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Abstract: The literature on service innovation has identified many factors that contribute to its
success. However, the literature is fragmented concerning identifying and analyzing the critical
factors that lead to success in service innovation. This article has two main objectives. First, we
describe, analyze, and synthesize these critical factors via a literature review of the research
conducted on service innovation. Second, we outline a framework that consists of the most
influential Critical Success Factors (CSFs). The systematic literature review analyzed a sample
of 317 articles published between 1985 and 2018. The analysis identified 16 of the most influential
critical factors that are included in a proposed conceptual framework for service innovation. This
article contributes theoretically with an analysis and synthesis of the success factors for service
innovation and by offering a practical tool in the form of a conceptual framework that can be used
as an analytical tool by firms and their service managers. Furthermore, this study identifies new
areas for research in service innovation, focusing on discovering CSFs for service innovation in
manufacturing companies, the influence of specific CSFs in organizational performance, or by
empirically validating our conceptual framework as well as the impact of new technologies on
success innovation factors. In the conclusion, we discuss the limitations of the research and offer
suggestions for future studies.

Keywords: Service innovation; New service development; Critical factors; Success; Systematic
bibliographic review.

Resumo: A literatura sobre inovagéo em servigos tem identificado muitos fatores que contribuem
para seu sucesso. No entanto, esta literatura é fragmentada no que diz respeito a identificagéo
e analise dos fatores criticos de sucesso (FCSs) da inovagdo em servigos. O artigo tem dois
principais objetivos. Primeiro, ele descreve, analisa e sintetiza esses fatores por meio de uma
revisdo da literatura da pesquisa sobre inovagdo em servigos. Segundo, ele propde uma
estrutura conceitual que apresenta os fatores criticos mais influentes. Para atingir esses
objetivos, o artigo utiliza uma revisédo sistematica da literatura, considerando uma amostra de
317 artigos publicados entre 1985 a 2018. A partir da analise da literatura, foram identificados os
16 fatores criticos mais influentes, os quais formam a estrutura conceitual proposta para orientar
a inovagao em servigo. O artigo traz uma contribuigao tedrica com sua analise e sintese dos
fatores para inovag@o em servicos e uma contribuicdo pratica com sua estrutura conceitual, a

Recebido em Maio 19, 2020 — Aceito em Jun. 22, 2020
Financial support: The Sdo Paulo Research Foundation, FAPESP.

This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits
5v unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

Gestéo & Produgéo, 28(3), 0026, 2021 | https://doi.org/10.1590/1806-9649-2021v28e26 1/29


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4510-8253
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8086-3321

A conceptual framework for integrating...

qual pode ser usada como ferramenta analitica pelas empresas e seus gerentes de servigos.
Além disso, o artigo identifica novas oportunidades de pesquisa relativos a inovagao de servigos
com foco na descoberta de FCSs para inovagéo de servicos em empresas de manufatura; a
influéncia de fatores especificos no desempenho da organizagédo, a validagdo empirica da
estrutura conceitual proposta e a avaliacdo dos impactos de novas tecnologias nos fatores
criticos relativos a inovagdo em servigos. Para concluir, o artigo discute limitagdes e oferece
sugestdes para pesquisas futuras.

Palavras-chave: Inovagado em servigos; Desenvolvimento de novos servigos; Fatores criticos;
Sucesso; Revisao bibliografica sistematica.

1 Introduction

Service innovation has attracted much attention in both academic circles and
among organizations of various sectors. Traditional services sectors e.g. the health
care sector, the hotel industry, and the financial and technological sectors have all
sought out service innovation methods as a way of increasing value for their customers
and to increase their competitiveness (Chen & Tsou, 2006; Vasconcellos & Marx, 2011;
Storey et al., 2016; Tomaszewski et al., 2016). Manufacturing companies have
adjusted their production centric business models to represent service-oriented
models, and this trend has been called “Servitization” (LUtjenetal., 2019;
Martinez et al., 2019; Sj6din et al., 2020; Queiroz et al., 2020; Vandermerwe & Rada,
1988). Service innovation can be a great source of benefits for product and financial
competitiveness for manufacturing companies (Baines etal., 2017; Mendes et al.,
2017; Sjodin et al., 2020).

Academic literature on service innovation started to gain prominence in the mid-
1980s, stemming from studies on product innovation (Mendes et al., 2017). Witell et al.
(2016) conducted a literature review on these studies to better understand the evolution
of the topic, and they identify three important perspectives, Assimilation, Demarcation,
and Synthesis. Concepts of product innovation were also used to explain service
innovation from the Assimilation perspective (Bjork, 2014; Giannopoulou et al., 2014).
The Demarcation perspective holds that products and services are distinct from the
other and that services innovation should therefore be treated independently. Service
innovation refers to the offering of new services or an improvement in an existing
service and results in specific studies on the topic (Gebauer et al., 2008; Joly et al.,
2019; Salunke et al., 2011; Salunke et al., 2019). The Synthesis perspective holds that
innovation encompasses both product innovations and service innovation. As such,
innovation is understood as an integrated new supply that includes both products and
services (Cho etal., 2012; Gustafsson et al., 2020; Joly etal., 2019; Ordanini &
Parasuraman, 2011). As the subject evolved, studies on service innovation expanded
and became more diversified (Carlborg et al., 2014; Mendes et al., 2017; Storey et al.,
2016).

One important discussion on the matter is the conceptualization of service
innovation. Terms like service innovation and the development of new services (DNS)
are sometimes used to refer to the same phenomenon (Gustafsson et al., 2020;
Mendes et al., 2017). This argument is reinforced from the Synthesis perspective.
For example, Biemans et al. (2016) state that DNS and service innovation are
synonymous since they both deal with new services, improvements in existing
services, or the process of generating innovations. Service innovation can be defined
as a change in the attributes of service and/or in the competencies of the service
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provider or the customers (co-creation) (Gallouj & Weinstein, 1997; Gustafsson et al.,
2012; Salunke et al., 2011; Salunke et al., 2019). In addition, service innovation
encompasses different types and modes (for example, in the content of the services
itself, in the processes of delivering the service, or in other related processes) (Gallou;j
& Weinstein, 1997). Service innovation can also be understood as a change in the
context of services and as a restructuring of the actors and resources involved,
creating value from new configurations among actors and resources (Edvardsson &
Tronvoll, 2013; Edvardsson et al., 2018; Joly et al., 2019). In summary, service
innovation has evolved to include both the development and implementation of
innovations, as well as the results (Carlborg etal., 2014; Witell etal.,, 2016;
Mendes et al., 2017).

Another popular theme in the literature on service innovation derived from studies
on product innovation (Ernst, 2002; Florén et al., 2018) deals with identifying the
Critical Success Factors (CSFs) (Mendes et al., 2017; Biemans & Giriffin, 2018).
These factors are methods or practices that are effective in generating positive
results in service innovation (Biemans & Griffin, 2018). Many CSFs have been
identified in the literature, such as strategic factors (Menor & Roth, 2008;
Wikhamn et al., 2018; Zach, 2012), and organizational factors (Anning-Dorson,
2016b; Singh et al., 2020; Verdu-Jover et al., 2018; Yeh & Walter, 2017). Another
category deals with the actors involved in the innovative process for services (Alam,
2006; Alam & Perry, 2002; Karlsson & Skalén, 2015; Litjen et al., 2019; Nieves &
Diaz-Meneses, 2018; Mu et al., 2018; Santos-Vijande et al., 2018). There are also
factors related to the process of innovation itself (Antony et al., 2016; Arvanitis et al.,
2017; Engen & Magnusson, 2018) and those associated with capabilities, resources,
and technology (Cheng et al., 2018; Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Kroh et al., 2018).
Even external factors can be considered CSFs, as these can sometimes stimulate
postures related to service innovation (Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Indounas &
Arvaniti, 2015; Thakur & Hale, 2013).

The literature base on CSFs is quite robust, albeit fragmented. Many studies
emphasize one or few factors, and this makes it difficult to develop a holistic view of
the factors that effectively contribute to service innovation (Carlborg et al., 2014;
Mendes et al., 2017; Storey et al., 2016). There is a gap in the literature concerning the
organization of the results and the synthesis of conceptual structure that integrates
CSF principles for service innovations. This synthesis could help companies improve
their service innovation processes. This study sought to answer the following research
questions:

RQ1: What are the main CSF characteristics for service innovation that are described
in the literature?

RQ2: What are the main factors and how are these factors related?

This study will objectively categorize and systematize the Critical Success
Factors (CSFs) to service innovation. We will also propose a conceptual structure
based on the most influential CSFs and propose future research opportunities
related to service innovation. A systematic bibliographic review was conducted for
a sample of 317 articles published between 1985 and 2018. Two analytical
approaches were used. Bibliometrics aided in forming a panoramic evaluation of
existing literature, mapping the intellectual territory for the research. The content
analysis aided in identifying and analyzing the CSFs. This study contributes to the
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base of literature on service innovation in three main ways: i) it identifies the CSFs
for service innovation; ii) it discusses the most influential factors found in the
sample (most-cited), denoting the importance of these factors; iii) it proposes a
framework from the most influential factors. This framework can be used by
companies in the service or manufacturing sectors to support their service
innovation processes.

The article is divided into four additional sections, excluding the above introduction.
The second section is dedicated to describing the research method. The third section
presents the bibliographic discussions. The fourth section presents and discusses the
CSFs for service innovation. The fifth section highlights opportunities for future
research on service innovation and presents the conclusions, recommendations, and
limitations of this study.

2 Research method

Articles related to CSFs for service innovations were taken from the following web
databases: Web of Science (WoS) and Scopus. The searches were conducted in
October and November 2018. The search words were derived from articles
(Mendes et al., 2017; Santamaria et al., 2012; Storey et al., 2016) who also focused on
identifying CSFs. The following search words (keywords) were used: “service
innovation” OR “new service development” OR “NSD” AND “antecedents” OR “factors”
OR “success” OR “performance” OR “determinants”. These terms were searched for in
the titles, abstracts, or keywords of the articles. The following inclusion criteria were
used: i) choosing “article” and “review” type documents; ii) the documents must have
been written in English, and so articles published from scientific congresses or books
(documents that belong to “grey literature”) were not considered, since we opted to use
articles that have gone through a more rigorous review process. An initial sample size
of 875 articles was returned from the Web of Science platform, and a sample of 1403
articles was returned from the Scopus platform, resulting in a total initial sample of 1699
articles.

The metadata of the articles were exported to the Mendeley support platform to
manage the bibliography. The titles and abstracts of these articles were analyzed to
verify if they fit the scope of the research project. Articles that discussed CSFs for
service innovation were chosen and out-of-context articles were discarded. In all, 262
articles were chosen. Next, a second filter was applied after more completely
analyzing the articles, e.g. analyzing the introductions, hypotheses when they were
present, the results, and the conclusions (not only titles and abstracts). Twenty-six
(26) articles were discarded in this second filter phase, as they did not address CSFs
(Lusch & Nambisan, 2015, for example) or because the articles were not fully
available (Ansari & Atri, 2017, for example). After this, 236 articles were selected.
This sample was then further refined using the snowball method (Mendes et al.,
2017) to obtain new articles to include in the sample. The final total was 317 articles
comprising the sample.

The metadata were then exported again. All of the articles were analyzed
descriptively and technically following the predefined standards. The descriptive
analysis (bibliometric) used a deductive approach to classify the articles that allowed
us to answer RQ1. The content analysis sought to identify the CSFs and their impacts
on the type of innovation, and this was done using the NVivo 11 Plus software program.
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This allowed us to standardize the categories and compare diverse references,
allowing for inclusions, modifications, and cross-referencing among the information.
This resulted in the CSFs that were more apparent in literature being organized into a
conceptual structure (conceptual framework). In addition, an agenda for future research
into service innovation was established.

3 Results

3.1 Descriptive analysis

Figure 1 shows the frequency of publication for the articles contained in the
sample. The first article was published in 1985 (Johne & Harborne, 1985). The
sample consisted of articles that spanned 34 years. Articles published early on were
related to CSFs (Easingwood & Storey, 1991; Edvardsson & Olsson, 1996; Scheuing
& Johnson, 1989; Storey & Easingwood, 1996), all of which were very influenced by
service marketing and product development. Financial services were also heavily
investigated in this early period. By contrast, articles published in the last for years,
2015 (32), 2016 (25), 2017 (14), and 2018 (39), constitute 34% of the total sample.
In 2018, thirty-nine (12%) articles were published. We can affirm that there is
increasing interest in CSFs themes recently in the scientific community in light of
many innovations in the service areas, for both companies in traditional service
sectors and companies in the manufacturing sector.

Figure 1. Graph of the frequency of publications of articles.

The scientific journals with the largest number of publications on the topic were
also identified. In all, 140 different journals published articles that comprise the
sample. Table 1 shows the 11 journals that had the most publications on the subject,
details the knowledge area of each journal, shows the H5 indices, and the number of
articles published per journal. As was expected, this research topic has gained
attention among communities that specialize in services (service management,
marketing, and operations, for example) like “The Service Industries Journal’, the
“Journal of Service Research”, the “Journal of Services Marketing”, and the “Journal
of Service Management”. Other journals cater to the management, innovation, and
technology fields, like the “Journal of Product Innovation Management”, and
“Technovation”. Some journals deal with business, like the “Journal of Business
Research”, indicating that these research communities are also giving more attention
to service innovation.
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Table 1. Journals with the most publications.

Journal Area* H5* Articles (%)
1. The Service Industries Journal Service Management 25 24 7.57
2. Journal of Product Innovation Innovation 58 2 6.94
Management Management
3. Journal of Service Management™ Service Management 37 18 5.68
Journal of Services Marketing Service Marketing 36 13 4.10
5. Journal of Business Research Bgs_iness_ % 10 3.15
Administration
6. Journal of Service Research Marketing/ Service 40 8 252
Management
7. Int. Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
o 53 7 2.21
Hospitality Management Management
7. European Journal of Marketing Marketing 39 7 2.21
7. Industrial Marketing Management Marketing 66 7 2.21
7. Interna.tional Journal of Bank Service Marketing 36 7 291
Marketing
11.  Technovation Quality Management 54 6 1.89

* The main area(s) of knowledge was (were) identified by consulting the website of each journal. ** The h5
index is the h index of articles published in the past five years. This is the largest number h of a publication,
where h articles published from 2013 to 2017 have been cited at least h times each. Researched on Google
Scholar on 08/20/2019. *** Before 2009, the journal was called the International Journal of Service Industry
Management.

The sample was also characterized according to the regions where the studies were
conducted. This characterization was not made concerning the nationality of the
authors, but rather concerning the country in which the studies were carried out.
Table 2 shows these results. China and Taiwan stand out among the emerging
economies because they are global manufacturing and financial hubs, respectively.
Many studies are coming from the United States, Germany, the U.K., and Sweden,
among others. This trend can be explained by the fact that these countries have more
developed economies, which give specific importance to the service sectors
(Santamaria et al., 2012). We emphasize that Scandinavian countries like Sweden &
Finland in particular, are especially prolific in publishing work on service research.

Table 2. Region used for studies.

Country Articles (%)
1. Taiwan 46 14.51
2. United Kingdom 38 11.99
3. United States 31 9.78
4. Spain 30 9.46
5. China 28 8.83
6. Germany 28 8.83
7. Sweden 25 7.89
7. Italy 18 5.68
9. Finland 18 5.68
9. Netherlands 18 5.68
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A fourth characterization dealt with which service sector the research was based
on. Four categories were observed. The majority (77.60%) of the studies addressed
traditional service sectors, e.g. banks (Sridhar & Ganesan, 2015; Yang et al., 2016),
hospitals (Ekingen et al., 2018), hotels (Baradarani & Kilic, 2018; Cheng et al., 2018),
and restaurants (Geng et al., 2018; Li & Hsu, 2018). Studies on innovations to services
in the manufacturing sector, product-service systems, service infusions, and service-
dominated logic (Gebauer, 2008; Kroh et al., 2018; Santamaria et al., 2012) were also
observed in the sample. Some studies focused only on services in this context (9.78%)
and others that address service and manufacturing businesses together (11.36%).

The last characterization deals with the research method (Table 3). Most studies
were empirical (about 95%), that used surveys, case studies, action research,
interviews, and meta-analysis. Empirical studies show a predominately quantitative
approach using surveys (69.40%), showing the operationalization maturity of the
concepts related to service innovation. Only 16 articles were theoretical or conceptual
studies in which the authors conducted a literature review to systematize the existing
knowledge (e.g., Zhang et al., 2016), or made propositions that were to be confirmed
in future studies (e.g., Sindakis & Kitsios, 2016).

Table 3. Research methods used in the article sample.

Research Method and Strategy Articles (%)
Theoretical Bibliographic Review 16 5.05
Empirical Survey’aa 220 69.40

Case Study 64 20.19
Interviews 10 3.15
Mix (Survey and Case Study) 4 1.26
Meta-analysis 1 0.32
Mix (Survey e Meta-analysis) 1 0.32
Research-action 1 0.32

3.2 Content Analysis

3.2.1 Critical success factors in service innovation

Fifty-four (54) Critical Success Factors (CSFs) were identified after the technical
content analysis. There were difficulties concerning the lack of homogeneity of the
terms and conceptualizations of the factors. For example, Lietal. (2018) define
organizational learning as a process by which a company obtains information and
creates new knowledge. Tajeddini et al. (2017) define organizational learning as beliefs
and values associated with developing new knowledge, insights, and consciousness.
Even though these definitions are related, they do focus on different aspects
(processes and values). We opted to maintain the original intent of the authors in these
cases.

We also noticed a disparity in the usage of terms referring to the same factor. For
example, (Nieves & Diaz-Meneses, 2018; Ryu & Lee, 2018; Zhao et al., 2017) refer to
technology in general as a CSF, while (Carroll, 2016; Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018;
Kroh et al., 2018) refer to information technology and communication (ITC) as a CSF.
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In these cases, we adopted the terms indicated by the authors of the articles. More of
these issues will be discussed at the end of this study. Nonetheless, we were able to
establish the CSFs to map the most influential factors for service innovation.

Table 4 shows the 40 CSFs that appear in at least three studies. These factors were
grouped into nine-factor categories (Constructs). For example, the Strategy construct
encompasses factors related to posture and strategic decision making in the company
when facing service innovation (e.g. market orientation, strategy, risk-taking, and
attitude towards change). The Organizational Characteristics construct deals with the
attributes linking the organization to innovation (e.g. organizational design, culture,
information sharing, organizational learning, etc.). Two constructs, the Leadership, and
Team constructs deal with the behavior of the people involved with innovation
processes but were considered independent because they deal with different actors.
We opted for creating an Integration construct to join factors that promoted
collaboration, involvement, and engagement between different internal or external
agents (e.g. customers, front-line employees, competitors, etc.) Factors such as
innovation process proficiency, formalization, and degree of innovation, were
categorized into the Process construct. “Resources and Capabilities” deal with factors
related to the necessary resources and capabilities for service innovation. Technology
is one special type of resource, and so it was given its separate construct. External
forces (e.g. market competitiveness, appeal, and public incentive policies) were the last
category considered.

Table 4. Constructs of factors linked to service innovation.

Constructs/Factors References
Construct Strategy (CS)
Market Orientation Cheng & Chen, 2017; Cheng & Krumwiede, 2010; Jian &
58
Zhou, 2015
Strategy 33 Edvardsson et al., 2013; Menor & Roth, 2008; Wikhamn et al.,
2018; Zach, 2012
Risk-taking 4 Ekingen et al., 2018; Marques et al., 2015; Sridhar &
Ganesan, 2015
Attitude toward 3 Oly Ndubisi & Iftikhar, 2012; Tajeddini et al., 2017
change
Organizational Characteristic Construct (ORG)
Inter-functional 45 Nieves & Diaz-Meneses, 2018; Okoe et al., 2018;
Integration Tajeddini et al., 2017
Cultural 24 Anning-Dorson, 2016b; Storey et al., 2016; Verdu-Jover et al.,
organization 2018; Yeh & Walter, 2017
Organization 19 Cheng & Krumwiede, 2017; Li et al., 2018; Tajeddini et al.,
learning 2017
Organizational 1 Ekingen et al., 2018; Jaakkola & Hallin, 2018; Tajeddini et al.,
Design 2017
Awareness 7 Ordanini & Parasuraman, 2011; Storey & Kahn, 2010; Tai
Management Tsou, 2012; Tsou & Chen, 2012
Sinergy 7 Nieves & Diaz-Meneses, 2018; Okoe et al., 2018;
Tajeddini et al., 2017
Autonomy 7 Ekingen et al., 2018; Oly Ndubisi & Iftikhar, 2012; Yeh &
Walter, 2017
Business Size 7 De Brentani, 1995a; Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018;

Wikhamn et al., 2018

8/29 Gestéao & Produgéo, 28(3), 0026, 2021



Table 4. Continued...

A conceptual framework for integrating...

Constructs/Factors References
Leadership Construct (LEAD)
Leadership 26 Anning-Dorson, 2016b; Mu et al., 2018; Santos-Vijande et al.,
2018; Yeh & Walter, 2017
Top Administration Arcari et al., 2018; Gottfridsson, 2014; Indounas & Arvaniti,
23
Support 2015
People/Team Constructs (TEAM)
Training 16 Amusan & Adebola Oyekunle, 2016; Chen, 2017; Divisekera &
Nguyen, 2018
Collaborator 5 Hsiao et al., 2017; Ottenbacher et al., 2006; Panesar &
Motivation Markeset, 2009
Internal Barnett et al., 2011; Okoe et al., 2018; Panesar & Markeset,
: 4
Environment 2009
Creativity 4 Hsiao et al., 2017; Kao et al., 2015; Marques et al., 2015
(Autodidactic)
Integration/Cocreation Construct (COC)
Customer 119 Diffley et al., 2018; Gustafsson et al., 2012; Santos-
Involvement Vijande et al., 2018; Tu et al., 2014
Collaboration with 43 Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Chester Goduscheit & Faullant,
Partners 2018; Nieves & Diaz-Meneses, 2018
Collaboration with 29 Santamaria et al., 2012; Tu et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2016
Suppliers
Front-line De Brentani, 1989; Engen & Magnusson, 2018; Mu et al.,
employees 27  2018; Siahtiri, 2018
involvment
Collaboration with 20 Chu et al., 2018; Feng & Sivakumar, 2016; Segarra-Ciprés &
Competitors Bou-Llusar, 2018
Collaboration with Feng & Sivakumar, 2016; Segarra-Ciprés & Bou-Llusar, 2018;
Research 9 Thanasopon et al., 2018
Institutions
Collaboration with 3 Love et al., 2010; Rodriguez et al., 2018; Vendrell-
Foreign Partners Herrero et al., 2018
Process Construct (PROC)
Formalization 15 De Brentani, 1993; Edvardsson et al., 2013; Prajogo &
McDermott, 2014
DNS Proficiency 7 Indounas & Arvaniti, 2015; Sillanpaa & Junnonen, 2012;
Storey & Hughes, 2013
Innovativeness 5 Chen et al., 2009; Dotzel et al., 2013; Panesar & Markeset,
2009
Proficiency in the Cheng & Krumwiede, 2017; Chuang & Lin, 2015; Indounas &
Provision of 4 Arvaniti, 2015
Services
Innovation 3 De Brentani, 1995b; Ottenbacher et al., 2006; Seegy et al.,
Management 2008

Resource and Capacity Construct (RES)

Human Capital
Investment in R&D

Dynamic
Capabilities
Resource
Availability

28

11

10

Cheng et al., 2018; Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Tuzovic et al.,
2018

Leiponen, 2012; Rong & Ming, 2014; Suh & Kim, 2012;
Temel et al., 2013

Kindstrom et al., 2013; Janssen et al., 2016

Boukis, 2013; Ekingen et al., 2018; Chester Goduscheit &
Faullant, 2018
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Table 4. Continued...

Constructs/Factors References
Marketing 4 Indounas & Arvaniti, 2015; Pérez—Cabafiero et al., 2015;
Capabilities Tang, 2016
Social Capital 3 Jian & Zhou, 2015; Tang et al., 2015; Tang, 2016
TEC Construct

Information Carroll, 2016; Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Kroh et al., 2018
Technology and

27 25
Communication
(ITC)
Technology 24 Nieves & Diaz-Meneses, 2018; Ryu & Lee, 2018; Zhao et al.,

Digital Technologies 4

2017
Arvanitis et al., 2017; Chou et al., 2017; Du et al., 2016;

External Factor Construct (EXT)

Market
Competitiveness

Market
Attractiveness

12

Public Incentive
Policies

Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Indounas & Arvaniti, 2015;
Zhao et al., 2017

Kuester et al., 2013; Ottenbacher & Gnoth, 2005;
Ottenbacher et al., 2006

Barnett et al., 2011; Love et al., 2010; Wu et al., 2010;
Zhao et al., 2017

Table 4 shows the main influencing factors (most-cited) independent of category.
The number of citations reveals the degree of importance of the factor given by the
authors, indicating the contribution to service innovation. Table 5 shows the most cited
CSFs (10 or more citations), and the frequency of citations in a period of 5 years.

Table 5. Most Cited CSFs.

Evolution
Factors Construct FREQ g5. 90- 95- 00- 05- 10- 15-
89 94 99 04 09 14 18
1. Customer Involvement CcOoC 119 2 3 6 5 16 47 40
2. Market Orientation (OF] 58 2 10 4 2 1 22 7
3. Inter-functional ORG 45 0 3 > 7 4 21 8
Integration
4. Partner Collaboration coC 43 1 0 1 3 3 19 16
5. Strategy Cs 33 1 4 2 2 8 11 5
6. Supplier Collaboration coC 29 1 1 0 2 4 13 8
7. Human Capital RES 28 1 1 2 0 1 11 12
5. Front-line employees coc 27 1 0 3 3 1 8 11
involvement
9. Leadership LEAD 26 0 5 1 0 5 1 14
10. Information
Technology and TEC 25 0 0 0 1 5 12 7
Communication (ITC)
11. Technology TEC 24 0 5 1 1 2 5 10
12. Organizational ORG o4 0 0 5 2 4 6 10
Culture
13. Top Administration LEAD 23 1 3 1 1 6 7 4
Support
14. Collgboration with coc 20 > 0 0 1 4 8 5
Competitors
10/29
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Evolution
Factors Construct FREQ g5. 90- 95- 00- 05- 10- 15-
89 94 99 04 09 14 18
I1_5. Olfganizational ORG 19 0 0 1 > 4 5 7
earning
16. Training TEAM 16 0 1 2 0 7 3 3
17. Formalization PROC 15 2 3 3 1 3 3 0
18. Market EXT 12 o 0 1 0 3 4 4
Competitiveness
19. Investment in R&D RES 11 0 0 0 0 1 8 2
ZDO- Organizational ORG 11 O 2 0 0 2 2 5
esign
21. Dynamic Capabilities RES 10 0 0 0 0 0 2 8

We can see the predominance of strategic factors and those related to co-creation,
principally in the last decade. One possible explanation for this is the need to obtain
ideas from external sources (open innovation) for developing new services that better
suit the needs of the customers, and for acquiring better knowledge on process
innovation (Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Gustafsson et al., 2012; Santos-Vijande et al.,
2018). Another explanation is the need to position innovation in services as part of a
strategic competitive edge so that the organization can innovate in a more structured
way (Edvardsson et al., 2013; Seegy et al., 2008; Wikhamn et al., 2018).

3.2.2 Degree of Innovation

The second analysis involved identifying the degree of innovation (incremental or
radical) addressed in the articles from the sample (Table 6). Radical innovation is
creating a new supply, while incremental innovation adds new elements to an already
existing supply without altering its general structure, only modifying some
characteristics related to the concept or service process (Gallouj & Weinstein, 1997).
This investigation was necessary because there is a gap in the literature in service
innovation concerning the CSFs that are most associated with a determined degree of
innovation (Snyder et al., 2016). CSFs are dependent on the objectives that should be
achieved, which can be related to the degree of innovation (Storey et al., 2016).

Table 6. Types of service innovation.

Innovation

H 0,
Type Articles (%) Key References
Radical 15 4.73  Chester Goduscheit & Faullant, 2018; Melton &
Hartline, 2015; Perks et al., 2012
Incremental 11 3.47 De Brentani, 2001; Vermeulen, 2005;
Vermeulen et al., 2007
Radical and 76 23.97 Ford et al., 2012; Myhren et al., 2018; Ottenbacher &
incremental Harrington, 2010
Without 215 67.82 Edvardsson et al., 1995; Martin & Horne, 1993;
Specification Mennens et al., 2018

The results indicate that the degree of innovation is not specified in the majority of
articles (67.82%). For example, Mennens et al. (2018) validate the positive influence of
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knowledge management but do not specify its degree of innovation. By contrast, many
articles (23.97%) deal with two types of innovation in the same study, as was the case
with Hsiao et al. (2017), who measured service innovation based on a typology
proposed by Avlonitis et al. (2001). The impacts of the CSFs on the degree of
innovation is not always evident, and this does not aid in understanding how the factors
influence the degree of innovation. Melton & Hartline (2015) state that customer
involvement contributes to developing radical changes in services. Nonetheless, more
studies are needed to obtain more evidence on the relationship between CSFs and the
degree of innovation in services.

4 Conceptual structure

Figure 2 shows the conceptual structure that integrates the main CSFs for service
innovation. The objective was to provide a holistic view of facilitators (enablers) and
influencers (drivers), highlighting the CSFs that are most relevant to service innovation.
The model is formed of 16 facilitators (enablers) and one influencer (driver), showing
the most cited factors among the studies from the final sample (see Table 5).

CO-CREATION / INTEGRATION
= Customer involvement = Frontline employees involvment

*+ Collaboration with partners = Collaboration with suppliers

C

STRATEGIC FACTORS
* Service strategy
* Market orientation

ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS
* Functional integration
* Organizational culture
* Organizational learning

SERVICE

LEADERSHIP/TOP NI ASON
MANAGEMENT -
SUPPORT * Incremental

Radical

Market
Competitiveness

RESOURCES AND CAPABILITIES
* Human capital and training
* Investment

* Dynamic capabilities

TECHNOLOGY/INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY >

Figure 2. The theoretical model of the main success factors in service innovation.

The first facilitator is market orientation, which consists of developing a posture
directed towards generation, dissemination, and responsiveness based on market
intelligence (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990; Chen et al., 2016). Organizations should not
merely guarantee that external information (e.g. customer and competitors) is collected
and made available, but also create an internal environment that values market
responses (Cheng & Krumwiede, 2010; Cheng & Krumwiede, 2011). Companies in the
service sector have the potential to be more oriented towards the market since they
have greater contact with customers. Marketing can also be conducted using the whole
organization by using front-line employees (Storey et al., 2016). According to Cheng &
Krumwiede (2012), market orientation has a positive effect, both on incremental
innovation and radical innovation, being that both positively influence organizational
performance.
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Market orientation should be reinforced by a service strategy, which should be a
part of the competitive strategy of the company. A service strategy establishes the
objectives as to the creation of services and directs how innovations will be developed
(Edvardsson et al., 2013; Wikhamn et al., 2018; Zach, 2012). A clearly defined strategy
allows leadership to allocate the necessary resources to innovate, and align other
organizational factors and resources so that the expected results may be achieved
(Edvardsson et al., 2013; Menor & Roth, 2008). A service strategy also allows service
innovations to be conducted in a more structured and consistent manner, further
promoting a competitive advantage (Edvardsson etal., 2013; Seegy et al., 2008;
Wikhamn et al., 2018).

Leadership is another critical factor for service innovation that is important for two
reasons. First, leadership is responsible for allocating resources (human, financial,
material, etc.) to promote innovation (Mu et al., 2018; Santos-Vijande et al., 2018).
Second, leadership is responsible for behavior in terms of engagement and
management style (Anning-Dorson, 2016b). Innovative company leaders actively
participate in the innovation process and stimulate their employees to be more
proactive and to take on more risk, and to think more innovatively by offering solutions
to existing problems (Bhatnagar & Kumar Gopalaswamy, 2017; Mu et al., 2018; Yeh &
Walter, 2017). Thus, strategic commitment (market orientation and service strategy)
and leadership influence how practices are implemented and how resources geared
towards service innovation are used. These factors are positioned at the top of the
conceptual structure as a way of representing their importance in the service innovation
process.

There are many factors related to organizational aspects. One of the most cited
factors dealt with developing an organizational culture geared towards innovation or
creating values that stimulate innovation among the employees (Anning-Dorson,
2016b; Storey et al., 2016; Verdu-Jover et al., 2018). Organizations with an innovative
culture lead to favorable environments for communication and trust that contribute to
sharing information and ideas among employees (Liu, 2009; Yeh & Walter, 2017).
These types of organizations also encourage employees to be more creative, take
more risks, and to use available resources to implement new ideas (Yeh & Walter,
2017). An innovative culture increases the potential for innovating with success
(Anning-Dorson, 2016b; Verdu-Jover et al., 2018; Yeh & Walter, 2017).

Functional integration promotes cooperation among sectors and leads to the spread
of information (Storey et al., 2016; Nieves & Diaz-Meneses, 2018; Tajeddini et al.,
2017). It also promotes knowledge sharing that drives improved ideas and new
knowledge (Okoe et al., 2018; Tajeddini et al., 2017). Functional integration contributes
to increasing the innovative capacity for services (Nieves & Diaz-Meneses, 2018;
Tajeddini etal., 2017). For example, Nieves & Diaz-Meneses (2018) state that
functional integration favors developing incremental innovations since it is derived from
existing knowledge in each sector. Radical innovations, by contrast, depend on external
knowledge (Ordanini & Parasuraman, 2011).

Operational learning has been recognized as an important CSF for service
innovation (Hu et al., 2009; Islam et al., 2015; Kang & Kang, 2014). Table 5 shows that
many factors are related to knowledge. For example, organizational learning and
knowledge management are similar concepts that are also related to functional
integration and dynamic capabilities. Companies should develop processes and
structures that capture, analyze, and integrate internal and external knowledge during
the innovation process (Islam et al., 2015; Storey et al., 2016). All of these factors
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emphasized the importance of knowledge in the innovation process. For example,
Storey et al. (2016) show that knowledge integration is critical for both service-based
technology (explicit services) and people-based services (tacit services). Islam et al.
(2015) also emphasize the positive impact of organizational learning on innovation for
services in libraries and highlight the role of technology and organizational culture in
creating knowledge.

Service innovation must be supported by resources and capabilities, and human
capital, above all, should be highlighted for service companies since employees
constitute the main part of the experience for tacit services (Storey et al., 2016). Human
capital has knowledge abilities capacities experiences competencies and employee
creativity (Cheng et al., 2018; Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018). This is highly related to
another critical Factor shown in Figure 2, which is training. Having employees trained
and capacitated allows an organization to be more agile in conducting its service
innovation activities since employees can generate and implement ideas in a more
efficient way, and better recognize opportunities for innovation (Divisekera & Nguyen,
2018). Human capital and training can be seen both as stimulators for innovations since
they both increase the propensity to innovate (Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018), and as
factors that contribute to creating a competitive advantage since the knowledge of one
employee is seen as a particular asset of the company that cannot be easily replicated
by competitors (Prajogo & Oke, 2016; Ryu & Lee, 2016). To increase human capital
companies should provide training and education to two employees and create
incentives that stimulate the performance of workers (Cheng et al., 2018; Divisekera &
Nguyen, 2018; Tuzovic et al., 2018).

Service companies need both financial and human resources to promote their
innovative capacity (Santamaria et al., 2012; Panesar & Markeset, 2009). One type of
capacity is particularly worth noting in Figure 2, which is a dynamic capacity that deals
with the ability of a service company to adapt to a dynamic environment
(Kindstrom et al., 2013; Janssen et al., 2016). Competitive advantage results from the
capacity of a company to i) detect opportunities and threats (sensing capacity), ii) take
advantage of these opportunities (seizing capacity), and iii) maintaining competitive
reconfiguration of resources (reconfiguration capacity) (Teece, 2007; Kindstrom et al.,
2013; Janssen et al., 2016). Kindstrém et al. (2013) affirm that the interactions among
customers and people on the front-line favor adaptation processes. However, service
companies need to develop methods and tools for detecting these opportunities during
these interactions with customers and reconfigure their resources to take advantage of
them (Chen et al., 2015). Certainly, dynamic capacitation brings a new perspective to
service innovation.

Technological advances always create opportunities for innovation in services. This
is why technology, principally information technology and communication technology,
have been highlighted as critical factors for service innovation (Froehle et al., 2000;
Van Riel et al., 2004; Santamaria et al., 2012; Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Jiménez-
Zarco et al., 2015; Kroh et al., 2018). Services that incorporate new technologies have
the potential to create value for providers as well as customers (Van Riel et al., 2004).
Technology facilitates the exchange of information amplified by both external and
internal knowledge (Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Jiménez-Zarco etal., 2015;
Kroh et al., 2018). Furthermore many service innovations (explicit or tacit) require
higher information than product innovations, and thus intensive use of Information
Technology becomes greater as the complexity of the services being offered increases,
even if the complexity of the services also increases the implementation degree of
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these technologies (Kroh et al., 2018). The service sector, like the manufacturing
sector, is also influenced by new technologies. Digital technology like artificial
intelligence, robots, augmented reality, etc., contribute to innovations in both the
content of services and the related processes, representing an important source in
service innovation (Winderlich et al., 2015). Technology is, therefore, an important
facilitator in service innovation.

Factors related to the integration/co-creation construct are among the most
influential for three reasons. First, they occur simultaneously between production and
consumption (Jaw et al., 2010). Consequently, customers and service providers on the
front line actively participate in the co-creation of services (Engen & Magnusson, 2018;
Yang et al., 2016; Storey et al., 2016). Second, is the influence of service-dominant
logic developed from the work of Vargo & Lusch (2004), who emphasize both co-
creation and networks and ecosystems for innovation. In many cases, service
innovation depends on the participants of external agents that form a network of the
ecosystem of innovation. (Hsueh et al., 2010; Myhren et al., 2018). Third, companies
that develop service innovation rarely act alone, but rather engage in open innovation
(Hsieh & Tidd, 2012). Factors related to internal and external integration are among the
most cited in the sample articles.

Employees in the front line can participate in service innovation in two ways. First,
they can act as active agents, creating, developing, and implementing ideas. Second,
they can act as support agents, helping others with knowledge on how to effectively
conduct an innovation operation (Engen & Magnusson, 2018). Since they are in
frequent contact with customers, front-line employees can identify needs and desires
(De Brentani, 1989; Siahtiri, 2018). As active agents, they can generate ideas to solve
problems raised by customers (Mu et al., 2018; Siahtiri, 2018). Mu et al. (2018) also
conclude that the role of these employees is more significant the greater the degree of
innovation, i.e. the front-line employees are more capable of generating completely
new service ideas. However, Nieves & Diaz-Meneses (2018) state that radical
innovation depends on external factors, beyond simply evolving front-line employees.

Customers are an important source of ideas for a company, as they provide
feedback and suggestions for developing new services (Chen et al., 2018). Involving
the customer in the innovation process benefits not only the company in terms of
satisfaction, customer fidelity, and image but also in financial terms derived from this
engagement (Diffley et al., 2018; Santos-Vijande et al., 2018). Gustafsson et al. (2012)
state that the effect of customer involvement depends on the degree of innovation.
Frequent interaction and democratic communication with customers results in
incremental innovation success. For radical innovation, it is important to predict
customer needs before they become expressly known (Gustafsson et al., 2012).

Given that most companies do not have the necessary resources for conducting
service innovation, they often collaborate up with others, including competitors, to
overcome these limitations (Kindstrom et al., 2014; Tsou & Chen, 2012; Zhang et al.,
2015). These resources are both tangible (technological and financial) and intangible
(accumulated knowledge and acquired experience) (Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018;
Zhang et al., 2015). Cooperating with competitors in the innovative process for services
has become quite common (Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996). Beyond sharing
knowledge, this interaction benefits companies that are involved, by sharing costs and
the risks associated with the innovation process, and also creates synergy by sharing
resources (Mention, 2011; Nieves & Diaz-Meneses, 2018). Studies, like that conducted
by (Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Nieves & Diaz-Meneses, 2018), confirm that
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companies who collaborate with partners have a greater tendency for introducing
service innovations and achieving higher success levels.

One special type of partnership is that with suppliers (Tu et al., 2014; Wang et al.,
2016). When a company interacts with its suppliers, it can obtain benefits in delivery
efficiency (Tu et al., 2014). As service innovation is more vulnerable to imitation, given
the intangible nature of services, collaboration with suppliers can act as a barrier to
imitations (Wang et al., 2016). Cooperation with suppliers is more important for service
innovation than for product innovation (Santamaria et al., 2012; Wang et al., 2016).
Collaboration with suppliers, different from involving the customers, can result in
greater impacts for smaller businesses, which can join together with suppliers to
develop new services at lower costs and with superior quality (Tu et al., 2014).

It is important to remember that external factors also influence innovation in the
service sector for CSFs as activators (Storey et al., 2016; Carlborg et al., 2014). The
literature review showed various influential factors such as the level of market
competitiveness (Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Indounas & Arvaniti, 2015; Sridhar &
Ganesan, 2015; Zhao et al., 2017), public policy (Barnett et al., 2011; Wu et al., 2010;
Zhao et al., 2017), and customer demand (Anning-Dorson, 2016a; Thwaites & Edgett,
1991; Vermeulen et al., 2005). However, market competitiveness was the most
influential of all the factors (Divisekera & Nguyen, 2018; Indounas & Arvaniti, 2015;
Sridhar & Ganesan, 2015). This factor deals with the level of competition that the
company must confront, which has a large impact on innovation decisions. A highly
competitive environment is one characterized by many competitors all using similar
inputs, and that offer products that can be easily substituted (Divisekera & Nguyen,
2018; Indounas & Arvaniti, 2015; Sridhar & Ganesan, 2015; Zhao et al., 2017), which
can stimulate a company to be more innovate in response to these threats.

5 Future agenda

As the objective of this article was to identify future areas for research on service
innovation, we studied the main suggestions given by all of the articles in the sample.
Four main avenues of study have been identified from this analysis.

The first deals with service innovation for manufacturing companies since many of
these businesses have invested in integrated product supply and services for their
customers (Kowalkowski et al., 2017; Mina et al., 2014; Baines, 2015; Queiroz et al.,
2020). Services, thus, play an important role in these companies and are not merely
simply added features to the products (Baines, 2015). The greater the infusion of
services with the products, the more critical the innovative capacity of the company
becomes (Fliess & Lexutt, 2019). More studies are needed to address the main CSFs
for manufacturing companies.

A second opportunity deals with the relationship between digital technology and
service innovation. Digital technologies, like the internet of things, cloud computation,
big data, remote monitoring, etc., allow service companies to develop new
manufacturing services, platforms, and new business models (Ardolino et al., 2018;
Frank et al., 2019). This allows companies to innovate for both service content and
service delivery, i.e. have impacts on both the service itself and the process
(Winderlich et al., 2015). Future studies might show how digital technologies influence
innovation practices for services since this effect is still not clearly understood. The
CSFs that contribute to innovation within the digital technology and digital service
context should be outlined. These studies could be aligned to the work conducted by
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Ardolino et al. (2018), who discussed data collection for products connect to the
internet of things using sensors using big data to provide remote monitoring series,
consulting services, and improvement services for customers.

The third opportunity deals with service innovation ecosystems. Since resources
are limited (tangible and intangible) for each agent, innovation may require involving
different people to integrate resources in the so-called service ecosystem (Akaka et al.,
2012; Frow et al., 2014; Vargo & Akaka, 2012). Service ecosystems deal with creating
and capturing value among interrelated companies (Kohtamaki et al., 2019). Besides
trading materials and products between agents, information is also shared among
customers, companies, and suppliers, allowing for innovation that creates value for all
agents (Frow et al., 2014). More studies are needed to explore this critical antecedent
to service innovation, since the service ecosystem can benefit from developing
successful new services, creating value for all agents in the ecosystem.

The fourth opportunity deals with the interaction among the company and its
customers, as this is one of the main antecedents for service innovation (Chen et al.,
2018). Vargo & Lusch (2004) state that customers are an essential resource in the co-
creation process of value. Companies can improve their services and refine the
customer experience by considering user information. Many studies, such as those
conducted by Chen et al. (2018), Diffley et al. (2018), Santos-Vijande et al. (2018),
Tu et al. (2014), have already addressed the question of customer engagement in the
process and how this results in service innovation. They showed the importance and
value of the customer in this process, exemplifying how his/her experience is modified.

6 Conclusions, limitation, and future studies

This article analyzed the main success factors for service innovation employing a
systematic literature review, which resulted in a sample of 317 articles for study. The
content analysis identified 54 Critical Success Factors (CSFs) for service innovation,
which were grouped into nine categories: strategic, organizational, leadership, people,
resources and capabilities, co-creation, technology, processes, and external factors.
Using the most cited studies, we developed a conceptual framework that integrated the
most influential factors that can direct service companies or manufacturing companies
to improve their innovation processes.

This article contributes to the base of literature and can aid researchers because it
provides a synthesis of a wide range of literature related to Critical Success Factors
(CSFs) for service innovation. Specifically, the conceptual framework integrates the
most influential factors and emphasizes their consequences on service innovation and
company performance. The results provide researchers with an in-depth look at these
factors so they can analyze the relationships between different service innovation
antecedents. The general implication of this study is that a conceptual framework has
been developed to aid managers that seek to improve their service innovation
processes. Managers can verify the status of these factors at their companies and
adopt these practices to improve the performance of these critical factors, which will
lead to improvements in innovation processes.

This article is limited in some ways. First, this discussion is centered around the
CSFs that are in the conceptual framework. However, other CSFs may also contribute
to successes in service innovation. Second, we opted to analyze and discuss only the
CSFs mentioned in existing literature, in the same way, that the impacts of these factors
on innovation performance were not detailed, dealing with it, rather, in a holistic way.
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We suggest that future studies discuss other factors that were identified in this study
and analyze their impact on service innovation. We also suggest that future literature
review analyze the impact of these factors on organizational performance. We
recommend that an empirical analysis of the factors presented here in our conceptual
framework be carried out to investigate the facilitators and influencers for practically
employing service innovation. Lastly, we suggest that the impact of process
digitalization be studied to understand its impact on service innovation.
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