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Abstract 
Service systems create value when actors exhibit behaviours expected to facilitate resource integration and could destroy value when actors do not exhibit the expected set of behaviours. This study seeks to determine which groups of values and individual traits facilitate consumer co-creation and co-destruction behaviours. A data set of 390 online survey responses from consumers in the United States was analysed using multiple regression. The analysis suggests that values which express self-enhancement and openness-to-change are most likely to facilitate co-destruction behaviour, while values which express self-transcendence and conservation are most likely to facilitate co-creation behaviour. With regards to traits, we find that neurotic traits are most likely to facilitate co-destruction behaviour and least likely to facilitate co-creation behaviours. Conscientious and agreeable traits are least likely to facilitate co-destruction behaviours, while extraversion and openness traits are most likely to facilitate co-creation behaviours. This study contributes to the literature by providing a better understanding of the consumer values and traits which facilitate co-destruction and co-creation behaviour. This study also shows that the basic human values circumplex structure can be divided to reflect co-destruction and co-creation values.  The polar opposites of the big five personality traits can be classified based on their tendencies to co-destroy or co-create value.
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1. Introduction
The service-dominant logic (SD logic) introduced services as the fundamental unit of exchange, as opposed to goods under the goods dominant logic (GD logic) (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). The SD logic ushered in the practice of conceiving consumers not as passive, but rather as active, players who co-create value with firms (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Following the introduction of the SD logic and observing the changing role of the firm and the increasing importance of the consumers in the creation of service outcomes (Jo Bitner et al., 1997; Ramírez, 1999), Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) introduced co-creation as a process during which parties join forces to interact, learn and share information to create value. This led to a surge in publications on interactive value formation between firms and consumers (Roberts et al., 2014; Säwe & Thelander, 2015; Sthapit & Jiménez-Barreto, 2019), interactive value formation between firms (Becker et al., 2015; Vafeas et al., 2016) and consumer behaviour during interactions with firms (Paulssen et al., 2019; Yi & Gong, 2013).  These publications have focused on interactions with positive outcomes, during which value is created. There are, however, other types of interactions that could have neutral outcomes or negative outcomes. Such interactions have received less attention in the literature. Interactions between firms and consumers where value is neither created nor destroyed result in value no-creation (Makkonen & Olkkonen, 2017; Sthapit & Björk, 2020). Where value is destroyed for both or either party, this leads to value co-destruction (Plé & Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010). Value co-destruction, defined as “an interactional process between service systems that results in a decline in at least one of the system’s well-being” (Plé & Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010), denotes all forms of interactions between firms and consumers with negative outcomes.  
Anticipating potential consumer behaviours during interaction without understanding the determinants of behaviour is not possible. Values and traits have been identified as important determinants of behaviour (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003; Myszkowski & Storme, 2012; Parks-Leduc et al., 2014).
Both have been used to explain consumer behaviour in relationships (Leikas et al., 2018), entrepreneurial intention (Espíritu-Olmos & Sastre-Castillo, 2015), political choice (Caprara et al., 2006) and prosociality (Caprara et al., 2012), to name a few. Understanding values and traits and their relation to behaviour is therefore crucial if firms are to understand consumer co-destruction behaviours. On one hand, traits are descriptions of people in terms of relatively stable patterns of behaviour, thoughts, and emotions (McCrae & Costa Jr, 1990). Traits describe what people are and serve as standards for judging the behaviour of oneself and others (Roccas et al., 2002). Traits are likely to determine behaviours as consumers interact with firms across various touchpoints. Values, on the other hand, are motivational constructs. Values influence behaviour and can be grouped based on conflicts and congruities (Schwartz, 1992). Although the expression of values is stronger in some domains than in others, consumers typically behave in ways that express their values (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). Values will therefore influence consumer behaviours when they interact with firms. Although people may explain behaviour by referring to values and traits, most behaviours can express multiple values (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003), while each trait is seen as an observed pattern of behaviour (Bilsky & Schwartz, 1994). This paper, therefore, focuses on identifying ‘which groups of values will facilitate value co-destruction behaviour and which groups of values will facilitate value co-creation behaviour’. For traits, however, the focus is on determining ‘which individual traits will facilitate value co-destruction and which individual traits will facilitate value co-creation’.  This work also focuses on value co-creation and co-destruction between the dyad of the firm and consumer. Whilst in practice, value co-creation and co-destruction occur in complex interactions involving multiple actors (Ekman et al., 2016; Luo et al., 2019), this work adopts the dyadic perspective, which represents interactions in their most primitive linear form. 
Using a quantitative approach, this study seeks to determine the relationship between values, traits and co-creation and co-destruction dimensions. Data were collected online via questionnaires and analysed using multiple regression. The findings from this study will shed more light on which values and traits facilitate co-creation and which facilitate co-destruction during and beyond interactions between firms and consumers. This study also contributes conceptually by grouping both values and traits into two groups related to co-creation and co-destruction beyond the original classification by Schwartz (1992).
The paper is structured as follows. First, we review the existing literature on value co-destruction, co-creation, basic human values and personality traits and develop the hypotheses for the study. This is followed by a section that outlines the methodology utilised during this research. The findings are then presented and subsequently discussed.

2. Literature Review and Hypothesis Development 
2.1. Service Systems, Value Co-creation and Co-destruction 
Service systems are a collection of resources, such as people, information and technology (operant resources) with the primary purpose of creating value (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). Service systems vary in size, with every system being both a provider and beneficiary of a service, connected by value propositions (Normann, 2001). Value is an elusive term and several authors have described value as one of the most ill-defined concepts in management (Grönroos, 2011; Plé & Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010; Vargo & Lusch, 2008). Value is multi-faceted and complex and has been discussed and debated for decades, with various authors taking different views on the concept (Holbrook, 2006; Woodall, 2003; Zeithaml, 1988). Within the marketing literature, a distinction can be made between value conceived from a philosophical perspective and value conceived from an economic perspective.  Value from a philosophical perspective tries to address factors that influence and determine human inclinations (Woodall, 2003). Value when used in this way expresses a set of guidelines that individuals use in making decisions. Value from an economic perspective conceives value using the ‘exchange/use’ dichotomy (Woodall, 2003). This type of value relates to value as an outcome of resource integration and interactions. This work addresses both types of value and seeks to determine how the factors which influence and determine human inclinations (philosophical value) influence the outcome of resource integration and interactions (economic value). This work makes a distinction between the two types of value by referring to philosophical value as ‘values’ and economic value as ‘value’.
The literature shows a plethora of definitions for value (Holbrook, 2006; Woodall, 2003; Zeithaml, 1988). For a service system, however, value is defined as ‘‘an improvement in a system’s well-being’ which can be measured in terms of the system’s ability to adapt or fit into its environment” (Vargo et al., 2008, p. 149). Whilst the primary purpose of a service system is to create value (Vargo & Lusch, 2008), service systems can not only create value but also destroy value (Plé & Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010). Whether value will be co-created or co-destroyed during interactions within a service system depends on the congruent integration or mis-integration of resources by actors (Plé & Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010).
In a service system, interactions between providers and beneficiaries occur across multiple touchpoints (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). On one hand, value co-creation occurs when both providers and beneficiaries have congruent expectations of how resources should be integrated during interactions (Plé & Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010). Both parties, therefore, exhibit behaviours expected to facilitate resource integration. On the other hand, value co-destruction occurs when there are incongruences or discrepancies in the way resources are integrated during interactions (Plé & Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010). In this case, one or the other party exhibits the expected set of behaviours or they exhibit adverse behaviours. It is also important to note that co-creation and co-destruction are not necessarily opposites (Stieler et al., 2014): there are instances where value is neither created nor destroyed. Value no-creation (Makkonen & Olkkonen, 2017; Sthapit & Björk, 2020) indicates a third outcome other than the dual outcomes of co-creation and co-destruction. Here, value is neither co-created nor co-destroyed and refers to a neutral outcome during interactions. 

2.2. Value Co-Creation and Co-Destruction Dimensions 
Within the marketing literature, consumer behaviours expected to facilitate the co-creation of value have been identified and their dimensions defined. Yi and Gong (2013) explored the nature of customer value co-creation and conceptualised co-creation as a construct consisting of customer participation (information seeking, information sharing, personal interaction and responsible behaviour) and customer citizenship (feedback, advocacy, helping and tolerance) dimensions. Ranjan and Read (2016) reviewed 149 publications, also concluding that co-creation is a construct with two dimensions: co-production (knowledge, equity and interaction) and value-in-use (experience, personalisation and relationship). Finally, just like previous conceptualisations, Merz et al. (2018) defined co-creation as a construct with two dimensions, namely customer motivation (trustworthiness, commitment and passion) and customer-owned resources (knowledge, skills, creativity and connectedness). 
Whilst the dimensions of co-creation have been studied within the literature, the dimensions of co-destruction have not yet been identified. As a starting position, one could consider the dimensions of co-creation which could shed light on possible dimensions of co-destruction. Yi and Gong’s in-role participation and extra-role citizenship behaviours list a set of practices that could be both positive and negative. Consumers can choose to exhibit those behaviours during and beyond interactions, leading to value co-creation, or choose to exhibit adverse behaviours, leading to value co-destruction. Consumer motivation and consumer-owned resources, highlighted by Merz et al. (2018), are dimensions that also have a negative polarity. Just as consumers could be motivated to act positively, they could be motivated to act negatively. Likewise, resources are bipolar and only acquire the status of resources in the function of the context of their use (Plé, 2016). Resources can be utilised adversely, resulting in the co-destruction of value (M. Smith, 2013; Williams et al., 2016).
Since the focus of this work is on consumer behaviour during interactions with firms, this work utilises Yi and Gong’s conceptualisation due to its behavioural approach to co-creation. Their conceptualisation of co-creation embodies the different aspects of behaviour required for value co-creation between the firm and the consumer. These behaviours include practices identified in the literature, such as informing, greeting, helping, connecting, etc., which, when enacted during interactions, could result in value co-creation or co-destruction, depending on how they are interpreted (Carù & Cova, 2015; Echeverri & Salomonson, 2017; Echeverri & Skålén, 2011; Skålén et al., 2015).  The Yi and Gong behaviours, therefore, offer insights into possible behaviours which could lead to co-destruction. Both participation and citizenship behaviours facilitate co-creation. Just like co-creation, consumers can exhibit customer co-destruction defiance behaviour and customer co-destruction subversion behaviours (Table 1). Yi and Gong’s conceptualisation is, therefore, better suited to studying values, traits and behaviour in comparison to the production approach to co-creation (Ranjan & Read, 2016) or the brand value approach to co-creation (Merz et al., 2018). The next subsection details both customer participation and citizenship behaviours. This is followed by a subsection highlighting how consumers can destroy value by choosing not to demonstrate these behaviours or by exhibiting co-destruction defiance or subversion behaviours.
Insert Table 1
2.2.1.  Customer Participation and Citizenship Behaviour
Both participation and citizenship behaviours facilitate customer-related outcomes, such as customer satisfaction, service quality and firm related performance (Ennew & Binks, 1999; Skaggs & Youndt, 2004). Whilst the concept of co-creation is relatively new, both participation and citizenship behaviours have been studied in the literature, given their importance in the delivery of service, the provision of firms with extraordinary value and competitive advantage (Kelley et al., 1990; Mustak et al., 2013; Revilla-Camacho et al., 2015; Yi et al., 2011). Yet citizenship and participation have different antecedents and exhibit different patterns of behaviour, which contribute independently to the overall firm performance (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Mustak et al., 2016).
Customer participation behaviour refers to behaviour that is necessary for successful service creation. Participation consists of four elements, namely information sharing, information seeking, personal interaction and responsible behaviour. Firstly, information shared by consumers is available in the form of resources for employees and other co-creators to perform their duties. By sharing information, customers can make sure employees and other actors provide the necessary service, which facilitates co-creation (Ennew & Binks, 1999). Secondly, besides sharing information, customers also seek information. Customers need an understanding of the service requirements and as such seek information to clarify these requirements. (Kellogg et al., 1997). Thirdly, in addition to sharing and seeking information, there is a need for personal interaction between actors for value to be created. Each interaction is usually based on relationships and the quality of this relationship is crucial for successful value co-creation (Ennew & Binks, 1999). Finally, during interactions, customers exhibit different behaviours. The behaviour exhibited by customers when they recognise their duties and responsibilities is classified as responsible behaviour. 
Whilst customer participation behaviour refers to the required in-role behaviour, customer citizenship behaviour involves voluntary, non-mandatory behaviours which provide extraordinary value to the firm and the consumer (Akman et al., 2019; Yi et al., 2011). Like participation behaviour, customer citizenship behaviour has four elements, namely feedback, advocacy, helping and tolerance. Firstly, customer feedback includes all forms of required or unrequired information which customers provide to the service provider, helping to improve the service (Groth et al., 2004). Provision of this information is at the customer’s discretion and firms can benefit greatly from this information. Secondly, advocacy relates to situations where customers recommend the organisation or firm to other consumers as a result of their loyalty to the firm to promote the firm (Groth et al., 2004). Thirdly, in addition to giving feedback and advocating for the firm, customers can also voluntarily aid other customers. This is known as helping and consists of all forms of customer behaviours that result in sharing resources with other customers in a service co-creation environment (Yi & Gong, 2013). Lastly, when service failures occur, this could warrant negative responses from the customer. The customer has the choice to either voice or act out their frustrations. The decision to exhibit patience and the amount of patience exhibited in situations where service delays occur is known as tolerance (Lengnick‐Hall et al., 2000).  
2.2.2. Co-destruction Defiance and Subversion Behaviours 
Whilst co-creation participation and citizenship represent behaviours that facilitate in-role and extra-role co-creation of value, consumers can choose to exhibit adverse behaviours during and beyond interactions. These behaviours can lead to the co-destruction of value in role (defiance behaviour) and extra-role (subversion behaviour). Co-destruction defiance behaviour consists of four elements: ignoring information, withholding information, irresponsible behaviour and impersonal interaction. Firstly, where information can be sought to co-create value, there are situations where firms have invested resources in making information available, but this information is ignored by consumers. Secondly, there are other situations where consumers have information that could facilitate service delivery, but choose not to divulge this information. Situations where consumers either ignore information or withhold information can lead to non-integration and mis-integration of resources during interactions. Resource mis-integration can lead to value co-destruction (Plé, 2016).  Thirdly, just as consumers acting responsibly during interactions co-create value, consumers can act irresponsibly and co-destroy value. Finally, whilst there is a need for quality personal interactions to facilitate co-creation, consumer interactions with firm personnel can be impersonal. Both irresponsible behaviour and impersonal interaction can lead to interactions which do not live up to the expectations of either party. Ultimately, unmet expectations could lead to the co-destruction of value (Plé & Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010).  
Beyond interactions, consumers could also destroy value by exhibiting negative extra-role subversion behaviours. Co-destruction subversion behaviours consist of four elements: negative feedback, opposition, neglecting and intolerance. Firstly, as opposed to giving positive feedback, which results in co-creating value, consumers could complain or avoid giving any feedback to the firm. Consumer complaints in public forums could deter other consumers from transacting business with firms. Secondly, consumers could deliberately oppose the firm by speaking out against the firm to deter other consumers (Nam et al., 2020). Both opposition and negative feedback, when demonstrated by consumers, can cause a substantial loss of value for the firm. Thirdly, consumers could neglect other customers in need of help and be intolerant during service encounters. Helping others provides a way to share resources. Resource integration is crucial to ensure value is co-created (Vargo et al., 2008). When consumers choose to share their resources, they are facilitating the integration of resources for other consumers. Choosing not to share resources could result in non-integration or mis-integration for other customers, which ultimately results in less than ideal value propositions. Lastly, in situations where consumers experience delays, as opposed to being tolerant, consumers might not be willing to demonstrate patience. This lack of willingness to be patient or intolerant could lead to the extra-role destruction of value for the firm. 
2.3. Relationship Between Values and Co-Creation and Co-Destruction Behaviours  
[bookmark: _Hlk200736]Values are desirable intermediate goals, which vary in importance and serve as guiding principles in people’s lives (Schwartz, 2007). Values influence the selection or evaluation of policies, actions and events. As such, values influence consumer decisions. People and actions in pursuit of any value have psychological, practical and social effects, which could be congruent or in conflict with the pursuit of other values. Consequently, during interactions, individuals are likely to act based on their values in value-creating or destroying encounters. Ten sets of basic values were proposed by Schwartz (2007), with the conflicts and congruities among them yielding an integrated structure of values (Table 2).  
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The conflicts and congruities between the values yielded four subdimensions of values, which form two basic, bipolar, conceptual dimensions (Schwartz, 1992). The first basic subdimension pitches openness to change values against conservation values. This basic subdimension contrasts values based on the extent to which they motivate people to follow their intellectual and emotional interests in unpredictable situations, against preserving the status quo and its associated certainty in relationships (Schwartz, 1992). The second subdimension pitches self-enhancement against self-transcendence values. This subdimension contrasts values based on the extent to which they motivate people to enhance their interests (even at the expense of others) against the extent to which they motivate people to transcend selfish concerns and promote the welfare of others, close and distant, and of nature (Schwartz, 1992). The motivational nature of these values and conflicts indicates that grouping both self-enhancement and openness to change values together mirrors co-destruction behaviour, and grouping self-transcendence and conservation together mirrors co-creation behaviour. A divide can thus be drawn on the Schwartz (1992) circumplex model to reflect values more likely to serve co-creation and values opposite them which are likely to serve co-destruction (Figure 1).
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Self-enhancement and openness to change are values that motivate people to follow their intellectual and emotional interests and enhance their interests (Schwartz, 1992). People who exhibit self-enhancement values tend to focus more on themselves and their well-being as opposed to those of others around them. People who exhibit openness-to-change values are willing to try new things out and are usually in need of constant stimulation (Parks & Guay, 2009; Schwartz, 1992). Self-enhancement includes power, achievement and hedonism, while openness to change includes stimulation and self-direction. These values are likely to facilitate mis-integration of resources during interactions between firms and consumers. Customers who exhibit these values are therefore more likely to co-destroy value considering that the motivational goals served by these values relate more to behaviours expected during co-destruction.  Self-enhancement and openness to change (SE+OC), when combined, could be expected to show a stronger correlation and prediction of co-destruction defiance and subversion dimensions in comparison to self-transcendence and conservation values (ST+C). We, therefore, propose that:
H1.1: For interactions that result in the co-destruction of value, self-enhancement and openness to change values (SE+OC) will show a stronger positive relationship and effect on co-destruction defiance and subversion dimensions in comparison to self-transcendence and conservation values (ST+C).
The self-transcendence and conservation values subdimensions are values that motivate people to preserve the status quo and promote the welfare of others (Schwartz, 1992). Self-transcendence values are values that emphasise the acceptance of others and the concern for their welfare before one’s self, while conservation values are values that emphasise the preservation of traditional practices, self-restriction and the protection of stability (Schwartz, 1992). Self-transcendence values include both universalism and benevolence, while conservation values include security, conformity and tradition. These value types are likely to facilitate the integration of resources during firm/consumer interactions. Customers who subscribe to these values are therefore more likely to co-create value, considering that the motivational goals served by these values relate more to behaviours expected during co-creation. Self-transcendence and conservation (ST+C), when combined, are likely to show stronger relationships with co-creation participation and citizenship dimensions in comparison to self-enhancement and openness to change values (SE+OC).  We therefore posit: 
H1.2: For interactions that result in the co-creation of value, self-transcendence and conservation values (ST+C) will show a stronger positive relationship and effect on co-creation participation and citizenship dimensions in comparison to self-enhancement and openness to change values (SE+OC).
2.4. Relationship Between Personality Traits and Co-Creation and Co-Destruction Behaviour
Personality traits are dimensions of individual differences in inclinations to show consistent patterns of feelings, thoughts and actions (McCrae & Costa Jr, 1990). Traits describe what people are like, as opposed to the motives behind their intentions (Roccas et al., 2002). The five-factor model aggregates personality into five broad categories and provides an objective, consensual and quantifiable description of the main surface tendencies of personality (Capara et al., 1999) (Table 3). These five factors describe the extent to which individuals tend to exhibit the associated traits. These factors can be simultaneously expressed. The differing levels of expressions of these traits between individuals contribute to differences in behaviour (Roccas et al., 2002). Thus, during interactions with firms, consumers can be expected to express co-destruction and co-creation behaviours based on the level to which they express different traits. 
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The Big Five traits represent the extent to which consumers express a polar dimension of each trait at the expense of its opposite dimension. These polar dimensions also reflect extremes of behaviour, which could facilitate co-destruction or facilitate co-creation. For instance, the level of expression of conscientious traits by any consumer falls between the polar extremes of being totally conscientious or lacking direction. Conscientiousness traits (orderly, responsible, dependable, etc) mirror behaviours that could facilitate co-creation participation and citizenship behaviours (Table 1). Its polar opposite dimension's lack of direction traits (lazy, disorganised, careless) reflects behaviours that could facilitate co-destruction defiance and subversion behaviours. This can also be said for other trait dimensions when considered in the context of the co-destruction and co-creation of value. Both openness and extraversion traits, however, aggregate a mixture of traits that could facilitate both co-destruction and co-creation. Based on the likelihood of facilitating co-destruction and co-creation, trait dimensions can be grouped as shown in Figure 2.
[bookmark: _Hlk24755133]Insert Figure 2
Agreeableness contrasts a prosocial and communal orientation toward others with antagonism (John & Srivastava, 1999). People who score high on agreeableness tend to be gentle, cooperative, collaborative and moderate, contrary to antagonistic people, who may be rude, selfish, hostile, uncooperative, and unkind. Agreeable people have an orientation towards helping others and cooperating with them. The communal orientation fostered by agreeableness makes agreeableness a weak predictor of co-destruction behaviour. Agreeable individuals are more likely to be gentle, collaborative and cooperative and we therefore suggest that individuals high on this value are more likely to co-create value during interactions with firms. 
H2.1a: Agreeableness will be negatively correlated with co-destruction behaviour 
H2.1b: Agreeableness will be positively correlated with co-creation behaviour
Conscientiousness describes socially prescribed impulse control, which facilitates task and goal-directed behaviour (John & Srivastava, 1999). Two distinct aspects of conscientiousness have been identified: a proactive aspect that appeals to achievement and an inhibitive aspect expressed through such behaviours as delayed gratification and thinking before acting. Conscientious people are often described as efficient, organised, planful, reliable and thorough (McCrae & John, 1992). On the opposite side of conscientiousness are traits showing a lack of direction. Consumers high on lack of direction traits tend to be disorganised, lazy, irresponsible and sloppy. Individuals high on conscientiousness can be careful, thorough and responsible (Roccas et al., 2002). We therefore expect a preference towards value co-creation for individuals high on conscientiousness and expect to see positive relationships and effects between conscientiousness and co-creation behaviour. Conscientious consumers behave ethically and are not self-indulgent. Given the above, we hypothesise:
H2.2a: Conscientiousness will be negatively correlated with co-destruction behaviour. 
H2.2b Conscientiousness will be positively correlated with co-creation behaviour.
People high on neuroticism traits tend to be anxious, nervous, sad and tense while people low on neuroticism traits tend to be even-tempered and demonstrate emotional stability (John & Srivastava, 1999; Roccas et al., 2002). Neurotic consumers are irrational, pessimistic and touchy, while emotionally stable consumers are calm, self-confident, stable, resilient, and well-adjusted. Based on the temperamental and unstable nature of neuroticism traits, we hypothesise that individuals with a high level of neuroticism traits are most likely to co-destroy value. 
H2.3a: Neuroticism will be positively correlated with co-destruction behaviour.
 H2.3b: Neuroticism will be negatively correlated with co-creation behaviour.
Extraversion implies an energetic approach to the social and material world (John & Srivastava, 1999). People who are extraverted show a tendency to be sociable, active and constantly stimulated versus being introverted: shy, reserved, and unadventurous. Extraversion’s characteristic social skills result in numerous friendships. Hence, extraverts are seen as building better relationships during interactions. People who score low on extraversion tend to exhibit humility. They are more passive and less energetic. Extraversion’s compatibility with sociability, challenge and novelty coupled with its active nature makes extraversion a strong predictor of co-creation. Extraverts also tend to be talkative and extraversion traits and their energy also encourage the pursuit of pleasurable experiences and expressiveness. Whilst this could facilitate co-creation, it could also facilitate co-destruction. In addition, extraversion has been shown to have negative correlations with being logical (Dollinger et al., 1996). We therefore posit:
H2.4a: Extraversion will be positively correlated with co-destruction behaviour.
H2.4b: Extraversion will be positively correlated with co-creation behaviour.
People who exhibit openness to experience traits are more intellectual, imaginative, open-minded and sensitive (Roccas et al., 2002). On the opposite side of openness to experience is closedness to experience. Closedness to experience describes individuals who are closed-minded, shallow, and simple. On one hand, the extent to which a consumer is open could determine an individual’s willingness to share experiences, which could increase their propensity to co-create value. On the other hand, the need for novelty, variety and change could reduce a consumer's tendencies to conform to expected behaviours, hence leading to co-destruction. Openness negatively correlates with values such as self-control, obedience and being responsible (Dollinger et al., 1996). This suggests a rebellious side to people high on openness traits. We therefore posit that individuals high on openness to experience traits are as likely to co-destroy value as they are to co-create value:
H2.5a: Openness will be positively correlated with co-destruction behaviour.
H2.5b: Openness will be positively correlated with co-creation behaviour.

3. Methodology 
Data were collected using online self-administered questionnaires. The questionnaires were administered online. A demographically balanced sample of respondents was recruited by a consumer panel company targeting consumers in the United States. All respondents were given a small financial incentive for completion. A total of 390 respondents answered the questionnaire anonymously (Table 4). The questionnaire included demographic questions and scales measuring co-creation, co-destruction, values and traits.
Insert Table 4

3.1. Questionnaire 
Co-destruction and Co-creation. To measure co-destruction, participants were asked to think of a time when they had a negative experience with a firm’s product, service or employee and felt justified in taking negative actions towards the firm. Similarly, for co-creation, they were asked to think of a time when they had a positive experience with a firm’s product, service or employee and felt justified in taking positive actions towards the firm. The respondents were then asked questions with regards to these instances. Co-creation and co-destruction were measured with items adapted from Yi and Gong’s co-creation scale. This scale conceptualises co-creation as a construct with both consumer participation and citizenship dimensions. Co-creation items were adapted to co-destruction by reflecting the intentional destruction of value under its subdimension. Since co-destruction and co-creation are not necessarily opposites (Stieler et al., 2014), not co-creating value does not mean one is co-destroying value and vice versa.  The co-destruction items (Table 5) were therefore developed to measure consumer intentional negative behaviours to firms to capture actions that are deliberately destroying value for the firm. For example, items such as “I have asked others for information on what this service offers” and “I said positive things about this firm and the employee to others” on the Yi and Gong (2013) co-creation scale were adapted to “I intentionally withheld information from others on what this service offers” and “I intentionally said negative things about this firm and the employee to others” on the co-destruction scale, respectively. Subdimensions of co-creation participation (information sharing, information seeking, responsible behaviour and personal interaction) were labelled respectively (ignoring information, withholding information, irresponsible behaviour and impersonal interaction). These subdimensions were called co-destruction defiance to reflect consumers' decisions to participate in value destruction. Similarly, subdimensions of co-creation citizenship (feedback, advocacy, helping and tolerance) were labelled (negative feedback, opposition, neglecting and intolerance) accordingly. These subdimensions were termed co-destruction subversion to reflect consumers' decisions to participate in value destruction beyond direct interaction with firms. Participants evaluated the items based on how likely they were to perform such actions following a negative (in the case of co-destruction) or positive (in the case of co-creation) encounter with a firm. Participants rated their degree of agreement with the issues on a 7-point Likert scale, with responses ranging from “extremely unlikely” to “extremely likely.” 
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Co-destruction and co-creation dimension scores were calculated by taking the average of items measuring each dimension. For example, the information-seeking dimension was measured using 3 items on the Yi and Gong (2013) scale. The dimension score for information seeking was computed by taking the average of these items. This was done for all the co-creation citizenship and participation subdimensions and the co-destruction subversion and defiance subdimensions.  
Co-destruction and co-creation scores were computed by taking the average of all 8 co-destruction and co-creation subdimensions respectively. 
Value Dimensions. Basic human values were measured using the Short Schwartz’s Value Survey (SSVS) (Lindeman & Verkasalo, 2005). SSVS was developed as an alternative to the 57-item Schwartz’s Value Survey (SVS) (Schwartz, 1992). In the SVS, respondents were asked to rate the importance they would give to the 57 value items as life-guiding principles on a 9-point scale which ranges from -1, (opposed to my principles) to 7 (of supreme importance). Scores of each of the 10 value scales were calculated by averaging the scores on items belonging to each value. Unlike the SVS, which requires rating 57 value items, the SSVS requires individuals to rate the importance of the 10 values directly on a similar 9 point scale. Scores for the 4 value subdimensions were calculated by averaging the scores of their respective value types. Self-enhancement was calculated by averaging the scores for achievement, power and hedonism, while self-transcendence was calculated by averaging the scores for universalism and benevolence. Similarly, for openness to change and conservation, scores were calculated by averaging the scores for value types self-direction and stimulation and conformity, tradition and security respectively. 
Following calculation of the values scores and their reliabilities, we proceeded to calculate scores for ST+C and SE+OC values. In a similar manner to the calculation of values scores, the scores were computed by averaging the scores of self-transcendence and conservation values subdimensions and by averaging the scores of the self-enhancement and openness to change values subdimensions. 
Personality Traits. We measured the five personality factors with the English language big five inventory (BFI) (Donahue et al., 1991). BFI is a 44-item scale used to assess the traits associated with each of the big five dimensions. These 44 items are short and easy to understand (Soto et al., 2011). Despite its concise nature, the BFI does not sacrifice content coverage or psychometric properties (Benet-Martínez & John, 1998). Participants were asked to rate each item on a 5-point agreement scale. Its suitability for this current research stems from its prior demonstration of internal consistency, reliability and convergence in line with other longer models (Benet-Martínez & John, 1998; Soto et al., 2008). Scores for each dimension were computed by calculating the participants' mean item response. 
We computed Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the co-creation and co-destruction subdimensions and scores, values subdimensions and dimensions and traits (Table 6)
Insert Table 6
3.2. Analysis
Following the data collection and calculation of the variables, we evaluated each of the 8 co-destruction subdimensions using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) (principal factor analysis with varimax rotation). For each dimension, all items had factor loadings above 0.6 and loaded onto one factor respectively. The 8 Eigenvalues all exceeded 1.0 and explained 67.44 – 91.77% of the total variance across the dimensions. All Kaiser–Meyer Olkin (KMO) values were above 0.6 and Bartlett's test of sphericity was significant in all cases. Factors were not rotated, because only one factor loaded for each dimension. We examined the validity of the constructs using Harman’s single factor test (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). An unrotated factor solution of a principal component analysis revealed that the first factor accounted for only 24.9%. This indicates that a single factor does not account for the majority of the variance. 24.9% is less than the 50% threshold level (Chaubey et al., 2019), indicating the absence of CMV.  
Values and co-creation and co-destruction. We computed the correlations between the value scores and the co-creation and co-destruction subdimensions. We also performed a series of regression analyses. SE+OC values score and also the ST+C values score were the independent variables, while the co-creation and co-destruction subdimensions were the dependent variables. Regression analysis was used instead of SEM to evaluate the effects, due to the way the basic values were measured. SEM requires the use of multiple items per variable, and the SSVS requires individuals to rate the importance of the 10 values directly. Therefore only one item was used to measure each basic value.
Traits and co-creation and co-destruction: We computed the correlations between the traits and the co-destruction and co-creation participation and citizenship dimensions. We also computed the correlations between co-destruction and co-creation scores. Finally, we performed a series of regression analyses. The 5 personality traits were the independent variables, while the co-creation and co-destruction scores were the dependent variables.

4. Findings
4.1. Basic Human Values and Co-destruction and Co-creation Behaviour
[bookmark: _Hlk81825342]For interactions that result in value co-destruction, we hypothesised stronger positive relationships and effects between SE+OC values and co-destruction subversion and co-destruction defiance subdimensions in comparison to ST+C values (H1.1). The results support H1.1. This can be seen in Tables 7-8 (Co-destruction) below, where all subdimensions of value co-destruction defiance and subversion showed stronger positive correlations with and effects on SE+OC values in comparison to ST+C values. We also hypothesised that the relationship and effect between ST+C values and co-creation citizenship and co-creation participation subdimensions would be positive and stronger in comparison to SE+OC values for interactions that result in the co-creation of value (H1.2). The results support H1.2, as can be seen in Tables 7-8 (Co-creation) below, where all subdimensions of value co-creation participation and citizenship, except information seeking, helping and tolerance, showed stronger positive correlations with and effects on ST+C values in comparison to SE+OC values. 
Insert Table 7
Insert Table 8
4.2. Personality Traits and Co-destruction and Co-creation Behaviour
Results for the correlations between co-destruction subdimensions and the five personality traits are shown in Table 9. The results support H2.1a and H2.2a: agreeableness and conscientiousness showed negative relationships with co-destruction subdimensions, as hypothesised (Table 9). 
We also hypothesised positive relationships between co-destruction and neuroticism, extraversion, and openness traits (H2.3a, H2.4a, H2.5a). Our results show that neuroticism had significant positive relationships with all co-destruction subdimensions and scores. The results, therefore, support H2.3a. H2.4a, however, is not supported, with extraversion showing positive and weak correlations with all co-destruction subdimensions and scores. None of the extraversion relationships with co-destruction were significant. Openness showed only three positive relationships with co-destruction subdimensions (ignoring information, opposition and intolerance), of which only 2 were significant (opposition and intolerance). H2.5a is therefore not supported. 
Insert Table 9
Table 10 shows the results of the correlations between co-creation subdimensions and the big five personality traits. The results support H2.1b and H2.2b, with agreeableness and conscientiousness both exhibiting positive relationships with all the co-creation scores and subdimensions, except for the information-seeking dimension, which had a negative relationship with conscientiousness. Agreeableness and conscientiousness also showed significant relationships with all co-creation subdimensions and scores, except the information seeking and tolerance subdimensions (agreeableness) and the information seeking, helping and tolerance subdimensions (conscientiousness). The results also support H2.3b: neuroticism displayed relationships in the hypothesised direction except in the case of the information seeking and tolerance subdimensions. The relationships between the information seeking, tolerance and helping subdimensions, co-creation citizenship scores and neuroticism were not significant. Finally, the results support H2.4b and H2.5b: extraversion and openness showed positive relationships with all co-creation subdimensions and scores. These relationships were all significant. 
Insert Table 10
Table 11 shows the effects of each of the five traits on the co-destruction and co-creation scores. The effect of all traits on co-destruction was in the hypothesised directions and significant. Except for neuroticism, the effects of all traits on the co-creation scores were in the hypothesised directions. Except for conscientiousness, the result of the five traits on all the co-creation scores was significant.
Insert Table 11




5. Discussion 
5.1. Basic Human Values and Co-destruction and Co-creation Behaviour
This study sought to contribute to the literature by identifying groups of values that are likely to facilitate value co-destruction and how these values compare to those which facilitate co-creation. The results offer evidence of relationships between value co-destruction/co-creation behaviour and groups of values. 
Co-destruction Facilitating Values. SE+OC values subdimensions, when combined, better correlate and show a greater effect on the subversion and defiance dimensions of co-destruction in comparison to ST+C values subdimensions. The higher correlation and effect of co-destruction subversion and defiance dimensions show that these values, when exhibited, are more likely to facilitate value co-destruction. Individuals with these values are less likely to share information or act responsibly during interactions, ultimately leading to weaker personal interactions with firms (Vafeas et al., 2016; Yi et al., 2011). SE+OC values were also highlighted by Schwartz et al. (2012) as values with a personal focus and lack of concern for the wellbeing of others. Consequently, SE+OC values are better at predicting co-destruction behaviour.  These values also showed a higher relationship with and effect on co-destruction subversion dimensions, reflecting the higher likelihood that these individuals will not always go the extra mile in co-creating value with the firm. 
Co-creation Facilitating Values. The results also show that ST+C values subdimensions, when combined, better correlate and show a greater effect on the citizenship and participation dimensions of co-creation in comparison to SE+OC values subdimensions. The higher correlation and effect of co-creation citizenship and participation dimensions show that these values, when exhibited, are more likely to facilitate value co-creation. Individuals with these values are more likely to demonstrate co-creative practices such as informing, connecting and recommending  (Camilleri & Neuhofer, 2017; Carù & Cova, 2015; Echeverri & Skålén, 2011), ultimately leading to better interactions with firms. The results also show a higher effect and correlation with the feedback and advocacy subdimensions of citizenship behaviour. Individuals who express ST+C values are therefore more likely to co-create value with firms by demonstrating more extra-role citizenship behaviours.   
Possible Effect of Norms on Expression of Co-destruction Facilitating Values. The direction of the effect and relationship between SE+OC values and ST+C values differ when value is being co-destroyed and when it is being co-created. When value is being co-created, both SE+OC values and ST+C values showed positive effects and relationships with co-creation subdimensions. The positive relationship to and effect of SE+OC values on the co-creation subdimensions show that consumers with these values will still co-create value, but this is not as likely as those with ST+C values. This could be due to social influence. Values are prone to social influence (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003) and consumers may conform with norms even when the normative behaviour opposes their own values. During interactions with firms, consumers are expected to exhibit behaviours that co-create value. Whilst these behaviours may conflict with the consumer's values, consumers may conform to these behaviours due to the influence of friends, society and significant others. Consumers with SE+OC values will therefore co-create value, but not to the extent to which consumers with ST+C values will co-create value. 
When value is being co-destroyed, SE+OC values showed positive effects and relationships with co-destruction subdimensions while ST+C values showed negative effects and relationships with co-destruction subdimensions. The negative relationship to and effect of ST+C values on co-destruction subdimensions suggests that consumers with these values are not likely to destroy value during interactions. Society typically does not expect consumers to co-destroy value. As such, consumers with ST+C values are not under any pressure to conform. These individuals are therefore not likely to destroy value even when their expectations are not met by the firm. 

5.2. Personality Traits and Co-destruction and Co-creation Behaviour
This study sought to extend current knowledge on personality traits, shedding more light on the role traits play in influencing consumer behaviour and how this can determine if interactions will be value-destroying/creating. The results offer evidence of relationships between personality traits and co-destruction and co-creation behaviour, as discussed below. 
Extraversion. Typically associated with gregariousness (McCrae & Costa Jr, 1999), being active, outgoing, talkative and energetic, extraversion showed stronger and positive relationships with co-creation subdimensions in comparison to its weak and positive relationships with co-destruction. Relatively higher relationships with information seeking, information sharing, feedback and advocacy subdimensions are reflective of extraverted behaviours. Individuals high on this trait are therefore more likely to co-create value for the firm, by ensuring they are aware of the information available to facilitate co-creation and by making information available to facilitate interactions.  Extraverted consumers, with their assertive and talkative nature (McCrae & John, 1992; Parks-Leduc et al., 2014), will engage the firm (Itani et al., 2020) and co-create value by giving feedback and by providing support for the firm by promoting its services and products beyond in-role interactions. 
Openness to Experience. Like extraversion, openness to experience traits displayed stronger positive relationships with co-creation in comparison to its weaker relationship with co-destruction. Openness to experience, associated with being curious, intellectual, imaginative, open-minded and sensitive (Roccas et al., 2002), had significant positive relationships with the opposition and intolerance subdimensions of co-destruction. Consequently, whilst interacting with firms, the curious nature of open consumers will deter them from tolerating service failures. They are also likely to speak out against the firm and indulge in negative word of mouth or demonstrate aggressive behaviours (Barlett & Anderson, 2012) following a negative encounter with the firm. Interestingly, consumers high on openness traits will also indulge in positive word of mouth following a positive encounter with the firm. The results show openness traits have the highest correlations with co-creation subdimensions across all five traits. This makes consumers high on this trait the most likely consumers to co-create value during interactions. This does not mean, though, that they will not co-destroy value. Co-creation and co-destruction are not necessarily opposites (Stieler et al., 2014). Our results also show a positive relationship between responsible behaviour and openness traits. This contrasts with the results presented by Dollinger et al. (1996), who found negative correlations between openness traits and being responsible. 
Agreeableness. Agreeableness and conscientiousness are the two traits that are the least likely to facilitate the co-destruction of value, as shown in the results. This does not mean, however, that they are the most likely to co-create value. Agreeableness traits, characterised by their compliance, forgiving attitudes, belief in cooperation and inoffensive language reputation (McCrae & Costa Jr, 1999), had a strong negative relationship with co-destruction subdimensions. Agreeableness traits also had moderate to high positive relationships with co-creation subdimensions. Whilst interacting with firms, the forgiving nature of agreeable individuals deters them from co-destroying value. Agreeable consumers are therefore not likely to co-destroy value online by ignoring or withholding information, acting irresponsibly and giving negative feedback. 
Conscientiousness. Conscientious consumers, characterised by their reliable, responsible, planful and efficient nature (McCrae & John, 1992), showed strong negative relationships with co-destruction subdimensions and moderate positive relationships with co-creation subdimensions. Consumers high on conscientiousness traits are also not likely to co-destroy value. Specifically, individuals low on this trait are the individuals least likely to co-destroy value when interacting with firms. With regards to co-creation, both agreeableness and conscientiousness traits show moderate to high relationships with advocacy, personal interaction and responsible behaviour subdimensions. Conscientious consumers are the most likely to build good relationships to ensure good personal interaction, followed by agreeable individuals. Agreeable consumers show higher relations to the responsible behaviour dimension and, as a result, are more likely to act responsibly at some point during interactions. 
Neuroticism. Neurotic consumers are characterised by their anxious, nervous, sad and tense nature (John & Srivastava, 1999; Roccas et al., 2002).  They often express various moods and are typically unstable (McCrae & John, 1992). Neurotic traits show the highest positive relationship with value co-destruction and are the most likely to co-destroy value across all touchpoints when interacting with firms. They show moderate to high levels of irresponsible behaviour, withholding information and impersonal interactions. When their expectations are not met or when they feel let down by the firm, they are very likely to indulge in negative word of mouth and they are not likely to share their resources to help others. The more neurotic a consumer is, the lower their likelihood of co-creating value. Thus, when neurotic consumer expectations are met, they are still not likely to indulge in positive word of mouth. They are also the most likely to act irresponsibly and not to build good personal interactions.  
Whilst neuroticism was the only trait showing a negative relationship with co-creation, neuroticism like all the other five traits shows a positive effect on co-creation. The positive effect neuroticism had on co-creation was contrary to our hypothesised direction. When compared to the effects of the 5 traits on co-destruction, all traits showed effects in the hypothesised direction. Conscientiousness and agreeableness both show negative effects with co-destruction while neuroticism, extraversion and openness all show positive effects on co-destruction. This suggests that neurotic consumers will co-create value to a large extent during interactions. This is possibly due to norms and behaviours expected by them within society. Conscientiousness and agreeableness still show negative effects on co-destruction, however, because co-destructive behaviour is not expected within the society and during interactions. Norms (societal, subjective or group) could be a moderating factor when it comes to the co-creation and co-destruction of value. The expression of certain traits may be moderated due to the expectations of society, their peers or significant others. 
Overall, the findings from the study are visualised in Figure 3. Both values and traits are arranged in order of increasing likelihood to co-destroy or co-create. 
Insert Figure 3
6. Conclusion 
This study sought to extend the current understanding of consumer co-destruction/co-creation behaviour by shedding more light on the determinants of consumer behaviour during interactions with firms.  Co-destruction and co-creation of value are both likely outcomes of interactions between firms and consumers. Whilst firms have behaviours expected of consumers during and beyond face-to-face interactions to ensure the successful co-creation of value (Yi & Gong, 2013), consumers could exhibit adverse behaviours which result in value co-destruction. This study has provided evidence of relationships between basic human values and personality traits and the expression of behaviours that co-create/co-destroy value. 
6.1. Theoretical Contributions
Based on conflicts and congruities, Schwartz (1992) grouped the basic human values into four subdimensions, which yielded two basic, bipolar, conceptual dimensions. Schwartz et al. (2012) further grouped the values into those that focus on personal versus social outcomes and those that express growth and self-expansion versus those that express self-protection. The first theoretical contribution of this paper is the division of the circumplex structure of the basic human values based on their likelihood to facilitate co-destruction or co-creation. Co-destruction behaviour can be predicted by any combination of self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, achievement and power value types, while co-creation behaviour can be anticipated where any combination of security, tradition, benevolence and universalism value types are expressed.  Whilst it is not likely that all co-destruction expressing values will be found in any individual, the higher the number of SE+OC values someone has, the more likely the individual is to co-destroy value. This can also be said for the number of co-creation expressing values found in an individual. Since individuals naturally act in line with their values (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003), individuals expressing their co-destruction or co-creation predicting values during interactions will unwittingly co-destroy or co-create value respectively during interactions. 
A second theoretical contribution of this paper is the categorization of the Big Five traits based on their tendencies to co-destroy and co-create value. Traits represent the extent to which consumers express a polar dimension of each of the five traits at the expense of its opposite dimension. Traits, unlike values, can be simultaneously expressed. Therefore, the extent to which a consumer will co-destroy or co-create value will depend on the level of expression of each of the traits within the individual. Whilst individual traits have been shown by authors to facilitate various behaviours (Barlett & Anderson, 2012; Bertoni et al., 2019; Caprara et al., 2006), this work shows that co-destruction behaviour is better predicted by neuroticism, extraversion and openness, while conscientiousness and agreeableness are the traits least likely to predict co-destruction behaviour. In contrast, all five traits predict co-creation to differing levels, which suggests that traits could have salient effects, moderated by societal norms. This will require further testing. 
6.2. Practical Contributions
With value co-destruction being intentional or unintentional (Plé & Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010), firms can therefore anticipate consumer actions/reactions before making business decisions, when designing processes and when developing communications to determine the likelihood of consumers co-destroying value. If such decisions, processes and communications rely on the acceptance/actions of consumers for the successful co-creation of value dimensions, taking positions that conflict with the values of their consumers or the general population could spur negative actions/reactions by consumers. Firm actions and interactions should be considered to see which values they reflect and if they conflict with any of the basic values. The higher the conflicts with ST+C values, the higher the likelihood of value co-destruction during interactions.  
Traits describe what people are like as opposed to the motives behind their intentions (Roccas et al., 2002). Therefore, individuals high on extraversion, neuroticism and openness are more likely to destroy value in comparison to individuals high on conscientiousness and agreeableness traits. Since co-creation and co-destruction are not necessarily opposites (Stieler et al., 2014), individuals high on extraversion and openness are also the most likely to co-create value. Whilst individuals high on conscientiousness and agreeableness are the least likely to destroy value, they are also the least likely to co-create value. Whether extraverted, open or neurotic people co-destroy value will depend on whether their expectations are being met by the firm. This makes the delivery of service promises crucial to ensuring that value is not co-destroyed. Firms should therefore focus on ensuring that the expectations of consumers are met to ensure value co-creation. Firms can determine consumer actions at various touchpoints by considering what individuals with specific traits will do in different scenarios. Thus, when designing touchpoints, the likelihood of consumers co-destroying value can be determined if interactions at those touchpoints rely on the actions of consumers for the successful co-creation of value dimensions. 
During interactions, firms should realise that consumers will not always demonstrate the expected behaviours and value will not always be co-created. With the knowledge that some consumers will intentionally ignore and withhold information, firms should work to minimise the amount of information consumers have to seek and share where possible. Firm employees should be prepared and trained adequately to respond to such less than ideal situations. Where consumers are likely to act impersonally and irresponsibly, firms should provide alternative experiences which capture the dimensions of the offered service but require minimal personal interactions. Extra-role, where consumers give negative feedback, oppose the firm or exhibit high levels of intolerance, such as on virtual platforms, firm employees should understand that consumers could be acting naturally, in line with their values/traits and could feel justified in their actions. Firm employees should therefore take extra care to identify the origins of such actions (e.g. a less than ideal value proposition by the firm) before offering solutions. 
6.3. Limitations and Future Research 
In conducting this research, this work has utilised the Short Schwartz’s Value Survey Scale (SVSS)  (Lindeman & Verkasalo, 2005) to measure basic human values. The SSVS is a 10-item scale developed as an alternative to the 57-item Schwartz’s Value Survey (SVS) (Schwartz, 1992). Future research should focus on testing with the 57-item SVS scale. Similarly, this work has measured co-destruction by adapting items from the Yi and Gong (2013) co-creation scale. Future research could focus on identifying the dimensions and subdimensions of value co-destruction and developing a scale that measures value co-destruction and differentiates it from value no-creation (Makkonen & Olkkonen, 2017; Sthapit & Björk, 2020). Whilst this work groups values into types that are more likely to co-destroy and those more likely to co-create value, it makes no claims on individual values and their direct relationships with co-destruction/ co-creation behaviour. Behaviour typically expresses more than one value (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). As such, further testing will be needed to identify which specific values or group of values predict specific co-destruction/ co-creation behaviours. It is also important to note that this study focused on interactions between the dyad of the firm and consumer. This represents interaction in its most primitive form. In reality, co-creation and co-destruction occur in complex interactions involving multiple actors (Ekman et al., 2016, Luo et al., 2019). Future studies should consider how consumer values and traits influence value co-creation and co-destruction interactions involving multiple actors . Finally, this work identified the possible effect of norms (societal, group, significant others) on the expression of values and traits. Future studies should seek to empirically determine the effects of norms (societal, group, significant others) on the expression of the values and traits which facilitate negative behaviours. 
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