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ABSTRACT

Drawing on value co-destruction literature, moral disengagement, social exchange and trait
activation theories, this study investigates the role of dark triad traits, moral disengagement, and
host incivility on peer-to-peer accommodation guests’ value co-destruction behavior. Data was
collected from 428 Indian Airbnb customers and analyzed using partial least squares-structural
equation modeling. Results show that among dark triad traits, only psychopathy directly influences
value co-destruction behavior. However, all three dark traits lead to value co-destruction behavior
through moral disengagement. Host incivility positively influences value co-destruction behavior
and also moderates the relationship between psychopathy and value co-destruction behavior. The
study offers a comprehensive understanding of the antecedents of guests’ value co-destruction
behavior in peer-to-peer accommodation. The findings suggest that P2P accommodation managers
need to instill moral accountability among guests and foster civil behaviors among hosts to prevent

value co-destruction.
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Introduction

Peer-to-peer (P2P) accommodation has experienced remarkable growth in the past decade,
establishing itself as a viable substitute for traditional hotels and resorts (Huang et al., 2023; Wu
et al., 2023). Through their online platforms, P2P accommodation firms enable individuals to offer
unoccupied beds, rooms, and apartments to guests for a short period (Farmaki et al., 2023). The
cost-effective and home-like accommodation experiences they provide have attracted millions of
guests worldwide (Wu et al., 2023). The success of P2P accommodation is often attributed to
healthy guest-host interactions, which facilitate value co-creation (Foroudi et al., 2022; Kim et al.,
2022). To maximize the value co-created, many firms encourage guests to actively participate
during service encounters (Wu et al., 2023). While such a strategy creates opportunities for value
co-creation, it also brings the risk of value co-destruction. This occurs when guests fail to integrate
their resources as expected or misuse their own and others’ resources (Kong et al., 2024; Wang et
al., 2024). There are frequent reports of guests intruding into hosts’ private spaces, making unusual
requests, spreading false information about them, damaging property, and engaging in bullying or
sexual harassment (Buhalis et al., 2020). Such behaviors can lead to a range of negative outcomes
for hosts, including dissatisfaction and a decline in well-being (Deng et al., 2023; Laud et al.,
2019), and subsequently affect the competitiveness of the platform (Sthapit et al., 2023).

Service research shows that consumers engage in positive behaviors that promote value
co-creation or exhibit opportunistic behaviors that lead to value co-destruction (Lumivalo et al.,
2023; Wang et al., 2024). However, much of this research has focused on value co-creation, with
less attention to value co-destruction, especially in P2P accommodation (Sthapit et al., 2024).
Consequently, there is limited understanding of the factors that drive value co-destruction behavior

in P2P accommodation. Since resource misuse remains a persistent challenge in this marketplace



(Buhalis et al., 2020), understanding these factors is crucial for firms to take effective preventive
measures.

Value co-destruction behavior can originate from both internal and external factors (Sthapit
et al., 2023). Irrespective of the nature and context of value co-destruction, personality is a major
internal factor driving this behavior (Deng et al., 2023; Guan et al., 2021; Ogunbodede et al., 2022).
Personality serves as a valuable approach to studying value co-destruction behavior, as it remains
consistent over time and shapes individuals’ consumption behaviors (Kapoor et al., 2021). During
P2P accommodation, guests may exhibit value co-destruction behavior, depending on how they
express their distinct personality traits. Previous studies have shown that socially-aversive
personality traits, such as the dark triad (DT) comprising Machiavellianism, narcissism, and
psychopathy (Paulhus & Williams, 2002), are linked to various deviant behaviors (Hancock et al.,
2023; Hossain et al., 2022; Jin, 2024). However, the relationship between DT and value co-
destruction behavior remains unexplored. Furthermore, the psychological mechanism that enables
individuals to engage in deviant behaviors is often explained by moral disengagement (Bandura,
1999). Moral disengagement allows individuals to detach from moral principles and rationalize
their deviant acts (Kapoor et al., 2021). This cognitive mechanism may enable guests with DT
traits to engage in value co-destruction behavior.

Examining the external factors, research has shown that hosts’ bad behavior is a major
cause of value co-destruction in P2P accommodation (Sthapit et al., 2022, 2024; Sthapit & Bjerk,
2021). The lack of standardization in this marketplace creates ambiguity in hosts’ roles and
responsibilities (Wu et al., 2023). This, coupled with the hosts’ lack of professional training and
experience (Buhalis et al., 2020), may lead to their low-intensity deviant behavior, which is

different from intentional bad behavior. This study conceptualizes such behaviors as host



incivility. When hosts exhibit uncivil behaviors, guests may respond with retaliatory behaviors
(Torres et al., 2017), which can lead to value co-destruction. Moreover, host incivility may also
trigger guests’ DT traits. They may perceive uncivil behaviors from hosts as a threat to themselves
(Lata & Chaudhary, 2021), leading to negative emotional reactions and subsequently driving
uncivilized behaviors (Chen et al., 2021).

Accordingly, this study aims to examine: (1) the role of DT traits and host incivility in
guests’ value co-destruction behavior and (2) the mediating role of moral disengagement and the
moderating role of host incivility in the relationship between DT traits and guests’ value co-
destruction behavior. The proposed relationships were developed by integrating moral
disengagement, social exchange and trait activation theories with value co-destruction literature.
To examine these relationships, survey data were collected from 428 Indian Airbnb customers and
analyzed using partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM).

Theoretically, the study expands value co-destruction literature by adopting a behavioral
perspective and identifying some key internal and external antecedents of guests’ value co-
destruction behavior. As for the DT, the study highlights the possible differential impacts of each
trait on behavioral outcomes and reinforces the importance of treating them separately in
behavioral research. Additionally, it advances moral disengagement theory by demonstrating how
the mechanism of moral disengagement helps malevolent traits in driving deviant behaviors. It
also complements social exchange theory by revealing how host incivility triggers a reciprocal
reaction from guests, resulting in value co-destruction behavior. Furthermore, the study contributes
to trait activation theory, illustrating how situational factors can amplify the expression of
personality traits. Lastly, it adds to the incivility research by highlighting the consequence of a

new construct that has not been explored by researchers yet - namely, host incivility. For



practitioners, the study suggests an integrated approach to managing guests’ value co-destruction
behavior, emphasizing the need to promote guests’ moral accountability and provide host training
to encourage civil behaviors.

Theoretical background and hypotheses development

Value co-destruction behavior

The service-dominant (S-D) logic introduced by Vargo and Lusch (2004) emphasizes value co-
creation, where customers jointly create value with service providers or firms during service
interactions. However, the concept of value co-creation has been criticized for being overly
optimistic about positive value outcomes (Echeverri & Skalén, 2011; Pl¢ & Chumpitaz Céceres,
2010). Certain elements of service interactions can also result in negative outcomes rather than
purely beneficial ones (Sthapit et al., 2023). To account for these non-beneficial outcomes in
interactive experiences, the concept of value co-destruction was introduced.

Recent years have seen an increasing number of studies on value co-destruction (Arica et
al., 2022; Assiouras, Vallstrom, et al., 2023; Bidar et al., 2024; Deng et al., 2023; Kong et al.,
2024; Lumivalo et al., 2023; Sthapit et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024). However, the extant literature
shows no consensus regarding the conceptualization of this concept. Some scholars approach value
co-destruction as a value outcome (Sthapit et al., 2024), while others view it as a process
(Assiouras, Vallstrom, et al., 2023; Bidar et al., 2024) or a specific behavior (Deng et al., 2023;
Kong et al., 2024). This study adopts the behavioral aspect of value co-destruction. This aspect,
referred to as ‘value co-destruction behavior,’ is “the actions undertaken by customers that impede
the integration of resources or result in the misuse of resources” (Kong et al., 2024).

An actor’s behavior may be deemed co-destructive when it fails to integrate or result in the

misintegration of the resources of involved actors (Kong et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024). The



resources may be operand (e.g., products, equipment) and operant (e.g., knowledge, skills), and
their non-integration and misintegration can transpire through intentional and unintentional means
(Kong et al., 2024; Lumivalo et al., 2023). Although value co-destruction behavior has certain
overlaps with concepts like customer deviant behavior, it is different in several ways. For example,
unlike intentional customer deviant behavior, value co-destruction behavior may be intentional or
unintentional (Guan et al., 2020; Kong et al., 2024). Further, value co-destruction behavior
involves less deviant behavior, such as non-cooperation and providing negative feedback
(Ogunbodede et al., 2022), whereas customer deviant behavior is comparatively high-intensity,
aggressive behavior (Su et al., 2022).

In a service encounter, each party assumes what is expected of them and from others. When
an actor behaves against the expectations, resource misintegration happens, and value co-
destruction occurs for the actors (Kong et al, 2024). As a close contact service, P2P
accommodation is characterized by extensive interactions between guests and hosts (Wu et al.,
2023). Since it is operating under minimal legislative settings (Buhalis et al., 2020), both guests
and hosts are likely to engage in deviant behaviors. Their opportunism and inappropriate behaviors
could be reasons for value co-destruction (Jérvi et al., 2020; Lumivalo et al., 2023). To investigate
value co-destruction phenomenon from a ‘customer-centric’ perspective, this study treats guests
as the subject and value outcomes to the actors as the object (Guan et al., 2020) and posits value

co-destruction behavior as ‘guests’ value co-destruction behavior.’

DT traits and value co-destruction behavior
The DT, constituting Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy, is a set of socially
malevolent traits (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). The three traits are generally viewed as

independent, yet they overlap in their callousness and tendency to exploit others for personal gains



(Razmus et al., 2023). A higher level of DT traits is prevalent in 5% to 25% of the global
population, and they exist to some degree in everyone (Yousaf & Kim, 2023). Given their socially
undesirable nature, scholars have explored their association with various deviant outcomes, such
as committing fraud (Harrison et al., 2018), schadenfreude (Erzi, 2020), intention to exaggerate
online reviews (Kapoor et al., 2021), cyberbullying (Hossain et al., 2022), desire for revenge
(Hancock et al., 2023) and financial reporting manipulation (Mutschmann et al., 2022), to mention
a few.

Machiavellianism is characterized by manipulative and exploitative behaviors (Jin, 2024;
Navas et al., 2022). Machiavellians are deceitful, and they try to achieve what they desire through
unethical means, including cheating and lying (Hancock et al., 2023; Stiff & Reeves, 2024). People
high in this trait are also cynical, and they distrust others (Kapoor et al., 2021). In service contexts,
value co-destruction can occur when consumers engage in unexpected or inappropriate behaviors
(Jarvi et al., 2020; Kong et al., 2024). Past study shows a positive association between
Machiavellianism and exaggerating online reviews (Kapoor et al., 2021) that results in value co-
destruction (Baker & Kim, 2019). In P2P accommodation, guests with Machiavellianism, due to
their insufficient level of trust (Stiff & Reeves, 2024), may withhold information from hosts. This
may lead to insufficient communication, impeding hosts from addressing guests’ concerns. Guests,
on the other hand, may perceive their needs unattended. These failed interactions affect resource
integration, reduce the service quality perception, and result in value co-destruction (Jérvi et al.,
2020; Lumivalo et al., 2023). Therefore, this study posits,
H1a: Machiavellianism is positively related to guests’ value co-destruction behavior.

Narcissism is marked by grandiosity, superiority and self-centeredness (Hancock et al.,

2023; Kapoor et al., 2021). Narcissists often engage in social exhibitionism and tend to dominate



others (Satornino et al., 2023). Their inflated sense of self-importance leads to a sense of
entitlement (Hancock et al., 2023). In P2P accommodation, guests with narcissistic traits, due to
their sense of entitlement, could request extra amenities or exaggerate minor issues. Such
unreasonable expectations and requests could lead to value co-destruction (Buhalis et al., 2020;
Jarvi et al., 2020). Their selfish and less compromising nature could trigger blaming and
opportunistic behaviors, which may result in value co-destruction (Laud et al., 2019; Lumivalo et
al., 2023). Therefore, this study posits,

H1b: Narcissism is positively related to guests’ value co-destruction behavior.

Psychopathy is a personality pattern characterized by a lack of empathy and self-control
(Kapoor et al., 2021; Yousaf et al., 2023). It consistently exhibits patterns of unethical and anti-
social behaviors (Hancock et al., 2023; Razmus et al., 2023). People high in psychopathic trait
view others as exploitable for their personal needs, and the way they treat others is seen as justified
in their eyes (Satornino et al., 2023). Researchers argue that a lack of empathy can lead to value
co-destruction (Assiouras et al., 2022). In P2P accommodation, the inappropriate behavior of
guests may lead to resource misuse and, thereby, value co-destruction (Jarvi et al., 2020; Kong et
al., 2024). There has been evidence of guests not following rules, damaging properties, leaving the
rooms dirty and messy, entering the spaces of other guests and the residents, and sexually abusing
others, all leading to value co-destruction (Buhalis et al., 2020). Due to their immoral and unethical
attitude (Kapoor et al., 2021), guests with psychopathic traits are likely to engage in such
inappropriate behaviors. Therefore, this study posits,

H1ec: Psychopathy is positively related to guests’ value co-destruction behavior.



Moral disengagement theory

Individuals try to avoid transgressive behaviors as these conflict with their internalized moral
standards (Gulevich et al., 2024). However, when they do engage in such behaviors, they detach
themselves from moral standards to justify their actions and uphold a positive self-concept (Kapoor
et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2021). This psychological process is known as moral disengagement.
Bandura’s theory of moral disengagement argues that individuals use this process to rationalize
their deviant acts without experiencing guilt and shame (Bandura, 1999). This theory explains
eight mechanisms through which moral control is disengaged, namely: moral justification,
euphemistic labeling, advantageous comparison, displacement of responsibility, diffusion of
responsibility, distortion of consequences, dehumanization and attribution of blame.

Moral justification refers to reframing unethical acts as something that serves the greater
good. Euphemistic labeling involves using mild language to describe harmful acts, making them
appear more benign. With advantageous comparison, people try to minimize the immorality of
acts by comparing them to extreme behaviors. Both displacement of responsibility and diffusion
of responsibility explain how individuals try to reduce the burden of immoral actions by
transferring them onto others. The former involves attributing the responsibility for immoral
actions to authority figures or social pressures, whereas the latter involves minimizing personal
responsibility by spreading the accountability of immoral actions across a group. Distortion of
consequences describes minimizing the seriousness of the harm caused by one’s immoral actions.
Dehumanization occurs when individuals frame targets of immoral actions as unworthy of basic
human consideration and respect. Finally, attribution of blame is the act of shifting the blame for
the harmful acts onto the victims (Gulevich et al., 2024; Jorgensen & Reichenberger, 2022; Moore

etal., 2012; Wu et al., 2021).
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Moral disengagement reduces the experience of cognitive dissonance from actions that go
against one’s values and beliefs, which facilitates the occurrence of deviant behaviors (Kapoor et
al., 2021). Consequently, prior research has examined moral disengagement as an antecedent to
various deviant emotions, attitudes and behaviors, including schadenfreude (Erzi, 2020), intention
to exaggerate online reviews (Kapoor et al., 2021), military attitudes (Gulevich et al., 2024),
incivility (Ilies et al., 2020), unethical work behavior (Guo et al., 2022), organizational deviance
and negative word-of-mouth (Raza et al., 2024). As such, a number of studies show that moral
disengagement mediates the relationship between individual-level predictors, such as personality

traits and deviant outcomes (Erzi, 2020; Kapoor et al., 2021; Tan, 2024).

Mediating role of moral disengagement
According to moral disengagement theory, some individuals have a higher tendency to morally
disengage (Kapoor et al., 2021). The extent to which these individuals engage in moral
disengagement can be affected by their personality traits (Tan, 2024). Machiavellians and
Psychopaths find it easy to justify their immoral actions due to their focus on self-interests and
pursuit of personal gains, often disregarding the negative impact on others (Erzi, 2020).
Narcissists, driven by their egocentricity, tend to display behaviors of entitlement, dominance and
lack of empathy, with compliance to moral standards not being a primary concern (Kapoor et al.,
2021). As such, the empirical evidence shows that individuals with DT traits are likely to disengage
from moral standards (Erzi, 2020; Kapoor et al., 2021; Navas et al., 2022).

People who morally disengage are less likely to engage in pro-social behaviors (Wu et al.,
2020) and more likely to exhibit deviant and unethical behaviors (Guo et al., 2022; Raza et al.,
2024). The psychological state of moral disengagement may enable guests to rationalize their co-

destructive behavior (Kapoor et al., 2021). Previously, moral disengagement has been studied as a
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mediator between personal factors, including personality traits, and morally problematic outcomes
(Erzi, 2020; Kapoor et al., 2021; Tan, 2024). For guests with DT traits, moral disengagement can
be beneficial to engage in value co-destruction behavior. Due to the minimal legislative settings
governing P2P accommodation (Buhalis et al., 2020), these guests might also perceive greater
impunity. Therefore, this study posits,

H2: Moral disengagement mediates the relationship of (a) Machiavellianism, (b) narcissism, and

(c) psychopathy with guests’ value co-destruction behavior.

Host incivility

Incivility, in general, is defined as “any low-intensity, discourteous behavior that violates norms
of mutual respect and courtesy” (Sliter & Jones, 2016). Such behavior could be deliberate or non-
deliberate (Lata & Chaudhary, 2022). Accordingly, this study defines host incivility as “any low-
intensity deviant behavior of hosts with an ambiguous intent to harm the guests, in violation of
mutual respect and courtesy.” Host incivility may involve improperly addressing guests,
derogatory remarks, non-provision of promised facilities, ignoring service requests, not
responding to queries, insulting and disrespecting, breaching privacy, and asking for higher
payments. Even if subtle, such mistreatments can have detrimental effects on guests (Ilies et al.,
2020; Lata & Chaudhary, 2022).

The nature and effect of host incivility in P2P accommodation would be different from
employee incivility. In P2P accommodation, employee incivility refers to impolite acts by
individuals working within the property (e.g., property managers, cleaning staff, and other support
staff), whereas host incivility pertains to impolite and discourteous behavior by individuals who
offer lodging on P2P accommodation platforms. Hosts are sometimes both the service provider

and worker (Farmaki et al., 2023), thus having more control and responsibility over the guests.
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While employee incivility affects operational and service aspects, host incivility may affect the

overall guest experience.

Social exchange theory

Social exchange theory can explain the retaliatory behaviors of targets of incivility against
perpetrators (Frey-Cordes et al., 2020). According to social exchange theory, social interactions
involve a series of resource exchanges rooted in reciprocity, interdependence and equity
(Cropanzano et al., 2017; Mishra & Mund, 2024). The parties involved in resource exchanges
strive to maintain a balance between what they give and receive. When a party perceives positive
value from the actions of another, they are likely to reciprocate with positive behaviors (Griep et
al., 2023). Conversely, when a party faces unfair treatment and perceives negative value, they tend
to reciprocate with negative behaviors (Frey-Cordes et al., 2020; Ma et al., 2020). The social
exchange theory includes three core components: “an initiating action, a relationship between
parties, and reciprocating responses” (Benitez-Nuifiez et al., 2024). This can be used to propose the
influence of host incivility on guests’ value co-destruction behavior. Uncivil behaviors of hosts
(initiating action) can produce negative value outcomes for guests, which hampers the guest-host
relationship. In turn, guests may engage in value co-destruction behavior, guided by the principle

of reciprocity of the social exchange theory (Benitez-Nufiez et al., 2024; Mishra & Mund, 2024).

Host incivility and value co-destruction behavior

As hosts’ interactions with guests are complex, their civility is imperative. Yet, many hosts are
non-professional, ordinary people with spare rooms (Kadi et al., 2022). Their lack of
professionalism (Buhalis et al., 2020) may increase the likelihood of uncivil behaviors. According
to social exchange theory, social interactions are based on reciprocity (Cropanzano et al., 2017).

Positive behaviors invite positive reciprocity, while negative behaviors provoke the same in return
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(Ma et al., 2020). Literature shows that being a target of incivility would drive individuals to
engage in negative behaviors directed toward the perpetrators (Bani-Melhem et al., 2020; Frey-
Cordes et al., 2020). Therefore, when hosts behave in an uncivil manner, guests may retaliate with
negative reciprocal behaviors, which ultimately deteriorates value for both parties. The uncivil
behaviors of hosts, such as inadequate communication, unwillingness to help, providing dirty
rooms, and making last-minute cancellations, are common in P2P accommodation (Sthapit et al.,
2022). In response to such behaviors, guests may express their disappointment in an avoidance
manner by disengaging from citizenship behaviors and in an approach manner by engaging in
undesired behaviors directed towards hosts. Therefore, this study posits,

H3: Host incivility is positively related to guests’ value co-destruction behavior.

Trait activation theory

Behavior often results from intricate interactions between personality traits and situational factors
(Deng et al., 2023). Trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003; Tett & Guterman, 2000) offers
a theoretical explanation for why individual behavior is not uniform across situations. According
to this theory, personality traits are dispositions to behave in certain ways, which may vary
depending on situational factors (Ahn & Kwon, 2022; Deng et al., 2023). Specifically, this theory
states that when a situation is favorable for a trait, it is triggered and expressed through behavioral
responses. Conversely, when the situation is unfavorable, the trait may not be manifested in
behavior as expected. As such, a personality trait may be more dominantly expressed if the
situation supports or demands it (Tu et al., 2023). Although DT traits are stable personalities that
can influence guests’ value co-destruction behavior, the guest-host interactions in P2P

accommodation may create numerous situations that intensify their effects.
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Moderating role of host incivility

In addition to its direct influence on guests’ value co-destruction behavior, host incivility may also
moderate the relationship between DT traits and guests’ value co-destruction behavior. Drawing
on trait activation theory, situational cues influence individuals to behave in a “trait-related way”
(Tett & Burnett, 2003; Tett & Guterman, 2000). For individuals with DT traits, higher exposure to
host incivility can act as a situational factor that exerts pressure to behave in their “trait-related
way.” Uncivil behaviors from hosts may lead guests with DT traits to experience ego threats and
reduced dominance. Due to their cynical view, they could perceive host incivility as a potential
threat to themselves (Lata & Chaudhary, 2021). Such unpleasant emotions can fuel their
inappropriate behaviors (Chen et al., 2021). Alternatively, low exposure to host incivility creates

fewer opportunities to trigger the DT traits. Therefore, this study posits,

H4: The relationship of (a) Machiavellianism, (b) narcissism, and (c) psychopathy with guests’
value co-destruction behavior will be moderated by host incivility in a way that higher host
incivility will strengthen the positive relationship.

A conceptual framework was developed based on the hypotheses, as illustrated in Figure 1.

[Insert Figure 1 here]

3. Methods

Measures

DT traits were measured using the ‘Dirty Dozen’ scale (Jonason & Webster, 2010). Six items from
Moore et al. (2012) and two items from Wu et al. (2021) were adapted to measure moral
disengagement. Since there is no established scale for host incivility, four items from Cortina et
al. (2001) and three from Walker et al. (2014) were adapted. These scales were earlier used to

measure workplace, employee, and customer incivility in different contexts (Chen et al., 2021;
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Cheng et al., 2020; Ilies et al., 2020). The items were modified to fit the construct. A panel of
experts, consisting of three established researchers in the hospitality and consumer behavior field,
assessed these scale items for content validation. The value co-destruction behavior was measured
with the items adapted from Ogunbodede et al. (2022). While this scale originally consisted of
eight sub-dimensions, the ‘ignoring information’ dimension represents guest behavior that occurs
even before host-guest interactions. Hence, it was excluded from the survey. A 5-point Likert scale
was used to measure DT traits (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) and host incivility (1 =
never; 5 = most of the time), and a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree)
was used to measure moral disengagement and value co-destruction behavior. The details of the

scale items are provided in Appendix 1.

Data collection procedure and sample
The target population is defined as Indian Airbnb guests. As a market leader and a successful P2P
accommodation example, Airbnb is commonly used as a study context in the literature (Foroudi
et al., 2022; Huang et al., 2023; Tian et al., 2022). Two screening questions ( “Have you stayed in
any Airbnb property during the last six months?”” and “Did you have an in-person interaction with
the host during your stay?) were included in the questionnaire to ensure that only qualified
respondents fill out the survey. Initially, a pilot study was conducted with 35 samples using an
online survey to ensure the comprehensibility of the questionnaire items. On average, respondents
took 7-8 minutes to complete the survey. During the feedback, some respondents reported
difficulties in understanding certain terms, which led to clarifying those terms and revising a few
items.

For the main study, data collection was entrusted to a professional market research firm,

ThinkSurvey (https://thinksurvey.co/), which has an active presence in almost all Indian cities.
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ThinkSurvey is one of the popular survey companies in India, having a wide market reach and strict
quality control in survey administration. Their service has been commonly used by researchers
(Bhardwaj et al., 2023; Mandi¢ et al., 2023). The company collected a total of 450 responses
between April 18 and May 24, 2023. After removing the incomplete responses, 428 responses
were considered for the analysis. To determine sample size adequacy, the ‘a-priori sample size
calculator for structural equation models’ (Soper, 2024) was used. It recommended a minimum
sample size of 212 (“number of latent variables: 15, number of observed variables: 53, anticipated
effect size: 0.3, desired statistical power: 0.8, level of significance: 0.05”), validating the sample

size used for the analysis.

Table 1 shows the demographic details of the sample. There were similar proportions of
males and females. Individuals aged between 20 and 29 accounted for a larger proportion of
respondents, followed by individuals between 30 and 39. Individuals aged below 19 and above 50
were the minority groups. The high percentage of individuals below the age of 40 is reasonable
because people who depend more on technology and sharing platforms are in this age group (Tian
etal., 2022). Regarding educational qualification, the majority had a post-graduation or graduation

degree.

[Insert Table 1 here]

Common method bias

To address common method bias (CMB), authors took several procedural (ex-ante) and statistical
(ex-post) measures (Kock et al., 2021; Podsakoff et al., 2003). Procedurally, the authors protected
the respondents’ anonymity and reduced evaluation apprehension (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The
authors provided an option to anonymously fill out the survey, informed the participants there were

no right or wrong answers, asked them to answer the items as honestly as possible and gave an
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option to exit from the survey at any point (22 respondents left mid-way). Further, the authors
employed psychological separation by shuffling the order of independent and dependent variables
in the questionnaire (Kock et al., 2021), and the scales had different endpoints for predictor and
criterion variables (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Statistically, the full collinearity assessment approach
(Kock, 2015) and Harman’s single-factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003) were used to check CMB.
The variance inflation factor (VIF) values in the full collinearity assessment were below the
threshold of 3.3 (Kock, 2015). Harman’s single-factor test revealed that a single factor accounted
for 42.7% of the total variance, which did not surpass the cut-off value of 50% (Podsakoff et al.,

2003). Therefore, both tests indicated a low threat of CMB.

Data analysis

The data was analyzed using PLS-SEM in SmartPLS software. PLS-SEM was used instead of
covariance-based structural equation modeling (CB-SEM) for two reasons. First, the Shapiro-Wilk
test showed that the data is non-normally distributed. Second, the variable ‘value co-destruction
behavior’ in the study is a higher-order construct. PLS-SEM is suitable when the data is non-
normal and when there are higher-order constructs requiring latent variable scores for follow-up

analysis (Hair et al., 2019).

4. Results

Measurement model

Table 2 shows the psychometric properties of the measures. The factor loadings of all the items
were above the threshold value of 0.7 (Hair et al., 2022), except for the fifth item of host incivility
(HIS). The item HIS was retained since its factor loading was above 0.5 and acceptable values
were obtained for the reliability and validity of the construct (Hair & Alamer, 2022). Cronbach’s

alpha (CA) and composite reliability (CR) were used to check the internal consistency reliability.
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All values exceeded the acceptance level of 0.7 (Hair et al., 2022). A convergent validity test using
average variance extracted (AVE) showed the values were above the threshold of 0.5 (Hair et al.,

2019).

[Insert Table 2 here]

Discriminant validity for the constructs was established using the Fornell-Larcker criterion
and heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio. Table 3 shows that the square roots of the AVEs of each
construct were higher than the correlations between lower-order constructs (Hair et al., 2022).
HTMT ratios were less than 0.85, except for three. However, they were less than 0.90 and between
sub-dimensions of a higher-order construct. A liberal HTMT ratio of less than 0.90 is accepted for
conceptually similar constructs (Henseler et al., 2015). Therefore, both approaches indicated
satisfactory discriminant validity.

[Insert Table 3 here]

Value co-destruction behavior in this study is a higher-order construct. Hence, the ‘disjoint
two-stage approach’ was adopted for specifying, estimating, and validating it (Sarstedt et al.,
2019). Internal consistency reliability and convergent validity of this construct revealed
satisfactory results (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.877, CR = 0.942, AVE = 0.890). The discriminant
validity of this construct to other constructs in the model was checked using the HTMT ratio
(Table 4). None of the values exceeded 0.85, indicating discriminant validity (Henseler et al.,

2015).

[Insert Table 4 here]
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Structural model
Before testing the hypotheses, the multicollinearity was checked using VIF values. The highest
VIF value was 2.73, indicating no multicollinearity issues (Hair et al., 2019). The statistical
significance of path coefficients was evaluated using the bootstrapping procedure for 10,000
resamples. The results indicate a non-significant effect of machiavellianism (f = 0.047, p > 0.05)
and narcissism (f = 0.033, p > 0.05) on value co-destruction behavior. Therefore, Hla and Hlb
were not supported. However, psychopathy was found to have a positive relationship with value
co-destruction behavior (B = 0.140, p < 0.01), supporting Hlc. Host incivility was also positively
related to value co-destruction behavior (f = 0.266, p < 0.001), supporting H3.

Machiavellianism (indirect effect = 0.134, p < 0.001), narcissism (indirect effect = 0.035,
p < 0.05), and psychopathy (indirect effect = 0.206, p < 0.001) were found to have an indirect
effect on value co-destruction behavior through moral disengagement. Since the direct effect of
Machiavellianism and narcissism on value co-destruction behavior was non-significant, moral
disengagement fully mediated their relationship. The direct and indirect effect of psychopathy on
value co-destruction behavior was significant and in the same direction, demonstrating
complementary partial mediation (Hair et al., 2022).

The ‘two-stage approach’ was followed to examine the moderating effects (Hair et al.,
2022). Only H4c was significant, demonstrating the moderating effect of host incivility on the
positive association between psychopathy and value co-destruction behavior (B interaction =
0.146, p < 0.05). The moderating effect of host incivility on the relationship between
Machiavellianism and value co-destruction behavior (B interaction = -0.088, p > 0.05) and

narcissism and value co-destruction behavior (f interaction = 0.033, p > 0.05) were found to be
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non-significant. Therefore, H4a and H4b were not supported. A summary of hypotheses testing is

presented in Table S. Additionally,

Figure 2 shows the simple slope analysis for the moderating role of host incivility on the
positive relationship between psychopathy and value co-destruction behavior. The relationship
was strengthened at a higher level of host incivility. At lower levels of host incivility, the direction

of the relationship was changed from positive to negative.
[Insert Table 5 and Figure 2 here]

The ‘coefficient of determination’ (R?) was examined for the model’s explanatory power.
R?values 0f 0.25, 0.50, and 0.75 correspond to weak, moderate, and substantial explanatory power,
respectively (Hair et al., 2011). The model explained 55.9% (R?= 0.559) and 65.7% (R*= 0.657)
of the variance in moral disengagement and value co-destruction behavior, respectively, indicating

moderate prediction accuracy.

Discussion and conclusions
Discussion
This study examined the role of DT traits, moral disengagement, and host incivility on P2P
accommodation guests’ value co-destruction behavior. The value co-destruction literature, moral
disengagement, social exchange and trait activation theories were integrated to examine their
relationship. The results showed that among DT, only psychopathy has a direct relationship with
value co-destruction behavior. This reflects the distinct characteristics of each DT trait. Though
all of them are associated with a certain level of malevolence, they vary in emphasis, nature, and
style (Paulhus & Williams, 2002; Satornino et al., 2023).

In terms of severity, narcissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy rank the lowest,

moderate, and highest, respectively (Satornino et al., 2023). Narcissism is generally regarded as
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less malevolent than others (Yousaf et al., 2023). Narcissists are adaptive and often engage in
prosocial behaviors to gain approval from others (Hardin et al., 2021). In social settings, they may
act benevolently to retain their positive impressions (Ahadzadeh et al., 2023). Their desire for
external validation may discourage them from engaging in value co-destruction behavior, as such
actions could reduce the admiration they seek. Machiavellians are more cautious and deliberate.
They are adaptive, self-controlled, and refrain from exhibiting deviant behaviors in pursuit of their
personal goals (Satornino et al., 2023). In P2P accommodation, the goal of every guest is to gain
different values (e.g., economic, social) for the price paid. When there is a likelihood that the
negative service engagement will decline their value, Machiavellians may adapt to the situation,
provide suggestions for improvement, and disengage from value co-destruction behavior. The
positive relationship of psychopathy with value co-destruction behavior is consistent with the
existing literature. Psychopaths typically tend to be impulsive and aggressive (Hancock et al.,
2023). Their less empathetic nature makes it easier for them to disregard the well-being of others
and engage in value co-destruction behavior.

The results show that all three dark traits lead to value co-destruction behavior through
moral disengagement. Detaching from moral principles can drive individuals with dark traits to
engage in value co-destruction behavior. This finding aligns with the existing studies
demonstrating how moral disengagement facilitates the influence of DT traits on undesirable
emotions, attitudes and behaviors (Erzi, 2020; Gulevich et al., 2024; Kapoor et al., 2021). The
findings also confirmed the positive role of host incivility on guests’ value co-destruction behavior.
This supplements the previous studies that identified host conduct as one of the major sources of

value co-destruction (Sthapit et al., 2022, 2024; Sthapit & Bjerk, 2021).
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Further, the study analyzed the moderating effect of host incivility on the association
between DT traits and guests’ value co-destruction behavior. Only the relationship between
psychopathy and value co-destruction behavior was moderated by host incivility. This finding
might be attributed to the beneficial aspects of Machiavellianism and Narcissism. Even at a high
level of host incivility, the adaptive and goal-oriented nature of Machiavellianism and narcissism
may disengage guests from value co-destruction behavior in pursuit of the final value. The
relationship between psychopathy and value co-destruction behavior becomes stronger at a higher
level of host incivility. Interestingly, at lower levels of host incivility, their relationship becomes
negative. In an environment with less host incivility, guests with psychopathic traits may feel less
triggered to express their true nature, as fewer conflicts and temptations arise to behave in their

trait-related way.

Theoretical implications

This study makes several significant contributions to the theory. First, when compared with the
research on value co-creation behavior, quantitative empirical research on value co-destruction
behavior is very limited (Guan et al., 2022; Kong et al., 2024), and this gap is particularly evident
in P2P accommodation (Sthapit et al., 2024). The only quantitative empirical study on antecedents
of value co-destruction in P2P accommodation by Sthapit et al. (2024) conceptualized value co-
destruction as a value outcome and utilized cognitive appraisal theory, S-D logic and conservation
of resources theory. Through the alternative theoretical lenses of DT traits, moral disengagement,
social exchange and trait activation theories, this study develops a nomological net of guests’ value
co-destruction behavior in P2P accommodation, identifying DT traits, moral disengagement and

host incivility as significant antecedents. Thus, the study expands the theoretical landscape of value
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co-destruction in P2P accommodation by adopting a behavioral perspective and identifying its
driving factors.

Second, previous studies on value co-destruction in P2P accommodation have adopted an
interaction-oriented approach, highlighting the impact of a few external factors like hosts’ actions
and platforms’ customer service (Sthapit et al., 2022, 2024; Sthapit & Bjerk, 2021). In contrast,
the present study takes a guest-centric approach and goes beyond the external factors to
demonstrate how both individual predispositions and situational factors can influence value co-
destruction behavior. Third, the study makes some noteworthy contributions to the current
discourse on DT. While research has acknowledged that the three dark traits (Machiavellianism,
narcissism, and psychopathy) vary in terms of the severity of transgressions, many studies have
treated them as a combined construct (Kapoor et al., 2021; Satornino et al., 2023). This study
examines each trait separately and finds that only psychopathy is directly associated with value
co-destruction behavior. However, all the traits lead to value co-destruction behavior in the
presence of moral disengagement. This highlights the potential differential effects of each trait on
various outcomes and reinforces the importance of analyzing them separately in behavioral
research. Furthermore, the findings underscore that the malevolent sides of DT are conditional on
psycho-situational factors rather than being inevitable in social settings.

Fourth, although previous studies have shown how moral disengagement can act as a
mediator between DT traits and undesirable emotions and behaviors (Erzi, 2020; Kapoor et al.,
2021), this is the first study to establish a linkage between DT traits, moral disengagement, and
value co-destruction behavior. Consequently, the study contributes to moral disengagement theory
by enhancing our understanding of how the cognitive mechanism of moral disengagement adds

incremental validity to malevolent traits in the prediction of deviant behaviors. Fifth, social
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exchange theory offers a robust theoretical framework to understand exchange dynamics in sharing
economy contexts, yet its application to consumer research in these settings remains relatively
unexplored (Mishra & Mund, 2024). The current study applies this theory and enriches it by
revealing how host incivility prompts a reciprocal response from guests, leading to their value co-
destruction behavior. In doing so, this study responds to the call for employing social exchange
theory in sharing economy contexts (Mishra & Mund, 2024).

Sixth, the study identified the moderating role of host incivility in the relationship between
psychopathy and value co-destruction behavior. This complements trait activation theory by
illustrating that a personality trait may be more dominantly expressed if the situation can trigger
its underlying characteristics. Finally, the construct ‘host incivility’ is a major contribution to the
growing body of research on incivility and P2P accommodation. Although numerous studies exist
on customer, workplace, and employee incivility (Boukis et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2021; Lata &
Chaudhary, 2022), to the best of our knowledge, no studies so far have discussed the concept of
host incivility. Identifying it as a crucial factor leading to guests’ value co-destruction behavior,
the study highlights an overlooked aspect of non-professional hosting that can create negative
value outcomes. Additionally, the introduction of this construct opens new avenues for future
research on milder host behaviors and its effects on various service outcomes.

Practical implications

The study findings offer some intriguing insights for P2P accommodation hosts and platform
managers. Although DT traits are typically associated with deviant behaviors, they do not directly
influence guests’ value co-destruction behavior, with the exception of psychopathy. However, in
the presence of moral disengagement, all these traits lead to value co-destruction behavior.

Therefore, P2P accommodation hosts and managers should focus on reducing moral
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disengagement and promoting guests’ moral accountability. This can be achieved by raising
awareness of their actions’ impact on service outcomes, reinforcing a sense of responsibility and
implementing strategies that foster ethical behaviors. Such strategies may include providing codes
of conduct outlining the expected behaviors and consequences for violations, incentivizing
responsible behaviors and building a sense of community.

Communication of the codes of conduct, including the consequences of deviant behaviors,
can be implemented at two levels. At the first level, platform companies can provide guidelines,
along with terms of service, either when guests join the platform or while booking. These can be
reinforced through in-app reminders and email notifications. At the second level, hosts can
customize the guidelines by adding their property-specific rules that align with company standards.
They can communicate it to guests through a service manual and a friendly conversation upon
arrival. A clear understanding of the service rules can activate guests’ self-regulatory resources,
preventing moral disengagement. P2P accommodation firms can also consider integrating ethical
training programs for guests on the platform (e.g., short videos and interactive training modules).
Promoting ethical consciousness and fostering a culture of moral accountability can be protective
measures for deviating from moral principles and engaging in value co-destruction behavior.

Another strategy could be incorporating a ‘guest civility score’ alongside reviews. This
score could include various indicators showcasing guests’ behavior during the stay. P2P
accommodation platforms could use such scores to provide precautionary warnings for other hosts.
Since personality traits are relatively stable, hosts can decide whether to accept a booking or not
based on these scores. It could impact the ability of guests to find hosts in the future and thus can
act as a deterrent to their deviant behaviors. Additionally, this study identified that host incivility

leads to guests’ value co-destruction behavior. For hosts, this implies that they should be helpful,
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responsive and professional toward guests. For platform managers, this highlights the importance
of training hosts on cultivating civil behaviors, encompassing aspects such as effective
communication, conflict management, and interpersonal skills. Standardized service policies
should be communicated to hosts because a comprehensive policy outlining accepted practices is
crucial to prevent their uncivil behaviors. Moreover, a ‘host civility score’, similar to the one for
guests, could be integrated alongside host ratings. Hosts who receive low scores on this indicator
should be prioritized for training. If they continue to get low scores despite training, platforms
should consider penalizing them, including temporarily or permanently deactivating their
accounts. By implementing these measures, platforms can create a respectful hospitality

environment that minimizes the likelihood of guests engaging in value co-destruction behavior.

Limitations and future research directions

While this study makes significant contributions, it has some limitations. The survey-based data
collection may have influenced individuals to overstate or understate DT traits (Yousaf et al.,
2023). An experimental design would have given more robust results. Additionally, this study
focuses only on guests’ value co-destruction behavior. A guest-centric perspective cannot provide
the overall picture of the phenomenon, as both guests and hosts can engage in value co-destruction
behavior. Therefore, factors influencing hosts’ value co-destruction behavior (e.g., guests’
behavior, power dynamics, interpersonal trust) must also be explored in future studies. Moreover,
the study has only examined the influence of one situational factor (host incivility) on guests’ value
co-destruction behavior. Various situational factors beyond host incivility can influence guests’
value co-destruction behavior—for example, lack of regulations (Buhalis et al., 2020), perceived

justice (Assiouras, Skourtis, et al., 2023), and non-response from the platform (Sthapit et al., 2022).
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Considering the nascent stage of research on this topic, future scholars can empirically investigate
how these factors contribute to guests’ value co-destruction behavior.

Furthermore, the majority of existing studies on value co-destruction, including the current
one, focus on its driving factors. There is, however, limited research on strategies to mitigate value
co-destruction (Apostolidis & Brown, 2022), which future researchers can explore. Finally, this
study is limited to P2P accommodation, using Airbnb as the focal platform. Future research can
check for contextual variations by investigating whether the theoretical frameworks and
relationships apply to other P2P platforms, such as ride-sharing services (e.g., Uber, Ola), where
interactions are typically short-term, and the actors’ perceived consequences of value co-

destruction behavior are comparatively lesser.
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Appendix 1. Measurement scales

Dark triad - Jonason and Webster (2010)
Machiavellianism

MACT: I have used deceit or lied to get my way
MAC?2: I tend to manipulate others to get my way
MACS3: I have used flattery to get my way

MACA4: 1 tend to exploit others toward my own end

Narcissism
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NARI: I tend to want others to admire me

NAR2: I tend to want others to pay attention to me

NARS3: I tend to seek prestige or status

NARA4: I tend to expect special favors from others

Psychopathy

PSY1: Itend to lack remorse

PSY2: I tend to be unconcerned with the morality of my actions

PSY3: I tend to be callous or insensitive

PSY4: I tend to be cynical

Moral disengagement - Moore et al. (2012), Wu et al. (2021)

MD1: For my convenience, it is alright to violate the host’s service rules sometimes

MD2: Considering the damages made by other guests to the property, it’s hardly a sin to leave a room dirty
sometimes

MD3:Taking something from the room without the host’s permission is okay as long as you are just borrowing it
MD4: People should not be held accountable for breaking the rules if other guests pressured them to do
MDS5: People can’t be blamed for doing things that are technically wrong when other guests are doing it too
MD6: Taking away some products that you are not allowed to take when you leave the room is no big deal
MD7: Some hosts have to be roughly treated because they lack feelings that can be hurt

MD8: Hosts who get mistreated have usually done something to bring it on themselves

Host incivility - Cortina et al. (2001), Walker et al. (2014)

Have you been in a situation where you encountered any of the following behavior from a host serving you on
Airbnb?

HI1: Put you down, or was condescending to you

HI2: Paid little attention to your statement or showed little interest in your opinion

HI3: Made demeaning or derogatory remarks about you

HI4: Addressed you in unprofessional terms, either publicly or privately

HIS: Treated you with respect (R)

HI6: Got blunt with you

HI7: Escalated their tone of voice

Value co-destruction behavior - Ogunbodede et al. (2022)

Withholding information

WI1: I did not clearly explain what I wanted the host to do

WI2: I withheld important information from the host

WI3: I provided unnecessary or did not provide all the information necessary, and the host could not perform their
duties

W1I4: 1 did not answer all the service-related questions of the host

Irresponsible behavior

IB1: I performed only a few or none of the required tasks

IB2: I completed all the expected behaviors inadequately

IB3: I did not fulfill my responsibilities to the platform

IB4: I did not follow the host’s directives or orders

Impersonal interaction

I11: I was not friendly to the host

I12: I was unkind to the host

113: I was impolite to the host

114: T was discourteous to the host
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I15: T acted rudely to the host

Negative feedback

NF1: I don’t let the host know even if I have a useful idea on how to improve service

NF2: I complain even when I receive good service from the host

NF3: I don’t let the host know when I experience a problem

Opposition

OP1: I said negative things about this platform and the host to others

OP2: I dissuade others from using this platform, and the host

OP3: I discourage my friends and relatives from using this platform

Neglecting

NEGT1: I snub/hinder other guests if they need my help

NEG2: I don’t help other guests if they seem to have problems

NEG3: I teach other guests to use the service incorrectly

NEG4: I give incorrect advice to other guests

Intolerance

INT1: If service is not delivered as expected, I would not be willing to put up with it

INT?2: If the host makes a mistake during service delivery, I would not be willing to be patient
INT3: If I have to wait longer than I normally expected to receive the service, I would not be willing to adapt




Table 1. Sample profile (n = 428)

Variables Frequency Percentage
Gender

Male 233 544
Female 195 45.6
Age

19 or below 12 2.8
20-29 264 61.7
30-39 109 25.5
40-49 40 9.3
50 or above 3 0.7
Educational qualification

High school or below 17 4.0
Higher-secondary level 25 5.8
Graduation 167 39.0
Post-graduation 204 47.7
Professional qualifications 15 3.5
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Table 2. Items’ descriptive statistics, loadings, CA, CR, and AVE
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Measurement items Mean SD Loadings CA CR AVE
Machiavellianism 0.877 0.916 0.731
MACI1 1.748 0.953 0.875
MAC2 1.932 1.058 0.891
MAC3 2.187 1.139 0.772
MAC4 1.797 1.002 0.878
Narcissism 0.836 0.885 0.659
NARI 3.054 1.127 0.841
NAR2 3.131 1.124 0.860
NAR3 3.114 1.149 0.711
NAR4 2.570 1.137 0.827
Psychopathy 0.814 0.878 0.643
PSY1 2.241 1.259 0.768
PSY2 2.030 1.120 0.827
PSY3 1.860 1.065 0.844
PSY4 2.304 1.136 0.765
Moral disengagement 0.914 0.930 0.626
MDI1 2.654 1.495 0.759
MD2 2.902 1.631 0.744
MD3 2.437 1.494 0.791
MD4 2.544 1.536 0.831
MDS5 2.617 1.526 0.830
MD6 2.252 1.514 0.844
MD7 2.806 1.509 0.762
MDS 3.234 1.479 0.762
Host incivility 0.904 0.925 0.642
HI1 2.145 1.073 0.824
HI2 2.519 1.067 0.767
HI3 1.897 1.123 0.872
HI4 1.939 1.117 0.835
HI5 1.944 0.918 0.556
HI6 2.112 1.113 0.854
HI7 2.119 1.084 0.855
Withholding information 0.882 0.919 0.739
WI1 3.096 1.522 0.833
WI2 3.000 1.521 0.838
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WI3

Wi4

Irresponsible behavior
IB1

IB2

IB3

1B4

Impersonal interaction
11

112

113

114

115

Negative feedback
NF1

NF2

NF3

Opposition

OP1

OP2

OP3

Neglecting

NEGI

NEG2

NEG3

NEG4

Intolerance

INT1

INT2

INT3

2.825
2.918

3.082
3.189
2.843
2.860

2.591
2.371
2.329
2.343
2.140

3.033
2.350
2.734

2.512
2.479
2.596

2.512
2.383
2.435
2.278

3.741
3.294
3.460

1.562
1.533

1.502
1.483
1.517
1.450

1.595
1.542
1.556
1.518
1.514

1.647
1.557
1.486

1.597
1.525
1.543

1.546
1.473
1.558
1.485

1.704
1.552
1.618

0.889
0.876

0.842
0.831
0.891
0.889

0.843
0.923
0.920
0.925
0.849

0.815
0.849
0.844

0.902
0.936
0.920

0.850
0.895
0.836
0.878

0.810
0.902
0.885

0.887

0.936

0.786

0.908

0.888

0.834

0.922

0.951

0.874

0.942

0.922

0.900

0.746

0.797

0.699

0.845

0.748

0.751

Note: SD = standard deviation; CA = Cronbach’s alpha; CR = composite reliability; AVE =

average variance extracted.



Table 3. Correlation matrix between lower-order constructs and discriminant validity
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Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Machiavellianism 0.855 0.579 0.805 0.732 0.521 0.541 0.498 0.579 0.579 0.574 0.535 0.473
2. Narcissism 0.520 0.812 0.503 0.452 0.391 0.347 0.300 0.359 0.435 0.410 0.348 0.345
3. Psychopathy 0.692 0.450 0.802 0.814 0.611 0.658 0.573 0.653 0.638 0.656 0.649 0.480
4. Moral disengagement 0.661 0.441 0.705 0.791 0.702 0.707 0.655 0.728 0.806 0.717 0.712 0.508
5. Host incivility 0.470 0.378 0.531 0.642 0.801 0.611 0.617 0.695 0.623 0.632 0.646 0.308
6. Withholding information 0.477 0.338 0.561 0.635 0.550 0.860 0.851 0.805 0.695 0.694 0.701 0.473
7. Irresponsible behavior 0.445 0.298 0.492 0.592 0.558 0.755 0.864 0.828 0.641 0.637 0.705 0.455
8. Impersonal interaction 0.530 0.355 0.579 0.677 0.645 0.730 0.757 0.893 0.802 0.786 0.856 0.455
9. Negative feedback 0.482 0.382 0.517 0.689 0.532 0.581 0.543 0.697 0.836 0.827 0.891 0.519
10. Opposition 0.515 0.389 0.570 0.654 0.574 0.621 0.577 0.727 0.703 0.919 0.810 0.561
11. Neglecting 0.477 0.332 0.558 0.643 0.582 0.621 0.629 0.784 0.751 0.727 0.865 0.526
12. Intolerance 0.404 0.313 0.396 0.445 0.273 0.409 0.395 0.405 0.420 0.486 0.454 0.867

Note: The diagonal values represent square root AVE, values below the diagonal indicate
correlations between the constructs, and values above the diagonal show the Heterotrait-Monotrait

(HTMT) Ratio.



Table 4. Discriminant validity with higher-order construct (HTMT)
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Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Machiavellianism

2. Narcissism 0.579

3. Psychopathy 0.805 0.503

4. Moral disengagement 0.732 0.452 0.814

5. Host incivility 0.521 0.391 0.611 0.702

6. Value co-destruction behavior 0.658 0.438 0.756 0.848 0.738




Table 5. Hypotheses testing results
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Hypothesized paths Path coefficient p-value CI [5% - 95%]  Support
Direct effects

Hla: Mac - VCDB 0.047 0.192 [-0.043 — 0.134] No
H1b: Nar - VCDB 0.033 0.155 [-0.020 - 0.087] No
Hic: Psy - VCDB 0.140 0.004 [0.052 - 0.228] Yes
H3: HI > VCDB 0.266 0.000 [0.207 - 0.330] Yes
Indirect effects

H2a: Mac - MD - VCDB 0.134 0.000 [0.086 — 0.185] Yes
H2b: Nar > MD - VCDB 0.035 0.031 [0.006 —0.067] Yes
H2c: Psy > MD - VCDB 0.206 0.000 [0.156 — 0.256] Yes
Moderation effects

H4a: HI x Mac - VCDB -0.088 0.052 [-0.179 — 0.000] No
H4b: HI x Nar - VCDB 0.033 0.220 [-0.038 — 0.103] No
H4c: HI x Psy > VCDB 0.146 0.010 [0.044 —0.249] Yes

Note: CI = confidence interval; Mac = Machiavellianism; Nar = narcissism; Psy = psychopathy;
MD = moral disengagement; HI = host incivility; VCDB = value co-destruction behavior.
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Figure 2 Simple slope analysis of the moderating effect



