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Abstract

The goal of this research is to assess the impact of service quality on technology value-in-use.
The challenge with value is that companies are not certain about what brings value and
therefore they don’t meet customer expectations. S-D logic provides an alternative view on
value, which is created in customer’s processes and/or jointly between the customer and the
service provider. Technology businesses are commonly considered as service organisations
embedded in goods dominant logic. However, it is important to develop further value
concepts in perspective of value-in-use because it can offer technology service providers new
insights for business opportunities and improved value propositions. The application of
current S-D logic and value-in-use concepts are not valid for technology because it has certain
features that set it apart from common goods and services. Value of technology is dependent
on interpretive schemes and user abilities whereas value for common goods and services
depends on the beneficiary application of operand resources. Therefore, a reformulation of the
common concepts 1s required. This research raised and analysed the information content of
ten interviews with technology users. Four service expectation categories emerged based on
the insights of the interview transcripts, namely responsiveness, interactions, core
competences and technology. In addition, two value-in-use categories emerged: Time and
cost reduction. From the analysis of the data it can be stated that there are some gaps between

service expectation and value-in-use experience.
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1. Introduction

Finding ways to create value and differentiate service offerings to attract and keep customers
is the foremost objective of profit organisations (Shaw and Ivins, 2002). Parasuraman et al.
(1991) even argues that to deliver superior value the first step is to understand customer
service expectations. Other scholars have extensively addressed value and service quality in
separation of one another (Woodruff, 1997; Holbrook, 1996). Gronroos (2006, p.322) noticed
that current literature only vaguely illustrates perceived service quality in relation to customer
expectations. This research makes an attempt to further understand service quality with
marketing and extend it to technology research. Value of technology has been debated for a
number of years (Hitt, 1996) and according to Ritkin (1989), technology chief executives
believe they don’t receive enough from their technology investment and therefore, value from
technology service providers needs to be justified. The specialty with technology is that it is
assumed to be unproblematic once installed (Orlikowski and Iacono, 2001). Nonetheless the
ability of technology to result in value is influenced by social structures, users’ technical

knowledge and the interactions with technology.

This research looked at technology value from S-D logic, which is contrasted with G-D logic
and different in terms of exchange and value (Lusch et al., 2007). In S-D logic, the unit of
exchange is service and the customer determines value whereas in G-D logic, exchange is
based on output and value is added in the manufacturing process. Another distinction is that in
S-D logic the focus is on intangible resources, value co-creation and relationships (Vargo &
Lusch, 2004). The underlying idea in S-D logic is that customers and service providers

nowadays jointly create value (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008).

Value-in-use is a core concept in S-D logic and defined as “a customer’s outcome, purpose or
objective that is achieved through service” (Mcdonald et al. 2011), whereas service is the
application of competences (knowledge and skills) for the benefit of another party (Vargo &
Lusch, 2008). Yet, value-in-use applies differently in technology because it has certain
features that set it apart from common goods and services. In the view of common goods and
services, goods are seen as transmitters of service and used as appliance in value-creating
processes (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Technology, however, is embedded in social structures and
rules that all together influence technology practices and thus value (Orlikowski, 2000).

Service quality is generally the result of the comparison between customer service expectation
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and service perception (Parasuraman, et al., 1988; Gronroos, 1984). Service perception is the
customer’s judgements, which narrate to the superiority of a service (Parasuramen et al.,
1988). Gronroos (2011) adds that value and service quality emerges or destroys throughout

the service process.

Technology features demand a reformulation of the value-in-use concept that also considers
user experiences with technology. Orlikowski (1991) looked at technology value in relation to
organisational structures but away from factors outside of the organisation that might impact
technology value. One problem that was noted by Orlikowski and Gash (1994) is that
different interpretations of technology result in difficulties and conflicts around technology
use. Still, this is only one aspect that may affect technology value. It was already claimed that
technology research considered technology in isolation of the organisational structure
(Orlikowski and Robey, 1991) and also in isolation of service quality, which we claim to have
an impact on technology value, too. A tremendous part of service in technology consists of
value-supporting activities through customer support. This enables users to work more
efficiently and effectively with technology and therefore, it can be assumed that service

quality has an impact on technology value.

The overall goal of this research is to determine how service quality of technology providers
has an impact on the perceived value-in-use. In order to reach this goal, this research has four
objectives. First, we develop an understanding of the application of value-in-use and S-D
logic in common goods and services as it is already presented in the literature. The next step
is to understand technology features and its impact in context of value-in-use and S-D logic.
Then a big part of the research is to gather information through observations and interviewing
embedded in ethnographic research to develop a deeper understanding of technology value-
in-use and service quality in the cultural context. The final step is to analyse gaps between

service expectation and value experience.

This research contributes to the available literature and extents research in the field of
technology in combination with value-in-use. Ultimately, this research delivers an adapted
version of the common value-in-use concepts to technology because as it is used for common
goods and services it is not valid for technology studies. Practically speaking, this research
determines actual technology value-in-use. With this knowledge technology suppliers have

opportunities to develop new business opportunities through co-creation options with the



customer and other stakeholders. Second of all, technology suppliers can improve customer

value and therewith keep customer satisfaction high.

We formulated one central research question and four additional sub-questions to reach the

goal.

Central research question:

What is the impact of service quality on technology value-in-use?

Sub-questions:
1) What is value-in-use?
2) What is value-in-use for technology and why is it different from the common goods
and services?
3) What do technology users expect from service and what do they experience as value-
in-use?

4) Are there discrepancies between service expectation and value-in-use experience?

This thesis is structured into five chapters. The first chapter introduced the situation and the
problem statement and research questions. Then, the theoretical framework of the study will
be introduced. It deals with the core concepts and latest literature of the topic. The third
chapter was designed to point out the research design of the study. It describes how we
developed the sample, data collection methods and data analysis. Afterwards, research results
will be illustrated. The final chapter we summarise key results, research limitations, future

research and practical implications.



2. Theoretical Framework

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce and illustrate the theoretical concepts and
variables. First we will further explain S-D logic and value-in-use. Following this, we will
describe different approaches of assessing value-in-use and explain how technology value-in-
use is different from common goods and services. This chapter will conclude with a

theoretical framework of assessing technology value-in-use.
2.1Service Dominant Logic

“Over the past several decades, new perspectives have emerged that have a revised logic
focused on intangible resources, co-creation of value, and relationships” (Vargo & Lusch,
2004, p.1). Changes in economic exchange are subject to this changing perspective. One of
these economic changes is illustrated in higher specialisation among market members. This
makes organisations more dependent on external resources resulting in increased outsourcing
and networking. Marketing is a continuous series of social and economic processes that
focuses on operant resources, which the firm is constantly trying to make better value
propositions than competitors (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Overall in S-D logic, the customer is
an operant resource and co-producer of value and therefore, a sense and response strategy is

prior to make-and-sell (Vargo & Lusch, 2004).

Vargo and Lusch (2004) published their initial article where they introduced S-D logic as the
new dominant logic of marketing and point out the importance of competences, knowledge
and the distinct roles of parties. Core competences are the keys to delivering customer value
and to achieving competitive advantage. They are the bundle of skills and technologies
applied in processes to support the customer’s value-creation-process. Organisations cannot
determine value but only make value propositions (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Competences are
operant resources and they are capable of producing effects on other operand resources
(Constantin and Lusch, 1994). Organisations use physical goods and combine them with core
competences to receive value and competitive advantage. Prahalad and Hamel (1990) extend
the view on competences and point out those competences are the communication,
involvement and deep commitment to cross-organisational boundaries. Customers still have
to learn how to use an offering and adapt the appliance to unique needs and usage situations.

Knowledge is the underlying unit of exchange and subject to competitive advantage, wealth
and economic growth (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). The exchange can be done directly through
education and training or indirectly embedded in objects (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Either way,
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customers’ main motivation to buy an offering is that they want to render the needed service
to create value. The service provider has to develop core competences and to identify entities
that could benefit from those competences (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Collaboration and
learning with the customer and willingness to adapt to customers’ dynamic needs are keys for

delivering value-supporting activities (Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Grénroos, 2000).
2.2 Value-in-use Concept and Assessment

Value and value-creation have been two of the most addressed topics in theoretical
discussions within B2B marketing (Sharma, Krishnan and Grewal, 2001). In value-in-use
concept, or in other words the value of the whole process (Vargo & Lusch, 2004), the
customer determines the actual usefulness of an offering in the moment of usage (Vargo &
Lusch, 2004). This is based on the perception that goods and services only have value to the
extent to which they meet customer needs (Ballantyne & Varey, 2006). Value perception is
therefore influenced by the experiences, learning and evaluation of processes and interactions
with a firm (Ballantyne & Varey, 2006). In value-in-use, the focus of value is on processes

that integrate resources rather than on units of firm output (Vargo et al., 2008).

Gronroos (2009) identified three core steps in the value-creation process. First, the service
provider facilitates resources or potential value through its value proposition that ideally
connects with the customer’s value proposition. Secondly, value co-creation where service
provider and the customer are both engaged as operant resources in the processes of the other

party. Third, the customer is the sole creator of value.

While the literature identified the significance of value-in-use, it neglects a clear understand
of its assessment (Mcdonald et al., 2011). Scholars assess value-in-use though service
experiences defined as individual judgement of the sum total of all the functional and
emotional experience outcomes (Sandstrom et al., 2008; Payne et al., 2008). Mcdonald et al.
(2011, p.673) proposed that, “in order to effectively elicit a customer’s assessment of value-
in-use customer perceptions need to be measured up as well as down the hierarchy of
customer goals”. Conversely, Vargo and Lusch (2004) refer to a cognitive assessment where
the assessment is subject to the individual customer. Another view is to see value-in-use from
ethnographic perspective. The researcher forms theory from observations where he learns

about participants’ world (Krane and Baird, 2005).



Certain aspects influence the assessment such as individual and situational factors (Sandstrém
et al., 2008), the quality of interaction and the knowledge gained prior to sale (Ballantyne et
al., 2011).

Ballantyne et al. (2011) propose three steps of value assessment. The assessment of the
quality of reciprocal value propositions; coordinating reciprocal value proposition and
continue until the sequences of proposals and essential detail is seen to make sense from their
respective points of view. Interactions are one key determinant of service experience
assessment and it has become the basis for value-in-use (Vargo and Lusch, 2008). This does
not include just the interactions between customer and service provider but also between
customer and object (Holbrook, 1994). Companies have to integrate favourable service
experiences in their value propositions to keep and attract customers (Sandstrém et al., 2008).
Payne et al. (2008) add that creating customer experience is less about products and more

about relationships and the total offering.

2.2 Difference between Common value-in-use and Technology value-in-use

In this section, we elaborate on the value-in-use concept in context of common goods and

services and explain why the application is different for technology.

Technology is defined as “a bundle of material and symbolic properties embedded in
hardware, software and techniques” (Orlikowski & Robey, 1991). It consists of hardware
and the generic tasks, techniques and knowledge utilized by humans to achieve a productive
activity (Orlikowski, 1992). In S-D logic, common goods and services are types of operant
resources or transmitters of operant resources (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Economic exchange is
based on service or the application of knowledge and skills. In S-D logic, technology is one
type of operant resource. However, technology as operant resource has to be combined with
other operand resources (as defined in S-D logic) to reach organisational goals. For example,
companies have software but also a server to store and centralise data. Technology properties
are dependent on one another and inseparable because hardware and software are useless
without the other component. S-D logic for common goods and services neglects that service
may consist of multiple, interrelated properties because this is usually not the case with

common goods and services.

Technology is embedded in organisational norms and structures that form, enable or

restrict human practices with technology. The value of technology emerges from the
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repeated use, while actual value is influenced by multiple factors (Orlikowski, 2000).
Value of operant resources emerges from the beneficiary use of those resources (Vargo &
Lusch, 2004). This means that a customer has to combine obtained resources with own
resources and find ways to integrate the resource in processes to be effective. In technology
however, the value is dependent on actions and motives of designers, implementers and the
institutional context as well as the autonomy and capability of particular users (Orlikowski &
Baroudi, 1991). Since technology is embedded in organisational structures, value cannot be
determined in isolation from technology practices and actual human actions, whereas in
common goods and services the value-in-use is determined by the consumer apart from

contextual conditions (Vargo & Lusch, 2004).

Users of technology refer to their skills, assumptions and experiences when using technology.
Users have an interpretive scheme of technology that can differentiate from how program
designers proposed technology wuse. The assumptions are influenced by training,
communication and previous experience. Different users ultimately form diverse experiences
and thus ways of using technology (Orlikowski and Gash, 1994). In common use of S-D
logic, customers have to learn to adapt an offering to personal requirements and needs (Vargo
and Lusch, 2004). When users don’t use technology as intended, then they can undermine or
even transform embedded rules and resources. Compared to S-D logic of common goods and
services the use of the offering is influenced by the direct and indirect knowledge that
customers receive from the service provider. On the other hand, in technology the service
provider can hardly influence how customers interact with technology. The use of common
goods and services is less dependent on the consumer’s assumptions and prior experiences
and the impact on value foregone is more obvious. When common goods or services are not
used as they are designed to, then the value foregone to create value is more obvious.
However, in technology only over time missing opportunities become obvious. For example,
a company that outsources machinery the company approached applies its own operant
resources directly for the benefit of the consumer. The consumer can directly assert that he
has more time for other activities or higher efficiency and overall cost reduction. With
technology however, the customer approached technology himself and therefore is
accountable for the actions and practices. Additionally, users can approach technology in
different ways as intended by the programmer, which also influences value. Compared to

common goods and services, “value arises from a provider’s service at inception and as the
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relationship continues over time” (Mcdonald et al., 2011, p.672). However in technology this

assumption is extended with the user-experience of technology.

To understand technology value, this requires an understanding of how practices and
meanings are formed and informed by language and tacit norms to reach a common
goal (Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991). Value-creation in S-D logic usually consists of the
customer who refers to value propositions and continues the value-creation through usage
(Vargo et al., 2008). Common goods and services are usually not dependent on norms or
formed practices because there are usually less alternative ways to use them. However, there
are many alternative ways to approach technology due to different experiences and
assumptions that users have of it. Organisational structures and norms enable or constrain the
use of technology. Therefore, it becomes crucial to understand how these are formed and

informed to create a standardised way of working with technology.



2.5 Theoretical Framework for Service Quality in S-D logic

In this section, we introduce the theoretical framework for service quality in S-D logic.
Therefore, we use Orlikowski’s original view on technology value and combine it with the
service quality adapted to S-D logic. We deliver explanation about why we chose the

variables and state how variables are connected.

How structural and institutionalised properties influences technology-in-practice and
vice-versa

“Social structures represent the knowledge of the automated work resources in action and
the organisational sanctioned way of executing work” (Orlikowski, 1992, p.410). Users adapt
their practices and form new structures through technology changes. The regular
knowledgeable use of technology results in standardised practices. Norms are one part of
social structure and a way of controlling processes and human actions. For instance, norms
are embedded in technology such as in accounting systems. “Users can and do redefine and
modify the meanings, properties and applications of technology” (Orlikowski, 2000, p.405).
Rules and regulations are additional properties that encourage the technology acceptance in
organisations. Organisational acceptance of technology and the way of using technology

determines the perceived value.

How technology-in-practice result in value

The role of technology in organisations can be explained by the theory of structuration. Thus,
structures contribute to or constrain technology use, where structures are the outcome of prior
human action with technology (Orlikowski, 1991). Technology-in-practice is defined as a
“(...) sets of rules and resources that are (re-) constituted in people’s recurring engagement
with the technology at hand” (Orlikowski, 2000, p. 407). Technology is created and changes
by human action and over time, users develop different experiences with technology
influences by time and circumstances. This results in different approach of using technology
(Orlikowski, 2000). Technology-in-use has a direct and indirect influence on local conditions.
Orlikowski (1991) explained it with the example of a user who uses a Spreadsheet to fulfil the
organisational profit and loss account. The user directly tries to escape the accounting rules,
which indirectly does not guarantee a positive result. This has a negative effect on goal
accomplishment because there is no standardised way of approaching technology

(Orlikowski, 1991).



Impact of service quality on value

We refer to Zeithaml et al. (1988) who define service quality as discrepancy between service
expectation and service experience. Since value-in-use emerges in the customer’s sphere we
propose that in S-D logic service quality can be theorised as the discrepency between custmer
expectations toward service and experienced value-in-use. Service expectation is what
customers would perceive from companies delivering excellent services (Lee et. al, 1996).
The analysis indicates if there are issues with the service quality. Knowing this helps service
providers to improve their service and increase customer value. Technology-in-practice is not
only influenced by internal, structural and organisational properties but also by the service
provider’s core competences and the embedded knowlege in technology. The quality of the
service offering shapes practices because when it delivers a poor service offering, customers
may not be able to work with technology. For example, customers have to take alternative
ways to fulfil their job if technology has a technical defect and they cannot approach it. Over
time, approaching alternative programs and revoking from organisational rules reshapes

properties and the negative effect on value.

Service quality adapted to S-D

logic

Orlikowski’s view on technology value
A4
Structural, norms and . .
Technology-in-practice/ Technol |
institutionalized echnology value
9 Human action 9
properties
A s

Ilustration 1: Technology value-in-use and service quality



3 Methodology

3.1 Research design

The choices of methodology for this exploratory research aim to deliver the best option to
answer the main research question in effective and efficient frames. Ethnographic research
enables us to study the participant’s world and their subculture and make it an efficient way to
study the phenomenon (Krane and Baird, 2005). Ethnography research is a method in
qualitative research that has received increasing interest of scholars in technology research
due to its focus on the social and organisational context (Myers, 1999). It builds theories of
cultures, explanations of how people think, believe and behave in time and space (Lecompte
& Schensul, 1999). Since the goal of the research is to analyse the impact of service quality
on technology value-in-use, we will explore the phenomenon from the user’s point-of-view in
an in-depth manner. This includes the consideration of organisational structures and
technology practices and therefore ethnographic research is a suitable method. We observed
technology users and then applied interviews with them. This type of instrument is suitable
for the research because we can explore the phenomenon while at the same time, leaving
room for additional, unexpected discussions. Interview transcripts delivered the main source
of data analysis. To develop meaningful data we shifted through pieces of data to detect
similarities and sorted them to interpret thematic categorisations. Then, we looked for
inconsistencies and contradictions, and generated conclusions about what is happening and
why. Validity is an important aspect in qualitative research and to ensure it, we back-checked
with each participant after the interviews were scripted. Additional questions that arose
throughout the data analysis process were also discussed with the participants. As for validity
issues, the interview guide was first prepared in German and then translated into English to

make sure that we measure exactly what we want to measure.
3.2 Sampling

Since this research is conducted at a (software) service provider, the customer base already
represents a suitable sample. We applied purposive sampling because it increases the chances
of raising rich data for solving the research problem at hand. Certain criteria had to be
established to support the effectiveness of data collection. Time of experience, size and
location were three criteria. Participants should be located in Germany to enable face-to-face
interviews. This is important in ethnographic research because we have to make field note

recording. Participants should also have a certain time of experience with the product and the
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service provider because then they are likely to provide the desired information. Additionally,
participants have to directly work with the system and they have to know how the system is
used in organisational processes. Another criteria is that the size of the customer should range
somewhere between 10 and 50 licenses. Smaller companies have different processes and
technology practices than large companies. They also differentiate in their way of structures,
norms and regulations of using technology. Ultimately, customer needs are different and

therefore we hope to receive a range of experiences.

From experiences it can be assumed that the ideal participant is an either owner of a business
or an IT specialist. When companies are smaller, the business owner is often in charge of the
technology and therefore interacts with the service provider. However, if the company is
larger, then it is likely that they have their own IT department that is in charge of the structure

and the interactions with the technology service provider.

3.3. Data collection

3.3.2 Observations

Lecompte and Schensul (1999, p.91) defined participant observation as “a process of learning
through exposure to or involvement in the day-to-day activities of participants in the research
setting.” We applied observations in combination with interviews because we wanted to make
sure that we understand participant’s routines with technology and then we wanted to ensure
that what participants communicate in interviews is also how they really acted with
technology. Observing participants in the first place furthermore helped to understand the
phenomenon from the participant’s point-of-view. Observations were carried out at the
participant’s working environment typically the office. In particular we observed the
participant from a distance to observe his actions and activities we did not actively participate
in the situation. Participant observation requires thoroughly listening to the participants and
understanding the meaning of language. Field notes were made during the observation
process containing notes regarding participants’ behaviours, quotes and uncertainties. Right
after the observations, interviews gave us the opportunity to discuss uncertainties or to deepen
the discussed on certain behaviours. An example of the field notes can be found in Appendix

II1.

3.3.1 Semi-structured Interviews
A second source of data collection is semi-structured interviews. We decided to adopt this

method because we knew what we needed to know from the interviews but on the other hand
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we wanted to have the freedom to discuss further themes and also in regard to the structure of
the interview. We prepared eight questions in relation to the theoretical framework and the
research questions. The interview questions were such that allowed the participants to give a
thorough response. In agreement with participants we recorded each interview and transcribed
them afterwards. Table 1 Participants indicate the industry, the number of software licenses

and the number of experiences with the service provider.

Industry Software Years of
licenses Experiences

Tool Manufacturing 50 15
Contract Manufacturer 20 4
Tool Manufacturing 10 7
Contract Manufacturer 50 4
Metal construction 15 3
Metal construction 25 10
Tool Manufacturing 10 20
Contract Manufacturer 15 5
Tool Manufacturing 10 6
Contract Manufacturer 20 4

Table 1 Participants

3.3.2 Development of Interview Questions

The development of interview questions is mainly based on value-in-use and S-D logic
literature. We used the components of the framework in chapter 2 as main themes
(organisational structures, technology practices, value-in-use and service quality). Also, we
used interactions between service provider and customer as an additional theme because this
is an important aspect in the literature (Vargo & Lusch, 2008; Gronroos, 2004). To develop
leading questions for each theme we approached major scholars and their opinion about one

theme and translated that into questions.

Customer’s general service experience

To start the conversations, an introductory question gave participants an opportunity to share
general service experiences with the service provider. The participants are free to share any
experience either positive or negative. This gives a first expression of the participants and the
direction of the interview. A smooth transition from the introductory question to one of the
themes was given to receive more information on a specific experience that a respondent

made with the service provider.



Structures, practices and value-in-use

Technology value is one theme and questions are based on chapter 2.2. Differences between
common value-in-use and technology value-in-use. It was said that technology is embedded in
organisational structures and that value is dependent on user practices. One leading question
is about the organisational structures to gather information about norms, rules and regulations
that either encourage or distract technology use. Then a question for technology practices
aims to understand how participants apply technology in daily practices. This question is
important to reflect field notes and ask why a participant used technology in the particular
way. The third leading question in this theme is about technology value. Ideally participants

talk about value emerging throughout individual processes.

Service expectations and service quality

Since we are interested in the service expectations this has become one leading question in
this theme. We asked directly for the service expectation and everything that the customer had
in mind was discussed. Another question is related to service quality and the impact on
technology value. The question we used was: How does the service quality influence

perceived value of technology?

Value co-creation through interactions

As already discussed in chapter 2, the interactions between customers and service providers
are core to value co-creation and therefore, one important theme for the interviews. One
question is about the criteria of good interaction. This question is open and provides
opportunities for additional questions. Another aspect includes core competences, the skills
and the knowledge that helps customers to create value. This question helped us to learn more

about the service provider’s role in the value process.

3.5.1 Reaching Validity of Data

“The qualitative paradigm assumes that reality is socially constructed and it is what
participants perceive it to be. This lens suggests the importance of checking how accurately
participants’ realities have been represented in the final account” (Creswell & Miller, 2000,
p. 125). Scholars use validity interchangeably with authenticity, goodness, verisimilitude,
adequacy, trustworthiness, plausibility, validity, validation and credibility (Creswell and
Miller, 2010). Schwandt (1997) define validity as the accuracy of how the account represents
participants’ realities of the social phenomena and is credible to them. Morse et al. (2002)

added that in order to attain validity, the researcher moves back and forth between design and
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implementation to ensure congruence among question formulation, literature, recruitment,
data collection strategies and analysis. This he attains through checking, confirming, making
sure and being certain of the data. Several authors identified procedures for establishing
validity in qualitative projects (e.g., Lincoln & Guba, 1985). To ensure validity of data we
applied member checking, which is one of the accepted validity strategies (Creswell and
Miller, 2010). According to Lincoln and Guba (1985), member checking is the most
significant technique in attaining validity in a study. In member checking, we turned the
viewpoint to the participants. Particularly, we had participants view transcripts and allowed

them to comment on their accuracy.

Common pitfalls in qualitative data collection that need to be avoided are equipment failure,
environmental hazards and transcription errors (Easton et al., 2000). If the equipment
malfunctions or if the environment is too destructive to hear what the participant said, it will
have a negative impact on the transcribing process. To avoid these types of pitfalls, the
researcher double-checks the equipment such as smartphone with recording option in terms of
battery, sound and the prescribed record duration. Researchers always had a backup
smartphone in case of failure. After each interview, the data was transcribed verbatim on
Microsoft Office. The researcher then listened to the recording for a second time to make sure

that everything is correctly transcribed.



3.5 Data Analysis

Strategies of data analysis are used to order and manage interview transcripts and then to
systematically analyse the information content. We use an iterative process to transform
cultural ideas obtained from data collection into a written document (Thorne, 2000). Coding
is a process whereas raw data is transformed into standardized form (Babbie, 2013). Two
types of coding were applied: the first one included open coding and the second one dealt
with axial coding. In vivo coding and summarised coding are two methods of open coding
(Thomas, 2006). In vivo coding means that actual words are taken as codes whereas
summarised coding means that small sections of data are transformed into a code. In axial
coding, codes that belonged together were assigned to a category. Categories in qualitative
research represent a group of content that were common (Krippendorff, 1980). The specialty
with categories is that no data related to the purpose should be excluded due to suitable lack
of category and no data should fall between two categories. Category decisions were based on
interpretation of the researcher as to which contents refer to the same category. Those codes
that could not clearly be categorised were not used, as well as data that was not relevant to
answering the research question. Table 2 illustrated four categories of service expectations
with the corresponding codes and categories of technology value-in-use with the

corresponding codes. The data are the results of the first interview transcript and serve as

Service expectation Category

Technical knowledge - Branch specific knowledge - Customer processes - 100% Core competences

Software competences

Availability - Response (email, telephone) — Feedback - Speed of implementation Responsiveness

Friendliness - Preferential treatment in special cases - Willingness to compromise - | Interaction
Flexibility in regard to customer needs — Correct problem record — customer

orientation — Co-creation

Illustration of whole organisation - Coverage of departments - User friendliness - | Technology

Flexibility of Software - Reliable system

Value-in-use experience

System speed - Organised data - Processes are more comprehensible - Structuration of | Time saving
working processes - Data transparency - Access from different work places - Central

data — automated processes

Delivery in time - Capacity planning - Cost, Cost/Benefit Cost saving

codes for the analysis.
Table 2: Codes



4 Results

We will review all findings in this chapter. We conducted observations of technology users

and semi-structured interviews to reveal how service quality impact value-in-use.

4.3 No gap between Service Expectation and value-in-use Experience

4.3.1 Technical knowledge, Branch knowledge and Knowledge of Customer Processes

The service provider needs to have software knowledge and she or he has to know how
customers use technology in their working processes. Respondents clearly stated what type of
competences the service provider needs to deliver value-supporting offerings. One type of
competence is that service providers have to know how the industry works and also customer

Processes.

Participants stated, “we have developed technical interfaced in co-operation with the
technology service provider (between the software and other machinery) in our company
where we had to connect machinery with the software. The service provider has to know
how the industry works and also how our internal processes are organised. It would

make no sense if someone was sitting in front of me who had no clue about the industry”

(R1).

This indicates that technology service providers don’t only need technical knowledge of
programming and the structure of the own software, but they also need to understand
customer needs in the whole context in order to deliver value supporting activities This also
includes branch specific knowledge, technical knowledge, working processes and of course
software skills to further support customer processes. When customer support is competent,
they can help quickly and they make customers feel good. In fact and with most questions,
support staff can help immediately. However sometimes they need to ask a programmer who
better understands the technical context of technology. This requires that customer support is
well trained and that representatives understand the software processes and functions in-

depth.

The knowledge and experience clearly needs to extend own boundaries of the service
provider. Understanding exactly what customers want is much harder than doing the actual
job of programming. “The implementation of requirements and needs into the system is rarely

a problem. In fact the problem is to understand what I really want” (R4). This is because
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engineering companies have complex processes, which can be difficult to understand for
someone who is not engaged in the daily process. However, customers value when they
interact with employees who have the knowledge from engineering because then they are able
to know what is happening and the service provider can provide more value-adding activities.
In the same place, the service provider ties the customer with the company because the more
the customer processes are aligned with the software the more difficult it is for the customer

to implement new software.

The analysis revealed that participants are satisfied with the level of technical knowledge of
the service provider, which results in the development of valuable service activities that
provide the technical solutions to operational problems. Participants were especially satisfied
when it came to branch-specific knowledge and customer processes. “Service provider knows
how the industry works and he also understands our working processes” (RS8). The
knowledge of the industry creates the co-creation opportunities between customer and service
provider because the service provider knows how the industry is working and can therefore
apply its technical knowledge to provide the best solutions that will result in superior value
for the customer. The development of a surface helps the customer to increase effectiveness
of processes and therefore to gain competitive edge. The service provider understands
customer needs in the whole context and therefore, they can make valuable technology
improvements in co-operation with the customer. Another quote was, (...) it is a complex
topic but I don’t have any worries when it comes to the capabilities of the provider. They

understand our processes and the conditions” (R9).

4.3.2 Flexibility in regard to customer needs

Respondents have different processes and therefore technological requirements. Respondents
expect the service provider to be customer oriented. Customers value when the service
provider looks for alternative solutions or when he compromises when it is more complex to
program into the software.  “FEach company is different in one or the other way. It is
important that the service provider is willing to understand our specific requirements and
adapt them in the software not ignoring them” (R6). In special occasions, the service provider
is expected to compromise but also to give preferential treatment to customers in special
occasions when, for instance, working processes are disturbed due to system problems.
Throughout the process customers expect and value when service providers show a sense of

responsibility and trust.



The customer value can be concluded in the following way. When service providers take time
for customers and when they show sincere interest in the customer’s needs then this brings
value to the customer because then they know that his interest is also the interest of the
service provider. What makes personalised service especially important in technology is that
all customers have different processes and ways of working with technology. Customers
value when service providers deal with the individual needs, which typically is an adapted or
new-programmed function in the software to simplify the technology practices for the
customer. With some needs it is difficult to implement the need as wanted in the software.
However, customers value when service providers deal with the individual needs and when

they make an effort to compromise or to find alternative solutions.

4.3.3 Reliability, User-friendliness, Capacity Planning, Flexibility

The experienced value in-use includes effectiveness of processes. For example capacity
planning of the software turned out to be reliable and users were satisfied. Reliable
calculations result in reliable capacity planning, delivery on time, ordering on time and
sufficient inventory levels. Flexibility of technology is another important aspect for users
since processers differ and users need a technology that fits individual requirements and
needs. Technology can be adapted to the customer’s specific needs and requirements, which
results in higher effectiveness. Furthermore it is possible to manage all departments of a
manufacturing company, which results in smooth working processes and transparency of data
because cross-functional access to the data is ensured. Employees know where a production

part is at the moment and when there is free capacity to produce.

Technology furthermore needs to be flexible, user friendly and reliable. ,,Production is a
process with multiple procedures. To start a new procedure one has to have the working
papers of the previous production step”(R8). Often times manufacturing companies produce
prototypes in small batches then “software has to grant a certain degree of individuality
because every company works differently and service provider has to respond to it”’(R1). The
reliability of the technology is predominant for production companies because they are
depended on the data. “In my opinion the quality of the technology is high when we talk about
the functions and the amount of error messages”(R7). Furthermore, the user friendliness
emerges when technology users can find certain functions quickly this requires a certain
structure of the system. “We don’t have to search long to find certain functions. The system is

structured”’(R4). Technology users require a certain flexibility of the technology in a way that



it can be adapted to the individual requirements. “We want to remain flexible because we want
to have to opportunity to develop in the one or the other direction”(R10).

It is important that technology is capable of supporting each process and department within a
company. A respondent who pointed out the importance of a holistic system stated the

following.

“The system is a holistic system this means that from the point in time when we
receive an order everything will be carried out through the system. We do not have
any quality issues with the system. It does not shut down nor has it any other system
errors. When it comes to the detailed production planning than it is not always easy
for the supplier to illustrate everything in detail. However, we are a company that has
different requirements than other companies. Not only machinery occupation but also
labor utilization has to be illustrated cross days and shifts. There is always potential

for improvements”(R9).

4.3.4 Efficiency

Technology grants certain functions that increase the efficiently of processes. For example,
offers can be made out of bill of material with the right calculations and manufacturing times.
Those parameters don’t have to be calculated separately. When post-calculations don’t meet
pre-calculations than post-calculation and bill of materials will be taken as a standard for the
next process. “We don’t have to be concise with the parameters, which makes the post
calculations not too precise but we can live with that and we are more flexible and can react
quickly what is very important in our industry”’(R6). Technology is efficient because
“software processes data automatically we don’t have to hire someone who insert the data
new” (R3). Additionally, technology provides real-time data “when the customer orders too

much then the system calculates when we are able to deliver”(RS).

4.3.5 Data Transparency

Another discussed value is that data is accessible at any time, any work place and
simultaneously. This highly contributes to the customer’s efficiency. In sales activities the
software has a module to track any interaction with customers.

“It takes discipline of the employee but if consequently documented then the information give
us superior value because we know which parts a customer bought/not bought and then we

can call him and ask why he stopped buying a certain part and then make him an offer”(R2).
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4.4.3 Capacity Planning
Production managers know machine occupancy and personnel labor utilization. “Knowledge
about my capacity and ability to produce is helpful because we always know when we are

capable of delivering”(R1).

4.4 Gap between Service Expectation and value-in-use Experience

4.4.1 Response and Speed of Implementation

One of the major perceived values comes from employees’ response to customer requests.
Customers clearly don’t request immediate solutions. Technology users know and accept that
when they call customer support, representatives cannot answer every question or solve
problems immediately because some issues require deeper knowledge of the software.
However, one thing that the customer support has to do immediately is to respond to requests,
which is highly demanded by customers. “(...) I want to know that people take notice of my

problems and that I can be certain that someone takes care of it” (RS).

Technology users value when employees take notice of requests and a simple response with
an acknowledgement. When customer support responds, customers feel valued, especially
since they know that people will take care of the issue. It can be the case with customer
requests when they are more complex that the service provider has to work some days on it
until a solution can be provided. Again the customer is willing to accept it as long as he can

be certain that someone takes care of it.

“I can imagine that sometimes it takes a bit more time to solve problems however when I
don’t hear anything in days then I am disappointed. When however I know the solution is

in progress I will be much more patient” (R5).

When it really takes some time due to programming efforts than acknowledgement of the
problem is not enough. Customers appreciate when employees keep them updated about the

process. They want to know the status of the process and they want to see progress.

“When things are a bit more complicated and a bit more technical beyond the obvious
than it has to be discussed with a programmer. Sometimes I have the feeling that the
employees are simply too busy. Unfortunately, when we don’t receive a reaction we

establish our own test environment to trace and understand problems with technology.
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Overall, it can be stated that we rarely receive distinct information from the customer

support about when a problem will be solved” (R10).

Participants were dissatisfied with the response and stated their dispute in the following way.

“When I finally receive my call back, then I am probably in another part of the company
taking care of other technical issue then I have to recall the problem, which is annoying.
I understand when it takes time to solve a problem, but if people don’t tell me that it will

take some days then I don’t know what is going on and I don’t feel good about it ’(R6).

In terms of the significance of response from the customer support one participant stated,

“(...) the second most important criteria of service is the speed of response”(R1).

Overall, the impression from the data is that when customers have problems with the
technology, then they don’t expect that support staff can help immediately. They understand
that some technological problems require consideration of a programmer. “I¢ is not about
helping immediately that cannot be the essence of the process, but I want to know that people
take notice of my problems and that I can be certain that someone takes care of itf’(R9).
However, it is important for customers to communicate their requests because that makes
them feel calm, as they know someone is taking care of it. As a result, they are also willing to
wait for a few days until they receive a solution. This was stated as the following “even if'it is
just a question that I communicate via telephone or e-mail, I require at least feedback

because then I know someone takes care of it and [ am more patient” (R7).

Customer may have to wait for two or three days or sometimes longer depending on the
nature of the issue until the problem is solved. Depending on the problem at hand the impact
of this aspect on value-in-use can be huge. Customers cannot work properly when the
problem affects working processes and they demand a fast solution. When technology has
problems where customers cannot approach it, then they need to solve this problem quickly.
However, when customer support does not respond to emails or phone calls in days, then the
customer technology efficiency is lacking. Depending on the customer issue the impact in the
lack in competences can affect the value-in-use. Customer supports cannot answer each
question right away. Customers may be transferred to another person who has more

knowledge in a certain area. However, this is time consuming and the customer may have to
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repeatedly state his or her problem. Users found that sometimes they have to wait for some
minutes until the technology requests progresses e.g. when they are searching for a specific
article or if they carry out calculations. Obviously the lack is on technology efficiency and

processes take more time to fulfil.

“Generally problems are solved and also in an agreeable time frame however it still takes one

or more days or even longer when it is a little bit more complicated”(R6).

Value emerges when customer support and other employees can give customers a feeling of
significance. Customers find it valuable when employees simply talk to them. One
participant stated, “if you knew that sometimes I don’t hear anything from the support in days,

then you can understand how the communication goes”(RS).

4.4.2 Speed of Technology

Another aspect is speed of technology in order to work efficiently with it. “Software should
not be slowly and you have to illustrate the whole organisation with the software it is
extensive but it works ”(R7). On the other hand customers value when technology works fast

1.e. the access time.

“The access times of the prior system had different dimensions compared to the actual
system. Secondly, the maintenance requirements in terms of system customisation jobs
are much higher with the new system. However, the old system was too expensive and

the new system is suitable for our firm size” (R2).

4.5 Substantial Gap between Service Expectation and value-in-use

Experience

4.5.1 Availability of Customer Support

There is a substantial gap in availability of support staff. Especially when companies have
their processes highly aligned to technology the dependency on available customer support is
higher. Problems have to be solved as fast as possible to ensure smooth progress. When
technology is not approachable due to technical problems, then the impact on value-in-use is
immense and affects cross-functional jobs. Respondents overall were not satisfied with the
fact that customer support is hard to catch. When there are no customer support available
technology suppliers have to find different ways to deal with the customer. Customer often
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enough get to hear that no employee is available and that someone will call back. What makes
it especially annoying for the customer is when they have to recall their problems more than
once when for example they receive a call back from an employee. When the customer is
asked to explain their problems than it should be clear and the customer should not have to
recall it. This again shows the customer that there is a sincere interest in the customer and
that employees have to knowledge and abilities to understand customer wants. A general

valid response from interview respondents was that:

“Sometimes people tell me that there is no employee available at the moment but when
we have a problem with the system e.g. we cannot fulfil bills or packing slips then we
have a problem and we need to fix it immediately. Otherwise processes are disturbed and

employees cannot work”(R7).



5 Discussion and Conclusion

In this section we discuss theoretical, practical contributions, limitations and discussions of

future research.
5.1Key findings

1. What is value-in-use?

Value-in-use is a concept in S-D logic and states that value can only be determined by the
user of a product or service. Generally, value emerges when the user can meet certain goal
with a product or service. Value creation can be described in three steps. First, the service
provider develops a value propositions that focus on the service experience. Secondly,
service provider and customer act as operant resources that co-create value. However, the

ultimate value-in-use can only be determined by the customer.

2. What is value-in-use for technology and why is it different from the common goods

and services?

Value-in-use of common goods and services is different for technology because the
definition and perception of technology is more complex. In order to understand technology
value, one has to understand that technology is embedded in organisational structures and
that those structures determine technology practices. The ultimate user of technology is
always a mediator between technology practices and value-in-use. The user has several
alternative ways to approach technology depending on the prior technology experiences and
abilities. Technology users develop their own experiences which over time build practices

that either facilitate or restrict value.

3. What do technology users expect from service and what do they experience as value-
in-use?
Technology users have expectations toward the service provider and the technology.
Towards the service provider technology users expect that service employees reach out to
them as soon as possible when they reported a problem or a request to the service desk.
Literally users expect proper communication throughout the service process. Another key
finding is that technology users require quick implementation of solutions. This is because
users are dependent on the functionality of technology and the impact on processes increases

with the time that it doesn’t work properly.



Technology users expect a certain degree of knowledge beyond technical knowledge that
includes knowledge about the industry and customer processes. Often, the technology
provider has to develop customer specific requirements in cooperation with the customer and
therefore he has to understand the processes in a context. Technology users expect a certain
degree of customer orientation and the ability of the supplier to think in terms of the
customer and provide the solution. In terms of the technology itself it needs to be capable of
covering the whole organisation. Then, it needs to be user friendly and flexibly. Most
importantly technology has to be reliable. Technology value-in-use is related to cost savings
and efficiency. Users achieve costs savings by adopting reliable capacity planning and
calculations. Efficiency is mainly achieved from transparency of data and the fact that data
are stored in one central place. All employees have quickly access to the data. Technology

processes the data quickly and there is no need to hire additional staff to enter data.

4. Are there discrepancies between service expectation and value-in-use experience?

Three categories emerged between service expectation and value-in-use experience. The first
category is that there is no gap, the second category is that there is a small gap and the third
category is that a substantial gap. Each category contains different items of service
expectation and value-in-use experience. Any gap illustrates a slight issue in the service
quality and a substantial gap illustrates a huge issue in service quality. Therefore, a gap was
illustrated between response, speed of implementation and post-calculations whereas a

substantial gap was identified as availability of customer support.

5.2 Theoretical Contribution

This research improved the understanding of technology value in context of S-D logic. It
extents Orlikowski’s understanding of technology and provides an additional view on value
through service. Orlikowski has done a lot of research effort in information systems. She has
focused greatly on the role of technology in organisations and the inter-relationship between
user and technology and how value emerges. With her model of structuration, she explained
that technology is enacted by human agency and institutionalised in structure. Orlikoswki and
Baroudi (1991) state “technologies are products of their time and organisational context and
will reflect the knowledge, materials, interests and conditions at a given locus in history.” The
authors consider interpretive schemes as one influencing factor that impacts technology value.

The point they make is that workplace culture, managerial ideology and existing bases of
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expertise influences how technologies are used. We agree that to understand technology value
one has to consider the context of the organisational norms and the interactions with human

agent. This research shows there are more factors to technology value.

The service provider takes an equally important role in the value process as internal structures
and practices. The results of this research indicate that technology service providers can
influence practices with technology, which is not indicated by Orlikowski. Especially in the
software industry technology practices don’t only emerge from structures but also from the
service quality of the service provider. This includes software trainings, close interactions and
customer support. Without service technology users can only use a smaller portion of
technology and with service the effectiveness of technology increases. Therefore value
increases remarkably. Especially in service logic the interactions between customers and

service providers become more important and interactions are an additional source of value.

While value-in-use and S-D logic give interesting perspectives on value and service, the
concepts so far are not working for technology. We combined information technology
literature with the current use of the concepts to adjust the concepts to technology. Current S-
D logic neglects customer experiences with an offering, but Orlikowski and Baroudi (1991)
point out that user experience with technology influences how they approach technology and
its influence on value. Therefore the current S-D logic has to be adapted with consumer

experience.

Secondly, for common goods and services in S-D logic, the consumer has to combine the
resource with his knowledge and skills to receive value-in-use. In technology the user has
certain knowledge and skills, which are dependent on certain interpretive schemes, which
again are dependent on a certain time and context. Different interpretive schemes among users
result in different practices and thus value. On the other hand, knowledge and skills are not
limited to the technology user. They also include the skills and the knowledge of the
technology designer and programmer. Therefore, to gain competitive advantage technology,
users not only have to refer to their own operant resources but further use service provider’s

operant resources. This can be achieved though technology trainings.

Value of common goods and services in S-D commonly emerges through the user and/or

jointly between customer and service provider. With technology however, this is not
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sufficient. Viewing technology from structuration theory, one has to take organisational
structures and the interrelationship between technology and user into account to measure
value. The common concepts have to be extended with structures and user experiences with
technology to understand how value emerges though the customer and/or with the service

provider.
5.3 Practical Contribution

Service providers can capture additional business opportunities and improve their value
propositions. Since this study considers technology in S-D logic it gives service providers a
different perspective on customer relations and interactions. New businesses and value-
creating opportunities emerge from collaborations and value-creation from customised, co-
produced offerings (Payne et al., 2008). Service providers can improve their value
propositions when they incorporate customer’s determination of value; these in turn result in
greater co-creation opportunities and higher revenues, profits and referrals (Payne et al.,
2008). Many companies are not certain about what brings value for the customers and
therefore. They cannot meet expectations when it comes to delivering value (van Riel and
Lievens, 2004). S-D logic and value-in-use concepts have been applied to various common
goods and service sectors e.g. banking, insurance, hospital. We adapt common S-D logic and
value-in-use to the specific features of technology and deliver a new perspective for service

providers on value.
5.4 Conclusion

This research used S-D logic to analyse technology value. Specifically, the research applied
value-in-use concept to technology to analyse what value emerged from the usage of

technology. The central research question was:

What is the impact of service quality on technology value-in-use?

In the first part of the research, we identified several technology aspects that make the
application of S-D logic and value-in-use different compared to common goods and services.
For instance, we stated that technology is embedded in organisational structures that have a
reciprocal influence on technology practices. Another feature is that technology consists of
hardware, techniques and the knowledge that users approach to meet a goal. Since this
research is looking at value from S-D logic, we further theorised this relationship and looked

at service expectation and value-in-use experience whereas a gap indicates a quality problem.
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The results in the previous chapter indicate that there are several gaps between service

expectation and value-in-use-experience.

On the other hand, there are simple actions that technology providers can do to make the
customer feel valuable. For instance, take notice of requests and response with an
acknowledgement. In this way, customers can be certain that their request is heard and the
person takes care of it. The willingness of customers to be patient until a solution is available
is higher when the technology supplier informs the customer about the process. Also, taking
time for each customer and showing sincere interest in his needs brings value to the customer
because then they know that his interest is also the interest of the service provider. Another
way to value the customer is to deal with personal needs. Especially since customers are
different and technology is applied differently in organisations. Customers value when service
providers deal with the individual needs, which typically is an adapted or new-programmed
function in the software to simplify the technology practices for the customer. However,
customers value when they interact with employees who have the knowledge from
engineering because then they are able to know what is happening and the service provider

can provide more value-adding activities.

To answer the central research question, it can be concluded that the impact of service quality
on value-in-use depends on the process and whether it is disturbed from its optimal flow.

When technology doesn’t function as it is supposed to function then this has a huge impact on
technology practices because employees have to search and approach alternative ways to
solve the problem, such as other Microsoft Office programs to fulfil their job. Instead of
fulfilling their jobs with the technology employees look for alternative ways to get their job
done. For example generating customer offers with Microsoft Office. The impact of this
situation is that employees have to enter the data to the system at another point in time. This
situation decreases the value-in-use because employees have to fulfil their job twice, which
decreases the efficiency of technology. There are also cases in which technology users have
questions to updates or certain functions when there is no process disturbed, and the impact of
the service quality is subordinate. Overall, as a rule of thumb, it can be stated that the more a
company has aligned its processes with the system, the higher the impact of service quality of
practices will be because the dependency on technology is high and also the risk of disturbed

processes is equally high.



5.5 Limitations and Future Research

This research looked at technology value from S-D logic and analysed the impact of service
quality on value. We detected customers’ service desires and actual value experiences and
gaps that illustrate quality issues. Withal, this research has certain limitations and it also
provides opportunities for further research. One of the main limitations of this study is
generalizability. The ethnographic case study included manufacturing companies that work
with ERP software. Even though the research tried to integrate a variety of participants it
became clear that processes are different in each company, which influences structures,
practices and thus value. Previous research in IS shows that ethnographic research is a
popular method but more research in ethnographic research in relation to value-in-use in other
industries (apart from software) can be interesting to compare with in terms of quality
dimensions. Possible future research can be observation of technology users in the long-term.
Additionally, it might be interesting to again take the results back to Zeithhaml (1988) and to
develop a framework to measure technology service quality in S-D logic in a quantitative,

more diverse group of technology users.
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Appendix

Appendix I: Semi Structured Interview

1) What are your overall experiences with the service offering of the technology service
provider?

2) What are your expectations of the service offering?

3) What are expectations of the core competences and how do they help in creating
value?

4) What are the criteria of good interactions and communication?

5) How do you use technology in daily practices?

6) How does the service quality influence perceived value of technology?

7) Which structures and norms form practices with technology and vice-versa?

8) What is the value of technology in each process?

Appendix I1: Field notes

Place/ Date/Time

Field researcher’s comments

Notes Citations




Appendix III: Coding

Open coding

Obtained from the first interview transcript and taken as codes.

1) Service expectation

Technical know-how

Branch specific know-how

Technical know-how (building requirements into software)
Customer processes

100% Software competences
Competences

Friendliness

Preferential treatment in special cases
Willingness to compromise
Flexibility in regard to customer needs
Availability

Reachability of support

Response (email, telephone)

Fast feedback

Feedback

Fast call back

Speed of implementation

Quick implementation (2h)
[llustration of whole organisation
Coverage of departments

User friendliness

Flexibility of Software
Reliable system
Co-creation

Correct problem record

2) Technology value in use
Delivery in time

Capacity planning

System speed



Organised data

Processes are more comprehensible
Structuration of working processes
Data transparency

Automated processes

Access from different work places
Central data

Cost, Cost/Benefit

Axial Coding
Technical knowledge

Branch specific knowledge

Technical knowledge (building requirements into software)

Customer processes

100% Software competences
Friendliness

Preferential treatment in special cases
Willingness to compromise
Co-creation

Flexibility in regard to customer needs
Availability

Response (email, telephone)
Feedback

Speed of implementation

[lustration of whole organisation
Coverage of departments

User friendliness

Flexibility of Software
Reliable system

Correct problem record

3) Technology value in use
Delivery in time

Capacity planning



Automated processes

System speed

Organised data

Processes are more comprehensible
Structuration of working processes
Data transparency

Access from different work places
Central data

Cost, Cost/Benefit

Service expectation

Category

Technical knowledge - Branch specific knowledge - Customer processes

- 100% Software competences

Core competences

Availability - Response (email, telephone) — Feedback - Speed of Responsiveness
implementation

Friendliness - Preferential treatment in special cases - Willingness to | Interaction
compromise - Flexibility in regard to customer needs — Correct problem

record — customer orientation — co-creation

[llustration of whole organisation - Coverage of departments - User | Technology

friendliness - Flexibility of Software - Reliable system

Value-in-use experience

System speed - Organised data - Processes are more comprehensible -
Structuration of working processes - Data transparency - Access from

different work places - Central data — automated processes

Time saving

Delivery in time - Capacity planning - Cost, Cost/Benefit

Cost saving

Table 3 Interview I: Codes



