
 

 

This report is made exclusively for AXELOS and presents the main research results from a 
study focusing on barriers and benefits related to the ITIL framework. The study was 
conducted during spring and summer 2015 by researchers at InnovationLab, University of 
Borås (UB). The research approach used was qualitative in nature and the results show that 
there are several categories of barriers and benefits that should be taken into account when 
designing future versions of the ITIL framework. The barriers identified are related to 
categories such as: service, cost, adoption and complexity, while identified benefits are related 
to benefit categories such as: structure and reliability.  

In the concluding section of this report we argue that there is a major need for ITIL to adopt 
and spread a true logic of service(s). That is, the broad and unilateral focus on the service 
provider in the current version of ITIL does not recognise that value is created by the 
beneficiary in a wider ecosystem. By fully adopting the service dominant logic and 
communicating the essence of it to existing and future ITIL users, ITIL will have major 
competitive advantages and will continue to be seen upon as the best practice for IT Service. 
Management. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
IT Service Management (ITSM) is a key issue in businesses because it 

enables firms to create value propositions to customers and to integrate IT and 

business. ITSM has become an important strategy in several organisations and 

the usage of best practices methods is common (Marrone et al. 2010). The 

purpose of best practices is to improve the quality of IT services by delivering 

superior results compared to other frameworks. A quote from Szulanski 

(1996, p. 28) reads: “It [best practice] connotes the firm's replication of an 

internal practice that is performed in a superior way in some part of the 

organisation and is deemed superior to internal alternate practices and known 

alternatives outside the company”. The most internationally recognised best 

practice is Information Technology Infrastructure Library (ITIL) (Mesquida et 

al. 2012). 

The problem we address in this report, is based on the fact that there exist 

contradictory claims concerning experiences from use of ITIL and best 

practices in general. Examples of positive best practice claims are: it 

facilitates the delivery of high quality IT services at a justifiable cost (Galup 

et al. 2009), it streamlines and makes work-procedures more efficient (Galup 

et al. 2009) and it provides competitive advantages (Marrone et al. 2010). 

Examples of negative claims are: best practices cause high expectations that 

seldom are fulfilled (Bardach 2011), best practices are too general and thus 

hard to transfer to new unique contexts (Szulanski 1996), best practices take a 

solution to a problem out of a specific context and apply it across the entire 

spectrum, which essentially can invalidate the whole purpose (Neward 2010), 

and the transferring of best practice is slow, costly, and prone to failure across 

all industries and public services (Elwyn et al. 2007). 

Due to these contradictory claims, the purpose of this report is to learn more 

about empirical experiences concerning ITIL as a best practice, but also to 

suggest recommendations for future design of ITIL. According to Marrone 

(2010), it is important to analyse what effects ITIL has on the customer. That 

is, it is not enough to analyse if ITIL supports technical advantages, but it is 

necessary also to examine if it supports a greater alignment between the IT 

organisation and the business, and whether it delivers increased value 

propositions to the customer. However, research on ITSM best practices such 
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as ITIL is scarce. McNaughton et al. (2010) claim that the benefits of implementing and using ITIL processes 

have been predicted or assumed with very little research and minimal evidence. Cervone (2008) reports that 

academic research on ITIL is in its early stages, despite its numerous appearances in the popular press and 

practitioners’ magazines. Thus, the purpose of this study is to advance knowledge concerning experiences from 

real use of ITIL.  

The remainder of this report continues with a brief description of the research approach and then findings from the 

two case studies are presented in chapter three. In chapter four, a deepened pattern analysis of barriers is described 

and in chapter five recommendations are presented. Finally, in chapter 6 conclusions are drawn. 

2. RESEARCH APPROACH 
This qualitative study embraces two case studies. The purpose of the first case study was to collect both benefits 

and barriers. A benefit, in this report, is defined as something that is advantageous or good and a barrier is defined 

as something that prevents, blocks and/or complicates a movement from one point to another (a law, rule, 

problem, etc.). In the case of this report, identified barriers obviously relate to ITIL. The first case study includes 

15 interviews (2 hours each) of senior managers and IT consultants. These senior managers and IT consultants 

have a long and broad experience from working with ITIL in different companies. The reason for interviewing 

both senior managers and IT consultants is that we wanted to collect data on a broad array to minimise the risk of 

achieving viewpoints from one specific type of role. That is, we wanted a deep understanding based on 

experiences from real ITIL use. The findings in the first case study include both benefits and barriers. To support 

the validity of the findings from the first case study, we have, in the second case study, collected barriers 

identified by other scholars and practitioners by studying literature and research papers. In the second case study, 

we have focused on barriers, since knowledge about barriers is a necessity in order to suggest improvements to 

ITIL. In order to structure the findings, we have grouped similar experiences into categories of benefits and 

barriers. To further strengthen the findings, we have searched for patterns between the two case studies in terms of 

similarities, differences and relationships between categories. The patterns have been identified by 1) identifying 

corresponding barriers between the two cases and 2) by using a cause and effect analysis. The analysis has been 

conducted in five steps: 1) Identify benefits and barriers in the first case study; 2) identify barriers in case study 

two; 3) search for patterns (matching pairs) between the two case studies; 4) identify patterns in regards of cause 

and effect between all barrier categories; and 5) analyse patterns and suggest recommendations.  
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3. FINDINGS 
The purpose of this chapter is to present findings from each case study. Similar findings are structured in 
categories representing benefits or barriers. One barrier or benefit category corresponds to one table. 

3.1 Case Study 1 
The first case study has revealed categories of both benefits and barriers. The major categories of benefits are 

reliability, cost efficiency, tool for communication and support for structured work. The major categories of 

barriers are concretion, adaptation, complexity and costs. All categories are presented with a name of the benefit 

or the barrier and a supporting empirical quote. 

Table 3.1.1 Benefit category: reliability 

Benefit Empirical quotes 
Recognised “Internationally recognised” 

“The model is well-known, which made it easy to implement and manage” 
Based on experiences 
from real life 

“… based on experiences from many real life scenarios hopefully means that it is 
actually a best practice, i.e. a successful way of doing things” 
“Developed by expert practitioners from the industry over a long period of time” 

Low degree of failure “Usually it works” 
“…good results are achieved” 

Proven “It is based on active use in many organisation to prove what is effective or not” 
 “Proven successful way of doing things” 

 
Table 3.1.2 Benefit category: cost efficiency 

Benefit Empirical quotes 
Cost control 
 

“You are in control over your IT organisation and with control comes … the ability to 
have stable, cost efficient environments, and well defined ownership, including 
accountability” 

 

Table 3.1.3 Benefit category: tool for communication 

Benefit Empirical quotes 
Support for a common 
language 
 

“The key strength is that it provides a common language for all involved parties” 
“Efficient processes are much about communication between different units, and ITIL 
makes this more easy” 
“Provides a common terminology and understanding of basic concepts” 
“The greatest strength is that it is a wide spread framework which means that different 
organisations can interact quite easily and speak the same language” 
“The model is well-known, which make it easy to implement and manage” 

Point of reference “… a point of reference that most agree to” 
“ a benchmark” 
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Table 3.1.4 Benefit category: support for structured work 

Benefit Empirical quotes 
Structured management “… a very structured way to manage an IT organisation” 

“Shows the whole architecture between the processes” 
Process perspective 
 

“ … one strength is the process perspective” 
“…a good framework to use as inspiration for how to structure your own processes” 
“… processes actually make things easier and more streamlined, which in turn allows 
you to spend more time to focusing on other important issues”  

 
Table 3.1.5 Barrier category: concretion 

Barrier Empirical quotes 
Too abstract 
 

“In general … best practice is on such a high level that they cannot be used as is” 
“Basically the biggest drawback of ITIL is that it is academic” 

Too generic 
 

“Too generic to its nature. The IT organisations want off the shelf, pragmatic and tested 
solutions with real life examples” 
“Can become the answer to everything more than a guiding framework” 

 
Table 3.1.6 Barrier category: adaptation 

Barrier Empirical quotes 
No off-the-shelf 
product 

“Have to be adapted and tailored to the organisation”  
 “Do not contain any ready to use work-products such as templates, role descriptions 
etc.” 

Lack of guidance for 
adaptation 
 

“The challenges are to find the right level of implementation corresponding to each 
organisation’s overall business need with its IT organisation” 
“It is an issue that tool vendors sell their products as ITIL compliant which makes 
stakeholders think that there is things like quick fixes and standard approaches that are 
great for their organisation” 
“Do not contain enough detailed guidance on Process Management as a discipline” 

 

Table 3.1.7 Barrier category: complexity 

Barrier Empirical quotes 
Low degree of support 
for fast business 
changes 

“Not so good when addressing agile development” 
“Is not responsive to fast changing business needs” 

Too comprehensive  a 
framework 
 

“… very extensive framework and you need to scope your implementation and really 
think about what is important for you. This can be a challenge sometimes if you are not 
experienced in process development” 

High learning 
thresholds  

“There is a lot of documented knowledge to dig into” 
 

Time-consuming “It requires a lot of overhead to make it work” 
“Takes significant effort to implement and manage” 
“Seen as an administrative overhead that slows the process down” 
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Table 3.1.8 Barrier category: costs 

Barrier Empirical quotes 
Not suitable for small 
implementations 

“The cost is relatively high, so the operation needs to be relatively big to harvest the 
benefits” 

Costly  “ … a full blown ITIL implementation is too costly” 
Hard to measure costs “IT in general, is quite poor at measuring the cost of doing things” 

“… very hard to point to possible cost savings” 
 

3.2 Case Study 2 
The second case study solely includes barriers. A barrier can be related to: 1) an experienced lack in ITIL, 2) 

organisational culture, maturity or capacity, or 3) individuals’ pre-understandings of ITIL.  That is, the cause of 

the experienced barrier is not necessarily vagueness in ITIL per se; rather, the cause might be related to ITIL in 

action. The major barrier categories identified in the second case study concern the service perspective, cost, 

concretion, support for adaptation and complexity. In the following tables (3.2.1-3.2.6) barriers are presented with 

a name, a related utterance and a reference to a publication. 

Table 3.2.1 Barrier category: Service perspective 
Barrier Utterance Publication 
Lack of service 
understanding 
 

Understanding of service(s) concept differs between organisations Söderström et al. 
(2015) 

No culture change of IT staff to service excellence Cater-Steel (2009) 
No integration of processes to provide end-to-end service Cater-Steel (2009) 
Some companies do Service Management because they know it is 
good to do, but perhaps don't know why they're doing it 

itSMF international 
(2013) 

Dissatisfied customers due to the gap between the degree of 
improved service quality and customers’ perception (customers do 
not understand processes) 

Shang and Lin (2010) 

Unilateral 
framework 

To focused on the service provider (lacking service consumer) Göbel (2014) 
ITIL is still too much focused on Infra. itSMF international 

(2013) 
No understanding of business needs Cater-Steel et al (2009) 

Not enough 
service 
management 
 

The service aspects (definition, specification, 
delivery, even catalogue) need improvement. 

itSMF international 
(2013) 

ITIL has its place but does not get IT service management to the top 
table 

itSMF international 
(2013) 

There’s a lot more to service management than ITIL…(describes) itSMF international 
(2013) 

Lack of customer view Göbel (2014) 
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Table 3.2.2 Barrier category: concretion 

Barrier Utterance Publication 
Lack of guidelines 
 

Organisations do not know where to start UB 
There is need for more standardised processes Heikkinen and Jäntti 

(2012) 
ITIL is very abstract. I miss concrete best practices, e.g. which 
priorities a change can have 

itSMF international 
(2013) 

Lack of 
organisational silver 
thread 
 

No integration of processes Cater-Steel (2009) 
Fails to tie the provision of IT services back into the overall 
business goals and objectives 

Addy (2007) 

Lack of balanced 
process guideline 
 

Some processes are very detailed yet others are very theoretical 
and superfluous 

itSMF international 
(2013) 

Lack of detail in some areas/over prescriptive in others Addy (2007) 
Some of the processes in v3 which were not in v2 show low 
levels of awareness and adoption 

Cater-Steel et al (2009) 

 

Table 3.2.3 Barrier category: complexity 

Barrier Utterance Publication 
Too complex 
 

 It's (ITIL) getting too complicated  itSMF international 
(2013) 

The roles in ITIL create bottlenecks Goldkuhl and 
Nordström (2014) 

The content in the books is slightly disjointed and it is 
sometimes obvious that different 
authors have tackled different parts of the ITIL framework 

itSMF international 
(2013) 

Lack of ITIL overview pictures (all 
processes/phases/inputs/outputs etc.) 

itSMF international 
(2013) 

Too comprehensive &  
too complex 

Looking forward to ITIL lite itSMF international 
(2013) 

Too comprehensive 
 

Long time to learn  Göbel et al. (2013b) 
ITIL too comprehensive Göbel et al. (2013) 
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Table 3.2.4 Barrier category: costs 

Barrier Utterance Publication 
Too costly 
 

Extra costs incurred in education and management Shang and Lin (2010) 
Not sufficient funding for ITSM initiatives Cater-Steel et al. 

(2009) 
Time lag between investment in ITIL project and performance 
outcome 

Shang and Lin (2010) 

Cost of reference materials is extremely high compared to other 
best practice materials 

itSMF international 
(2013) 

Costly frameworks Cronholm and Göbel 
2014; Göbel et al. 
(2013) 

Cost matters Conflicts between urgent needs for quality improvement and cost 
considerations 

Shang and Lin (2010) 

The No. 1 management concern for IT executives in 2012 is 
business productivity & cost reduction 

Luftman and Derksen 
(2012) 

Hard to use metrics and measure (such as cost) Göbel et al. (2013b) 
 

Table 3.2.5 Barrier category: adaption 

Barrier Utterance Publication 
Lack of adaption 
support 
 

Conflicts between standardised processes and unanticipated 
requests 

Shang and Lin (2010) 

[hard to] integrate with current process Lynch (2006) 
Blind faith on the part of some managers that ITIL processes are 
the best way of working 

Addy (2007) 

Not easy to adopt a framework (like ITIL) as most of them are not 
practical and are hard to implement 

Cronholm and Göbel, 
2013; itSMF 
international (2013) 

ITIL is hard to adapt to internal processes Göbel et al. (2013b) 
Terms used are not the same as in business Goldkuhl and 

Nordström (2014), 
Göbel et al. (2013) 

Not easy to adopt a framework (like ITIL) as most of them are not 
practical and are hard to implement 

itSMF international 
(2013) 
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Table 3.2.6 Barrier category: implementation  

Barrier Utterance Publication 
Lack of 
engagement 
 

Key people are not staying on the ITIL project from its start to 
finish in order to maintain continuity 

Iden (2010) 

The ITIL project members are not trying their hardest to 
implement ITIL 

Iden (2010) 

The ITIL project does not have sufficient knowledge about ITIL 
and process thinking 

Iden (2010) 

Minor commitment from senior management Iden and Eikebrook 
(2011), Cater-Steel et 
al.(2009) 

Little involvement of business stakeholders Cater-Steel (2009) 
Lack of resources Sufficient resources have not been allocated for the ITIL project Iden (2010) 
Lack of competence 
 

ITSM training not provided for IT staff Cater-Steel et al. 
(2009) 

No documentation and integration of processes Cater-Steel et al. 
(2009) 

Resistance Threat to outsource IT services Cater-Steel (2009) 
Lack of 
tools/methods/ 
guidelines 
 

The ITIL project is not using a well-defined method for process 
development 

Iden (2010) 

Redesign of processes after investing in tools Cater-Steel (2009) 

4. DEEPENED PATTERN ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF 
BARRIERS 
The purpose of chapter four is to analyse and discuss a deepened pattern analysis of the identified barrier 

categories. Two different types of pattern analysis have been performed. In the first pattern analysis (section 4.1), 

matching pairs between the two case studies have been identified. In the second pattern analysis (section 4.2), 

relationships between all barrier categories have been identified in order to find cause and effect as well as 

identify additional effects for ITIL.  

4.1 Patterns generated by corresponding case findings  
By using a barrier lens and analysing the two cases, we find that the four barrier categories identified in the first 

case correspond to barrier categories in the second case study. Table 4.1 contains an overview of the matching 

barrier categories. Although the empirical quotes in the first case study and the findings from the second case 

study are not identical, overall they are describing similar problems or challenges. That is, two different methods 

of collecting barrier data have resulted in four similar generic categories of barriers. This suggests that these 

generic categories should be considered as important. Barrier categories that are corresponding between the two 
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cases are: concretion, adaption, complexity and costs (barriers found in only one case were related to service and 

implementation).  

Table 4.1 Overview of barrier categories identified in the two case studies  

Barrier category Case Study 1 Case Study 2 
Concretion Table 3.1.5 Table 3.2.2 
Adaption  Table 3.1.6 Table 3.2.5 
Complexity Table 3.1.7 Table 3.2.3 
Cost Table 3.1.8 Table 3.2.4 
 

The concretion category occurs in both case studies and contains quotes and utterances claiming that ITIL is too 

generic, too abstract and lacks process guidelines etc. This is an important barrier category, especially for 

organisations new to the concept of ITSM or with inexperienced ITIL users employed. Experienced users could 

also benefit occasionally from a more concrete ITIL framework, e.g. while working in complex settings or while 

consulting other firms. That is, without proper guidelines it is difficult to implement and use ITIL, which leads to 

increased costs and reduces the probability of success. 

The barrier category called “adaption” refers to the fact that ITIL is regarded by some users as hard to adapt and 

to integrate with already existing processes. This category therefore also relates to the concretion barrier category 

because guidelines about the subject of adaption seem to be scarce in ITIL publications (or they are inaccessible 

for the users). Other utterances related to this category claim that ITIL must be adapted to the firm. That is, ITIL is 

not something you buy off-the-shelf and implement as-is. To new or inexperienced ITSM users this is a big 

barrier because they need time and experience to learn ITIL before being able to adapt it to the firm. Thus, as 

shown in figure 4.1, the lack of adaption guidelines increases costs and reduce ITIL success. 

The complexity barrier category consists, amongst others, of the fact that organisations argue that ITIL is too 

comprehensive, including too much documentation which leads to great investments in time to learn the 

framework. Hence this category relates to the adaption category. However, to reach a good return on investments 

(ROI), usually some effort is needed, which is why we don’t question the comprehensiveness of current ITIL 

publications. Nevertheless it is a barrier that leads to high costs related to ITIL and a solution is required if those 

ITIL users are regarded as important. 

The cost barrier category is related to several other barrier categories and could be viewed as both a cause and 

effect. Cost refers to the fact that ITIL is regarded as costly (but not always expensive) to implement and that ROI 

is hard to measure. Obviously, this barrier category also relates to the complexity barrier. A common answer to 

the ROI question is that users should use metrics because, as Lord Kelvin once said, “to measure is to know”. 

However, to find efficient metrics and use them in a correct manner; to implement measurement routines,  
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analysing data, presenting results and acting on results etc., requires capabilities. To facilitate the act of 

measurement, Brooks has published a book included in the ITSM library called “Metrics for it service 

management” (2006). The book contains hundreds of metrics, which in a way only strengthens the view that using 

metrics in complex organisations is easier said than done. Also extra costs for maintaining and preserving ITIL 

competence are mentioned in this barrier category. This however, should be mandatory because if organisations 

don’t want to go out of business, capabilities (knowledge and skills) are their most important resources and must 

be improved and maintained.  

4.2 Patterns generated by cause and effect analysis 
In the next step of the analysing phase, we related the identified barrier categories in a cause and effect diagram, 

presented in figure 4.1. The diagram includes all identified barrier categories but also some new categories. The 

new categories are related to ITIL success, user’s perception of value, and finally adoption of ITIL. Several of the 

barrier categories such as concretion, complexity etc. lead to the reduced success of ITIL. Reduced success and 

other barriers such as high costs and implementation issues, leads to the fact that the perceived value of ITIL by 

users is reduced. ‘Value’ is here defined by someone (a user of ITIL) being “better off” than before. Value 

reduction, in turn, leads to the fact that some potential users choose not to use ITIL. That is, in the end, the 

adoption of ITIL is reduced.  

In addition to the four “matching pairs” of barrier categories identified in section 4.1, two additional categories 

identified in the second case study were added in the cause and effect diagram: service (perspective) and (ITIL) 

implementation. This “mismatch” between the case studies is probably caused by the fact that the two cases were 

conducted using different methods for collecting data. The first case study was conducted by performing 

interviews and no explicit questions were asked about the user’s perception of the ITIL service perspective, nor 

were explicit questions about ITIL implementation asked. Another reason for not identifying the service barrier 

category in the first case study is probably because of very diverse views of a general service understanding in 

practice (c.f. Söderström et al. 2015). Although the barrier categories appeared only in one case study, we argue 

that those additional categories are of very high importance.  

The implementation barrier category relates to barriers such as: lack of engagement, lack of resources and lack of 

competence in the firm implementing ITIL. It also relates to the other barrier categories mentioned earlier in this 

section. The individual implementation barriers could also be viewed as success factors when implementing ITIL. 

We realise that it is difficult for a framework to inscribe these success factors in its core (such as engaged leaders) 

and it is something that we claim is more of a matter for the firm than an ITIL issue. Nevertheless, actions could 

be taken to guide users and spread the prerequisites for setting up an ITIL implementation project.  

Finally, the service barrier category is especially relevant for ITSM in general but for ITIL in particular. The 

argument for that is that the logic of service(s) is key for conducting ITIL (and for the market economy in  



  

13 
general). The barriers related to the service barrier category mainly arise from a lack of service understanding and 

the fact that ITIL is regarded as a unilateral framework (ITIL is explicitly aimed at supporting service providers). 

This is important because if the logic of service(s) is not understood correctly by ITIL users, AXELOS and ITIL, 

and obviously the users are facing a great challenge.  Although, all barrier categories identified are important it is, 

as proposed in the ITIL publications, the problems or root-causes that should be solved to reduce future incidents. 

That is, the barriers located at the top of the cause-effect diagram should be prioritised. Hence, we dedicate the 

remainder of this section to discussing the service(s) barrier category. 

 

Figure 4.1 Cause and effect diagram shows reduced ITIL adoption (read top-down)  

By finding solutions to the service(s) barriers, other barriers presented in this report could potentially be reduced. 

To fully remove other barriers, however, additional solutions are obviously needed. Our analysis shows that ITIL 

has not yet succeeded in communicating the logic of service(s), and that several users are still thinking of services 

using a traditional view. However, by 2015, there is satisfying knowledge about what ‘service’ is, and why a 

modern service perspective should be applied (e.g. Vargo & Lusch (2004a, 2015). That is, our analysis shows that 

the current ITIL publications do not apply a full modern service perspective.  By that assertion, we refer to ITIL’s 

expressions, terms and sentences dealing with service(s), which permeate all ITIL publications. In table 4.2, we  
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present examples of statements that will guide the users’ thinking away from a modern service perspective. From 

a service-dominant (S-D) logic perspective, the statements in table 4.2 address a traditional view that separates 

services from goods. To each statement or expression in table 4.2, we have added a brief comment that argues that 

ITIL, to some extent, has adopted a traditional view of service(s). 

Table 4.2 shows the excerpt from ITIL publications perpetuating a goods-dominant logic for ITIL users. 

ITIL Quote Comment 

“Services are a means of delivering value to 
customers” 

Value cannot be delivered; value is created by the 
beneficiary,  sometimes together with a provider. 

“Services are produced and consumed at the same 
time and cannot be separated from their providers” 

Service(s) are not always produced and consumed at 
the same time. Thus, service(s) can be separated from 
providers. 

“IT service management is performed by IT service 
providers” 

IT Service Management is performed by service 
providers and other partners in collaboration. 

“Services are designed, built and delivered with both 
utility and warranty” 

According to ITIL, value is built with utility and 
warranty. However, a service does not prescribe 
value, and value can only be defined by the 
beneficiary. 

“improvements to a process or IT service” IT service per definition, is a process.  

“Unlike products, services do not have much intrinsic 
value” 

A common mistake is to make a difference between 
products and service(s). A service(s) is not an add-on 
to a product; instead a product is a service. 

“…designing a solution or IT service” An IT-service is hopefully a solution. 

“…the ease with which an application, product or IT 
service can be used” 

Insinuates that a service is something other than an 
application or product.  

“if an IT supplier only builds and delivers computers, 
they are not a service provider…” 

They are indeed a service provider. 

 

Hence, from a S-D logic point of view, the ITIL statements and expressions actually entail a view of the market 

economy that refers to a traditional view that is similar to the goods dominant (G-D) logic. That is, in society in 

general, the focus was previously on a division between services and goods as well as differences between 

services and goods and this is a view that ITIL publications still hold on to and disseminate. Hence, by 

communicating a traditional view of service, as well as a framework that only targets providers of services (refer 

to the third row in table 4.2), users are confronted with major barriers to overcome in order to adapt and adopt the 

framework. 
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5. RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this section is to suggest recommendations for the redesign of, and improvements to, ITIL. The 

recommendations are based on the patterns presented in chapter four. Two superior recommendations are 

proposed: 1) the need for communicating the true logic of service(s), and 2) the need for improved ITIL support. 

Although the needs are formulated as recommendations, further improvements are needed, but we hope that the 

recommendations proposed will serve as inspiration for future ITIL versions.   

5.1 The need for communicating the logic of service(s) 
The first recommendation relates to the service pattern and concerns the lack of a fully applied service logic 

perspective. The current and somewhat old-fashioned ITIL view that focuses on a division of services and goods 

probably was necessary in a transition phase from a traditional to a modern service view. However, we claim that 

it is really time for ITIL, to abandon this division and fully recognise service as the base in ITIL and in a market 

economy. That is, the current ITIL view suggests a predominant view that is production oriented and supplier 

oriented, instead of a view that is customer oriented and value oriented.  

Ballantyne and Varey (2008) claim that the S-D logic challenges marketing orthodoxy, and will support much 

future innovation in both theoretical and practical terms. That is, by adopting and recognising the axioms of the S-

D logic, we claim that ITIL has a great possibility to build further on existing guidelines and framework to 

maintain its current number-one position for service management frameworks on the market. Moreover, we argue 

that innovations related to ITIL will emerge and, equally important, that it will be easier for ITIL to expand to 

other sectors. In contrast, if ITIL continues with a production-like service view, there is a risk that competitors 

will implement the full and modern service logic in their frameworks, which, in the long run, might outcompete 

ITIL as the best practice. Hence, a major Request For Change (RFC) is needed, stressing the importance for ITIL 

to adapt the service dominant logic as well as teaching new and existing users the true service logic of market 

economy.  

 

Figure 5.1 Conceptual model of G-D logic including goods and components (from a G-D logic view) 
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To disseminate the S-D logic is, however, a delicate task because the G-D logic appears to be a massive smear 

that actually hides the true logic of service in the market economy. That is, from a historical perspective, goods 

(or products in general) have been considered to be the sole and significant component of the traditional economy, 

and this view still is imprinted on the users of ITIL (Söderström et al. 2015) and in ITIL per se. In this report we 

view products and goods as related concepts where a product is seen as an instance of goods (figure 5.1). That is, 

Coca Cola could be viewed as an instance of the class of beverages.  

From a G-D logic view, economic activity is to make and distribute units of output, preferably tangible (i.e., 

goods) (Vargo and Lusch 2009b). By manufacturing goods, value is embedded in the very product and by 

adopting an efficient and effective manufacturing process the profit is maximised. Therefore, goods can be 

standardised, produced away from the market and also inventoried.  However, as shown in figure 5.1, the G-D 

logic also recognises services and this, we argue, is the problematic view of services that ITIL communicates.  

Vargo and Lusch (2009b, p, 14) maintain that the term services (plural) from a G-D logic perspective refers to 

nothing other than products. That is, from a G-D logic perspective services are just value enhancing add-ons for 

goods or a particular type of goods that is characterised by intangibility, heterogeneity (non-standardisation), 

inseparability (of production and consumption) and perishability (Vargo and Lusch 2009a).  As mentioned earlier, 

this view is in line with descriptions in ITIL that clearly separate services and goods by providing examples of the 

differences. Another general misunderstanding on the IT market is to refer to the underlying IT-system, 

infrastructure, or functions such as the service desk etc. as the service and value proposition. This way of viewing 

service is not good enough; it is just a matter of changing-name-of-goods-to-service.  

A third misunderstanding inscribed in ITIL, is that the old G-D logic focuses on the separation and control of 

actors to optimise and manage tangible outcomes of economic processes. That is, in a G-D logic view, the 

purpose of the firm is to produce and sell valuable units of output and, as a corollary, the role of the customer is to 

purchase and consume these units and then 

buy more (Vargo and Lusch 2009). 

Because the aim of ITIL is to explicitly 

support IT service providers, we argue that 

the latter is a problem that creates a great 

barrier for ITIL; the customer is often 

secondary and seen as a passive value 

receiver, a value destroyer and, often, not 

as a co-creator of value. The adoption of 

the traditional view of marketing (similar 

Figure 5.2 Conceptual model of service(s) 
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to G-D logic) will hinder a full appreciation of service(s) as well as block a complete understanding of marketing 

in general (Grönroos 1994; Normann and Ramirez 1993; Levitt 1983: Schlesinger and Heskett 1991). Hence, 

there is a significant risk that the ITIL publications, in their current form, lead users in a wrong direction.  

In contrast to the goods view of services, Vargo and Lusch (2004a, 2004b) claim that service(s) (singular) is the 

appropriate logic for marketing. For them, service is an interactive process of “doing something for someone” that 

is valued. Service is the application of specialised competences (operant resources; knowledge and skills), 

through deeds, processes, and performances for the benefit of another entity or the entity itself” (Vargo & Lusch 

2008a, p. 26). The term service, in an S-D logic view, transcends goods and services (plural as described in G-D 

logic). That is, in contrast to the G-D logic, there are no services in the S-D logic. Service(s), as described in S-D 

logic, could be of a direct or indirect type (through the provision of a tangible good, e.g. an IT-system) (figure 

5.2). Nevertheless, products such as infrastructure, hardware or software are still important in S-D logic and, 

according to Vargo and Lusch (2009a), the S-D logic plays a unifying role because it not only accounts for goods 

in exchange, but also recognises them as central.  

Hence, one way of improving ITIL is to adopt and incorporate the foundational premises (FPs) and axioms of the 

S-D logic (table 5.1). A premise is a statement that is assumed to be true and upon which further theory is built 

(Vargo and Lusch 2009a).Vargo and Lusch (2004a), initially proposed eight FPs of the emerging paradigm that 

should frame the essences of the S-D logic. Since then, the initial eight premises have been revised and extended 

by the authors and a complete revision was presented in Vargo and Lusch (2015).  In table 5.1 five axioms are 

marked with asterisks. An axiom, as classically conceived, is a premise that is so evident that it should be 

accepted as true without controversy. We argue that it is a very good start to inscribe the axioms in ITIL’s 

publications. 

 

Table 5.1 Foundational premises of S-D logic (Vargo and Lusch 2015) 

Id Foundational Premise 
FP1* Service is the fundamental basis of exchange.  
FP2  Indirect exchange masks the fundamental basis of exchange.  
FP3 Goods are a distribution mechanism for service provision.  
FP4 Operant resources are the fundamental source of strategic benefit. 
FP5  All economies are service economies.  
FP6*  Value is co-created by multiple actors, always including the beneficiary. 
FP7  Actors cannot deliver value but can participate in the creation and offering of value propositions. 
FP8  A service-centered view is inherently beneficiary oriented and relational. 
FP9*  All social and economic actors are resource integrators. 
FP10*  Value is always uniquely and phenomenologically determined by the beneficiary.  
FP11* Value cocreation is coordinated through actor-generated institutions and institutional arrangements. 
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5.2 The need for improved ITIL support 

The concretion, adaption, implementation and complexity patterns all relate to improvements regarding ITIL 
support and guidelines. Improved ITIL support could reduce these negative patterns and also improve users’ 
understanding of the cost perspective and implementation success factors. This can lead to more users adopting 
ITIL. 

Today, ITIL is the best practice framework for ITSM and it is the most frequently used framework on the market 

(itSMF International 2013). There are all types of ITIL users such as novices, intermediates and experts. Hence 

there is no such thing as homogeneous ITIL users and one way to improve ITIL is therefore to customise the ITIL 

design to support heterogeneous types of user categories: guidelines that novice and immature organisations and 

users could literally hold on to, guidelines that intermediates could relate to while improving processes in smaller 

organisations, and, guidelines that expert users could use when adapting and integrating ITIL in complex 

organisational settings.  

One way to clarify the ITIL publications and to 

provide useful guidelines is to add more detailed 

and explicit processes in ITIL publications. These 

processes should consist of visualised and generic 

activities as well as relations between the 

suggested process activities. In addition, an 

overview of the relationship between the processes 

themselves should be visualised. A good way to 

provide this process overview is to use examples 

of business scenarios. In the overview, an explicit 

guide illustrating the relationship between strategic, tactical and operative activities is needed. To visualise 

individual processes and overviews of process relationships we propose Business Process Model and Notation 2.0 

(BPMN 2.0). BPMN 2.0 is a standard notation for visualising and drawing process diagrams and the authors’ 

experience of the notation in action is that it is recognised and easy to understand without needing major process 

experience.  

Moreover, ITIL is a framework that is intended to act as a smorgasbord and users are supposed to adapt the 

framework to existing business processes. However, our findings show that 1) all users still have not understood 

that ITIL could/should be adapted to their own specific context, and 2) if the “adapt & adopt” concept is 

understood, there is no support for how to conduct the task of adoption and adaption. Hence implementation 

guidelines regarding this issue are needed as well. These guidelines should consist of a visualised process for 

implementation for different types of organisational sizes. The implementation guidelines should also suggest 

core processes and core functions to start with when adopting ITIL.  
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Finally, improved guidelines about how to identify and select metrics are needed. Metrics are related to 

implementation and the cost barriers. Most respondents that we have been in contact with do not have the 

experience or knowledge to use metrics. Our experience is that metrics are often used unreflectingly and thus the 

value of individual metrics is not understood. Hence, metric knowledge, explaining how metrics could be used on 

an operative level and selected to inform strategic organisational levels and vice versa, should be included. As 

with other frameworks, some key generic metrics should also be provided. 

6. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK 
In this report we have collected data concerning barriers and benefits, and structured the findings into categories. 

We have also pinpointed ITIL patterns, analysed their internal relations, and how they relate to ITIL publications. 

The generated patterns are based on real empirical findings and other scholars’ conclusions, and thus we claim 

that the findings in this report are reliable. Therefore, the patterns constitute a good input to AXELOS in order to 

keep ITIL as the number-one best practice on the market. Finally, we have suggested two recommendations that 

should be prioritised and could inspire future ITIL improvements.  

Finally, we want to inform AXELOS that we, Hannes Göbel and Stefan Cronholm, would be happy to assist, 

using our critical research perspective, perhaps with more knowledge about the service(s) dominant logic 

perspective, core processes of ITSM, BPMN or anything else related to future ITIL improvements. 
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