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Driver Configurations for Successful Service Infusion 

Abstract: Manufacturers across many industries use service infusion to address the changing 

customer demands and improve their competitive position. However, understanding the drivers 

of successful service infusion is a complex process. Using business model and configuration 

theories, this study conceptualizes and analyzes the interplay of different driver domains for 

suppliers, customers, and their business relationships. In particular, we analyze how service 

offering, service pricing, service capabilities, and the service infusion process interact in 

affecting service infusion success and failure. Also, 137 interviews relating to 25 business 

relationships are analyzed via configuration analysis, particularly fuzzy set qualitative 

comparative analysis (fsQCA). Results show that different equifinal configurations exist (i.e. 

different ways to succeed with service infusion). We also find that “more is not always better”. 

For example, service infusion success can be achieved without fully developed service 

capabilities. In addition, successful configurations are often very similar to those leading to 

failure. A dyadic analysis demonstrates that customer service capabilities are overall more 

important than those of suppliers. From these findings, we derive priorities for future research. 

In particular, our study points toward the need to better understand the interplay between 

service infusion drivers. Second, we advocate the augmentation of research perspectives in 

service infusion by taking into account supplier, customer and dyadic perspectives. Lastly, the 

importance of understanding drivers of service infusion failure is highlighted. For managers, 

our study shows the importance of relational audits as a starting point to deciding on how to 

infuse services in a business relationship. 

  



2 

 

Driver Configurations for Successful Service Infusion 

Manufacturing firms routinely add services to their core product offerings. Such service 

infusion1 represents a change in their business model and is aimed at improving their 

competitive position (Forkmann et al. in press; Ostrom et al. 2015; Zeithaml et al. 2014). The 

reasons to engage in service infusion are twofold. First, manufacturing firms attempt to capture 

additional value from services partly to counterbalance the increasing commoditization of their 

core product offerings as well as to differentiate their offering from competitors (Neu and 

Brown 2005; Wise and Baumgartner 1999; Böhm, Eggert, and Thiesbrummel in press). 

Second, customers are increasingly demanding offerings that also include service components 

(Oliva and Kallenberg 2003; Raddats et al. 2016). The extant literature has extensively 

researched different components of such services, from repair, maintenance and monitoring 

services, training and optimization, to the provision of integrated solutions (Shankar, Berry, 

and Dotzel 2009; Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007). It has also outlined characteristics of the 

service infusion process (Forkmann et al. in press; Oliva and Kallenberg 2003; Zeithaml et al. 

2014) and has detailed the implications of service infusion on firm financial performance such 

as revenues, profits, and value (e.g. Antioco et al. 2008; Eggert et al. 2014; Fang, Palmatier, 

and Steenkamp 2008; Neely 2008; Steiner et al. 2016; Visnjic Kastalli and Van Looy 2013; 

Visnjic, Wiengarten, and Neely 2016). However, this research suggests that the relationship 

between service infusion and firm performance is complex. In particular, service infusion 

represents an investment on the supplier side and therefore adds cost and risk to the business 

model (Eggert et al. 2014; Fang, Palmatier, and Steenkamp 2008; Josephson et al. 2016); these 

costs need to be counterbalanced by customers buying more, paying more, or staying longer in 

                                                 
1Conceptually, service infusion is related to terms such as servitization (Neely 2008), service transition (Fang, 
Palmatier, and Steenkamp 2008), or hybrid offerings (Ulaga and Reinartz 2011). Due to our business model and 
dyadic perspective on the provision of services by a manufacturer in a business relationship, we focus on the 
market-led literature, which uses the term service infusion, in contrast to the operations-led school of thought, 
which uses the term servitization (Ostrom et al. 2015). However, we draw in our theoretical discussion on the 
literature from both as well as related research streams. 
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the business relationships. However, often manufacturers find it difficult to recoup the 

investments of service infusion, and cases of service infusion failures provide evidence that 

changing manufacturers’ business models via service infusion is not a trivial activity (Anderson 

and Narus 1995; Eggert et al. 2011; Shankar, Berry, and Dotzel 2009). 

Although the existing literature focuses mainly on understanding the outcomes and 

characteristics of service infusion, less is known about the drivers of successful service infusion 

and their interplay (Böhm, Eggert, and Thiesbrummel in press). This article takes this gap in 

the literature as its starting point and focuses on “explanations about how successful service 

infusion is achieved”. We couch our argument in the business model concept (Johnson, 

Christensen, and Kagermann 2008) and consequently use a “configuration perspective” to 

understand the combinatory effects of the business model domains as drivers of service 

infusion success. Such a perspective is based on the Gestalt theory and presupposes that 

different drivers or conditions of service infusion interact to bring about successful service 

infusion, that is, not the net effects of different drivers are explaining an outcome but the 

combinations (configurations) of relevant conditions (Gebauer et al. 2010; Venkatraman 1989). 

As such, a configuration perspective allows for the possibility that different ways (or “recipes”) 

exist, which cause service infusion to be successful (Ordanini, Parasuraman, and Rubera 2014). 

As part of the business model perspective, the domains of service infusion that we focus on are 

fourfold: (1) the nature of the “service offering” (in particular, services supporting the product 

(SSPs) and those supporting the customer; Eggert et al. 2014; Mathieu 2001), (2) “service 

pricing” (in particular, the de-bundling of the service pricing; Steiner et al. 2016), (3) the 

enabling “service capabilities” (in particular, internally and externally facing service 

capabilities, both on the supplier and on the customer side; Ulaga and Reinartz 2011), and (4) 

the nature of the “service infusion process” (in particular, the radicality of the service infusion 

process; Kowalkowski et al. 2012; Matthyssens and Vandenbempt 2008) are included as 
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important driver domains. We furthermore use a “business relationship perspective”. Although 

most research on service infusion uses a supplier perspective, our study additionally 

incorporates the perspective of the customer. As many industrial services are long-term (e.g. 

fleet management contracts) and presuppose a business relationship between the supplier and 

the customer, we also consider a dyadic perspective of relational success of service infusion 

(Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007; Visnjic, Wiengarten, and Neely 2016). Lastly, we 

supplement the literature by not just analyzing cases of success but also focusing on 

understanding drivers of “service infusion failures” (Ulaga and Reinartz 2011). 

We analyze 25 cases of service infusion business relationships by Scandinavian 

manufacturing firms based on data captured in interviews with 137 key interviewees at the 

supplier as well as the customer firm. To capture a configurational perspective, fuzzy set 

qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) is used, which represents a set-theoretical analytical 

technique that takes into account the interplay between different conditions or drivers (Ragin 

2000). 

This study contributes in several ways. First, our nomological perspective advances 

knowledge about drivers of service infusion success, specifically the interplay of these drivers, 

and thereby focuses on different recipes for achieving service infusion success. Second, we 

redress the balance of the extant literature on supplier-focused service infusion by including a 

customer and a dyadic perspective. Third, we complement the extant focus on service infusion 

success by juxtaposing it with an understanding of service infusion failure. Fourth, the findings 

based on the resulting nomological model motivate the development of several research 

priorities to guide future research on service infusion. Fifth, insights from the fsQCA analysis 

based on our nomological model qualifies specific aspects of the extant literature on service 

infusion: We qualify the notion of “the more the better” in the context of service infusion 

drivers by identifying successful configurations based on less than fully developed service 
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capabilities, thereby detailing the normative assumptions that are prevailing within the 

literature as to the unidirectional, stepwise, and beneficial nature of supplier service capabilities 

for service infusion success. Furthermore, we clarify the importance of customer service 

capabilities for service infusion success and also show that SSPs are not mere stepping stones 

for successful service infusion. We also demonstrate that service infusion success and failure 

can be very similar to each other and are not necessarily diametrically opposites. Finally, we 

qualify research on service bundling by emphasizing the necessary congruence between service 

offering and pricing. 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF SERVICE INFUSION SUCCESS 

Service infusion constitutes a new business model for manufacturing firms (Forkmann 

et al. in press; Ostrom et al. 2010; Visnjic, Wiengarten, and Neely 2016); we thus use business 

model theory (Osterwalder and Pigneur, 2010) as a conceptual ground to understand service 

infusion success. We follow the conceptualization of the business model by Johnson, 

Christensen, and Kagermann (2008), as they focused on the levers available to effectively 

change business models (Zott, Amit, and Massa 2011). They particularly distinguished 

between value creation and value delivery as part of a business model. This is in line with 

Teece (2010: p. 191), who viewed a business model as “the design or architecture of the value 

creation, delivery, and capture mechanisms”. From this perspective, service infusion needs to 

create value for both the customer and the supplier (Wirtz et al. 2016). In our nomological 

model (see Figure 1), this view is represented as part of the supplier perspective and the 

customer perspective through the concept of “customer service infusion value” and “supplier 

service infusion value”. Therefore, understanding the overall success of service infusion 

requires a dyadic perspective at the level of the specific supplier-customer relationship, 

represented in our nomological model as “dyadic service infusion value”. This is in line with 

our business model framework as well as with the extant literature, which views service 



6 

 

infusion as a relational phenomenon and stresses the necessary integration of both supplier and 

customer perspective (Macdonald, Kleinaltenkamp, and Wilson 2016; Tuli, Kohli, and 

Bharadwaj 2007; Visnjic, Wiengarten, and Neely 2016). 

- Insert Figure 1 about here - 

Johnson, Christensen, and Kagermann (2008) argued that the business model consists 

of four interconnected elements that drive value creation and delivery: value proposition, profit 

formula, key resources, and key processes. We derive four service infusion driver domains that 

map onto the four business model elements. Our parsimonious choice of driver domains was 

informed by the extant literature on service infusion; all four driver domains have been shown 

to play an important role in the success of service infusion. Value proposition represents an 

offering addressing customer needs. In the context of our study, this is captured by the 

characteristics of different service offerings (Eggert et al. 2014; Mathieu 2001). Profit formula 

represents the way the firm creates value for itself, which in our study is driven by whether or 

not services are de-bundled for pricing (Steiner et al. 2016). Key resources and key processes 

are important for delivering the customer value proposition. This is captured in our study 

through supplier and customer service capabilities (Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007; Ulaga 

and Reinartz 2011) as well as the implementation process of service infusion in the supplier-

customer relationship (Kowalkowski et al. 2012; Oliva and Kallenberg 2003). 

Johnson, Christensen, and Kagermann (2008) argued that the business model elements 

are strongly interdependent, which has also been suggested to be relevant in the context of 

service infusion (Storbacka et al. 2013). We thus posit that configurations of the domains of 

“service offering, “service pricing”, “customer and supplier service capabilities”, and “service 

infusion process” as business model elements drive customer and supplier service infusion 

value in business relationships, which in turn are necessary for dyadic service infusion value. 

This is in line with the configuration theory, that is, not only one domain but also the synergetic 
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interplay of multiple domains and their components “together” drive outcomes (Vorhies and 

Morgan 2003), based on the Gestalt theory (e.g. Venkatraman 1989). We therefore posit that 

service infusion as a business model cannot be explained by understanding single individual 

drivers or the net effects of such drivers. Instead, to explain the success of service infusion, a 

conceptual model that incorporates the interplay of the identified service infusion driver 

domains is needed. Such interplay results in configurations of drivers or, as Ordanini, 

Parasuraman, and Rubera (2014) argued, in “recipes” (i.e. configurations) based on 

“ingredients” (i.e. drivers or conditions). Such a configuration perspective is in line with recent 

research, which points to the fact that capturing value from service infusion is not 

straightforward and depends on a range of contingency factors (e.g. Antioco et al. 2008; Eggert 

et al. 2014; Fang, Palmatier, and Steenkamp 2008; Neely 2008; Steiner et al. 2016; Visnjic 

Kastalli and Van Looy 2013; Visnjic, Wiengarten, and Neely 2016). 

SERVICE INFUSION OUTCOMES AND DRIVERS 

Service Infusion Outcomes 

From a business model perspective, the success of service infusion is a function of both 

supplier and customer value (Johnson, Christensen, and Kagermann 2008). From the supplier 

perspective, service infusion provides manufacturers with profitable revenue streams as well 

as ways to differentiate their offering against competition (Oliva and Kallenberg 2003; Wise 

and Baumgartner 1999). Therefore, value for the supplier relates to benefits that are generated 

directly through increased sales (Steiner et al. 2016) as well as indirectly through increased 

customer satisfaction and loyalty in the context of the cost and sacrifices associated with 

service infusion, for example, the initial and ongoing resource requirements for the provision 

of such services (Fang, Palmatier, and Steenkamp 2008; Ulaga and Eggert 2006). For the 

purpose of this study, we thus define “supplier service infusion value” as the “supplier’s 

additional benefits and associated costs from providing a service offering to its customer”. 
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From a customer perspective, value refers to the realization of benefits a customer firm 

gets from the new service, for example, improved efficiency and effectiveness of 

manufacturing and logistics equipment and processes, which in turn drives their operational 

performance (Ulaga and Reinartz 2011) and ultimately allows them to better serve their 

customers (Anderson and Narus 1995; Payne, Storbacka, and Frow 2008). Furthermore, 

service infusion can represent a one-stop shop for the customer, thereby decreasing 

identification and search costs (Visnjic, Wiengarten, and Neely 2016; Ye, Priem, and Alshwer 

2012). These benefits come at a cost to the customer, for example, learning and adaptation 

costs besides the price paid for the services (Ulaga and Eggert 2006). For the purpose of this 

study, we thus define “customer service infusion value” as the “customer’s additional benefits 

and associated costs from using a service offering from its supplier”. 

From a business model perspective, overall economic sustainability of service infusion depends 

on value in the relationship between supplier and customer (Steiner et al. 2016). This 

necessitates the integration of customer and supplier service infusion value and requires a 

dyadic conceptualization of the overall service infusion value. For the purpose of this study, 

we thus define “dyadic service infusion value” as the “degree to which service infusion creates 

value in the supplier-customer relationship based on customer and supplier service infusion 

value”. 

Service Offering 

Service offering characteristics constitute the value proposition element of the business 

model (Johnson, Christensen, and Kagermann 2008). The point of departure for studies aiming 

to understand value creation via service infusion has been the characteristics of the service 

offering itself (Antioco et al. 2008; Eggert et al. 2011, 2014). Manufacturers use services not 

only to support their goods-based offerings but also to extend the scope of their offering (Neu 

and Brown 2005). Ulaga and Reinartz (2011) suggested that value could be created through 
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different services depending on whether the service is directed toward the supplier’s goods or 

the customer’s processes. This is in line with Mathieu (2001) who distinguished between 

services supporting the product (SSP) and services supporting the customer activities (SSC). 

Whereas SSPs aim “to ensure the proper functioning of the product and/or to facilitate the 

client’s access to the product”, SSCs “support particular client initiatives and advance the 

mission of customer organization (sic)” (Mathieu 2001: p. 40). SSPs are services such as 

maintenance, installation, inspection, and repair, whereas SSCs are services such as production 

solutions, performance guarantees, and other consulting or management services. The intensity 

of the relationship between the supplier and the customer, the degree of customization, and the 

extent to which the service involves people characterize SSCs against SSPs (Antioco et al. 

2008; Mathieu 2001). For the purpose of this study, we define “service offering” as the 

“proportion of SSPs and SSCs as part of the overall offering of the supplier”. Ulaga and 

Reinartz (2011) showed that SSPs and SSCs draw on different critical capabilities. Eggert et 

al. (2014) extended this work and suggested that the importance of a specific capability for 

service provision might differ between SSPs and SSCs. They showed that SSCs have a direct 

effect on profits, whereas SSPs only have an indirect effect, and they therefore concluded that 

SSPs provide a stepping stone for a successful service business and that manufacturers can 

grow by infusing SSCs into ongoing business relationships. Overall, this suggests a more fine-

grained view of how service offerings relate to service infusion success and the characteristics 

that are important to take into consideration, as they require different drivers, that is, 

capabilities (Ulaga and Reinartz 2011) and organizational processes and design (Gebauer et al. 

2010; Neu and Brown 2005). 

Service Pricing 

The service infusion domain of service pricing represents the profit formula in Johnson, 

Christensen, and Kagermann’s (2008) business model concept. Pricing has received limited 
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attention in the extant service infusion literature. A notable exception relates to whether 

services as part of a service offering are priced together (i.e. bundled) or priced separately (i.e. 

de-bundled; Steiner et al. 2016; Stremersch and Tellis 2002). Steiner et al. (2016) showed that 

customers prefer de-bundled prices, as they provide an easier and more transparent decision-

making process and therefore result in higher value for the customer as well as in higher 

willingness to pay. Consequently, de-bundling allows the supplier to capture more value from 

the service offering. In practice, services are often bundled together completely with the 

product or they are fully de-bundled from the product and each other. However, varying 

degrees of bundling and de-bundling in a supplier-customer relationship may exist, for 

example, certain service offerings may be bundled and priced together, such as installation, 

maintenance, and the provision of spare parts, whereas others, such as process optimization, 

remain separate. We thus represent service pricing through the concept of “service price de-

bundling”, which is defined “as the degree to which the supplier prices different service 

offerings separately”. 

Service Capabilities of Suppliers and Customers 

Johnson, Christensen, and Kagermann (2008) identified resources as an important 

enabler of value creation, an argument mirrored by Madhavaram and Hunt (2008) in the context 

of marketing strategy. According to Ulaga and Reinartz (2011), manufacturers need to develop 

distinctive capabilities from such resources for building a successful service business. Given 

manufacturers’ goods-centered background, such service capabilities are important, as they 

enable manufacturers to create as well as capture value from services (Kindström, 

Kowalkowski, and Sandberg 2013). According to Day (1994: p. 38), capabilities are defined 

as “complex bundles of skills and collective learning exercised through organizational 

processes, which ensure superior coordination of functional activities”. 



11 

 

Capabilities relate to the core business processes of the firm and can be classified based 

on whether their focus is on internally or externally facing processes (Day 1994). Internally 

facing capabilities, for example, relate to manufacturing processes, technology development, 

cost control, or financial management, whereas externally facing capabilities in turn relate to 

sensing and monitoring customer demands, competitor activities, and technology 

developments as well as the management and development of relationships with external 

actors. Such a distinction of internally and externally facing capabilities can also be seen in the 

service capabilities derived by Ulaga and Reinartz (2011). First, supplier service capabilities 

relating to the offering design process (i.e. design-to-service capability, service-related data 

processing, and interpretation capability) are primarily internally facing. For example, for the 

supplier to generate additional sales and capture value through service infusion presupposes 

the creation of additional benefits for the customer through the design of service offerings. This 

in turn requires a deep understanding of the customer operations and its value creation process, 

which can be created through suppliers’ data processing and interpretation capabilities 

(internally facing), such as asset monitoring-in-use (Baines and Lightfoot 2013; Ulaga and 

Reinartz 2011). We thus define “internally facing supplier service capabilities” as “the 

supplier’s ability to design and develop service offerings”. Second, supplier service capabilities 

relating to the offering deployment process (i.e. sales and deployment capability) are mainly 

externally facing service capabilities. For example, selling service offerings to capture value 

requires documenting and communicating their additional benefits (e.g. using computer 

simulations to demonstrate business cases) to key decision-makers in the customer 

organization (Forkmann et al. in press; Ulaga and Reinartz 2011). We thus define “externally 

facing supplier service capabilities” as “the supplier’s ability to understand customer 

requirements, sell to, and deploy service offerings at the customer”. We argue that, for building 
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a successful service business, both externally and internally facing service capabilities need to 

be taken into consideration. 

According to Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj (2007) and Macdonald, Kleinaltenkamp, and 

Wilson (2016), the success of service infusion is contingent on the abilities and competences 

of the customer, thereby suggesting that customer capabilities may play an important role. This 

is in line with Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2000) and Payne, Frow, and Storbacka (2008), who 

similarly discussed the importance of customers as being active creators of value. The ability 

of the customer to understand, adapt, and integrate new service offerings into their business 

processes (Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007) is a service capability relating to the customer’s 

internal processes, which can also be understood as the customer’s absorptive capacity (Cohen 

and Levinthal 1990; Zahra and George 2002). First, internally facing customer service 

capabilities allow the customer to create value from the service offering. For example, 

integrating the service offering and realizing its added benefits and therefore value requires the 

customer to adapt its routines and processes (Macdonald, Kleinaltenkamp, and Wilson 2016; 

Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007). As for integration, customers may need to implement 

supplier-ready data acquisition routines to capture the performance of the operational processes 

or facilitate the co-location of maintenance engineers at their site, whereas, for realization, 

customers may need to flexibly absorb the effects of changing cycle times resulting from 

optimization services. We thus define “internally facing customer service capabilities” as the 

“customer’s ability to use service offerings within their business processes”. Second, the ability 

to communicate effectively with and counsel suppliers on aspects relating to the technical 

systems, business and operational processes, policies, and politics of the customer are 

externally facing customer service capabilities. For example, operational counseling includes 

communicating to the supplier details of the customer’s operation environment (Tuli, Kohli, 

and Bharadwaj 2007). This facilitates value creation for the customer by enabling the supplier 
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to fulfill the requirements and customize service offerings. We thus define “externally facing 

customer service capabilities” as the “customer’s ability to communicate their needs and 

requirements to the supplier”. 

In line with our dyadic perspective, we argue that successful service infusion requires 

the interplay between supplier and customer service capabilities, as they create superior value 

for the customer as well as allow the supplier to capture value. However, it has to be noted that 

internally and externally facing service capabilities on the supplier and customer side are not 

mirror images but represent different capability domains (i.e. the production/design and the 

delivery domain on the supplier side and the implementation/seizing and the communication 

domain on the customer side). 

Service Infusion Process 

From a business model perspective, the process underlying the infusion of service 

offerings into the relationship between the supplier and the customer constitutes an additional 

important driver for value creation and service infusion success (Johnson, Christensen, and 

Kagermann 2008). The service infusion process is often described as a deliberate and well-

structured transition process from the supplier perspective (Josephson et al. 2016; Oliva and 

Kallenberg 2003; Zeithaml et al. 2014). However, little is known so far about how this process 

unfolds in the relationship between the supplier and the customer or what effects this has on 

service infusion success in a specific business relationship (Kowalkowski et al. 2015; Ostrom 

et al. 2015). An important service infusion process characteristic relates to the degree of 

organizational change or adaptation required by the supplier and customer to ensure value 

creation on both sides (Brax 2005), for example, the extent to which relationship-specific 

business processes and their organization are affected by infusing new services into a supplier-

customer relationship. Previous research has demonstrated the importance for the supplier to 

align their organization with the new business model at various levels, for example, in terms 
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of human resources, measurement and reward systems, processes, or structures (Gebauer et al. 

2010; Neu and Brown 2005). Depending on the nature of service infusion, such adaption can 

vary in terms of its speed and the extent to which it affects organizational design elements 

(Brax 2005; Witell and Löfgren 2013). The extant literature has shown that service infusion 

from a supplier perspective can be characterized by either an incremental or a radical process 

(Kowalkowski et al. 2012; Matthyssens and Vandenbempt 2008; Oliva and Kallenberg 2003). 

Consequently, the service infusion process varies by its degree of change radicality, which in 

turn requires organizational change and adaptation for both the supplier and the customer, 

respectively. With increasing adaptation scope and speed as part of a more radical change 

process, the cost as well as the risk associated with service infusion in a business relationship 

increases and makes service infusion success more difficult to achieve. For example, 

optimizing the performance of installed equipment by the supplier may be contingent on 

changing important adjacent operational processes. This requires substantial learning by the 

supplier about the customer’s operations and is more difficult to master with increasing scope 

and speed, thereby compromising the value of the infused service in the business relationship. 

For the purpose of this study, the “service infusion process” refers to “the scope and speed of 

the organizational design adaptation related to the infusion of service offerings in the supplier-

customer relationship”. 

METHODOLOGY 

Data Collection and Sample 

We use case study settings of service-infused business relationships between a 

manufacturer and its customer. We conducted a multiple case-based research study (Eisenhardt 

1989), which was performed following the replication logic analogous to conducting multiple 

experiments (Yin 1994). We view the business relationship as our unit of analysis. A business 

relationship is “a longitudinal, dynamic, interactive set of experiences and activities performed 
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by the provider and the customer, within a context, using tools and practices” (Payne, 

Storbacka, and Frow 2008: p. 85). To be included in our study, the business relationships had 

to have the following characteristics: the unit of exchange had to include service offerings, an 

outcome for both parties relating to the provision of the service offering could be identified, 

and access to both parties of the business relationship was granted. We collected data for 25 

cases that fulfilled our criteria via the primary data collection method of in-depth interviews 

(Kvale and Brinkmann 2009). For all cases, we performed interviews with one or more key 

informants from both parties of the business relationship; key informants were identified as 

having good knowledge about the business relationship and the service offering involved. On 

the supplier side, this was often a service manager, key account manager, sales manager, or 

service engineer. On the customer side, this was normally the CEO, production manager, 

maintenance manager, or service manager. Where possible, we complemented the in-depth 

interviews with site visits, observations, and analyses of documentation of service performance 

to capture a contextual understanding that was subsequently used to enhance the coding process 

via interpretation schemata (membership evaluation templates). 

The interview guide started with general questions on service infusion and then moved 

to the services provided in the specific business relationship. These initial open questions 

enabled the interviewees to tell their experiences with service infusion. The remainder of the 

interview guide followed the conceptual model (see Figure 1), indicating from whom different 

sets of information were to be sought (Voss, Tsikriktsis, and Frohlich 2002). Structured 

questions guided the key informants through the different aspects of the conceptual model and 

enabled rich qualitative data collection. Interviews with key informants on the supplier side 

typically lasted 60 minutes. On the customer side, the interviews were shorter and more focused 

on the services provided in the specific business relationship. In summary, across the 25 cases, 
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we conducted 94 interviews with key informants from the suppliers and 43 interviews with key 

informants from the customers (see Web Appendix 1). 

The cases all describe business relationships between large Scandinavian 

manufacturers and their customers. Business relationships belong to the automotive, industrial 

gases, pulp and paper, and mining industries. The average size of the manufacturers is 22,000 

employees, with an average share of services of 35%. The services exchanged in the 25 

business relationships show a high level of congruency between the supplier’s service offering 

and its goods (Josephson et al. 2016). 

Coding of Set Membership Scores 

Based on the extensive data on service infusion in the 25 business relationships, we 

coded the data by case (for supplier, customer, and the business relationship), guided by our 

conceptual model and the key constructs (i.e. conditions and outcomes; Miles and Huberman 

1994). The qualitative data was coded for each of the cases, as the unit of analysis are the 

individual business relationships between a supplier (manufacturer) and the customer firm. We 

used a “fuzzy set” coding to retain as much detail as possible. Fuzzy scores represent the degree 

to which a case belongs to a set regarding a specific condition or outcome, with “0” indicating 

non-membership in a set and “1” indicating full membership. Scores in between indicate partial 

membership, with scores smaller than “0.5” being more-out-than-in the set and those larger 

than “0.5” being more-in-than-out of the set. Also, “0.5” as the crossover point indicates 

ambiguity (Fiss 2011; Ragin 2008). We used a six-value set (0; 0.2; 0.4; 0.6; 0.8; 1) for all 

conditions and outcomes to retain as much detail of the qualitative data as possible without 

introducing artificial distinctions (Basurto and Speer 2012). 

Based on the guidelines outlined by Toth, Henneberg, and Naude (in press), we used 

the definitions of our conditions and outcomes to develop interpretation schemata (membership 

evaluation templates), which allow for coding of fuzzy scores without the need for calibration 
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(Schneider and Wagemann 2010). Web Appendix 2 provides an overview of all constructs 

(conditions and outcomes) used in the study as well as the fuzzy set coding definitions. Web 

Appendix 3 outlines in detail our fuzzy score procedure. Web Appendices 4 and 5 provide 

examples for membership evaluation templates for supplier internally facing service 

capabilities and for customer externally facing service capabilities. To operationalize dyadic 

service infusion value, we form a compound measure from customer and supplier infusion 

value by summing the respective individual scores. This compound measure is then calibrated 

into fuzzy sets through linear transformation. 

Coding quality is pivotal for an fsQCA based on qualitative data (Basurto and Speer 

2012). To ensure interpretative quality in the coding process, all transcripts and documents 

were first examined by each researcher independently using the developed membership 

evaluation templates for coding. To initially test the interpretations, two independent judges 

assessed a selected case, which they coded separately. The interrater reliability across the 

constructs of the case was 0.87 (Rust and Cooil 1994). After this corroboration of the coding 

scheme, the other cases were assessed by two researchers, and for each condition and outcome, 

fuzzy membership scores were assigned by case. Through a discussion of differences and, if 

necessary, the interpretations of a third researcher, the coding assessments were unified, 

providing a fuzzy set input matrix for the fsQCA. 

Fuzzy Set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA)  

Based on the underlying configuration perspective, which assumes the interplay of 

different service infusion drivers in achieving service infusion value or success, we use fsQCA 

to analyze our data. fsQCA is a set-theoretic analysis technique that builds upon the premise 

that the interplay between variables is best understood in terms of set memberships based on 

Boolean algebra (Fiss 2011). Based on (fuzzy) set membership scores by case, fsQCA explains 

how the membership of cases in causal conditions is linked to membership in the outcome (Fiss 
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2011; Ragin 2008). Thus, fsQCA as a configuration analysis differs in terms of the used 

approach of explanation from conventional data analysis methods, as it uses the so-called 

“causes-to-effects approach” (Mahoney and Goertz 2006), which means that fsQCA describes 

cases as combinations of service infusion drivers (i.e. configurations of causal conditions) as 

well as the outcome in question (Fiss 2007). In contrast, standard analysis methods (e.g. 

regression or structural equation models) pursue an” effects-to-causes approach”, which 

estimates the average or net effect of one (or more) variables in a set of cases (Mahoney and 

Goertz 2006). fsQCA allows for an understanding of complex causality (i.e. the interplay of 

causal conditions) while also testing for equifinality, and it takes into account non-linear or 

asymmetric relationships (e.g. it allows for the same condition to act as a positive as well as a 

negative driver of the same outcome depending on that condition’s interplay with other 

conditions; Fiss 2007, 2011; Ragin 2008; Rihoux 2006). 

fsQCA is progressively being employed in management studies as well as marketing 

studies as an alternative to, or as complementing, more traditional data analysis techniques 

(Fiss 2011; Froesen et al. 2016; Ordanini and Maglio 2009; Ordanini, Parasuraman, and Rubera 

2014). However, most applications of fsQCA to date have used quantitative data as input 

(Böhm, Eggert, and Thiesbrummel in press; Kan et al. 2016). We follow the tradition of the 

social sciences, which pioneered the applications of fsQCA, and analyze rich qualitative data 

(Rantala and Hellström 2001; Toth, Henneberg, and Naude in press). 

Analysis Design 

Before sufficient conditions can be analyzed, the fsQCA literature recommends the 

assessment of consistency scores to assess necessity (Ragin 2006; Schneider, Schulze-Bentrop, 

and Paunescu 2010). However, due to our nested nomological perspectives (supplier, customer, 

and dyadic), and to ensure the comparability of different models, we did not eliminate any 

conditions we found to be necessary. A three-step analysis is used to identify configurations 
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that are “sufficient” to cause the outcome in question (as well as its absence), in line with Fiss 

(2011) and Ragin (2008). Initially, truth tables are constructed (see Web Appendices 7A–7F), 

which represent all logically possible combinations of the causal conditions, of which only a 

limited diversity is represented in the data, in line with the characteristics of social phenomena 

(Ragin and Sonnett 2008).2 The truth tables are then simplified based on frequency and 

consistency thresholds, and finally, the simplified truth tables are analyzed using the Quine-

McCluskey algorithm as implemented in the fs/QCA software program (Ragin 2006, 2007, 

2008). fsQCA can handle only one outcome (and only one outcome state; i.e. presence or 

absence) at a time; thus, the analysis of sufficient conditions for service infusion value as well 

as their absence occurred in separate analyses. Furthermore, these analyses were done for each 

of the used perspectives (i.e. for the supplier, the customer, and the dyadic perspective), 

resulting in six analyses. 

We specifically apply the following rules: as we only had 25 cases, we did not apply a 

frequency cutoff. A cutoff threshold represents a trade-off decision between analysis 

granularity on the one hand and interpretability on the other. As we did not face any 

interpretability issues, we retained all cases. We set the consistency threshold at 0.8 

(consistency refers to the degree to which the empirical cases that share a causal condition or 

a combination of causal conditions agree in displaying the outcome), in line with 

recommendations by Ragin (2008). We additionally inspected the values of the proportional 

reduction of inconsistency (PRI; Misangyi and Acharya 2014), which is sensitive to causal 

factors representing subsets of the presence and the absence of an outcome. PRIs are applying 

                                                 
2Based on 25 empirical cases, this introduces the issue of limited diversity to our dyadic analysis, that is, a 
considerable number of remainders or counterfactual cases exist. We include such counterfactuals as “naturally 
occurring social data are profoundly limited in their diversity” (Ragin and Sonnett 2005: p. 96); therefore, limited 
diversity is not unexpected. However, we theoretically checked that this would not cause unlikely or inconceivable 
cases to be included (Rihoux 2006). 
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small penalties for minor inconsistencies but large penalties for major inconsistencies. We use 

a cutoff threshold of 0.75 or instead a clear elbow in the PRIs (Misangyi and Acharya 2014). 

The final step when performing fsQCA refers to the evaluation and interpretation of the 

results. fsQCA reports three types of solutions: a complex solution, a parsimonious solution, 

and an intermediate solution. The three types of solutions differ by the extent with which logical 

remainders have been considered in the counterfactual analysis, which takes into account 

limited diversity in the data (Fiss 2011; Ragin 2008). The complex solution does not consider 

any logical remainder. It thus produces the most complicated result and plays a minor role 

when it comes to the interpretation of findings (Fiss 2011). The parsimonious solution 

considers any logical remainder that will help generate a logically simpler solution and 

represents the most concise result. Finally, the intermediate solution considers those logical 

remainders that represent “easy counterfactuals”, which refers to redundant causal conditions 

that are added to a combination of causal conditions that by itself already leads to the outcome 

in question (Fiss 2011; Ragin 2008). The intermediate solution represents a compromise 

between inclusions of either no or all logical remainders in the counterfactual analysis. To 

interpret the results from an fsQCA, researchers focus on both the parsimonious and the 

intermediate solutions, which allows for identifying core and peripheral conditions as part of a 

configuration. Fiss (2011: p. 403) explained that “… core conditions are those that are part of 

both parsimonious and intermediate solutions, and peripheral conditions are those that are 

eliminated in the parsimonious solution and thus only appear in the intermediate solution”. 

Core conditions are causally more essential as part of a configuration compared to peripheral 

conditions (Fiss 2011). 

To assess the relative importance of configurations of causal conditions for an outcome, 

coverage values are inspected. Coverage indicates the percentage of cases that take a given 

pathway (i.e. a configuration) to the outcome in question (Fiss 2011; Ragin 2000, 2008). The 
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fsQCA reports two coverage scores, that is, raw coverage and unique coverage. Raw coverage 

refers to the size of the overlap between the size of the causal combination set and the outcome 

set relative to the size of the outcome set; unique coverage controls for overlapping 

explanations by partitioning the raw coverage (Ragin 2008). By inspecting the coverage scores, 

researchers can assess the extent to which a solution “explains” the outcome, similar to R2 

assessments of variable-based analyses. Web Appendix 6 provides an overview of our analysis 

design. 

We present the results in form of tables based on suggestions by Fiss (2011) and Ragin 

(2008): we juxtapose the solutions associated with the presence and the absence of the outcome. 

For each solution, we provide the different equifinal configurations of conditions that drive the 

outcome. In each configuration, the presence of a condition is indicated via a solid black circle, 

whereas the absence of a condition is indicated by a crossed-out empty circle. Large circles 

indicate core conditions for a configuration, whereas small circles are peripheral conditions. 

FINDINGS 

In this section, we first present our analysis and discuss the similarities and differences 

between configurations within the solutions we found by perspective of service infusion value. 

Based on this, we then compare and contrast configurations between solutions for the presence 

and absence of service infusion value. Our findings relate to specific business relationships 

from which we derive our theoretical and managerial implications. Therefore, these findings 

have to be understood in the context of our chosen empirical unit of analysis. 

Analysis of Configurations for Supplier Service Infusion Value 

The supplier perspective shows three different configurations as part of the overall 

solution, which each can cause supplier service infusion value and are therefore equifinal. The 

overall solution coverage equals 0.52 and can be interpreted as the variance explained through 

the three configurations. All three configurations are empirically relevant, that is, they have a 
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unique coverage above zero. Configuration 1 in Table 1 (see Web Appendix 8A for detailed 

case vignette 1) is empirically most relevant as part of this solution in our study (unique 

coverage=0.05) and shows that supplier service infusion value is related to infusing SSCs, 

which are price bundled, whereas the supplier has no internally or externally facing service 

capabilities in an incremental service infusion process. Our analysis also identifies service 

pricing for this configuration as a core condition (i.e. being causally more essential than the 

other peripheral conditions). When comparing configuration 1 to the other two configurations, 

it can be seen that SSCs and service price bundling together are always associated with supplier 

infusion value and that service price bundling always is the sole core condition. However, 

different supplier service capabilities are sometimes present and sometimes absent and the 

service infusion process is sometimes incremental and sometimes radical. 

The absence of supplier service infusion value (i.e. service infusion failure for the 

supplier) is caused by two different configurations. Together, the configurations exhibit an 

overall solution coverage of 0.83 and are both empirically relevant, with configuration 4 being 

by far the dominant (unique coverage=0.28). Configuration 4 in Table 1 (see Web Appendix 

8B for detailed case vignette 2) shows that regardless of the service offering characteristic the 

absence of supplier service infusion value is associated with service price de-bundling together 

with the absence of both supplier service capabilities as part of an incremental service infusion 

process. Both service pricing and the service infusion process represent core conditions. Our 

analysis shows certain similarities when comparing configuration 4 to configuration 5, as both 

are characterized by core conditions of service price de-bundling and an incremental service 

infusion process. However, in configuration 5, internally facing supplier service capabilities 

and SSPs are present. 

- Insert Table 1 about here - 

Analysis of Configurations for Customer Service Infusion Value 
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The customer analysis shows four different configurations as part of the overall 

solution, which each can cause customer service infusion value. The overall solution coverage 

equals 0.65, with all four configurations being empirically relevant. Configuration 2 in Table 

2 (see Web Appendix 8C for detailed case vignette 3) is empirically most relevant as part of 

this solution in our study (unique coverage=0.06) and shows that supplier service infusion 

value is related to infusing SSCs, which are price bundled (a core condition), whereas the 

customer has both internally and externally facing service capabilities regardless of the 

characteristics of the service infusion process. When comparing configuration 2 to 

configuration 1, it can be seen that both are neutral permutations of each other, with externally 

facing customer service capabilities (configuration 2) and an incremental service infusion 

process (configuration 1) substituting each other. In contrast to configuration 2, configurations 

3 and 4 consist of de-bundled SSPs together with an incremental service infusion process. In 

both cases, one of the customer service capabilities is present (internally facing customer 

service capabilities in configuration 4 and externally facing customer service capabilities in 

configuration 3), whereas the other is absent. 

The absence of customer service infusion value is caused by two different 

configurations. Together, the configurations exhibit an overall solution coverage of 0.76 and 

are both empirically relevant, with configuration 5 being by far the dominant (unique 

coverage=0.24). Configuration 5 in Table 2 (see Web Appendix 8D for detailed case vignette 

4) shows that the absence of customer service infusion value is associated with service price 

de-bundled SSPs together with the absence of both customer service capabilities (core 

conditions) as part of an incremental service infusion process. Our analysis shows that 

configuration 6 compared to configuration 5 includes the same service offering and service 

pricing conditions (price de-bundled SSPs) but in a situation where all customer service 

capabilities are present as part of a radical service infusion process. 
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- Insert Table 2 about here - 

Analysis of Configurations for Dyadic Service Infusion Value 

The dyadic analysis shows five different configurations as part of the overall solution, 

which each can cause dyadic service infusion value. The overall solution coverage equals 0.64, 

with all five configurations being empirically relevant. Configuration 2 in Table 3 (see Web 

Appendix 8E for detailed case vignette 5) is empirically most relevant as part of this solution 

in our study (unique coverage=0.08) and shows that dyadic service infusion value is related to 

infusing SSPs, which are price de-bundled, whereas all service capabilities are absent, except 

for internally facing customer service capabilities as part of an incremental service infusion 

process. Our analysis shows many similarities when comparing configuration 2 to 

configuration 4, with the exception that in configuration 4 all supplier service capabilities are 

present. Configurations 1, 3, and 5 show very different service offering and pricing 

characteristics compared to configuration 2, that is, they consist of price bundled (core 

condition) SSCs. Furthermore, different supplier and customer service capabilities are 

sometimes present and sometimes absent and the service infusion process is sometimes 

incremental and sometimes radical. 

The absence of dyadic service infusion value is caused by two different configurations. 

Together, the configurations exhibit an overall solution coverage of 0.72 and are both 

empirically relevant, with configuration 6 being by far the dominant (unique coverage=0.20). 

Configuration 6 in Table 3 (see Web Appendix 8F for detailed case vignette 6) shows that the 

absence of dyadic service infusion value is associated with service price de-bundled SSPs as 

part of an incremental service infusion process together with the absence of both customer 

service capabilities (core conditions) and externally facing supplier service capabilities, 

whereas internally facing supplier service capabilities do not matter. Our analysis shows that 

configuration 7 compared to configuration 6 includes the same service offering and service 
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pricing conditions (price de-bundled SSPs) but in a situation where all customer and supplier 

service capabilities are present regardless of the characteristics of the service infusion process 

(with all conditions being core, except for internally facing customer service capabilities). 

- Insert Table 3 about here - 

THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS AND RESEARCH PRIORITIES 

This article addresses the research gap regarding explanations about how successful 

service infusion is achieved. We couched our conceptual development and framework in 

business model theory, which suggests that a combination of driver domains work together in 

achieving service infusion success (Johnson, Christensen, and Kagermann 2008). We therefore 

adopt a configuration perspective, including the domains of service offering, service pricing, 

service capabilities, and the service infusion process. Following the business model concept as 

well as the service infusion literature (Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007), we also consider 

multiple perspectives, including the supplier, customer, and the dyadic perspective. 

Additionally, our research focuses not only on drivers of service infusion success but also on 

driver configurations that lead to service infusion failure. In the following discussion, we will 

detail these issues and derive priorities for research on service infusion. Although individual 

drivers should not be over-interpreted in isolation from their configurations (Schneider and 

Wagemann 2010), in our discussion, we nevertheless highlight business model domains that 

have been emphasized in the extant literature through embedding them in a configurational 

perspective. Our research priorities are aimed at both synthesizing the findings of our main 

study and addressing “white spots” in the extant literature that merit further investigation. 

These white spots are consistent with the underlying business model concept that we apply to 

our study. As such, our research priorities contribute to theory construction in the area of 

service infusion by emphasizing three heretofore neglected perspectives. 

Service Infusion — A Configurational Perspective 
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The extant literature on service infusion mostly follows a net driver perspective by 

analyzing the impact of individual service infusion aspects on success. Although this has 

considerably advanced our understanding, analyzing success drivers of service infusion in 

isolation provides only a partial view. Taken together, the extant literature would suggest that 

a successful business model would consist of de-bundled (Steiner et al. 2016) SSCs (Eggert et 

al. 2014) with developed supplier service capabilities (Ulaga and Reinartz 2011) as part of an 

incremental change process (Oliva and Kallenberg 2003). If taken as a configuration, one could 

argue that this would represent an “ideal supplier company profile”. However, this ‘ideal 

supplier company profile’ is not associated with supplier service infusion success in our 

analysis (see Table 1). Instead, we identify other configurations driving service infusion 

success. For example, an alternative configuration to the ‘ideal profile’ is characterized by the 

complete absence of supplier service capabilities (see configuration 1 in Table 1). Thus, based 

on the cases in our study, we find not one ideal but multiple and equifinal configurations of 

service infusion success from a supplier perspective. 

Our study points to the importance of developing theories of service infusion that are 

not based on a single ideal company profile. Different “recipes for success” exist (Ordanini, 

Parasuraman, and Rubera 2014). Furthermore, “more is not always better”, and in certain 

configurations, specific service infusion domains ought to be absent to drive success. This is 

due to the interplay of the different domains, that is, the presence of capabilities could create 

unnecessary costs in the context of the specific service offering, pricing, and process 

characteristics of a configuration. Therefore, our study motivates the following priority for 

future research in service infusion: 

Research Priority 1a: To understand the configurations of service infusion success, 

particularly those that do not adhere to the “more is better” assumption. 



27 

 

Furthermore, our findings also illustrate the asymmetric effects of driver domains as 

part of configurations, that is, both the absence and the presence of service capabilities are 

associated with configurations of service infusion success. This is also evident for the service 

infusion process, where both radical and incremental processes exist in both success and failure 

configurations. This advances the extant literature on the service infusion process (Brax 2005; 

Kowalkowski et al. 2012; Matthyssens and Vandenbempt 2008) by showing that the nature of 

the change process is contingent on other service infusion domain characteristics (e.g. service 

offering, pricing, and capabilities). 

Our study points to the importance of developing contextual theories of service 

infusion. This emphasizes the interplay between different drivers and therefore strongly 

advocates theory development, which takes into account combinatory effects and thus goes 

beyond individual driver analysis of service infusion. Therefore, our study motivates the 

following priority for future research in service infusion: 

Research Priority 1b: To understand the interplay between service infusion drivers, 

particularly how both the absence and the presence of the same service infusion driver 

interacts with other drivers resulting in service infusion success. 

Service Infusion — A Monadic and Dyadic Perspective 

Despite recognizing service infusion as a relational phenomenon (Tuli, Kohli, and 

Bharadwaj 2007), the extant literature on service infusion mostly takes a monadic supplier 

perspective in analyzing what supplier service infusion aspects drive supplier service infusion 

success (Antioco et al. 2008; Fang, Palmatier, and Steenkamp 2008). Although using this unit 

of analysis has considerably advanced our understanding, analyzing service infusion success 

as well as its drivers from the supplier perspective provides only a partial view. The business 

model concept stresses the importance of understanding value creation also from the customer 

perspective (Johnson, Christensen, and Kagermann 2008). The fact that service infusion 
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provides value for the customer is often implicitly assumed in the extant literature but rarely 

studied. Our analysis shows that different configurations driving customer service infusion 

value exist and that these configurations do not mirror those for supplier service infusion value. 

For example, from a supplier perspective only, configurations including price bundled SSCs 

are associated with service infusion value (configurations 1–3 in Table 1), whereas, from a 

customer perspective, two out of the four identified configurations include price de-bundled 

SSPs (configurations 3 and 4 in Table 2). Thus, only focusing on supplier value creates myopia 

and therefore might jeopardize long-term and sustainable success of service infusion, which 

depends on value being created for both parties involved. 

In a further step, we extend these monadic perspectives by integrating supplier as well 

as customer value considerations in a dyadic perspective on service infusion success. From this 

perspective, our analysis shows that the five configurations driving dyadic service infusion 

value corroborate the findings from the customer perspective, in particular, that both SSCs 

(when price de-bundled) and SSPs (when price bundled) are part of successful configurations 

(configurations 1–5 in Table 3). Thus, merely focusing on a supplier perspective of service 

infusion could be misleading with regard to the configurations of service infusion domains and 

characteristics that lead to service infusion success. 

Our study shows that the adoption of multiple perspectives is needed to provide 

sufficient understanding of successful service infusion. Thus, in line with our business model 

framework, our research advocates the importance of looking beyond the supplier perspective. 

We argue for integrating the customer perspective (Friend and Malshe 2016) and understanding 

service infusion as a relational phenomenon, that is, on the dyadic level (Macdonald, 

Kleinaltenkamp, and Wilson 2016; Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007). This is in line with much 

of the extant conceptualization of service infusion; however, to the best of our knowledge, such 
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a dyadic perspective has not yet been included in empirical research. Therefore, our study 

motivates the following priority for future research in service infusion: 

Research Priority 2a: To move beyond the supplier perspective, toward a customer and 

a dyadic perspective on service infusion. 

Following the customer and dyadic perspective of service infusion, the customer is not 

only a passive value recipient, but our results show that the customer has an active value 

creation role (Tuli, Kohli, and Bharadwaj 2007). Although the extant empirical literature 

mainly stresses supplier characteristics (Gebauer et al. 2010; Ulaga and Reinartz 2011), our 

analysis shows the importance of customer service capabilities as well as their interplay with 

supplier service capabilities for service infusion success. In particular, the findings of our 

dyadic analysis show that internally facing customer service capabilities are always present in 

configurations associated with service infusion success. This is in sharp contrast to supplier 

service capabilities that are entirely absent in some of the configurations driving dyadic service 

infusion value independently of whether these configurations consist of price de-bundled SSPs 

or price bundled SSCs (configurations 2 and 3 in Table 3). 

From a theoretical perspective, our study therefore extends the current understanding, 

which implies that service capability is supplier related as well as that building such capabilities 

precedes service infusion (Ulaga and Reinartz 2011). We show that successful service infusion 

can start from different capability endowment set-ups within the business relationship, for 

example, those that virtually have no capabilities (configuration 2 in Table 3) or those where 

both supplier and customer have (nearly) all service capabilities (configuration 1 in Table 3). 

Thus, only focusing on supplier-related service capabilities might distract the importance of 

alignment with partner capabilities: a supplier with no service capabilities must find a 

compatible customer that has at least some developed internally facing capabilities 
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(configurations 1 and 3 in Table 3) to achieve service infusion success. Our study motivates 

the following priority for future research in service infusion: 

Research Priority 2b: To investigate the interplay between the capabilities of the 

supplier and the capabilities of the customer, particularly how this interplay differs in 

the context of other service infusion drivers. 

Service Infusion — A Success and Failure Perspective 

The extant literature on service infusion provides considerable insights regarding 

aspects relating to the success of service infusion (Eggert et al. 2014); however, it has also 

highlighted that service infusion is not always successful (Benedettini, Neely, and Swink 2015; 

Neely 2008). Understanding drivers of service infusion failure and contrasting them with 

drivers of success remains an important research gap. For example, our analysis shows that 

even the existence of all service capabilities on both customer and supplier sides may cause 

dyadic service infusion failure when infusing price de-bundled SSPs (configuration 7 in Table 

3). This again qualifies a “more is better” assumption regarding service capabilities and 

therefore extends the normative assumptions as to the unidirectional and beneficial nature of 

supplier service capabilities for service infusion success. The effort of developing service 

capabilities on both sides of the business relationship and the cost of the resulting resource 

endowment seem to outweigh the benefits associated with infusing more basic services that are 

priced separately. Our analysis shows that successful configurations are often very similar to 

those leading to failure. For example, in a situation of infusing price de-bundled SSPs in an 

incremental process with no supplier service capabilities and no externally facing customer 

service capabilities being present, the absence of internally facing customer service capability 

within this configuration is associated with dyadic service infusion failure (configuration 6 in 

Table 3), whereas its presence is associated with dyadic success (configuration 2 in Table 3). 
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Our study points to the importance of understanding service infusion failure and its 

driver configurations, as failure and success are not mirror images and often lie close together. 

Thus, a more comprehensive understanding of service infusion outcomes allows for the 

identification of critical aspects that determine success or failure, which would otherwise 

remain hidden. Therefore, our study motivates the following priority for future research in 

service infusion: 

Research Priority 3a: To investigate failures in service infusion, particularly in 

situations where both parties of the business relationship have developed service 

capabilities. 

The importance of considering both a success and a failure perspective of service 

infusion is also evident when looking at the configurational interactions of service offering and 

service pricing. First, we find that price de-bundled SSPs across all perspectives are very often 

(at least in our cases) associated with configurations that drive failure in service infusion. This 

is in line with the extant literature, which suggests that SSPs are an initial step toward service 

infusion and that they do not have immediate performance implications for the supplier (Eggert 

et al. 2014). However, contrary to the extant literature, our configurational results from a 

customer and a dyadic perspective show that SSPs, as part of configurations, can be valuable 

for driving service infusion success (see Table 2, configurations 3 and 4, and Table 3, 

configurations 2 and 4) and are therefore much more than mere stepping stones toward service 

infusion success. We also find that SSCs are associated with successful configurations across 

all three perspectives, therefore strengthening previous research on the importance of SSCs 

(Antioco et al. 2008; Eggert et al. 2014). Second, in our cases, service infusion failure is always 

driven by configurations including price de-bundled service offerings (SSPs) across all 

perspectives, whereas service infusion success can be driven by configurations both including 

price bundled SSCs or price de-bundled SSPs. Thus, service offering and pricing characteristics 
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vary in a systematic manner within the cases of our study. This extends the recent research by 

Steiner et al. (2016) who found that de-bundled service offerings in service infusion create 

more value for the customer. 

This strongly advocates future research to broaden possible outcomes of service 

infusion beyond mere success factor to gain more fine-grained insights into the mechanisms 

underlying the interplay of different service infusion domains. Therefore, our study motivates 

the following priority for future research in service infusion: 

Research Priority 3b: To understand the interplay between service pricing and service 

offering characteristics, particularly how this interplay sometimes causes dyadic 

service infusion success and sometimes failure. 

MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

For managers, our study provides guidance regarding different ways to achieve 

successful service infusion. Our research cautions managers to make decision about drivers of 

service infusion success in isolation. The identified configurations provide a set of equifinal 

(i.e. equally good) choices available to managers on which basis they can decide about the 

appropriate service infusion implementation path contingent on the specific situation of their 

firm (e.g. its current capability set as well as organizational set-up). 

Furthermore, our findings provide guidance regarding the importance of understanding 

not only their own but also their business partners’ service capabilities to ensure successful 

service infusion. We would suggest service infusion to be based on a dyadic capability audit, 

which enables a gap analysis vis-à-vis successful service infusion configurations. Based on 

this, a successful service infusion configuration can be chosen, which provides guidance for 

the implementation decisions with regard to service capability development as well as other 

service infusion domains. To managers, we also provide relevant options how to turn around 

an unsuccessful service infusion. This is based on understanding the gap between their current 
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service infusion domain characteristics and those of successful service infusion to identify 

turnaround levers. For example, a service infusion failure based on configuration 6 (in Table 

3) could be made successful by either developing or helping their partner to develop an 

internally facing customer service capability (shift to configuration 2 in Table 3). 

Finally, our configurational findings provide a more fine-grained view on the role of 

SSPs in service infusion business models. Although we show that managers need to be cautious 

about business model configurations including SSPs, our findings also suggest that service 

infusion success is not only achievable through SSCs but also that basic service offerings in 

specific configurations can provide a less risky and more product-related service infusion 

alternative, particularly in cases in which customers do not need more advanced services (Oliva 

and Kallenberg 2003). 

LIMITATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH 

Due to design choices, this study is not without limitations. We adopted the business 

model framework by Johnson, Christensen, and Kagermann (2008) to guide our study and 

develop a nomological framework based on a configurational perspective. Within this 

framework, we made parsimonious choices as to which driver domains of service infusion to 

cover. Although we derived them from the extant literature, we suggest further research to 

investigate the role of other conditions for successful service infusion. For example, although 

we looked at aspects of the service infusion process, we did not consider who initiated the 

service infusion (i.e. customer or supplier) or which types of the organizational structure were 

specifically affected. We focused particularly on a supplier, customer, and dyadic perspective 

given the lack of research integrating those perspectives in understanding service infusion 

success. However, the recent literature on service infusion increasingly adopts a network 

perspective, thereby recognizing the importance of third parties in successful service infusion 

(Forkmann et al. in press; Kowalkowski, Witell, and Gustafsson 2013). Further research should 



34 

 

integrate such driver domains relating to a network perspective in developing a more 

comprehensive nomological model. 

Due to a lack of previous research using a configurational and relational perspective on 

service infusion, we used a qualitative method based on rich descriptions of the phenomenon 

at hand. We acknowledge the limited generalizability of our results based on 25 business 

relationships, which only allow tentative recommendations. As our unit of analysis relates to 

specific manufacturer-customer relationships, we are also not able to make inferences on the 

company level. Although in a particular business relationship a supplier may infuse only SSPs, 

this company may have infused SSCs in other relationships at the same time, which we did not 

capture. Similarly, we were not able to capture time-lag effects in our empirical design. Further 

research should look at service infusion stage models and situate our configurations within 

these stages. 
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FIGURE 1  
Nomological Model 
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 TABLE 1 
Sufficient Conditions for Supplier Service Infusion Value 

 

Configurations for supplier service infusion value 

Presence  Absence 

1* 2 3  4 5 

Service offering ● ● ●   ⊗ 

Service pricing ⊗ ⊗ ⊗  ● ● 
Supplier service capabilities       

Internally facing supplier 
service capabilities 

⊗ ● ●  ⊗ ● 

Externally facing supplier 
service capabilities 

⊗ ⊗ ●  ⊗  

Service infusion process ⊗ ● ⊗  ⊗ ⊗ 

Raw coverage 0.44 0.40 0.42  0.79 0.55 

Unique coverage 0.05 0.03 0.04  0.28 0.04 

Consistency 0.94 0.97 0.93  0.82 0.88 

Solution coverage 0.52  0.83 

Solution consistency 0.95  0.80 
Note: *Indicates configuration number. 
Frequency cutoff: 1 (for both presence and absence of outcome); consistency cutoff: 0.93 (for presence of 
outcome) and 0.83 (for absence of outcome). 
Solid black circles indicate the presence of a condition, whereas empty circles with an “X” indicate the absence 
of a condition. Large circles indicate core conditions, whereas small circles indicate peripheral conditions. 
Service offering: presence indicates service infusion is based fully on SSCs, whereas absence indicates service 
infusion is based fully on SSPs. 
Service pricing: presence indicates that all services are de-bundled, whereas absence indicates that all services are 
bundled together. 
Service infusion process: presence indicates service infusion process is radical, whereas absence indicates service 
infusion process is incremental. 
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TABLE 2 
Sufficient Conditions for Customer Service Infusion Value 

 

Configurations for customer service infusion value 

Presence  Absence 

1* 2 3 4  5 6 

Service offering ● ● ⊗ ⊗  ⊗ ⊗ 

Service pricing ⊗ ⊗ ● ●  ● ● 
Customer service capabilities        

Internally facing customer 
service capabilities ● ● ⊗ ●  ⊗ ● 

Externally facing customer 
service capabilities 

 ● ● ⊗  ⊗ ● 

Service infusion process ⊗  ⊗ ⊗  ⊗ ● 
Raw coverage 0.37 0.43 0.38 0.39  0.73 0.53 

Unique coverage 0.004 0.06 0.04 0.05  0.24 0.04 

Consistency 0.96 0.97 0.96 0.97  0.79 0.85 

Solution coverage 0.65     0.76  

Solution consistency 0.97     0.75  
Note: *Indicates configuration number. 
Frequency cutoff: 1 (for both presence and absence of outcome); consistency cutoff: 0.96 (for presence of 
outcome) and 0.79 (for absence of outcome). 
Solid black circles indicate the presence of a condition, whereas empty circles with an “X” indicate the absence 
of a condition. Large circles indicate core conditions, whereas small circles indicate peripheral conditions. 
Service offering: presence indicates service infusion is based fully on SSCs, whereas absence indicates service 
infusion is based fully on SSPs. 
Service pricing: presence indicates that all services are de-bundled, whereas absence indicates that all services are 
bundled together. 
Service infusion process: presence indicates service infusion process is radical, whereas absence indicates service 
infusion process is incremental. 
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TABLE 3 
Sufficient Conditions for Dyadic Service Infusion Value 

 

Configurations for dyadic service infusion value 

Presence  Absence 

1* 2 3 4 5  6 7 

Service offering ● ⊗ ● ⊗ ●  ⊗ ⊗ 

Service pricing ⊗ ● ⊗ ● ⊗  ● ● 
Supplier service capabilities         

Internally facing supplier service 
capabilities ● ⊗ ⊗ ● ●   ● 
Externally facing supplier 
service capabilities ● ⊗ ⊗ ● ⊗  ⊗ ● 

Customer service capabilities         
Internally facing customer 
service capabilities ● ● ● ● ●  ⊗ ● 

Externally facing customer 
service capabilities 

 ⊗ ● ⊗ ●  ⊗ ● 
Service infusion process ⊗ ⊗ ⊗ ⊗ ●  ⊗  

Raw coverage 0.37 0.41 0.38 0.34 0.35  0.64 0.52 

Unique coverage 0.03 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.03  0.20 0.08 

Consistency 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.96  0.84 0.88 

Solution coverage 0.64      0.72  

Solution consistency 0.97      0.83  
Note: *Indicates configuration number. 
Frequency cutoff: 1 (for both presence and absence of outcome); consistency cutoff: 0.96 (for presence of 
outcome) and 0.85 (for absence of outcome). 
Solid black circles indicate the presence of a condition, whereas empty circles with an “X” indicate the absence 
of a condition. Large circles indicate core conditions, whereas small circles indicate peripheral conditions. 
Service offering: presence indicates service infusion is based fully on SSCs, whereas absence indicates service 
infusion is based fully on SSPs. 
Service pricing: presence indicates that all services are de-bundled, whereas absence indicates that all services are 
bundled together. 
Service infusion process: presence indicates service infusion process is radical, whereas absence indicates service 
infusion process is incremental. 
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