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ABSTRACT
This paper adopts service-dominant logic (SDL) to conceptualise 
transnational education (TNE) as a higher education (HE) service 
ecosystem. It uses a qualitative multimethod design that integrates 
document analysis, focus group interviews, projective and elicita
tion techniques, and research notes, while engaging students as 
partners. The research demonstrates how involving diverse stake
holders from three universities across the UK, Vietnam and Malaysia 
transforms traditional business school agendas through co- 
producing module learning outcomes (value propositions). We 
illustrate how ‘active sensing’ in the TNE context mitigates resource 
misintegration, enhancing students’ experiences and well-being. 
We apply a specific value proposition framework to HE, displaying 
its transferability and generalisability.
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Introduction

Twenty years ago, Vargo and Lusch (2004) introduced service-dominant logic (SDL), which 
has since gained significant attention in the marketing literature and found increasing 
application in higher education (HE) (see e.g. Cruz et al., 2024; Landry & Furrer, 2023). This 
study adds to this growing corpus by exploring value propositions within HE. We define 
a value proposition as one actor’s invitation to engage mutually with another actor for 
benefit (Lusch & Vargo, 2014).

In HE, value propositions can manifest as learning outcomes (LOs). Drawing from the 
United Kingdom (UK) Quality Assurance Agency for HE (QAA, 2024, p. 2), we conceptualise 
LOs as ‘statement[s] of what a learner is expected to know, understand and/or be able to 
demonstrate after completion of a designated course of study’ or a module. This paper 
focuses on module LOs.

In response to Paredes’s (2022) call to encourage students to participate in the design 
of new value propositions and support dialogue development, we engaged students as 
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partners (Healey et al., 2016) in the co-construction of LOs for ‘Marketing Management’, 
a second-year, semester-long undergraduate module. By embedding partnerships within 
the pedagogical domain, our work challenges their prevailing emphasis on extra- 
curricular initiatives (Matthews et al., 2019). Additionally, it illustrates how students as 
partners can be meaningfully integrated into marketing curricula. This approach under
scores the importance of redistributing essential resources to co-create value-in-context 
(Akaka & Parry, 2019) for all stakeholders through the reciprocal enhancement of well- 
being (Vargo et al., 2017).

The module ‘Marketing Management’ is taught by the University of Gloucestershire 
(UoG) in the United Kingdom (UK) and its franchised institutions, the University of 
Economics and Finance (UEF) in Vietnam (VN) and Peninsula College (PEN) in Malaysia 
(MY), providing a transnational education (TNE) context (Council of Europe, 2002). While 
TNE is not our primary focus, it helps identify actors and define roles. Ignoring these 
factors can influence expectations, behaviours and processes in co-producing services 
and co-creating value (Cruz et al., 2024).

Therefore, our research aims to articulate apposite and robust LOs and discuss prac
tices necessary for facilitating value co-creation among actors. To facilitate this, we 
employ Skålén, Gummerus, et al. (2015) value proposition framework, enabling us to 
address their call to investigate if this approach can be applied in different contexts. This 
leads us to pose three research questions (RQs) regarding our ‘Marketing Management’ 
module. 

RQ1: To what extent are the current value propositions fulfilled? This involves identifying 
problems and unmet student needs. Literature suggests that value-creation fails when, for 
example, practices misalign (Echeverri & Skålén, 2021; Skålén, Pace, et al., 2015) or value 
propositions remain unrealised potential (Hilton et al., 2012). We respond to a recent call 
and utilise Laud et al.'s (2019) typology to identify potential misalignments and issues. As 
Laud et al. (2019) emphasise,

the prevention or remedial action of such resource misintegration requires the active sensing 
of the service system. Future research needs to focus on these issues if service exchanges are 
to lead to mutual betterment. (pp. 876–877)

RQ2: How can the new value propositions be understood, described and communicated? We 
then present the new value propositions and explain their internal and external commu
nication. To do so, we draw on pedagogical literature (e.g. Anderson et al., 2001; Biggs & 
Tang, 2011) and relevant UK HE policies (e.g. QAA, 2023; 2024).

RQ3: How can the new value propositions be fulfilled? We offer recommendations for course 
managers and higher education institutions (HEIs) and extend this to broader societal 
concerns to conclude this paper.

Our research directly responds to Skålén, Gummerus, et al.’s (2015) call for further 
exploration of whether their framework is context-specific or more general. We do so 
by applying their framework to the TNE context to determine its applicability and 

2 M. BARR ET AL.



relevance within HE. This contributes to a deeper understanding of how contextual 
factors influence the framework’s effectiveness. This application expands the original 
construction’s scope and provides valuable insights that can inform future HE practices 
and policies. Furthermore, utilising Laud et al.’s (2019) typology, we identify where most 
misalignments occur within the value co-creation process. Ultimately, our contribution is 
in promoting the use of appropriate SDL frameworks within the TNE context (MacInnis,  
2011). This process emphasises and amplifies the voices of those previously marginalised 
in curriculum development, especially franchisees and their students. Historically, the 
latter have been passive, powerless or silent. By implementing this approach, these actors 
are now acknowledged for their expertise and worth.

The remainder of this article is divided into six sections. In the next section, we provide 
the research context and introduce our theoretical framework, focusing on value proposi
tions. Subsequently, we outline the research design and methods in the methodology 
section. The results are then presented in three sections, each addressing one of the 
research questions. Finally, we conclude with a discussion of future research directions.

Research context

Thomas and Ambrosini (2021) highlight the need for business schools to reassess their 
value propositions to meet stakeholders’ requirements better. They argue that applying 
SDL to the HE context could help secure business schools’ future. Since Vargo and Lusch 
introduced SDL in 2004, it has become a commonly applied metatheoretical framework to 
understand (marketing) exchange (Nariswari & Vargo, 2024). SDL centres on value co- 
creation, produced through resource integration by actors, including beneficiaries, via 
repeated interactions within service ecosystems (e.g. Vargo et al., 2008, 2017). Value is not 
simply codified in value-laden products delivered to customers; instead, value emerges in 
use amid material, temporal and social entanglements (see Figure 1). As such, value is 
axiomatically phenomenological (Vargo & Lusch, 2008) and is ‘ . . . coordinated through 
actor-generated institutions and institutional arrangements’ (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p. 8). 
Given these qualities and interest in co-creation in education, it is understandable that 
SDL has been applied in this context and specifically in HE (Cruz et al., 2024; Paredes,  
2022).

We adopt SDL for three reasons, which we discuss while addressing criticisms and 
distinguishing it from the related yet distinct ‘service logic’ (SL) theory (Grönroos, 2006,  
2008, 2011). Our parsimonious treatment focuses on SDL’s definition of service as ‘ . . . the 
application of competences (knowledge and skills) by one entity for the benefit of 
another’ (Vargo et al., 2008, p. 145). The following subsections present potential resolu
tions to the tensions between SDL and SL, framed as three key assertions.

SDL may be best understood as a threshold theory

SDL argues that service marketing curricula should be built on core marketing principles 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2004). However, O’Shaughnessy and O’Shaughnessy (2009) criticise this 
approach, claiming that it promotes a technocratic view of marketing. In contrast, 
Grönroos and Gummerus (2014) contend that SDL, unlike SL, is overly abstract and offers 
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limited practical value for managers, though it can still provide fresh insights. We propose 
resolving this tension by viewing SDL as a threshold theory.

Land et al. (2005, p. 54) define this as a theory that ‘ . . . bind[s] a subject together, being 
fundamental to ways of thinking and practising in that discipline’. Most recently, Hunt 
et al. (2022) argued that SDL has the potential to be the central focus of the marketing 
discipline, because it helps to explain ‘how markets work’.

Threshold theories also introduce ‘ . . . knowledge that is “alien”, or counter-intuitive or even 
intellectually absurd at face value’ (Meyer & Land, 2003, p. 2). This is particularly relevant in 
modules that challenge the knowledge and assumptions learned in introductory work. For 
instance, SDL can problematise the technocratic and managerialist approach still prevalent in 
marketing education (Heath et al., 2023) and offer normative guidance (see following subsec
tion for details).

Therefore, SDL may encourage students to 

. . . develop their conceptual abilities to identify and question current marketing assumptions, 
practices, and discourses and to accept paradox and ambiguity. Students require these 
conceptual abilities every bit as much as they need to develop their technical ‘what’ and 
‘how to do’ abilities. (Catterall et al., 2002, p. 186)

We propose that a resistant curious pedagogy, which can foster lifelong reflexivity in 
students (Tadajewski, 2023), will facilitate this process. It requires a ‘culture of question
ing’, encouraging students to be curious, take risks and, most importantly, resist accepting 
ideas unchallenged (Tadajewski, 2023). Swidler (2020) notes that curiosity necessitates 
a willingness to embrace not-knowing, uncertainty and ambiguity; it also requires 
a strong sense of self, providing the inner stability needed to stay grounded while 
remaining open to challenging and re-evaluating what we know.

Material, temporal and social context 2
Value-in-use through resource integration
resulting from service-for-service exchange

Material, temporal and social context 1
Value-in-use through resource integration
resulting from service-for-service exchange

Service
system 1

Service
system 2

Government
system

Education
system

Marketing
system

Consumption
system

Government
system

Education
system

Marketing
system

Consumption
system

Figure 1. Value co-creation in service-dominant logic (SDL) – based on Vargo et al. (2008).

4 M. BARR ET AL.



Additionally, Baxter Magolda (2007, p. 69) maintains that ‘self-authorship’ – ‘the inter
nal capacity to define one’s belief system, identity, and relationships’ – is essential for 
twenty-first-century learning outcomes. The UoG has adopted self-authorship as a core 
pedagogical approach, recognising that it develops as students acquire a range of 
graduate attributes (Hill et al., 2016). By fostering self-authorship, learners are encouraged 
to reflect critically on their positionality within the HE system and society (Preece & 
Whittaker, 2023).

SDL offers normative guidance

Drawing on MacInnis et al. (2020, p. 4), we argue that SDL can ‘offer normative guidance’ 
by considering different configurations of relationship outcomes (e.g. win-lose). 
Conversely, SL has been described as a more managerial approach (Grönroos & 
Gummerus, 2014), focusing on practical strategies – what works and how to implement 
this. Our understanding aligns with Hietanen et al.’s (2018, p. 102) observation that value 
in SDL is often ‘ . . . normalized as a generally positive outcome of exchange in benevolent 
market relations’. However, we challenge the idea that SDL inherently overlooks the 
darker sides of marketing. For instance, Relja, Zhao, et al. (2024) applied SDL to the buy- 
now-pay-later (BNPL) context, a new form of interest- and fee-free credit that remains 
unregulated in the UK. The authors examined five types of symbiotic relationships among 
consumers, retailers and BNPL providers: Mutualism (win-win-win), Commensalism (win- 
win-neutral), Parasitism (lose-win-win), Amensalism (lose-neutral-neutral) and Synnecrosis 
(lose-lose-lose). The study concluded that the long-term well-being of all market actors is 
sustainable only in the first two scenarios, underscoring the need for a nuanced evalua
tion of relationship outcomes.

SDL transcends customer-centricity

SDL can offer a productive lens to examine different HE relationship outcomes, emphasis
ing mutual value co-creation among all actors within a service ecosystem. Conversely, SL 
contends that ‘ . . . the customer is always a value creator’ (Grönroos, 2011, p. 294). A solely 
customer-centric view is imbalanced and thus problematic (Gummesson, 2008). It can 
drive HE marketisation (Molesworth et al., 2011) and prioritise student satisfaction with 
educational services (Nixon et al., 2018). This is particularly relevant when students – and 
transnational partner HEIs – are viewed as customers. As Nordensvärd (2011) points out, 
students can also be seen as managers of their learning (or capital) for the labour market 
and, conversely, as commodities from the viewpoint of the state or market. According to 
Nordensvärd (2011, p. 162), this shift reflects the idea that ‘ . . . students go from being 
consumer queens to investment pawns’.

From the SDL perspective, treating students merely as customers is limiting. It over
looks their potential as active participants who can simultaneously fulfill various roles 
(Brady, 2013). Moreover, it shifts the focus of education to short-term market outcomes 
rather than fostering long-term competencies and capabilities that SDL advocates. This 
commodification can inhibit creativity and critical thinking (Zurn & Shankar, 2020), as 
students may feel pressured to conform to market expectations instead of pursuing their 
unique interests. Finally, this view confines students to a transactional role, measuring 
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their worth solely by market demands and satisfaction metrics rather than recognising 
them as value co-creators (Díaz-Méndez et al., 2017).

SDL defines value as ‘ . . . a measure of change in viability, [or] wellbeing’ of both the 
service ecosystem and its individual parts (Vargo & Lusch, 2017, p. 54). Value has been 
widely examined and variously construed, but Blut et al.’s (2023) meta-analysis found that 
in both business and consumer markets, it is predominantly conceptualised as a trade-off 
between benefits and sacrifices. SDL-informed value is always emergent (Vargo et al.,  
2017), changing through the continuous reflection and re-reflection of beneficiaries 
(Akaka & Parry, 2019). Eggert et al. (2019) pointed out the dynamic interplay in which 
past value experiences inform expectations of future value experiences. As such, value 
within SDL is embedded within a temporal and contextual framework, often denoted as 
the service ecosystem.

Service ecosystems are relatively self-contained and self-adjusting systems comprising 
multiple actors who integrate resources, like knowledge, to co-create mutual value 
through service exchanges (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). Viewing students as consumers, man
agers or commodities is not only ‘overly simplistic’ (Brady, 2013, p. 93), but it also over
looks the many other actors involved, potentially undermining their capacity for change 
(Cruz et al., 2024). Business schools can benefit from adopting an SDL approach (Thomas 
& Ambrosini, 2021), which promotes understanding the complex relationships among key 
actors, such as HEIs/teachers and students, as well as other network actors. Next, we 
identify several key actors involved in the TNE provision of our second-year undergrad
uate module ‘Marketing Management’.

The module builds on the first-year ‘Marketing Principles’ delivery and is a foundation 
for ‘Strategic Marketing’ in the third year. Since 2016, the ‘Marketing Management’ 
module has been taught at the UoG’s franchised partner HEIs in Vietnam (UEF) and 
Malaysia (PEN) as part of its honours marketing courses. These programmes comply 
with guidelines from the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA), including the Frameworks 
for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ) and Subject Benchmark Statements (SBS). 
They are regulated by the Office for Students (OfS) and validated by the UoG’s 
Validation Standing Panel, following internal procedures that include consultation with 
external examiners and, where relevant, with employers. The Chartered Institute of 
Marketing (CIM), a professional body for marketers in the UK and worldwide, has accre
dited the marketing courses. This means the LOs align with the CIM’s professional 
qualifications, regulated by the Office of Qualifications and Examinations Regulation 
(Ofqual).

As an honours degree-awarding body, the UoG ensures that the quality of provisions is 
comparable across all three countries (OECD, 2005). While some argue that this practice 
promotes ‘educational imperialism’ (Pyvis, 2011, p. 733), we contend, following 
Djerasimovic (2014), that this view restricts the adoption of more constructive approaches 
to the practical challenges of TNE. From an SDL perspective, these ‘rules, norms, mean
ings, symbols, practices, and similar aides to collaboration’ are understood as ‘institutional 
arrangements’ (Vargo & Lusch, 2016, p. 6). We propose that instead of being overly 
controlling, these arrangements should define interpretative agency, ensuring quality 
assurance through clear boundary-making. Within these boundaries, contextual interpre
tation remains possible and does not inherently place franchise partners in a subordinate 
role, as Djerasimovic (2014, p. 209) notes:
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Agency that enables this selective internalisation of ideologies and negotiation of meanings 
and the use of ideological discursive resources without accepting them as truth is an element 
that is often found to be missing from critical, structuralist treatment of ideas about discourse 
and ideology imposition and dominance.

In embracing SDL, we formed a diverse, multidisciplinary team from all three universities 
to systematically research changes to the ‘Marketing Management’ module. This team 
included module and course leaders, teaching and learning innovation leads, quality 
assurance leads and partnership leads. Their professional expertise, recognised by various 
bodies, including the CIM and Advance HE, brings practical and academic rigour in course 
redesigns. Previously, franchise partners and their students were simply consulted, reflect
ing power imbalances. In contrast, our research took a more participatory approach, 
collaborating with students from all three countries as partners in redesigning the module 
within the relevant institutional arrangements.

Figure 2 depicts the key actors involved in this TNE provision. We acknowledge that 
this representation is UK-centric, as a UK university grants the degree and is also partial. 
Given the complexity of service ecosystems, a complete overview is not feasible and may 
be seen as a limitation of the SDL (Thomas & Ambrosini, 2021). We also recognise that the 
SDL might promote a market-focused view, potentially inhibiting additional change 
opportunities (Varman et al., 2022). This, in part, reflects the concept of HE being 
a ‘coopetive’ service ecosystem, in which actors ‘ . . . simultaneously pursue individual 
and collective goals’, resulting in varying relationship outcomes (Relja, Zhao, et al., 2024, 
p. 99). Market subjectivity and neoliberal governmentality are two possible outcomes 
(Varman et al., 2011), though they are not the focus of this research.

After justifying SDL as the theoretical lens, the following section presents the paper’s 
value proposition framework. It is based on the idea that value propositions represent 

UK University

Students

Foreign
Universities

CIM

QAA OfS

Ofqual
Marketing

Management
Module

OECD

Figure 2. Partial TNE service ecosystem. Notes. CIM: Chartered Institute for Marketing. Ofqual: Office of 
Qualifications and Examinations Regulation. OfS: Office for Students. OECD: Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development. QAA: Quality Assurance Agency.
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promises about what is offered and how actors co-create value through mutual resource 
integration, linking promises to practices (Skålén, Gummerus, et al., 2015). Accordingly, 
we first present LOs as promises of what students should be able to demonstrate, 
followed by a discussion of the practices necessary to foster value co-creation. The 
practices are then used to inform our methodological approach and structure the 
remainder of this paper.

Value proposition framework

The Oxford Dictionary of English (n.d.) defines ‘promise’ as ‘an indication that something is 
likely to occur’. In education, promises are formalised through LOs, typically framed as 
intended outcomes, since learning cannot be guaranteed (Moon, 2002). LOs are stated at 
the university (graduate outcomes), course (degree) and module (unit) levels, varying 
from abstract to specific (Biggs & Tang, 2011). For instance, the UoG has made a career 
promise, ensuring its graduates are career-ready and can meet their ambitions. A key part 
of this is fostering self-authorship among students.

As the degree-awarding body, the UoG’s course LOs must align with the qualifications 
outlined in the FHEQ, which also need to be mapped to specific levels of study, such as 
level five for the second-year ‘Marketing Management’ module (QAA, 2024). Moreover, 
the QAA’s (2023, p. 1) SBS for business and management details ‘ . . . what can be expected 
of a graduate in the subject, in terms of what they might know, do and understand at the 
end of their studies’. However, it is crucial to distinguish these module LOs from teaching 
content, learning activities or assessments (Bloom et al., 1956). Instead, HEIs should define 
no more than five to six module LOs (Biggs & Tang, 2011), with each outcome containing 
a single verb to indicate the level of learning (also referred to as Bloom’s taxonomy) and 
a noun to specify the desired knowledge or skills (Anderson et al., 2001).

In SDL, knowledge and skills are operant resources (Vargo & Lusch, 2008), offering 
actors a strategic benefit (Vargo & Lusch, 2016). Operant resources are human or intellec
tual resources actively participating in value co-creation (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). In contrast, 
operand resources, such as LOs, are acted upon or transformed during the service delivery 
(Vargo & Lusch, 2004). To derive value within a given context, actors such as students 
must not only access but also adapt and integrate resources before applying them (Akaka 
et al., 2012). Actors utilise resources to enhance their viability by converting potential 
resources into tangible ones, which, when effectively applied, can be harnessed to 
provide service that benefits both oneself and others (Lusch & Vargo, 2014). This multi
directional approach to resource integration sees all parties combining diverse resources 
to enhance personal well-being while contributing to others’ well-being (Vargo, 2008).

Hilton et al. (2012) highlight resources’ potential and temporal character and, thus, 
value. They argue that enhanced resources offer students potential value for skills, 
qualifications and career growth, often fully realised only after graduation and evolving. 
As a result, it would be inappropriate to view value as static or short-lived in individual 
service encounters; instead, value unfolds over time (Lusch & Wu, 2012). To support this 
extended process, HEIs must implement practices that enable effective resource integra
tion (Skålén, Gummerus, et al., 2015).

The anatomy proposed by Skålén, Gummerus, et al. (2015, p. 144) identifies three 
aggregate layers of practices that configure value propositions:
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(1) Core provision layer. This subsumes three sub-practices (operating, problem- 
finding and problem-solving) that directly support customer value creation and 
answer the question, ‘How does the firm [organisation] make sure that the value 
proposition can be used so that value-in-use emerges for the customer, according 
to the firm’s [organisation’s] promise?’. As indicated earlier, ‘problem-finding’ aligns 
with what Laud et al. (2019, pp. 876–877) term the ‘active sensing of the service 
system’.

(2) Intermediate representational layer. Constituted by three sub-practices (naming 
and labelling, modelling and interaction), it offers meaning and structure to articu
late the value proposition to all actors. It addresses the question, ‘How is the value 
proposition communicated, and what does it mean?’. This and the core layer are 
deeply intertwined. Representational practices effectively frame the intended 
value-in-use, whilst those in the provision layer are the activities that help realise 
this value for the participating actors.

(3) Outer management and organisational layer. The final four sub-practices (organis
ing, staffing and team building, networking and knowledge sharing) support the 
previous layers. They enable value proposition fulfilment and respond to ‘How does 
the firm fulfill its part of the proposed value?’.

Therefore, these aggregative layers effectively span value proposition development and 
delivery, communication and enactment. They can also be applied to propositions at 
multiple levels, ranging from the entire HEI to a single module. Table 1 demonstrates how 
the layers frame our research questions and provides examples of potential HE resource 
integration practices.

Within the provision layer, operating practices foreground the necessity of resource 
integration as codified in value propositions. This emphasises that effective resource 
integration is a prerequisite for value co-creation and implies that resource ‘misintegra
tion’ should be avoided as it precipitates value co-destruction, an interactive process 
based on ‘faulty’ resource integration (Järvi et al., 2018). Laud et al. (2019) propose that 
such misintegration can manifest in 10 different ways and across the total service process. 
For instance, within HE, academics working transnationally may encounter situations 
where they lack resources, such as knowledge of local professional bodies’ requirements. 
Furthermore, academics may misunderstand how to integrate resources when a TNE- 
provider-designed module is not sympathetic to local cultures where it is also delivered. 
Moreover, lecturers may apply resources excessively, for example, when a student pesters 
staff outside the delivering HEI about assessment details. Such manifestations indicate 
resource misintegration and warn of impending value co-destruction (Laud et al., 2019). 
Given this, examining resource misintegration through active sensing of the TNE service 
ecosystem also offers insights into problem definition and scaffolds problem-solving 
practices.

Within a TNE context, the representational layer can be applied variously. It encom
passes internal and external communication (e.g. validation processes and subsequent 
course detail publication to recruit students at the franchisor and franchisee institutions). 
Additionally, it pertains to LO development and articulation, foregrounding the centrality 
and significance of word choice to scaffold intended value-in-use. As identified previously, 
there are divergent views on how to frame LOs effectively within pedagogic debates. This 
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Table 1. The value proposition framework.
Practices and 
Sub-practices

Definitions 
(Skålén, Gummerus, et al., 2015)

Research questions (RQs) and example 
applications in the HE context

Provision practices ‘ . . . enable the value proposition by supporting 
customer value creation’.

RQ1: To what extent are the current 
value propositions fulfilled?

● Operating 
practices

‘. . .integrate resources in order to support the value 
creation of the customer as stated in the value 
proposition’

. . .creating and validating courses with 
stakeholders (including students, 
employers, policymakers, and 
professional bodies), encouraging and 
enabling stakeholder feedback, 
adjusting practices because of 
discussions

● Problem- 
finding prac
tices (active 
sensing)

‘ . . . identify; (a) problems with the customer’s value 
creation and (b) the customer’s need for new 
forms of creating value’

. . .identify (a) students’ cocreation 
problems with current learning 
outcomes, particularly course and 
unit, (b) students’ requirements for 
new learning outcomes

● Problem- 
solving 
practices

‘ . . . help to solve customer problems’ . . .design new learning outcomes, means 
of delivering and assessments, and 
supporting student understanding of 
learning

Representational 
practices

‘ . . . involve articulating the value proposition, 
giving it meaning and structure, and are used to 
communicate the value proposition both 
externally and internally’

RQ2: How can the new value 
propositions be understood, 
described, and communicated?

● Naming and 
labelling 
practices

‘ . . . practices describing the activities of the value 
proposition and their fulfillment’

. . .practices that enable sense-making 
and the development of a shared 
language

● Modelling 
practices

‘ . . . create the structure of the value proposition, 
presenting the value proposition as a meaningful 
whole’

. . .create a common conceptual 
framework codified as, for example, 
a Module Descriptor to present 
a meaningful whole

● Interaction 
practices

‘ . . . enable the firm to communicate the value 
proposition to its customers, or to cocreate it 
with them’

. . .enable the module tutor to 
communicate the learning outcomes 
to students and then cocreate them

Management and 
organisational 
practices

‘ . . . fulfill the promise by aligning, organizing, and 
managing provision and representational 
practices, and the resources these practices 
integrate’.

RQ3: How can the new value 
propositions be fulfilled?

● Organizsing 
practices

‘ . . . organize the work of providing and 
representing value propositions’

. . .marshal module, course, cross- 
functional and professional services 
teams in the work of providing and 
representing value propositions

● Staffing and 
team-building 
practices

‘ . . . are used to hire staff and form teams that can 
provide and communicate service’

. . .recruit and forge departments able to 
engage across HEIs to provide and 
communicate service

● Networking 
practices

‘ . . . are those in which the firm relates to and 
involves members of its network in order to 
create, deliver, or negotiate value propositions’

. . . are those where HEIs engage with 
varied network actors, for example, 
professional bodies such as the 
Chartered Institute of Marketing (CIM), 
Advance HE, Quality Assurance 
Agency (QAA) or employers, to create, 
deliver, or negotiate value 
propositions

● Knowledge- 
sharing 
practices

‘ . . . entail the dissemination of knowledge and 
skills, important resources, throughout the 
company by means of training, best practice 
sharing, and interaction in order to realize the 
value proposition for the customer’

. . .include intra- and inter-HEI and 
professional body knowledge, skills 
and resource dissemination through 
scholarly and research activity to 
realise the value proposition for the 
student

10 M. BARR ET AL.



is exacerbated by considering possible in-group (e.g. HEIs, course managers, students, 
communities of practice) preferences for specific language forms and is amplified by 
cultural particularities. As such, representational layer practices are critical in this study.

The outer management and organisational layer for those engaging in TNE focuses on 
the ‘translation’ of the provision and representational practices and the resources these 
practices integrate into the means to fulfill the promise. This underscores intra- and inter- 
HEI staff collaboration, engagement with varied additional network actors, the need for 
knowledge sharing and the alignment of organisational practices. Within this research, 
this layer also raises implications for who should participate and how. It signals the 
inclusion of diverse actors and the application of varied forms of research that seek to 
build a team and offer opportunities for networking and knowledge-sharing. As such, this 
leads us to consider the methodology applied.

Methodology

This interpretivist study adopted a nested multimethod design by integrating five quali
tative approaches to gain a deeper and more nuanced understanding of students’ 
experiences with the second-year Marketing Management module (Hackett et al., 2016; 
Mik-Meyer, 2021). Document analysis sensitised the research team to the broader HE and 
TNE context, informed research design and contextualised findings (Bowen, 2009; Dibb 
et al., 2014). Focus group interviews (Krueger & Casey, 2015a) were the overarching 
method, enabling us to deploy additional projective (Relja, Ward, et al., 2024) and elicita
tion techniques (Barton, 2015). Research notes (Phillips & Jones, 2024) were taken through
out the data generation and analysis to support reflection, sensitisation and 
contextualisation. Table 2 provides an overview and justification of the methods used, 
which are discussed in the following sections.

Our data generation and analysis approach align particularly with Skålén, Gummerus, 
et al. (2015) provision practices (RQ1) and representational practices (RQ2); outcomes are 
presented in two separate result sections. The implications of these results are then 
considered jointly to address management and organisational practices (RQ3).

Data generation

Before initiating empirical work, we conducted a comprehensive document analysis to 
gain a deeper understanding of the internal and sector-wide context (desk research). 
Reviewing internal documents – including quality policies and procedures, strategic 
plans, validation documents and student feedback – helped shape the research design 
and focus. These documents remained a key reference throughout data generation, 
analysis and co-creation of new policies and module content.

Additionally, various QAA documents were scrutinised, including quality codes, SBS, 
FHEQ and guidelines on the quality evaluation and enhancement of UK TNE provision. 
These sources provided continuous guidance during research design, data generation 
and analysis, as well as in the collaborative development of new value propositions and 
policies. Similarly, a review of Advance HE frameworks – such as those for internationalis
ing HE, embedding employability and fostering student engagement through partner
ship – further informed the study.
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Finally, widely used textbooks were analysed (Dibb et al., 2014), encompassing Asia– 
Pacific, European and global editions, to ensure a comprehensive perspective. Marketing 
and marketing management definitions were extracted and thematically analysed to 
identify key conceptual variations.

The primary research comprised six focus groups, with two conducted in each of the 
three countries. The first set of focus groups (lasting 2 hours each) explored participants’ 
experiences, motivations and perspectives regarding the expected learning outcomes of 

Table 2. Data generation methods.
Key method Description Rationale for method

Document analysis Secondary (desk) research Sensitise and contextualise
● Institutional 

documents
● QAA 

documents
● Advance HE 

documents

The research team reviewed a range of 
institutional, QAA and Advance HE 
documents, including quality policies, 
strategic plans, quality codes, frameworks 
for HE qualifications and guidelines for 
student experience and engagement.

Document analysis addressed RQ1, RQ2 and 
RQ3. Internal and external documents 
provided continuous guidance throughout 
the research design, data generation, 
analysis and co-creation of new policies and 
module content. Textbook analysis 
informed stimulus selection, shaped focus 
group discussions, guided data analysis and 
informed the discussion of findings.

● Textbooks The research team reviewed widely used 
marketing textbooks, selecting works that 
reflect diverse geographical perspectives, 
including Asia-Pacific, European and global 
editions. Definitions of marketing and 
marketing management were extracted and 
thematically analysed.

Focus groups Primary (empirical) research Explore lived experiences
● Development 

of Learning 
Outcomes 
(LOs)

Three focus groups (one per country) were 
conducted for active sensing of the TNE 
service ecosystem and the collaborative 
development of LOs (Duration: two hours 
per session).

Both sets of focus groups in each country 
addressed RQ1 and RQ2 by exploring 
students’ lived experiences, identifying 
issues and uncovering unmet needs. They 
also examined practice alignment and 
potential realisation of value proposition, 
subsequently informing the development of 
new LOs.

● Validation of 
Learning 
Outcomes 
(LOs)

After analysing the data from the first focus 
group, the research team synthesised 
a unified set of LOs applicable across all 
countries. To validate these LOs, a second 
round of three focus groups (one per 
country) was held (Duration: 30–45 minutes 
per session). The core of the student body 
was the same as in the first focus group. 
Student responses informed subsequent 
policy and module changes.

Projective technique Primary (empirical) research Access tacit thoughts and beliefs
● Word associa

tion task
In the first round of focus groups, students in 

each country were asked to write down the 
first three words that came to mind when 
thinking of ‘marketing’. This generated 
a total of N=63 data points, which were 
analysed using thematic content analysis.

This method addressed RQ1 and RQ2 by 
uncovering students’ tacit beliefs about 
marketing and revealing needs that shape 
their expectations and value perceptions. 
The insights guided the development of 
new LOs and informed research discussions.

Elicitation technique Primary (empirical) research Encourage metacognition
● Verbal stimuli Following the projective technique in the first 

round of focus groups, students in each 
country (N=21) were encouraged to 
comment on two definitions of marketing, 
one by the UK Chartered Institute of 
Marketing (CIM) and the other by the 
American Marketing Association (AMA).

This method addressed RQ1 and RQ2 by 
prompting students to reflect on their 
understanding of marketing, deepening 
their awareness of learning and thought 
processes. Co-developing a shared 
understanding of the module’s focus 
established a foundation for creating LOs,

Research notes Primary (empirical) research Sensitise and contextualise
● Field notes The research team documented insights from 

focus groups throughout data collection 
and analysis, including observations and 
experiences.

This method addressed RQ1, RQ2 and RQ3. 
Research notes aided the contextualisation 
and interpretation of findings within and 
between countries and sessions.
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the Marketing Management module, thereby encouraging metacognition about their 
learning (Tanner, 2012). Focus groups, a qualitative interview method (Mik-Meyer,  
2021), are designed as ‘ . . . planned discussion[s] led by a moderator who guides 
a small group of participants through a set of carefully sequenced (focused) questions . . . 
’ (Krueger & Casey, 2015a, p. 506). They can be effectively employed in different contexts 
(Tadajewski, 2016), including course design and evaluation (Krueger & Casey, 2015a). The 
terms focus groups, (focus) group interviews and group discussions can be used inter
changeably, provided the researcher actively encourages and monitors group interaction 
(King et al., 2019; Kitzinger & Barbour, 1999). This study adhered to these principles by, for 
example, carefully designing the moderator guide, prompting participation and high
lighting similarities and differences during moderation to negotiate meaning (Barbour,  
2018).

We accept the inherent challenges of focus groups (e.g. Krueger & Casey, 2015b) and 
highlight three issues identified by Smithson (2000) as most relevant to our study, 
explaining how we addressed them. An initial challenge arises when one or more voices 
dominate the discussion, requiring the moderator to encourage quieter participants to 
contribute actively. However, as Smithson (2000) suggests, silence need not be seen as 
problematic, as it may reflect participants’ authentic modes of engagement. The second 
challenge relates to moderator bias, while the third involves reinforcing normative views. 
We recruited student moderators who shared characteristics with the focus group parti
cipants to address these potential issues. Partnering with student co-researchers (Gravett 
et al., 2020; Matthews et al., 2018) also helped overcome potential power imbalance. 
Additionally, independent staff from diverse cultural backgrounds supported the student 
moderators as needed, facilitating both group discourse and critical reflexivity between 
student and staff researchers. Independent staff members were not involved in course 
design, delivery or assessment.

During the focus group interviews, students were initially presented with icebreakers 
and opening questions about themselves and their learning experiences. Next, the 
moderators employed a projective technique, asking students to write down on sticky 
notes the first three things that came to mind when thinking about marketing. This task 
changed the pace and modality of the focus groups, encouraged active and playful 
engagement (Kalter, 2016) and facilitated the co-production of new meaning. Word 
association tasks are quick and easy to administer, require minimal mental effort and 
are less likely to evoke negative responses than other projective techniques (Relja, Ward, 
et al., 2024). More importantly, they also provide an opportunity to tap into learners’ tacit 
knowledge, implicit beliefs and unconscious motives, thereby granting access to experi
ences that may not be explored through focus group interviews alone (Relja, Ward, et al.,  
2024).

Following the projective technique, the moderators employed an elicitation technique, 
which typically uses ‘visual, verbal, or written stimuli to encourage people to share their 
ideas’ (Barton, 2015, p. 180). Specifically, students discussed and compared two distinct 
definitions of marketing with their associations to generate deeper insights into their 
understanding of the subject. The two definitions (see Figure 3) were sourced from the 
Chartered Institute of Marketing (CIM, 2015) and the American Marketing Association 
(AMA, 2017). Our rationale was to highlight the tension arising from the CIM’s focus on 
profitable management and the AMA’s emphasis on value creation, as noted in prior 
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literature (CIM, 2007; Grönroos, 2011; Skålén et al., 2022). Notably, only a few of the 
textbooks reviewed (Baines et al., 2022; Blythe & Martin, 2019; Brassington & Pettitt, 2006; 
Masterson et al., 2021) explicitly addressed both definitions, while most remained silent. 
Our approach promoted discourse through ‘ . . . the sharing of ideas, knowledge and 
experience’ (Caridà et al., 2018, p. 70). As highlighted by Kahlke et al. (2024, p. 8), both 
projective and elicitation techniques are believed to empower research participants 
because the ‘research topic involves investigating complex thinking and meaning- 
making’ and students might feel ‘uncomfortable with oral interviews or may find them 
inaccessible’.

Following the first round of focus groups, the research team analysed the data and 
identified a unified set of LOs applicable across all three countries. A second round of 
focus groups (30–45 minutes each) was conducted in all three countries to validate the 
new LOs with students. Where relevant, LOs were refined based on student feedback. 
Insights from focus groups were documented throughout the study in the form of 
research notes, capturing researcher observations and reflections during data generation 
and analysis.

Data analysis

Thematic analysis served as the core qualitative approach, enabling an inductive inter
pretation of data. We adhered to the six phases of the analytic process outlined by Braun 
and Clarke (2022): (1) familiarisation with the data; (2) coding; (3) generation of initial 
themes; (4) development and review of themes; (5) naming and refining themes; and (6) 
writing up the findings. In the analysis of the textbooks, marketing definitions were 
extracted into a table. After familiarisation, the data were coded and initial themes were 
generated. These themes informed stimulus selection for the elicitation task while con
textualising the findings.

The focus groups were recorded using audio and video for online sessions. Recordings 
were purposefully transcribed to ensure trustworthy representation (O’Connell & Kowal,  
1995; Smith et al., 2022). Data analysis combined inductive (thematic) and deductive 
(template) approaches using NVivo software to identify and address problems and 
student needs (Skålén, Gummerus, et al., 2015). A template with a priori codes was created 
(Brooks et al., 2015; King & Brooks, 2017) based on Laud et al.’s (2019) ‘typology of 
resource misintegration manifestations’. This SDL framework facilitated a systematic 
examination of the data in phase two, while inductive thematic analysis captured emer
ging ideas.

“Marketing is the
management process

responsible for identifying,
anticipating and satisfying

customer requirements
profitably.”

(CIM, 2015, p. 2)

“Marketing is the activity,
set of institutions, and processes

for creating, communicating,
delivering, and exchanging
offerings that have value

for customers, clients, partners,
and society at large.”

(AMA, 2017)

Marketing

Figure 3. Two marketing definitions used as verbal stimuli in the focus groups.
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For the projective technique, word clouds were generated for each country to visually 
represent the frequency of students’ associations with the term ‘marketing’ and to analyse 
patterns in their knowledge (DePaolo & Wilkinson, 2014). Thematic content analysis 
(Krippendorff, 2013) was then applied to interpret these words and identify themes for 
cross-country comparison. Visual and verbal/written data were analysed in phases three 
to five of Braun and Clarke’s (2022) approach. Data from the elicitation technique was 
integrated with focus group interview data and analysed collectively.

Representational practices (Skålén, Gummerus, et al., 2015) included the development 
of new value propositions (LOs) derived from the main themes and aligned with the 
relevant SBS and FHEQ level. LOs were crafted using Bloom’s taxonomy (Anderson et al.,  
2001; Krathwohl et al., 1964). The latter suggests that domain-specific learning can be 
represented at various levels, with examples in the cognitive domain ranging from 
‘remember’ (the lowest) to ‘create’ (the highest). Although Bloom’s taxonomy is widely 
applied for LO design (Karanja & Malone, 2021), it presents challenges, particularly in the 
post-digital age (Panthalookaran, 2021). Newton et al. (2020, p. 4) recently questioned 
Bloom’s alignment with learning science evidence, noting ‘. . .that there is a lack of 
consistency between UK HE providers with regard to the verbs they use to map learning 
to the different levels’. Recognising tensions from applying diverse subject, paradigmatic 
and cultural perspectives within and across HEIs, we championed a shared language 
among key actors to facilitate value creation.

Study participants

After obtaining ethics approval from the universities (#REC.23.14.1b.2), a purposeful 
sampling strategy was used to recruit second-year undergraduate marketing students 
in the three countries, all currently enrolled in relevant marketing courses (Patton, 2015). 
Participation was voluntary. Students were fully informed and gave written consent for 
their involvement and the publication of anonymised data. We use pseudonyms to 
protect participant anonymity. Students self-selected to participate in the focus groups 
within their respective countries. A total of 31 students participated across both focus 
groups, averaging 9 students per country and group.

Validity

We use Yardley’s (2000, 2015) framework to establish the validity of our qualitative 
study. It is based on four principles. First, our research demonstrates ‘sensitivity to 
context’ by attending to students’ perspectives, as they are the primary beneficiaries of 
HE value. We highlight our awareness of the research context by linking SDL and the 
broader pedagogic literature. Second, the researchers are ‘committed’ to a thorough 
and rigorous methodological approach, evidenced by their skills and competencies. 
Third, we aimed to maintain the clarity of the narrative and offer ‘coherent’ and robust 
arguments. This was achieved through methodological triangulation (including focus 
group discussions, projective methods and elicitation techniques), researcher triangu
lation (engaging an international, multidisciplinary team with diverse skills at different 
stages) and data triangulation (generating data with students in three countries to add 
geographical and cultural diversity) (Denzin, 1970/2009, 2012). Finally, the research 
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aimed to have a real-world ‘impact’ on students and other actors within our TNE 
service ecosystem.

Furthermore, we offer new theoretical perspectives by evidencing the applicability 
of Skålén, Gummerus, et al.’s (2015) value proposition framework to the HE context. 
Specifically, we affirm the framework’s transferability to this new context, thereby 
deepening theoretical and practical understanding. Moreover, SDL frames the TNE 
context as a scalable (e.g. institutional versus national versus transnational) service 
ecosystem capable of producing various outcomes (e.g. win-lose-neutral) for its actors 
and the network as a whole. Advocating this view emphasises the framework’s gen
eralisability and underscores its theoretical contribution (MacInnis, 2011). The follow
ing section presents results from engaging with students in provision practices, 
addressing RQ1.

Results and discussion of provision practices (RQ1)

The first RQ examines the extent to which current value propositions are fulfilled. This 
section discusses four themes identified through active sensing, highlighting students’ 
needs for new forms of value creation (Skålén, Gummerus, et al., 2015).

Theme 1: future-casting career decision-making

The most important theme for students in all three countries is having an applied and 
relevant curriculum aligned to future careers, fulfilling the UoG’s career promise. By 
focusing on career development, the educational experience aims to equip students 
with the knowledge, skills and networks necessary to navigate the complexities of the 
job market and pursue their career aspirations effectively. Given the rapid and disruptive 
changes in the marketing landscape, predicting the exact skills needed even 5 years from 
now is impossible (PwC, 2018). As PwC (2018) notes, employees and organisations must 
be prepared to adapt to various future scenarios. Similarly, Deloitte (2022) acknowledges 
the uncertainty of the decade ahead, emphasising that ongoing shifts make it essential to 
remain agile and responsive to unforeseen events. This theme, therefore, emphasises the 
importance of aligning educational outcomes with students’ interests, values and long- 
term career goals, fostering a seamless transition from academia to the workforce. 
Students’ need for future-casting career decision-making emanates from a perceived 
lack of access to resources to support their value creation (Laud et al., 2019).

Two key subthemes – identity and occupation – were developed, and a lack of 
clarity in either area, now or in the future, often leads to challenges in career decision- 
making (Gati et al., 1996). Both may indicate resource misintegration (Laud et al.,  
2019), hindering the development of meaningful and fulfilling career aspirations and 
the alignment of self-beliefs with career choices. The data indicate an emerging 
pattern in career decision-making challenges across regions. Students from Vietnam 
tend to lack a strong sense of identity, expressed as ‘not knowing what I want’ 
(preferences). This may inhibit their ability to connect personal beliefs and values 
with career aspirations:
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Sometimes I’m confused that I don’t know, when I graduate, what I’m going to do, what job I’m 
going to pick like that, yeah. (Kate, VN)

I feel so confused about my future–about what I’m gonna do after graduation. (Crystal, VN)

Conversely, Malaysian students showed some appreciation of how course content relates 
to their future careers, particularly to job characteristics. However, this does not imply 
complete clarity, as conceptualisations might be too narrow or based on incomplete 
information:

This module has covered certain theories and concepts which will be useful . . . to analyse market 
conditions [and] create creative marketing strategies, which will be really helpful in [my] future 
career. (Millie, MY)

. . . if we. . . would like to manage a team, first we need to identify. . . the team members. (Sophia, 
MY)

In contrast, UK students expressed identity-related concerns (self-awareness) and occupa
tion-related concerns (knowledge of marketing roles). This highlights a need for support 
in developing self-understanding and exploring various careers. For example, Elsa lacks an 
appreciation of her capabilities (What can I do?):

I don’t really know what I’m good at. . . I really was hoping that I know, like, ‘what’s my strength?’ 
(Elsa, UK)

In contrast, Anastasia’s comment suggests a somewhat simplistic view of marketing and 
the roles of marketers by implying a single universal role – potentially ignoring the job 
differences. However, markets, marketing practices and marketing praxis are increasingly 
recognised as fluid and context-dependent (Skålén et al., 2022). This underscores the 
need for a deeper understanding of these concepts.

You know, the thing that I feel like I’m lacking is like the knowledge of what marketers actually 
do day-to-day in the real world. (Anastasia, UK)

Students’ self-knowledge is considered an essential resource for value creation. As Baxter 
Magolda (2001, p. xvii) emphasises, ‘internal self-definition is crucial to balancing external 
and internal forces in knowing and relating to others’, thus playing ‘the central role. . .in 
self-authorship’. External forces, such as social norms and expectations, can evolve and 
may be codified in HE frameworks like the SBS (QAA, 2023), articulated by professional 
bodies such as the CIM, or reflected in job advertisements (e.g. DiGregorio et al., 2019). 
Similarly, identity is also highly temporal. D’Argembeau et al. (2012) note that we draw on 
our autobiographical memories (past) to make sense of who we are (present) and project 
our self-understanding into the future. This evolving interaction between internal and 
external forces underscores the complexities students face in aligning their identities with 
career goals.

Strikingly, the consistency in students’ perspectives suggests that the TNE context does 
not lead to misintegration. It is conceivable that the operant resources of student identity 
(self-knowledge) and occupation expectations are primary points for misintegration when 
modules do not attend to these ‘at-hand’ student resources but are configured with 
distinct propositions. If there is limited recognition or an attempt to align knowledge and 
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expectations, it is unsurprising that this becomes a possible source of value destruction 
(Laud et al., 2019).

Theme 2: composing marketing definitions

Another key theme emerging from the data is the need to compose marketing definitions. 
A potential misalignment of operant resources stems from students’ disagreement on 
how to integrate resources (Laud et al., 2019). This is reflected in varying opinions on the 
structure and content of marketing courses and modules. This variation might be related 
to their identity projects and occupation intentions. For instance, a content analysis of 
students’ associations with the term ‘marketing’ – expressed in their vocabulary – 
revealed country-specific differences, illustrated as word clouds in Figure 4.

British students (Panel A) emphasise creativity and communication skills, indicating 
a view of marketing that involves content creation and consumer engagement. Marketing 
in the UK context may be perceived more as an art than a science (Kotler et al., 2019). 
Conversely, Asian students may lean towards a more scientific approach, valuing proven 
tools and processes to achieve organisational goals. Vietnamese students’ perceptions 
(Panel B) focus heavily on marketing concepts like ‘advertise’, ‘profit’, ‘4Ps’, ‘SWOT’ and 
‘PESTL’, suggesting an awareness of marketing frameworks and a more technocratic view. 
Malaysian students’ associations (Panel C) concentrate on operational and strategic 
aspects like ‘business’, ‘analysis’, ‘planning’ and ‘strategies’. Overall, there is a clear 
emphasis on activities (e.g. communicating) and processes (e.g. planning), which is 
expected given their role in achieving business objectives (Dibb et al., 2014). 
Additionally, the associations highlight a strong focus on customers and monetary out
comes (e.g. sales and profits), reflecting an ongoing alignment with traditional and 
managerialist perspectives (e.g. Armstrong et al., 2019, 2020; Blythe & Martin, 2019; 
Kotler et al., 2018, 2021) that remain prevalent in marketing education (Heath et al., 2023).

Notably, the word cloud reveals little to no consideration for the well-being of broader 
stakeholders (e.g. Vargo & Lusch, 2017). While some textbooks (Baines et al., 2022; Blythe 
& Martin, 2019; Brassington & Pettitt, 2006; Masterson et al., 2021) discuss both the CIM 
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(2015) and the AMA (2017) definitions of marketing, only one of the reviewed textbooks 
explicitly includes the term ‘stakeholder’ in its definition (Pride et al., 2018). Other defini
tions remain broad, with stakeholder considerations only implied (e.g. Dibb et al., 2019). 
However, there are signs of a gradual shift in perspective. More recently, Kotler et al. 
(2022, p. 578) defined marketing as ‘the identification and meeting of individual and social 
needs’, signalling an increasing focus on the broader societal context compared to their 
definition offered nearly 15 years earlier:

Marketing [is the] process of planning and executing the conception, pricing, promotion, and 
distribution of ideas, goods and services to create exchanges that satisfy individual and 
organisational goals. (Kotler et al., 2009, p. 865)

Additionally, there has been a progressive rise in the number of texts directed at 
‘sustainable’ marketing, with most academic publishers (e.g. Palgrave, Pearson, Prentice 
Hall, Routledge, Sage, Springer) now providing undergraduate titles that may find use 
across a wide range of marketing modules. There is also a continuance of work around 
marcomarketing (including that expressed in the Journal of Macromarketing) that may 
gradually inculcate such themes in the thinking of staff and students and the coverage of 
issues addressed in marketing texts.

Focus group data generally confirm findings from the word association method. For 
instance, British students expressed their disagreement with the current business focus of 
the ‘Marketing Management’ module, whereas Malaysian students disagree with its 
current marketing focus:

I feel that the university is sending people out into the world, kind of like all signed up without the 
artistic part of it, which you need if you want to be a good marketer, in my opinion. (Heggerty, 
UK)

I see marketing as not just business. . . I just want it to balance it out. (Elsa, UK)

I think that this subject [marketing management] is more focused heavily on marketing side 
rather than . . . marketing and management equally . . . I hope the two stuff can be equal. (Will, 
MY)

I will more prefer on the management part cause I’m not so like the creative person, yeah. 
(Sophia, MY)

Vietnamese students were less explicit about their marketing configurations. As the 
following quote suggests, their technical view of marketing was more implicit: 

. . . digital marketing tools could be used to, for example, the media platform, right, the media, 
the website. The AI technology could be used and implemented to find the data . . . instead of 
traditional tool of marketing . . . And this could lead to the rise in revenues. (Tracy, VN)

The analysis suggests a need to bridge the gap between creativity and technical 
knowledge, addressing confusion and fostering a deeper understanding of how 
marketing operates ‘in the real world’. By incorporating these diverse perspectives, 
a more comprehensive and inclusive approach to marketing education might 
better prepare students for contemporary marketing practices (Skålén et al.,  
2022) with a well-rounded skill set. This also indicates that perceptions attached 
to the operant resources identified in theme one, ‘Future casting career decision- 
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making’, are a site for additional misintegration and value co-destruction. The 
students’ identity (self-knowledge) and occupation expectations underscore their 
responses to the module resources. This essentially creates misintegration amplifi
cation and hence helps define a problem that needs attention (Laud et al., 2019). 
This consideration can provide perspective and alternative viewpoints, helping to 
co-create changed identity and occupation expectations. If nothing is done, there 
is scope for this value co-destruction to spill over and create further issues, as is 
perhaps evident in the following theme.

Theme 3: exploring real-world dynamics

During the focus groups, students from all three countries shared their experiences 
with simulations used as digital learning environments to provide hands-on, experi
ential learning opportunities (Chernikova et al., 2020; Vlachopoulos & Makri, 2017). The 
goal was to understand the perceived value of simulations in students’ learning 
journeys. Insights from this study are intended to inform interventions that align 
with guidelines (e.g. OECD, 2005), ensuring that TNE education offered by the UoG 
meets standards comparable to those in the home market. The academic team was 
concerned that these guidelines might not be fully upheld if British students have free 
access to simulations and are assessed on these experiences. In contrast, budget 
constraints prevented partner universities from providing the same experience, access 
and assessments. To address this, the second author secured research funding from 
the UoG to provide students across all three countries with time-limited, free access to 
simulations, enabling systematic investigation into its acceptance and impact on 
student achievement.

Overall, student responses to simulations were mixed, revealing regional differences. 
These varied responses might again be said to bear the echoes of the two preceding 
themes. Aspects might reflect a student’s desire to practice applying the creative, techno
cratic or managerialist skills they value and, in that way, help them pursue specific career 
aspirations.

Vietnamese students found that simulations offer safe environments for practical 
learning (Andrew, VN), help them understand real market dynamics (Kate, VN) and 
facilitate learning through real-life applications (Mike, VN). These views contrast 
with those of British students, who perceived simulations as unhelpful and burden
some (Anastasia, UK), mentioned that simulations are not assessed (Allaysia, UK) 
and consequently expressed their uncertainty about the relevance of simulation to 
the course (Dennis, UK). As a result, British students failed to understand the 
usefulness and relevance of simulations and whether any actual learning occurred. 
Their experiences indicate a misunderstanding of integrating simulations (Laud 
et al., 2019).

Some students also pointed to the universities’ intensive application of simulations, 
making it challenging to integrate them effectively (Laud et al., 2019). Malaysian students 
highlighted a lack of variety. Their comments emphasised, for example, their excessive 
focus on profit or their overly serious approach:
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The result [of the simulation] is like: You MUST achieve the profit. You must be profitable. Yeah, 
and then only you can go on for the next level . . . that’s more challenging for us. (Hermione, MY)

I think if the simulation is more interesting [focus beyond profit] and more creativity for students, 
I think it’s good for the game. But if it’s very boring [like the ones we did] you need to cancel it, 
I think. (Mia, MY)

Conversely, few British students lamented the overuse of simulations, including:

I think we had quite too many [simulations] already . . . we’re up to our third simulation . . . It just 
kind of feels like filler at times as well, whereas . . . I’ve paid . . . to listen to a lecture . . . My brain 
turns off and then I just click a couple of buttons, see if my number goes up. (Dennis, UK)

I think the lecturers hide behind the simulation. And I mean that. As you know, we’ve gone to 
lectures and basically do the simulation. . . . the lecturers just kind of thought, you know, that 
they’ve got ‘a free period’. (Heggerty, UK)

This may indicate the potentially unequal access that Southeast Asian students have to 
resources, particularly in terms of finances, time and support from educators. Some 
students were concerned about the cost of simulation software. In contrast, others 
struggled with multitasking between simulation and assignments or needed more precise 
instructions from lecturers in their respective countries to avoid the feeling that their 
resources were being wasted:

The simulation software . . . we need to pay before we use the software . . . I think it would be 
better if . . . you can consider to make . . . optional. (Millie, MY)

Using the simulation – we have assignment too, you know. I think students will be more 
struggling to. . . multitasking. . . I think it takes a lot of time. . . it really takes time . . . (Ivy, MY)

I don’t know if the lecturer understand it or not, but the way that person explained [it] to us is not 
really clear and made us really confused and as the result, even though that we can use the 
simulation and get the good result, but actually. . . we don’t understand why we have that result. 
[That’s when] I feel it’s [simulation] like wasting time and even wasting money because we need 
to pay for [it]. (Andrew, VN)

It is worth noting that the students’ operand resources (time and money) appear here for 
the first time in terms of potential misintegration. The tone of the comments suggests 
considerable amplification of potential value co-destruction based on the enfolding of 
these resource misintegration vectors.

Theme 4: transforming perspectives

The final theme reflects students’ desire to diversify the marketing management curricu
lum by incorporating multiple perspectives. While it is shared across all countries, it is 
expressed differently. For example, British students felt educators deliberately prevented 
them from integrating diverse views, thus blocking resource access (Laud et al., 2019). For 
example, Heggerty perceives lecturers as limiting and directing focus to a single idea, 
whereas Anastasia expressed a desire for a broader focus beyond business-to-consumer 
(B2C) marketing:
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I feel like the lecturers kind of funnel you to an idea . . . rather than like: ‘There’s all these ideas out 
here!’- It’s just, like, now we’re gonna narrow in on this one so . . . there’s a way that the faculty is 
trying to institutionalise you, if you like . . . (Heggerty, UK)

There is just like a really heavy focus on B2C marketing . . . It’d be really nice to have a module 
that maybe looks at . . . charity work or government work and what they do that isn’t just driven 
by profits. (Anastasia, UK)

Vietnamese and Malaysian students, on the other hand, expressed their views more 
subtly:

You should learn basically like most of them [different perspectives] . . . It’s going to help you a lot 
with your study . . . (Josh, VN)

. . . put yourself in somebody’s shoe . . . If we talk to other people [e.g. LGBTQ] we also have to 
know how . . . do we understand them. So I think the only problem might be a little bit the culture 
barrier and the people themselves. (Mike, VN)

. . . discussing current issues . . . I think it’s beneficial for the student because the student can apply 
their knowledge and critical thinking skill to real-world problems and challenges . . . the student 
must have the awareness and empathy for this current issue . . . And I think this is crucial for 
them. (Mia, MY)

Because of the range of opinions and experiences, we can share our ideas together and everyone 
with a different kind of background, they have a different way of thinking and their perspective is 
different from us. So, I think cultural differences may actually . . . positively influence us. (Millie, 
MY)

The comments evidence value co-creation from integrating knowledge and experiences 
predicated on cultural or social differences. This starkly contrasts the potential issues 
raised by the misintegration that emanates from disciplinary perspective expectations 
seen in themes one and two. The tension presents an interesting challenge and provoca
tion for those managing the development and delivery of marketing management 
modules.

Results and discussion of representational practices (RQ2)

This section outlines four value propositions (LOs) developed collaboratively with stu
dents in a TNE setting. These propositions are grounded in the lived experiences and 
perspectives of the UK, VN and MY students, ensuring they reflect genuine needs, 
aspirations and expectations aligned with provision practices. Through iterative dialogue, 
exploration and reflection, students and researchers co-created these propositions to 
capture the desired outcomes of the Marketing Management module. This collaborative 
approach fostered shared understanding and a common language with key stakeholders 
(representational practices). Table 3 illustrates the connections between provision prac
tices (RQ1) and representational practices (RQ2). Our study revealed that students as 
partners take ownership of their learning, appreciating the simplicity and action- 
orientation of the new value propositions, which in turn foster meta-cognition, critical 
thinking and creativity (e.g. Andrew, VN; Heggerty, UK; Milly, MY; Sophia, MY).
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Proposition 1

The previous section revealed that students felt they lacked access to knowledge about 
present and future self-identities (‘What do I want?’ and ‘What can I do?’) and occupations 
(‘What job alternatives exist?’ and ‘What are the characteristics of these options?’) (Gati et al.,  
1996). We, therefore, offer the following first value proposition (LO1): ‘A student passing 
this module should be able to imagine and articulate the roles of future marketing profes
sionals through research.’ We do not intend to complement or replace existing academic, 
professional or personal development modules offered at various study levels. However, 
in line with our career promise and adhering to Advance HE’s (2019) recommended 
framework for enhancing student success, we purposefully embed employability in our 
curricula, including issues about ‘responsible leadership and management’ as stated in 
the relevant SBS (QAA, 2023). Fougère and Solitander (2023, pp. 399–400) note:

In the typical business school HC [hidden curriculum], the socialization of homo oeconomicus 
relies on five main subject positions: the consumer, the entrepreneur, the investor, the leader, 
and the manager. These five subject positions often form the absolute limits of imagination 
and action in the curriculum . . . Even when students are put in the roles of civil society 
changemakers, public decision-makers and/or politicians, their sensemaking relies on 
a rationality grounded in homo oeconomicus.

Fougère and Solitander (2023) argue that challenging the status quo in business school 
curricula requires emphasising structural and ethico-political ‘imaginations’ over indivi
dualised and moral-economic ones. Focusing on the current roles of marketing managers 
and marketing’s contribution to organisational effectiveness – as manifested in the 
current Marketing Management module – may inadvertently reinforce traditional 
assumptions. What is more, some marketing scholars claim that

a return to fundamentals is in order. In a time of soul searching for management studies, 
Henry Mintzberg paused to ask an overlooked question: What do managers actually do? 
A similar approach might now be helpful in marketing – the study of marketing practice: 
What do marketing practitioners actually do? Of course, this is a complex question, given the 
diverse nature of the tasks marketing practitioners perform. (Key et al., 2021, p. 452)

As argued earlier, the project team proposes that a resistant curious marketing pedagogy 
(Tadajewski, 2023), with its emphasis on reflexivity, can help develop a more forward- 
thinking and action-oriented curriculum. The new LO encourages students to envision 
themselves in future roles and actively shape their professional trajectories, thus market
ing praxis (Skålén et al., 2022). This is particularly relevant given the uncertainty around 
future skill demands in business (Thomas & Ambrosini, 2021). The new LO aligns with the 
FHEQ Level 5 Descriptor (QAA, 2024), which underscores the ability to apply underlying 

Table 3. Link between provision (RQ1) and representational (RQ2) practices.
Results from provision practices 
(RQ1) Results from representational practices (RQ2)

Problem-solving through. . . A student passing this module should be able to . . .
Future-casting career decision- 

making
→ Imagine and articulate the roles of future marketing professionals through 

research.
Composing marketing definitions → Develop a personal definition of marketing based on research evidence.
Exploring real-world dynamics → Evaluate the notion of brand equity using simulation.
Transforming perspectives → Outline the impact of marketing practice on service ecosystems.
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concepts and principles beyond their original context, including within employment 
settings. Additionally, it conforms to the relevant SBS (QAA, 2023), which promotes 
‘people management’ skills, such as communication and leadership, alongside research 
skills.

The new LO requires students to reflect on the evolving roles in marketing and the 
skills these may demand. Students must demonstrate their ability to encode cognitive, 
affective and psychomotor skills (Krathwohl et al., 1964) through imaginative thinking, 
fostering a deeper understanding of the profession and their role within it. Unlike 
traditional, stand-alone employability modules that focus on, for example, decoding job 
advertisements, LO1 emphasises creating new concepts (the ‘what’) informed by research 
(the ‘how’). This approach supports the highest level of cognitive learning and promotes 
metacognitive thinking (Anderson et al., 2001). Importantly, students are expected to 
envision, formulate and justify this knowledge to others.

Proposition 2

Student responses and gathered insights have led to the formulation of a second value 
proposition (LO2): ‘A student passing this module should be able to develop a personal 
definition of marketing based on research evidence’. This LO reflects diverse marketing 
configurations across the UK, VN and MY. It is grounded in a constructivist approach, 
which acknowledges the situated, context-dependent and evolving nature of concepts 
(knowledge) while emphasising that students actively construct their knowledge 
(Laurillard, 2012). This value proposition actively opposes the LO in some textbooks 
(e.g. Padgett & Loos, 2023, p. 1; emphasis added) that students should give ‘an accurate 
definition of marketing’, as it assumes a static and objectivist worldview. The challenge of 
a single and accurate definition becomes even more relevant considering recent studies 
(see Hunt et al., 2022), which have sparked a ‘manifesto conversation’ about the market
ing discipline’s fragmented status and evolving identity. Hunt et al. (2022, p. 147) speci
fically argue that marketing has developed across five distinct eras, leading to a loss of 
disciplinary coherence, and call for its renewal to reverse its current ‘troubled trajectory’.

Building on their experiences and prior learning from introductory modules like 
‘Marketing Principles’, students are now challenged to recognise ‘the limits of their 
knowledge, and how this influences analyses and interpretations based on that knowl
edge’ (QAA, 2024, p. 18). This approach requires self-reflection and an appreciation of 
different contexts, including cultures (QAA, 2023) and, by extension, learned commu
nities. For example, Shaw and Jones (2005) suggest that marketing management is just 
one of many schools of thought; it examines how organisations should market their 
offerings. A critical exploration of different conceptualisations to challenge underlying 
paradigmatic assumptions and incorporating axiological reflections (Mahajan et al., 2023) 
can enhance students’ affective learning promoted within the SDL framework (Thomas & 
Ambrosini, 2021). Given students’ self-identity and occupation expectations, how this is 
operationalised will need thoughtful attention. It necessitates the creation of opportu
nities that foster curiosity without being a possible source of value destruction.

Developing a personal definition requires synthesising research evidence (the ‘how’) 
and generating a new, individualised interpretation of marketing (the ‘what’). It 
embodies the highest form of cognitive process and involves metacognition 

24 M. BARR ET AL.



(Anderson et al., 2001). Students must engage in reflective thinking about the nature 
of marketing, integrate different perspectives and evaluate how research evidence fits 
into their views and values. Thus, it requires awareness of one’s cognitive and affective 
processes and the ability to adapt based on new insights. As such, LO2 conforms with 
the FEHQ L5 descriptor (QAA, 2024) and incorporates intended LOs articulated in the 
SBS for business and management studies (QAA, 2023). Ultimately, this shift promotes 
a more holistic understanding of marketing and creates a more significant ‘interactive 
value formation space’ (Echeverri & Skålén, 2021, p. 241), actively inviting learners to 
shape their perspectives as marketing practitioners.

Proposition 3

This research revealed that Vietnamese students value simulation-based learning for its 
ability to facilitate the exploration of real-world problems in safe environments. In con
trast, Malaysian students criticised educators’ overuse of profit-focused, overly serious 
simulations. However, few British students expressed frustration with the frequent use of 
simulations overall. Additionally, British students struggled to understand how simula
tions aligned with their learning goals, leading to difficulties in integrating them effec
tively for value co-creation (Laud et al., 2019).

Instead of entirely removing this learning tool or operand resource (Vargo & Lusch,  
2004), the second author secured ‘resource support’ (Moizer et al., 2009) to study the 
effectiveness of simulations within the Marketing Management curriculum by addressing 
the problems identified in current provision practices. As a form of problem-based 
learning, simulation-based learning supports complex skill development even when 
learners are unfamiliar with specific concepts and procedures (Chernikova et al., 2020). 
What is more, simulations can provide an effective learning environment for applying 
established and novel pedagogies, including ‘glitch pedagogy’ (Preece & Whittaker, 2023) 
or ‘ludic pedagogy’ (Lauricella & Edmunds, 2023).

Glitch pedagogy introduces unexpected tension into the marketing curriculum, expos
ing underlying orthodox ideologies in HE and creating spaces for resistance and affirma
tion (Preece & Whittaker, 2023). For instance, simulations emphasising profit maximisation 
can be a starting point for discussing how these models reflect and reinforce traditional 
views, prompting students to critically assess alternative business objectives and question 
the simulations’ assumptions. Ludic pedagogy, structured around fun, play, playfulness 
and positivity, reintroduces the joy of discovery into learning (Lauricella & Edmunds,  
2023). For instance, the playful use of simulations can encourage students to explore 
marketing concepts more freely, reducing the pressure of high-stakes outcomes and 
fostering a more open, curious mindset that enhances creativity and engagement. We 
believe that a blend of these pedagogical approaches, along with the constructive 
alignment of LOs, teaching and learning methods, and assessments (Biggs & Tang,  
2011), can help to mitigate relevant manifestations of resource misintegration (Laud 
et al., 2019).

Consequently, a new value proposition (LO3) was developed to enable students across 
all three HEIs to explore real-world dynamics: ‘A student passing this module should be able 
to evaluate the notion of brand equity using simulation’. Through active participation in the 
simulation, students can critically reflect on the complexities of brand equity, its 
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underlying principles and its implications for businesses and society (Wooliscroft, 2020). 
This value proposition will also ensure that HEIs maintain OECD (2005) standards on 
education quality comparability and promises made to prospective students. Importantly, 
all value propositions remain adaptable and may be revised if there are indications that 
they do not enhance individual or systemic well-being. Framing brand equity as the value 
that actors within a service ecosystem attribute to a brand (Winit & Kantabutra, 2022) 
strengthens the connection between different LOs within the module. This holistic 
perspective transcends a purely technocratic and managerial approach, encouraging 
students to acknowledge the interplay of factors that shape brand value. As a result, it 
deepens their critical understanding of relational marketing dynamics (Vargo, 2009) and 
allows for exploring various relationship outcomes (MacInnis et al., 2020; Relja, Zhao, et al.,  
2024).

In summary, LO3 fosters higher-order cognitive learning (evaluation) by engaging 
students with conceptual knowledge (the ‘what’) through simulations (the ‘how’) and 
their assumptions (Anderson et al., 2001). It aligns with the FHEQ L5 descriptor, encoura
ging students to ‘ . . . use a range of established techniques to initiate and undertake 
critical analysis of information and to propose solutions to problems arising from that 
analysis’ (QAA, 2024, p. 18). Additionally, it requires students to demonstrate ‘ . . . con
ceptual, systemic and critical thinking, analysis, synthesis and evaluation’ (QAA,  
2023, p. 15).

Proposition 4

The fourth value proposition (LO4) is rooted in students’ desire to transform their market
ing perspectives. It has been formulated as: ‘A student passing this module should be able 
to outline the impact of marketing practice on service ecosystems’. In response to a recent 
call from researchers advocating for the application of SDL in business schools, LO4 has 
been designed as an affective LO, as such outcomes are often underrepresented in this 
context (Thomas & Ambrosini, 2021). Affective LOs

. . . emphasize a feeling tone, an emotion, or a degree of acceptance or rejection . . . [and] vary 
from simple attention to selected phenomena to complex but internally consistent qualities 
of character and conscience. (Krathwohl et al., 1964, p. 7)

At the highest level of Bloom’s affective taxonomy, termed ‘characterization by a value or 
value complex’, the interplay between cognitive and affective processes is amplified as 
students integrate knowledge with personal values. This leads to meaningful behavioural 
changes and long-term commitments (Krathwohl et al., 1964).

This idea aligns with our LO4, encompassing cognitive and affective domains. The term 
‘outline’ corresponds to tier four of Bloom’s cognitive taxonomy, focusing on the ‘how’ 
(process), while understanding the impact of marketing practice on service ecosystems 
represents the ‘what’ of learning, involving metacognitive or strategic knowledge 
(Anderson et al., 2001). It is also consistent with the FHEQ Level 5 descriptor, which states 
that graduates should be able to ‘ . . . effectively communicate information, arguments 
and analysis in a variety of forms to specialist and non-specialist audiences’ (QAA,  
2024, p. 18).
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Additionally, LO4 aligns with the SBS, which requires graduates to demonstrate knowl
edge, understanding and critical evaluation of ethics, responsibility and sustainability 
(QAA, 2023), thus embodying the affective dimension. By outlining the impact of market
ing practices on service ecosystems, students need to demonstrate ‘ . . . an internal 
consistency to the system of attitudes and values’ (Krathwohl et al., 1964, p. 184). We 
support students in building a coherent value system, or self-authorship (Baxter Magolda,  
2001), by implementing a new Marketing Management curriculum with appropriate 
pedagogical approaches and assessments (Biggs, 2014).

Discussion of management and organisational practices (RQ3)

Skålén, Gummerus, et al.’s (2015) anatomy of value propositions identifies that the outer 
management and organisational layer supports the two other aggregate layers addressed 
in the previous sections. As highlighted earlier, the practices managerially and structurally 
support the fulfilment of the value proposition by defining the actors and the enactment 
processes. This aggregate layer is inherently directed at the managerial and systematic 
implications of provisioning and representing value propositions. This section delineates 
the managerial and HEI implications within a TNE context and suggests broader societal 
outcomes (see Table 4).

Course manager recommendations

Course managers often prioritise providing materials to franchise partners. However, to 
enable the TNE ecosystem to offer normative guidance (MacInnis et al., 2020) that 
generates Mutualism (win-win-win) or Commensalism (win-win-neutral) (Relja, Zhao, 
et al., 2024) for the students, franchisee and franchisor, foregrounding the centrality of 
pedagogical approaches is critical. This approach generates the symbiotic relational basis 
that enhances the long-term well-being of all within the TNE ecosystem. It also creates 
a more sympathetic space for incorporating more alien knowledge (Meyer & Land, 2003) 
and facilitates resistant curiosity (Tadajewski, 2023). Additionally, it affords a compelling 
basis to embrace uncertainty and ambiguity, fostering a solid basis for exploring challen
ging learning and re-evaluating knowledge (Swidler, 2020). This, in turn, increases the 
actors’ capacity for reciprocity, effectively promoting the disruption of possible unilateral 
dynamics within the TNE ecosystem. It also necessitates respecting the students from 
across the different HE contexts as partners in developing and delivering TNE 
programmes.

To encourage this, course managers must forge TNE course teams that promote 
positive exchange outcomes (Hietanen et al., 2018) by sharing ideas, knowledge and 
practices. This will likely see franchise partners and their students enfolded in the 
franchisor’s core practices rather than partitioned within a separable activity stream. By 
segregating collaborative provision, HE franchisors risk creating a peripheral sub- 
ecosystem that marginalises the franchisee’s staff, often relegating them to ‘delivery’ 
(Pyvis, 2011), without realising their power in developing the value proposition (Vargo 
& Lusch, 2016). It likewise distances the franchisee’s students, relegating them to student 
numbers whose sole manifestation within the system is as a collection of assessment 
grades.
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Course managers must also engage varied extra-TNE network actors in each 
national context to support the specification and delivery of an appropriate value 
proposition. Previous research indicates that a more inclusive approach to network 
actors, such as professional bodies and employers, benefits all members of the 
ecosystem (Cruz et al., 2024; Díaz-Méndez et al., 2019; Paredes, 2022; Thomas & 
Ambrosini, 2021). Such inclusivity fosters a robust system that considers what will 

Table 4. Fulfilling new value propositions in a TNE context.
Management and 
organisational 
practices

Recommendations for course 
managers

Recommendations for Higher 
Education Institutions (HEIs) Outcomes for society

Organising 
practices

Create shared constructs to 
represent learning 
outcomes. Rather than 
simply developing the 
corresponding module 
descriptors, teaching 
content, activities and 
assessments, course 
managers must ensure 
sufficient intellectual 
capacity for 
contextualisation within 
a nexus of united learning 
approaches across TNE HEIs 
and allow for value-in-use 
development over time. 
This foregrounds the 
centrality of pedagogical 
approaches, such as self- 
authorship, as 
a foundational organising 
practice for course delivery 
to support effective 
resource integration

Construct intra- and inter-HEI 
collaborative teams. Create 
more permeable and 
integrated TNE systems and 
partnerships. Reconfigure 
collaborative practices to 
fulfill learning outcomes, 
recognising that value co- 
creation equally occurs 
between HEIs and is not 
unilaterally vested in the 
franchisor. This seeks to 
remove any prevailing 
technocratic, managerialist 
and neo-capitalist 
approaches. It also 
mitigates sites of potential 
value co-destruction

Enrichment of educational 
practices and opportunities, 
enhanced appreciation of 
contextuality and enhanced 
knowledge co-creation that 
responds to present and 
future societal 
requirements. Students’ 
long-term development of 
competencies and 
capabilities that respond to 
multiple perspectives

Staffing and team 
building 
practices

Forge TNE course teams that 
share an understanding of 
the learning outcomes and 
the practices that enable 
them

Foster TNE working that 
celebrates its benefits to 
ensure teams can provide 
and communicate service

Greater cultural sensitivity and 
appreciation in HEI staff 
across TNE contexts

Networking 
practices

Engage with varied extra-TNE 
network actors in each 
nation to ensure their 
involvement in shaping and 
delivering the learning 
outcomes – for instance, the 
evaluation of assessments 
or the scoping of future 
careers

Ensure varied extra-TNE 
network actors and the 
associated resources can be 
easily integrated to fulfill 
the learning outcomes

Elevated association with 
extra-TNE network actors 
ensures learning outcomes 
are aligned and respond to 
service ecosystem 
requirements, as currently 
configured and in the 
future. This supports the co- 
creation of value-in-use 
over students’ professional 
life-course

Knowledge-sharing 
practices

Course-level good practice 
sharing and interaction 
across TNE HEIs to realise 
the learning outcomes

Support professional body 
knowledge, skills and 
resource dissemination 
through scholarly and 
research activity

Enriched and broader insights 
encoded within learning 
outcomes by including 
knowledge that questions 
current practices and 
discourses, enabling 
students to reflect critically 
on their positionality within 
the HE system and society
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benefit the varied actors now and in the future (Akaka & Parry, 2019; Eggert et al.,  
2019). To support this, TNE course-level good practice sharing and interactions are 
needed to ensure that franchise partners, including the students and extra-TNE 
network national actors, are not inherently positioned into a subordinate role 
(Djerasimovic, 2014).

HEI recommendations

The ability of course managers at the micro level to respond effectively to the 
recommendations outlined earlier is contingent upon the managerial and organisa
tional practices of HEIs. In this specific case, these practices are set within broader 
institutional arrangements, shaped by powerful network actors such as the QAA, OfS, 
Ofqual and CIM. HEIs, as with many corporate firms, have also selectively cultivated 
relations with other organisations within their service ecosystem. Such relationships 
have progressively become more enmeshed, enabled by a greater integration of 
systems and technology, and this is also evident within the TNE context. However, 
many TNE arrangements can further dismantle the cultural and physical structural 
barriers that are currently evident. This will advance work to counter the technocratic, 
managerialist and traditionally neoliberal approaches that may still be present (e.g. 
Catterall et al., 2002; Heath et al., 2023).

However, such a position invariably rests on additional HEI fusion, such as between 
course teams, systems, technologies, students or, when expressed within the language of 
SDL, resource integration (Lusch & Vargo, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2008). This requires 
transparency and trust, signalling an increased level of symbiosis. This is not without 
risk; firstly, there is the capacity for resource misintegration (Laud et al., 2019) and 
associated value co-destruction (Järvi et al., 2018); secondly, it increases potential co- 
dependencies, and this makes it more challenging to end such relationships when they 
begin to exhibit Parasitism (lose-win-win), Amensalism (lose-neutral-neutral) and 
Synnecrosis (lose-lose-lose) (Relja, Zhao, et al., 2024). However, without such practices, 
the current resource misintegration issues highlighted will persist and generate value co- 
destruction for the service ecosystem, including students (Laud et al., 2019).

To help mitigate movement into such darker actor relationships, HEIs need to create 
structures that foster TNE staffing and team-building practices focused on growing 
ecosystem and individual actor well-being (Lusch & Wu, 2012). This could be done by 
defining course teams to include franchise partner staff. It is also important to ensure that 
TNE provision is considered alongside the concomitant courses within the franchisor, 
rather than being segregated. Equally importantly, positive action to celebrate the 
benefits of TNE to all actors is needed to ensure teams can provide and communicate 
service. This could include encouraging staff collaboration across HEIs to develop joint 
research, including with students as co-researchers and supporting network-wide com
munication and the celebration of outcomes. It also shifts the temporal horizon of HEIs 
beyond the immediacy of TNE teaching arrangements and creates a more decisive 
impetus to consider value co-creation over time (Hilton et al., 2012).

Such higher degrees of amalgamation and broader temporality must be 
extended to varied extra-TNE network actors. Through course design and validation 
processes, HEIs often promote the inclusion of external actors, such as professional 
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bodies and employers. However, there is often less engagement with these actors 
to achieve LOs. Suppose this is to be enacted within a TNE context. In that case, 
there needs to be organisational-level support and systems that extend across the 
different HEIs. These are necessary to enable such resources to be integrated by 
students’ value co-creation. For example, this can include involving such actors in 
teaching and assessment. This necessitates that HEIs enhance their networking 
practices. These can then be disseminated via scholarly and research activity 
knowledge-sharing practices.

Societal outcomes

The successful application of Skålén, Gummerus, et al.’s (2015) framework to a TNE 
context has enabled the development of course manager and HEI recommenda
tions. From these, possible societal outcomes emerge. Firstly, and following SDL 
precepts, educational practice and opportunity enrichment are possible through 
enhanced value proposition design, definition and communication that draws on 
multiple actors. This also acknowledges that students occupy multiple roles in their 
learning rather than being passive recipients (Brady, 2013). Secondly, it moves the 
framing of education away from a commodity for the franchisee and all students. 
In doing so, the temporal horizon extends beyond the present to encourage the 
consideration of future societal requirements. This also simultaneously encourages 
students to foreground the development of long-term competencies and capabil
ities that respond to multiple perspectives, allowing them to explore their parti
cular potential (Zurn & Shankar, 2020).

As might be expected, the application of SDL also precipitates greater cultural 
sensitivity and appreciation in HEI staff across TNE contexts, given its focus on the 
(mis)integration of resources to facilitate value co-destruction or, ideally, value co- 
creation. This approach to TNE, importantly, elevates educational association with 
extra-TNE network actors and ensures learning outcomes are aligned and respond 
to service ecosystem requirements, as currently configured and in the future 
(Thomas & Ambrosini, 2021). Therefore, supporting the co-creation of value-in-use 
over students’ professional life-course. Should this occur, it affords a site for 
a considerable societal outcome as students can continue to derive value from 
the degrees by being enabled to reflect critically on their positionality within 
society (Preece & Whittaker, 2023). If the TNE context affords resources that 
learners can integrate during their studies, this will extend beyond their national 
context, both for those at the franchisor and franchisee HEIs. This more expansive 
position is also enriched by the broader insights encoded within learning out
comes by including a more comprehensive range of network actors in their design 
and later in their delivery and assessment. Including knowledge that questions 
current practices and discourses within and across national educational contexts 
ultimately allows multiple beneficiaries to assess ‘value’ across their entire experi
ential educational journey (Ballantyne et al., 2011) and continue to develop the 
domains studied and the associated educational ecosystems.
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Conclusions

In this study, we aimed to articulate robust and relevant LOs as value propositions and 
explore practices essential for facilitating value co-creation among diverse actors, with 
TNE as the context. While previous research has examined SDL in HE, our study makes four 
novel contributions to the marketing literature.

Firstly, the study demonstrates how the redistribution of essential resources may 
help drive cultural transformation and critically engage with traditional business 
school agendas (Matthews et al., 2018, 2019). It does so by involving TNE students 
as partners in designing new value propositions (LOs) and fostering dialogue (Paredes,  
2022).

Second, we apply Skålén, Gummerus, et al.’s (2015) value proposition framework to 
consider the aggregative layers within the anatomy of value propositions and analyse 
associated practices. In doing so, we demonstrate its transferability to and generalisability in 
the HE sector, supporting the idea that the framework is broadly applicable rather than 
context-specific.

Third, by engaging directly with a diverse range of stakeholders – including students, 
academics, professional services, partnership offices, quality departments and profes
sional bodies – we reveal how HEIs, particularly in TNE, can continuously support, create 
and sustain unique value for these actors (Thomas & Ambrosini, 2021). Our approach 
enabled the active sensing of potential issues within the TNE service ecosystem (Laud 
et al., 2019), reshaping the conventional understanding of TNE students from mere 
recipients to active beneficiaries.

Finally, we illustrate how applying the value proposition framework can unlock the full 
potential of LOs while mitigating the risks of resource misintegration and value decon
struction through value co-creation practices (Echeverri & Skålén, 2021; Laud et al., 2019; 
Skålén, Gummerus, et al., 2015). This was achieved by exploring to what extent current 
value propositions are fulfilled, how they might be alternatively comprehended, detailed 
and conveyed, and what might be done to facilitate the fulfilment of the new value 
propositions. Through this, the intricate process of resource integration within the global 
HE context unfolded and a nuanced understanding of instances where resource misinte
gration became apparent.

In summary, this approach offers a comprehensive understanding of the dynamics at 
play and provides practical insights for educators and stakeholders involved in TNE 
courses. By engaging students as partners and enabling them to integrate resources 
more successfully, the value proposition framework enhances their academic experience 
and overall well-being within the TNE landscape. Thus, the application of SDL and the 
value proposition framework are potent tools for theoretical exploration and practical 
implementation in international education.

Moving forward, several avenues for future research emerge from the findings, not 
least because there are inherent limitations within this research. Firstly, there is a potential 
to delve further into the perceptions of Asian learning environments, offering a more 
comprehensive understanding of students’ self-understandings within their academic 
journey and learning experiences. Exploring nuances in how students in diverse cultural 
contexts navigate and interact with educational ecosystems could precipitate effective 
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strategies for enhancing cross-cultural educational experiences. This approach could be 
strengthened by a longer longitudinal exploration of the TNE service ecosystem.

Additionally, future research could benefit from incorporating broader stakeholder 
perspectives beyond students. Including viewpoints from government agencies, 
professional bodies, employers and parents would provide a more holistic under
standing of the dynamics at play within TNE ecosystems. Understanding the per
spectives and roles of these actors could inform policy development, curriculum 
design and support systems aimed at improving the overall quality and effectiveness 
of TNE courses.

Finally, researchers might consider adopting a more systemic marketing view in their 
investigations. For example, by integrating micro- and macro-level analyses, future studies 
could comprehensively examine the interplay between individual experiences, institutional 
arrangements and societal contexts. This systemic approach would enable researchers to 
explore how factors at different levels of the educational ecosystem influence student 
learning outcomes, resource integration and overall educational quality, all bound up in the 
cocreation of value.

Acknowledgments

In the process of creating this work, the author(s) utilized ChatGPT to enhance the clarity and 
language of the text. Following the use of this tool, the author(s) carefully reviewed and edited the 
content as necessary. We thank the editors and reviewers of the Journal of Marketing Management, 
our participants, and our student co-researchers for their invaluable contributions. We also appreci
ate the input from colleagues during seminars and conferences. Additionally, we extend our 
gratitude to the University of Gloucestershire for supporting this research with internal funding.

Disclosure statement

In accordance with Taylor & Francis policy and our ethical obligation as researchers, we are reporting 
that we have received funding from the University of Gloucestershire, which may be affected by the 
research reported in the enclosed paper. We have disclosed those interests fully to Taylor & Francis, 
and we have in place an approved plan for managing any potential conflicts arising from that funding.

Funding

This work was supported by an internal research grant from the University of Gloucestershire.

Notes on contributors

Matt Barr is a Senior Lecturer in Marketing at the University of Gloucestershire (UoG), UK. His 
industry experience spans more than 15 years, including working in financial services at Citigroup 
during the 2008 financial crisis. This experience informs his teaching and research, which focus on 
the intersection of marketing communication strategy and implementation, employee communica
tion, and the ever-evolving landscape of digital marketing. He also has a keen interest in consumer 
behaviour and event production.

Ruffin Relja is a Senior Lecturer in Marketing at the University of Gloucestershire (UoG), UK. His 
research explores the impact of brands on consumers’ lives, particularly how consumer relation
ships with objects and brands form. He’s passionate about transformative education and champions 

32 M. BARR ET AL.



novel pedagogies. Ruffin’s multidisciplinary research interest lies in the broader field of Consumer 
Culture Theory (CCT), extending to the sustainability of innovations, markets, and consumers.

Philippa Ward is Professor of Marketing at the University of Gloucestershire (UoG), UK, and has over 
25 years of retail and academic experience. She also has a range of journal and book publications 
and over 40 doctoral completions. Philippa’s research centres on the effects of situational factors on 
consumers, the psychological and sociological determinants of consumption, and the exploration of 
value. She is a passionate advocate both of the application of a wider range of methods in 
marketing research and of transdisciplinarity.

Jennifer L. Hill is a Visiting Professor at the University of West of England (UWE), UK. Jenny has 
worked as an advisor to universities, examination boards, Advance HE and the Quality Assurance 
Agency. She is passionate about teaching, researching and developing curricula and practice across 
all disciplines and professional areas. She has published over 100 journal articles, book chapters and 
co-edited books. Jenny purposefully applies the outcomes of her enquiry to educational enhance
ment and development.

Quynh Phuong Tran is the Deputy Director of the International Institute at Ho Chi Minh University of 
Economics and Finance (UEF) in Vietnam, where she manages international programmes and 
quality assurance. Her expertise lies in developing marketing and enrolment strategies for colla
borative training programmes in higher education. Quynh’s research interests focus on finance, 
investment, and consumer psychology as applied to marketing strategies within transnational 
higher education. She also explores digital transformation within Vietnam’s higher education sector.

Duong Tran Quang Hoang leads the Collaborative Programmes at Ho Chi Minh City University of 
Economics and Finance (UEF). With more than five years of experience managing and developing 
international joint programmes, his focus lies on ensuring they meet student needs and interna
tional standards. Duong’s research interests span education, human resources, marketing, commu
nication, and business sustainability, with a commitment to enhancing educational practices and 
outcomes.

Punithan Moganathas is the Dean of the Business School and Head of the Collaborative Office and 
Quality Assurance Department at Peninsula College (PEN) in Malaysia. Drawing on over 25 years of 
combined experience in academia and industry, his expertise spans marketing, organizational 
culture, leadership, quality management, and productivity. This diverse background informs both 
his teaching as a Senior Lecturer in Business and Management and his research interests in these 
areas.

ORCID

Matt Barr http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8653-3646
Ruffin Relja http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9569-6247
Philippa Ward http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4971-8908
Jennifer L. Hill http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0682-783X
Quynh Phuong Tran http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8309-6460
Duong Tran Quang Hoang http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3072-6358
Punithan Moganathas http://orcid.org/0009-0006-6860-7070

References

Advance HE. (2019). Embedding employability in higher education framework.
Akaka, M. A., & Parry, G. (2019). Value-in-context: An exploration of the context of value and the 

value of context. In P. P. Maglio, C. A. Kieliszewski, J. C. Spohrer, K. Lyons, L. Patrício, & Y. Sawatani 
(Eds.), Handbook of service science (Vol. II, pp. 457–477). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978- 
3-319-98512-1_20  

JOURNAL OF MARKETING MANAGEMENT 33



Akaka, M. A., Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2012). An exploration of networks in value cocreation: 
A service-ecosystems view. In S. L. Vargo & R. F. Lusch (Eds.), Special issue - Toward a better 
understanding of the role of value in markets and marketing (Vol. 9, pp. 13–50). Emerald. https:// 
doi.org/10.1108/S1548-6435,(2012)0000009006  

American Marketing Association. (2017). Definitions of marketing. Retrieved October 13, 2020, from 
https://www.ama.org/the-definition-of-marketing-what-is-marketing/ 

Anderson, L. W., Krathwohl, D. R., Airasian, P. W., Cruikshank, K. A., Mayer, R. E., & Pintrich, P. R., 
Raths, J., & Wittrock, M. C. (Eds.). (2001). A taxonomy for learning, teaching, and assessing: A revision 
of Bloom’s taxonomy of educational objectives (Abridged ed.). Longman.

Armstrong, G., Kotler, P., Harker, M., & Brennan, R. (2019). Marketing: An introduction (4th European 
ed.). Pearson Education.

Armstrong, G., Kotler, P., & Opresnik, M. O. (2020). Marketing: An introduction (14th global ed.). 
Pearson Education.

Baines, P., Rosengren, S., & Antonetti, P. (2022). Marketing (6th ed.). Oxford University Press.
Ballantyne, D., Frow, P., Varey, R. J., & Payne, A. (2011). Value propositions as communication 

practice: Taking a wider view. Industrial Marketing Management, 40(2), 202–210. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.indmarman.2010.06.032  

Barbour, R. S. (2018). Doing focus groups (2nd ed.). Sage.
Barton, K. C. (2015). Elicitation techniques: Getting people to talk about ideas they don’t usually talk 

about. Theory and Research in Social Education, 43(2), 179–205. https://doi.org/10.1080/00933104. 
2015.1034392  

Baxter Magolda, M. B. (2001). Making their own way: Narratives for transforming higher education to 
promote self-development. Stylus.

Baxter Magolda, M. B. (2007). Self-authorship: The foundation for twenty-first-century education. 
New Directions for Teaching and Learning, 2007(109), 69–83. https://doi.org/10.1002/tl.266  

Biggs, J. B. (2014). Constructive alignment in university teaching. HERDSA Review of Higher Education, 
1(1), 5–22.

Biggs, J. B., & Tang, C. (2011). Teaching for quality learning at university: What the student does (4th 
ed.). McGraw-Hill Education.

Bloom, B. S., Engelhart, M. D., Furst, E. J., Hill, W. H., & Krathwohl, D. R. (1956). Taxonomy of 
educational objectives: The classification of educational goals. Handbook 1: Cognitive domain (B. 
S. Bloom, Ed.). Longmans.

Blut, M., Chaney, D., Lunardo, R., Mencarelli, R., & Grewal, D. (2023). Customer perceived value: 
A comprehensive meta-analysis. Journal of Service Research, 27(4), 501–524. https://doi.org/10. 
1177/10946705231222295  

Blythe, J., & Martin, J. (2019). Essentials of marketing (7th ed.). Pearson Education.
Bowen, G. A. (2009). Document analysis as a qualitative research method. Qualitative Research 

Journal, 9(2), 27–40. https://doi.org/10.3316/QRJ0902027  
Brady, M. P. (2013). Multiple roles of student and instructor in university teaching and learning 

processes. International Journal of Management Education, 11(2), 93–106. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.ijme.2013.03.002  

Brassington, F., & Pettitt, S. (2006). Principles of marketing (4th ed.). Pearson Education.
Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2022). Thematic analysis: A practical guide. Sage.
Brooks, J. M., McCluskey, S., Turley, E., & King, N. (2015). The utility of template analysis in qualitative 

psychology research. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 12(2), 202–222. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
14780887.2014.955224  

Caridà, A., Edvardsson, B., & Colurcio, M. (2018). Conceptualizing resource integration as an 
embedded process: Matching, resourcing and valuing. Marketing Theory, 19(1), 65–84. https:// 
doi.org/10.1177/1470593118772215  

Catterall, M., Maclaran, P., & Stevens, L. (2002). Critical reflection in the marketing curriculum. Journal 
of Marketing Education, 24(3), 184–192. https://doi.org/10.1177/0273475302238041  

Chartered Institute of Marketing. (2007). Shape the agenda: Tomorrow’s world. Re-evaluating the role 
of marketing. https://www.cim.co.uk/media/4896/shape-the-agenda-tomorrows-word.pdf 

34 M. BARR ET AL.



Chartered Institute of Marketing. (2015). 7 Ps: A brief summary of marketing and how it works. https:// 
www.cim.co.uk/media/4772/7ps.pdf 

Chernikova, O., Heitzmann, N., Stadler, M., Holzberger, D., Seidel, T., & Fischer, F. (2020). Simulation- 
based learning in higher education: A meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research, 90(4), 
499–541. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654320933544  

Council of Europe. (2002). Code of good practice in the provision of transnational education. DGIV/ 
EDU/HE (2002) 8. https://rm.coe.int/090000168097c674 

Cruz, M. D. F., Alves, H., & Gouveia Rodrigues, R. (2024). A service-dominant logic of co-creation in 
higher education: Emerging topics and conceptualizations. Journal of Marketing for Higher 
Education, 34(2), 920–945. https://doi.org/10.1080/08841241.2022.2134957  

D’Argembeau, A., Lardi, C., & Van der Linden, M. (2012). Self-defining future projections: Exploring 
the identity function of thinking about the future. Memory, 20(2), 110–120. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/09658211.2011.647697  

Deloitte. (2022). The journey to 2030: Choosing the human agenda. Seven shifts reshaping organiza
tions in a disruptive decade. https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/us/Documents/ 
human-capital/us-the-journey-to-2030.pdf 

Denzin, N. K. (2009). The research act: A theoretical introduction to sociological methods. Aldine 
Transaction. (Original work published 1970).

Denzin, N. K. (2012). Triangulation 2.0. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 6(2), 80–88. https://doi. 
org/10.1177/1558689812437186  

DePaolo, C. A., & Wilkinson, K. (2014). Get your head into the clouds: Using word clouds for analyzing 
qualitative assessment data. TechTrends, 58(3), 38–44. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-014-0750-9  

Díaz-Méndez, M., Paredes, M. R., & Saren, M. (2019). Improving society by improving education 
through service-dominant logic: Reframing the role of students in higher education. 
Sustainability, 11(19), 5292. https://doi.org/10.3390/su11195292  

Díaz-Méndez, M., Saren, M., & Gummesson, E. (2017). Considering pollution in the higher education 
(HE) service ecosystem: The role of students’ evaluation surveys. The TQM Journal, 29(6), 767–782.  
https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM-03-2017-0031  

Dibb, S., Simkin, L., Pride, W. M., & Ferrell, O. C. (2019). Marketing: Concepts and strategies (8th ed.). 
Cengage Learning.

Dibb, S., Simões, C., & Wensley, R. (2014). Establishing the scope of marketing practice: Insights from 
practitioners. European Journal of Marketing, 48(1/2), 380–404. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-04- 
2011-0212  

DiGregorio, A., Maggioni, I., Mauri, C., & Mazzucchelli, A. (2019). Employability skills for future 
marketing professionals. European Management Journal, 37(3), 251–258. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.emj.2019.03.004  

Djerasimovic, S. (2014). Examining the discourses of cross-cultural communication in transnational 
higher education: From imposition to transformation. Journal of Education for Teaching, 40(3), 
204–216. https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2014.903022  

Echeverri, P., & Skålén, P. (2021). Value co-destruction: Review and conceptualization of interactive 
value formation. Marketing Theory, 21(2), 227–249. https://doi.org/10.1177/1470593120983390  

Eggert, A., Kleinaltenkamp, M., & Kashyap, V. (2019). Mapping value in business markets: An 
integrative framework. Industrial Marketing Management, 79, 13–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
indmarman.2019.03.004  

Fougère, M., & Solitander, N. (2023). Homo responsabilis as an extension of the neoliberal hidden 
curriculum: The triple responsibilization of responsible management education. Management 
Learning, 54(3), 396–417. https://doi.org/10.1177/13505076231162691  

Gati, I., Krausz, M., & Osipow, S. H. (1996). A taxonomy of difficulties in career decision making. 
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 43(4), 510–526. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.43.4.510  

Gravett, K., Kinchin, I. M., & Winstone, N. E. (2020). ‘More than customers’: Conceptions of students as 
partners held by students, staff, and institutional leaders. Studies in Higher Education, 45(12), 
2574–2587. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1623769  

Grönroos, C. (2006). Adopting a service logic for marketing. Marketing Theory, 6(3), 317–333. https:// 
doi.org/10.1177/1470593106066794  

JOURNAL OF MARKETING MANAGEMENT 35



Grönroos, C. (2008). Service logic revisited: Who creates value? And who co-creates? European 
Business Review, 20(4), 298–314. https://doi.org/10.1108/09555340810886585  

Grönroos, C. (2011). Value co-creation in service logic: A critical analysis. Marketing Theory, 11(3), 
279–301. https://doi.org/10.1177/1470593111408177  

Grönroos, C., & Gummerus, J. (2014). The service revolution and its marketing implications: Service 
logic vs service-dominant logic. Managing Service Quality, 24(3), 206–229. https://doi.org/10. 
1108/MSQ-03-2014-0042  

Gummesson, E. (2008). Extending the service-dominant logic: From customer centricity to balanced 
centricity. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36(1), 15–17. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s11747-007-0065-x  

Hackett, P. M. W., Schwarzenbach, J. B., & Jürgens, U. M. (2016). Consumer psychology: A study guide 
to qualitative research methods. Barbara Budrich.

Healey, M., Flint, A., & Harrington, K. (2016). Students as partners: Reflections on a conceptual model. 
Teaching & Learning Inquiry, 4(2), 8–20. https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.4.2.3  

Heath, T., Moufahim, M., & O’Malley, L. (2023). Critical and creative marketing pedagogies: 
Confronting rhetoric, addressing inequality, inspiring change. Journal of Marketing 
Management, 39(1–2), 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2023.2187539  

Hietanen, J., Andéhn, M., & Bradshaw, A. (2018). Against the implicit politics of service-dominant 
logic. Marketing Theory, 18(1), 101–119. https://doi.org/10.1177/1470593117692023  

Hill, J., Walkington, H., & France, D. (2016). Graduate attributes: Implications for higher education 
practice and policy. Journal of Geography in Higher Education, 40(2), 155–163. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/03098265.2016.1154932  

Hilton, T., Hughes, T., & Chalcraft, D. (2012). Service co-creation and value realisation. Journal of 
Marketing Management, 28(13–14), 1504–1519. https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2012.736874  

Hunt, S. D., Madhavaram, S., & Hatfield, H. N. (2022). The marketing discipline’s troubled trajectory: 
The manifesto conversation, candidates for central focus, and prognosis for renewal. AMS Review, 
12(3), 139–156. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13162-022-00238-y  

Järvi, H., Kähkönen, A.-K., & Torvinen, H. (2018). When value co-creation fails: Reasons that lead to 
value co-destruction. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 34(1), 63–77. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.scaman.2018.01.002  

Kahlke, R., Maggio, L. A., Lee, M. C., Cristancho, S., LaDonna, K., Abdallah, Z., Khehra, A., Kshatri, K., 
Horsley, T., & Varpio, L. (2024). When words fail us: An integrative review of innovative elicitation 
techniques for qualitative interviews. Medical Education. https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.15555  

Kalter, S. (2016). Using projectives to uncover “aha moments” in qualitative research. In P. Hackett 
(Ed.), Qualitative research methods in consumer psychology: Ethnography and culture (pp. 
131–146). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315776378  

Karanja, E., & Malone, L. C. (2021). Improving project management curriculum by aligning course 
learning outcomes with Bloom’s Taxonomy framework. Journal of International Education in 
Business, 14(2), 197–218. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIEB-05-2020-0038  

Key, T. M., Clark, T., Ferrell, O. C., Stewart, D. W., & Pitt, L. (2021). Re-institutionalizing marketing. AMS 
Review, 11(3), 446–453. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13162-021-00220-0  

King, N., & Brooks, J. M. (2017). Template analysis for business and management students. Sage.
King, N., Horrocks, C., & Brooks, J. M. (2019). Interviews in qualitative research (2nd ed.). Sage.
Kitzinger, J., & Barbour, R. S. (1999). Introduction: The challenge and promise of focus groups. In 

R. S. Barbour & J. Kitzinger (Eds.), Developing focus group research: Politics, theory, and practice (pp. 
1–20). Sage.

Kotler, P., Armstrong, G., & Opresnik, M. O. (2021). Principles of marketing (18th global ed.). Pearson 
Education.

Kotler, P., Keller, K. L., Brady, M., Goodman, M., & Hansen, T. (2009). Marketing management 
(European ed.). Pearson Education.

Kotler, P., Keller, K. L., Brady, M., Goodman, M., & Hansen, T. (2019). Marketing management 
(European 4th ed.). Pearson.

Kotler, P., Keller, K. L., & Chernev, A. (2022). Marketing management (16th global ed.). Pearson.

36 M. BARR ET AL.



Kotler, P., Keller, K. L., Tan, C. T., Ang, S. H., & Leong, S. M. (2018). Marketing management: An Asian 
perspective (7th ed.). Pearson Education.

Krathwohl, D. R., Bloom, B. S., & Masia, B. B. (1964). Taxonomy of educational objectives: The 
classification of educational goals. Handbook 2: Affective domain. Longman.

Krippendorff, K. (2013). Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology (3rd ed.). Sage.
Krueger, R. A., & Casey, M. A. (2015a). Focus group interviewing. In K. E. Newcomer, H. P. Hatry, & 

J. S. Wholey (Eds.), Handbook of practical program evaluation (4th ed., pp. 506–534). John Wiley & 
Sons. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119171386.ch20  

Krueger, R. A., & Casey, M. A. (2015b). Focus groups: A practical guide for applied research (5th ed.). 
Sage.

Land, R., Cousin, G., & Meyer, J. H. F. (2005). Threshold concepts and troublesome knowledge (3): 
Implications for course design and evaluation. In C. Rust (Ed.), The Proceedings of the 12th 
Improving Student Learning Symposium: Diversity and Inclusivity (pp. 53–63). Oxford Centre for 
Staff Learning and Development (OCSLD).

Landry, M., & Furrer, O. (2023). Well-being co-creation in service ecosystems: A systematic literature 
review. The Journal of Services Marketing, 37(7), 862–882. https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-12-2022- 
0388  

Laud, G., Bove, L., Ranaweera, C., Leo, W. W. C., Sweeney, J., & Smith, S. (2019). Value co-destruction: 
A typology of resource misintegration manifestations. The Journal of Services Marketing, 33(7), 
866–889. https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-01-2019-0022  

Lauricella, S., & Edmunds, T. K. (2023). Ludic pedagogy: A seriously fun way to teach and learn. 
Rowman & Littlefield.

Laurillard, D. (2012). Teaching as a design science: Building pedagogical patterns for learning and 
technology. Routledge.

Lusch, R. F., & Vargo, S. L. (2014). Service-dominant logic: Premises, perspectives, possibilities. 
Cambridge University Press.

Lusch, R. F., & Wu, C. (2012). A service science perspective on higher education: Linking service 
productivity theory and higher education reform. Center for American Progress. https://cdn.amer 
icanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/issues/2012/08/pdf/service_science.pdf 

MacInnis, D. J. (2011). A framework for conceptual contributions in marketing. Journal of Marketing, 
75(4), 136–154. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.75.4.136  

MacInnis, D. J., Morwitz, V. G., Botti, S., Hoffman, D. L., Kozinets, R. V., Lehmann, D. R., Lynch, J. G., & 
Pechmann, C. (2020). Creating boundary-breaking, marketing-relevant consumer research. 
Journal of Marketing, 84(2), 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022242919889876  

Mahajan, G., Kumar, V., Tregua, M., & Bruni, R. (2023). Value-dominant logic: Organizational 
principles. European Journal of Marketing, 57(5), 1245–1271. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-11- 
2022-0816  

Masterson, R., Phillips, N., & Pickton, D. (2021). Marketing: An introduction (5th ed.). Sage.
Matthews, K. E., Dwyer, A., Hine, L., & Turner, J. (2018). Conceptions of students as partners. Higher 

Education, 76(6), 957–971. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-018-0257-y  
Matthews, K. E., Dwyer, A., Russell, S., & Enright, E. (2019). It is a complicated thing: Leaders’ 

conceptions of students as partners in the neoliberal university. Studies in Higher Education, 44 
(12), 2196–2207. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2018.1482268  

Meyer, J. H. F., & Land, R. (2003). Threshold concepts and troublesome knowledge: Linkages to ways 
of thinking and practising within the disciplines. In C. Rust (Ed.), The Proceedings of the 10th 
Improving Student Learning Symposium: Theory and Practice – 10 Years On (pp. 412–424). Oxford 
Centre for Staff and Learning Development (OCSLD).

Mik-Meyer, N. (2021). Multimethod qualitative research. In D. Silverman (Ed.), Qualitative research 
(pp. 357–374). Sage.

Moizer, J., Lean, J., Towler, M., & Abbey, C. (2009). Simulations and games: Overcoming the barriers 
to their use in higher education. Active Learning in Higher Education, 10(3), 207–224. https://doi. 
org/10.1177/1469787409343188  

Molesworth, M., Nixon, E., & Scullion, R. (Eds.). (2011). The marketisation of higher education and the 
student as consumer. Routledge.

JOURNAL OF MARKETING MANAGEMENT 37



Moon, J. A. (2002). The module & programme development handbook: A practical guide to linking 
levels, learning outcomes & assessment. Kogan Page.

Nariswari, A., & Vargo, S. L. (2024). Service-dominant logic: Theoretical foundations and directions. In 
P. Kotler, W. Pfoertsch, F. Ancarani, & I. Ureta (Eds.), Humanism in marketing: Responsible leadership 
and the human-to-human approach (pp. 153–186). Springer Nature. https://doi.org/10.1007/978- 
3-031-67155-5_8  

Newton, P. M., Da Silva, A., & Peters, L. G. (2020). A pragmatic master list of action verbs for Bloom’s 
Taxonomy. Frontiers in Education, 5. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2020.00107  

Nixon, E., Scullion, R., & Hearn, R. (2018). Her majesty the student: Marketised higher education and 
the narcissistic (dis)satisfactions of the student-consumer. Studies in Higher Education, 43(6), 
927–943. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2016.1196353  

Nordensvärd, J. (2011). The consumer metaphor versus the citizen metaphor: Different sets of roles 
for students. In M. Molesworth, R. Scullion, & E. Nixon (Eds.), The marketisation of higher education 
and student as consumer (pp. 157–169). Routledge.

O’Connell, D. C., & Kowal, S. (1995). Basic principles of transcription. In J. A. Smith, R. Harré, & L. van 
Langenhove (Eds.), Rethinking methods in psychology (pp. 93–105). Sage.

O’Shaughnessy, J., & O’Shaughnessy, N. J. (2009). The service-dominant perspective: A backward 
step? European Journal of Marketing, 43(5/6), 784–793. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
03090560910947043  

OECD. (2005). Guidelines for quality provision in cross-border higher education. https://doi.org/10. 
1787/9789264055155-en-fr  

Oxford English Dictionary. (n.d.). Promise. Retrieved May 21, 2025, from https://premium.oxforddic 
tionaries.com/definition/english/promise 

Padgett, D., & Loos, A. (2023). Applied marketing (3rd ed.). Wiley-Blackwell.
Panthalookaran, V. (2021). Beyond Bloom’s Taxonomy: Emergence of entrepreneurial education. 

Higher Education for the Future, 9(1), 45–61. https://doi.org/10.1177/23476311211046176  
Paredes, M. R. (2022). Students are not customers: Reframing student’s role in higher education 

through value co-creation and service-dominant logic. In E. Gummesson, M. Díaz-Méndez, & 
M. Saren (Eds.), Improving the evaluation of scholarly work: The application of service theory (pp. 
31–44). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-17662-3_3  

Patton, M. Q. (2015). Qualitative research and evaluation methods: Integrating theory and practice (4th 
ed.). Sage.

Phillips, C. H., & Jones, S. J. (2024). Strategic and tactical marketing strategies for regional public 
universities to address the enrollment cliff. Journal of Higher Education, 1–25. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/00221546.2024.2378640  

Preece, C., & Whittaker, L. (2023). Towards glitch pedagogy. Journal of Marketing Management, 39 
(1–2), 68–91. https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2023.2174165  

Pride, W. M., Ferrell, O. C., Lukas, B. A., Schembri, S., Niininen, O., & Casidy, R. (2018). Marketing 
principles (3rd Asia-Pacific ed.). Cengage Learning.

PwC. (2018). Workforce of the future: The competing forces shaping 2030. https://www.pwc.com/gx/ 
en/services/people-organisation/workforce-of-the-future/workforce-of-the-future-the- 
competing-forces-shaping-2030-pwc.pdf 

Pyvis, D. (2011). The need for context-sensitive measures of educational quality in transnational 
higher education. Teaching in Higher Education, 16(6), 733–744. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
13562517.2011.570436  

Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education. (2023). Subject benchmark statement: Business and 
management [initial publication in 2000, amended in 2007, 2015 and 2019]. https://www.qaa.ac. 
uk/docs/qaa/sbs/sbs-business-and-management-23.pdf?sfvrsn=8370a881_10 

Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education. (2024). The frameworks for higher education quali
fications of UK degree-awarding bodies (2nd ed.). Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education. 
https://www.qaa.ac.uk/docs/qaa/quality-code/the-frameworks-for-higher-education- 
qualifications-of-uk-degree-awarding-bodies-2024.pdf?sfvrsn=3562b281_11 

38 M. BARR ET AL.



Relja, R., Ward, P., & Zhao, A. L. (2024). Three little words: A pragmatic qualitative method to 
understand modern markets. International Journal of Market Research, 66(4), 388–409. https:// 
doi.org/10.1177/14707853231219927  

Relja, R., Zhao, A. L., & Ward, P. (2024). Friend or foe? How buy-now-pay-later is seeking to change 
traditional consumer-retailer relationships in the UK. In K. Bäckström, C. Egan-Wyer, & E. Samsioe 
(Eds.), The future of consumption: How technology, sustainability and wellbeing will transform retail 
and customer experience (pp. 95–119). Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031- 
33246-3_6  

Shaw, E. H., & Jones, D. G. B. (2005). A history of schools of marketing thought. Marketing Theory, 5(3), 
239–281. https://doi.org/10.1177/1470593105054898  

Skålén, P., Cova, B., Gummerus, J., & Sihvonen, A. (2022). Marketing-as-practice: A framework and 
research agenda for value-creating marketing activity. Marketing Theory, 23(2), 185–206. https:// 
doi.org/10.1177/14705931221123949  

Skålén, P., Gummerus, J., von Koskull, C., & Magnusson, P. R. (2015). Exploring value propositions and 
service innovation: A service-dominant logic study. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 
43(2), 137–158. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-013-0365-2  

Skålén, P., Pace, S., & Cova, B. (2015). Firm-brand community value co-creation as alignment of 
practices. European Journal of Marketing, 49(3/4), 596–620. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-08-2013- 
0409  

Smith, J. A., Flowers, P., & Larkin, M. (2022). Interpretative phenomenological analysis: Theory, method 
and research (2nd ed.). Sage.

Smithson, J. (2000). Using and analysing focus groups: Limitations and possibilities. International 
Journal of Social Research Methodology, 3(2), 103–119. https://doi.org/10.1080/136455700405172  

Swidler, E.-M. (2020). The politics of curiosity. Fast Capitalism, 17(2), 111–123. https://doi.org/10. 
32855/fcapital.202002.008  

Tadajewski, M. (2016). Focus groups: History, epistemology and non-individualistic consumer 
research. Consumption Markets & Culture, 19(4), 319–345. https://doi.org/10.1080/10253866. 
2015.1104038  

Tadajewski, M. (2023). On being critically oriented in precarious times: For resistant curiosity. Journal 
of Marketing Management, 39(1–2), 8–19. https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2021.2016892  

Tanner, K. D. (2012). Promoting student metacognition. CBE-Life Sciences Education, 11(2), 113–120.  
https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.12-03-0033  

Thomas, L., & Ambrosini, V. (2021). The future role of the business school: A value cocreation 
perspective. Academy of Management Learning and Education, 20(2), 249–269. https://doi.org/ 
10.5465/amle.2019.0239  

Vargo, S. L. (2008). Customer integration and value creation: Paradigmatic traps and perspectives. 
Journal of Service Research, 11(2), 211–215. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670508324260  

Vargo, S. L. (2009). Toward a transcending conceptualization of relationship: A service-dominant 
logic perspective. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 24(5/6), 373–379. https://doi.org/10. 
1108/08858620910966255  

Vargo, S. L., Akaka, M. A., & Vaughan, C. M. (2017). Conceptualizing value: A service-ecosystem view. 
Journal of Creating Value, 3(2), 117–124. https://doi.org/10.1177/2394964317732861  

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2004). Evolving to a new dominant logic for marketing. Journal of 
Marketing, 68(1), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.1.1.24036  

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2008). Service-dominant logic: Continuing the evolution. Journal of the 
Academy of Marketing Science, 36(1), 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-007-0069-6  

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2016). Institutions and axioms: An extension and update of 
service-dominant logic. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 44(1), 5–23. https://doi. 
org/10.1007/s11747-015-0456-3  

Vargo, S. L., & Lusch, R. F. (2017). Service-dominant logic 2025. International Journal of Research in 
Marketing, 34(1), 46–67. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2016.11.001  

Vargo, S. L., Maglio, P. P., & Akaka, M. A. (2008). On value and value co-creation: A service systems 
and service logic perspective. European Management Journal, 26(3), 145–152. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.emj.2008.04.003  

JOURNAL OF MARKETING MANAGEMENT 39



Varman, R., Saha, B., & Skålén, P. (2011). Market subjectivity and neoliberal governmentality in higher 
education. Journal of Marketing Management, 27(11–12), 1163–1185. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
0267257X.2011.609134  

Varman, R., Vijay, D., & Skålén, P. (2022). The conflicting conventions of care: Transformative service 
as justice and agape. Journal of Service Research, 25(1), 86–107. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
10946705211018503  

Vlachopoulos, D., & Makri, A. (2017). The effect of games and simulations on higher education: 
A systematic literature review. International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher Education, 
14(1), 22. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-017-0062-1  

Winit, W., & Kantabutra, S. (2022). Enhancing the prospect of corporate sustainability via brand 
equity: A stakeholder model. Sustainability, 14(9), 4998. https://doi.org/10.3390/su14094998  

Wooliscroft, B. (2020). Macromarketing and the systems imperative. Journal of Macromarketing, 41 
(1), 116–123. https://doi.org/10.1177/0276146720980521  

Yardley, L. (2000). Dilemmas in qualitative health research. Psychology & Health, 15(2), 215–228.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870440008400302  

Yardley, L. (2015). Demonstrating validity in qualitative psychology. In J. A. Smith (Ed.), Qualitative 
psychology: A practical guide to research methods (3rd ed., pp. 257–272). Sage.

Zurn, P., & Shankar, A. (2020). Introduction: What is curiosity studies? In P. Zurn & A. Shankar (Eds.), 
Curiosity studies: A new ecology of knowledge (pp. xi–xxx). University of Minnesota Press.

40 M. BARR ET AL.


