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ABSTRACT: 
This study examines how new service offerings are scaled across units and regions in industrial 
organizations. While prior research has addressed several aspects of service scaling, this concept 
remains fragmented and insufficiently understood in practice. To address this gap, this study 
investigates the mechanisms and organizational capabilities that support the long-term scale-
up process in firms. The research adopts a qualitative single-case study approach, focusing on a 
global industrial company in the marine and energy markets. Empirical data were collected 
through semi-structured interviews with individuals involved in service development and scaling 
activities. The findings show that service scalability is not achieved through the launch phase 
alone. Instead, it is an ongoing organizational process that develops over time and involves the 
alignment of multiple organizational factors, including validation, internal coordination, and ca-
pabilities. The study contributes to existing literature by offering a more integrated and process-
oriented understanding of service scale-up in industrial organizations. It emphasizes how scala-
bility occurs through the interaction of organizational mechanisms and capabilities. In addition, 
the study provides practical insights for managers by identifying key areas that require attention 
to support successful service scale-up. 
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1 Introduction 

The introduction provides an overview of the thesis and guides the reader through the 

overall structure of the study. It begins by introducing the importance of the research 

topic and the key challenges associated with it. The chapter continues by outlining the 

research gap, formulating the research question, discussing the theoretical and mana-

gerial contributions of the study, and describing the structure of the thesis. 

 

1.1 Motivation for the study 

Scaling is an essential phase of developing a new service idea, particularly in the inter-

national manufacturing context (Tippmann, Ambos, et al., 2023). Manufacturers make 

large efforts to add new services to their portfolios to escape the commoditization trap 

and gain additional revenue and profits (Gebauer et al., 2005). However, generating an 

innovative idea is the first step of the process and does not necessarily result in wider 

deployment and success (Wang et al., 2019). To reach the benefits of integrating services 

with products, it is necessary to implement and scale up a service idea effectively  (Bur-

ton et al., 2017). A proper scaling up of an innovative service idea can lead to the creation 

of a sustainable competitive advantage for a company and increase the likelihood of 

long-term survival of a business (Jansen et al., 2023). Particularly, global scaling is in-

creasingly important due to the coexistence of rapid growth and digitization in modern 

MNEs. Moreover, scaling up a service project enables companies to gain access to new 

resources and strategic assets and pave the way for them to reach international markets 

(Tippmann, Ambos, et al., 2023). Global scaling plays an important role in helping firms 

to gain fast growth and improve their position in competitive international markets. 

When companies are able to scale successfully across countries, the benefits increase 

beyond the firm and its investors. Expanding at a global level can also contribute to job 

creation and economic growth in different regions (Tippmann, Monaghan, et al., 2023). 
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The scale-up stage in service offering development often involves working with multiple 

actors, making use of existing resources, and at the same time bringing in new ones to 

create both business and social value (Di Pietro et al., 2018). However, in many manu-

facturing companies, this stage is not straightforward. Firms often struggle to align prod-

uct and service development processes, and it can be difficult to design an effective ap-

proach for developing services while also balancing product-oriented and service-ori-

ented logic (Burton et al., 2017). Since service innovations originate at multiple organi-

zational levels (front line, central development, open innovation), coordination among 

different teams and departments is complicated and can create significant management 

challenges (Wang et al., 2019). When scaling up a project, managing human resources, 

including recruiting and onboarding skilled employees, becomes a major issue and in-

creases managerial complexity. In addition, financial and organizational resources must 

be coordinated effectively to navigate the organizational tensions and balance rapid 

growth with efficiency (Jansen et al., 2023). 

 

These managerial and organizational challenges can stem from a lack of appropriate 

skills and service capabilities among employees (Burton et al., 2017). Scaling up a service 

idea at a global level needs even more cooperation and adaptation to different local so-

cial and cultural contexts. Companies need to coordinate among multiple stakeholders 

and integrate diverse actors and resources across markets by developing effective value 

propositions that resonate across various contexts. Moreover, entering new global mar-

kets requires aligning institutional norms and rules, which brings many complexities of 

service ecosystems during scaling up (Di Pietro et al., 2018). Manufacturing firms need 

to collaborate with firms, governments, and public organizations to implement a service 

project across national boundaries. They confront difficulties in designing and transform-

ing organizational structures, controlling international operations to manage a balance 

between global and local value creation (Tippmann, Ambos, et al., 2023). In this context, 

choosing effective strategies to address the scale-up challenges is important. Companies 
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need to navigate conflicting strategic demands and persistent tensions in different loca-

tions to achieve rapid international growth while sustaining competitiveness (Tippmann, 

Monaghan, et al., 2023). 

 

1.2 Research gap 

Previous studies suggest that scaling up a new service idea is closely linked to the organ-

izational context and the processes used in the firm. In particular, Di Pietro et al. (2018) 

point out several important factors that support this process. These include having a 

clear and well-defined value proposition, adapting the service to local conditions, align-

ing resources within the organization, and ensuring that the values are shared among 

different stakeholders. Moreover, prior research has shown that service innovation and 

deployment are more complex in large organizations. Wang et al. (2019) showed that 

successful deployment requires explicit strategies such as required and voluntary adop-

tion based on the organizational fit, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, and effective or-

ganizational handover (Wang et al., 2019). In addition, international business research 

has shown that scaling in multinational enterprises involves bargaining and power strug-

gles over resources and authority among headquarters and subsidiary units. As a result, 

the way scaling takes place is influenced by several organizational and contextual factors. 

These include the company’s structure, its management and leadership, the organiza-

tional culture and internal capabilities, as well as the different institutional conditions 

across markets and industries (Tippmann, Ambos, et al., 2023). 

 

Although there is a growing number of studies on different aspects of scaling, our un-

derstanding of how service offerings actually scale up in practice is still quite limited. 

Only a few empirical studies have explored the scaling-up process in companies (Di Pietro 

et al., 2018). In addition, the existing literature remains fragmented and does not provide 

a clear overall picture of the scaling process and the specific actions, behaviors, and ca-

pabilities required during this phase (Jansen et al., 2023). 
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Manufacturing companies are facing growing competition in product markets, and this 

has made the development of new services more important as a way to create value and 

stay competitive. However, there is insufficient research on manufacturers’ new service 

deployment activities and how they can be aligned with service strategies (Burton et al., 

2017). Besides, researchers have explored strategies to deploy service innovations suc-

cessfully, but there is a need to investigate the factors that explain why service innova-

tions fail to be broadly deployed to maximize value and profits (Wang et al., 2019). 

 

In the international context, literature has explored how companies create and govern 

the ecosystems beyond national boundaries and noted the conflicts concerning replicat-

ing the business models and adapting to different contexts. However, the understanding 

of scaling up is still insufficient, and as Tippmann, Ambos, et al. (2023, p.6) state: 

 

“… we know little about how organizations use coordination and control mecha-
nisms to support (or hinder) scaling efforts of initiatives for global scaling”. 

 

The above lack of understanding directly motivates the focus of the present study. In 

addition, scaling up service offerings in multinational manufacturing firms involves many 

organizational tensions, which become particularly important when scaling occurs 

across international markets and diverse institutional contexts. This creates a need for 

further research on how companies operate under diverse and new conditions to grow 

and manage these tensions (Tippmann, Monaghan, et al., 2023). 

 

1.3 Research problem and theoretical contribution 

Given the arguments presented in the previous section, it is clear that further research 

is needed to understand the mechanisms and organizational capabilities that enable the 

scaling up of new service offerings across organizational units and regional contexts in 

manufacturing firms. Therefore, this study aims to address this research gap by address-

ing the following question: 
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RQ: “How do industrial organizations leverage specific mechanisms and capabilities to 

achieve the long-term scalability of new service offerings across units or regions?” 

The contribution of this thesis can be summarized in three points. First, this study con-

tributes to the literature on the scale-up in service development processes by providing 

a more detailed understanding of the organizational mechanisms and capabilities that 

support the expansion of new service offerings in industrial firms, especially across dif-

ferent units and regional contexts. By taking a dynamic capability perspective, the study 

also extends existing research, which has often examined scaling in a more fragmented 

way. It offers a more integrated view of how firms identify opportunities, make use of 

them, and adjust their resources over time to support continued service growth. 

 

Second, the study provides empirical insights into the practical challenges of scaling up 

the service innovation process in industrial settings. Through the analysis of real deci-

sion-making processes in a real organizational context, the study provides valuable in-

formation on how firms manage coordination, control, and cope with organizational ten-

sions during the scale-up phase and relates its findings to existing studies. 

 

Third, the findings of this study provide practical implications for managers in industrial 

organizations. The results can help decision-makers better design and organize service 

scale-up processes, drawing on the mechanisms and capabilities identified in this re-

search. The results also help managers allocate resources more effectively and develop 

organizational capabilities that support long-term service growth across different units 

and regions. 

 

1.4 Thesis structure 

As illustrated in Figure 1, this study is structured in five main chapters. After this intro-

duction, Chapter 2 presents the theoretical background of the study and reviews the 

main theoretical perspectives related to service development and the scale-up phase, 

and outlines the framework used to guide the analysis. Chapter 3 explains the research 
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methodology, including the research design, data collection, and data analysis. In Chap-

ter 4, the empirical findings and discussion will be provided. Finally, Chapter 5 discusses 

the implications of the findings, outlines the limitations of the study, and suggests direc-

tions for future studies. 

 

 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 2: Literature Review

Chapter 3: Methodology

Chapter 4: Findings

Chapter 5: Conclusion

Figure 1: Overview of the thesis structure 



12 

2 Conceptual Background and Literature Review 

2.1 Scaling of Service Offerings in Industrial Organizations 

2.1.1 Background and Conceptual Foundations of Service Scaling 

In recent decades, manufacturing firms have increasingly expanded their businesses into 

further products and moved more toward services. This approach is a response to the 

strong global competition in product markets. Prior research shows that product markets 

in industrial sectors have become highly competitive, and there are limited opportunities 

for differentiation and margin growth through products alone (Kastalli and Van Looy, 

2013; Rabetino et al., 2017).  

 

As a result, manufacturers have focused on services as a central source of value creation, 

customer differentiation, and long-term growth (Parida et al., 2014). This strategic deci-

sion, commonly referred to as servitization, means manufacturers’ effort to add service-

based solutions to their product portfolios and strengthen customer relationships, and 

generate more stable revenue streams in a long-term perspective (Rabetino et al., 2017). 

In the context of industrial firms, service offerings are typically closely connected to the 

firm’s products and are delivered throughout the product lifecycle. These services often 

include activities such as maintenance, repair, spare parts provision, monitoring, and 

other forms of operational activities that ensure the effective use of installed equipment. 

In the servitization literature, these types of offerings are usually described as product-

related services. They are designed to complement the core product and help customers 

during the use phase of the product lifecycle (Baines and Lightfoot, 2013; Parida et al., 

2014). Early service research already highlighted that service growth differs fundamen-

tally from product growth because services rely on customer participation and ongoing 

interaction, as well as the simultaneity of production and consumption, which constrains 

standardization and makes expansion more difficult to control (Carman and Langeard, 

1980). 
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However, the transition toward services does not lead to better financial performance. 

Servitization can create new growth opportunities, but many firms face serious chal-

lenges in grasping these benefits. This situation is called the service paradox (Gebauer 

et al., 2005). Empirical evidence shows that while services initially contribute to increas-

ing profitability, firms often experience a decline in returns during the expansion stages. 

This drop can happen because of significant investments in service capabilities, organi-

zational restructuring, and a new delivery system (Kastalli and Van Looy, 2013). Thus, this 

dynamic highlights that the strategic shift toward service is conceptually different from 

the firm’s ability to develop, deploy, and scale its service offerings effectively. Recent 

studies highlight that scaling is not the same as simple growth. Scaling refers to situations 

where size increases are accompanied by more than performance improvements, and it 

is not the same as expansion (Palmié et al., 2023). Studies suggest that many challenges 

emerge not at the first stage, when the company tries to create the idea stage, but they 

happen in later stages and during the implementation and organizational adoption of 

new services (Wang et al., 2019). 

 

Consequently, service innovation and scaling have become central managerial concerns 

in industrial organizations. Developing a new service requires far more than generating 

innovative ideas. It needs to align the service development process with existing pro-

cesses, restructuring organizational routines, and also needs to build new capabilities 

across different parts of the organization. They usually update their existing product de-

velopment practices and governance mechanisms to provide service-specific require-

ments, which can create tensions between product-oriented and service-oriented goals 

in related teams (Burton et al., 2017). Moreover, servitization research emphasizes that 

organizational tensions between product efficiency and service requirements often exist 

in industrial contexts. Firms must continuously provide a balance between engineering 

logic and customer orientation or exploration and exploitation views, and not focus on 

one of them (Kohtamäki et al., 2020). 
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Di Pietro et al. (2018) mention that scaling service offerings increasingly takes place in 

complex service ecosystems that include customers, partners, suppliers, and 

institutional actors, and the coordination of these elements is essential for growth and 

value creation. Recent research also shows that developing services on a global scale 

requires coordination across headquarters, subsidiaries, and other actors in the value 

chain. At the same time, firms need to balance standardization with local responsiveness. 

This makes the configuration and coordination of the broader ecosystem an important 

part of the service scaling process (Capanni et al., 2025). Recent research also empha-

sizes that scaling needs a separate organizational process, and extension of the existing 

processes is not enough. This is an emphasis on the need for organizational changes 

during this phase (Coviello et al., 2024). This distinction is important because prior re-

views show that the scaling concept has often been used inconsistently across research 

domains and frequently mixed up with growth, which has contributed to conceptual am-

biguity in the literature (Palmié et al., 2023). Indeed, Greenhalgh and Papoutsi (2019) 

highlight the differences between spreading and scale-up. They explain that spreading 

means repeating an innovation across different contexts, but scaling up a project means 

creating new organizational capacity to make a full-scale implementation possible. They 

emphasize that in complex service systems, these two processes are closely related and 

rarely follow a linear or predictable path. 

 

The scaling of service offerings in industrial firms is particularly challenging because it 

evolves across organizational units and geographical contexts. Firms must coordinate ac-

tivities in multiple departments, integrate various resources, adapt offerings to local 

market conditions, and also manage institutional differences in different regions (Burton 

et al., 2017; Di Pietro et al., 2018). In multinational firms, these challenges are even more 

serious because they need to balance between repeating the business model and local 

situations, which often create tensions in coordination and controlling efforts (Tippmann, 

Monaghan, et al., 2023). Together, these dynamics underscore that understanding ser-

vice scaling requires a comprehensive examination of both strategic and organizational 

dimensions. This observation provides the foundation for the subsequent review of the 
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key characteristics, challenges, and mechanisms that form the scaling of service offerings 

in industrial organizations. 

 

2.1.2 Key Characteristics of Service Scaling 

In business literature, service scaling is increasingly considered as a distinct organiza-

tional concept rather than a simple continuation of growth. In an effort to reduce defi-

nitional ambiguity, Coviello et al. (2024) define scaling as an organizational process in 

which managers rapidly expand a firm’s outputs by transforming the internal organiza-

tion and leveraging digital resources without requiring proportional increases in inputs. 

This description is important for the present study because it emphasizes that scaling is 

basically tied to internal reconfiguration and to the conditions that enable returns to 

scale, not to an increase in size. Relatedly, Coviello et al. (2024) define scalability as an 

organizational capability to achieve sustainable coordination in technological structure, 

organizational configuration, and business model in a company. In the service context, 

this factor is more necessary because service offerings depend more on elements like 

organizational processes, employee skills, and customer interaction, and not just physi-

cal assets alone. Prior research shows scaling has been defined in multiple ways, includ-

ing financial, market, organizational, and volume scaling. This reflects the diverse aspects 

that firms should consider when they decide to expand their working scope or improve 

their performance (Palmié et al., 2023). 

 

A second central characteristic of scaling service is embeddedness within broader eco-

systems. Di Pietro et al. (2018) show that scaling service innovations is not limited to firm 

boundaries but evolves across various actors, including customers, partners, suppliers, 

and institutional stakeholders. Based on their findings, successful scaling depends on the 

development of value propositions that have resonance with different actors, the ability 

to adapt offerings to local contexts, and the coordination of internal and external re-

sources. Value propositions serve as a coordinating mechanism that enables participa-

tion in value co-creation and supports replication of the service business model across 
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contexts. This fact highlights that scaling service offerings is not only a firm-level expan-

sion task, but also a relational and context-dependent process. 

 

Third, service scaling in industrial organizations is characterized by complex strategic and 

structural conditions. Servitization research shows that expanding service activities 

changes the firm’s activity system and strategic logic (Rabetino et al., 2017). Firms must 

integrate product and service activities, change the design of their business models, and 

manage the correlation between tangible products and intangible services (Kastalli and 

Van Looy, 2013). Parida et al. (2014) emphasize that the development of advanced ser-

vice offerings, creating strong customer relationships, and involving customer value cre-

ation activities can result in growth in firms. These changes need significant investments 

in service capabilities, new organizational roles, and new management systems, and this 

supports the view that scaling services involves deep organizational transformation and 

not just structural changes. In multinational settings, these transformations are further 

formed by the need to coordinate central and local service units within global organiza-

tional systems (Kowalkowski et al., 2011; Kucza and Gebauer, 2011). 

 

Besides structural and strategic changes, one of the key characteristics of service scaling 

is the persistent conflict between repeating the core business model and adapting the 

business to the context. Keeping the core business unchanged enables efficiency and 

consistency across units and markets, but service offerings often require local changes 

due to differences in customers, institutions, and partner networks (Tippmann, Mona-

ghan, et al., 2023). Similar tensions have been observed in servitization research and 

have been mentioned as paradoxical demands, where firms must pursue efficiency in 

standardized operations and, at the same time, provide effective customized solutions 

(Kohtamäki et al., 2020). A further characteristic of service scaling concerns its non-linear 

performance implications. Kastalli and Van Looy (2013) provide strong evidence that the 

relationship between service scale and firm performance follows a non-linear pattern. 

In early phases, firms often see positive performance effects from service expansion. As 
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service activities increase, profitability may decline due to the high costs of developing 

service capabilities and recognizing service delivery systems. 

 

The literature also suggests that scaling service innovations cannot rely only on stand-

ardized replication. Services often operate in complex systems, and in these kinds of sys-

tems, outcomes are shaped by local interchanges, interpretation, and ongoing adjust-

ment for local teams (Greenhalgh and Papoutsi, 2019). Learning effects and economies 

of scale usually start to outweigh the required investments only after services reach a 

sufficient scale, which can lead to more efficient performance. These cost approaches 

are closely related to how service delivery systems are designed and coordinated, and 

ICT and operational integration often support them to enable scalable service require-

ments (Baines and Lightfoot, 2013). 

 

Finally, service scaling is shaped based on the strong contextual and international as-

pects. Di Pietro et al. (2018) emphasize the importance of local transformation when 

imitating service innovations across different environments. At the micro level, these 

changes in the organization can create a vague situation for different teams and actors 

involved in service delivery, and they face uncertainty in their roles and responsibilities. 

Thus, firms must actively manage this situation during scaling (Rönnberg Sjödin et al., 

2016). These characteristics show that service scaling is a multi-level, dynamic, and con-

text-sensitive process that cannot be reduced to simple growth metrics or short-term 

performance outcomes. 

 

2.1.3 Challenges in Service Scaling 

The literature emphasizes that scaling service offerings in industrial organizations is a 

highly challenging process. These challenges stem from organizational complexity, capa-

bility limitations, and the tension between strategic goals in different parts of the com-

pany and operational practices. One of the most frequently discussed challenges is or-

ganizational alignment and coordination. Burton et al. (2017) show that manufacturing 
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firms often face difficulties in aligning product-oriented and service-oriented views dur-

ing the shift from the development phase into large-scale implementation of services. 

Differences in objectives, language, time horizons, and performance metrics between 

product and service units generate internal tensions that slow down decision-making 

and hinder effective scaling. According to Gebauer et al.(2006), similar coordination 

problems appear when service innovations must be deployed across multiple organiza-

tional units. At the managerial level, these coordination challenges are often reinforced 

by behavioral and cognitive barriers, such as managers’ skepticism toward service prof-

itability and a preference for low-risk options, which further slow down service scaling 

efforts. 

 

A second major challenge is related to resource limitations and capability development. 

Scaling service offerings needs significant investments in building new skills, defining or-

ganizational roles, developing information systems, and creating suitable service delivery 

infrastructures. Wang et al. (2019) discovered that the lack of managerial attention and 

limitations in resources can limit the number of service ideas that firms can actively sup-

port. These limitations force managers to prioritize the ideas, and can increase the risk 

that promising ideas fail to scale up in a broader scope. Kastalli and Van Looy (2013) show 

that during middle phases of service development, profitability often decreases because 

firms must invest more in building service capabilities and redesigning their operations. 

If firms underestimate these investment requirements, they risk abandoning service 

strategies permanently before performance improvements can happen. Similarly, Jansen 

et al. (2023) emphasize that in companies, supporting growth depends on leadership’s 

ability to build and renew organizational skills and abilities while maintaining the opera-

tional situation stable in the long term. These challenges become more critical because 

of operational obstacles in service delivery systems, such as limitations in ICT infrastruc-

ture, facilities, workforce skills, and performance measurement methods (Baines and 

Lightfoot, 2013). O’Reilly and Binns (2019) further argue that scaling involves a distinct 
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organizational phase. During this phase, firms often struggle to change resources, atten-

tion, and governance from established core businesses to new initiatives, and as a result, 

many promising innovations stop before entering the scale-up phase. 

 

Service scaling becomes more complex across different contexts and when there is a 

need for adaptation to different local conditions. Di Pietro et al. (2018) show that service 

projects often need to be adjusted to local organizational conditions, customer expecta-

tions in new contexts, and different networks of partners when repeating the business 

models in other regions. This need for adaptation limits how much firms can standardize 

their services and makes it more difficult to manage the operations across regions. Tipp-

mann, Ambos, et al. (2023) describe this challenge as an ongoing conflict between stand-

ardization of the processes and, at the same time, keeping enough flexibility to respond 

to new demands. This tension becomes even more critical in multinational firms. Factors 

such as differences in regulations, cultures, and market structures increase the need for 

coordination and make the process more complex. In the service context, these chal-

lenges can become more noticeable due to resistance from partners in lower organiza-

tional levels, such as dealers or service providers. This is especially the case when moti-

vations, trust, or functional models are not really well aligned (Capanni et al., 2025). 

 

Another critical challenge concerns organizational learning and change management. 

Scaling the service offerings usually requires more than small changes. In many cases, 

firms need to rethink existing routines and mindsets, especially those developed around 

product-oriented business models. Schaarschmidt (2016) highlights the importance of 

employees’ understanding of service strategies and their readiness to adjust their roles 

for the new setting in the scale-up phase. At the same time, influencing employee be-

havior and building commitment to service-oriented practices tends to be a gradual and 

challenging process, especially in large organizations with well-established structures 

and routines. Kalenda et al. (2018) and Ghiron et al. (2021) further highlight the im-

portance of sustained learning processes, feedback mechanisms, and dedicated coordi-



20 

nation structures in overcoming resistance to change during scaling. In addition, the scal-

ing of integrated product-service solutions may increase role ambiguity between firms 

and customers, raising coordination costs and complicating service implementation 

(Rönnberg Sjödin et al., 2016). From a social and complexity perspective, Greenhalgh 

and Papoutsi (2019) discuss that scaling fails because companies usually underestimate 

the workload needed to align people, define new routines, and local practices. This is 

especially the case when change is a technical or top-down process for replicating the 

business model. 

 

Finally, service scaling is shaped by external institutional and ecosystem challenges. Na-

ber et al. (2017) emphasize that expectations, trust, and network relationships influence 

how innovations spread in the organization and then stabilize during scaling. Dearing 

and Cox (2018) show that firms must continuously create a balance between adaptation 

and commitment when expanding an initiative across different teams and departments. 

On the other hand, OECD (2015) highlights the role of policy frameworks and institu-

tional support in enabling or limiting scaling efforts. External pressures combine with 

internal organizational challenges, making service scaling a complex and often uncertain 

managerial task. These difficulties help researchers to explain why many service offer-

ings do not achieve their expected outcomes and why sustaining scalability over time 

remains challenging in industrial organizations. 

 

2.2 Organizational Mechanisms and Capabilities for Scaling 

2.2.1 Organizational Scaling and Dynamic Capabilities 

The literature describes scaling service offerings in industrial organizations as a capabil-

ity-driven process. Firms need to continuously adjust their methods for coordinating ac-

tivities, learning from previous experience, and allocating resources during the expan-

sion of services across different units, markets, and partner networks. This capability-

based view defines scaling-up as an ongoing and rapid growth to deliver a feasible busi-

ness model and investigate scaling in three different settings: initiative, organization, and 
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ecosystem, and emphasizes that each one needs special coordination across interna-

tional borders (Tippmann, Ambos, et al., 2023).   

 

A dynamic capability perspective becomes more visible when firms try to scale under 

conflicting organizational demands. Tippmann, Monaghan, et al. (2023) introduce the 

idea of an international scaling paradox in companies. In their view, companies need to 

balance two opposite goals: replicating an established business model to help with ex-

pansion and keeping an innovative approach to support creativity. Their model explains 

how firms can handle this challenge instead of trying to remove it and highlights dynamic 

capabilities as the ability to establish repeatable practices while still preserving enough 

room for flexibility to adapt and innovate during the scaling process. 

 

Servitization research explains why these capabilities matter economically. Gebauer et 

al. (2005) describe the service paradox where manufacturers invest in expanding ser-

vices, pay for the related costs, but cannot achieve the desired profits. This paradox 

shows that expanding services without creating the essential organizational capabilities 

required for proper service delivery, commercialization, and operational monitoring can 

lead to extra tasks but not to profitability. Servitization research further shows that over-

coming this paradox requires firms to align their strategic intent with supporting pro-

cesses, activities, and intangible assets, as servitization is implemented through inter-

connected organizational practices rather than isolated service initiatives (Rabetino et 

al., 2017). Relatedly, Gebauer et al. (2008) examine success factors for achieving high 

service revenues and explicitly link superior service outcomes to changes in a firm’s ac-

tivities, organizational structure, and culture, the elements that can be interpreted as 

organizational capability development rather than isolated initiatives. 

 

Beyond internal organizational arrangements, several studies clarify that service scaling-

up capabilities are multi-dimensional and context-sensitive. Capanni et al. (2025) explain 

that successful global service development depends on how well manufacturers adapt 
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their operating model integration with downstream partners. This integration is influ-

enced by factors such as market differences, network structure, customer orientation, 

and partner resistance. In other words, scaling capability involves the dynamic ability to 

adjust collaboration and governance across the service network in response to these 

contextual factors. 

 

Capability development is also described as a learning and configuration process in ser-

vitization. Parida et al. (2014) highlight distinctive capabilities and related learning activ-

ities required for becoming a high-value provider. They connect the development of skills 

with changes in business models and learning processes. Reim et al. (2021) similarly fo-

cus on ability development and propose a framework that links business model selection 

with capability creation during idea implementation. Finally, Hallstedt et al. (2020) em-

phasize that manufacturing firms face pressures from several major trends, such as dig-

italization, sustainability, and servitization. This pressure reshapes capability needs in 

service development and related organizational processes. 

 

Taken together, organizational scaling of service offerings can be understood better 

through a dynamic-capability lens. Firms need capabilities to manage replication-adap-

tation tension, organize cross-border scaling across initiative, organization, and ecosys-

tem settings, overcome the service paradox through capability-building investments, 

and align activities, structure, and culture to achieve strong service revenues. 

 

2.2.2 Micro-processes and Mechanisms of Scaling 

Previous studies emphasize that scaling is built from micro-level choices, practices, and 

routines, including how managers decide to deploy an innovation, how teams coordinate 

tasks, how roles are defined, and how learning is gathered and reused with teams. These 

routines and actions can also act as coping practices that organizations develop to man-

age continuous pressures during servitization processes (Kohtamäki et al., 2020). In 

other words, scaling is not only a strategy; it is also the accumulation of repeated actions 
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that make an offering easier to roll out across units and contexts. A first set of micro-

mechanisms concerns deployment and adoption inside the firm. Wang et al. (2019) con-

ceptualize deployment as the process of spreading a service innovation across appropri-

ate divisions and distinguish between voluntary adoption and required adoption. Volun-

tary adoption leaves the decision to local units, while required adoption is compulsory 

and mandates people to implement the new approach. Their analysis shows that the 

choice between these approaches shapes both the pace and breadth of deployment, 

and that adoption is not only a technical issue but also an organizational one, influenced 

by perceived fit and the organization’s ability to support units during rollout (Wang et 

al., 2019). 

 

A second group of mechanisms relates to the implementation of advanced services. 

Baines and Lightfoot (2013) emphasize that advanced services require firms to develop 

operational arrangements that go beyond traditional product delivery. These arrange-

ments include mechanisms for managing service delivery, performance, and ongoing 

customer support. These structures are important for scaling because they often create 

new interfaces with customers, introduce new responsibilities for service staff, and in-

crease coordination needs between different functions. At the same time, studies un-

derline that scaling is hindered when routines remain underdeveloped or overly informal. 

Gebauer et al. (2008) point to the role of organizational arrangements and recurring 

practices in shaping what kinds of services firms develop and can later expand. Biege et 

al. (2012) further highlight that a lack of formalization can act as a barrier to wider ser-

vice expansion, because weakly defined processes make it difficult to replicate service 

activities consistently across units. 

 

A third micro-level mechanism concerns role clarity and relational coping as firms extend 

services. Rönnberg Sjödin et al. (2016) show that when firms move toward more ad-

vanced offerings, actors can experience role ambiguity, and scaling depends on how or-

ganizations and relationships cope with this ambiguity through relational mechanisms. 

This idea connects directly to the practical reality of scaling services. As responsibilities 
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shift, new roles emerge, and boundaries between provider and customer activities 

change, firms need ways to stabilize expectations and working relationships. Without 

such coping mechanisms, service expansion may create friction and slow down replica-

tion. 

 

Learning processes are another recurring scaling mechanism. Parida et al. (2014) em-

phasize learning activities that support the transition toward an industrial product-ser-

vice approach, including learning from customers and using feedback to refine offerings 

and practices. Gomes et al. (2021) similarly link leadership to organizational learning ca-

pability and service innovation outcomes, implying that scaling is supported when lead-

ership helps build learning routines that make service innovation repeatable rather than 

ad hoc. This conclusion is consistent with Gebauer et al. (2005), who explain the barriers 

related to managerial understanding and believe managers often remain influenced by 

product-dominant beliefs. As a result, they may underestimate the requirements of ser-

vice scaling and postpone the organizational changes needed for success. 

 

Finally, scaling across countries often depends on micro-level launch and adaptation de-

cisions. Lee et al. (2011) show that international launch management involves decisions 

about how to introduce an offering across different market contexts, and that these de-

cisions differ between developed and emerging markets. In the context of scaling service 

offerings, replication is rarely a straightforward process. It requires planned decisions 

about which elements should be kept unchanged and which need to be adapted as ser-

vices expand across different contexts. 

 

2.2.3 Managing the Scaling Process 

Previous research treats service scaling-up as a phenomenon that must be managed as 

a process over time, not just initiated. A practical starting point is the idea that service 

growth needs conscious processes and an explicit risk reasoning. Carman and Langeard 

(1980) describe growth as a set of strategic paths that can be pursued in different orders, 
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and they highlight that expansion choices create different risk exposures depending on 

how firms define growth moves. In this view, managing scaling means making calculated 

choices about when to spread the offering, when to enter new markets, and when to 

formalize operations so that the organization does not become overloaded by complex-

ity. 

 

As service offerings expand across geographies and organizational units, the literature 

emphasizes the need to manage central-local integration. Kowalkowski et al. (2011) 

show that multinational industrial service provision requires clarity about what is coor-

dinated centrally and what is left to local units. They discuss the ongoing balancing of 

exploitation and exploration when developing and delivering services in global markets. 

Their work implies that scaling is not only about replicating what works, but also about 

preserving space for learning and local development while the organization tries to ex-

ploit existing service knowledge at scale. Relatedly, Kucza and Gebauer (2011) discuss 

global service configurations and show that firms make different configuration choices 

for organizing services internationally, suggesting that one best global setup is unlikely; 

instead, firms manage scaling by selecting and adjusting organizational configurations 

that fit their service strategy and context. 

 

This conclusion connects directly to the tension between standardization and local ad-

aptation. Capanni et al. (2025) emphasize that global service development in manufac-

turing is contingent on factors such as market diversity and the characteristics of actors, 

and they show that integrating operating models with service partners is shaped by 

these uncertainties. One of the core implications is that managing scaling needs deci-

sions about what should be standardized for efficiency and what must remain adjustable 

to local conditions and partner conditions (Capanni et al., 2025). In practice, this is not a 

one-time design choice but an ongoing managerial task as services are rolled out across 

different markets and networks. 
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A further managerial challenge is the governance of deployment strategies inside the 

organization. Wang et al. (2019) indicate the difference between voluntary and required 

adoption when executing new service offerings in the organizations. Their findings sug-

gest that scaling involves choosing an appropriate implementation approach, tracking 

how widely the innovation is adopted, and providing the support needed for units to 

implement it effectively. Mandatory adoption can speed up the deployment phase. How-

ever, it needs more coordination and creates a stronger need for governance to keep 

consistency and support learning across units (Wang et al., 2019). O’Reilly and Binns 

(2019) emphasize that scaling requires different organizational arrangements than early 

innovation stages, as firms must shift governance and resource allocation away from 

core business logics to support growth. The international business scaling literature re-

inforces that, under rapid scaling, management must actively address coordination and 

control. 

 

Finally, several studies highlight that managing scaling is not a separate process from the 

ongoing development of capabilities over time. Reim et al. (2021) show that capability 

development progresses as firms implement and expand new business models, implying 

that managers must monitor capability maturity and address gaps as scaling proceeds. 

Hallstedt et al. (2020) similarly show that firms navigate transformation under the effects 

of several major trends. These changes can change the capabilities firms need and shift 

their organizational priorities. Moreover, prior research suggests that the scaling phase 

usually does not progress on a fixed organizational plan. Instead, firms tend to adjust 

their structures and arrangements over time as they learn from implementation experi-

ences (Carman and Langeard, 1980; Hallstedt et al., 2020; Reim et al., 2021). Together, 

these studies suggest that managing scaling needs continuous alignment among govern-

ance, coordination, and organizational configurations. These alignments evolve and 

change because needed capabilities also change during service expansions. 
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2.3 Synthesis - Framework for Scaling Service Offerings 

This literature review suggests that scaling service offerings is best understood as a dy-

namic and multi-level process rather than a single managerial decision. This view is con-

sistent with recent conceptual work that separates scaling from simple growth. It de-

scribes scaling as a form of growth that leads to better performance results (Palmié et 

al., 2023). In international business research, scaling is described as persistent, rapid 

growth that requires firms to handle replication, coordination, learning, and transfor-

mation simultaneously (Tippmann, Ambos, et al., 2023). At the same time, firms face an 

internal dilemma: they need to repeat the business to scale it to a wider scope, but they 

also need to develop new ideas to remain competitive and responsive. Tippmann, Mon-

aghan, et al. (2023) indicate this concept as a replication-entrepreneurship paradox and 

show that firms do not solve the tension but must continuously guide it during global 

expansion. Finally, a process lens is needed because scaling decisions and risks unfold 

over time. Carman and Langeard (1980) provide a useful basis here by treating growth 

as a sequenced process shaped by risk logic, suggesting that scaling involves choices 

about timing, order, and pace of expansion. Building on these concepts and findings, the 

framework developed in this thesis combines four layers. 

 

Layer 1: Scaling logic (process and tension): At the core, scaling is driven by a logic of 

replication that must be managed and learned during the scaling phase (Tippmann, Am-

bos, et al., 2023). However, replication is never purely mechanical because scaling also 

needs room for local initiative and creativity (Tippmann, Monaghan, et al., 2023). The 

framework assumes that the scaling process is managed with a sequence of steps, and 

each of them involves different levels of risk. It does not rely on a single, uniform rollout 

approach (Carman and Langeard, 1980). 

 

Layer 2: Capability architecture (dynamic and organizational capabilities): The second 

layer explains why scaling succeeds in some organizations and collapses in others. Kin-

nunen and Turunen (2012) highlight that servitization capability rests on an internal ar-

chitecture that connects culture, structure, and strategy, implying that service scaling 
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needs alignment across these elements. Gebauer et al. (2005) show why this layer mat-

ters by describing the service paradox: manufacturers may expand services and increase 

costs without achieving the expected returns if the necessary capabilities are not devel-

oped. Gebauer et al. (2008) further link service success to organizational success factors, 

reinforcing that scaling depends on capability building, not only on service ambition. Im-

portantly, capability is not static. Reim et al. (2021) emphasize capability development 

as a roadmap or maturity path that evolves during implementation, which supports a 

view of scaling as capability building over time. Hallstedt et al. (2020) further note that 

capability development depends on the context of the firm's activities. This becomes 

more critical when firms face forces from digitalization and sustainability movements, as 

these can affect the types of capabilities required and how transformation is managed. 

 

Layer 3: Micro-processes and mechanisms (how scaling is enacted): This layer focuses on 

how scaling takes place in practice, through organizational routines and micro-level 

mechanisms. Wang et al. (2019) treat scaling inside the firm as a deployment and expan-

sion process and underline a difference between required and voluntary adoption. 

Baines and Lightfoot (2013) show that advanced services require operational mecha-

nisms that support service delivery systems, meaning that scaling depends on how de-

livery is organized and executed. Rönnberg Sjödin et al. (2016) add relational micro-foun-

dations by showing that role ambiguity can arise in advanced offerings and that organi-

zations rely on relational coping mechanisms to handle this during expansion. Finally, 

routines and organizational practices can become bottlenecks. Gebauer et al. (2008) em-

phasize the importance of key factors and service development routines in manufactur-

ing firms. Similarly, Biege et al. (2012) point to gaps in structured processes as barriers 

to broader launch. 

 

Layer 4: Governance and configuration (scaling across units, partners, and countries): 

Scaling service offerings often requires firms to decide how to organize their activities in 

multiple locations and networks of stakeholders. Capanni et al. (2025) show that global 

service development and the integration of operating models should be designed based 
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on the situation and different conditions, such as market diversity and downstream part-

ner situations. On the other hand, Kowalkowski et al. (2011) point to a critical tension 

that can stem from central and local points of view toward decision making, idea gener-

ating, and repeating the business model in international settings. Kucza and Gebauer 

(2011) complement this view by emphasizing that global service configurations are not 

given, but are deliberately designed as part of the firm’s structural choices. In this sense, 

the way service activities are organized across locations reflects intentional decisions 

about how the organization should operate and coordinate at a global level. 

 

Learning and evolution across layers: Learning and evolution cut across all layers of the 

framework rather than constituting a separate layer. To keep the framework explicitly 

dynamic, learning connects all layers. Parida et al. (2014) underline learning activities 

and business model evolution in the transition toward industrial product-service provi-

sion. Gomes et al. (2021) further link leadership to organizational learning capability and 

service innovation, showing how learning is supported and sustained through leadership. 

In the framework, learning works as the mechanism and helps firms refine value propo-

sitions, upgrade capabilities, stabilize routines, and adjust governance processes as scal-

ing progresses. 

 

Figure 2 summarizes the synthesis of the literature reviewed in Chapter 2 and presents 

the analytical lens used in this thesis. The framework is read from the core outward: 

scale-up logic shapes how firms approach replication and local adaptation over time; 

capability architecture enables service scaling by aligning culture, structure, strategy, and 

resource reconfiguration; micro-processes translate scaling into deployable routines and 

service delivery mechanisms; and governance and configuration provide the structural 

and relational arrangements needed to coordinate scaling across units, partners, and 

countries. Learning and evolution cut across all layers by supporting feedback-based re-

finement and iterative adjustment as scaling unfolds. 
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Figure 2: Theoretical framework based on the literature
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3 Methodology 

3.1 Research Strategy and Method 

A qualitative research strategy is employed for this study in order to investigate essential 

mechanisms and organizational capabilities for scaling up new service offerings in indus-

trial firms. This research strategy is particularly suitable for such objectives when facing 

both an unexplored phenomenon and a complex organizational context that are not yet 

fully understood, as it allows the researcher to examine meanings, practices, and inter-

actions within their real-life contexts (Flick, 2022). More specifically, the study employs 

a case study research method. Case study research is widely used in business and man-

agement research when the goal is to examine phenomena within the organizational 

context and when the boundaries between the phenomenon and its context are not 

clearly evident (Maylor et al., 2005; Yin, 2009). 

 

Since the thesis aims to study scaling new service offerings and the related managerial 

practices, organizational structure, and institutional environments, the case study ap-

proach is particularly appropriate (Yin, 2009). Based on Saunders et al. (2003), case stud-

ies help the researcher to gain a rich and holistic understanding of organizational pro-

cesses and to investigate real mechanisms that may not be visible through quantitative 

approaches. The study uses a case study design to examine the literature review and 

theoretical background of the concept. Eisenhardt (1989) showed that case studies are 

especially useful when the objective is to develop theoretical insights about phenomena 

that are poorly understood. With detailed empirical observation, case studies enable re-

searchers to identify patterns, relationships, and mechanisms that can contribute to the-

ory development. 

 

Furthermore, the study follows an inductive qualitative research logic, drawing inspira-

tion from the methodological approach proposed by Gioia et al. (2013). The Gioia meth-

odology emphasizes the importance of using empirical observations and data to examine 
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the theoretical concepts by systematically organizing qualitative data into first-order con-

cepts, second-order themes, and classifying the main dimensions. Using this method in-

creases the transparency and rigor of the qualitative research because it emphasizes in-

sights that emerge from examining real and empirical data (Gioia et al., 2013). Given that 

the purpose of this thesis is to identify mechanisms and capabilities underlying service 

scaling, the Gioia methodology provides an appropriate and structured way to analyze 

qualitative data and to link empirical findings with existing theoretical perspectives. 

 

3.2 Case selection and description 

The selected case company for this thesis is an industrial company that operates in the 

marine and energy markets. Since the study applies a qualitative case study design, the 

selection of an information-rich case is a critical methodological step. Case study re-

search in business and management is especially appropriate when the aim is to study a 

phenomenon in its real organizational context and to develop a detailed understanding 

of processes and practices (Maylor et al., 2005; Saunders et al., 2003). Moreover, pur-

poseful case selection is a method of selecting case studies to guarantee the relevance 

of data gained by the case to the topic (Flick, 2022; Saunders et al., 2003). In line with 

these logics, the case company was selected purposefully as the empirical case to exam-

ine the concept of scaling up of new service initiatives in an industrial context. 

 

The case company provides innovative technologies and lifecycle solutions in the marine 

and energy sectors. The company operates at the international level, and in 2025, em-

ployed approximately 18,000 people and provided various products and services in 199 

locations across 78 countries. At the group level, the case company reported BEUR 7.0 

in net sales in 2025, of which 52% came from services (Case Company, 2025). These fig-

ures show the scale of the case company’s technology-based operations and the im-

portant role of services in its business. 
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The focus of this thesis is on the service development process and the scaling up of new 

service offerings in the case company. This focus is relevant because the marine business 

is the company’s largest business area and employs more than 11,000 people in 2025 

(Case Company, 2025). The case company provides complex products and solutions for 

the marine market, together with digital technologies and lifecycle services. From a ser-

vice perspective, services represented almost 50% of the case company’s net sales in 

2025, and the company considers service growth as a strategic priority. In its strategy, 

the case company states that it aims to capture growth in services by strengthening 

transactional services and retrofits and by moving up the service value ladder through 

performance-based agreements (Case Company, n.d.-a). This background makes the 

case company a relevant empirical context for examining how service development is 

organized and how new service offerings can be developed and scaled within a large 

industrial firm. 

 

The case company is also a suitable case because the company emphasizes service de-

velopment and has a dedicated function for developing services alongside products. Its 

service development activities include systematically collecting service ideas from differ-

ent organizational channels, after which dedicated teams are responsible for evaluating 

and developing these ideas and embedding the related processes into organizational 

routines. Furthermore, the case company provides products and services across multiple 

geographical contexts where scaling and replication can occur. These characteristics 

make the case company a proper case for exploring how service ideas move from devel-

opment and piloting phases toward broader implementation in offices located in differ-

ent countries. 

 

The case selection is also consistent with the logic of case study research used for theory-

related insights. Eisenhardt (1989) emphasizes the value of selecting cases that are par-

ticularly suitable for observing the phenomenon and building insights from empirical 

patterns. Since the case company employs a defined service development process and 
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scales up service initiatives after pilot phases into multiple international contexts, it pro-

vides a strong opportunity to study the organizational actions, routines, and coordina-

tion practices associated with scaling up new offering practices and addressing the re-

search questions of this thesis. 

 

3.3 Data collection 

After the preliminary literature review, primary data were collected through semi-struc-

tured interviews. One of the common methods for data collection in qualitative research 

is conducting interviews. In this method, researchers have access to interviewees’ in-

sights, experiences, and interpretations of organizational processes (Flick, 2022). Inter-

views are especially a more valuable method for gathering data in case study research 

since they provide information on managerial practices, decision-making processes, and 

organizational routines in such detail that it is not easy to observe directly (Saunders et 

al., 2003; Yin, 2009). Since the objective of this thesis is to understand the mechanisms 

and capabilities that support the scaling of service offerings, interviews with individuals 

directly involved in these processes provided rich and relevant empirical material for 

analysis. In addition to interviews, supplementary data sources such as company docu-

ments, presentations, and publicly available materials (e.g., annual reports and internal 

presentations) were reviewed to provide additional contextual understanding of the ser-

vice development and scaling processes. 

 

The study used semi-structured interviews, which allow the researcher to guide the con-

versation using a predefined set of themes while also providing flexibility to explore 

emerging issues during the discussion (Saunders et al., 2003). For this study, this format 

was considered suitable as scaling up new service initiatives in industrial organization 

settings demands complicated processes and role reconfigurations across different 

teams and departments. Therefore, using semi-structured interviews helps researchers 

to explore deeper into shared experiences and insights by participants and gain first-

hand and valuable knowledge on the topic. 
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The interview participants were chosen among project managers and middle managers 

who are involved in the development and scaling of service ideas within the case com-

pany. Each of these individuals plays an important part in various stages of the develop-

ment and implementation of the service offerings, including gathering ideas, evaluating 

their feasibility, managing, developing, and piloting projects, and finally scaling and ex-

panding the projects in different regions and offices within the company. This can ensure 

that the researcher is provided with detailed data that reflect real-world and practical 

insights on the topic. 

 

All interviews were conducted through Microsoft Teams, which allowed flexible partici-

pation from managers located in different locations. To do qualitative research, conduct-

ing interviews on online platforms is widely acceptable as it facilitates effective commu-

nication and removes the barriers to access to geographically distant participants (Flick, 

2022). All the interviews were recorded in Microsoft Teams with the participants’ per-

mission. Recording interviews helps ensure that responses can be captured accurately 

and later reviewed during the analysis stage (Saunders et al., 2003). The recordings were 

subsequently used to support careful data analysis and interpretation. 

 

To provide an overview of the interview participants, the key characteristics of the inter-

viewees are summarized in Table 1. The table includes the interview identification codes, 

participants’ roles, interview duration, communication medium, and the dates of the in-

terviews. 

Table 1: Description of the Research Sample 

Interview ID Position / Department Length Medium Date 

Interviewee 1 Offering Manager 43 Min Microsoft Teams 23/2/2026 

Interviewee 2 Service Offering Lead 35 Min Microsoft Teams 2/3/2026 

Interviewee 3 Service Offering Lead 27 Min Microsoft Teams 9/3/2026 

Interviewee 4 Service Offering Lead 37 Min Microsoft Teams 9/3/2026 

Interviewee 5 Offering Manager 37 Min Microsoft Teams 4/3/2026 

Interviewee 6 Offering Manager 55 Min Microsoft Teams 11/3/2026 

Interviewee 7 Service Offering Lead 37 Min Microsoft Teams 11/3/2026 

Interviewee 8 Development Manager 40 Min Microsoft Teams 13/3/2026 

Interviewee 9 Sales Manager 45 Min Microsoft Teams 13/3/2026 
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3.4 Data analysis 

The analysis of the empirical data followed a systematic qualitative data analysis process 

suitable for case study research. In qualitative studies, analysis is not a separate end 

stage, but it is an iterative and interpretive process in which the researcher moves back 

and forth between data, emerging insights, and relevant concepts in order to develop a 

coherent understanding of the phenomenon (Flick, 2022). In line with case study re-

search logic, the purpose of the analysis in this thesis was to identify patterns and mech-

anisms related to the scaling-up of new service offerings and to connect these empirical 

observations to existing theoretical concepts (Maylor et al., 2005; Yin, 2009). The data 

analysis was conducted by using the Gioia method to bring qualitative rigor and trans-

parency to the study (Gioia et al., 2013). Gioia et al. (2013) emphasize that qualitative 

rigor can be strengthened by clearly documenting how concepts are derived from in-

formant terms and progressively linked to higher-order theoretical categories. Accord-

ingly, the analysis is conducted in three phases, including informant-centric concepts, 

researcher-centric themes, and finally classifying and aggregating theoretical dimen-

sions that build a relationship between raw data from interviews and the final concep-

tual model (Gioia et al., 2013). 

 

First, the interview recordings were used to create an accurate basis for analysis, ena-

bling careful engagement with participants’ accounts (Saunders et al., 2003). The empir-

ical material was examined through an initial open coding phase, during which the re-

searcher identified and labeled meaningful statements related to service development 

activities, pilot execution, replication and adaptation across units, coordination and con-

trol mechanisms, and capability-related practices. In this phase, the coding remained 

close to the interviewees’ own language, consistent with Gioia et al.’s (2013) recommen-

dation to begin by developing first-order concepts that reflect informant terms and in-

terpretations rather than imposing strong theoretical categories too early. 
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Second, the analysis moved to the development of second-order themes. In this phase, 

the researcher compared first-order concepts, looked for the main similarities and dif-

ferences across different interviews, and then classified related concepts to form pat-

terns in order to explain the scaling process. This step reflects the process of the induc-

tive approach and how researchers look for recurring patterns and connections among 

observations and gradually form abstract theoretical explanations (Eisenhardt, 1989). In 

the context of this study, the researcher aimed to find the main organizational mecha-

nisms and capabilities essential for scaling service offers across industrial firms. 

 

In the third step, the researcher integrated the second-order themes to extract the main 

aspects of the opinions related to theoretical themes and shaped the primary blocks of 

the scaling process (Gioia et al., 2013). Table 2 depicts a summary of the data structure 

of the study and illustrates how raw text and concepts shaped the main themes. This 

step aligns with the Gioia methodology that emphasizes creating a transparent data 

structure based on gathered data. The aggregated dimensions were related to the con-

ceptual framework developed in Chapter 2 and allow the researcher to interpret the 

empirical findings through an established theoretical lens while still preserving a clear 

grounding in the interview data. Throughout the analysis, the study followed an iterative 

comparison logic consistent with Eisenhardt’s (1989) approach to building theory from 

case study research. This involves repeatedly cycling between data and emerging inter-

pretations, refining themes, and checking whether proposed categories remain con-

sistent across participants and across different parts of the service development and 

scaling process. Based on the literature, this iterative approach supports internal con-

sistency of the results and helps ensure that theoretical insights are firmly grounded in 

empirical patterns and prevent isolated conclusions (Eisenhardt, 1989; Flick, 2022). 

 

Finally, the researcher analyzed with clear documentation to support methodological 

transparency and traceability. Based on Saunders et al. (2003), documenting research 

procedures clearly is one of the important phases of research, especially in qualitative 

works, and can prevent subjectivity of conclusions. Therefore, the study aims to increase 
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the transparency and rigor of the qualitative analysis through a structured analysis, se-

quential coding phases, connecting concepts and themes, and aggregating dimensions 

clearly (Gioia et al., 2013; Saunders et al., 2003). 

 

3.5 Validity and reliability 

Validity and reliability are among the most important parts of qualitative research, par-

ticularly in case study works, as the study is based on the interpretation of the researcher, 

and their understanding plays a central role. In qualitative research, validity is defined as 

the credibility and accuracy of the research in capturing the studied phenomenon, and 

reliability is determined by the transparency and consistency of the research procedures 

(Saunders et al., 2003). 

 

In this study, several measures were used by the researcher to ensure the validity and 

reliability of the findings. Firstly, the data were collected through semi-structured inter-

views with participants who are directly involved in service development and scaling ac-

tivities in the case organization, including project managers and middle managers. Ob-

taining data from most related individuals with first-hand experience related to the topic 

improves the credibility of the study (Flick, 2022). In addition, the accuracy of gathered 

data was guaranteed by recording all the interviews with the permission of the partici-

pants and reviewing carefully during the analysis process (Saunders et al., 2003). More-

over, triangulation was used to strengthen the credibility of the findings by comparing 

and confirming the interpretations derived from interviews with additional sources such 

as internal company documents, presentations, and publicly available materials, includ-

ing annual reports (Yin, 2009). 

 

To increase the reliability, a systematic and transparent research procedure was applied 

throughout the study. The use of a structured interview approach ensured that similar 

themes were discussed across all interviews while still allowing participants to elaborate 

on their experiences (Saunders et al., 2003). Furthermore, the data analysis followed the 
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Gioia methodology, which provides a clear structure that links empirical observations 

and data to theoretical concepts through first-order concepts, second-order themes, and 

aggregate dimensions (Gioia et al., 2013). This systematic coding process increases trans-

parency in how interpretations are derived from the data and strengthens the method-

ological rigor of qualitative studies. By documenting the research process and maintain-

ing a clear connection between empirical data and theoretical interpretation, the study 

aims to produce findings that are both credible and methodologically robust (Eisenhardt, 

1989; Flick, 2022). 
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Table 2: Data Structure of the Study 

First-order concepts Second-order themes 
Aggregate 

dimensions 

 Pilot tests customer value, 

 Pilot tests customer willingness to pay, 

 Pilot tests market interest,  

 Pilot tests commercial feasibility. 

Validation of customer 
value and market de-

mand 

Pilot phase as 
validation for 

scalability 

 Pilot tests whether the service can actually be delivered,  

 Pilot tests whether processes work in reality versus theory,  

 Pilot tests internal competencies and readiness. 

Validation of internal fea-
sibility and readiness 

 Service pilots focus on the commercial approach and service processes, not 
only on technical functionality, 

 Pilot can involve end-to-end testing, including delivery and execution. 

Service piloting as 
broader than technical 

testing 

 Piloting can start with an MVP and be enhanced over time,  

 The purpose of piloting is to learn, improve, and refine the concept. 

Pilot as an iterative learn-
ing process 

 One pilot case is not enough to generate all the feedback, 

 Pilot feedback is often indirect and secondhand, limiting learning. 

Need for broader pilot 
learning 

 Feedback collection is often secondhand and not systematic,  

 There are no clear thresholds for how many pilots are enough before launch,  

 Pilot learning may remain in individual documents and not become shared 
knowledge. 

Weak formalization of pi-
lot evaluation and feed-

back 

 A scalable offering needs a clear and stable core,  

 The basic structure of the offering should stay unchanged across customers 
and regions,  

 Standardization supports repeatable processes, IT tools, and sales support 
materials,  

 Excessive flexibility makes scaling and internal communication more difficult,  

 In scale-up, the offering should be repeatable rather than continuously cus-
tomized. 

Repeatability through a 
standardized core 

Balancing stand-
ardization and 

adaptation 
 Each customer is unique, so some flexibility is needed,  

 Adaptation can happen by adding to the scope, but not removing the basic 
scope,  

 Pricing can be adapted through discounts, while the global list price remains 
fixed. 

Limited flexibility around 
the core 

 Adaptation may be needed because of local legislation, compliance, and ways 
of working,  

 Adaptation may also be needed to match customer equipment and remaining 
lifetime expectations. 

Context-based adapta-
tion across regions and 

cases 

 Sales helps identify early adopters and pilot customers,  

 Development teams depend on sales to access customers,  

 Frontline sales help arrange meetings and introduce customers,  

 Pilot opportunities may require repeated internal follow-up and pushing. 

Sales as a mechanism for 
pilot access 

Sales as an ena-
bler of pilot and 

scale-up 

 Sales needs to see the offering as a sales enabler, 

 Without sales involvement, pilot execution becomes difficult due to limited 
customer access. 

Sales-side legitimacy and 
buy-in 

 Scale-up requires a systematic sales process,  

 The offering needs to be included in the pipeline and sales discussions,  

 Scale-up involves repeated sales meetings across countries. 

Sales-side diffusion in the 
scale-up phase 

 The concept needs to be sold internally through multiple meetings and com-
munication,  

 Webinars and product/service introductions help spread awareness inter-
nally. 

Internal selling and sales 
awareness building 

 Opportunities may be lost when sales involvement is weak or delayed,  

 Promising offerings may stall if sales do not understand, prioritize, or promote 
them. 

Weak sales engagement 
as a constraint 

 Scalability requires logistics, workshop capacity, pricing structures, data visi-
bility, tools, and instructions,  

Operational infrastruc-
ture for repeated delivery 
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 More room and broader workshop capability are needed as volume grows,  

 Logistics capabilities are needed to handle returned parts systematically,  

 Operational instructions and standardized guidelines are needed for con-
sistent execution. 

Operational re-
configuration 
for scale-up 

 Automation is a critical enabler for scale-up,  

 Manual steps increase workload and the risk of error. 

Automation and reduc-
tion of manual depend-

ency 

 Some service offerings require new tools, safety practices, and training,  

 Global scale-up requires capabilities across locations, workshops, and field 
services. 

Capability development 
for operational scalability 

 During the pilot, activities can be handled by a small group of individuals,  

 In scale-up, execution cannot depend on the original development team. 

Shift away from person-
dependent execution 

 Local units and local sales teams need to know what to do,  

 Clear processes, responsibilities, and ways of working are needed,  

 Otherwise, the service offering lead becomes a bottleneck. 

Shift toward process-de-
pendent execution 

 Scale-up has not been defined in great detail,  

 Formal development processes typically end at launch,  

 Scale-up has not been embedded in the process like piloting,  

 There are no agreed or written boundaries between pilot and scale-up. 

Weak formalization of 
the scale-up phase 

Organizational 
constraints in 

scale-up 

 Ownership after pilot and launch is often unclear,  

 There is no dedicated solution owner in operations,  

 The original creator may remain responsible during operations,  

 The process should clearly define who is involved in different stages. 

Unclear ownership after 
handover 

 Different parts of the organization may have conflicting goals,  

 Inventory optimization can conflict with the requirements of value-added ser-
vice delivery. 

Misalignment between 
organizational priorities 

 Centralized decision-making is systematic but slow,  

 Projects need supporting research and materials before decisions are made. 

Slow and centralized in-
ternal decision-making 

 Regulation and taxation can limit implementation in some countries and re-
gions. 

 Differences in local operational capabilities and infrastructure can limit ser-
vice implementation across locations. 

External and location-
specific constraints 

 Adoption is not mandatory for local teams, 

 Local actors may ignore the new method and continue working as before. 

Voluntary rather than en-
forced adoption 

 Scale-up requires a systematic process of internal engagement and deploy-
ment,  

 Internal deployment includes awareness creation, training, and sales support 
materials, supporting materials may need local adaptation and translation,  

 The offering needs to be enabled through supply chains and geographical ex-
tension. 

Structured internal de-
ployment after launch 

Internal deploy-
ment and capa-
bility building 

 Written material alone is not enough,  

 People need training and support, not only documentation,  

 Deployment also requires discussions during handover and practical support. 

Active training and imple-
mentation support 

 The organization needs to build service capabilities in different locations glob-
ally,  

 Skilled people are needed in workshops, field services, and other operational 
roles,  

 Scale-up may require upskilling of a wide group of people. 

Capability building across 
locations 

 Geographical rollout happens gradually from one location to another,  

 Scale-up may involve adding delivery centers and extending to different prod-
uct reference types and locations. 

Coordinated geographical 
expansion 

 Standardized processes, supporting materials, and capabilities help the offer-
ing be used consistently across teams and locations. 

 Written instructions alone are not enough; training and implementation sup-
port are needed. 

Structures supporting re-
peated execution in de-

ployment 
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4 Findings 

4.1 Service Development Process in the Case Company 

In the case company, a dedicated team handles the development processes of new ser-

vice-related ideas. This team is responsible for organizing, evaluating, and adding these 

ideas into structured offerings. The team works with different types of development 

paths depending on the nature of the idea. 

 

Service ideas are typically developed through three main types of processes. The first 

type follows a structured and stage-based development path, and is typically used for 

product-based service offering development, beginning with idea evaluation and con-

cept development, followed by business and project planning, and continuing with tech-

nical and commercial development. This process leads to a broader launch of the offer-

ing and includes post-launch evaluation and lifecycle management to support continu-

ous improvement. The second type of process is more iterative and customer-oriented, 

typically used to develop service-based offerings. It starts with identifying customer 

needs and assessing the feasibility of the concept, followed by the development of a 

high-level plan and business case. The concept is then tested through a minimum viable 

solution with selected customers. Based on these pilot experiences, the offering is fur-

ther developed, gradually expanded to additional regions, and refined over time. The 

third approach focuses on structuring and packaging existing service activities into more 

standardized and sellable offerings. In this case, the emphasis is on making services eas-

ier to deliver, replicate, and scale across different customer contexts (Case Company, 

n.d.-b). 

 

For this study, the empirical data are mainly based on the experience of individuals work-

ing within this offering development context. The interviewees are directly involved in 

these development processes and have hands-on experience in activities related to ser-

vice development, commercialization, and scaling. To also include other perspectives, 

such as the sales viewpoint, two additional interviewees were selected from other teams. 
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These individuals have been involved in service development projects for several years 

and were able to provide insights from different roles within the organization. This com-

bination of roles provides a relevant basis for examining how new service offerings are 

developed and scaled within the case company. 

 

4.2 Empirical Findings (Themes from Interviews) 

4.2.1 Theme 1: Pilot phase as validation for scalability 

A clear pattern in the interviews is that the pilot phase is not seen as only a technical 

test. In the context of service offerings, the pilot is used to test several issues before 

broader rollout. These include customer value, commercial feasibility, internal readiness, 

and the practical ability of the organization to deliver the offer. In this sense, the pilot 

phase functions as an early validation stage that helps the company understand whether 

the offering is realistic and scalable beyond the initial concept stage. 

 

One important finding in the interviews is that piloting service offerings differs from pi-

loting physical products. In service concepts, the focus is not mainly on technical func-

tionality. Instead, the pilot is used to test the commercial approach and the service pro-

cesses behind the offering. One interviewee described this distinction very clearly: 

 

“With the service concepts, it's quite different than if you have a physical product 
that you are piloting, with the physical products, you would pilot the actual tech-
nical product capabilities. But when we are working with the services, we would 
like to pilot the commercial approach and also the service processes.” (Interviewee 
1) 

 

The interviews also show that the pilot phase is often iterative. Rather than starting with 

a fully developed solution, teams may begin with a minimum viable version (MVP) and 

then improve it over time based on experience. This is especially visible in service con-

cept development, where the organization has more room to adjust the commercial 
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logic or the supporting processes than it would have with a physical product design. As 

the interviewee continued: 

 

“We have different iterative cycles in the process, and also, this piloting is some-
thing that we can also do iteratively. So we can pilot first like a minimum viable 
product, but then we can enhance it over time.” (Interviewee 1) 

 

The interviews suggest that in service settings, the pilot phase is not always clearly de-

fined as a single, fixed stage. Rather than referring to one fixed activity, piloting may 

involve different objects of validation. In some cases, the focus is on testing the commer-

cial approach and how the concept is introduced and discussed with customers, while in 

other cases, the pilot is understood more broadly as an end-to-end test that also includes 

actual delivery and execution. This makes piloting in service offerings more ambiguous 

than in traditional product contexts, because different parts of the concept may be vali-

dated at different times. As a result, the pilot phase may stretch over a longer period, 

and the boundary between piloting and launch may remain less clearly defined. 

 

A further important point is that the pilot is also used to validate market interest and 

customer willingness to pay. The interviews suggest that even a promising service idea 

must still prove that customers see value in it and are willing to buy it. One interviewee 

explained the pilot phase as a way to evaluate demand, value proposition, and commer-

cial feasibility from the customer viewpoint: 

 

“In my point of view, one primary goal was to test the market interest. So customer 
willingness to pay, customer value, present this concept to the customer, explain 
how it works, explain the pricing, because that's what customers many times ask 
about.” (Interviewee 2) 

 

In addition, the interviews suggest that trusting a single pilot case may not be enough to 

generate strong learning. One interviewee emphasized the importance of conducting 

multiple pilot cases in order to gain a wider range of feedback and reduce uncertainty:  
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“It's important to do a pilot not only with one customer because you can't maybe 
receive all the feedback and answers to the questions you have.” (Interviewee 5) 

 

Beyond market validation, the interviews also emphasize the importance of internal fea-

sibility. At the same time, the pilot is also used to test whether the service can actually 

be delivered in practice. The interviews show that this internal side of piloting is just as 

important as the market side. If the company faces major difficulties in delivering even 

a limited pilot version, this may indicate deeper challenges for future scale-up. As one 

interviewee put it: 

 

“Then the other angle, more internally looking, is whether we can actually deliver 
this kind of service? Is it feasible to do?” (Interviewee 2) 

 

In this way, the pilot functions not only as proof of concept, but also as proof of opera-

bility. One interviewee explained this directly: 

 

“I would say it's about internal readiness, it's about being able to see whether the 
processes work in reality versus theory, or about internal competencies, whether, 
for example, our field service engineers or any others” (Interviewee 6) 

 

The interviews also suggest that the pilot phase plays an important role in organizational 

learning. Rather than serving as a final confirmation step, the pilot is used to detect mis-

takes, refine the concept, and improve the service before wider launch. This strengthens 

the view that the pilot is an active learning stage rather than a simple checkpoint. One 

interviewee summarized this very directly: 

 

“The purpose of the piloting is to learn. So, to learn, does it work? Do we need to 
change or improve it based on the customer feedback or the feedback from the 
organization?” (Interviewee 1) 

 

At the same time, the interviews also reveal a practical consequence of this ambiguity in 

current pilot practices. Although the organization has a structured process for service 
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concept development, the boundary between the piloting and launch phases is not clear. 

One interviewee explained that the process gives general guidance, but does not define 

how many pilots are enough before an offering is considered ready for launch: 

 

“That we have a process which tells us what should be done, but we don't have any 
thresholds on how many pilots need to be done for us to say that this is ready for 
launch.” (Interviewee 6) 

 

The interviews also suggest that customer feedback collection during the pilot phase is 

not always systematic. In some cases, feedback reaches the development team only in-

directly through sales teams or written comments, rather than through direct customer 

interviews. This weakens the learning value of the pilot and makes the evaluation less 

robust: 

 

“We only get some feedback in writing or an email, or somebody says something, 
but we are not necessarily interviewing the customer to get the direct feedback. So 
it's all secondhand kind of feedback.” (Interviewee 6) 

 

A similar concern appears in another interview, where feedback from pilots was de-

scribed as something that is not always collected or made visible in a systematic way. In 

that account, pilot learning may remain in individual documents or within the knowledge 

of specific managers instead of becoming shared organizational knowledge. This sug-

gests that the challenge is not only collecting feedback, but also making it accessible and 

usable beyond the immediate project team. 

 

“We don't gather feedback that often, and if product managers gather, maybe they 
have it somewhere in their documents somewhere, but it's not available for every-
body.” (Interviewee 5) 

 

The interviews show that the pilot phase acts as an important preparation step for future 

scalability.  It helps validate key dimensions such as customer value, feasibility, and in-

ternal readiness, while also giving the organization a chance to refine the service concept 
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before broader rollout. The findings indicate that the company needs clearer evaluation 

criteria for pilot projects and systematic customer feedback practices to improve this 

pilot phase. Taken together, the data suggest that the pilot phase functions more than a 

proof of concept but also as a proof of value, feasibility, and organizational readiness. 

 

4.2.2 Theme 2: Balancing standardization and adaptation 

The interviews suggest that scalable service offerings require both standardization and 

flexibility, and they show that scalability depends on balancing standardization with con-

trolled flexibility rather than relying on either extreme. 

 

4.2.2.1 Standardized core for repeatability 

An important point in the interviews is that a scalable service offering needs a clear and 

stable core. The basic structure of the offering should stay unchanged to make it easier 

to repeat the offering across different customers and regions. Moreover, having a fixed 

core helps the project team to communicate the offering internally more effectively and 

develop it through shared processes and tools in the organization. One interviewee ex-

plained that some elements must remain standardized so that repeatable processes, IT 

tools, and sales support materials can be built around the offering: 

 

“There are certain elements which are standardized ... but we also need to have 
some things which can be kind of adopted based on the customer. All of the cus-
tomer installations are a bit unique, so there needs to be a bit of flexibility, but still, 
I think it needs to be standardized so that we can repeat it. We can build the pro-
cesses, IT tools, and sales supporting materials in a good, scalable way.” (Inter-
viewee 1) 

 

Another interviewee confirmed the same logic and emphasized that the core of the of-

fering must remain intact, even if the offer is delivered as a package of service and prod-

uct. They believe that excessive flexibility makes scaling and internal communication 
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more difficult. If too many parts of the offering can change, it becomes unclear what 

exactly should be delivered and how different teams should work with it: 

 

“The product and the basic building blocks of parts and field services were the core 
thing, and also the packages that we have defined for the customer. [We] offer 
something that they cannot pick up just a few things from there.” (Interviewee 7) 

 

The importance of a stable core is also evident from a sales perspective. A standard offer 

makes it easier to prepare a service offer and present it repeatedly without redefining 

the scope in each customer case: 

 

“You don't have to wait for someone to customize an offer for a customer. You are 
giving the same offer to every customer, but this is your standard offer. So that was 
the core element to have this kind of budgetary offer available, which can be used 
frequently. And then the adaptable elements are the ones where each customer is 
unique.” (Interviewee 6) 

 

Finally, the data highlighted the importance of the fixed elements of service offerings in 

the scale-up phase and indicated that this phase requires a more stable core than the 

pilot phase. While the pilot may involve repeated iterations, when the company aims to 

run the project on a wider scale, the offering needs to be repeatable across different 

cases rather than continuously customized. 

 

“Once you are ready to scale up, the iterations will be less frequent ... mostly you 
want to be able to repeat it without having to customize it every time, because 
then what's the point of developing a service concept” (Interviewee 6) 

 

4.2.2.2 Controlled adaptation across contexts 

Although the interviews clearly emphasize the importance of a stable core, they also 

show that some adaptation remains necessary. However, this adaptation was not de-

scribed as open-ended. Instead, interviewees indicated that limited and controlled 

changes in selected elements are necessary while the core logic of the offering remains 
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fixed. One interviewee explained that the basic scope of the offering should stay un-

changed, but additional elements could still be added when needed. This shows that 

flexibility was introduced around the core rather than by changing the core itself: 

 

“Each customer is unique, so the needs will vary, and that's where you start kind of 
adding to the scope. We will not remove things from the basic scope because the 
basic is basic. It needs to be there, but you can keep on adding elements” (Inter-
viewee 6) 

 

Pricing was a clear element in the interviews that can be adapted. Participants explained 

that the price may need to be changed based on the conditions of the location where 

the pilot project is implemented. For example, in certain locations, it may be possible to 

offer parts or services at a lower price, or discounts may be applied. In other situations, 

the price of the product (components) may remain fixed, while the field service costs 

can differ depending on the local context. However, these changes are typically limited. 

They mainly depend on the specific conditions of the service offering and the location 

where the offer is provided: 

 

“We can change the price, for example, via the discounts, but we cannot change 
the global list price.” (Interviewee 1) 

 

Another interview supported the same point by showing that local sales teams could 

apply different discount levels without changing the underlying component price: 

 

“That is left to sales to [apply] their own discount policy [in] every sales region. 
With different discount levels, but we are not touching the price of the component 
because it's like individual solutions. Then it's up to sales that they give a discount 
level that they feel is good enough, not too much.” (Interviewee 4) 

 

The interviews also show that local adaptation is often necessary due to differences in 

operational and regional conditions, which means the components of the offering 
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should be adjusted accordingly. These conditions can include legislation, compliance re-

quirements, and local ways of working:  

 

“About local adaptation, there's usually the local legislation and kind of compliance 
depending on what you're doing, but that usually affects and needs to be consid-
ered, and maybe in some cases we should have been better to think about the local 
ways of working and culture and how to do it.” (Interviewee 7) 

 

Finally, the interviews show that adaptation may also take place within an otherwise 

standardized technical concept. In one case, a more differentiated structure had to be 

introduced so that the solution would better match customer equipment and remaining 

lifetime expectations: 

 

“We wanted to deliver only one material number, for example, but we were kind of 
guided to go for three different levels of the same material. The only difference is 
that the remaining expected lifetime for these materials is different, and matches 
the customer's equipment.” (Interviewee 3) 

 

Taken together, the findings show that scalability depends on defining a non-negotiable 

core that supports repeatability and communication, while allowing controlled adapta-

tion in selected elements. These adaptations typically relate to pricing, scope extensions, 

regional operating conditions, compliance requirements, and technical matching, but re-

main bounded by the core structure of the offering. 

 

4.2.3 Theme 3: Sales as an enabler of pilot and scale-up 

One of the clearest patterns in the interviews is the central role of sales in both the pilot 

phase and the scale-up phase. Across the data, sales teams were not described only as 

a channel for contacting customers. Instead, they appeared as a key mechanism that 

enables the whole process to move forward. The interviews suggest that without sales 

involvement, it becomes difficult to identify pilot customers, access customer discus-
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sions, collect market feedback, and spread the offering more broadly across the organi-

zation. In this sense, sales were not seen as a secondary support function, but as one of 

the main conditions for both early testing and later expansion.  

 

During the pilot phase, sales play a central role in identifying and reaching suitable pilot 

customers. The interviews show that development teams often depend on sales to ac-

cess customers and move pilot discussions forward. In some cases, this process begins 

with identifying supportive individuals within sales who are willing to help bring the con-

cept to the customer. As one interviewee explained: 

 

“I think it's very important to find these early adopters who will help us to find the 
pilot customers. So we need to have buy-in from our sales colleagues. So that to-
gether with our sales colleagues, we can then pitch the new thing and we get the 
feedback from the customers.” (Interviewee 1)  

 

Other interviews confirm the same point from a more operational angle. Customer ac-

cess depends heavily on the people who already own the customer relationship, and 

without their support, the pilot cannot proceed. One interviewee described this very 

directly: 

 

“The bandwidth from the parties that own the customer relationship, because 
without access to customers, we will not have a pilot that is for sure.” (Interviewee 
2)  

 

The interviews also show that sales involvement is needed not only in principle, but also 

in day-to-day pilot execution. In practice, teams often need close collaboration with 

frontline sales to identify potential customers, arrange meetings, and move the concept 

onto the customer table. One interviewee described how frontline sales helped promote 

the concept and introduce customers, while also noting that internal follow-up was 

sometimes needed to make these customer contacts actually happen: 
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“Sales, for example, [is] in touch with the customer and gets meetings with them, 
and we have also utilized [the meetings] in a way, managing the piloting phase 
that we have close collaboration with some of the people in the front line sales who 
can then basically promote or introduce customers to us” (Interviewee 7) 

 

This same interview also suggests that sales involvement does not happen automatically, 

and that pilot opportunities may require repeated follow-up and internal pushing before 

they move forward. In some cases, these opportunities are not easy wins and require 

repeated promotion in sales meetings before any real opening appears. 

 

Another important point in the data is that sales support depends partly on whether the 

new service is seen as useful for sales itself. One interviewee stated that the sales organ-

ization needs to see the offering as a sales enabler. If sales do not see value in the offering 

from its own perspective, it is less likely to support the pilot: 

 

“If you want to pilot with customers, we need to have sales organization on board. 
They need to see this [new offering as a] sales enabler for our company.” (Inter-
viewee 3)  

 

The central role of sales continues after the pilot phase, when the offering moves toward 

broader deployment. At this stage, the challenge is no longer only to find a few pilot 

customers. Instead, the development team needs to promote the offering and make it 

visible and actively promoted by sales actors across different regions and teams. The 

interviews suggest that this requires repeated internal engagement rather than ad hoc 

communication. In the scale-up phase, broader adoption depends on creating more sys-

tematic sales-side mechanisms through which the offering can enter everyday commer-

cial work. This included structured ways of managing leads, introducing the offering into 

the pipeline, and bringing it into regular sales discussions rather than leaving it depend-

ent on individual initiative alone. As one interviewee explained: 

 

“We need a systematic sales process. So, we would have a very systematic way to 
manage the leads or include the new offering into the pipeline, and then we would 
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have a database to approach ... we could systematically include the offering into 
the sales discussions.” (Interviewee 1) 

 

One interviewee described sales awareness as one of the biggest constraints in scale-up 

and stressed the need to build confidence to sell the offering. Another interview de-

scribed scale-up as a repeated series of sales meetings across countries, in which the 

concept is presented, feedback is gathered, and understanding is gradually built. This 

shows that scale-up is not simply an extension of the pilot, but also a process of internal 

diffusion:   

 

“After the pilot phase, we are going to scale up. Then it is all like a repeat of sales 
meetings ... going to each of those countries and presenting over there, getting 
their feedback and ensuring that they understand what we are proposing.” (Inter-
viewee 6) 

 

A related pattern appears in how the offering is introduced and spread internally across 

different teams in the organization. The interviews suggest that scale-up requires re-

peated internal communication and engagement, and development teams need to pre-

sent the concept multiple times so that local sales actors become familiar with it, build 

confidence in it, and are willing to bring it forward to customers actively. In this sense, 

scale-up also involves an internal selling process in which the concept must be discussed 

through several interactions before it gains traction. As one interviewee described:  

 

“So you need to convince them, sell [the idea] internally, in different sessions, then 
they will take it forward to the customer side. So I would say we need a lot of meet-
ings and communications.” (Interviewee 7) 

 

This indicates that sales-side diffusion of new offerings involves both informal, interac-

tion-based processes and more structured, organization-wide communication mecha-

nisms. The interviews also point to more formal internal communication mechanisms 

that support sales-side diffusion of the offering after the pilot phase. Rather than relying 
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only on one-to-one discussions, project teams may use recurring communication for-

mats to introduce the offering more broadly across the organization and strengthen sales 

awareness. One interviewee referred to webinars and regular product or service intro-

ductions as practical ways of spreading knowledge of new offerings beyond the original 

core team: 

 

“In the marine level, we do have these webinars where they are actually sharing 
the information of the new products [and services], and I think that's the really 
effective way, and in the sales proposal side, we do have either quarterly or more 
often sort of product [and service] introductions arranged” (Interviewee 9) 

 

At the same time, the interviews show clearly what happens when sales involvement is 

weak. Since identifying suitable pilot customers is often challenging, the level of sales 

engagement can significantly influence pilot outcomes. In one case, the lack of sales 

awareness about the customer was described as a major constraint. The interviewee 

explained that opportunities were missed because the relevant salesperson did not re-

spond in time: 

 

“You don't want to have hundreds of opportunities, and when you know you have 
a good one, you really want to make sure you don't lose the opportunity. We've 
lost opportunities to pilot because the sales guy just didn't answer ... and then, too 
late, we missed the shot” (Interviewee 4) 

 

Beyond individual missed opportunities, the interviews suggest that identifying suitable 

pilot customers is itself a structural challenge. Development teams typically rely on sales 

actors who own the customer relationships, and therefore, access to pilot cases depends 

on how actively these actors recognize, prioritize, and follow up on potential opportuni-

ties. As a result, even promising concepts may fail to progress if sales attention is limited 

or delayed. This indicates that pilot execution is not only supported by sales involvement 

but fundamentally dependent on it. Together, these accounts show that even a promis-

ing offering may stall if sales do not understand it, prioritize it, or feel comfortable using 

it. 
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Overall, the interviews show that sales involvement serves as a central enabling mecha-

nism across both the pilot and scale-up phases. During the pilot phase, sales helps iden-

tify pilot customers, initiate customer discussions, and gather market feedback. During 

the scale-up phase, sales support commercial diffusion by helping the offering gain visi-

bility, legitimacy, and uptake among customer-facing actors across regions. Thus, the 

findings reveal that sales can act as a key internal mechanism and not only a route to the 

market, and also can help the new service offerings gain visibility, internal traction, and 

broader commercial uptake across customer-facing units. 

 

4.2.4 Theme 4: Operational reconfiguration for scale-up 

Another clear finding from the interviews is that scale-up does not happen simply by 

launching the offering or presenting it to the market. Instead, the data show that broader 

scaling also requires changes in operational capabilities, logistics, systems, and internal 

processes. In other words, an offering does not become scalable only because customers 

are interested in it or because sales teams are willing to promote it. It also needs a de-

livery system that can support higher volumes and repeated execution across different 

locations and countries. 

 

4.2.4.1 Operational readiness and infrastructure 

The interviews suggest that a service offering is not truly scalable unless the operational 

system behind it is prepared to support it in practice. This preparation includes logistics 

processes, workshop capacity, pricing structures, data visibility, operational instructions, 

and supporting tools. Without these elements, the offering may still work in a pilot set-

ting, but it becomes much harder to repeat it reliably at a broader scale. 

One interviewee explained that as the service grows, the organization needs more phys-

ical room, stronger workshop capability, and clearer internal instructions and standard-

ized operational guidelines (e.g., clear work instructions and process cards) to handle 

the larger volume of returned parts and reconditioning work:  
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“… we need to have more room because there will be more parts in our system and 
then the capabilities also needed to be very wide and ensured in the workshop or-
ganization ... So we need to create very clear cards for our work of organization 
that they can do the recognitions according to the rules, systems, and designs, not 
as they have possibly used to do before.” (Interviewee 3) 

 

A similar picture appears in another interview, where scale-up was described as requir-

ing a more systematic operational backbone. This included data visibility, pricing capa-

bility, logistics handling for returned parts, and even concrete operational tools such as 

boxes and instructions for returning the spare parts. The same interview also empha-

sized that workshop instructions are part of making the process repeatable, not just 

technically possible. This is important because it shows that scalability also depends on 

operational consistency.  

 

“We would need to have a systematic data approach ... [for] code resolution trans-
parency to identify [spare parts] for engines. Then we have the pricing capabilities. 
There is a systematic process to develop or set up the pricing. Then we have all of 
the logistics capabilities built in so that our logistics centers have a systematic way 
to take care of returned parts. Then they have built even these physical [capabili-
ties].” (Interviewee 1) 

 

The interviews also show that operational infrastructure becomes especially important 

when parts of the service are still handled manually. One interviewee explained that au-

tomation is critical and increases the efficiency of expanding the project, and manual 

steps can increase both workload and the risk of error. The same interview gave concrete 

examples, such as service fee calculation and feasibility checks, which still depended on 

manual work and individual expertise. This suggests that operational readiness is not 

only about people and facilities, and the developing technological infrastructures can 

reduce the reliance on manual work. 

 

“One critical enabler for the scale up is this high level of automation because if we 
have these manual steps that need to be taken by individual people, that not only 
increases the workload obviously, but also increases the risk of error.” (Interviewee 
2) 
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The interviews also suggest that scaling more complex offerings may require significant 

capability development across locations. One interviewee highlighted that new service 

concepts may demand new tools, safety practices, and training across workshops and 

field services: 

 

“It requires a lot of capabilities, new tools, and training in this competence ... about 
new fuel, new safety measures, new safety trainings, and all kinds of different as-
pects that go along with that.” (Interviewee 8) 

 

This indicates that operational scalability depends not only on replicating existing capa-

bilities but also on developing new ones that support the delivery of more complex ser-

vice offerings. In some accounts, operational readiness was also linked to geographical 

scale-up. In one interview, global availability was described as an essential service capa-

bility in different locations, and it needs broader upskilling across workshops and field 

services. This highlights that operational readiness extends beyond the central level and 

must also be established in local delivery contexts. 

 

At the same time, local operational units may not always be ready to support the new 

service model at a larger scale. For example, parts operations in different locations were 

not necessarily used to handle the increased volume of returned components required 

by the new process. This suggests that operational scalability also depends on whether 

local units are practically prepared to absorb higher execution volumes. 

 

4.2.4.2 From person-dependent to process-dependent execution 

The second sub-theme concerns the shift from person-dependent execution to process-

dependent execution. The interviews show that during the pilot phase, many activities 

can be handled by a small group of individuals. However, this model becomes difficult to 

sustain once the offering begins to spread more broadly. In the scale-up phase, local 

teams and operational actors need clearer processes, responsibilities, and ways of work-

ing so that execution does not depend too heavily on the original development team. 
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One interview described this point very directly by arguing that ways of working should 

be designed from the beginning so that local units and operational actors know what to 

do when providing the service. Otherwise, the service offering lead may become a bot-

tleneck during scale-up: 

 

“It's very important that from the very beginning we create ways of working and 
processes that are not dependent on the development team ... so that the local 
units and local sales teams, as local coordination management, can know what to 
do when it comes to providing this service.” (Interviewee 2) 

 

This highlights that, while multiple functions may be involved, scalable execution re-

quires clearly defined operational roles and responsibilities. This is reinforced by another 

insight, which explains that once the concept moves into a broader global setup, the 

development team can no longer be involved in every case. At that point, it becomes 

essential that stakeholders know what to do, where to act, and how the process should 

run. The same interview added that this requires more background work during scale-

up, particularly to ensure role clarity and consistent practices across cases. This suggests 

that process design is not a follow-up activity, but a precondition for scalable execution. 

  

“When it comes to the global setup, the development team cannot be involved in 
all the cases, and it needs to be clear to all the stakeholders. That's how it goes ... 
So definitely need to pay a lot more attention to [the] capabilities and resource 
reconfiguration, so that people know what to do ...” (Interviewee 7) 

 

This reinforces the idea that scale-up depends on execution models that can function 

beyond the original development team. Once an offering moves beyond the pilot stage, 

local actors need sufficiently clear routines, responsibilities, and process steps so that 

delivery can be repeated without constant intervention from the original developers. In 

this sense, process-dependent execution is a practical operational requirement for scale-

up, not only a matter of formal organization. This challenge becomes even more visible 

when execution still depends on manual coordination and individual expertise, particu-

larly as volumes increase. 
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The interviews show that scale-up requires more than commercial rollout. It depends on 

building operational infrastructure and moving from person-dependent execution to-

ward process-dependent execution. A service offering becomes more scalable when lo-

gistics, workshop processes, pricing mechanisms, tools, and instructions support re-

peated delivery, and when delivery can be carried out consistently across cases without 

heavy dependence on a limited number of original developers. These findings suggest 

that long-term scalability depends strongly on the organization’s ability to build robust 

and repeatable operational support around the offering. 

 

4.2.5 Theme 5: Organizational constraints in scale-up 

A more analytical pattern in the interviews is that the quality of the service offering itself 

does not mainly constrain scale-up. Instead, several challenges appear after launch, 

when the organization needs to take the offering forward. These challenges are not tech-

nical in nature, but organizational. The interviews suggest that scale-up becomes difficult 

when ownership is unclear, processes are not fully defined beyond launch, and different 

parts of the organization operate under partially conflicting goals. 

 

One of the clearest findings is that the scale-up phase itself is not yet fully formalized. 

The organization has a structured process for developing and launching service offerings, 

but the steps that follow launch are less clearly defined. One interviewee explained that 

the formal process typically ends at the launch stage, and that scale-up has not been 

described in much detail: 

 

“I think scale-up is something that has not been defined in great detail. So our of-
fering development processes typically end in the launch phase, so launch is typi-
cally the last phase” (Interviewee 1) 

 

A similar observation appears in another interview, where the interviewee pointed out 

that scaling has not been embedded in the process in the same way as piloting. In par-
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ticular, there are no clearly defined intermediate stages, such as limited releases or re-

gion-based rollouts. This suggests that although the organization knows how to move 

from idea to launch, it has less clarity on how to expand an offering systematically after 

that point. 

 

“We have never embedded [scale up] in our new service concept development pro-
cess.” (Interviewee 8) 

 

A second important issue concerns ownership after the pilot and launch phases. The 

interviews suggest that even when a service offering moves forward into operations, it 

is not always clear who holds full responsibility for it. One interviewee emphasized that 

scale-up cannot be handled by a single service offering lead, which implies the need for 

broader ownership across the organization. However, other interviews show that the 

ownership of the new projects is not handed over correctly in real situations. A similar 

issue appears in relation to solution ownership after handover. In one case, although the 

process had formally moved into operations, there was still no dedicated owner for the 

solution in the operations organization. As a result, the original creator continued to be 

the owner of the offering: 

 

“There is no dedicated person or team that is taking the role to be like a solution 
owner in our operations because we don't have that kind of system. So whoever is 
the grandfather, grandmother, for any solution, they will continue to become the 
owner during operation states as well.” (Interviewee 3) 

 

This suggests that formal handover does not automatically create the ownership of the 

project in later phases and highlights an important gap between formal process steps 

and actual responsibilities in practice. 

 

“You should have the process really clear who is involved in different stages.” (In-
terviewee 5) 
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Beyond ownership, the interviews also reveal tensions between different organizational 

goals. One interview provided an example of this issue. In that case, the service concept 

required maintaining sufficient spare part availability to support customer reservations, 

while inventory management policies aimed to minimize stock levels and reduce capital 

tied up in inventory. Because of different approaches, there was a conflict among the 

project team and other departments. 

 

“The main limiting factor when it comes to scaling for this particular concept is our 
own inventory management policies because here we have a bit of a contradic-
tion ... On one hand, we want to optimize our stock levels, but on the other hand, 
we would want to provide this kind of value-added service.” (Interviewee 2) 

 

This highlights that scale-up challenges are not always about the offering itself. Even 

when a service is well designed and there is clear demand, internal misalignment be-

tween teams can still hold back its expansion. This tension shows a deeper misalignment 

between the logic of the service offering and the existing operational situation in the 

organization. Providing a new service offer for customers usually needs more availability 

or flexibility in the processes, but existing processes and teams’ procedures are typically 

designed to be more focused on efficiency and cost reduction. Thus, the offer developers 

should not just think about designing a better service offer, but also need to take into 

account the different priorities of various teams, which can be more critical in the scale-

up phase. Without such alignment, the organization may face structural limitations in 

scaling otherwise viable service concepts. 

 

The interviews also point to centralized approvals and slow decision-making as a further 

constraint. One interviewee explained that decision-making in the central organization 

is systematic, and it slows down the projects. Moreover, the project managers need to 

provide enough research, presentations, and supporting materials before decisions and 

confirmations, which can delay progress. At the same time, receiving units may not yet 

be fully prepared to support the new process at a larger volume: 
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“In central organization, the decision making is systematic, but it also means that 
it's slow.” (Interviewee 3) 

 

In addition to internal organizational limitations, the interviews also highlight external 

and location-specific constraints that may limit the scalability of certain service concepts. 

In some cases, regulation and taxation make the offering difficult to implement in spe-

cific regions and countries. This means that even when a service concept is technically 

and commercially suitable, its geographical expansion may still be constrained by the 

regulatory and institutional context of particular markets, sometimes requiring the or-

ganization to modify the offer or use an alternative model. 

 

Finally, the interviews indicate that adoption itself is not automatic after launch. New 

ways of working often need to be introduced repeatedly before they become part of 

everyday practice. One interviewee described how scale-up requires repetition across 

the organization to familiarize people with the new service offering, especially when the 

new approach is not mandatory for local teams, and they can adopt the new method or 

ignore the idea and work as before. 

 

“The constraint can be that if they don't get [the idea], just like you know, they 
don't use it, and in [the case company], nobody needs to do it, as we said, it's an 
option for them.” (Interviewee 7) 

 

This means that scale-up progress is related to the voluntary behavior of individual ac-

tors and is not fully driven by formal structures or mandatory processes. As a result, 

expansion may happen gradually across the organization. 

 

Overall, the findings show that scale-up is not constrained only by the characteristics of 

the service concept itself, but also by the organizational conditions surrounding it. In 

particular, the scale-up phase remains only partially formalized, ownership after launch 

is often unclear, and different parts of the organization may operate under conflicting 

priorities. In addition, centralized decision-making and non-mandatory adoption further 
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slow down the expansion of new service offerings. Taken together, these findings sug-

gest that successful scale-up depends on clearer governance structures, more explicitly 

defined post-launch processes, and stronger alignment across organizational units. 

 

4.2.6 Theme 6: Internal deployment and capability building 

A final pattern emerging from the interviews is that long-term scalability depends on the 

organization’s ability to deploy a service offering internally in a structured way. In the 

data, scale-up was not described as a single event that follows launch. Instead, it ap-

peared as an ongoing process through which the offering is introduced, supported, and 

gradually embedded across the organization. This process includes internal deployment, 

training, implementation support, capability building, and geographical rollout. In this 

sense, scalability is achieved not only through designing a strong offering but through 

building systematic processes to make it available for use by different units and locations. 

 

One interview described this particularly clearly by emphasizing the need for stronger 

internal deployment practices. In that account, scale-up requires deliberate effort to en-

sure that the offering becomes visible, understandable, and usable across the organiza-

tion. The same interview also identified the main elements that support this deployment 

work. These include awareness creation, training, locally adaptable supporting materials, 

and geographical extension through supply chains. These elements describe how the 

offering is carried forward after launch and made applicable in different contexts:  

 

“We should have a very systematic process of internal engagement and deploy-
ment. This could include awareness, creation, training, and excellent sales support-
ing materials. Also adapt locally if there is some need, for example, to translate the 
content ... systematically enable the new offering via the different supply chains 
and geographical extension.” (Interviewee 1)  

 

The interviews also suggest that internal deployment cannot rely on passive communi-

cation alone. Preparing some materials and providing them to the involved teams does 
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not create enough understanding for people to use them. Instead, there is a need for 

active training and implementation support across the organization to ensure people 

have the same understanding of the offer and use it where it is applicable.  

 

“We have something written somewhere, and then you just push it out and ... you 
maybe need to do training and so on, you can't think that people will read some-
thing somewhere.” (Interviewee 5) 

 

In addition, the interviews suggest that effective deployment also requires ongoing im-

plementation support rather than one-time training. In some accounts, this involved 

more interactive forms of engagement beyond written documentation, such as discus-

sions during handover and training that help local teams clarify how the concept should 

be applied in practice. This indicates that deployment is not only about transferring 

knowledge, but also about supporting its application in practice over time. It also sug-

gests the value of feedback channels that allow experiences from local implementation 

to be captured and shared beyond individual teams.  

 

Building training and capability also emerged as a key element of internal deployment. 

The interviews suggest that to scale up a service offering, the company often needs to 

develop skills in multiple locations, especially when delivery depends on workshops, 

field services, or other operational roles. This means that deployment is not only about 

sharing information, but also about enabling execution in practice:  

 

“We also need to build the service capabilities in different locations globally, and 
this may sometimes be very complex. If you need to have skilled people in the dif-
ferent workshops or via the field services, it may also require upskilling of a wide 
group of people as well.” (Interviewee 1)  

 

Geographical rollout is another important part of long-term scalability. The interviews 

show that expansion often happens step by step, and it starts from one location and 

gradually extends to other regions and offices as the concept becomes more understood 

and established: 
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“Some improvements are needed to be done ... the scale up also means that we 
have added slow delivery centers after careful examination ... to scale up to differ-
ent PRTS (product reference types) and also to different geographical locations.” 
(Interviewee 3) 

 

Finally, the interviews suggest that internal deployment can be supported by processes 

and tools that make the offering easier to deliver consistently at a larger scale. These 

tools include standardized processes, supporting materials, and capabilities that help the 

offering be applied across teams and locations. This suggests that deployment does not 

happen through communication alone, but also requires structures that support re-

peated execution. 

 

The interviews show that long-term scalability is built through internal deployment ra-

ther than through launch alone. A service offering becomes scalable when the organiza-

tion systematically introduces it, supports its use, develops the necessary capabilities, 

and extends it across regions in a coordinated way. Therefore, the findings suggest that 

scale-up is best understood as an ongoing organizational deployment process that re-

quires not only communication and training, but also continuous support, capability de-

velopment, and coordinated geographical expansion. 

 

This chapter showed that scaling up a new service offering in the case company is a com-

plex process with various aspects that need to be considered. The findings highlighted 

the importance of the pilot phase, the need to define a stable core while allowing some 

adaptation, the central role of sales, the need for operational readiness, the effect of 

organizational conditions, and the importance of internal deployment across locations 

and teams. Together, these findings show that several interrelated factors inside the or-

ganization shape service scale-up. The next chapter will discuss these findings in relation 

to the previous literature and the theoretical background of the study. 
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5 Discussion and Conclusion 

This study was conducted to answer the following research question: How do industrial 

organizations leverage specific mechanisms and capabilities to achieve the long-term 

scalability of new service offerings across units or regions? The findings of this study 

suggest that the long-term scalability of new service offerings in industrial organizations 

is not created by launch alone and cannot be explained as a simple continuation of ser-

vice development. Instead, the results show that scalability is built through the align-

ment of several interrelated organizational elements over time. This view is consistent 

with recent literature that distinguishes scaling from simple growth and shows that scal-

ing goes beyond expansion in size, as it involves organizational changes and better per-

formance outcomes (Coviello et al., 2024; Palmié et al., 2023). It also supports earlier 

work showing that scaling unfolds through a set of interrelated organizational challenges 

and coordination demands (Tippmann, Ambos, et al., 2023), as well as more general 

complexities and interdependencies in service growth (Carman and Langeard, 1980). 

The present study adds a more practice-based and process-oriented explanation of how 

these conditions are built inside an industrial organization. 

 

A first important finding is that the pilot phase plays a broader role in service scale-up 

than much of the existing literature has made explicit. Previous studies suggest that de-

ployment and scaling require organizational support, as well as processes of learning and 

adaptation beyond the initial idea stage (Di Pietro et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2019). The 

findings of this study support that view, but they also show more clearly that, in service 

contexts, piloting is not limited to testing technical functionality. Instead, it is used to 

validate customer value, willingness to pay, commercial logic, internal feasibility, and the 

organization’s practical ability to deliver the service. In this sense, the pilot phase func-

tions not only as proof of concept, but also as proof of value, proof of operability, and 

proof of organizational readiness. This refines prior literature by showing that important 

conditions for scalability are already examined before launch, rather than emerging only 

during later deployment stages. The findings therefore suggest that long-term scalability 

begins to form earlier than is often assumed in service innovation research. 
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At the same time, the findings show that pilot learning is not automatically systematic. 

Prior literature has emphasized the role of organizational learning in supporting service 

innovation and servitization processes (Gomes et al., 2021; Parida et al., 2014). The pre-

sent study supports this general idea, but it also shows that learning during pilots may 

remain incomplete if customer feedback is indirect, fragmented, or stored only within 

individual documents or project teams. This point is important because it shows that 

pilot learning contributes to scale-up only when the organization has mechanisms to 

capture, document, and distribute what is learned. In other words, conducting pilot 

cases is not enough on its own. The organization also needs to make pilot knowledge 

visible and reusable beyond the immediate project context. This extends prior literature 

by showing that pilot-based validation in service settings is not only about testing the 

offering, but also about building organizational learning structures that support later 

rollout. It also echoes wider scaling literature arguing that scale-up in complex settings 

involves addressing organizational and system-level conditions, rather than simply re-

peating an idea across contexts (Greenhalgh and Papoutsi, 2019). 

 

A second major finding concerns the relationship between standardization and adapta-

tion. Existing literature suggests that scaling in servitization contexts involves a tension 

between replication and adaptation to local contexts (Di Pietro et al., 2018; Kohtamäki 

et al., 2020; Tippmann, Monaghan, et al., 2023). The findings of this study support this 

argument, but they also make it more concrete by showing how this tension is managed 

in practice. The data suggest that a scalable service offering needs a stable and clearly 

defined core, because repeatability depends on having a shared offering structure 

around which processes, tools, pricing logic, communication, and sales support can be 

built. Moreover, complete rigidity is not realistic in service settings, because some ele-

ments still need to be adjusted to customer conditions, regional practices, legislation, 

compliance requirements, or technical fit. The findings, therefore, refine the standardi-

zation–adaptation debate by showing that scalability depends less on choosing one side 

of this tension and more on defining which parts of the offering must remain fixed and 

which parts can vary in a controlled way. In this sense, the study moves the literature 
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from a broad discussion of standardization versus adaptation toward a more practical 

understanding of how bounded adaptation can be built around a repeatable core. 

 

A third and especially important finding is the central role of sales in enabling both pilot-

ing and broader scale-up. While the existing literature on service deployment and ser-

vitization highlights issues such as adoption and handover (Wang et al., 2019) as well as 

customer interaction in service delivery (Baines and Lightfoot, 2013), it has given less 

direct attention to sales as a distinct internal mechanism in service scale-up. In contrast, 

the findings of this study show that sales are not simply the final commercial channel 

through which a developed offering reaches customers. Rather, sales act as a central 

enabling mechanism throughout the scale-up process. During piloting, sales help the 

project team to identify suitable pilot customers, open customer discussions, and create 

access to real testing opportunities. After piloting, sales become equally important for 

broader diffusion, because the offering must gain internal legitimacy, visibility, and ac-

ceptance among customer-facing actors before wider market rollout can happen. This 

suggests that scale-up includes an internal commercialization process in which the offer-

ing first needs to be understood, accepted, and promoted inside the organization before 

it can be sold more broadly outside it. 

 

This is one of the more novel contributions of the study. Prior literature has addressed 

service-related organizational configurations (Gebauer et al., 2008), implementation 

mechanisms (Wang et al., 2019), and learning processes in servitization (Parida et al., 

2014), but it has not clearly indicated sales-side involvement as a core mechanism of 

long-term scalability. Accordingly, the present findings extend existing literature by 

showing that a promising service concept may fail to scale not because it lacks customer 

value, but because the organization fails to mobilize the sales side around it. In that sense, 

sales are not only a route to market. They are also a mechanism of organizational ac-

ceptance. This shifts the view of scale-up from being only a delivery and adoption chal-

lenge to also being an internal mobilization challenge. 

 



69 

A fourth major finding is that long-term service scalability depends strongly on opera-

tional reconfiguration. Earlier studies have shown that service growth requires suitable 

delivery systems (Baines and Lightfoot, 2013), organizational routines (Gebauer et al., 

2008), and the development of service-related capabilities and supporting networks 

(Reim et al., 2021). The present study supports this view, but it also adds a more concrete 

explanation of what this means in practice. In the case of the company, scale-up required 

logistics processes, workshop readiness, pricing capabilities, data visibility, return han-

dling, instructions, tools, and, in some cases, automation and capability development 

across locations. These findings suggest that operational readiness is not a secondary 

support factor but one of the core conditions for scalability. A service offering may be 

attractive from a customer or commercial point of view, but it still cannot scale if the 

surrounding operational system cannot support repeated execution across cases and lo-

cations. 

 

This finding also helps explain why service scale-up can still be challenging even when 

an offering is evaluated as a promising project. The result is aligned with the service par-

adox literature, which shows that manufacturers may invest in service growth without 

gaining the expected performance outcomes because the needed organizational capa-

bilities and supporting structures are not sufficiently developed (Gebauer et al., 2005; 

Kastalli and Van Looy, 2013). However, the present study refines this literature by show-

ing that many of these capability requirements are deeply operational. In other words, 

scale-up depends not only on strategic commitment to services, but also on whether 

execution can move from person-dependent effort to process-dependent delivery. This 

latter point extends previous work on formalization and routines in service development 

(Biege et al., 2012; Gebauer et al., 2008) by showing that process-dependent execution 

is not simply supportive of scale-up, but becomes a necessary condition for sustaining it 

over time. When execution continues to depend on a small number of experienced indi-

viduals, long-term scalability remains fragile. 
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Another finding of this study is that scale-up can be limited by both operational limits 

and the broader organizational conditions surrounding the offering after launch. Prior 

literature has emphasized coordination and integration in global service management 

(Kowalkowski et al., 2011), structural design choices in service configurations (Kucza and 

Gebauer, 2011), and coordination challenges in scaling across units (Tippmann, Ambos, 

et al., 2023). The present study supports these arguments, but it also shows more clearly 

that scale-up may remain weak when post-launch ownership is unclear, when processes 

end formally at the launch phase of the projects, or when different teams in the organi-

zation continue to operate under conflicting priorities. This means that scalability is 

shaped by both the value and feasibility of the offering and the extent to which the or-

ganization is designed to support it after the formal development phase ends. These 

findings extend earlier discussions by showing that, in service scale-up, governance goes 

beyond coordination across different units or countries. It also involves clarifying who is 

responsible after the launch phase, making accountability clearer, and aligning the ser-

vice with the broader organization. 

 

This point is especially visible in the tensions identified between service logic and exist-

ing organizational priorities. In some cases, the offering required availability, flexibility, 

or process changes that did not fit easily with established efficiency-driven policies such 

as inventory optimization or centralized approval routines. This supports prior research, 

which emphasizes that servitization and scale-up involve tensions between conflicting 

organizational logics and priorities (Kohtamäki et al., 2020; O’Reilly and Binns, 2019). 

This study extends this literature by showing that these tensions are reflected in how 

decisions are made and how different parts of the organization interact during scale-up. 

They become practical barriers that can slow or block the expansion of otherwise viable 

service concepts. In this way, the organization itself can become a bottleneck when its 

structures, responsibilities, and internal priorities are not aligned with the requirements 

of the new offering. 
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Finally, the findings show that internal deployment should be understood as an ongoing 

capability-building process rather than as a short handover after launch. Earlier literature 

has highlighted deployment, adoption, and implementation support as important mech-

anisms in service innovation (Schaarschmidt, 2016; Wang et al., 2019), and has also 

linked implementation to the development of capabilities and service delivery networks 

(Reim et al., 2021). The present study supports this literature, but it goes further by 

showing that internal deployment continues well beyond the point at which an offering 

is formally launched. In the case of the company, scale-up involved awareness creation, 

repeated internal communication, training, implementation support, capability building, 

and gradual rollout across units and locations. This means that long-term scalability de-

pends on introducing the offering to the organization, then helping different actors learn 

how to understand it, sell it, support it, and execute it in practice over time. 

 

This finding is important because it shows that learning in service scale-up does not end 

after piloting. In fact, during piloting, learning is mainly about validating the offering. 

After launch, learning is more about organizational embedding, which means building 

shared understanding, developing local capabilities, and supporting more independent 

execution across the organization. This extends prior literature by showing that internal 

deployment is not simply a transfer of information from the development team to the 

rest of the organization. Rather, it is a continuing organizational process through which 

scalability is sustained and expanded in practice. 

 

Building on these findings, this study develops a findings-driven framework that explains 

how long-term service scalability is formed in practice, thereby providing a structured 

answer to the research question, as illustrated in Figure 3. Unlike the framework pre-

sented in Chapter 2, which was based on the literature, the framework developed here 

is grounded in the empirical themes that emerged from the case data. Chapter 4 pre-

sented the findings through six empirical themes, and the final framework brings these 

themes together into five higher-level and interrelated building blocks that explain how 



72 

long-term scalability is formed in practice. These building blocks are: (1) iterative valida-

tion of scalability conditions, (2) definition of a repeatable core with bounded adaptation, 

(3) internal commercialization and sales-side mobilization, (4) operational reconfigura-

tion for repeatable execution, and (5) post-launch organizational embedding. In particu-

lar, the last two empirical themes from Chapter 4, namely organizational constraints in 

scale-up and internal deployment and capability building, are brought together under 

the broader building block of post-launch organizational embedding, because both re-

flect the organizational conditions required to sustain scale-up after launch. 

 

 

Figure 3: Findings-driven framework of the study 

 

The framework suggests a broadly sequential but still iterative logic. Service offerings 

first need to be validated through piloting, not only in technical terms, but also in relation 

to customer value, commercial logic, internal feasibility, and organizational readiness. 

Although an initial version of the offering exists before piloting, the findings show that 

the final scalable design is shaped through the pilot phase, where the stable core and 

adaptable elements become more clearly defined.  They then need to be shaped into a 

form that supports repeatability while still allowing limited adaptation to different cus-

tomer and regional conditions. Scale-up also depends on the active involvement of sales, 

because the offering needs to gain internal visibility, legitimacy, and access to customer 
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discussions before broader expansion can take place. In addition, wider rollout requires 

operational reconfiguration so that delivery no longer depends mainly on a small num-

ber of highly involved individuals, but can instead be supported through repeatable pro-

cesses, tools, and operational structures. Finally, long-term scalability depends on post-

launch organizational embedding through governance, ownership, internal deployment, 

training, capability building, and coordinated rollout across units and regions. 

 

5.1 Theoretical Implications 

This study provides a more integrated explanation of long-term scalability in industrial 

organizations and contributes to service scaling literature. Previous research has ad-

dressed many important aspects of service scaling, including deployment, adaptation, 

capability development, governance, and coordination (Di Pietro et al., 2018; Tippmann, 

Ambos, et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2019). However, this literature is still fragmented, and 

there is limited empirical understanding of how these elements work together during 

the scale-up of new service offerings. This study helps fill this gap by showing that long-

term scalability emerges through an interrelated organizational process in which valida-

tion, offering design, internal mobilization, operational reconfiguration, and post-launch 

embedding become aligned over time. In this sense, the study extends prior literature 

by moving from isolated scaling factors toward a more process-oriented and integrated 

view of service scalability. 

 

A first theoretical implication of this study concerns the role of piloting in service scale-

up. While prior research has recognized the importance of learning and adaptation in 

service deployment (Di Pietro et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2019), the findings of this study 

suggest that piloting should be understood as an early stage in the formation of scalabil-

ity itself. Rather than functioning only as a pre-launch testing activity, piloting shapes the 

key conditions that enable later expansion, including value validation, feasibility, and or-

ganizational readiness. This refines existing views of scaling by showing that part of the 
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scale-up process begins earlier in the service development timeline than is often as-

sumed. In this view, scalability does not emerge only during deployment and diffusion, 

but is partly constructed during the pilot phase. In addition, the findings show that learn-

ing from pilots helps the scaling-up process only when it is documented and shared 

across the organization, which points to the importance of structuring and organizing 

knowledge as part of building scaling capability. These insights extend existing literature 

by positioning piloting as a key mechanism in the development of scalable service offer-

ings. 

 

A second theoretical implication concerns the standardization-adaptation conflict in ser-

vice scaling. While prior literature has framed this issue as a balance between replication 

and local responsiveness (Di Pietro et al., 2018; Kohtamäki et al., 2020; Tippmann, Mon-

aghan, et al., 2023), the findings of this study suggest a more precise way of conceptu-

alizing this relationship. Instead of treating standardization and adaptation as conflicting 

choices, the results show that scalability is built by keeping a stable core in place while 

allowing certain elements to vary in a controlled way. In this view, the key theoretical 

question is not how much to standardize versus adapt, but how to define the boundaries 

between fixed and flexible elements within the offering. This reframes the standardiza-

tion–adaptation debate by shifting it from a general tension toward a configuration prob-

lem. It suggests that scalable service offerings rely on clearly defined non-negotiable 

components combined with bounded adaptation around them. This distinction contrib-

utes to a more precise way of understanding how replication and adaptation are man-

aged in service scaling contexts. 

 

A third and central theoretical implication of this study concerns the role of sales in ser-

vice scale-up. While earlier studies have mainly focused on adoption, deployment, and 

customer interaction as key parts of service implementation (Baines and Lightfoot, 2013; 

Wang et al., 2019), the findings here suggest that these views do not fully explain how 

service offerings build enough internal support to move toward scale-up. The findings 

indicate that sales should be understood not only as a market-facing function, but as a 
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core internal mechanism through which scalability is enabled. In particular, scale-up de-

pends on the organization’s ability to mobilize its sales function to create access to cus-

tomers, support pilot execution, and promote the offering internally across units and 

regions. This adds an important dimension to the theoretical understanding of service 

scale-up. Rather than viewing scale-up mainly as deployment or delivery, the findings 

suggest that it also involves an internal mobilization process. In this view, scalability de-

pends not only on the characteristics of the offering or the efficiency of delivery systems, 

but also on whether the organization succeeds in activating its sales-side actors around 

the new service. By introducing sales-side mobilization as a distinct mechanism, the 

study extends existing literature and shows that a service offering may fail to scale even 

when it has clear customer value, if it does not achieve sufficient internal commercial 

traction. This highlights that internal acceptance may be a central condition for scale-up 

rather than only a secondary outcome of it. 

 

A fourth theoretical implication relates to how operational reconfiguration helps the 

long-term scalability of service offerings. Prior literature has emphasized the importance 

of delivery systems, routines, and capability development in service growth (Baines and 

Lightfoot, 2013; Gebauer et al., 2008; Reim et al., 2021). The present study adds to this 

literature by showing more clearly that scalability depends on a shift from person-de-

pendent execution to process-dependent execution. In this view, service scale-up cannot 

be sustained through individual expertise or localized effort alone. It requires repeatable 

operational structures that support consistent execution across units and contexts. This 

adds a more operational explanation to existing service paradox literature by suggesting 

that the challenge of service growth is not only one of strategic commitment or capabil-

ity investment, but also one of turning those capabilities into reliable execution systems. 

Thus, operational reconfiguration should be understood as a central mechanism that 

makes scalability possible, rather than just a supporting element of scale-up. 
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A final theoretical implication concerns the role of internal deployment in sustaining ser-

vice scalability. Earlier studies have highlighted deployment, adoption, and implementa-

tion support as important parts of service innovation (Schaarschmidt, 2016; Wang et al., 

2019) and often seen these processes as temporary steps that take place after develop-

ment and before the service becomes part of everyday operations. The findings of this 

study show a different interpretation. Internal deployment can be seen as a continuous 

process of building capabilities, where scalability gradually develops and is maintained 

over time. From this viewpoint, scale-up does not stop at the launch phase or handover, 

but continues as the organization learns how to apply, support, and embed the offering 

across different units and contexts. This shifts the theoretical understanding of deploy-

ment from a one-time transfer to an ongoing process of embedding the offering in the 

organization. It suggests that scalability depends on introducing a new offering and on 

building the organizational understanding and local capabilities needed to support it 

over time. As a result, deployment becomes a central mechanism for building capabili-

ties, rather than just a stage in the implementation process. Moreover, the findings add 

to current literature by showing that learning in service scale-up can be developed over 

time. The early stages focus on testing and reviewing the offering, and later stages in-

volve building a shared understanding of the offer, developing local capabilities, and sup-

porting more independent implementation. This shows that scalability is sustained 

through an ongoing learning and capability development process, rather than being 

achieved only during the initial rollout. 

 

5.2 Managerial Implications 

The findings of this study provide useful guidance for managers in industrial organiza-

tions seeking to scale new service offerings across units and regions. The results suggest 

that managers should not consider scale-up as an extension of launch plans. Instead, the 

scale-up phase needs conscious managerial attention to piloting, offering design, sales 

involvement, operational readiness, post-launch ownership, and internal deployment 

over time. 
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Managers should treat the pilot phase as a structured preparation stage for scale-up ra-

ther than as a limited test before launch. Pilots can provide important insight into cus-

tomer value, feasibility, and internal readiness, but this learning may remain fragmented 

if it is not captured systematically. For this reason, managers should use multiple pilot 

cases when possible, define clear evaluation criteria for pilot success, and establish sim-

ple routines for documenting and sharing lessons learned across the organization. There-

fore, this needs knowledge management (KM) practices that help capture, store, and 

provide the knowledge gained from pilot experiences available for involved teams. This 

can support more informed decisions and pave the way for a better offering expansion. 

 

The findings also suggest that managers need to make the design logic of the offering 

clearer before broader rollout. Insights from the pilot phase should be used to improve 

the core of the offering so that it can be repeated more consistently across different 

contexts. At the same time, managers should specify which elements can be adapted, 

by whom, and under what conditions. Making these boundaries explicit can reduce am-

biguity for sales, operations, and local units, and support more consistent implementa-

tion across regions. 

 

Another key implication is the role of sales in enabling the scale-up team. Managers 

should treat sales alignment as a central condition for scale-up because access to pilot 

customers, customer discussions, and broader market expansion often depends on the 

attention and engagement of sales teams. Therefore, managers need to involve sales 

teams early in the process of idea development, understand sales priorities and motives, 

and ensure that the new offering is seen as a relevant project to sales work. In practice, 

this may need repeated internal introductions, clear sales support materials, defined 

sales responsibilities, and structured follow-up mechanisms so that promising opportu-

nities are not lost due to weak internal attention. This also implies that scale-up should 

be actively monitored from a sales perspective, rather than assumed to happen naturally 

after launch. 
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Operational readiness represents another critical condition for successful scale-up. Man-

agers should ensure that the organization is ready to deliver the offering repeatedly be-

fore expanding it more broadly. To do this, they need to make sure of several factors, 

including clear processes, defined responsibilities, and adequate operational support 

such as logistics, tools, pricing structures, data visibility, and supporting systems. Early 

suitable results and validation are not enough if the service cannot be executed consist-

ently in various locations. Managers should also reduce dependence on individual ex-

pertise by designing process-based execution models. When delivery remains depend-

ent on a few key individuals, scale-up cannot progress in the organization. 

 

The findings also point to the need for clearer governance and ownership of projects 

after the launch phase. Scale-up is likely to slow down when responsibilities remain un-

clear after launch, when no clear owner is assigned to the offering in later phases, or 

when the process ends formally before broader expansion has been organized. Thus, 

managers should define who is responsible for the offering after piloting and launch, 

clarify the roles of different teams during scale-up, and establish clearer review points 

to monitor progress, challenges, and needed adjustments in the post-launch phase. 

Without such governance arrangements, even promising offerings may struggle to move 

forward and expand in larger scopes. 

 

Finally, managers should approach internal deployment as a sustained organizational ef-

fort rather than as a one-time handover. After launch, the offering still requires support 

through training, communication, and guidance across units and locations. Managers 

should not assume that written instructions can lead the teams to perform based on the 

new rules. This can become more visible when adoption is optional, and local teams can 

decide whether to use the new offering. Repeated interaction, practical support, and 

continued visibility across units are often needed before the offering becomes part of 

everyday work. In addition, effective scale-up depends on knowledge management prac-

tices that ensure experiences from implementation are continuously shared, updated, 
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and reused across the organization. Supporting this process can help local actors apply 

the offering more confidently and more consistently across the organization. 

 

5.3 Suggestions for Future Research 

This study opens several directions for future research on the scaling of new service of-

ferings in industrial organizations. While the findings provide a process-oriented expla-

nation of how scalability is formed in practice, they also highlight several areas that re-

quire further investigation. 

 

One important direction for future research is to examine the pilot phase in greater 

depth, particularly focusing on how pilot learning is systematically captured, shared, and 

translated into scalable offering designs. While this study shows that piloting goes be-

yond technical validation, there is still a limited understanding of how organizations de-

fine readiness for scale-up and formalize evaluation criteria across different cases. An-

other important area concerns the role of sales in enabling both pilot execution and 

broader scale-up. Future studies could explore how sales teams' engagement is devel-

oped over time and how internal acceptance of new offerings is built. In particular, more 

research is needed on how internal commercialization spreads as part of the scale-up 

process. A further area for future research is the way organizations define and manage 

the boundaries between standardization and adaptation. Instead of treating this issue 

as a general tension, future studies could examine how firms define and manage these 

boundaries in real projects and how these decisions shape scalability in different markets. 

 

Another direction relates to the operational aspect of service scale-up practices. Future 

studies could analyze how organizations build the essential operational structures 

needed for scaling, and how execution shifts from person-dependent efforts to more 

stable and process-based delivery models over time. An additional area that needs fur-

ther research is designing clear procedures for after the scaling-up phase. The findings 

suggest that ownership, governance, and internal deployment continue to shape and 
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refine the scalability phase after launch, but these event processes for this stage are still 

partially understood. Future research could explore this topic and investigate proper 

methods and processes for organizations to manage assigning responsibilities during 

scale-up, building capabilities, and supporting internal acceptance and diffusion of a new 

service offer in the organization over time. 

 

Finally, since this study investigates a single case company, future research can explore 

other aspects of the topic by adopting comparative or multi-case designs in various or-

ganizational settings. In addition, longitudinal studies would be valuable for understand-

ing how service scale-up can develop over time and how different mechanisms influence 

each other during this process in different time frames. 

 

5.4 Limitations 

This study has several limitations that should be considered when interpreting the find-

ings. This study is a single-case study and explores only one case company. This means 

that findings gained from one specific company may not explain every other company. 

Instead, the findings should be counted as valuable insights that help explain the service 

scale-up process in industrial contexts. In addition, the study relies primarily on qualita-

tive interview data collected from managers involved in service development and scaling 

activities. While these participants provide valuable first-hand insights, their opinions 

are based on their roles and reflect their own perspectives and interpretations. As a re-

sult, the findings are based on how participants describe and make sense of service 

scale-up rather than on direct observation of all related activities. Moreover, this inter-

pretive nature is formed by using the Gioia method, where the transition from first-order 

concepts to higher-level themes involves researcher-driven coding and interpretation, 

which may introduce a degree of subjectivity. 
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The scope of the study is mainly limited to internal organizational processes and mech-

anisms, and the external perspectives, such as customers, partners, and broader ecosys-

tem actors, are not examined in depth. Considering that service scaling often takes place 

in complex environments with several actors, focusing on only internal elements can 

limit the ability to explore the effects of the external factors. Furthermore, the study is 

retrospective in nature, as it relies on participants’ accounts of past and ongoing activi-

ties rather than on longitudinal observation. This may cause recall bias and limit the abil-

ity to trace how scaling processes evolve. Finally, the company for this study holds ser-

vice development processes and relatively established structures. However, in organiza-

tions with different structures, the scaling process may develop in different ways, which 

can limit how easily these findings apply to other contexts. 

 

Despite these limitations, the study offers a detailed and empirically grounded under-

standing of the mechanisms and capabilities that support service scale-up in industrial 

organizations. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1. Interview Questions 

1. Can you briefly describe your role in relation to developing, piloting, and scaling up 

new service offerings in the case company? 

2. So, thinking about a specific service offering, how was the pilot phase designed and 

managed? (core teams, processes, Service logic, challenges) 

o What was the main purpose of the pilot in relation to future scaling? “For 

example, was it mainly about testing replicability, customer value, or inter-

nal readiness?” 

o Which elements were considered core and needed to stay consistent, and 

which were allowed to vary? “For example, in terms of value proposition, 

delivery logic, or roles.” 

o Which capabilities or resources proved critical for making the pilot work? 

“People, processes, systems, or decision rights” 

o What was the biggest signal during the pilot that scaling would be challeng-

ing? 

3. Thinking about the same service offering, how did you manage the scale-up across 

units or regions? 

o How was the balance between standardization and local adaptation han-

dled? 

o What capabilities or resources had to be developed or reconfigured as 

scale-up progressed? 

o How were coordination and decision-making structured between central 

and local units? 

o How was ownership transferred from the pilot team to operational teams, 

and where does handover typically break down? 

o What were the main constraints that limited or slowed down the scale-up 

process? 

o To what extent did partners, customers, or conditions influence the scale-up 

process? 

4. Based on your experience, what are the top two or three mechanisms or capabili-

ties that the case company should strengthen to improve the long-term scalability 

of new service offerings across units or regions? 

5. Is there any mechanism, capability, or risk in scaling that we have not discussed but 

you consider important? 

 


