., 2005)
and the practices of paying homage (Aya et al., 2005; Garfield, 1965, in Smith, 1981) with
ceremonial citation practices and identification of the originator (White and Wang, 1997),
citing a recognized authority in the field (Case and Higgins, 2000) and mentioning it in
passing (Hern�andez-�Alvarez et al., 2016).

Table 2 shows an overview of how we combined and derived our framework of citation
practices. Essentially, we built on previous understandings of the most common practices
and aligned them with the purpose of our research.

Step 2 – Identifying the criteria of the analysis
The number of contributions aligned with the criteria set is summarized in Figure 1. First, the
analysis was centered on publications written in English. Second, the number of

Category Matching previous frameworks

1 Advance a field of
studies

Extending citation practices (Aya et al., 2005) combined with self-citation,
correcting one’s own/others’ work (Garfield, 1965, in Smith, 1981), corroboration
(Hern�andez-�Alvarez et al., 2016), usage of concepts (Bornmann and Daniel, 2008;
Hern�andez-�Alvarez et al., 2016), and contrast (Aya et al., 2005; Bornmann and
Daniel, 2008; Hern�andez-�Alvarez et al., 2016)

2 Propagate a theory Citation practices of debate (Hern�andez-�Alvarez et al., 2016), compare, contrast,
and criticize (Aya et al., 2005), negate and criticize (Bornmann and Daniel, 2008;
Tahamtan and Bornmann, 2018), disclaim the work or ideas of others (negative
claims), dispute the priority claims of others (negative homage) (Garfield, 1965, in
Smith, 1981), point out weaknesses (Hern�andez-�Alvarez et al., 2016), combine a
theory/concept/definition (White and Wang, 1997) to extend it (Aya et al., 2005),
mark a particular concept (Case and Higgins, 2000) and its usage (Bornmann and
Daniel, 2008; Hern�andez-�Alvarez et al., 2016), review prior work to extend in the
area (Case and Higgins, 2000; Aya et al., 2005), and alert/encourage forthcoming
work (Garfield, 1965, in Smith, 1981)

3 Position a
contribution

Iterative amalgam of several citation practices: justification (White and Wang,
1997); establishing the legitimacy of the topic (Case and Higgins, 2000) combined
with citing tomark a particular concept (Case andHiggins, 2000); reviewing prior
work in the field (Case and Higgins, 2000), even work that is affirmational and
assumptive (Bornmann and Daniel, 2008; Tahamtan and Bornmann, 2018); and
substantiating claims (Garfield, 1965, in Smith, 1981)

4 Other citation
practices

Citation practices of ceremony (White and Wang, 1997), paying homage (Aya
et al., 2005), being perfunctory and persuasive (Bornmann and Daniel, 2008),
identifying the originator (White and Wang, 1997) or the original publication
describing an eponymic concept (Garfield, 1965, in Smith, 1981), acknowledging a
recognized authority in a field (Case and Higgins, 2000), and mentioning it in
passing (Hern�andez-�Alvarez et al., 2016)

Table 2.
The proposed

categories and the
previous inspiring

frameworks
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contributions actually available on Google Scholar is lower than what the query showed.
Discrepancies in count – even if limited to less than 3% – emerged for every year except 2004.
Third, only articles in academic journals, chapters, or entire books were considered, without
excluding any research area or journal. Other types of contributions (proceedings, working
papers, and dissertations) were discarded. Fourth, due to restricted access, we were unable to
download all the contributions citing V&L04, although we accessed the databases from
several universities in different countries. These cases represent about 6% of the entire
dataset. Finally, 80 contributions were discarded because they did not actually cite V&L04,
but other papers by Vargo and Lusch. The final data set included 4,612 contributions.

Step 3 – Data collection
We collected the contributions, assigning part of the entire set of contributions to each author.
Our aim was to achieve an equal and homogeneous analysis. To that end, online shared
folders were used for 1.5 years Table 3 offers an overview of the data collected according to
the year of publication.

Step 4 – Labeling, fine-tuning and analysis
The analysis proceeded continuously for 1.5 years. The debate over the categories’ content
and labeling continued during the analysis. We analyzed contributions that had unclear
classifications with respect to some elements – in most cases, the reason for citing V&L04 – to
compare views, resolve doubts, and reach an agreement about the outcome. This led to
continual weekly online meetings to compare the preliminary results and fine-tune the

Figure 1.
Criteria of analysis
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categories until we had achieved a solid set of alternatives useful for classifying the whole
dataset and avoiding overlaps.

It is worth noting that the contributions were categorized based on themain reason to cite,
as we recognized that, in some cases, more than one reason to recall V&L04 arose within a
single publication. In such cases, we listed citation practices, recognized the most dominant
one, and confirmed it by matching it to the contribution’s purpose. In the most dubious cases,
we consulted each other during our sessions and collectively reached an agreement about the
main citation practice. An illustration of this methodological concern is the article by Dong
(2015), in which we recognized several citation practices. In the introduction of Dong (2015),
the author acknowledged the general paradigm shift in marketing (“Default citation”) and
essentially framed the paper using V&L04 (“Framing the contribution”); later, she included
an interpretation of some of the postulates of V&L04 in her literature review. As the latter
citation practice is dominant, the article was categorized under “Literature review.”

Another important methodological consideration is that our analysis focused solely on
V&L04 and not on any of the other articles advancing SDL. This clarification is relevant
because, for example, even if the purpose and general intention of contributions citing V&L04
coincided with categories such as “Advance SDL” or “Justify an element of research” (which
is how the overall SDL contributions would be used in such a contribution), V&L04 itself can
be merely mentioned and the article cited more generally, e.g. as “A default citation.” One
example is Nenonen and Storbacka (2010), who overall leaned heavily on Vargo and Lusch
(2008a) and SDL as the perspective from which they designated business models as
interactive co-creations. Yet V&L04 is mentioned a couple of times in more general terms,
which is why we interpreted the citation practice in this article as “A default citation.”

Furthermore, in our citation analysis, we adopted the context analysis approach, which
Bornmann and Daniel (2008) described as an analysis scrutinizing the context of citations in
citing documents by devising a classification of the text surrounding the citation and
requiring that the citing publication be read to determine the citation context. Indeed, the
context of the citation “contains the direct related information between cited paper and citing
paper” (Liu et al., 2015, p. 242), which makes it the most suitable way to perceive the way a
contribution used V&L04.When a single article is cited substantially, the undertaking can be
massive (see also McCain and Turner, 1989). Although novel in SDL, the context analysis
approach is awell-establishedmethod in various research fields; in addition to several studies
that Bornmann and Daniel (2008) reviewed, we noted a citation context analysis of a Nobel
Prize winner’s paper (Liu et al., 2015), an analysis of Bourdieu’s contribution to management
and organization studies (Sieweke, 2014), and the use of citation context analysis in literature
recommendations (Doslu and Bingol, 2016). Although more recent citation context analyses
are performed with machines and advanced algorithms, we opted for the rather traditional –
albeit time-consuming – and in-depth approach that Bornmann and Daniel (2008) advocated,
in which the citation’s context must be read to be understood. However helpful they may be,
machines have not yet reached the level of understanding required to perform such analyses.

The process described above led to the categories proposed in Table 4; additionally,
Table 4 describes the labeling of categories and sub-categories and the intended reason for
citing V&L04. It also provides an example for each category as both a clarification of, and an
excerpt from, the analysis.

Findings
The following section presents our findings. First, we have broken down the results of the
analysis in graphical representations. Figure 2 presents the visual breakdown of the number
of contributions per each main category of citation practice, along with the most significant
movements of SDL. Table 5 offers quantitative breakdowns of the categories and sub-
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Category Intended meaning Representative examples

1 Advance service
studies

Contributions citing Vargo and Lusch (2004)
to advance service studies

1.0 Strictly advance
service studies

Contributions using Vargo and Lusch (2004)
to advance service research in general,
without focusing on a particular perspective

“The service logic or service-dominant logic
make the active role of the consumer, and
thus the impact of communication, even
more significant (Gr€onroos, 2008; Payne
et al., 2008; Vargo and Lusch, 2004, 2008a, b)”
(Holmqvist and Gr€onroos, 2012, p. 430)

1.1 Advance SDL Contributions using Vargo and Lusch (2004)
to advance SDL (NB: This is a parent category
only)

1.1.1 Self-advance Includes advances in SDL authored by Vargo
and Lusch (either by both of them or by both
of them together with other authors) or
contributions authored by only Vargo or
Lusch

“As we have further discussed and
elaborated our view of S-D logic since
‘Evolving. . .’ (Vargo and Lusch, 2004) was
published, we have caught and corrected
some of the more critical lexicographic slips
that had become apparent” (Vargo and
Lusch, 2008a, p. 2)

1.1.2 Conceptual
advances by other
authors

Includes conceptual advances in SDL by
other authors, but also by Vargo or Lusch
with other authors

“The dominant logic of marketing is shifting
from a firm-centric view of value creation to
one that examines how customers engage
themselves in the value-creation process
(Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2003; Vargo
and Lusch, 2004). The goal of this chapter is
to advance a model that is better suited to
dialectical value creation and a customer-
centric orientation of the firm” (Arnould
et al., 2006, p. 91)

1.1.3 Empirical
advances by other
authors

Includes empirical advances in SDL by other
authors, but also by Vargo or Lusch with
other authors

“According to Vargo and Lusch (2004), the
value of an experiential service can only be
determined by the user in the ‘consumption’
of the service; however, the findings of the
present studywould suggest that, in the case
of ‘test drives’, some value is derived from
the pre-service experience of the ‘test drive’.
The customer appears to infer a certain
potential value that might subsequently be
obtained from the ‘real’ service experience.
The present study suggests that this
potential value could be referred to as value
in pre-use” (Edvardsson et al., 2010, p. 321)

1.2 Advance
contrasting
perspectives

Contributions using Vargo and Lusch (2004)
to advance perspectives that somehow
contrast SDL, e.g. service logic or customer-
dominant logic (CDL)

“CDL takes an entirely different focus on
customers [. . .]. SDL is systems dominant
with generic actors (Vargo and Lusch, 2004;
Lusch and Vargo, 2014), while SL is focused
on the dyadic process of value co-creation
and the interaction between the provider and
the customer (Gr€onroos, 2006,- Gr€onroos and
Gummerus, 2014)” (Heinonen and Strandvik,
2015, pp. 474–475)

1.3 Advance other
perspectives

Contributions using Vargo and Lusch (2004)
to advance other perspectives within service
research, e.g. viable systems perspective
(VSA)

“Overall then, this first step in our proposed
framework, at the system level,
acknowledges that service implies systemic
processes; the most recent service views,
such as the service-dominant logic (SDL;
Vargo and Lusch, 2004), appear intrinsically
oriented toward systems thinking. The VSA
makes this orientation explicit and builds on
its implications, highlighting implications
for service research” (Barile et al., 2016,
p. 657)

(continued )
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Category Intended meaning Representative examples

2 Propagate Contributions citing Vargo and Lusch
(2004) to propagate and discuss SDL

2.0 Discuss Contributions using Vargo and Lusch
(2004) to generally debate and discuss
SDL

“The emerging dominant logic has many
implications, but they are not entirely the ones
that V &L have in mind. Vargo and Lusch
believe that marketing should be at the center of
the integration and coordination of the cross-
functional processes of a service-centered
business model, but this depends on what is
meant by ‘marketing.’” (Day et al., 2004, p. 19)

2.1 Debate against Contributions using Vargo and Lusch
(2004) to criticize, contrast, and contradict
SDL, or to highlight its obscure sides

“Our first criticism lies in the definition of
services ‘as the application of specialized
competences (knowledge and skills) through
deeds, processes, and performances for the
benefit of another entity or the entity itself’
(Vargo and Lusch, 2004, p. 2)” (O’Shaugnessy
and O’Shaugnessy, 2009, p. 785)

2.2 Fertilization –

pollination
Contributions using Vargo and Lusch
(2004) to inoculate other fields with SDL,
or vice versa

“The unfavourable experience that is outside the
customers’ normal experience must be
understood as being beyond the boundary of
what is acceptable or within the range of
objectionability. The basis of this understanding
can be found in adaptation-level theory, prospect
theory and social-judgement theory (for more
discussions, see, e.g. Sherif et al., 1965;
Kahneman and Tversky, 1979; Vargo and
Lusch, 2004; Tronvoll, 2007)” (Tronvoll, 2012, p.
290)

2.3 Set research
agenda

Contributions using Vargo and Lusch
(2004) to propose research agendas, not
exclusively within SDL

“Vargo and Lusch (2004) offer a new dominant
logic for marketing that is better suited for
today’s service economy than is the traditional
model of exchange adapted from economics. The
traditional model of exchange is based on
manufactured, tangible resources with
embedded value that are exchanged between
buyer and seller via transactions. The new
paradigm in marketing incorporates intangible
resources whose value is co-created by both
buyer and seller through relationships, not
exchange. The differences between a
contemporary view of marketing that better
reflects the ‘new economy’ and the historical
economic approach pose challenges when
applying lean principles to a sales engagement
versus a manufacturing setting” (Barber and
Tietje, 2008, p. 157)

3 Position Contributions citing Vargo and Lusch
(2004) to position the contribution

3.0 Positioning Contributions using Vargo and Lusch
(2004) to generally position the
contribution

“There have been many developments and
research streams within the customer perceived
value domain. One of the most recent
conceptualizations, drawing from the service-
dominant logic (Lusch and Vargo, 2011; Vargo
and Lusch, 2004, 2008a), is value co-creation
(Payne et al., 2008)” (Arslanagic-Kalajdzic and
Zabkar, 2015, p. 88)

Table 4. (continued )
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categories per year, represented in numbers and percentages. Table 6 breaks down the
methodological approaches of the contributions identified.

Second, we classified the findings according to the four main categories of citation
practices: “Advance service studies,” “Propagate,” “Position,” and “Default citations.” In each
category, we presented the general trends and main fields of impact. We continued by
focusing on the trends, fields and methodological approaches in the associated sub-
categories. The findings for each category conclude with a short summary emphasizing the
main insights of the analysis.

Category 1 – Advance service studies
The first category, “Advance service studies,” contains a higher number of sub-categories as
compared to other categories, due to the need to clarify different views in service research and
to present how scholars used V&L04. The main research topics emerging in this category are
conceptualizations of value, the role of employees in value co-creation, the context of the value

Category Intended meaning Representative examples

3.1 Literature review Contributions whose literature reviews
are mainly, but not always solely, based
on Vargo and Lusch (2004) and SDL

“Vargo and Lusch (2004, 2006) extended these
conceptions of the value-delivery sequence by
involving the customer as a co-creator of value,
with the role of firm being reduced to that of a
‘value proposition maker’. Other recent studies
have also argued for the importance of the
proactive involvement of customers in the value-
creation process (Prahalad and Ramaswamy,
2004; Payne, 2006; Gr€onroos, 2006)” (Mele, 2007,
p. 244, within literature review as its significant
part)

3.2 Framing the
contribution

Contributions using Vargo and Lusch
(2004) to frame the perspective on the
contribution

“Despite these contributions important research
gaps remain, in particular with respect to the
conceptual association of CE vis-�a-vis other
theoretical entities, including service dominant
(S-D) logic and its associated lexicon (Vargo and
Lusch, 2004, 2008a, 2016), thus limiting our
understanding of CE and its theoretical
interconnections” (Hollebeek et al., 2019, p. 2)

3.3 Justify an element
of the research

Contributions using Vargo and Lusch
(2004) to justify one or some elements of
the research, e.g. part(s) of the research
framework, the purpose, or the discussion

“In sum, learning, publicity and compatibility
belong to the intangible operant resources,
echoing what Vargo and Lusch (2004) famously
pronounced, ‘resources are not; they become’
(p. 2). As the factor that contributed to the
highest amount of variance (19%), F1 connotes a
palpable relational and long-term emphasis as a
paramount BPS dimension” (Lee et al., 2010,
p. 611; justifying an element of their findings)

4 Default citations Contributions citing Vargo and Lusch
(2004) for other purposes

4.1 Paying homage to
the originators

Contributions using Vargo and Lusch
(2004) to explicitly pay homage to the
article or recognize its seminal role

“The catalyst for this interest has been the
publication of an award-winning article by
Vargo and Lusch in the Journal of Marketing
(2004) entitled ‘Evolving to a New Dominant
Logic for Marketing’” (Aitken et al., 2006, p. 275)

4.2 A general citation Contributions referring to Vargo and
Lusch (2004) in broad, general terms

“Business literature now proposes that
customers ‘co-create value’ with companies
(Payne et al., 2009; Tynan and McKechnie, 2009;
Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004; Vargo and
Lusch, 2004), while current cultural policy
locates value in the public’s estimation of
culture” (Rumbold, 2010, pp. 314–315) Table 4.
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co-creation process, the theoretical evolution of SDL, and the role of the new consumer
groups.

The citations in Category 1 represent a very limited portion of the entire dataset, with 290
contributions out of 4,612, i.e. 6.65% (see Table 5). This category mainly considers furthering
service studies, as in Jaakkola et al. (2015), for example, who focused on service experience;
conceptualized it, starting from V&L04; and offered avenues for further research.

In addition, the analysis highlights conceptualizations of value as one main topic, starting
with V&L04 distinguishing value-in-exchange from value-in-use, which led to considering
conceptualizations and configurations of value from other perspectives, such as service
systems (see Vargo et al., 2008). Other conceptualizations of value have subsequently been
considered, for example, value-in-context (Chandler and Vargo, 2011) and the aforementioned
value-in-experience by Jaakkola et al. (2015). Interest in this topic does not seem to abate; for
example, Makkonen and Olkkonen (2017) recently analyzed the interchange among value-in-
use, value-in-context and value-no-creation (situations in which value is not created), while
Ranjan and Read (2016) – in a literature review on the concept of value co-creation – recalled
value-in-use from V&L04 and gave evidence of the role of customers in use, with effects on
value propositions. The discourse on the conceptualizations of value is centered on value-in-
use as one firmly remaining concept from V&L04 and how other elements, such as the
context, experience and social features, affect it.

The trends tendency in Category 1 is quite stable, apart from two sub-categories assuming
different and interesting conduct, specifically, “Conceptual advances by other authors” and
“Empirical advances by other authors.” The former adopts a regular tendency with a main
peak every five years: 2006, 2011, and 2016. On the other hand, “Empirical advances by other
authors” first appears in 2010, maintains a low number of occurrences until 2015, and then
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undergoes a notable peak (the highest for the entire category) in 2016, with a total of 5.32%,
before decreasing again in 2017 and 2018. One example of empirical advances was Xu et al.
(2014), who described how co-creation can occur in service recovery and the role employees
may have in supporting this process. The role of employees in value co-creation is a topic that
occupied many contributions in this sub-category, regarding both conceptual and empirical
advances. Besides Xu et al. (2014) and Neghina et al. (2015) conceptualized the collaborative
side of value co-creation through the dimensions of employee–customer interactions.
Moreover, Karpen et al. (2015) contributed to research on this topic to empirically identify how
employees in touch with customers may either favor or hinder value creation. More recently,
the role of employees in value co-creation was explored in light of interactions between
service robots and users (e.g. Wirtz et al., 2018). Consequently, more research into the role of
employees on value co-creation is expected.

Empirical advances are particularly important in translating the abstract nature of SDL to
a more practical, applicable level, making it more managerially relevant (Brodie and Peters,
2020). For example, Karpen and colleagues (Karpen et al., 2012, 2015), with their service-
dominant orientation (SDO), linked SDL and strategic business practice; Brodie et al. (2013)
explored customer engagement in a virtual brand community; and Jakkola and Alexander
(2014) conducted a case study analysis of customer engagement behavior in value co-creation
within a public transport service system.

The observed peaks of the entire category (see Figure 2) correspond with (or have been
forerun by) some calls for research concerning SDL, such as a special issue on “Evolving a
new dominant logic” in the Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science (2006), the chapter
published by Vargo et al. (2010) on “Advancing service science with service-dominant logic,”
and the paper on service ecosystems by Akaka and Vargo (2015). Furthermore, the positive
(besides rollercoasting) trends observed since 2012 can be associated with the call for
research that Vargo and Lusch made in their paper co-authored with Wieland and Polese, in
which they “invite[d] other scholars to contribute to the evolution and development of a better
understanding of the collaborative, systemic nature of value creation” (Wieland et al., 2012,
p. 21).

Related to this trend, the analysis acknowledged the topic of the context of the value
co-creation process. Thus, the dynamics of the value co-creation process were first described
as occurring within service systems, or, more specifically, product-service systems (PSS) (e.g.
Neely, 2008). Other authors (e.g. Alter, 2010) considered service systems and SDL as partial
partners in the exploration of the value co-creation process. A major shift occurred with
Akaka et al.’s (2012) development of service ecosystems; the service ecosystem has become a
crucial concept in service research. Further conceptualizations of the context of the value
co-creation process are developing toward the service ecotone (Simmonds and Gazley, 2018),
which is essentially a system of service ecosystems – basically, an extension of the context in
which actors perform their roles and tensions and in which interactions move toward value
co-creation. Clearly, most of the self-advancing citations (16 out of 20) are placed in SDL and
service studies. They are concentrated mainly between 2006 and 2012, with the exception of
Vargo and Lusch (2016). It is interesting to observe the evolution of their thinking; in 2006,
they “argue[d] that in S-D logic, ‘services’ is a goods-dominant (G-D) logic term” (p. 282) and
then offered revisions of the FPs of the 2004 article (2008a). Wieland et al. (2012) suggested
that “S-D logic and service science both point toward a need for a systemic understanding of
value and value creation [. . .] to better understand value creation processes” (2012, p. 13).
Finally, Vargo and Lusch offered “an updated statement and rationale of the S-D logic
foundational premises” (2016, p. 16).

Self-advancement played a crucial role in the theoretical advances of SDL – another main
topic recognized in the analysis. Vargo and Lusch continuously refined SDL, first by refining
the FPs in Vargo and Lusch (2008a, b) and later reframing them into axioms (Vargo and
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Lusch, 2014) and then service ecosystems (Akaka et al., 2012), leading to the development of
the fifth axiom (Vargo and Lusch, 2016). Figure 2 clearly shows how these theoretical
advances initiated research within the fields of SDL and service, but also beyond, mirrored in
the increased number of citations of the original SDL article. The main question that arises
and that is linked to this sub-category and the topic regards the continuation of theoretical
advances in SDL. Vectors of diffusion suggested by Vargo and Lusch (2017) may pave the
way toward future developments. Based on our results, the implementation of SDL and
service ecosystems in international marketing may represent one of the most fruitful
developments due to the limited number of contributions investigating the cross-fertilization
between the fields (one example is Akaka et al., 2013b).

As expected, the contributions citing V&L04 to propose conceptual advances fall mainly
in the fields of SDL and service studies – 78 out of 104. For instance, Pe~naloza and Venkatesh
proposed a “re-conceptualization by extrapolating from seminal interpretive and critical
work in consumer behavior andmarket studies” (2006, pp. 300–301). Schembri (2006) adopted
a similar approach that incompletely defined the theory conceptualized by Vargo and Lusch
and advocated for the development of new directions, focusing on the customer’s experience.

Similar results emerge when one looks at “Empirical advances by other authors”, even if
additional contributions fall into the fields ofmanagement andmarketing, with attention paid
to various actors shaping the value co-creation process. In any event, this sub-category first
appeared in 2010, with a limited number of occurrences and an increasing trend (apart from
2011), achieving a considerable peak in 2016. In this sub-category the topic of consumer
behavior and new consumer groups emerged, with authors proposing empirical research
beginning with the notion of value-in-use and its reflection in the ongoing market changes.
For example, Macdonald et al. (2011) investigated the dynamics leading to value-in-use in
buying groups, describing value-in-use as pertaining to single users, but depending on the
collective dimension. Actor contribution to value co-creation was also highlighted by
Kowalkowski et al. (2012) in their depiction of the co-creative practice of forming a value
proposition, relying on V&L04 to refer to both the co-creative paradigm and the meaning of
value proposition. Similarly, the role of users and the changes in retailing systems were
combined to study value co-creation behavior, depending on customers’ interactions with
brands (Shamim et al., 2016) and on buying groups (Macdonald et al., 2011), still leaning on
value-in-use as proposed in V&L04. Halliday (2016), starting from the concepts of SDL and
referring to the more active behavior of the consumer, investigated the activities of young
people to determine which activities were motivated mainly by Web 2.0. Indeed, more recent
years have seen the rise of articles dealing with consumer behavior and consumer experience
in digital environments (e.g. Molesworth et al., 2016; Koch and Windsperger, 2017; Saunila
et al., 2017; Vendrell-Herrero et al., 2018;Weitzl and Einwiller, 2018). Therefore, we can expect
scholars to continue investigations within these topics, perhaps focusing on youth consumer
behavior online, as millennials – digital natives – represent new consumer groups with
specific behavioral patterns.

As concerns V&L04 citations intended to propose other perspectives, the low number of
contributions leads to an almost total heterogeneity of fields in the sub-category “Advance
contrasting perspectives.” On the other hand, “Advance other perspectives” contains a
concentration of results, with 31 out of 48 contributions falling into the service studies field.
For example, Malone et al. (2018), starting from SDL premises, proposed advancing other
perspectives when examining “how emotions, as one type of customer operant resource,
shape the value creation process fromaCD logic perspective by considering both positive and
negative emotions in the consumer’s experience of tourism” (p. 3). Similarly, Heinonen and
Strandvik (2015) contrasted CDL (customer-dominant logic) with SDL and SL (service logic),
with a special reference to the role of the involved actors; in detail, they focused their paper on
managerial issues aimed at a more relevant role of academic research for managers. In this
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way, they offered a contribution appearing as a direct response to SDL. More recently,
Strandvik et al. (2019) emphasized CDL by stating that customer value emerges beyond what
providers can observe.

The trends falling under “Advance other perspectives” fluctuate considerably (see
Figure 2), with a peak of 12 in 2017, forerun by a peak of 10 in 2016. Similar evidence emerges
when one considers “Advance contrasting perspectives,” whose highest peak was in 2015,
with seven occurrences detected. These trends correspondwith the 2014 publication of Lusch
and Vargo’s book The Service-Dominant Logic of Marketing: Dialog, Debate, and Directions
(an updated version of the 2006 book), which probably stimulated debate on the topic, as well
as on related topics, as confirmed by the high number of citations.

In conclusion, Category 1 appeared to be one of the most interesting in terms of helping us
discuss the implications of SDL evolution and debate service marketing thought. It is
important to observe that the number of citations in this category grew considerably from
2013 to 2016 and that this growthwas followed by a slight decline in 2017 and 2018. However,
the trends throughout the analyzed period have been quite constant, with peaks every fifth
year for almost every sub-category. Finally, another result to be mentioned concerns the
fields. Indeed, the first three sub-categories (namely, “Self-advance,” “Conceptual advances
by other authors” and “Empirical advances by other authors”) relatemainly to service studies
and marketing. The last ones (“Advancing other perspectives” and “Advancing contrastive
perspectives”) present a notable heterogeneity of fields.

Category 2 – Propagate
The category “Propagate” includes contributions that referencedV&L04 to propose theoretical
debates and empirical discussions from different perspectives and withmotivations other than
advancing service studies, as in Category 1.Moreover, we identified threemain research topics,
i.e. engagement, delivery systems and logistics, and crowd-based business models, among
others, that are useful in summarizing the results of the contributions in this category.
Moreover, these topics have the potential to lead to new advances in service research.

The category “Propagate” emerged as the least numerous among the four categories, as it
includes 252 contributions – namely, 5.81% of the dataset (see Table 5). The trend is quite
stable, with a peak in 2006 and relevant increases from 2010 to 2012 and 2014 to 2015, and
again in 2018. The peak in 2006 stemmed partially from the chapters in the book on SDL,
embedding influential contributions to date. Conversely, from 2010 to 2012, the increase in
occurrences stemmed primarily from the combination of SDL with other research fields.
Similarly, there was a relevant increase from 2014 to 2016, also because of service innovation
(Lusch and Nambisan, 2015) infused into V&L04. In all years, marketing clearly represented
the most common field of science, though even supply chain management (SCM), innovation,
and tourism played a relevant role in the frequent citing of V&L04. The contributions in this
category are mainly conceptual (54%), while qualitative research outbalances quantitative
research almost twice as much. The most recent peak occurred in 2018, with contributions in
a variety of research areas, although the most discussed topic was branding. For example,
Leckie et al. (2018) linked brand engagement with value co-creation and service
innovativeness. Our analysis revealed that engagement, particularly customer
engagement, supported the propagation of SDL, as in, for example, Brodie et al. (2011),
who conceptualized customer engagement inmultiple relationships from an SDL perspective.
Customer engagement has continued to develop, as in Hardyman et al. (2015), who
investigated the micro level of SDL through patient engagement. The discourse on
engagement has slowly been steered toward brand engagement because of the effect of social
media, as in Gong (2018), who measured customer brand engagement in online brand
communities and emphasized the role of cultural value orientation and brand responsibility
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in the value co-creation process. Therefore, more research on engagement, both customer and
brand engagement, is expected, especially in relation to digital engagement and the effect of
new technologies on customer behavior, brand management, and value-in-use (see also
Breidbach et al., 2014).

Regarding the sub-categories, the first one, “Discuss,” is not at all common, with only 23
occurrences from 2004 to 2018. The sole peakwas in 2006 andwas due to some of the chapters
in the 2006 book. In one, Hunt and Madhavaram (2006) discussed SDL through the resource-
advantage theory by analyzing the theoretical foundations that V&L04 proposed, mainly
starting from the operand and operant resources. More recently, Williams (2012) debated
scholars’ understanding of the FPs. The most common fields in this sub-category are
marketing and service studies. As expected, most of the contributions in “Discuss” cite
V&L04 for conceptual reasons (see Table 5).

An even less frequent reason to cite is “Debate against.” In 2013, Wikhamn et al. (2013)
proposed a criticism when describing Volvo’s servitization process. In 2015, Sesselmann
(2015) adopted an upside-down perspective when investigating customer integration,
neglecting SDL. Also, Hietanen et al. (2018) opposed the idea of extending SDL into a theory of
society and claimed that SDL’s neoliberalist perspective is unsuitable for social theorizing.
However, one of the most severe critiques was that of O’Shaughnessy and O’Shaughnessy
(2009), who described SDL as a backward step, activating a back-and-forth debate with
Vargo and Lusch. Overall, the criticisms are framed inmarketing studies and focusmostly on
theoretical incongruences between the extant marketing literature and SDL. Most of the
contributions citing V&L04 in “Debate against” are conceptual.

On the other hand, “Fertilization – pollination” is the sub-category that most affects the
overall results of the category “Propagate.” From 2007 on, it emerged as the most frequent
occurrence among the four sub-categories. Peaks in 2010, 2011, and 2015 were always over
6% of the entire year’s contributions, while the average of the entire period was only 3.66%
(see Table 5). Studies on information technology (IT) and information science (IS), SCM and
logistics, innovation, and tourism were mostly affected. For example, Truong et al. (2012)
built on the concept of value proposition to question the constraints to reciprocal value
propositions in digital markets, while Wang (2015) recalled V&L04 to describe service
experiences throughmobile devices, andAugustsson et al. (2015) investigated the role of IT in
technological and service transitions. Most of the peaks may be partially explained due to
new emerging concepts, such as value-in-context and service innovation, with V&L04 cited
as the embryo of these new concepts, as in Chester Goduscheit and Fallant (2018), who
recognized the relevance of V&L04 in proposing a multidimensional perspective for service.
Additionally, Lusch and Vargo, together with Tanniru (2010), constitute a relevant example
of initiators of the fertilization process when combining SDL and SCM. Indeed, from that
moment on, several papers about SCM and logistics were issued, such as Liu andDeitz (2011),
who proposed future research through quantitative analysis. Fertilization and pollination of
this field of research with SDL continued even more recently with Randall et al. (2014), who
found SDL to be particularly fitting with the logic of performance-based logistics. The
authors conducted an empirical investigation that put into practice several SDL concepts in
logistics.

Newer contributions have continued on a similar path; for example, Carbone et al. (2017)
analyzed the logistics processes in the new paradigm of the sharing economy to understand
the novel contribution they may offer to value co-creation. Thus, we expect further advances
within this topic, especiallywhen newmeans of deliveries and logistics are concerned, such as
delivery drones, food delivery platforms, and the sharing economy, all potentially fruitful
empirical contexts merging SDL and logistics.

The sharing economy is particularly interesting in this aspect, considering the four types
of sharing economy platforms (Schor, 2014) and the similarities and differences in value flows
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in particular types of platforms. A similar infusion of SDL can be observed in innovation
studies, exemplified by Ordanini et al. (2011) through a focus on crowdfunding and the
chapter by Hasu et al. (2015) about resource integration as a path toward innovation.

Other authors also considered crowd-based business models; for example, Egger et al.
(2016) determined that crowdsourcing is a way to set new tourism initiatives through the
support of ICT and open innovation. The authors developed a framework highlighting the
role of peer-to-peer networks in novel tourism initiatives. Similarly, Liu et al. (2018)
emphasized the importance of levering users’ ideas to achieve open innovation in multiple
fields, considering users’ ideas to be a new mechanism favoring value co-creation. Thus, our
analysis of SDL fertilizing the field of innovation revealed that the topic of crowd-based
business models needs further development. Consequently, we encourage further research
into such models through an SDL perspective, considering how the contributions we
emphasized show the centrality of value co-creation to such business models.

In summary, the sub-category “Fertilization – pollination” hosts an almost equal number
of conceptual contributions and empirical studies, while quantitative studies represent less
than 17% of this category (see Table 5).

Finally, few contributions appear in the last sub-category, “Set research agenda,” as only
13 papers cited V&L04 primarily to call for research. This trend shows a significant increase
from 2015 to 2017, with almost all the contributions framed in service studies and marketing
research. Social media is the main topic inspiring SDL-framed calls for research – e.g. Ostrom
et al. (2015), identifying service research priorities, and Hofacker and Belanche (2016), setting
social media challenges for marketing practitioners. This sub-category also includes the
paper by Vargo and Lusch (2017), anticipating the expected advances of SDL until 2025. As
expected, service research is the key field hosting the occurrences of this sub-category, and
almost all the contributions are conceptual. Consequently, we must emphasize some of the
proposed research in these contributions, especially how social media shape relationships
among multiple actors in a perspective based on value co-creation (Hofacker and Belanche,
2016) and issues of sustainability and sustainable development (Vargo and Lusch, 2017).

In summary, the fertilization effect dominates the category “Propagate,”with SDL infused
into several scientific domains. Indeed, “Fertilization – pollination” is the only sub-category of
the category “Propagate” to contain a variety of research fields framing the entries and
sources hosting them. It is relevant to highlight that new fields of science advancing through
SDL have represented a non-stop process since 2006. Furthermore, the advances were
inspired by new conceptualizations, such as service innovation, though V&L04 maintained a
key role in expanding other fields of research, as well as inspiring calls for research.

Category 3 – Position
The number of citing contributions in the category “Position” oscillated quite a bit (see
Figure 2). Indeed, with an average of 22.75%, there are some peaks, as in 2004, when the total
number of citations reached 50%, and 2007, with 31.34%. On the other hand, declining peaks
can be observed in 2013 and 2014, when the total number of citations was below 13%. The
findings in this category and its sub-categories highlight the research topics of innovation
and ethics.

Plenty of evidence can be observed through the trends: three out of four sub-categories
reached their highest peaks in the last three years (see Table 5). Notable peaks also emerged in
2007, 2010 (with a considerable positive trend since 2008), and 2016 (with a positive trend
starting from 2014). However, V&L04 was used mainly as a significant element of the
“Literature review,” with an average of 10.08% (see Table 5), and in various fields. In fact,
even if related mainly to marketing (Friman et al., 2020), service studies (Vargo and Akaka,
2009), and innovation (Edvardsson et al., 2006; Roberts et al., 2014), a high number of
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contributions pertaining to consumer behavior (e.g. Kelleher and Peppard, 2011) and SCM
(Esper et al., 2010) emerged. For instance, Babin and James (2010), in their conceptual paper on
consumer behavior, focused on the creation of value, citing V&L04 as one of the pillars of the
theoretical background. Santala and Parvinen (2007), in describing the concept of customer
value, mentioned V&L04, stating that “value-in-use perspective is purported by the
propositions of service dominant logic which combines advances of different schools of
marketing thought into a new perspective” (p. 584).

In 2007, a peak is particularly evident when one observes the entire category (see Figure 2),
but “Literature review” is the sub-category that mainly contributes to the trends. In this
regard, we assume that the first book by Vargo and Lusch (2006) influenced the number of
“Literature review” citations, leading to a peak in 2007. Similarly, we deduce that the papers
that Vargo and Lusch published in 2008 inspired and increased interest in the topic and that,
consequently, the number of citations of the key paper in each category grew considerably.
Finally, in 2016, the “Position” category reached its final peak (see Figure 2), mainly because of
the “Literature review” sub-category, depicting an increasing trend that started in 2014 and
was likely associated with the publication of Lusch and Vargo’s (2014) third book, as well as
with two additional contributions that they provided, with other service scholars, on the
connection between SDL and innovation. Scholars frequently explored this connection. For
example, J€arvinen and Lehtinen (2004) offered a definition of e-service and noted the
innovation and emerging trend of SDL. In their literature review, they considered SDL useful
in describing the concept of service and its potential. A similar perspective was adopted by
Nilsson and Ballantyne (2014), who revised the conceptualization of servicescape, building on
what V&L04 proposed as service and as operand and operant resources, stating that a
servicescape is an operand resource. Moreover, Blazevic and Lievens (2008) offered insights
into how tomanage innovation in the case of customer involvement and how this involvement
affects the value co-creation process. A similar approach was adopted by Desai (2012), with
reference to emerging countries, to propose a conceptual framework to investigate value
dynamics. More recently, Zaborek and Mazur (2017) recalled the well-established DART
model (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004) and combined it with innovation, simultaneously
recalling V&L04 to describe the essential features of service offerings in SDL and to establish
the theoretical elements of their research. Finally, Saragih and Tan (2018) reviewed the
literature on co-innovation and proposed a conceptual framework to describe the key elements
of the debate on innovation, open innovation, and co-innovation. Therefore, more research in
this topic is expected.

In terms of sources, most of the analyzed books and chapters cited V&L04 as a relevant
element of the literature review; accordingly, most of the contributions citing V&L04 are
conceptual. This trend is consistent throughout all the sub-categories (see Table 5). With
respect to the fields, not many differences emerge when one compares the two other sub-
categories, “Framing the contribution” and “Justify the element of the research.” (The results
related to sub-category 3.0, “Positioning,” have been considered less relevant due to the very
low number.) Indeed, most of the publications citing V&L04 as a means of framing the
contribution or justifying an element of the research deal with the marketing, innovation,
ethics, and services fields. In particular, the topic of ethics stands out in this category; for
example, Enquist et al. (2006) framed their contribution on corporate social responsibility in
SDL and analyzed banks, focusing on the adoption of responsible practices toward their
customers. The debate on ethics and responsible behavior, framed or justified with the help of
SDL, continued, as in €Ozça�glar-Toulouse et al. (2009), who studied fair trade and described the
contribution of multiple actors to innovation, implementing and expanding the concept of co-
creation. More recently, Rousselet et al. (2018) focused on ethics as a part of customer-related
andwork-related situations that affect value co-creation. Therefore, we expect the research on
ethics and responsible behavior, framed or justified with the help of SDL, to continue. One
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possible avenue is the application of sustainable development goals set by the United
Nations, scarcely considered in the SDL discourse.

Moreover, in 2014, as well as in 2016, the sub-category “Framing the contribution” reached
a very low peak, probably due to the increasing number of contributions on the theme offered
by both the same authors and other service scholars. This led to the use ofmore recent studies
to justify the research, while the key paper was used mainly as an assimilated element in the
literature review. On the other hand, the number of citations used to frame the contribution
reached its highest peaks in 2011 and 2017; this result can be associated with the Journal of
Business,Market andManagement special issues, as well as theHandbook on Service Science
(Maglio et al., 2010), which could have stimulated new proposals to be contextualized. For
instance, Sichtmann et al. (2011), in their paper on quality control, applied V&L04 as the most
important theory on service provision. However, this stimulating effect is perhaps fading,
given the significant decrease in the number of contributions in this category in 2018.

Finally, particularly interesting are the trends in the last sub-category, namely, “Justify an
element of the research”; indeed, the number of contributions in it reached the lowest peak in
2014 and the highest peak in 2015. However, 2014 represents a very low peak for the three sub-
categories, while we assume the peak in 2015 can be associated with the publication of the first
two papers on the service ecosystem, leading to the proliferation of new –mainly conceptual –
proposals (see Table 5). In general, most contributions citing V&L04 as a justification deal with
marketing, management, and innovation. For example, Bowden et al. (2015) considered V&L04
theory to be a relevant element for conceptualizing strong customer-brand relationships;
similarly, Tollin and Schmidt (2012) did the same with reference to the role of interactions in
framing a new marketing logic, as proposed by V&L04, while Lewin et al. (2015) and Gruber
et al. (2009) referred to V&L04 to describe the attributes of products, services, or behaviors.
Moreover, Muzellec et al. (2015) focused on value propositions in the Internet business model
and contrasted V&L04 with more recent views. Finally, the highest number of contributions
citing V&L04 to justify an element of research appeared in 2018, with 73 out of 371, which was
almost double the number from 2017. This result largely depended on papers citing “Service-
dominant logic 2025” (Vargo and Lusch, 2017) and simultaneously recalling V&L04.

In summary, 2011, 2016, 2017 and 2018 appear to be the most interesting years. In 2011,
the number of citations for each sub-category is very similar; in 2016, the number of citations
for each sub-category is completely different, while, in 2017, “Literature review” and
“Framing the contribution” show opposite trends. In 2018, the category boomed, due to the
peak in the sub-category “Justify an element of research.” These tendencies, as previously
stated, can be associated with the publication of new theoretical contributions to the theme,
leading authors to cite V&L04 as a relevant feature of the general debate on the topic and as a
way to position the contribution.

Category 4 – Default citations
This category is composed of two sub-categories of citations, “Paying homage to the
originators” and “General citations” (see Table 3). Overall, while there are only two sub-
categories, most of the citing contributions fall into Category 4, constituting 64.79% of the
dataset. Homages to the originators amount to 7.26%, while general citations dominate, with
57.53% of the dataset (see Table 5).

The number of contributions in this category is frequently rising, though showing a
somewhat steadier pattern than other categories. Themost interesting year in the category of
“Default citations” is 2013; 85.04% of the analyzed contributions fall into this category, with a
very modest number of advances and debate contributions. A possible explanation for the
2013 peak is that the contributions that were de facto advancing or debating SDL or that used
SDL for positioning referred to V&L04 as the cornerstone article in service research.
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Conversely, the trends from 2014 and further took place due to the 2014 book (Lusch and
Vargo, 2014) (with a chapter clarifying what SDL is, is not, and might be), the paper on
institutions and axioms (Vargo and Lusch, 2016), and the paper “Service-dominant logic
2025” (Vargo and Lusch, 2017).

Our analysis has shown that this category most suitably mirrors the actual impact and
spread of SDL. Not surprisingly, most of the contributions citing V&L04 in this category fall
into the fields of marketing (26.84% of all “Default citations”), service research (8.24%), brand
management (6.60%), innovation (6.27%), tourism (4.46%), and consumer behavior (3.98%).
However, we also identified studies in fields completely unrelated to business, such as
weather studies (Descurieux, 2010), waste management (Cook et al., 2012), and even
Shakespearean studies (Rumbold, 2010). These fields, though rare, exemplify SDL’s impact
beyond marketing. Methodologically, 1,156 contributions in the category were conceptual,
999 used quantitative methods, 925 used qualitative methods, and 12 used mixed methods
(see Table 5).

The first sub-category of “Default citations” is “Pay[ing] homage to the originators” of
V&L04. Contributions that generally acknowledge the article’s influential role in initiating a
new logic for marketing, as well as some of the contributions charting the evolution of
marketing thought, fall into this sub-category (e.g. Ranaweera and Sigala, 2015). Our analysis
revealed more fluctuations in this sub-category, although its trends follow that of the main
category. The most significant peak is in 2013 (see Figure 2), with 11.38% of all citations that
year, while the bottom is in 2015, with 1.20%, averaging 7.26% of the annual citations. Most
of the contributions in this sub-category are framed inmarketing andmarketing history, with
the latter – rather surprisingly – dominating in 2005. For example, Shaw and Jones (2005)
summarized the schools ofmarketing thought, considering V&L04 to be a key contribution to
marketing just one year after its publication. Similarly, Smith et al. (2012) acknowledged the
role of V&L04 in introducing value proposition and the concept of superior value proposed to
customers, while Leroi-Werelds et al. (2017) investigated the most suitable methods for
referring to consequences for users and mirrored their focus on the benefits and sacrifices in
V&L04’s definition of value-in-use. Amore thorough approach to describing the contribution
of V&L04 was proposed by Gummesson and Gr€onroos (2012) in their article on the Nordic
School perspective. Additional evidence was provided byAdams et al. (2014), who recognized
the role of V&L04 in dealing with operand and operant resources, while in a more general
vein, Morrar (2014) recognized the role of V&L04 in “redress[ing] the model of exchange in
marketing” (p. 8). More recently, homage to the originators of SDL was acknowledged in the
editorial of the Journal of Service Theory and Practice, explaining the new name of the journal
as a way to mirror the ongoing changes in marketing studies (Ranaweera and Sigala, 2015).
The same journal offered a thought-provoking contribution when launching eight challenges
for servitization scholars (Nudurupati et al., 2016).

The homage paid to V&L04 is not limited to marketing studies. One of the most frequent
fields with contributions in this sub-category is management. SDL – and, particularly,
V&L04 – has been recalled in articles and book chapters related to general management,
service management, innovation management, and supply chain management. Finally, the
contributions in this sub-category are based on a conceptual approach (slightly more than
half), while empirical qualitative research is more frequently used in the remaining
contributions (74 out of 242, as opposed to the quantitative approach in 46 out of 242).

The sub-category “A general citation” contributed most to the described trends for the
entire category, showing no significant deflections from the general trends as a whole
regarding peaks, fields and methods. Most frequently, the authors citing V&L04
acknowledged and referred to some of the general postulates of SDL, such as the change
in the nature of marketing, business becoming more collaborative and involving customers,
or the notion of value co-creation. SDL was mentioned both implicitly and explicitly. In the
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latter cases, it was labeled as the prevailing or dominant perspective in modern marketing.
However, these contributions rarely delved deeper into SDL or specific issues of value
co-creation. Another citation practice in the general sub-category is mentioning the
application of SDL as a possible future research avenue, yet without an elaborate explanation,
as in the “Setting research agendas” sub-category (2.3). In any case, our analysis revealed that
most of the citing authors perceived V&L04 as probably the most relevant cornerstone in
modern marketing studies.

In summary, Category 4, “Default citations,”with its two sub-categories, “Paying homage
to the originators” and “A general citation,” hosts most of the 4,612 citing contributions
analyzed. V&L04was cited to acknowledge its existence, not least as a starting signal to SDL,
and to generally refer and pay homage to the shift inmarketing thought. Citations in the fields
of marketing, service research, brand management, innovation, tourism, and consumer
behavior dominate the category, but the impact of V&L04 is recognized even beyond
business- and administration-related fields of research.

Theoretical implications and future research directions
The starting point of this study was how and why the approximately 14,000 contributions
citing V&L04 actually used this citation for the purposes of their own research. Drawing on
extensive literature from the domain of citation practice studies (e.g. Bornmann and Daniel,
2008; Ding et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2014; Zhao and Strotmann, 2014; Haustein and Larivi�ere,
2015; Khadka and Knoth, 2018), several limitations of previous SDL citation analyses
(Pohlmann and Kaartemo, 2017; Wilden et al., 2017; da Silva et al., 2018) were emphasized. To
mitigate these limitations, this study analyzed the citation context of the references
(Bornmann andDaniel, 2008) to V&L04 to providemore detailed and direct information about
the nature of citation (Ding et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2014) and provide a more thorough
understanding of citingmotivations via the different purposes of using a specific citation (Liu
et al., 2015). In addition, the main research topics related to citation practices have been
highlighted, opening future research avenues. In our analysis, we developed a comprehensive
framework of citation practices based on the existing frameworks in literature and applied it
to 4,162 contributions. Our work complemented the existing citation analyses of V&L04 (e.g.
Pohlmann and Kaartemo, 2017; Wilden et al., 2017; da Silva et al., 2018) by offering a more
nuanced analysis and, thus, contributing to SDL, service research and marketing.

The results of the analysis show that most of the advances stemming from V&L04 are
conceptual, with the empirical research exhibiting a certain delay after the main conceptual
advances. This is relatively unsurprising, considering the relative novelty of SDL as a
perspective. However, despite the relative novelty, SDL is a conceptually well-consolidated
field; this kind of consolidation is beneficial because it encourages more relevant theoretical
and empirical advances (Honjo, 2000; Schutjens and Wever, 2000) and helps to diffuse the
academic findings into business practice efficiently (Schutjens and Wever, 2000). These
conceptual developments occurred in leaps (see sub-category “self-advancing”) largely
corresponding to the periods of SDL evolution identified by Brodie et al. (2019). Thus, the
leaps can be explained by the advances of SDL (Vargo and Lusch, 2008a, b, 2016), when
V&L04 was used to self-advance and advance SDL, indirectly causing leaps, rises and peaks
in the number of citations. These leaps helped increase the number of citations, but also
influenced empirical advances to shift the foci in constant attempts to catch up with the
perpetual conceptual advancement. In this sense, although it is natural for a relatively young
and still-developing field to constantly advance primarily conceptually, such constant leaps
may in fact represent certain constraints for the empirical research. For example, the concept
of service ecosystems was introduced, and research in it virtually exploded well before the
previous concept of service systems could have been explored to its full potential. This fast
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development is illustrated by Sk�al�en et al. (2015), who explored the service systems of Arab
Spring, but used an additional note at the end of the article to emphasize that the article
actually explored service ecosystems and not service systems.

Our analysis also highlighted several research topics that stood out in their particular
categories, as distinct contexts in which the general theory meets practice and where they
influence each other; in other words, these topics can be consideredmidrange theories (Brodie
and Peters, 2020) that have the potential to further drive the development of SDL, while
contributing to their own respective fields. The next section highlights these contexts based
on the categories and the analysis, and develops representative research questions that have
the potential to drive the respective topics/fields and contribute to the further development of
SDL (see Table 7).

Starting with the first category, “Advance service studies,” we noticed the research topic
concerning conceptualizations of value. While value-in-use is still a concept firmly remaining
from the original V&L04 article, other conceptualizations and contextualizations of value
have been discussed, for example, value-in-context (Chandler and Vargo, 2011), value-in-
experience (Jakkola et al., 2015), and value-no-creation (Makkonen and Olkkonen, 2017).
Further investigation of the interplay of value-in-use and these associated concepts can
propel knowledge on value creation and contribute to theories of value. In this regard, we
complement Brodie et al.’s (2019) suggestions to investigate actors’ experiences with respect
to value, with a set of RQs aimed at further explorations of how context, experience, and social
features may influence value creation, as well as RQs concerning the nature of value creation
with respect to these conceptualizations. Next, the analysis observed a continued conceptual
development of SDL, leading to service ecotones (Simmonds and Gazley, 2018) and service
ecology (Ng et al., 2019). Essentially, service ecotones are service ecosystems of service
ecosystems. We highlight several possible RQs concerning service ecology (see Table 7) and
emphasize that this level of abstraction might bring another level to the micro-, meso-, and
macro-levels of SDL, namely, the supra-level, with related supra-institutions as potentially
the most interesting research avenue. The concept of supra-level institutions started to
emerge recently, for example in Frow et al. (2019) andWindahl et al. (2020). The former article
embedded a service ecosystem’s micro-, meso- and macro-levels within a larger ecosystem’s
meta-level practices and institutions, while the latter article explained the long-term relevance
and consequences of strategic decisions on the meta-level for the evolution of value-creation
systems. As more research focusing on the supra-level is needed (Frow et al., 2019; Windahl
et al., 2020), our RQs can help to further crystallize this concept.

International marketing and SDL emerged as another research topic (e.g. Akaka et al.,
2013b; Kaartemo et al., 2017), emphasizing the need to investigate the topic empirically.
However, more advances in this vein are lacking, so research in this topic is encouraged.
Presuming that different domestic markets embed different views on value and value
creation, depending on, for example, Hall’s (1976) high and low context cultures, in Table 7 we
developed a set of RQs similar to some of the RQs proposed by Brodie et al. (2019), especially
their question “How do the processes of value co-creation differ in specific cultures?”. We also
charted some RQs related to the recently emphasized role of employees for value creation (e.g.
Wirtz et al., 2018); as new technologies are pervading service provision, intricate multiangle
customer–employee–robot interactions make the service ecosystem and value co-creation
processes even more complex.

Furthermore, our findings show that V&L04 was used to advance contrasting and other
perspectives within service studies in a relatively limited fashion. These advances mostly
considered perspectives such as SL (Gr€onroos, 2011) and CDL (Heinonen and Strandvik,
2015), but also the alternative interpretation of service systems (Alter, 2011). Several
contributions recalled V&L04 to re-conceptualize marketing studies, especially from the field
of consumer behavior. Pe~naloza and Venkatesh (2006) and Schembri (2006) started this trend
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Category Observed topics and issues Research questions

Advance
service
studies

Conceptualizations of value (1) What are different conceptualizations of
value?

(2) How do different conceptualizations of
value manifest in service ecosystems? How
do they interplay?

(3) In which (institutional) contexts do these
manifestations emerge?

(4) How do actors navigate the contexts of
these manifestations?

Continued theoretical advances in SDL (1) How does service ecology emerge?
(2) What are the relationships between

individual service ecosystems in service
ecology (an ecosystem of service
ecosystems)?

(3) How is value circulating in service ecology?
(4) What are the roles of individual actors in

service ecotones?
(5) How do supra-institutions emerge?

Implementing SDL in international
marketing

(1) What are the perspectives on value in
different countries?

(2) How is value circulating between the
countries with different perspectives on
value?

(3) How do colliding institutions interact and
merge into new intranational institutions?

Novel and forthcoming issues in
consumer behavior

(1) How do millennials as digital natives
exchange co-creating value in digital
service ecosystems?

(2) How are interactions in such service
ecosystems affecting their consumer
behavior?

(3) How does the social context contribute to
shaping value propositions in such digital
service ecosystems?

The role of employees in value co-
creation

(1) If employees are understood as actors
within organizational actors in service
ecosystems, what is their role in value
creation?

(2) How is the role of employees in service
ecosystems changing due to new
technologies (e.g. service robots)?

(3) What institutions are emerging due to
employee-customer-robot value co-
creation?

Continued advances in contrasting
perspectives and other perspectives

(1) How do the views on value creation within
CDL, SL and other perspectives inform SDL
and enable its further development?

(continued )

Table 7.
Observed topics and
issues with proposed
research questions
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and were followed by Baron and Harris (2010), investigating the experience, as well as Loane
et al. (2015), moving the debate to the domain of social contexts. Here, we have assumed two
developments. First, these contrasting and other perspectives have somewhat detached from
SDL and are developing as independent research fields, despite the initial benchmark of SDL.
One obvious example is CDL. This is why we expect these perspectives to develop their own

Category Observed topics and issues Research questions

Propagate Customer engagement in service
ecosystems based on the Internet of
Things (IoT)

(1) How is value circulating in service
ecosystems based on IoT, in terms of actors,
objects, time, and space?

(2) How are customer engagement
mechanisms changing due to the new
paradigms, such as IoT?

(3) What institutional disharmonies are
leading to new forms of resource integration
in service ecosystems based on IoT?

Highlighting incongruencies between
the extant (marketing) literature and
SDL

(1) How can traditional marketing models and
tools be adapted to SDL? What new models
and tools have to be adapted?

(2) How can critical views on institutional
theory inform the institutional turn in SDL?

Delivery systems and logistics (1) How is value circulating in service
ecosystems comprising different types of
sharing economy platforms?

(2) How are resources integrated into these
different platforms?

(3) What institutions are guiding value
creation in particular platforms?

Crowd-based business models (1) What is the role of value proposition in
crowd-based business models?

(2) How is value circulating in the reframed
crowd-based business models?

(3) What are the actors, their roles, and their
perceptions of value creation in crowd-
based business models?

Position Innovation (1) How is value circulating in service
ecosystems promoting open innovation?

(2) What are the particularities of resource
integration in such a service ecosystem?

(3) What are the actors, their roles, and their
perceptions of value creation in this kind of
service ecosystem?

(4) What institutions are emerging in such a
service ecosystem? Are there institutional
disharmonies arising due tomultiple actors’
differing interests? How do such
disharmonies affect value co-creation?

Ethics (1) How does ethics as a service ecosystem
institution facilitate value creation?

(2) How does the non-ethical behavior of a
particular actor shape the circulation of
value in service ecosystems?

Default
citations

Citations in this category are used too
broadly for particular topics or issues to
be identifiedTable 7.
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relevant RQs that propel these fields. Second, we expect and suggest more comprehensive
review studies comparing and essentially refining the perspectives vis-�a-vis SDL. For
example, SDL and SL are frequently used interchangeably (e.g. Riivits-Arkonsuo and
Leppiman, 2015), which is why distinctions and overlaps are relevant to emphasize, because
they essentially capture different aspects of the service phenomenon (Saarij€arvi et al., 2017).

Although not a particular topic per se, we also want to emphasize the crucial role of
empirical advances in converting SDL’s abstractions to a more applicable, managerial level.
We have highlighted several contributions critical in this aspect (Karpen et al., 2012, 2015;
Brodie et al., 2013; Jakkola andAlexander, 2014), and in general terms, we recommend further
emphasis on empirical advances to strengthen the practical relevance of SDL (see also Brodie
and Peters, 2020).

The second category, “Propagate,” also spawned several research topics, based on which,
we developed sets of particular RQs. The “Propagate” category highlighted several, more
specific empirical contexts with quite concrete RQs concerning value circulation in the
particular service ecosystems related to these contexts. One exciting topic is customer
engagement in service ecosystems based on IoT. Customer engagement has been prominent
in SDL (e.g. Brodie and Hollebeek, 2011; Breidbach and Brodie, 2017), and new technologies
bring forth a reframed understanding of value circulation and relationships between
customers, objects, and the environments where resource integration takes place (Verhoef
et al., 2017). In addition, IoT breaks the confinements of time and space (Kawsar et al., 2010),
thus adding another dimension to customer engagement in service ecosystems based on IoT.
Indeed, the empirical settings, such as IoT, Internet of Everything (IoE), and artificial
intelligence (AI), have the impetus that could significantly direct SDL (for the latter, see, e.g.
Kaartemo and Helkkula, 2018); similarly, Vargo and Lusch (2017) called for research on the
third era of big data, also because of the actor-centric behavior.

Furthermore, our findings show that V&L04 has been used in a very limited manner to
discuss SDL or to debate against SDL. As exhibited by the findings, the number of
contributions discussing the postulates of SDL or arguing against SDL was more or less
constant – albeit low – during the 15 analyzed years and almost vanished inmore recent years.
For example, the debate was quite fervid a few years after the publication of V&L04, with
O’Shaughnessy and O’Shaughnessy (2009) representing the peak of the debate. The debate
between the two pairs of authors seemed to have contributed to a further crystallization of SDL
(see Lusch and Vargo, 2011; O’Shaughnessy and O’Shaughnessy, 2011; Vargo and Lusch,
2011b). The most recent article arguing against SDL – and, in this sense, a quite lonely
contribution in the last few years – questioned its fundaments as incrementally neoliberal in a
world where neoliberalism continues to prove itself insufficient to cope with current political
and economic challenges (Hietanen et al., 2018). In fact, in Vargo and Lusch’s book (2006)
following the original article, the authors themselves invited and initiated discussions of, and
debates against, SDL (e.g. Lehmann, 2006; Levy, 2006;Wilkie andMoore, 2006). In light of these
results, we must highlight the fact that the lack of contributions discussing and debating SDL
invites more such contributions to invigorate the field and initiate a fruitful academic
discussion and dialogue. For example, as service research appears to be experiencing an
“institutional turn” (Koskela-Huotari et al., 2020; see also Table 1), more critical views of
institutionswould presumably help to further refine this phenomenon. Institutional theory has,
at least in organization studies, been critiqued for over-reach, myopia, tautology, pseudo-
progress, and re-inventing the wheel (Alvesson and Spicer, 2019).

Another topic that our analysis identified within the category “Propagate” has been
the fertilization of SDL and its pollination to SCM and logistics (e.g. Lusch et al., 2010).
This fertilization has been constant and has recently resulted in merging SDL, logistics,
and the sharing economy (Carbone et al., 2017). Studying value circulation in such multi-
collaborative delivery service ecosystems is an exciting research avenue, even more so
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considering different types of sharing economy platforms; Schor (2014) emphasized
that they are shaped by both their market orientation (for-profit vs. non-profit) and their
market structure (peer-to-peer vs. business-to-peer), resulting in four different types
of sharing economy platforms. Explicating actors’ understandings of value, how
resources are integrated and service exchanged, and what institutions guide these
processes within each of these four types are intriguing representative RQs that are
plotted in Table 7.

Another potentially interesting field of fertilization and pollination is business models.
Despite the great relevance of the value proposition in both SDL and business models, few
contributions in our analysis addressed these issues in combination. For example, Storbacka
et al. (2012) proposed business model design as an activity addressing value proposition,
while Adrodegari and Saccani (2017) mentioned V&L04merely to further their idea of service
transformation in businessmodels. Similarly, Pedersen et al. (2017) depicted the innovation of
the business model with reference to the fashion industry, tying it loosely to SDL. The
relevance of research combining business models and SDL had been emphasized previously
(e.g. Wieland et al., 2017), and some progress has been made since (e.g. Fehrer et al., 2018;
Bocken et al., 2019; Nenonen et al., 2019), though more research on value flows in business
models from the SDL perspective is needed. Not least, crowd-based business models are
interesting, as seen from the findings, which is why we developed a set of RQs particularly
concerning crowd-based business models.

The findings in Category 3 showed that V&L04 was used as a lever to position a new
contribution, i.e. to perform the literature review, frame a contribution, or justify an element of
research. In line with these citation practices, the analysis has shown that SDL – and
especially V&L04 – acted as a lens to understand recent phenomena. For example, Saragih
and Tah used V&L04 in the proposition of a conceptual framework linking innovation, open
innovation, and co-innovation to highlight “the concept of co-innovation that begins by first
explaining the SDL perspective, the notion of value innovation, continued with the five
constructs of co-innovation along with its possible outcomes and finally proposes a
conceptual framework of co-innovation” (Saragih and Tah, 2018, p. 374). This emphasis is
even more profound due to the implementation of means such as 3D printing, living labs, and
the spread of new logics as social innovation, together with “reconciling diverging views on
innovation” (Vargo and Lusch, 2017, p. 58) using SDL. Thus, we derived a set of RQs focusing
on the issues of innovation in these new settings (see Table 7). Similarly, framing a
contribution with the help of V&L04 has led the analysis to consider several research topics,
with ethics being the most prominent issue. Ethics has been deemed as inherent to value
creation and, indirectly, to SDL (Abela and Murphy, 2008), and it affects the decisions of
actors participating in service ecosystems (Bridges, 2018). We derived RQs that pivot around
ethics as an institution guiding value creation, with some contributions indicating its
fundamental role in service exchange (Ferrell et al., 2013; Guiti�an, 2015).

The findings of our citation practice study of V&L04 have evidenced that one significant
influence of V&L04 lies in its default, instant recognition, and more general equalization
of the initial SDL article with the concept of value co-creation. Consequently, it is very
frequently referred towhen user involvement is concerned, aswell as to indicate the increased
interaction between firms and customers and/or consumers in modern business
environments and modern society. Thus, V&L04 has quickly become acknowledged as a
default reference that should not be missed when referring in particular to value co-creation
and the other two phenomena. A possible explanation of this is the high perceived value and
quality of V&L04 as a cornerstone article of modern marketing studies, which are, in general,
the two features of highly cited articles (Tahamtan and Bornmann, 2018). Another frequent
usage refers to V&L04 in future research directions, to briefly indicate the application of SDL
as a possible research avenue – something that most probably led to more fertilizations,

JSTP
31,4

592



framings of the contributions, and justifications of some elements of research. In this sense,
we recognize the existence of a reinforcing loop of citation practices of V&L04, whereby SDL
was more generally indicated as a future research avenue, leading researchers to apply the
logic and refer to V&L04 differently from a default practice. From the aspect of SDL, the
presumed citation loop is interesting from its possible contribution to mid-range theories,
something which simultaneously represents an intriguing future research avenue for citation
practices studies. In any case, these trends are expected to continue with the further
development of SDL. Moreover, the analysis has acknowledged several contributions citing
V&L04 in fields of study far removed from SDL andmarketing.Weather studies (Descurieux,
2010) and Shakespearean studies (Rumbold, 2010) are two of themost interesting examples in
this direction. The effect on knowledge and the role of creativity in language were the two
issues respectively leading to the infusion of SDL in these fields of study. Although it is
difficult to recommend future research in such fields, on a more general level, we expect more
applications of SDL, as the logic continues to inspire scholars from distant fields of research.
We believe that SDL has the potential to advance understanding within and the development
of such fields of research, adding this perspective to enrich the existing perspectives in the
main field. One example is Matthies et al. (2016), who applied SDL as a lens to advance
environmental sustainability in interdisciplinary harmony with natural sciences. This
contribution has also been identified as a reference for one of the transdisciplinary vectors of
SDL (Vargo and Lusch, 2017).

More generally, in the future, we expect that the number of general citationswill remain high
and that the significant influence of V&L04 beyondmarketing in general and service studies in
particular, instantly associating the original articlewith value co-creation anduser involvement,
will continue. Thus, it must be acknowledged that this category bears significance, despite its
being labeled “general.” This is why we also recommendmore citation practice research in this
particular category to further dissect the scope of the influence of V&L04.

Besides future research recommendations based on the results stemming from the
analysis of the main categories and the associated sub-categories, we emphasize several
future research directions related to citation practices. Our analysis focused only on the
original article, V&L04, and we analyzed the citation practices of that single article. In the
introduction to our article, we have acknowledged that the focus on one article – although
heavily cited –may appear limiting, but that these kinds of investigations are not uncommon
within citation practices (see the examples of Sieweke, 2014 and Liu et al., 2015). Nevertheless,
analyzing the citation practices of the later self-advances of Vargo and Lusch (2008a, b, 2016,
2017) and cross-referencing the results of such analyses with our results may create
additional information and contribute to both SDL and the field of citation practices.

As well as the outline of the citation practices of V&L04 and the subsequent identification
and discussion of the most relevant contributions of this now-seminal paper and the
associated future research directions, our article contributed to citation practice research by
developing a novel and comprehensive framework of citation practices. Our approach used
citation context analysis (Bornmann andDaniel, 2008). This required devising a classification
of the text surrounding the particular citation and reading the citing publications to
determine the citation context. This novel approach represents a contribution to studies in
citation practices: a comprehensive combinative framework built on previous frameworks
delineating citation practices (Garfield, 1965, in Smith, 1981;White andWang, 1997; Case and
Higgins, 2000; Aya et al., 2005; Bornmann and Daniel, 2008; Hern�andez-�Alvarez et al., 2016;
Tahamtan and Bornmann, 2018), used to assess the context of citations. This comprehensive
combinative framework is presented in Table 1. Thus, we recommend that future research
continue using this extensive framework for analyzing citation practices in fields other than
service studies.
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Our additional contribution to citation practices is the extensive application of our
framework. Following Bornmann and Daniel’s (2008) advice to read the text surrounding the
citation to classify it, we applied the framework to 4,612 contributions. In comparison, our
results are more robust because previous analyses reviewed by Bornmann and Daniel (2008)
analyzed up to 90 articles. In addition, these contributions are intertwined because the
framework of citation practices was partially crystalized iteratively through the analysis.

Our final contribution is methodological. First, the analysis of citation practices is not
simply a matter of numbers or single issues, as the understanding of results can be achieved
only by combining various variables. We identified and combined categories, fields of
research, and years as the main elements affecting the evolution of citations. For instance, the
identification of fields of research involved in a debate is crucial to describing the expansion
of a logic along time, regardless of the development achieved in its own field of research.
We regard the methodological approach that we used as leading to a more complete
understanding of the development of a theory through one of its key contributions. We are
not denying the relevance of other methodological approaches, but are offering a new way to
better clarify how a theory can be advanced and propagated, can favor the positioning of
additional contributions, be cited to recognize its relevance and pay homage, or be considered
more generally. Second, the cross-analysis of elements describing a citing contribution and
their relevance over time is not sufficient if the effect of other variables is not considered (see
Figure 2). Indeed, the trendswe achieved can be better justified onlywhen one considers other
related publications. Indeed, the content proposed in V&L04 was further advanced via
books (e.g. Lusch and Vargo, 2006a), new papers (such as Lusch and Vargo, 2006b; Vargo
and Lusch, 2008a; Vargo et al., 2008), and additional concepts, e.g. value-in-context (Chandler
and Vargo, 2011), service ecosystem (Akaka et al., 2012), and service innovation (Lusch and
Nambisan, 2015). Furthermore, events based on the development of a theory (such as
conferences), the existence of contrasting theories, the efforts of the initiating authors, the
calls launched by editors, and the intervention of other scholars all affect the citations of the
original paper. Thus, a complete understanding of the role that a single seminal article had in
favoring new contributions can be achieved only by considering connected advances to
justify increasing, decreasing, and roller-coasting trends.

Finally, this research led us to describe the reasons to cite as not mutually excluding, but
as converging. Indeed, some contributions presented a primary reason to cite, alongside other
parallel citation usages. This is relevant for favoring additional analyses and contrasting
previous approaches to citation analysis. In any event, such a result can be achieved only
through an analysis performed by humans instead of software and on single contributions
rather than on groups of them. This emphasizes the advantage of using an in-depth approach
to the analysis of studies as compared to software.

To conclude, the results of our study show that V&L04, the cornerstone article of SDL,
revolutionized service research; inspired and instigated fruitful theoretical discussion and
debates in the field of service; was applied to propagate and pollinate a variety of academic
fields; and is universally recognized outside the scope of service, marketing, and business
studies as a synonym for value co-creation, user involvement and customer interaction. This
development will undoubtedly continue in the future, not least with the emergence of digital
environments, automated service and human-machine interactions.
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