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Online Appendix 1. Sample Interview Protocol
Interview Protocol
Interview number:			
Date: 					
Duration:				
Demographics  			 	
Organization:											
Functional Area:										
Role:												
Experience in service design: 								
Focus of previous service design projects: 							
Interview Sections Used:
	  A: Interviewee Background
	  B: Existing service design practices
	  C: Involved participants
	  D: Challenges in service design projects
Other Topics Discussed:
Documents Obtained: 
Post Interview Comments or Leads:

Talking Points for Expert Interviews
Introduction
In our research project, we are investigating service design in organizations. We would like to better understand what the procedure for service design looks like in your everyday work, what difficulties you may encounter, and how you concretize ideas for new services. In the next 30 to 50 minutes, we would like to talk to you about your experiences on these topics. For this purpose, we have brought some questions and we are interested in your thoughts.
1. Interviewee Background
1) Briefly describe your role in your organization. 
2) To what extend do you get involved with service design?
Probe: How did you get involved in your current project?
A. Existing service design practices
1. What is your typical approach or process in your organization?
1. How do you proceed after you have identified an idea, a customer need, or a service opportunity? 
5) Which actions or activities seem critical to you?
Probes:	How would the process to scope a service concept ideally look like? 
		Do you use specific models, frameworks, or tools?
B. Involved participants
1) Who would typically be involved in your service design projects?
Probe: 	How do you align the different departments which are involved in the service 	design activities?
C. Challenges in service design projects 
1) What challenges did occur to you during the last two or three service design projects you took part in?
Probes: 	Which structural or organizational changes have you recognized during service design projects you took part in?
	How can barriers be overcome?

Online Appendix 2. Design Science Research Evaluation Procedure
A concise evaluation strategy is an integral part of design science research (DSR) to continuously “build and evaluate” solutions to real-world problems (Hevner et al., 2004). To develop an overarching evaluation strategy for our DSR approach, we consulted the Framework for Evaluation in Design Science (FEDS) (Venable et al., 2016). The framework distinguishes between formative and summative evaluations on the one hand, and artificial and naturalistic evaluations on the other. The first distinction characterizes the functional purpose and scope of evaluations: formative evaluations concentrate on individual aspects of the design, while summative evaluations focus on the cumulative results of the development and its ability to meet the overall expectations. The second distinction specifies the evaluation paradigm: naturalistic evaluations examine solutions in their real-world setting, while artificial evaluations may simplify in terms of the people or settings involved. The purpose of our theorizing attempts was to rigorously establish generalizable, prescriptive design knowledge for the development of service design solutions so that the benefits of modular reuse for service concept elements would persist in real service design situations. Following the authors’ recommendations regarding such an objective, we emphasized artificial, formative evaluations early in the process, progressed quickly to more naturalistic, formative evaluations, and eventually performed a naturalistic, summative evaluation at the end of our DSR process that focused on rigorously evaluating our (tentative) solution embedding the developed design knowledge (Venable et al., 2016).
Next, we provide details on the three evaluation episodes conducted in the respective DSR cycle that resulted from these considerations.
Evaluation 1
We recruited graduate students specializing in “Service Design Thinking” as part of their master program (Wiesche et al., 2018) and conducted exploratory focus groups. Within their teaching program, the students formed service design teams with students from the same program from international partner universities. Each team was given an individual real-world challenge by a corporate sponsor and developed a real-world solution applying the principles of service design throughout a 10-month period. At the time of the evaluation, these teams were involved in ongoing service design projects to develop service solutions. While the students could vividly reflect on real-world service design conditions, we considered the evaluation paradigm as artificial.
For each student team, we conducted exploratory focus group workshops to uncover empirically-based imperatives for improvement (Tremblay et al., 2010), a valuable setup for an initial evaluation. We asked the participants to independently read a “typical case” of a service concept purposefully selected in advance (Bryman, 2012), i.e., the textual description of successfully established service concepts in the market. Afterward, we asked the teams to strive for a commonly shared understanding of the service concept using our tentative solution from DSR cycle 1. Through the independent reading assignment we achieved that each participant cognitively formed an individual understanding of the underlying service concept described in the case. In a subsequent team assignment, we asked the team to jointly describe and discuss the service concept with the help of our service design solution. We were not involved in the assignment but encouraged collaborative discussion to maximize interaction among participants (Kitzinger, 1994). After the team assignment, we conducted group interviews with the teams and used a Strength-Weakness-Opportunities-Threats (SWOT) order to structure the interviews and inspire reflection among team members. In total, we conducted 3 workshops with 12 participants during evaluation 1.
Evaluation 2
We turned to two separate organizations that are engaged in ongoing service design projects aiming to amplify an existing core product with value-adding service concepts. The evaluation thus had a naturalistic character, as it involved service designers operating in their daily environment and under regular conditions. However, our workshop setup was limited to the participants’ conceptualization activities of a single workday and bypassed potential learnings, iterations, or refinements of workshop outcomes as the project progressed. Therefore, we considered the evaluation to be in-between artificial and naturalistic.
We conducted service concept generation workshops with the project members embedded in a confirmatory focus group evaluation on-site (Tremblay et al., 2010). To sharpen the scope of the evaluation workshop and allow for more detailed observations, we focused our attention on the service concept element of purposeful selection and application of data. We first asked the teams to reflect on any existing services 1) where the company had already relied on data as a key resource, 2) where useful data was generated, or 3) where useful data could potentially have been generated. Secondly, we assessed the existing service system of the core product and identified data generated during customer or business partner interactions. We collected these findings with the help of a stakeholder map and a customer journey map. 
Next, we used these tools – in our cases, plotted canvases filled with post-its on movable boards – as a repository of service concept elements and reference points to design new service concept elements. This way, participants experienced first-hand the application of service concept elements reuse in modular service design by incorporating post-its representing existing service elements into their considerations for new service concepts. During this step, one author acted as the moderator encouraging participants to involve the existing repository of service concept elements as a source of inspiration and, thus, to break up existing habits for this activity. A second author passively observed and documented any (strong) reactions, expressions, and the general tone of any exchange between participants during their task. Afterward, we conducted a group interview with the teams and asked them to reflect on the workshop and the perceived utility of reusing service concept elements for the generation of new service concepts.
Evaluation 3
We approached a major manufacturer of parts for process automation in Germany, PremiumParts, which entered the conceptualization phase of its ongoing service design project. Although the company had originally been product-oriented, PremiumParts has successfully transformed its portfolio into a service-oriented one and has obtained proven experience in service design. Thus, we considered the evaluation to be naturalistic, in which service designers work in their environment and under regular conditions.  
We conducted an in-depth case study to apply our acquired design knowledge “to a real situation and evaluate its impact on the real situation” (Peffers et al., 2012, p.402). To this end, we asked PremiumParts’ service design team (consisting of 4 members; a digital innovation expert, a senior application engineer, a junior application engineer, and a digital business engineer) to integrate our final service design solution, the Design Board, into their design phase. To surface the potential impacts of our solution on the team’s project outcomes, we divided evaluation 3 into two parts: In the first part, the project manager first briefed us on the project focus and the identified customer needs as well as initial ideas. Next, we participated in a typical workshop conducted in PremiumParts’ service design projects for service conceptualization. The workshop lasted about 90 minutes, and during this time, we passively observed the team’s approach and the tools they used to visualize and facilitate their cognitive activities. In the second part, which took place a week later, we introduced the Design Board to the team. We asked them to conduct another 90-minute workshop session, this time using our tool to facilitate the reuse of service concept elements for modular service design. Again, we remained passive about the project content to avoid any risk of influencing the actual outcomes but helped the participants to properly apply the tool whenever necessary. After the workshop, we conducted a group interview with the participants to collect their thoughts and experiences in applying our solution. Due to Covid-19 constraints that did not allow for an on-site workshop with the team at PremiumParts, evaluation 3 took place in a virtual format.
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