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Abstract
The service productivity literature has grown remarkably over the last two decades 
and has gathered substantial knowledge. However, with the gradual acceleration of 
knowledge production about service productivity, the collective evidence becomes 
more fragmented and interdisciplinary. The purpose of this literature review is to 
systematically identify and analyze 190 publications focusing on service productiv-
ity to link previously dispersed studies as a next step in theory development. By 
clustering existing service productivity research into macroeconomic, mesoeco-
nomic, and microeconomic dimensions, our review reveals that much progress has 
been made in advancing the open-ended theory of optimal service productivity. 
Reviewing key insights from the existing literature, we show that the majority of 
service productivity research adopts a one-sided industrial perspective that primar-
ily focuses on firm productivity. Although valuable, these studies most often leave 
out consumers’ time and effort, neglecting the value of consumer-generated input. 
Thus, the present research offers a new conceptualization of service productivity by 
emphasizing it as an open and customer-inclusive process that transcends the service 
producer–customer divide. Finally, we contribute a set of propositions. Within these 
propositions, we identify beneficial conditions and means for firms to improve ser-
vice productivity. In sum, the article provides policymakers, researchers, and practi-
tioners with valuable guidance for developing means to generate positive effects in a 
service economy that lacks productivity.
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1 Introduction

Over the past two decades, service productivity has received increased scholarly 
attention as a key determinant of the economic growth of developed economies 
(Anderson et al. 1997; Grönroos and Ojasalo 2004; Parasuraman 2002; Rust and 
Huang 2012). The growing focus on service productivity aiming to effectively 
transform input resources into value for customers has created timely and impor-
tant opportunities for scholars (Ostrom et  al. 2021). Fully understanding these 
opportunities has motivated the present article to evaluate the existing conceptual 
(e.g., Wirtz and Zeithaml 2018) and empirical literature (e.g., Aspara et al. 2018) 
examining service productivity in an increasingly digitalized service economy.

As standards of living rise in developed economies, citizens demand more 
personal services such as education and healthcare, fueling the growth of the 
personal service sector (Barrett et al. 2015). Moreover, the proliferation of tech-
nologies and the rise of (global) inter-organizational networks generate more 
complexity between firms, triggering the demand for professional and business 
services to reallocate firm operations and remain competitive. Fundamental to 
these intersecting trends is the rapid development of new technology (Huang and 
Rust 2021; Wirtz et al. 2018). However, with the emerging growth of the service 
economy and the decline of the manufacturing industry, new challenges arise. 
Consequently, most resources are transferred from highly productive manufactur-
ing sectors to less productive service sectors. Furthermore, the rise of technol-
ogy-infused services creates significant challenges for measuring (digital) value 
creation. Nevertheless, although technological advancements progress and ser-
vices become more pivotal to economic growth, service productivity is declin-
ing in many developed countries (OECD 2021; Schweikl and Obermaier 2020), 
highlighting the need for further research to address these puzzlingly low service 
productivity levels (Andreassen 2021).

While much progress has been made in advancing the open-ended theories of 
optimal service productivity (e.g., Anderson et al. 1997; Brynjolfsson 1993), the 
more recent literature (e.g., Jung et  al. 2021; Yoon 2020) has gone beyond the 
traditional one-sided industrial perspective focusing only on the productivity of 
internal firm processes. Thus, incorporating the value of customers’ input dur-
ing service coproduction and the value of consumer-generated data (e.g., Ofulue 
and Benyoucef 2022) in service provision has become critical for policymakers 
and scholars to see and measure value creation and capture it through new lenses 
given the importance of productivity in today’s economy.

Grounded in a service-dominant logic (Vargo and Lusch 2004), this systematic 
literature review goes beyond the traditional productivity theory to consider the 
firms’ “service productivity as the efficiency with which the firm converts ser-
vice input resources into customer-valued service outputs in its current service” 
(Aspara et  al. 2018, p. 251). Consequently, the present article defines service 
productivity as “a function both of internal efficiency and cost-effective use of 
production resources and of external efficiency and customer perceived quality” 
(Grönroos and Ojasalo 2004, p. 522).
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Based on the Grönroos and Ojasalo service productivity definition, the goal of 
this article is to aggregate and conceptualize the current literature on service produc-
tivity. In that sense, this systematic literature review differs from previous reviews 
and conceptual studies that have been published on related service productivity top-
ics (e.g., Grönroos and Ojasalo 2004; Maroto and Rubalcaba 2008; Maroto-Sánchez 
2012; Parasuraman 2002) by developing an overarching conceptual foundation that 
is general enough so that researchers, practitioners, and policy makers can profit 
from it. Building on this conceptual foundation, which links the microeconomic per-
spective (firm level) with the mesoeconomic (industry level) and macroeconomic 
perspective (society level), we contribute a set of new propositions in which we 
identify how service productivity can be improved and accurately measured. In sum, 
we try to answer the following research questions:

 (i) What causes the puzzling low service productivity levels that have been found 
by several economic analyses?

 (ii) What means allow to improve service productivity?

Furthermore, this review also aims to bring together and synthesize the latest 
research from the service and marketing disciplines to allow the service productiv-
ity research stream to move forward with greater clarity. We integrate the dispersed 
empirical and conceptual landscape of service productivity to examine the current 
academic knowledge base and create a more cohesive foundation. In total, 190 arti-
cles were identified, structured, and analyzed. We clarify the industry and functional 
specifics of service productivity by separating the literature into macroeconomic 
(i.e., service economy-level), mesoeconomic (i.e., industry-level), and microeco-
nomic (i.e., firm-level) dimensions to better understand whether studies conducted 
in different contexts report different results, draw conclusions, and point out areas 
for further research.

We make several contributions to research and practice. From a theoretical per-
spective, our literature review suggests that the theory of optimal service produc-
tivity was initially developed inductively by combining evidence from numerous 
empirical studies (e.g., Rust et al. 2002; Rust and Huang 2012), leading to an open-
ended theory from which more research can be conducted. Synthesizing the existing 
literature, our results show that the current research cannot fully explain what causes 
the low levels of service productivity reported by several economic analyses (OECD 
2021) because the underlying studies are mainly based on traditional industrial 
approaches designed by social economists who primarily focus on firm productivity, 
leaving out consumers’ time and effort during service coproduction (Parasuraman 
2002).

Although valuable, we find that this one-sided view neglects the important 
impact of free technology on service productivity (Brynjolfsson et al. 2019). We 
therefore argue that the existing literature in the service productivity research 
field is limited to fully estimating the impact of customers’ input on productiv-
ity in a digital service economy because welfare gains enabled from technology 
companies have not been accurately registered given that no direct transaction has 
occurred. The present review integrates the existing literature into an organizing 
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framework and calls for more research covering the full spectrum of (digital) 
value creation by estimating not only the value of output (firm productivity) but 
also the value of input (customer productivity and satisfaction). This new organ-
izing framework is needed to link the dispersed service productivity literature and 
develop a more cohesive understanding, which will allow the research stream to 
move forward with greater clarity. Furthermore, we contribute a set of proposi-
tions. Within these propositions, we identify beneficial conditions and means for 
firms to improve service productivity.

Ultimately, this systematic literature review synthesizes and compares the col-
lective evidence regarding service productivity to inform research as well as pro-
vide a basis for identifying apt practical approaches and shedding new light on 
the low levels of service productivity from a practical perspective.

2  Evolution of the service productivity literature

Literature on service productivity developed as services became more critical 
for the economy, and productivity concepts incorporated the central customer-
provider interaction as a determinant of productivity (Chase 1978). Over time, 
some scholars have somewhat generalized by describing service productivity as a 
dynamic function of a firm’s internal efficiency and external effectiveness (Grön-
roos and Ojasalo 2004). According to them, this is because unlike in manufactur-
ing, service companies cannot increase productivity solely by improving opera-
tions since service productivity also depends on changing consumer behavior, 
which complexifies its enhancement (Chase 1978; Gummesson 1998). Finally, 
once services were broadly perceived as a new business logic (Vargo and Lusch 
2004, 2008), the concept of productivity became indispensable in the service lit-
erature (Maroto and Rubalcaba 2008).

Numerous theoretical publications on service productivity revolve around 
the importance of interdisciplinary research designs for capturing the logic of 
the concept (Benkenstein et  al. 2017). Therefore, scholars have applied differ-
ent approaches to contribute to the open-ended theory of optimal service pro-
ductivity, using innovation (Aspara et al. 2018), market and customer orientation 
(Gomes et al. 2014), and technology (Mithas et al. 2020) viewpoints. Thus, a sub-
stantial body of literature on the firm level has already provided great examples 
of how service productivity can be improved.

Despite the praiseworthy theoretical developments showing the trade-offs 
between service efficiency and service quality (Baumol and Bowen 1966; Rust 
and Huang 2012), little research has been conducted to develop a framework that 
is general enough to serve as a basis for policymakers to design and implement 
measures that affect not merely one company or industry but the entire service 
economy. Therefore, the present research takes on this challenge by clustering the 
existing service productivity research into macroeconomic, mesoeconomic, and 
microeconomic dimensions to provide additional insights and important direc-
tions for future studies.
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3  Method

3.1  Methodology

We conducted a systematic literature review to identify all relevant empirical evi-
dence regarding service productivity by minimizing the authors’ individual biases. 
As shown in Fig. 1, the literature review followed a strict research protocol, ensuring 
maximum transparency about the steps taken (Kraus et al. 2022a, b). We used the 
Scopus and the EBSCO Business Source Ultimate databases for keyword searches 
since both are widely acknowledged as leading sources for comprehensive litera-
ture reviews (Burnham 2006). We performed searches in two different databases 
to maximize the likelihood of identifying all relevant studies (Linder et al. 2015). 
The applied search method focuses on approaching the service productivity concept 
from the three perspectives (i.e., a cost perspective, a quality perspective, or a dual 
perspective on cost and quality) defined in the service productivity model of Grön-
roos and Ojasalo (2004), which has received the most attention from researchers as 
measured by total citations. First, “service productivity” and “service performance” 
were both used as search terms because the productivity and performance concepts 
have been used interchangeably in important service research articles (Grönroos and 
Ojasalo 2004). Second, the search terms “service effectiveness” and “service excel-
lence” were included to reflect the quality aspect of the productivity concept. Third, 
“service efficiency” and “cost-effective service” were added to reflect the cost aspect 
of the concept. The relevant articles were selected if the search terms appeared in 
the title, abstract, or author-supplied keywords, from 2000 onwards. The year was 
chosen because the majority of articles advancing the theory of service productivity 
were initially published around the same time as Grönroos and Ojasalo’s (2004) ser-
vice productivity model. Books, business periodicals, and conference proceedings 

Search terms: 
“service productivity, “service performance”, 
“service effectiveness”, “service excellence”, 
“service efficiency”, “cost-effective service”

4827 articles

Inclusion criteria: 
(1) Search terms appeared in title, abstract, or author-

supplied keywords from 2000 onwards in EBSCO and 
Scopus database 

(2) Peer reviewed, empirical or conceptual 
(3) Published in English
(4) Full text access

Selected for further analysis 
226 articles

Excluded 40 articles
after reading the abstracts

Included 4 more articles using a snowball 
sampling approach to check for publications that 

did not show up during the initial steps of our 
research 

Final sample: 190
articles

Macroeconomic (society) level
9 articles

Mesoeconomic (industry) level
6 articles

Microeconomic (firm) level
175 articles

Human Capital
60 articles

Innovation
13 articles

Value 
Chain

28 articles

Customer 
Interaction
36 articles

Customer 
Perception
38 articles

Information 
technology 
6 articles

Actor-to-actor 
networks 
3 articles

Business vs. 
consumer services

6 articles

Fig. 1  An overview of the systematic literature review



 J. Hofmeister et al.

1 3

were excluded as we solely focused on peer-reviewed articles that meet our search 
criteria (Tranfield et  al. 2003). Additionally, we adopted a snowball sampling 
approach to check for publications that did not show up during the initial steps of 
our search (see Fig. 1).

In line with other historical reviews within service research (Carlborg et al. 2014), 
we specifically focused on journals in the service management, general marketing, 
business-to-business marketing, and innovation fields to capture all the character-
istics of service productivity discussed in the most relevant research communities 
(refer to Table 1 for a list of all included journals). Furthermore, we relied on the 
journals’ implicit quality rating to ensure the highest quality of the evidence (Tran-
field et  al. 2003). The database searches and application of our inclusion criteria 
as filters (see Fig. 1) led to the identification of a total of 226 articles. We read all 
abstracts and excluded 40 articles after a second reading because they were not con-
nected to service productivity. Finally, 190 articles were left for analysis and synthe-
sis. The research protocol is outlined in Fig. 1.

3.2  Categorization of the literature

The categorization of the articles followed a structured process (Gioia et  al. 
2013). We first condensed the individual articles’ information to define first-
order concepts, which mainly allowed us to synthesize the articles’ content in 

Table 1  Research by journal

Nr Journal Nr. of articles per 
journal

% of articles 
for all journals

1 Service industries journal 34 18
2 Journal of service research 27 14
3 Journal of services marketing 25 13
4 Managing service quality 20 11
5 Journal of business research 18 9
6 European journal of marketing 12 6
7 Industrial marketing management 11 6
8 Journal of service management 11 6
9 Journal of the academy of marketing science 8 4
10 Journal of marketing 5 3
11 Journal of business and industrial marketing 4 2
12 International journal of research in marketing 3 2
13 Marketing science 3 2
14 Journal of product innovation management 2 1
15 Journal of retailing 2 1
16 Journal of service management research 2 1
17 Technovation 3 2
Total 190 100
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an abstract manner. Second, we further combined articles into second-order 
themes based on their links and interactions to allow for a less granular catego-
rization of the articles. For example, articles referring to the first-order concepts 
“leadership” and “corporate culture”, were combined within the “human capital” 
second-order theme. Third, we further abstracted the information of the second-
order themes to derive the final three aggregate dimensions, which allow us to 
grasp the full nature of the research field and derive the necessary theoretical 
insights. Here, we separated the articles into the three final aggregate dimensions, 
distinguishing between articles that focus on the firm (i.e., microeconomic per-
spective), specific industries (i.e., mesoeconomic perspective), and the entire ser-
vice economy (i.e., macroeconomic perspective). After coding the articles, the 
authors compared their coding, and intercoder reliability of 90% was achieved, 
with differences of opinion quickly resolved.

In line with the approach adopted by Yalley and Sekhon (2014), the three aggre-
gate dimensions aimed at increasing transparency regarding the specifics of service 
productivity to better understand whether studies conducted in different contexts 
report different or similar results (Davis et al. 2014). Each of the dimensions ana-
lyzed represents similar academic views about service productivity or a set of equiv-
alent means of service productivity maximization. Figures 1 and 3 show the struc-
ture of the 190 articles reviewed. Additionally, Web Appendix 1 provides the list of 
the articles included, their coding, and their contribution to the service productivity 
literature.

4  Results

4.1  Number of publications about service productivity

Overall, service productivity studies have grown in number over the last two dec-
ades. Table  1 presents the journals ranked according to the number of published 
papers. The 190 articles appeared in 17 journals, and 10 journals published more 
than five papers, indicating some fragmentation in the literature. As exceptions, Ser-
vice Industries Journal, Journal of Services Marketing, Journal of Service Research, 
Managing Service Quality, and Journal of Business Research published more than 
15 articles. Furthermore, as Fig. 2 shows, the service productivity literature gradu-
ally grew over the last two decades.

Our results essentially suggest that service productivity has three meta-theoret-
ical foundations—macroeconomic, mesoeconomic, and microeconomic aggregate 
dimensions—that are relevant for covering the concept of service productivity 
from a holistic viewpoint (see Maroto and Rubalcaba 2008; Maroto-Sánchez 2012, 
who also adopted a very broad perspective to capture the characteristics of service 
productivity). We argue that the service productivity literature has explored those 
foundations, albeit with varying intensity and in different contexts. In the following 
paragraphs, we discuss each foundation in detail. The overall categorization of the 
literature is presented in Fig. 3.
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4.2  Macroeconomic aggregate dimension

Nine of the 190 analyzed articles (i.e., 5%) adopted a macroeconomic perspec-
tive, referring to the effects of technology-driven ecosystems on service produc-
tivity. With the expanded role of information technology and the emergence of 
a service-dominant logic (Lusch and Nambisan 2015; Vargo and Lusch 2008), 
service productivity has developed into an overarching concept over the last two 
decades. In particular, with the emergence of service ecosystems (Chandler et al. 
2019), enterprises’ perceptions of productivity concepts have undergone radical 
changes. Thus, the service productivity literature has shifted from a more effi-
ciency-oriented, firm-level logic to a more systemic logic (Vargo and Lusch 2004, 
2008) focusing on value cocreation that transcends the provider-customer divide. 
The emergence of these service ecosystems is mainly driven by a combination 
of fundamentally changing customer behaviors and expectations as well as rapid 
technological advancements (Maroto-Sánchez 2012).

In keeping with this view, the macroeconomic aggregate dimension is divided 
into two second-order themes: information technology and actor-to-actor net-
works. The former embodies the still very limited academic interest in techno-
logical changes and their impact on productivity. Surprisingly, this systematic 
literature review suggests that information technology appears to remain a new 
and rising macroeconomic phenomenon for service scholars as regards enhancing 
productivity. In fact, even though information technology fundamentally changes 
the nature of customer interaction (Rust and Huang 2014) and electronic services 
play a pivotal role in determining the trade-off between service efficiency and 
personalization (Rust and Chung 2006), the service productivity literature focus-
ing on information technology is still scarce.

In sum, the nature of service productivity changes as technology advances 
and information technology becomes increasingly important as company’s 
use it to improve service productivity through personalization and automation. 
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Fig. 2  Number of articles published on service productivity per year
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Furthermore, technology becomes even more important for service industries 
where productivity levels are low.

Proposition 1 The more the information technology advances, (a) the more likely 
it is that service productivity improves (i.e., mainly through internal efficiency) for 
standardized (transactional) services, (b) the more likely it is that service produc-
tivity improves (mainly through personalization) when services are data-rich, (c) 
the less likely it is that service productivity can be measured accurately (due to the 
advent of free digital services where no transaction has taken place).

The actor-to-actor networks second-order theme, which closely adheres to 
the service-dominant logic (Vargo and Lusch 2004, 2008, 2017) and the open-
systems perspective (Gomes et  al. 2014), builds on a conceptualization of ser-
vice productivity that transcends the service provider and customer divides. Thus, 
service productivity is not seen as an internal, efficiency-oriented concept but 
rather as a dual concept that focuses simultaneously on revenues (mainly driven 
by customer-perceived quality) and cost. To account for such a dual perspective, 
scholars have determined that the co-creation of value is key in service (Paras-
uraman et al. 1985). However, our review reveals that most studies focusing on 
service productivity still leave out the issue of how to identify the time and effort 
invested by customers in co-creation/production and, therefore, miss an impor-
tant quantification of the value of customers’ input during service coproduction. 
To conclude, the interdependent roles of employees and customers in cocreation 
significantly determine the service productivity output. Thus, service productivity 
should shift from closed to open, customer inclusive systems.

1st Order 
Concepts

2nd Order 
themes

Aggregate 
Dimensions

Micro-
economic 

(firm) 
level

Customer Interaction

• Service standardization: Complexity reduction at the customer interface through service standardization
• Customer relationship management: Marketing and communication methods to establish long-term customer relationships
• Service personalization: Add-on services to achieve high service customization
• Value co-design: Customer education and mutual learning experiences to achieve high service productivity

Customer Perception

• Cost-oriented value proposition: Cost-oriented value proposition focusing on the core services offered
• Quality-oriented value proposition: Quality-oriented value proposition in which services satisfy customer needs entirely 
• Productivity-oriented value proposition: Dual quality and cost perspective from which modular services are offered at 

competitive prices
• Customer feedback interpretation: Customer feedback gathering, utilization, and monetarization

• Employee development: Employee competencies to increase service efficiency and/ or effectiveness
• Corporate culture: Cultural characteristics that promote high service productivity
• Leadership: Leadership styles required in a competitive service environment to foster trust and achieve interest alignment 
• Talent selection: Personality traits that promote high service productivity

Human Capital

Value Chain

• Cooperation: Supplier structures and balanced partnerships to achieve processual synergies
• Steering: Steering models that break up silos and thereby employ a better processual business acumen among staff
• Service productization: Premises for target operating models that will help focus equally on efficiency and customer 

orientation 

Innovation• Incremental innovation: Activities that promote incremental innovation depth 
• Radical innovation: Activities that promote high (radical) innovation depth 

Macro-
economic 
(society) 

level

• Business versus consumer services: Specialized business services significantly contribute to economic growth as global 
networks allows for the centralization of expertise across different domains Business versus consumer services

• Information technology: The nature of service productivity changes as technology advances and information technology 
becomes increasingly important as company's try to use it to improve service productivity through personalization and 
automation. Furthermore, technology becomes even more important for service industries where productivity levels are low 

Information technology 

Actor-to-actor networks• Actor-to-actor networks: The interdependent roles of employees and customers in cocreation significantly determine the 
service productivity output. Thus, service productivity should shift from closed to open, customer inclusive systems

Meso-
economic 
(industry) 

level

Fig. 3  Research dimensions to cluster existing research
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Proposition 2 The more actor-to-actor networks are interconnected, the more likely 
it is that service productivity improves as firms take a synergistic perspective and 
shift from the company-oriented perspective to a dual company-customer oriented 
perspective.

4.3  Mesoeconomic aggregate dimension

Six of the 190 articles analyzed (i.e., 3%) refer to the second aggregate dimen-
sion, the mesoeconomic aggregate dimension, which takes into account differ-
ences between business-to-business and business-to-consumer service industries. 
Researchers consider multi-criteria (Djellal and Gallouj 2013) and integrated (Jav-
algi et al. 2005) perspectives accounting for productivity metrics that reflect the het-
erogeneous requirements of (global) business models. The review of the literature 
highlights the importance and rise of business services as a driving factor of value 
creation in many developed (service) industries (Wirtz et al. 2015). Due to the inter-
relationship of business services with other service sectors, scholars stress the criti-
cal role of business service in developed economies. Consequently, we argue that 
policymakers must consider the important role of business services and, particularly, 
their indirect effects as intermediate inputs when making decisions that affect the 
entire service economy (Maroto and Rubalcaba 2008). Furthermore, specialized 
business services significantly contribute to economic growth as global networks 
allows for the centralization of expertise across different domains.

Proposition 3 The more the share of business services advances, the more likely 
is a shift from product-centric to service-centric business models, requiring service 
firms to transform from a one-sided (internal efficiency focused) manufacturing 
productivity strategy to a two-sided (internal efficiency and external effectiveness 
focused) strategy to improve service productivity.

4.4  Microeconomic aggregate dimension

Out of the 190 analyzed articles, 175 (i.e., 92%) refer to the microeconomic aggre-
gate dimension, which is divided into five second-order themes, each representing a 
specific determinant of service productivity. The service productivity determinants 
that relate to the internal marketing perspective of a firm are human capital, inno-
vation, and the value chain. The determinants associated with the external market-
ing perspective are customer interaction and customer perception. The following 
three sections will elaborate on the determinants relating to the internal marketing 
perspective.

4.4.1  Human capital as an internal marketing service productivity determinant

The first second-order theme, human capital, investigates which competencies and 
corporate culture allow for a productive service business model. The human capi-
tal second-order theme is split into four first-order concepts: employee development, 
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corporate culture, leadership, and talent selection. Employee development com-
prises publications that focus on developing various employee skills and competen-
cies, such as resilience and confidence (Yoon 2020), ambidexterity (Hodgkinson 
et al. 2014; Phyra Sok et al. 2018), self-efficacy (Hammerschmidt et al. 2012; Lee 
et  al. 2017), cultural sensitivity (Stauss 2016), and technological competence (Ku 
2014). Additionally, the associated publications specify that employees’ intrinsic 
job motivation (e.g., focus on their purpose) rather than extrinsic job motivation 
(e.g., compensation) is pivotal for companies pursuing high service quality (Chan 
and Wan 2012; Suhartanto et al. 2018). Taken together, the results pertaining to the 
employee development first-order concept suggest that the human resources depart-
ment is a critical driver of the differential advantage of service firms because it has 
the biggest impact on the necessary employee skills and competencies (Harris and 
Fleming 2005; Wirtz and Jerger 2016). Moreover, the authors of the articles asso-
ciated with this first-order concept affirm that employee training programs must 
improve not only required in-role behaviors but also extra-role behaviors to sustain-
ably improve service productivity (Sawyerr et al. 2009).

Proposition 4a The more human capital firms build through developing employee 
skills and competencies such as (i) resilience and confidence, (ii) ambidexterity, (iii) 
self-efficacy, (iv) cultural sensitivity as well as (v) technological competence, the 
more likely they are to improve service productivity.

The next first-order concept connected to the human capital theme is corporate 
culture, which is found in articles acknowledging service firms’ cultural diversity 
and how a service-oriented corporate culture can be instilled, even in manufacturing 
firms that engage in servitization (Lexutt 2020). The findings of studies using this 
first-order concept describe a favorable corporate culture where feedback (Lecher-
meier et al. 2020), job autonomy (Qi et al. 2020), shared vision (Melton and Har-
tline 2013), and social bonds between employees (Wägar 2007) are pronounced. 
Furthermore, the associated authors conclude that the individual employee becomes 
less important and cooperative linkages between teams must be fostered through 
cross-functional activities (Yuan et al. 2018).

Proposition 4b The more human capital firms build through (i) giving open feed-
back, (ii) providing job autonomy, (iii) and fostering social bonds between employ-
ees, the more likely they are to improve service productivity.

Leadership, the third first-order concept relating to the human capital second-
order theme, encompasses articles examining interest alignment between manage-
ment and staff (Schepers et al. 2016). The findings of several of these studies sug-
gest that management ought to be authentic (Luu 2020), attenuative (Wilson and 
Frimpong 2004), and collegial (Ellinger 2000) to foster quality exchanges between 
managers and (frontline) service employees. Moreover, the literature points out that 
reciprocity in goals and expectations between management and staff is key to ser-
vice productivity (Chan and Lam 2011).
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Proposition 4c The more human capital firms build through promoting leadership 
styles that foster trust and achieve interest alignment, the more likely they are to 
improve service productivity.

The last first-order concept in the human capital second-order theme is talent 
selection, which appears in articles focusing on the analysis of personality traits that 
promote high service productivity. The literature points out that high agreeableness 
(Medler-Liraz 2020), emotion recognition (Doucet et al. 2016), adaptiveness (Pren-
tice and King 2013), self-respect (Jian et  al. 2012), general mental ability (Tews 
et al. 2010), and emotional intelligence (Tsai 2009) are amongst the most prominent 
personality traits in the propensity for high service productivity. Additionally, staff 
must not only be trained to identify those traits but also foster attraction-selection-
attrition—that is, human resources should only hire employees who share the val-
ues of the company to ensure the consolidation of organizational culture over time 
(Dobni et al. 2000).

Proposition 4d The more human capital firms build through identifying personal-
ity traits such as (i) agreeableness, (ii) emotion recognition, (iii) adaptiveness, (iv) 
self-respect, (v) general-mental ability, (vi) emotional intelligence, the more likely 
they are to improve service productivity.

In sum, this review shows that the authors employing the concept of human capi-
tal discuss the role of people and the multiple personality aspects that determine 
service productivity. In doing so, they make significant contributions to the litera-
ture by showing how to improve service productivity through enhanced employee 
productivity.

4.4.2  Innovation as an internal marketing service productivity determinant

The next second-order theme, innovation, provides further information to under-
stand the relationship between service innovation and service productivity, whereby 
the development of innovative services is seen as a key source of differentiation and 
competitive advantage (Storey and Hull 2010). The theme is divided into two first-
order concepts: incremental innovation and radical innovation.

Incremental innovation pertains to articles that primarily perceive the innova-
tion process as a byproduct of close customer interaction (Carbonell and Rodríguez 
Escudero 2015; Santos-Vijande et  al. 2016). There is a consensus in the literature 
that customer involvement and rapid information processing are essential to increas-
ing innovation speed, which makes it possible to tailor services to changing cus-
tomer needs and further enhance service productivity (Carbonell et al. 2009; Lievens 
and Moenaert 2000).

Proposition 5a The more firms can increase the innovation speed, the more likely 
they are to improve service productivity.
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Radical innovation concerns articles focusing on firms that operate more like 
product firms, actively engage in research and development and display the neces-
sary innovation mindset (Nakata and Hwang 2020). Therefore, these firms cannot 
rely exclusively on paying close attention to customer needs but must shift to inter-
functional coordination to spur radical innovation (Cheng and Krumwiede 2012).

Proposition 5b The more firms can link multiple (radical) innovation configura-
tions, the more likely they are to improve service productivity.

In short, the authors that refer to innovation discuss its impact on service produc-
tivity. Initial observations suggest a link between service innovation and service pro-
ductivity; however, general literature about the intersection between service innova-
tion and service productivity has yet to be developed.

4.4.3  The value chain as an internal marketing service productivity determinant

The third second-order theme relating to the firm-level aggregate dimension is the 
value chain. The depth of service, service locations and processes, IT infrastructure, 
and form of organization are examined within this theme, which is divided into three 
first-order concepts: cooperation, steering, and service productization.

The articles relating to cooperation primarily contain information about the sup-
plier structure and external partners necessary to enhance service productivity. They 
also focus on the increasing importance of the digitization-driven ecosystem per-
spective, which provides a logical structure for capturing market opportunities that 
transform the traditional service value chain into integrated network economies. The 
authors associated with the concept agree that active collaboration and the develop-
ment of a mutual brand image are important in competitive service markets where 
positive synergies can be achieved (Abdul Rahman et al. 2014; Allred and Money 
2010; Heirati et al. 2016; Wiertz et al. 2004).

Proposition 6a The more firms balance their partnerships to achieve processual 
synergies (e.g., through outsourcing to partners that provide better service quality at 
lower costs due to economies of scale), the more likely they are to improve service 
productivity.

The next first-order concept is steering, which encompasses articles that focus 
on the triangulation of employee satisfaction, customer satisfaction, and operational 
excellence using balanced scorecard–type programs (Ehbauer and Gresel 2013; Sol-
net and Kandampully 2008). The authors primarily focus on performance-manage-
ment systems that enable the implementation of a productivity-driven strategy via 
activity-based cost-accounting principles (Min et al. 2009).

Proposition 6b The more firms apply steering models that break up silos (e.g., by 
using management techniques such as Total Quality Management or the Balanced 
Score Card) the more likely they are to improve service productivity.
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The final first-order concept is service productization. While manufacturing firms 
start to augment their products with services to meet new customer demands (i.e., 
servitization), service firms do the opposite and mainly productize their services 
using automation to increase their gross margins as their revenues grow (Sawhney 
2016). When service firms automatize high-volume, low-skill tasks and, thus, offer 
more product-like and cost-efficient services, they pursue a strategy that requires 
a more (internal) process-oriented than (external) customer-oriented perspective. 
Initial observations indicate that articles focusing on high levels of service-produc-
tivity mainly examine measures associated with the service productization concept 
(Harkonen et  al. 2017), even though the term itself is never mentioned directly. 
Since service productization focuses on making services more repeatable and com-
prehensible (Harkonen et al. 2015) by establishing the structures necessary to con-
trol processes and outcomes (Harkonen et al. 2017), the current literature supports 
the assumption that managers in cost-oriented service firms are well-advised to con-
sider an overarching technology and a productization-oriented approach to stream-
line the service value chain (Daghfous and Barkhi 2009; Smith et al. 2009; Khong 
and Richardson 2003). The findings of these studies indicate, in our view, that ser-
vice productization in a broader sense also encompasses service blueprinting (Fließ 
and Kleinaltenkamp 2004) and lean principles (Carlborg et al. 2013) as both aim at 
increasing transparency and systematization. These results suggest that service pro-
ductization represents an essential theoretical basis for improving service productiv-
ity in cost-oriented service firms. Furthermore, the authors exploring this first-order 
concept point out that establishing small cross-functional teams is vital for breaking 
up organizational silos and, thereby, fostering better business acumen among staff, 
which includes the propensity for high productivity (Menguc et al. 2016; Rodríguez 
et al. 2018).

Proposition 6c The more firms productize their services, the more likely they are 
to improve service productivity.

To conclude, this review shows that the authors addressing the value chain sec-
ond-order theme discuss the role of processual and organizational systematization 
and their impact on service productivity and have made important contributions to 
further advance the field. The next two sections will elaborate on the two external 
marketing determinants of service productivity, customer interaction and customer 
perception.

4.4.4  Customer interaction as an external marketing service productivity 
determinant

The second-order theme of customer interaction analyzes how service compa-
nies interact with the customer to achieve high service productivity. The theme 
covers all business model decisions that influence direct customer contact at the 
customer interface. This also includes the sales channels, the form of customer 
retention, and the design of customer service. The related publications reveal four 



1 3

Service productivity: a systematic review of a dispersed…

first-order concepts: service standardization, customer relationship management, 
service personalization, and value co-creation.

Service standardization is associated with publications focusing on cost-ori-
ented firms that attempt to reduce complexity during customer interaction mainly 
through self-service and the application of technology in the front and back office 
of core services (Belanche et al. 2020; Collier and Barnes 2015; Schepers et al. 
2011). Furthermore, the authors addressing this concept agree that a high level 
of service standardization is necessary to increase service efficiency and reduce 
costs.

Proposition 7a The more cost-oriented firms reduce complexity at the customer 
interface through service standardization, the more likely they are to improve ser-
vice productivity.

Customer relationship management relates to publications that emphasize the 
importance of long-term relationships with customers (Taylor et  al. 2020; Wan 
et  al. 2016). The relevant authors appear to agree that long-term relationships 
help to increase the quality of the relationship between customer and provider as 
well as positive word-of-mouth marketing (Ng et al. 2011). Additionally, custom-
ers who expect the relationship to continue over an extended period have lower 
service recovery expectations, which enables companies to sustainably increase 
service productivity (Hess et al. 2003).

Proposition 7b The more quality-oriented firms use marketing and communication 
methods to establish long-term customer relationships, the more likely they are to 
improve service productivity.

Service personalization is found in publications that point out that “the little 
things,” that is, commonly perceived trivialities and personal touch, significantly 
impact the service experience and service quality (Johnston 2004; Verhulst et al. 
2019) and, therefore, provide opportunities to improve service productivity.

Proposition 7c The more cost and quality-oriented firms use add-on services to 
achieve high service customization, the more likely they are to improve service 
productivity.

Value co-creation pertains to publications showing that customer interaction 
is not a one-way service provider–customer transaction but rather requires ser-
vice providers and customers to be willing to learn from each other throughout 
the lifecycle of a service (Janeschek et al. 2013). A lifecycle perspective requires 
service firms to commit adequate resources during the entire customer journey 
(Sekhon et  al. 2016), which enables them to better understand customer pain 
points and carefully adapt the service offering. Furthermore, research shows that 
employees must be closely linked, almost “hardwired,” with customer satisfaction 
throughout the journey (Schlesinger 2003).
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Proposition 7d The more cost and quality-oriented firms educate customers and 
foster mutual learning experiences, the more likely they are to improve service 
productivity.

To conclude, the authors exploring the customer interaction second-order theme 
discuss the optimal design of the customer interface to increase service productiv-
ity and, thereby, make important contributions to the understanding of how the pro-
vider-customer relationship impacts service productivity.

4.4.5  Customer perception as an external marketing service productivity 
determinant

Customer perception primarily focuses on the value proposition of the service offer-
ing. In addition, this second-order theme includes the positioning of the company 
(e.g., quality vs. productivity vs. low-cost provider) and the brand’s design as a car-
rier of the positioning. The theme comprises four first-order concepts: cost-oriented 
value proposition, quality-oriented value proposition, productivity-oriented value 
proposition, and customer feedback interpretation.

Cost-oriented value proposition is connected to articles that focus on the constit-
uents of a cost-effective service offering. The associated authors contend that devel-
oping an efficiency-oriented value proposition requires a strong focus on the core 
services offered, with limited attention to detail (Grace and O’Cass 2004; Min 2010; 
Tripp and Drea 2002). Furthermore, recent research on cost-oriented service firms 
has shown that actively reducing customers’ expectations of service quality from the 
beginning has a significant positive effect on service performance (Danatzis et  al. 
2020).

Proposition 8a The more cost-oriented firms focus on the core services offered, the 
more likely they are to improve service productivity.

Quality-oriented value proposition encompasses publications that have identified 
high levels of customer satisfaction as the most important determinant of service 
quality (Yap and Sweeney 2007). These include studies focusing on marginal utility 
analysis (Bacon 2012) or customer delight (Finn 2012). Others point out the impor-
tance of the personal service experience (Gouthier et al. 2012) in increasing service 
quality.

Proposition 8b The more quality-oriented firms focus on satisfying customer needs 
entirely, the more likely they are to improve service productivity.

Productivity-oriented value proposition appears in publications that provide a 
dual perspective on balancing the quality and cost aspects of the service productiv-
ity concept. Current research related to this first-order concept notes that finding the 
optimal balance between quality and cost requires services to have a modular service 
architecture, which allows for high differentiation even if the services are offered to 



1 3

Service productivity: a systematic review of a dispersed…

a wide array of customers (Liu et  al. 2016). However, the complexity induced by 
service modularization demands that service companies only target specific (online 
and offline) customer segments with highly trained personnel capable of handling a 
diverse service portfolio (Mentzer et al. 2004). The existing research also notes the 
importance of market orientation as a critical determinant of a productivity-oriented 
value proposition (Abbu and Gopalakrishna 2019).

Proposition 8c The more cost and quality-oriented firms focus on offering modular 
services, the more likely they are to improve service productivity.

Customer feedback interpretation covers publications suggesting that the cus-
tomer is the best judge of service quality (Fodness and Murray 2007) and should 
thus determine the service design. However, several customer specificities must 
be taken into consideration when interpreting customer feedback, such as question 
order (DeMoranville and Bienstock 2003), customers’ personality orientations and 
emotional states (Gountas and Gountas 2007; Strydom et al. 2020), gender (Snipes 
et  al. 2006), and culture (Ueltschy et  al. 2007). In addition, service performance 
evaluation requires comprehensive techniques that reflect subconscious customer 
intentions (Burton et al. 2003).

Proposition 8d The more quality-oriented firms incorporate customer feedback, 
the more likely they are to improve service productivity.

In conclusion, this review shows that the authors associated with the customer 
perception second-order theme discuss different marketing measures and service 
design configurations and their effect on service productivity, significantly develop-
ing the research stream.

5  Discussion

5.1  Integrated view on service productivity

Since service productivity has developed into a complex and interconnected con-
cept, we combined the macroeconomic, mesoeconomic, and microeconomic per-
spectives on service productivity to cluster the existing research within an overarch-
ing and integrated research framework to conceptualize and link our propositions 
(shown in Fig. 4). Therefore, we connected the different research dimensions since 
they cannot be considered by themselves. Rather, their interdependencies need to be 
considered.

By comparing the macroeconomic, mesoeconomic, and microeconomic environ-
ment we enhance our knowledge about the interlinkages between them. These links 
directed us to develop the integrative framework on the effects on service productiv-
ity. As shown in Fig. 4, regarding the macroeconomic and mesoeconomic level, we 
claim that service productivity can improve if companies are able to successfully 
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disseminate new technological trends (Proposition 1) or innovate their business 
models in such a way that they can benefit from new actor-to-actor service networks 
(Proposition 2). Furthermore, the more the share of business services advances, 
the more likely is a shift from product-centric to service-centric business models, 
requiring service firms to transform from a manufacturing productivity strategy 
to a two-sided customer inclusive strategy to improve service productivity (Prop-
osition 3). For all three propositions to fully develop, we argue that they must be 
closely connected. Hence, policy makers must develop an infrastructure that links 
all three propositions. To do so, they must strengthen firms’ digital infrastructure by 
providing sufficient capital funds (especially in less developed countries). Second, 
they should actively support startups to help them during their scale-up period. And 
third, they should foster an entrepreneurial culture within society. Take the newly 
developed digital service act (European Commission 2022), which is an apt example 
connecting the three propositions. The digital service act represents an EU regula-
tion that can open opportunities for firms to offer digital services across countries 
throughout the single market with a high level of protection for all users, regardless 
of where in the EU they live. This regulation will help firms to improve their service 
productivity levels due to higher legal certainty, harmonization of regulations and 
simpler founding and expansion within Europe. Since economies transform form 
manufacturing to service economies, such policy measures can increase global ser-
vice productivity levels by promoting innovation and facilitating the expansion of 
global actor-to-actor networks between incumbent firms, SMEs, and start-ups.

Finally, the microeconomic aggregate dimension is divided into second-order 
themes that relate to the determinants associated with the internal marketing per-
spective of a firm (i.e., Proposition 4, 5, and 6) and the determinants associated 
with the external marketing perspective (i.e., Proposition 7 and 8). While the ser-
vice-profit chain (SPC) (Hogreve et al. 2017, 2022) is the most prominent research 

Service 
Productivity

Customer 
interaction

Customer 
Perception

Human 
Capital Innovation Value Chain

Macroeconomic environment Mesoeconomic environment

Microeconomic
environment

Information technology Actor-to-actor 
networks Business versus consumer services

P1 P2 P3

Internal marketing perspective External marketing perspective

P4 P5 P6 P7 P8

Fig. 4  An integrated framework of macroeconomic, mesoeconomic, and microeconomic effects on ser-
vice productivity
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framework, Total Quality Management and Six Sigma are the most known systemic 
management approaches that have already established a strong link between both 
perspectives. Given the interrelationship between the internal and external market-
ing perspective, opportunities to create mutual benefits between the two are often 
intertwined (see Fig.  4). Take Google for example, which continuously achieves 
top rankings in customer service while being cost-efficient at the same time (Wirtz 
and Zeithaml 2018), showing that successful firms must be able to combine service 
quality and cost to achieve high service productivity.

In sum, we contribute to service productivity literature by connecting the macroe-
conomic, mesoeconomic, and microeconomic perspectives within a cohesive frame-
work. Such a combination has not been developed before. On the one hand, this 
framework helps researchers to bridge the gap between different research streams 
and specify interdependencies. On the other hand, this framework provides guidance 
for policy makers (Propositions 1, 2, and 3) and practitioners (Propositions 4–8) to 
identify new means for service productivity enhancement and combine different per-
spectives to achieve important political and organizational synergies.

5.2  Future research directions

Systematic literature reviews are of considerable importance for providing a more 
cohesive knowledge base to the academic and practical community in fragmented 
research areas (Klarin 2019). Therefore, we conducted this replicable review to 
discover overall structural patterns that help to grasp critical considerations of the 
current body of service productivity literature, which, in our view, requires a more 
solid foundation. Hence, we formulated new research avenues to stimulate further 
research. Additionally, we developed specific research questions for each proposi-
tion to actively guide future service productivity research (Table 2).

The analysis of the literature review (Fig.  3) revealed that researchers primar-
ily focus on eight different research avenues (i.e., 2nd order themes). The first two 
research areas relate to the macroeconomic perspective (i.e., information technology 
and actor-to-actor networks). From this perspective, our systematic literature review 
showed that a hitherto limited number of studies has addressed service productivity 
from a perspective that captures important macroeconomic trends such as the rise of 
information technology and actor-to-actor networks. In contrast, we find that most 
research focusing on service productivity aims at empirically analyzing the latter’s 
impact at the firm level (see Figs. 1 and 3), focusing exclusively on firm productiv-
ity. However, we argue that a (broader) customer-inclusive actor-to-actor perspec-
tive, in which internal efficiency and external customer-perceived quality are equally 
considered, is important to cover the entirety of the service productivity concept 
(Grönroos and Ojasalo 2004; Parasuraman 2002). Thus, future service productivity 
research should focus on fully estimating the value of customers’ input during ser-
vice coproduction. Furthermore, longitudinal studies that include a dynamic discus-
sion of service productivity over time, where firms change their productivity levels 
with changing consumer demand, are particularly valuable for advancing the field.
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Table 2  Agenda for future research

Propositions Potential future research questions

1. Macroeconomic (society) level—information 
technology

The more the information technology advances…
(i) The more likely it is that service productiv-

ity improves for standardized (transactional) 
services,

(ii) The more likely it is that service productivity 
improves when services are data-rich,

(iii) The less likely it is that service productivity 
can be measured accurately (due to the advent 
of free digital services where no transaction has 
taken place)

What impact has the metaverse on service produc-
tivity?

How can the quest for sustainability be combined 
with strategies for high service productivity?

How do multilevel service designs change as tech-
nology advances?

What roles play digital services in managing the 
efficiency customization trade-off?

Under what conditions become product firms 
service-centric given the existing technological 
advancement?

Do firms optimize their service productivity when 
they proactively incorporate IT into their services, 
operations, and strategy?

What technologies augment FLEs effectively?
2. Macroeconomic (society) level – actor-to-actor 

networks
The more actor-to-actor networks are inter-

connected, the more likely it is that service 
productivity improves as firms take a synergistic 
perspective and shift from the company-oriented 
perspective to a dual company-customer oriented 
perspective

When measuring service productivity for strategic 
purposes, what approach accounts for opposing or 
reinforcing productivity metrics?

How can firms develop a mutual brand image with 
partners across different societies/ countries?

3. Mesoeconomic (industry) level
The more the share of business services advances, 

the more likely is a shift product-centric to ser-
vice-centric business models requiring service 
firms to transform from a one-sided (internal 
efficiency focused) manufacturing productiv-
ity strategy to a two-sided (internal efficiency 
and external effectiveness focused) strategy to 
improve service productivity

What means are necessary to move from traditional 
manufacturing methods to hybrid/ two-sided 
service productivity methods?

What means are necessary to re-engineer organiza-
tions’ business processes from a product-centric to 
service-centric business models?

What must be rethought and redesigned to achieve 
significant improvements in (B2B/ B2C) business 
performance?

Is there a dark side of B2B supplier collaboration?

4. Microeconomic(firm) level—Human Capital
The more human capital firms build through…
(a) Developing employee skills and competen-

cies such as (i) resilience and confidence, (ii) 
ambidexterity, (iii) self-efficacy, (iv) cultural 
sensitivity and (v) technological competence

(b) Giving open feedback, (ii) providing job 
autonomy, (iii) and fostering social bonds 
between employees

(c) Promoting leadership styles that foster trust 
and achieve interest alignment

(d) Identifying personality traits such as (i) agreea-
bleness, (ii) emotion recognition, (iii) adaptive-
ness, (iv) self-respect, (v) general-mental ability, 
(vi) emotional intelligence

…the more likely they are to improve service 
productivity

What means must be considered to implement a 
stringent productivity-oriented selection and 
recruitment process?

Which rewards enable consistent service excellence?
How can firms consistently foster organizational 

values?
How can work redesign programs and trainings 

ensure that they focus on all the different personal-
ity dimensions?

Should organizations focus on employee engagement 
as much as much as they focus on customers?

How can managers find ways to release their job 
stress and negative feelings to avoid abuse of 
subordinates?

How can firms reassure employees’ sense of self-
worth and self-definition?

How can firms delegate more power to employees 
and ensure that interests are aligned?

How can managers find a balance between feedback 
culture and micro-management?
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Table 2  (continued)

Propositions Potential future research questions

5. Microeconomic (firm) level—Innovation
The more firms…
(a) Increase the innovation speed
(b) Link multiple (radical) innovation configura-

tions
…the more likely they are to improve service 

productivity

How can firms improve information processing 
capacity?

What types of customers should be involved in the 
service innovation process?

How can firms check whether the mindset of the 
employees is ready for (radical) service innova-
tion?

6. Microeconomic (firm) level—Value Chain
The more firms…
(a) Balance their partnerships to achieve proces-

sual synergies (e.g., through intelligent outsourc-
ing)

(b) Apply steering models that break up silos (e.g., 
by using management techniques such as Total 
Quality Management or the Balanced Score 
Card)

(c) Productize their services
…the more likely they are to improve service 

productivity

How can firms optimize internal and external infor-
mation exchange?

How should firms be organized above/ beneath the 
line of order penetration?

What means for coordinating and planning help to 
design organizational structure and plan the cost 
structure?

What modern accounting principles (e.g., using 
activity-based costing) allow for a productive 
service business model?

7. Microeconomic (firm) level—Customer interac-
tion

The more…
(a) Cost-oriented firms reduce complexity at the 

customer interface
(b) Quality-oriented firms use marketing and 

communication methods to establish long-term 
customer relationships

(c) Cost and quality-oriented firms use add-on 
services to achieve high service customization

(d) cost and quality-oriented firms educate cus-
tomers and foster mutual learning experiences

…the more likely they are to improve service 
productivity

How can services be customized to achieve high 
service productivity and meet customers’ expecta-
tions during service interaction?

How do service guarantees affect the overall service 
productivity during customer interaction?

What scales must be used for a broader examination 
of the service experience?

How can firms create socially supportive service 
environments that are beneficial for customers and 
for organizational profitability?

8. Microeconomic (firm) level—Customer percep-
tion

The more…
(a) Cost-oriented firms focus on the core services
(b) Quality-oriented firms focus on satisfying 

customer needs entirely
(c) Cost and quality-oriented firms focus on offer-

ing modular services
(d) Quality-oriented firms incorporate customer 

feedback
…the more likely they are to improve service 

productivity

How can culture be considered when interpreting 
customer satisfaction ratings?

How canpersonality orientations and emotional 
states be considered for customer’s evaluation of 
service satisfaction?

Should measures of actual performance be modeled 
in addition to measures of perceived performance?

How can customer delight be monitored as much as 
customer satisfaction?

How can the delivered service standard be tracked 
for different service aspects/ attributes?
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Moreover, we find that on a macroeconomic level, the rise of technology-infused 
services creates tough challenges for measuring value creation in a digitalized ser-
vice economy. Consequently, a unique element of service productivity in a digital 
era is free software of high value to customers and the value of consumer-generated 
data as input in the provision of services to customers (Brynjolfsson et  al. 2019). 
Due to measurement challenges related to the advent of free digital services, we pro-
pose that future service productivity research should focus on measuring the value 
of digital consumer input to capture “real” value creation in a digital service econ-
omy. In other words, future research must find new ways to measure the welfare 
gains of technological companies even though no transaction has taken place and no 
direct value is registered. Additionally, future research should investigate the impact 
of new policies (such as tax systems, regulations, capital funds) on global service 
productivity.

The third research area (business versus consumer services) focuses on the meso-
economic, industry-level perspective. Our review shows that the rise of business ser-
vices impacts service economies that are built on networks of specialized service 
firms offering business resources as a service. Even though the service sector is very 
heterogeneous, our systematic review reveals that analyses of individual sector pro-
ductivity have not garnered much scholarly attention since only 3% of the analyzed 
articles refer to the mesoeconomic aggregate dimension (see Fig. 1 and Web Appen-
dix  1). Consequently, in our view, there is still space for further research to ana-
lyze, for example, how the rise of the sourcing and outsourcing of business services 
affects industries’ and companies’ service productivity (Ehret and Wirtz 2015).

Finally, the remaining five research areas (i.e., human capital, innovation, value 
chain, customer interaction, customer perception) relate to the the microeconomic, 
firm level. We find that research on service productivity has significantly advanced 
knowledge within the field over the last two decades, given that 92% of the ana-
lyzed articles focus on firm-level productivity. However, except in the manufactur-
ing literature, innovation as a means of productivity enhancement has not received 
similar scholarly attention even though current service research emphasizes that 
scholars should bridge the gap between the service innovation and service produc-
tivity research streams (Aspara et  al. 2018). Within the innovation research field, 
we suggest that future service research should develop a better understanding of the 
interrelationship between service innovation (e.g., Eckert and Hüsig 2022) and ser-
vice productivity to close the gap between the two research streams because previ-
ous research has mainly investigated them in isolation, neglecting the dependencies 
between the two (Hofmeister et  al. 2022). Combining them will therefore help to 
better understand whether service productivity indicators are able to define success-
ful service innovation (Gustafsson et al. 2020; Schneider et al. 2022).

From the articles examining the firm level, we also learn that many companies 
place trust in digital innovation capabilities to find the right balance between ser-
vice productivity and customer satisfaction through automation (Marinova et  al. 
2017). However, research shows that keeping this promise is challenging because 
digital innovation still fails to provide the expected productivity benefits (Aspara 
et al. 2018). Like Chandler et al. 2019, we affirm that innovation in a digital service 
context should be a high priority for service research to help practitioners in service 
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firms better understand how they can make the best use of the rather vague cur-
rent service innovation concepts (Jaakkola et al. 2017). Based on the insights of our 
review and akin to Schweikl and Obermaier (2020) we also call for further research 
that investigates the nature of potential time lags between service innovation invest-
ments and their productivity outcome.

Within the value chain research field, the existing firm-level research has shown 
that service and manufacturing firms tend to become similar as they mature, and 
they both start to offer bundles of products and services, that is, product-service sys-
tems (Li et al. 2020). While manufacturing-related servitization research has already 
explored the challenges associated with transitioning from products to services 
(Kohtamäki et  al. 2020), the same is not true for services. Therefore, we call on 
future research to emphasize how service productization can help service companies 
to overcome service productivity barriers when they move from offering pure ser-
vices to integrated product-service systems.

Finally, our review shows that most firm-level studies used surveys as research 
method. Although valuable, this method limits the findings as researchers mainly 
focus on cross-sectional perspectives (Kolotylo-Kulkarni et al. 2021). First, we pro-
pose that future research uses experiments to further explain the behavioral service 
productivity aspects, such as beneficial extra-role behaviors (i.e., the human capi-
tal side). Second, more qualitative methods (e.g., multiple case studies) are needed 
to explain the multifaceted nature of service productivity. Qualitative research will 
especially help to explain the complex interdependencies between different proposi-
tions discussed in this article.

5.3  Implications for policymakers and practitioners

First, our systematic literature review shows that only a few studies have focused 
on a macroeconomic perspective when analyzing service productivity. Since we 
adopt a bottom-up approach to categorizing the literature, proceeding from the firm 
(micro economy) to the industry (meso economy) to the society (macro economy), 
we developed a framework (see Figs.  3 and 4) that is general enough for policy-
makers to use for comprehensive decision making. Thus, we combined the currently 
fragmented service productivity literature to show that information technology and 
actor-to-actor networks are important determinants of service productivity on a 
macroeconomic level. This is critical for policymakers who must develop and imple-
ment policy measures that generate positive effects not for one company or industry 
but for the entire economy.

Second, on a mesoeconomic level, we find that the service systems perspective 
(Chandler and Lusch 2015) offers great guidance to managers in different service 
industries regarding how to improve service productivity. We observe that by taking 
a systems perspective to conceptualize the means of enhancing service productiv-
ity (Gomes et  al. 2014), managers can more accurately define a “new value crea-
tion configuration” (Jaakkola and Alexander 2014, p. 249) that makes it possible to 
combine industry-level specifics with strategies for high service productivity. For 
example, Gomes et  al. (2014) report, in their cross-sectional study of Portuguese 
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service organizations, that many service organizations suffer from “strategic confu-
sion” (Gomes et al. 2014, p. 990) that is, the firms do not have clearly articulated 
and distinctive strategic orientations. However, without strategically aligned service 
systems that account for industry specifics (e.g., levels of customer coproduction 
or intangibility), service productivity suffers. Therefore, we advise (global) service 
managers who operate in different service industries to define and develop service 
systems that can link the industry strategy with service productivity.

Third, on a microeconomic level, this review reveals that the extant research 
shows that by trying to meet short-term earnings expectations, service managers 
are often tempted to apply efficiency-oriented manufacturing productivity models 
as they can help to reduce costs swiftly. However, product-based productivity meas-
ures are especially pernicious because they seem promising for increasing profit but 
are mainly a service productivity illusion as corporate culture suffers (e.g., Menguc 
et al. 2017; Yuan et al. 2018), service quality decreases (e.g., Finn 2012; Gouthier 
et al. 2012; Yap & Sweeney 2007), customers leave (e.g., Brady and Cronin 2001; 
Mentzer et al. 2004; Olsen et al. 2014), and long-term profits decline (e.g., Rust and 
Huang 2012, 2014). Since service costs and revenues are closely intertwined, the 
theory of optimal service productivity shows that service managers can be misled 
in assuming that they can improve each aspect separately. As a result, most deci-
sion makers are torn between a reasonable long-term customer orientation and 
shareholder-induced interim cost-effectiveness, which keeps them in a position of 
persistent instability where they must avoid a downward shift in productivity. Conse-
quently, service providers need guidance and metrics that allow them to cover many 
functions and business units and link service creation and delivery to the firm’s 
financial performance (Ostrom et  al. 2010). The categorization of the literature 
developed here provides a comprehensive overview of service productivity means in 
the entire service business model and, therefore, helps to identify suitable practical 
recommendations when competitive pressures demand rapid or strategic change.

Furthermore, we show that the service productivity research stream is linked to 
the service innovation research stream in that the positive effect of service inno-
vation on service productivity very much depends on the type of innovation (e.g., 
Kraus et al. 2022a, b). If, for instance, a company innovates by internalizing activi-
ties that were previously performed by the customer (e.g., to reduce the role stress 
of frontline employees), such innovation does not necessarily increase productivity 
(which might not even be the objective if other outcomes were the focus of the inno-
vation). Nevertheless, many companies often have clear productivity targets for their 
innovations (e.g., they frequently use business cases to define the innovation budget) 
but struggle to introduce new and productive services successfully to the market. 
Our review showed that by making conscious choices about the types of custom-
ers to involve (e.g., lead users vs. new users) (Carbonell et  al. 2012), incorporat-
ing front-line service employees (Santos-Vijande et al. 2016), and developing social 
cohesion (Shaner et al. 2016), the productivity of new services can be significantly 
improved. Combining these findings will help service managers to boost service 
innovation success (see also Aspara et al. (2018), who explicitly studied the service 
productivity–service innovation dilemma).
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Finally, on the firm level, we especially encourage service firms that offer com-
plex product-service systems to productize their service offering. That is, services 
should be configured, branded, and priced more like products to differentiate and 
sell them more effectively (Wirtz et al. 2021). Our review reveals that service pro-
ductization can be achieved by applying lean principles (Carlborg et al. 2013) and 
service blueprinting (Fließ & Kleinaltenkamp 2004), defining clear organizational 
values (Chenet et  al. 2000), incorporating new technology (Daghfous and Barkhi 
2009), and conducting service process re-engineering (Khong and Richardson 
2003). All these means will help managers as key productization approaches for 
managing services’ complexity and, therefore, improving their productivity.

6  Limitations and conclusion

Like any other study, this structured literature review has limitations. One concerns 
the journal selection. By focusing on 22 journals in the service management, general 
marketing, business-to-business marketing, and innovation fields, we limit ourselves 
to the most important journals and associated research communities contributing to 
the service productivity literature. Additionally, other historical analyses within ser-
vice research have used similar selection criteria (Carlborg et al. 2014; Furrer et al. 
2020). Thus, we applied equivalent limitations to achieve comparability with other 
literature reviews, even though this has entailed leaving out certain studies. Moreo-
ver, the keyword selection determined our sample size and content. Since service 
productivity is a diverse research field, our initial keyword selection could not cover 
the entirety of available studies, even though the literature review follows a thorough 
and comprehensive structural (Snyder 2019) and methodological approach (Gioia 
et al. 2013; Tranfield et al. 2003).

To conclude, this systematic literature review sought to advance the knowledge 
about service productivity. It reveals that research on service productivity is frag-
mented, which hinders future interdisciplinary academic exchange. We synthesized 
the existing literature to make three main contributions. First, the present review 
offers a modified perspective on service productivity that accounts for recent aca-
demic and practice advancements on the macroeconomic, mesoeconomic, and 
microeconomic levels. Second, we built a bridge between macroeconomic issues of 
service productivity and current studies on the microeconomic level by introduc-
ing a categorization that creates a more cohesive foundation for the further develop-
ment of the open-ended theory of optimal service productivity. Third, we outline a 
research agenda to guide and stimulate future studies of service productivity in a 
digital era. We hope that these three contributions can help policymakers, scholars, 
and practitioners to advance their understanding of the service productivity concept.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s11301- 023- 00333-9.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-023-00333-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-023-00333-9


 J. Hofmeister et al.

1 3

Data availability The datasets generated during and/or analyzed during the current study are available 
from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as 
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article 
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is 
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission 
directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen 
ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Abbu HR, Gopalakrishna P (2019) Synergistic effects of market orientation implementation and internal-
ization on firm performance: direct marketing service provider industry. J Bus Res 125:851–863. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jbusr es. 2019. 06. 004

Abdul Rahman NA, Melewar TC, Sharif AM (2014) The establishment of industrial branding through 
dyadic logistics partnership success (LPS): the case of the Malaysian automotive and logistics 
industry. Ind Mark Manag 43(1):67–76. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. indma rman. 2013. 09. 003

Allred CR, Money RB (2010) The service hand-off: effects of multivendor service performance on cus-
tomer satisfaction—an experimental study. J Serv Mark 24(3):184–195. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 
08876 04101 10405 96

Anderson EW, Fornell C, Rust RT (1997) Customer satisfaction, productivity, and profitability: differ-
ences between goods and services. Mark Sci 16(2):129–145. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1287/ mksc. 16.2. 
129

Andreassen TW (2021) Service productivity: a call for action! https:// www. servs ig. org/ wordp ress/ 2021/ 
05/ servi ce- produ ctivi ty-a- call- for- actio n/? utm_ source= ServS IG& utm_ campa ign= 459aa 234cf- 
SERVS IG_ News_ 04_ 17_ COPY_ 02& utm_ medium= email & utm_ term=0_ 001ad c251a- 459aa 
234cf- 20849 5021

Aspara J, Klein JF, Luo X, Tikkanen H (2018) The dilemma of service productivity and service innova-
tion. J Serv Res 21(2):249–262. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70517 738368

Bacon DR (2012) Understanding priorities for service attribute improvement. J Serv Res 15(2):199–214. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70511 435539

Barrett M, Davidson E, Prabhu J, Vargo SL (2015) Service innovation in the digital age: key contribu-
tions and future directions. MIS Q 39(1):135–154. https:// doi. org/ 10. 25300/ MISQ/ 2015/ 39:1. 03

Baumol WJ, Bowen WG (1966) Performing Arts: The Economic Dilemma. Twentieth Century Fund
Belanche D, Casaló LV, Flavián C, Schepers J (2020) Robots or frontline employees? Exploring cus-

tomers’ attributions of responsibility and stability after service failure or success. J Serv Manag 
31(2):267–289. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JOSM- 05- 2019- 0156

Benkenstein M, Bruhn M, Büttgen M, Hipp C, Matzner M, Nerdinger FW (2017) Topics for service 
management research—a european perspective. J Serv Manag Res (SMR) 1:4–21. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 15358/ 2511- 8676- 2017-1-4

Brady MK, Cronin JJ Jr (2001) Customer orientation: effects on customer service perceptions and out-
come behaviors. J Serv Res 3(3):241. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70501 33005

Brynjolfsson E (1993) The productivity paradox of information technology. Commun ACM 36(12):66–
77. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1145/ 163298. 163309

Brynjolfsson E, Collis A, Diewert WE, Eggers F, Fox K (2019) GDP-B: accounting for the value of new 
and free goods in the digital economy. Natl Bureau Econ Res. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3386/ w25695

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876041011040596
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876041011040596
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.16.2.129
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.16.2.129
https://www.servsig.org/wordpress/2021/05/service-productivity-a-call-for-action/?utm_source=ServSIG&utm_campaign=459aa234cf-SERVSIG_News_04_17_COPY_02&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_001adc251a-459aa234cf-208495021
https://www.servsig.org/wordpress/2021/05/service-productivity-a-call-for-action/?utm_source=ServSIG&utm_campaign=459aa234cf-SERVSIG_News_04_17_COPY_02&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_001adc251a-459aa234cf-208495021
https://www.servsig.org/wordpress/2021/05/service-productivity-a-call-for-action/?utm_source=ServSIG&utm_campaign=459aa234cf-SERVSIG_News_04_17_COPY_02&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_001adc251a-459aa234cf-208495021
https://www.servsig.org/wordpress/2021/05/service-productivity-a-call-for-action/?utm_source=ServSIG&utm_campaign=459aa234cf-SERVSIG_News_04_17_COPY_02&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_001adc251a-459aa234cf-208495021
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670517738368
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670511435539
https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2015/39:1.03
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-05-2019-0156
https://doi.org/10.15358/2511-8676-2017-1-4
https://doi.org/10.15358/2511-8676-2017-1-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/109467050133005
https://doi.org/10.1145/163298.163309
https://doi.org/10.3386/w25695


1 3

Service productivity: a systematic review of a dispersed…

Burnham JF (2006) Scopus database: a review. Biomed Digit Libr 3:1. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
1742- 5581-3-1

Burton S, Sheather S, Roberts J (2003) Reality or perception? J Serv Res 5(4):292. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1177/ 10946 70503 00500 4002

Carbonell P, Rodríguez Escudero AI (2015) The negative effect of team’s prior experience and techno-
logical turbulence on new service development projects with customer involvement. Eur J Mark 
49(3/4):278–301. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ EJM- 08- 2013- 0438

Carbonell P, Rodríguez-Escudero AI, Pujari D (2012) Performance effects of involving lead users and 
close customers in new service development. J Serv Mark 26(7):497–509. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 
08876 04121 12664 40

Carbonell P, Rodríguez-Escudero AI, Pujari D (2009) Customer involvement in new service develop-
ment: an examination of antecedents and outcomes. J Prod Innov Manag 26(5):536–550. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1540- 5885. 2009. 00679.x

Carlborg P, Kindström D, Kowalkowski C (2013) A lean approach for service productivity improve-
ments: synergy or oxymoron? Manag Serv Qual 23(4):291–304. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 
MSQ- 04- 2013- 0052

Carlborg P, Kindström D, Kowalkowski C (2014) The evolution of service innovation research: a critical 
review and synthesis. Serv Ind J 34(5):373–398. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 069. 2013. 780044

Chan K, Lam W (2011) The trade-off of servicing empowerment on employees’ service performance: 
examining the underlying motivation and workload mechanisms. J Acad Mark Sci 39(4):609–628. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11747- 011- 0250-9

Chan KW, Wan EW (2012) How can stressed employees deliver better customer service?? The under-
lying self-regulation depletion mechanism. J Mark 76(1):119–137. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1509/ jm. 10. 
0202

Chandler JD, Danatzis I, Wernicke C, Akaka MA, Reynolds D (2019) How does innovation emerge in a 
service ecosystem? J Serv Res 22(1):75–89. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70518 797479

Chandler JD, Lusch RF (2015) Service systems. J Serv Res 18(1):6–22. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 
70514 537709

Chase RB (1978) Where does the customer fit in a service operation? Harvard Bus Rev 56(6):137–142
Chenet P, Tynan C, Money A (2000) The service performance gap: testing the redeveloped causal model. 

Eur J Mark 34(3/4):472. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 03090 56001 03119 93
Cheng CC, Krumwiede D (2012) The role of service innovation in the market orientation—new service 

performance linkage. Technovation 32(7/8):487–497. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. techn ovati on. 2012. 
03. 006

Collier JE, Barnes DC (2015) Self-service delight: exploring the hedonic aspects of self-service. J Bus 
Res 68(5):986–993. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jbusr es. 2014. 09. 036

Daghfous A, Barkhi R (2009) The strategic management of information technology in UAE hotels: an 
exploratory study of TQM, SCM, and CRM implementations. Technovation 29(9):588–595. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. techn ovati on. 2009. 05. 007

Danatzis I, Möller J, Mathies C (2020) We’re so bad it’s funny—effects of using humour in the marketing 
communication of low-quality service providers. J Serv Manag Res (SMR) 4(2/3):84–99. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 15358/ 2511- 8676- 2020-2- 3- 84

Davis J, Mengersen K, Bennett S, Mazerolle L (2014) Viewing systematic reviews and meta-anal-
ysis in social research through different lenses. Springerplus 3:511. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
2193- 1801-3- 511

DeMoranville CW, Bienstock CC (2003) Question order effects in measuring service quality. Int J Res 
Mark 20(3):217–231. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0167- 8116(03) 00034-X

Djellal F, Gallouj F (2013) The productivity challenge in services: measurement and strategic perspec-
tives. Serv Ind J 33(3–4):282–299. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 069. 2013. 747519

Dobni D, Ritchie JB, Zerbe W (2000) Organizational values: the inside view of service productivity. J 
Bus Res 47(2):91–107. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0148- 2963(98) 00058-7

Doucet L, Shao B, Wang L, Oldham GR (2016) I know how you feel, but it does not always help. J Serv 
Manag 27(3):320–338. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JOSM- 11- 2014- 0307

Eckert T, Hüsig S (2022) Innovation portfolio management: a systematic review and research agenda 
in regards to digital service innovations. Manag Rev Q 72(1):187–230. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s11301- 020- 00208-3

https://doi.org/10.1186/1742-5581-3-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/1742-5581-3-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670503005004002
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670503005004002
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-08-2013-0438
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876041211266440
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876041211266440
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2009.00679.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2009.00679.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/MSQ-04-2013-0052
https://doi.org/10.1108/MSQ-04-2013-0052
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2013.780044
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-011-0250-9
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.10.0202
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.10.0202
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670518797479
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670514537709
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670514537709
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560010311993
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2012.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2012.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.09.036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2009.05.007
https://doi.org/10.15358/2511-8676-2020-2-3-84
https://doi.org/10.15358/2511-8676-2020-2-3-84
https://doi.org/10.1186/2193-1801-3-511
https://doi.org/10.1186/2193-1801-3-511
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8116(03)00034-X
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2013.747519
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(98)00058-7
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-11-2014-0307
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-020-00208-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-020-00208-3


 J. Hofmeister et al.

1 3

Ehbauer M, Gresel R (2013) Measuring and managing service performance of luxury stores: develop-
ment of a balanced scorecard. Serv Ind J 33(3–4):337–351. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 069. 
2013. 747517

Ehret M, Wirtz J (2015) Creating and capturing value in the service economy: the crucial role of business 
services in driving innovation and growth. In: Bryson J, Daniels P (eds) Handbook of service busi-
ness. Edward Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham, pp 129–145

Ellinger AE (2000) Improving marketing/logistics cross-functional collaboration in the supply chain. Ind 
Mark Manag 29(1):85–96. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0019- 8501(99) 00114-5

European Commission (2022) Gesetz über digitale Dienste: mehr Sicherheit und Verantwortung im 
Online-Umfeld. https:// ec. europa. eu/ info/ strat egy/ prior ities- 2019- 2024/ europe- fit- digit al- age/ digit 
al- servi ces- act- ensur ing- safe- and- accou ntable- online- envir onment_ de

Finn A (2012) Customer delight: distinct construct or zone of nonlinear response to customer satisfac-
tion? J Serv Res 15(1):99–110. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70511 425698

Fließ S, Kleinaltenkamp M (2004) Blueprinting the service company: managing service processes effi-
ciently. J Bus Res 57(4):392. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0148- 2963(02) 00273-4

Fodness D, Murray B (2007) Passengers’ expectations of airport service quality. J Serv Mark 21(7):492–
506. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 08876 04071 08248 52

Furrer O, Yu Kerguignas J, Delcourt C, Gremler DD (2020) Twenty-seven years of service research: 
a literature review and research agenda. J Serv Mark 34(3):299–316. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 
JSM- 02- 2019- 0078

Gioia DA, Corley KG, Hamilton AL (2013) Seeking qualitative rigor in inductive research. Organ Res 
Methods 16(1):15–31. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10944 28112 452151

Gomes CF, Yasin MM, Lisboa JV, Small MH (2014) Discerning competitive strategy through an assess-
ment of competitive methods. Serv Ind J 34(12):974–998. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 069. 2014. 
915946

Gountas J, Gountas S (2007) Personality orientations, emotional states, customer satisfaction, and inten-
tion to repurchase. J Bus Res 60(1):72–75. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jbusr es. 2006. 08. 007

Gouthier M, Giese A, Bartl C (2012) Service excellence models: a critical discussion and comparison. 
Manag Serv Qual 22(5):447–464. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09604 52121 12813 78

Grace D, O’Cass A (2004) Examining service experiences and post-consumption evaluations. J Serv 
Mark 18(6):450–461. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 08876 04041 05572 30

Grönroos C, Ojasalo K (2004) Service productivity: towards a conceptualization of the transformation 
of inputs into economic results in services. J Bus Res 57(4):414. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0148- 
2963(02) 00275-8

Gummesson E (1998) Productivity, quality and relationship marketing in service operations. Int J Con-
temp Hosp Manag 10(1):4. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09596 11981 01992 82

Gustafsson A, Snyder H, Witell L (2020) Service innovation: a new conceptualization and path forward. J 
Serv Res 23(2):111–115. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70520 908929

Hammerschmidt M, Falk T, Staat M (2012) Measuring and improving the performance of health ser-
vice networks. J Serv Res 15(3):343–357. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70512 436804

Harkonen J, Haapasalo H, Hanninen K (2015) Productisation: a review and research agenda. Int J 
Prod Econ 164:65–82. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijpe. 2015. 02. 024

Harkonen J, Tolonen A, Haapasalo H (2017) Service productisation: systematising and defining an 
offering. J Serv Manag 28(5):936–971. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JOSM- 09- 2016- 0263

Harris EG, Fleming DE (2005) Assessing the human element in service personality formation: per-
sonality congruency and the five factor model. J Serv Mark 19(4):187–198. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1108/ 08876 04051 06052 26

Heirati N, O’Cass A, Schoefer K, Siahtiri V (2016) Do professional service firms benefit from cus-
tomer and supplier collaborations in competitive, turbulent environments? Ind Mark Manag 
55:50–58. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. indma rman. 2016. 02. 011

Hess RL Jr, Ganesan S, Klein NM (2003) Service failure and recovery: the impact of relationship fac-
tors on customer satisfaction. J Acad Mark Sci 31(2):127–145. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00920 
70302 250898

Hodgkinson IR, Ravishankar MN, Aitken-Fischer M (2014) A resource-advantage perspective on the 
orchestration of ambidexterity. Serv Ind J 34(15):1234–1252. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 
069. 2014. 942655

https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2013.747517
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2013.747517
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(99)00114-5
https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/priorities-2019-2024/europe-fit-digital-age/digital-services-act-ensuring-safe-and-accountable-online-environment_de
https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/priorities-2019-2024/europe-fit-digital-age/digital-services-act-ensuring-safe-and-accountable-online-environment_de
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670511425698
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(02)00273-4
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040710824852
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-02-2019-0078
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-02-2019-0078
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452151
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2014.915946
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2014.915946
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604521211281378
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040410557230
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(02)00275-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(02)00275-8
https://doi.org/10.1108/09596119810199282
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670520908929
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670512436804
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2015.02.024
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-09-2016-0263
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040510605226
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040510605226
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2016.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070302250898
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070302250898
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2014.942655
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2014.942655


1 3

Service productivity: a systematic review of a dispersed…

Hofmeister J, Schneider MHG, Kanbach DK, Kraus S (2022) Combining strategies for high service 
productivity with successful service innovation. Serv Ind J 42(11–12):948–971. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1080/ 02642 069. 2022. 20989 52

Hogreve J, Iseke A, Derfuss K (2022) The service-profit chain: reflections, revisions, and reimagina-
tions. J Serv Res 25(3):460–477. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70521 10524 10

Hogreve J, Iseke A, Derfuss K, Eller T (2017) The service-profit chain: a meta-analytic test of a com-
prehensive theoretical framework. J Mark 81(3):41–61. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1509/ jm. 15. 0395

Huang M-H, Rust RT (2021) Engaged to a robot? The role of AI in service. J Serv Res 24(1):30–41. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70520 902266

Jaakkola E, Alexander M (2014) The role of customer engagement behavior in value co-creation. J 
Serv Res 17(3):247–261. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70514 529187

Jaakkola E, Meiren T, Witell L, Edvardsson B, Schäfer A, Reynoso J, Sebastiani R, Weitlaner D 
(2017) Does one size fit all? New service development across different types of services. J Serv 
Manag 28(2):329–347. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JOSM- 11- 2015- 0370

Janeschek S, Hottum P, Kicherer F, Bienzeisler B (2013) The dynamics of service productivity and 
value creation: a service life cycle perspective. Serv Ind J 33(3–4):366–377. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1080/ 02642 069. 2013. 747518

Javalgi RG, Whipple TW, Ghosh AK, Young RB (2005) Market orientation, strategic flexibility, and 
performance: implications for services providers. J Serv Mark 19(4):212–221. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1108/ 08876 04051 06052 44

Jian Z, Kwan HK, Qiu Q, Liu ZQ, Hong-kit Yim F (2012) Abusive supervision and frontline employees’ 
service performance. Serv Ind J 32(5):683–698. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 069. 2011. 614338

Johnston R (2004) Towards a better understanding of service excellence. Manag Serv Qual 
14(2/3):129–133. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09604 52041 05285 54

Jung JH, Yoo JJ, Arnold TJ (2021) The influence of a retail store manager in developing frontline 
employee brand relationship, service performance and customer loyalty. J Bus Res 122:362–
372. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jbusr es. 2020. 09. 010

Khong KW, Richardson S (2003) Business process re-engineering in Malaysian banks and finance 
companies. Manag Serv Qual 13(1):54–71. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09604 52031 04567 17

Klarin A (2019) Mapping product and service innovation: a bibliometric analysis and a typology. 
Technol Forecast Soc Change 149:119776. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. techf ore. 2019. 119776

Kohtamäki M, Parida V, Patel PC, Gebauer H (2020) The relationship between digitalization and ser-
vitization: the role of servitization in capturing the financial potential of digitalization. Technol 
Forecast Soc Change 151:119804. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. techf ore. 2019. 119804

Kolotylo-Kulkarni M, Xia W, Dhillon G (2021) Information disclosure in e-commerce: a systematic 
review and agenda for future research. J Bus Res 126(3):221–238. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
jbusr es. 2020. 12. 006

Kraus S, Breier M, Lim WM, Dabić M, Kumar S, Kanbach D, Mukherjee D, Corvello V, Piñeiro-
Chousa J, Liguori E, Palacios-Marqués D, Schiavone F, Ferraris A, Fernandes C, Ferreira JJ 
(2022a) Literature reviews as independent studies: guidelines for academic practice. RMS 
16(8):2577–2595. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11846- 022- 00588-8

Kraus S, Kallmuenzer A, Kanbach DK, Krysta PM, Steinhoff MM (2022b) An integrative framework for 
business model innovation in the tourism industry 旅游业商业模式创新的综合框架. Serv Ind J 
9(1):1–23. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 069. 2022. 21276 90

Ku ECS (2014) Technological competence and team cohesiveness among travel agencies. Serv Ind J 
34(6):515–529. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 069. 2014. 871532

Lechermeier J, Fassnacht M, Wagner T (2020) Testing the influence of real-time performance feed-
back on employees in digital services. J Serv Manag 31(3):345–371. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 
JOSM- 10- 2018- 0341

Lee J, Patterson PG, Ngo LV (2017) In pursuit of service productivity and customer satisfaction: the role 
of resources. Eur J Mark 51(11/12):1836–1855. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ EJM- 07- 2016- 0385

Lexutt E (2020) Different roads to servitization success—A configurational analysis of financial and non-
financial service performance. Ind Mark Manag 84:105–125. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. indma rman. 
2019. 06. 004

Li AQ, Kumar M, Claes B, Found P (2020) The state-of-the-art of the theory on Product-Service Sys-
tems. Int J Prod Econ 222:107491. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijpe. 2019. 09. 012

Lievens A, Moenaert RK (2000) Communication flows during financial service innovation. Eur J Mark 
34(9/10):1078. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 03090 56001 03424 85

https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2022.2098952
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2022.2098952
https://doi.org/10.1177/10946705211052410
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0395
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670520902266
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670514529187
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-11-2015-0370
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2013.747518
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2013.747518
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040510605244
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040510605244
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2011.614338
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604520410528554
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604520310456717
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119776
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.119804
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-022-00588-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2022.2127690
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2014.871532
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-10-2018-0341
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-10-2018-0341
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-07-2016-0385
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560010342485


 J. Hofmeister et al.

1 3

Linder SK, Kamath GR, Pratt GF, Saraykar SS, Volk RJ (2015) Citation searches are more sensitive than 
keyword searches to identify studies using specific measurement instruments. J Clin Epidemiol 
68(4):412–417. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jclin epi. 2014. 10. 008

Liu Y, Wei J, Zhou D, Ying Y, Huo B (2016) The alignment of service architecture and organizational 
structure. Serv Ind J 36(9–10):396–415. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 069. 2016. 12484 17

Lusch RF, Nambisan S (2015) Service innovation: a service-dominant logic perspective. MIS Q 
39(1):155–175. https:// doi. org/ 10. 25300/ MISQ/ 2015/ 39.1. 07

Luu TT (2020) Linking authentic leadership to salespeople’s service performance: the roles of job craft-
ing and human resource flexibility. Ind Mark Manag 84:89–104. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. indma 
rman. 2019. 06. 002

Marinova D, de Ruyter K, Huang M-H, Meuter ML, Challagalla G (2017) Getting smart: learning from 
technology-empowered frontline interactions. J Serv Res 20(1):29–42. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 
10946 70516 679273

Maroto A, Rubalcaba L (2008) Services productivity revisited. Serv Ind J 28(3):337–353. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1080/ 02642 06070 18562 09

Maroto-Sánchez A (2012) Productivity in the services sector: conventional and current explanations. 
Serv Ind J 32(5):719–746. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 069. 2010. 531266

Medler-Liraz H (2020) Customer incivility, rapport and tipping: the moderating role of agreeableness. J 
Serv Market. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JSM- 06- 2019- 0220

Melton HL, Hartline MD (2013) Employee collaboration, learning orientation, and new service develop-
ment performance. J Serv Res 16(1):67–81. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70512 462139

Menguc B, Auh S, Katsikeas CS, Jung YS (2016) When does (Mis) fit in customer orientation matter 
for frontline employees’ job satisfaction and performance? J Mark 80(1):65–83. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1509/ jm. 15. 0327

Menguc B, Auh S, Yeniaras V, Katsikeas C (2017) The role of climate: implications for service employee 
engagement and customer service performance. J Acad Mark Sci 45(3):428–451. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1007/ s11747- 017- 0526-9

Mentzer JT, Myers MB, Cheung M-S (2004) Global market segmentation for logistics services. Ind Mark 
Manag 33(1):15. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. indma rman. 2003. 08. 005

Min H (2010) Evaluating the comparative service quality of supermarkets using the analytic hierarchy 
process. J Serv Mark 24(4):283–293. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 08876 04101 10529 99

Min H, Min H, Joo S (2009) A data envelopment analysis on assessing the competitiveness of Korean 
hotels. Serv Ind J 29(3):367–385. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 06070 18498 65

Mithas S, Hofacker CF, Bilgihan A, Dogru T, Bogicevic V, Sharma A (2020) Information technology 
and Baumol’s cost disease in healthcare services: a research agenda. J Serv Manag 31(5):911–937. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JOSM- 11- 2019- 0339

Nakata C, Hwang J (2020) Design thinking for innovation: composition, consequence, and contingency. J 
Bus Res 118:117–128. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jbusr es. 2020. 06. 038

Ng S, David ME, Dagger TS (2011) Generating positive word-of-mouth in the service experience. Manag 
Serv Qual 21(2):133–151. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09604 52111 11134 38

OECD (2021) Growth in GDP per capita, productivity and ULC. https:// stats. oecd. org/ Index. aspx? DataS 
etCode= PDB_ GR#

Ofulue J, Benyoucef M (2022) Data monetization: insights from a technology-enabled literature review 
and research agenda. Manag Rev Q 34(5):435. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11301- 022- 00309-1

Olsen LL, Witell L, Gustafsson A (2014) Turning customer satisfaction measurements into action. J Serv 
Manag 25(4):556–571. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JOSM- 01- 2014- 0025

Ostrom AL, Bitner MJ, Brown SW, Burkhard KA, Goul M, Smith-Daniels V, Demirkan H, Rabinovich 
E (2010) Moving forward and making a difference: research priorities for the science of service. J 
Serv Res 13(1):4–36. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70509 357611

Ostrom AL, Field JM, Fotheringham D, Subramony M, Gustafsson A, Lemon KN, Huang M-H, McColl-
Kennedy JR (2021) Service research priorities: managing and delivering service in turbulent times. 
J Serv Res 24(3):329–353. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70521 10219 15

Parasuraman A (2002) Service quality and productivity: a synergistic perspective. Manag Serv Qual 
12(1):6–9. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09604 52021 04

Parasuraman A, Zeithaml VA, Berry LL (1985) A conceptual model of service quality and its implica-
tions for future research. J Mark 49(4):41–50. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00222 42985 04900 403

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2016.1248417
https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2015/39.1.07
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670516679273
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670516679273
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060701856209
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060701856209
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2010.531266
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-06-2019-0220
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670512462139
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0327
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0327
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-017-0526-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-017-0526-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2003.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876041011052999
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060701849865
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-11-2019-0339
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.06.038
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604521111113438
https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=PDB_GR#
https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=PDB_GR#
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-022-00309-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-01-2014-0025
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670509357611
https://doi.org/10.1177/10946705211021915
https://doi.org/10.1108/096045202104
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224298504900403


1 3

Service productivity: a systematic review of a dispersed…

Prentice C, King BEM (2013) Impacts of personality, emotional intelligence and adaptiveness on service 
performance of casino hosts: a hierarchical approach. J Bus Res 66(9):1637–1643. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1016/j. jbusr es. 2012. 12. 009

Qi JM, Wang S, Koerber MA (2020) When do frontline service employees feel more grateful? Eur J Mar-
ket 54(9):2107–2137. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ EJM- 06- 2019- 0496

Rodríguez R, Svensson G, Román S, Wood G (2018) Teleological sales and purchase approaches in com-
plex business relationships—customers’ expectations before and perceptions after purchase. J Bus 
Ind Market 33(4):523–538. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JBIM- 11- 2016- 0262

Rust RT, Chung TS (2006) Marketing models of service and relationships. Mark Sci 25(6):560–580. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1287/ mksc. 1050. 0139

Rust RT, Huang M-H (2012) Optimizing service productivity. J Mark 76(2):47–66. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1509/ jm. 10. 0441

Rust RT, Huang M-H (2014) The service revolution and the transformation of marketing science. Mark 
Sci 33(2):206–221. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1287/ mksc. 2013. 0836

Rust RT, Moorman C, Dickson PR (2002) Getting return on quality: revenue expansion, cost reduction, 
or both? J Mark 66(4):7–24. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1509/ jmkg. 66.4. 7. 18515

Santos-Vijande M, López-Sánchez J, Rudd J (2016) Frontline employees’ collaboration in industrial 
service innovation: routes of co-creation’s effects on new service performance. J Acad Mark Sci 
44(3):350–375. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11747- 015- 0447-4

Sawhney M (2016) Putting products into services. Harv Bus Rev 94(9):82–79
Sawyerr OO, Srinivas S, Wang S (2009) Call center employee personality factors and service perfor-

mance. J Serv Mark 23(5):301–317. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 08876 04091 09734 13
Schepers J, De Jong A, De Ruyter K, Wetzels M (2011) Fields of gold. J Serv Res 14(3):372–389. https:// 

doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10946 70511 412354
Schepers JJL, Nijssen EJ, van der Heijden GAH (2016) Innovation in the frontline: exploring the relation-

ship between role conflict, ideas for improvement, and employee service performance. Int J Res 
Mark 33(4):797–817. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijres mar. 2016. 01. 004

Schlesinger L (2003) “Hardwiring” an organization’s service performance. Manag Serv Qual 13(1):6–9. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09604 52031 04566 63

Schneider MHG, Hofmeister J, Kanbach DK (2022) Effective innovation implementation: a mixed 
method study. Int J Innov Manag. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1142/ S1363 91962 25004 26

Schweikl S, Obermaier R (2020) Lessons from three decades of IT productivity research: towards a better 
understanding of IT-induced productivity effects. Manag Rev Q 70(4):461–507. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1007/ s11301- 019- 00173-6

Sekhon H, Yalley AA, Roy SK, Shergill GS (2016) A cross-country study of service productivity. Serv 
Ind J 36(5–6):223–238. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 069. 2016. 11656 71

Shaner MB, Beeler L, Noble CH (2016) Do we have to get along to innovate? The influence of multilevel 
social cohesion on new product and new service development. J Prod Innov Manag 33:148–165. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ jpim. 12327

Smith JS, Lee L, Gleim M (2009) The impact of RFID on service organizations: a service profit chain 
perspective. Manag Serv Qual 19(2):179–194. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09604 52091 09431 70

Snipes RL, Thomson NF, Oswald SL (2006) Gender bias in customer evaluations of service quality: an 
empirical investigation. J Serv Mark 20(4):274–284. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 08876 04061 06746 16

Snyder H (2019) Literature review as a research methodology: an overview and guidelines. J Bus Res 
104:333–339. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jbusr es. 2019. 07. 039

Sok P, Sok KM, Danaher TS, Danaher PJ (2018) The complementarity of frontline service employee 
creativity and attention to detail in service delivery. J Serv Res 21(3):365–378. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1177/ 10946 70517 746778

Solnet D, Kandampully J (2008) How some service firms have become part of “service excellence” folklore: 
an exploratory study. Manag Serv Qual 18(2):179–193. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09604 52081 08592 29

Stauss B (2016) Retrospective: “culture shocks” in inter-cultural service encounters? J Serv Mark 
30(4):377–383. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JSM- 04- 2016- 0153

Storey C, Hull FM (2010) Service development success: a contingent approach by knowledge strategy. J 
Serv Manag 21(2):140–161. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09564 23101 10392 68

Strydom G, Ewing MT, Heggen C (2020) Time lags, non-linearity and asymmetric effects in an extended 
service-profit chain. Eur J Mark 54(10):2343–2363. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ EJM- 12- 2019- 0906

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-06-2019-0496
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-11-2016-0262
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.1050.0139
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.10.0441
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.10.0441
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.2013.0836
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.66.4.7.18515
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-015-0447-4
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040910973413
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670511412354
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670511412354
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2016.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604520310456663
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919622500426
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-019-00173-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-019-00173-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2016.1165671
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12327
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604520910943170
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040610674616
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.07.039
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670517746778
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670517746778
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604520810859229
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-04-2016-0153
https://doi.org/10.1108/09564231011039268
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-12-2019-0906


 J. Hofmeister et al.

1 3

Suhartanto D, Dean D, Nansuri R, Triyuni NN (2018) The link between tourism involvement and service 
performance: evidence from frontline retail employees. J Bus Res 83:130–137. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. jbusr es. 2017. 10. 039

Taylor CR, Kitchen PJ, Sarkees ME, Lolk CO (2020) Addressing the Janus face of customer service: a typology 
of new age service failures. Eur J Mark 54(10):2295–2316. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ EJM- 12- 2019- 0916

Tews MJ, Michel JW, Lyons BD (2010) Beyond personality: the impact of GMA on performance for entry-
level service employees. J Serv Manag 21(3):344–362. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09564 23101 10507 
97

Tranfield D, Denyer D, Smart P (2003) Towards a methodology for developing evidence-informed man-
agement knowledge by means of systematic review. Br J Manag 14(3):207–222. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1111/ 1467- 8551. 00375

Tripp C, Drea JT (2002) Selecting and promoting service encounter elements in passenger rail transporta-
tion. J Serv Mark 16(5):432. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 08876 04021 04369 02

Tsai C-W (2009) The important effect of employee’s emotion management ability on his/her service 
behaviour in the international tourist hotel. Serv Ind J 29(10):1437–1449. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 
02642 06090 30262 62

Ueltschy LC, Laroche M, Eggert A, Bindi U (2007) Service quality and satisfaction: an international 
comparison of professional services perceptions. J Serv Mark 21(6):410–423. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1108/ 08876 04071 08189 03

Vargo SL, Lusch RF (2004) Evolving to a new dominant logic for marketing. J Mark 68(1):1–17. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1509/ jmkg. 68.1. 1. 24036

Vargo SL, Lusch RF (2008) Service-dominant logic: continuing the evolution. J Acad Mark Sci 36(1):1–
10. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11747- 007- 0069-6

Vargo SL, Lusch RF (2017) Service-dominant logic 2025. Int J Res Mark 34(1):46–67. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. ijres mar. 2016. 11. 001

Verhulst N, Slabbinck H, Vermeir I (2019) Boosting service performance by dark chocolate seduction. J 
Serv Mark 33(5):576–588. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JSM- 01- 2019- 0026

Wägar K (2007) Learning in a service context: going backstage. Manag Serv Qual 17(6):635–655. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 09604 52071 08349 84

Wan E, Chan K, Chen R (2016) Hurting or helping? The effect of service agents’ workplace ostra-
cism on customer service perceptions. J Acad Mark Sci 44(6):746–769. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s11747- 015- 0466-1

Wiertz C, de Ruyter K, Keen C, Streukens S (2004) Cooperating for service excellence in multichan-
nel service systems: an empirical assessment. J Bus Res 57(4):424. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0148- 
2963(02) 00276-X

Wilson A, Frimpong J (2004) A reconceptualisation of the satisfaction-service performance thesis. J Serv 
Mark 18(6):471–481. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 08876 04041 05572 58

Wirtz J, Fritze MP, Jaakkola E, Gelbrich K, Hartley N (2021) Service products and productization. J Bus 
Res 137(3):411–421. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jbusr es. 2021. 08. 033

Wirtz J, Jerger C (2016) Managing service employees: literature review, expert opinions, and research 
directions. Serv Ind J 36(15–16):757–788. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 069. 2016. 12784 32

Wirtz J, Patterson PG, Kunz WH, Gruber T, Lu VN, Paluch S, Martins A (2018) Brave new world: service 
robots in the frontline. J Serv Manag 29(5):907–931. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ JOSM- 04- 2018- 0119

Wirtz J, Tuzovic S, Ehret M (2015) Global business services. J Serv Manag 26(4):565–587. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1108/ JOSM- 01- 2015- 0024

Wirtz J, Zeithaml V (2018) Cost-effective service excellence. J Acad Mark Sci 46(1):59–80. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s11747- 017- 0560-7

Yalley AA, Sekhon HS (2014) Service production process: implications for service productivity. Int J 
Product Perform Manag 63(8):1012–1030. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ IJPPM- 10- 2012- 0113

Yap KB, Sweeney JC (2007) Zone-of-tolerance moderates the service quality-outcome relationship. J 
Serv Mark 21(2):137–148. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 08876 04071 07378 95

Yoon DJ (2020) Rude customers and service performance: roles of motivation and personality. Serv Ind J 
52(4):1–26. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02642 069. 2020. 18264 53

Yuan Y, Feng B, Lai F, Collins BJ (2018) The role of trust, commitment, and learning orientation on 
logistic service effectiveness. J Bus Res 93:37–50. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jbusr es. 2018. 08. 020

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps 
and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.10.039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.10.039
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-12-2019-0916
https://doi.org/10.1108/09564231011050797
https://doi.org/10.1108/09564231011050797
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040210436902
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060903026262
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060903026262
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040710818903
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040710818903
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.1.1.24036
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.1.1.24036
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-007-0069-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2016.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2016.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-01-2019-0026
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604520710834984
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-015-0466-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-015-0466-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(02)00276-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(02)00276-X
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040410557258
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.08.033
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2016.1278432
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-04-2018-0119
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-01-2015-0024
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-01-2015-0024
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-017-0560-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-017-0560-7
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-10-2012-0113
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040710737895
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2020.1826453
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.08.020


1 3

Service productivity: a systematic review of a dispersed…

Authors and Affiliations

Johannes Hofmeister1  · Dominik K. Kanbach1,2  · Jens Hogreve3 

 Dominik K. Kanbach 
 Dominik.Kanbach@hhl.de

 Jens Hogreve 
 Jens.Hogreve@ku.de

1 HHL Leipzig Graduate School of Management, Jahnallee 59, 04109 Leipzig, Germany
2 School of Business, Woxsen University, Hyderabad, India
3 Ingolstadt School of Management, Catholic University of Eichstaett-Ingolstadt, Auf der Schanz, 

85049 Ingolstadt, Germany

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1290-343X
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0956-8009
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0997-7806

	Service productivity: a systematic review of a dispersed research area
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Evolution of the service productivity literature
	3 Method
	3.1 Methodology
	3.2 Categorization of the literature

	4 Results
	4.1 Number of publications about service productivity
	4.2 Macroeconomic aggregate dimension
	4.3 Mesoeconomic aggregate dimension
	4.4 Microeconomic aggregate dimension
	4.4.1 Human capital as an internal marketing service productivity determinant
	4.4.2 Innovation as an internal marketing service productivity determinant
	4.4.3 The value chain as an internal marketing service productivity determinant
	4.4.4 Customer interaction as an external marketing service productivity determinant
	4.4.5 Customer perception as an external marketing service productivity determinant


	5 Discussion
	5.1 Integrated view on service productivity
	5.2 Future research directions
	5.3 Implications for policymakers and practitioners

	6 Limitations and conclusion
	References


