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R 1 i), 2V — Iy A AR Y R T R A B R ST 50 00 B2 Ae 52 3R SR B ARG IR, A8 & S
RIS RET R I A T FIFHIE S AL BT G K, A 5% T3 A8 X IR BEAT BB, K AR
YA BT RAARE Kk, BAEET MEEZG T ok REAESF, Stk k
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I ATE 52T, 2 5 (actor) Z [ BL G BRI, SR A R X 78l A C 1y 5%
J5, Wi ae 98 S A (2L B (value co-creation) , 75 WK AT g it Al fH 2 5% (value co-
destruction ) o FE 41, — i 28 % B 18 28 B0 G2 U A et % I X (showrooming ), RITH 2% 55
B SR IS RI R i SR S5 BB — SAE LR I A T 3K AE X — 1B, SRR IS St 1 IR 55
{EARARG 22 22 1, RIS 9% 2 T B B8, TR AR I X2 2 CUR AR A )
AV B IR 45 A5 B, B N R g b SR i T g A, WA RO 49 (demarketing )
(FarquharfIRobson, 2017 ), T g8 48 Al a2, BRI {E L5 (DauntFlHarris , 2017 ) . Fif-
Fan, 7e L BR HEBE A7 , W B BReE ) BR B 555 5 3 545 A AT M HEN 48 i —
Yk &t A n ) R ERPEF , ), WA BR A G B %y BR A sk 01, 1) Bk 5O A AL 4%
YIEL 215 TN 24 2 3 (L5 (Stieler®, 2014) .

FrB L8, BRI EM IR Sy B ahid e, i T2 58 O 7 sl fth s 5 J5m 1k sl =

il

ks B HR: 2017-11-23

EEE M % 401979—), B, AFRFRFEERFRE AL A, o s 5 oh 85 5 1k 8 #3%;
ZRiE(1963—), B, F X F2FE TR PHHE, HE4E T,
o BA98T—), *, RFRFLFSERFRG LML,

SNEZGFEEHE (F40EF6H )



5 F AR AN 5 TE (P1EFICaceres, 2010 ) o [E P A 27 3 U0 LR VR M (B L R 3R (I PR AR
45,2016; A JRANEE,2016) , 4 T 5 Ml A1 X — ARIBAEIE X AR — 30, A SO HRE“fr
{HALEE” (Robertson, 2014 ) . MME LB S EIL AT g 0, FII A 55 3= 8 B AR =z Ry fift
FA 1 (value-in-use ) (Vargo#flLusch,2004,2008a,2008b ) . BA7E 1) Il 45 F= S840 % £ 52
ISR HAB LT MRS E S EE {E (Vargo Ml Lusch,2008b; ChandlerflVargo, 2011
Heinonen%,2013 ), S AU E A N WP G BEPE L S ME AR50 4 46 45 T (Echeverrifll
Skélén, 2011 ;RobertsonZs, 2014 ; PriorfllMarcos-Cuevas, 2016 ; Malone%$,2017) . i T faj{# i
U AR SO RS R B —ME 2, BRARRE B UERA , A8 SCHE S B — fe g 1 AN .

FE R AR ISR TR R 2R 0 P R NS SR A TR R
i (LeclercqF,2016; A JEALEF, 2016 ) , M4 (i 4t 5 | A0 {8 I w8 A7 1 il 55 0w 200 T
(Andersonf10strom, 2015 ; MaloneZ, 2017 ) o 3% 5275 2 W 5 M (i LA 257 b i e 8% o I 2
A AR (B 3 B Al 5 B 22 (8] B30 1) 5 3 R (P1éFl Caceres, 2010 ; Echeverriffl
Skélén,2011), £ ZAFFEN N M (H I K AR A REAAR AT BEZE R T i (E L] (PriorFlIMarcos-
Cuevas,2016) . A, A L ZEXTME LB F- AT R GE A SY o BF9EIZ IR A B T 5 4 Tl 28 o
EIE B B sl i AR, B E LI 58 1) — A AN S, IF HAAAE KA BT HLIE (EcheverriFll
Skélén, 2011 ; Ostrom&, 2015 ) o A SRR A EAR , SRR U (L B A4 D R B L A5 B T 930
Bl U] BT T RS A 28 A (3 55 (P1E A Caceres, 2010 ) , A3 Al X5 2 5 & 474 £ %
PRIl LSS B (LB 2 TR B L 2SN (R AL S A 2 R B Y, T 22
22 0 A JB R PR AR B AR 5 TS TR E A0 A AT Y A R 4k 22 AE R (Dougherty Al
Murthy, 2009 ) o T LA, BIFFE A (i 55 [ R EL A7 o 22 (9 B RN SC B R S

—. MELERHRAEIR

EcheverrifliSkalén (201 1) A A 7EPIRH 2 MM EIE 073X, BIEEE Sl i) H (B i A B
SANEIE B o T 2 1 i 2 R UL A & Je f Al 2R 7 IR e AR b v, 2R
38 ) T 3 e AL 3 45 T A I O AR 7 RN 2RSS o B O (B B Ak R BSR4 (B
(VargofilLusch,2008c;PléflICaceres,2010) . LA + 5 R ], £l 8 A= 7= s v e A 152,
LG ERHEE G, ASRAEEMR S, B LAnT LAk & 5 A 7= FE 25 06 a2 0 55
AMb 559 P 2z 0] S — Bk 1a] 1 58 & A R 22 Bl 2 o Ja 5 R Ik g5 £ i SRR e
R U A (RS 0 FAN ) 2 Aol A5 0 7% 3 3k B 8 3 [R] 61 38 1) (Ramirez, 1999 ; Prahalad 1
Ramaswamy ,2004; VargoFllLusch,2004 ), {\b HREHE H A (8 = 5 1 A BE b B A 1, i
M E A LR B8 2 (PrahaladfIRamaswamy, 2002, 2004 ; VargoflLusch, 2004 ) . H. 2 3k
XA C B SRR X ST IR A FE AR T IR (AN R B ) RO SR BEIE Candy i),
HrP AR VS IR B R B 32 (Vargo Ml Lusch, 2004, 2008¢ ; Lusch? , 2007 ) o (il U HE % IR 55wl & —
ANl 5 B S [ B S (B Y BB e o B ARG 1 & R, Al 5% 2 (8] — e 6 R I H.
o W R M AR %5 R e Z 8] 14 5. 501 (Spohrerds , 2007 ; MagliofllSpohrer, 2008 ) . 2 5 & 55 5
# (actor-to-actor ) Z [A] Y H 2/ (VargoFlLusch,2011,2016; Luschf1Vargo, 2014 ) &4

X EREEN S KR E IR B3 B e — D = ORI (Ostrom 4, 2010,
2015) JEAESR , KiEmi 5T 0 B IRSS £ 52 5 IS5 258 H 28 SCie g Ik g5 20 Ik 55
BB 5 BT S ER IS AR R L R BT AL X R S5 b RS 0 A (B 2R R3S B
(Jaakkola%¥,2015; Leclercq, 2016 ) o HAX L6 SR T (B A Y B gl F S ™ HIAR AT AT
FE— R SRR R A5, BI85 18 T A (a3 T B8, 1 200 T M (B SR B9 T fig (P1EA
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Céceres,2010), Fb 4N, VargoFfILusch(2008a )\ R i I ER B A& 1E# Z B U R SL AR A
X B I — MR A VRO Z 181 B Sl B DL 8 LB A (AR A0 1 o R4 PT A I
BN, 8212 55 M R] BE7E SRR B sh o A2 v gl L [R] B3K (P1éFICaceres , 2010 ; Echeverrifill
Skalén, 2011 ), B PiixX — i FE HAS LR AR B % 7= H (PriorflIMarcos-Cuevas, 2016 ) .

AU E # 8 EAFAE R BE , — S B AR DT 58 M (B L 6 ] B A b % 3 T 0 (L SR 42
Prahalad fllRamaswamy (2004 ) 7£ HAF 58 M (A A0 9 %28 vh st $2 21 7 S[R3 178 A% mi , {HIA
Sgax F R D WL P4 L 7E Lusch Hl Vargo (2006 ) T4 14 1 14 IR 45 3 S8 A5
TR SCHE T, A Wik S0 2 (JaworskiFTK ohli, 2006 ; WoodruffFIELint , 2006 ) A~ 24 1 [7] #l1 £2 3]
TOMEIEE IS, B ARSI W R 18 SCR 5T £ 05 . Ho |, Jaworski FITK ohli (2006 ) & B4
A E— B RN S5 I HEA T B, PR e SR U0 T 5 AR A2 A Y s WoodruffA
Flint(2006 )7 & S ME A1 19 B st B v ol i 2 & B W2 M (devaluation) L4, I H &/ 3
[ 413 B9 M . PinningtonF1Scanlon (2009 ) 7E U il 2 [8] S AMEL A 52 ) IR R, 2 B
FRU 6 25 S BN (EIR A o {H 5 BRI 5T 36T I SRR B RS, A 8 1 A (R B — M, o
Byt HE AR Ramirez (1999 ) A5 AT LA , 7621 tHE20 (925 — A~ H4F B M (E L8 2 B
DIRAT B TC b 20, 2 PR R e I ], 2354 D6 T 9% 3 S0 A TR I KBl A 3 9% 1)
BB i P A s AR PRI 9, BRSO T I BTG st A B ks (e A — 1, BT DL AR
I A5 £ U 2 A (B A SR R B i E LRI IR

{2 N IR E LA 5T |, PIEFICaceres (2010 ) Ui th 5258 B (B L BN S AR B A7
TE e — R — RIS, 3R T M (A S —MEE, I R 55 = R AR E A
T HE S AT PIACH , M B LA 5 A TR T E LA SIS . PIEFT Caceres (2010 ) 38 3L
B %26, bRl B M 3 Box — BT 5T TR TE R 7 o LLZ SR A3 L, 18 I 22 Rl A AR S SCRk AT
PLJE A A S S RAF 5 R RS IR B B , 22 i AR S Sk T LAVA A R SRR 5 ) 2 R o B

=. MELRARB L REFHE

(— (I A % e

WAL IE i TR AR, B AT7E SCERECE: 2w/ N A I (B GR BE
P, 20164F- FN20174F % 2 1) SCHR A i 5 I T %) SCHR B0 AR R, 100 B 32 3] 1Y) 56 10 78 2R 44
o T TR XT2010—201 747 B ]2 5% S0 i) 2 eI I A T TR 224 41 .

FEPIEFICaceres (2010) Y EE AT 5% 1F 24 A (B AL MEE S , Echeverri F1Skélén(2011) %
G AT T8Ik, R I 505 Z 5] 0 B30 AT RE - A M E 2L, BRI Tl 5%
JIT R B S R B A — 35, A IR S T — A FISHEZR F 34 B S i (EE A i i e S AH
N 7= o Echeverrifl1Skalén (2011) 5% HA BB AL B 1 5, NSRS 4 T
PléFICaceres(2010) IMMEAEEE X, IF HAEMATTAGIERE I, JE T4k 5 & Z [ 1) 06 &
FE SCT A EAEE, BVl 5 850 22 (8] (6 ) B Il e R sl Z b o LR, B vkt 1 (i e B8 7 i
R S A o e, BN T A0 ) — R iF o da sk, RT3 B #38 (practice theory ) X4/ {E 155
FFIE e M ST 5E S5 SIS DRI 28 13X — i, X {5 Echeverri Fl1Skalén(2011) )
XS SCFEWeb of ScienceZl e 04 5 IR (1361, K 2RI R 2H20184F 1 H 16 H )L T
P1éF1Caceres(2010) IR 5 145K (987K ) . (9T, CaruHICova (2015 ) 5l R X —yu s AF5E T4l
St X Z (A0 B 3l , & B AT TR o] LA At v] DASEESE AR 45 A SR AR TG , It — 254k T
Echeverrifl1Skalén(2011) 4515,

SNEZGFEEHE (F40EF6H )



— SRR AR SER T B LB 1) 2 S, Forh e A7 AR PR 2 Vafeas 5 (2016 )2 H A B
IHE S A4 Smith(2013 ) . PriorflIMarcos-Cuevas (2016 ) \MaloneZ5 (2017 ) Z-AF a5 th HR 4 T
5 PIEFICaceres (2010 ) A —F AW ASSCRETE T — BB 70 BRI BT FUAIX 2658 SCRY N IR o TEARY
AL i S, BRI X — R IR R AR, A S SR R S — U R A Y
Smith (2013 )R I BHIETT L3R 48 T S0 HT A O AR BB I8 M 3 AN (i 58 )
TSR T T FIA 20 58 A 24 L R s SH T Y X it - TR 2 2 R ) L T R 97 TS
A BT S B R FH %) P 5 P1E(2016) ITRIFFY T Jf B3 R JB 5 e U A R RIS T, A
R BT A R Al R B 8 A B AN B BB R — RS A L AR M AR RN A A T R
1 AN EILE ; FarquharfIRobson (2017 ) /& I — 255 % 2 38 28 1 FH sl iR 4 B 8 5 S5 =k
IO, 2 T4 R X I B 2SIt 52 5 4 o

WAEIEE R LU, = AR A SR R DL SR RR AR B SR M s R 23 3 SR A ) @, AN /DA 4
G HRNS 5B SATI RGBT ILR I T80T Flan, fEE L BRI 15 5%, Robertson %
(2014)4 Hh k= B PR B HT B8 IR 2 P EE 2k F BBEST R AN 2EE 5 VafeasS5 (2016 )FR T
S Z 8] & A E LY B 2 ; PriorflIMarcos-Cuevas (2016 BEAME LB 52 P 2 ]
TS5 ZEU RS ESRGZN, 5 TS 550 EMEEMELS P ER-, 8x T IL
S 5170 AR5 B 8 A 56 L BR T8 (Stielerds , 2014 ) & 147V (Beckerd:,2015) R1T
(KashiffllZarkada,2015) A 46 R 55 (Williams %, 2016) . 57 2 # 6% (Camilleri fNeuhofer,
2017) 7L AR 55 4% (Fletcher-Chen%:, 2017 ) \fE £k %1% i (Quach Al Thaichon, 2017 ) . Hi, T
% (UppstromH1Lénn, 2017 ) 438 w2 (DauntfHarris, 2017 ) 5545

RIS R E AR R TR AR, BN D AL ORI S PR A
(2016) BIAHFFE Y Sz ) o I 57 35 T R 400t At DX — 35 5%, R0 1 B =z (| i 2L 4 7
sk B st N BRE S AIE 548 ) X B8l 7= H A s2 ), & IR B ARt S B AT DU (R
BT AT R ME LA T, BRA SR B 2338 s R B R AR 2 (8, SR 23 gt 25
W B M REAR R SR L 3 A1, AT JRAN S (2016 ) 76 J ER A B AL BT SO, $2 3] T (B L5
IRG 36 HA A TR ARG o M {8 2 B R AH DG SR B = i WL 3R 1

&1 NMEHXROEL BXLHREEZN S
AREMESTHR E X EE A Z5EK
25 RGLz Mlp)—mEZ | R—eds REEMH A R et s m)
W Z R SR B A | BRI AN (EEES BRG] | RS R GE
AR 55 ZGE AR A ek A REJEHICE A AT REJE (AR 1Y

DI CA R . g
s re e P ey i e 2 4 A

Echeverri fl e PRI | et B 025 5, 1 FSb ) 5 (3t | B 5
Skilen(2011) |G gy | SHSATATREda SR 00 |
SEERE 5% TR S B R T — 8K

VINIER [F|PIeFCaceres(2010) . IAH| . , s s
PIPIE fiCaceres(2010)- M)y 1 e et 40 WO 2
HE smin(aors) | AV EEIRIION | scsepeimaiiz menstmplp e |G

RIEH0E it BTN

T 2 TS 2 B o H - f
[Pl FCaceres(2010) ol L R LN f IR e =, TRk | RN R
HIR2 Wl fe & FEUNE IS ke
PR T ER K LA AN (4 24, AH R Rk SR
Stieler%:(2014) | [A]P16FCaceres(2010) Eﬁg%ﬂﬁ%é}%ﬁm@%@dﬁm %L

P1éF1Céceres
(2010)

Robertsons
(2014)
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*x1 &
e E X B0 U= S5 FEK
Al FIELRAT X 2Z 8] A9 B B EE ] LA
Card HPIEHIChceres(2010) | FERHAT LISEBREIRAGIL S 10, FL| ol 51
Cova(2015) RBR T XU R B SRR AR | At IX
Ui
[ E@%}%ﬁéﬁii&ﬁiﬁ'ﬁ AT
) B2 (B BB L, HAS B R 4R AT
ﬁfiﬁz'izm 5y | FIPIERICaceres(2010) PR 0 AR S o i 5 R TG B Eﬁg S
TR S ) A i P RIS |
i
[F] 1= - PléAllCaceres (2010)HY| co o — 4 -
PriorfMarcos 2 BT BT A {iggﬁé/gég g%gﬁééﬁg{;ﬁifﬁ 2382
TR A T T et | T/RSS 2
Coevas(2016) | smyim(2013 it serveu | £177- 0 B8 TSR 52
T B IR S SN 3 Wi
SRENA B AT g BE T DL MR | i S H
o S 17 R AT DR MBI AT R s W] — 5 | A | 5
e 7o i % KB
Eﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁ‘éﬁiﬁll’lﬁﬁﬁilﬁﬁg’ﬁﬂg ,
, S AT RE Ak A B N SR I Y | R B S
Ple(2016) [E]Ple*HCaceres(ZOIO) %o%ﬁ%ﬁﬁxﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%‘?% g
RN
Camillerifll R S T — A EISER I E R | B ESE
Neuhofer(2017) | FIPIEMICaceres(010) | 3 s esse g i Sl A 38 | A
Quach & I AVOIE S 5 T R il | BB
Thaichon(2017) [FIP16FICaceres(2010) WS S 2 A AR E | b5
LR AR 4
Unnstrom SIT (5 B R B SRR SEOIL R, | BURBL
ngn( 2017) [7PI&HI Caceres(2010) AKX — B Rl B e L B e | 5 oM
RNFIH (I [X
— BBJE 2 i i el Al R A R Y
porauharl  [PeRICaceres(2010) | WAL, i | I
SRR, BVEAT RS S
. , LT H—F (A1 W RIANERY
(i e i R g | (T v :
Ramirez(1999) | it e, B i g | SSVE P MODT AL U HATEA | k51
il T TR R SR E SIS EA LR | &
- - M EBIE T
" PHEBIR RE A G & , o . ot s W& 5l
5 hereey v | REIEEE DU EERVE RN, HECE 2| o )
Maloneff(2017) %J&;ﬁ/’[{i/ ﬁﬂ’]ﬁl\{ﬁﬁﬂfﬁ {E‘l‘gﬁuﬁm{ﬁﬁuiﬁ%ﬂm1ﬁﬁﬂ:ﬁ*%ﬁq g\ﬁﬂiﬂ%
AR Z R B
i HT— 1SN 55 | BT T S8 I 8L A0 N PTETS
W Vafeas?5(2016) | /DBFEoME YR, MS3 | 2, FRANEED X —ES = W
- — AR BB SR {E LA

GBI ARG A S SRR R

(=)W AL A RFAE

g5 BT I E LA DS S B LA T JLANRRIE < 5 —  AHOCHH SR ek FH I BRI AR A B AT
e P KRE I S TR 55 35 2 45 (P16 FlCaceres, 2010 ; Stielerds, 2014 ; Prior fl
Marcos-Cuevas, 2016 ; Vafeas?5,2016 ) , HABMFFE ) E T & 52 %1 (Malone:, 2017 ) VR IR
IS (Smith, 2013) FH&FIEPEIE (QuachF Thaichon, 2017 ) (i1 AT L HLE (Uppstrom Al

SNEZGFEEHE (F40EF6H )



Lonn, 2017 )55 55—, AHICHFIE i b <22 ) LI, B4R F R ME& M 1Y (Daunt Ml Harris , 2017 ),
AT LR ST 0 K 2 H00 55 0 k12 S0 R 8 {1 L B8 S 3 — e 7 A8 o {K4f Shneider (2009 )
XA FETE AR ) B B 43, BRI AR 0BG 7 sk 0T AnR AR, mT AHEI A 483848 H AT C 2 E A
55 =B B (P53 . P1éFN Caceres (2010 ) i BRI A FY 1E 2CHRE H (B BBEME & Ko HL e S A

ISR G E TR B, 8 T2 — B B (W LR ) o B, AR DG 53 I 0 G 1 i 3 85 vy S R LA
B E 8% 14 7 #2 (Echeverrif1Skalén, 2011 ; Smith, 2013 ; PriorflMarcos-Cuevas, 2016
Vafeas®,2016) , A (A5 IF LT K (Echeverri flISkalén, 2011),2011—20164F-[8] & 1)

FHICHIE SR B T (B L B A 25 — B Be (G 30)) 0201 747 R R 1 SCHR , R ZREE B4 E Y

HARR TS ST R SSUENTSE, 128 128 B Bepbir s i sk, W] e B0 TH R T i, X 75
A =B BRI AL AT AU, 55 = B BER B SE IR RS, AR A 2 405y
(Y SHIERIE ST AT REBE S AT Y RS, i — i fe i 222 5 0 0 sl T A8 O 3
AR AR S R o T LA, BB — S8 0 A R B B R, 2 IR X 2 ST A B - 5 R4 7 [t e 22
T =L T RZEWISIR S E BT , B AFTE N 28 T SR AN (3 B 0 5 SC (B
328 WAL B S R AR AR o T TS 201 I 86 75 T VA 40 S 25 A (L S e Y BLR

M, MEXRHEXSHE

T AE AU I (AL R T A DT ) 36T, T AT R 7 S A ENE B S BR T O (E:
ik —ARiE, 5 ZAHE A IERIA M ERDSE S350, A B i S A a8 5 i (a St
BIRAHE IR, I NG (LB A T 0028, DA S G PR AR AN (S8 ) 25 L

(— ) EIEE 1 E X

1. A {HILE

& R S5 328 e UM IR S5 A AT, PléFICaceres (2010 )W M (58  SChy
FEMERRE B B sl B, 25 5 BOS s AR sl A O Bl 0 s i 28 2 — T A
WD IETE o R T8 F PRAR , AN (B 58 1 B S0 — A <2 55, Bl anse 4l 5 i
B ICHE SR ER T, B HE WU A  Plef Caceres (2010 ) Y S SOl A4 2 IR 55 £
geomidES 5 X — AR, 55 R RS R T FR R AR BRI A5 B
B — SIS RN R, B, Al JBT% R R R 51T I — RS R4
(Spohrer4s, 2007 ; MagliofISpohrer, 2008 ; VargoZ¥, 2008 ) . AT 1H Il FH IR 28— S 5 F KAE
Ph—Fh G 1 A S 5 325 IR 0 O Xk 42 B R/ sl 0y FH 5 5 (P1E I Caceres , 2010 ) o i X H
SRR, 2 AR — IR S5 R G I RE ) SRS Y B T (VargoF, 2008 ).

AR HE 12 (script theory )N b B 8 )2 5 F 0] LA UL J7 6947 R, 10 dnfe] 25 1E A 3 7
X, XA Bl 5 RE B P (Solomo4s, 1985 ) o K Ik , B Bl U7 #B X X 77 B4 T A sl 473 Vil 1) # €6
AR BRI S 5 F HU D AR, s e i = BRI, 5 T RO R
SR ) g e KAk, A RE% RO 5 i ¢ 1) 5 KRR 608, UK S B (B 2L 5% (P1EFI Caceres,
2010) o TE AN [ 63 B B (EAE A AR 22 ) ) A1 A7 A2 ASF-A (WoodruffFIFlint, 2006 ) , %
FIIA S 5FM S A6 W — s R 4 07 T 18 52 0 (8 3 55 i 1 Bt mT e AN AR R A 5 5
Hh,—T7 BB ERUR AT e B — 7 B B34 (PlefICaceres , 2010) .

2. N EBR

VafeasZ: (2016 )4 [A] B2 EME B IR (value destruction ) A I EBGX B ASAR G (HEH
XP A THERT , T 5 & HA W B A A & X Malonea (2017 ) U IME A 5 1 (H 3

Bk, WRI—M SR B SIS DO, S OME IR R A, A i i — T

B FH A BRI IR G 2
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FEAHIIE A O RATH T HALS 5F5 M), BFi A O a1 IR 32 252 m , s# 13
MrEa R R AR RS & & L, R —J7r O (BB 3 R A2 B 52w, B (i IR 2 58 1 /)
(PriorflMarcos-Cuevas, 2016 ) . Fb ANFERR 75 X, DB AN SCHAT b 2 25 HAth i 25 1 A
FIR AR AT 1 B T % T REXT 22 ToE o, HA RG22 T MERER

i B T A AN B AR B 25 1 T 5 — OB IR 1R 2 S, IA R (BRI IR
SR ES YRRt AL S A3 Y, 5 B T o I SE e AR e R P gl Ok B S
T 2R F AR TR ER T B R (Ramirez, 1999 ; Grénroos, 2006 ; VargoFlLusch, 2008¢ ) . 763X B, #ir i
e RS2 bR b9 e A O (A B TH FE  BD — R B — ELIF 46 Bl I O, L0 18w O 46 2
(EcheverriflISkalén, 2011) X FHHEBIAAJE THr EALEAYTEIE -

3. e

B ARSmith (2013 ) FH T U (B L SR MEAE , (H b XX — ARTE(Y))3Z 18 PR T %E A
b Al BEAALE LB D T A S BEA SR IE 5 3 “B R (destruction ) A & —4> (%)
FRIARE, KR E BWRE AR B 50k, Vafeas% (2016) i Al MM H I > (value
diminution ) B ACHME I IZARTE P RE ARG B, UM B RN e 2 S B i
B (LA R 85 R O AS 2 e AR KT A BAT SR T RE 25 25 B0 8 A M A 4 oy ok — 8
etk (R Db 22 i T LR B IR (co-destruction ) PRI 4R <L [A] (co- ) ZE48 b I Il (19— 26 [R]
M I, S SRR RIS O B P IR S5 AR GG ], AnSRAU A — 7 M SR, IR = 5
H AR [F RS SR BARAS KA - VafeasS5 (2016 M EI & A T—R 245
5535 e R al i B R 10— QBN B DR S B AT — #2445 5
HHR AT g a2 ml /b R I (D AR

4. MriEAEE S M E LA R

P8 B i S S A (B LB A X S7 1T H B A% (P16 Caceres, 2010 ; Uppstrom AL onn,
2017) , 3G US4 7 1fT 7= 4 . PriorFIMarcos-Cuevas (2016 ) W Q1 vt b4 H FE A
P R AT 1T I R & 41 A T8 O e v B i A [ o i (Y (P ST s 4 W A 3
¥ (net deficit) , #§ 2 5 EHS BN W HNED TAT A RAS, BII45 1 Ah TR KO oA —Fh 2
LT a7 I T A A IR G sl b, 16 2 5 B R BRI AT 02 U5 (S 5 35 VR e R
BE L TT LAE i B A B e R ) sl A PERAE B8 h R AR T B AN B EG  TiTE TT LAAE
g EHR AL S5 AT AR R AR K (Smith, 2013 ) . PriorliMarcos-Cuevas (2016 ) 7= HifI T
TR R HARRERT (goal prevention ) , FAR P IR T, (EATHOR K T oS5 T WA , A2 ik |
IR I BXOFPIL T T A BT RS ™= BB AIR T 1E % 7K F (VafeasSE,2016 ) , A T REJ&
Ji5 2 A 3T B o o S OIS T Y] (Smith, 2013) , B Q0ASIE 24 1) 25 S 080 A i 119 00 B T80
(KashiffflZarkada,2015 ). Vafeas% (2016 ) 372 #5PriorfllMarcos-Cuevas (2016 ) i W &, TA Ky B
FEIE B P AR b R Al S B T A (E 5k, H 2™ I Tl 2 (eI F ) ik
-, AT LATA KA 58 . Smith (2013 ) FiStieler (2014) tLEFA ABLE WL AL, A TIA g R 2
Z: 5 RSB TE R 7= AR S, RIS M 5%

FiAN , — P E BNAT R ] B A [ B O B AN A AR A Y & A N HEBR M (i L 5
I A E (CaruflCova, 2015 ; PriorflMarcos-Cuevas,2016; N RIE%E, 2016 ; DauntfllHarris,
2017) 245K X FE BT AN A2 R IRAE Al S5 2 Z [A] 1) 0o & ohy, e BRAE =l =LA
RS 5EHBNIRS LSRG (PriorfiMarcos-Cuevas, 20165 b RIS, 2016)

25 LR M E AL 5 M AR S 5 Z R A E A —Fh B i B LA
PR SCEL T KA 2 5 3800 B R T (R L B U B R A S TR 42
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BTGB E = Y X2 F IR 3 ) (P1é I Caceres , 2010 ) oI ZK - B 7= HY A 455 £ THI 1Y
(P1éF1Céaceres, 2010 ; Uppstrom F1Lonn, 2017 ) ek A FIE T-HI 22 1) (Smith, 2013 ; Stielers,
2014; PriorfllMarcos-Cuevas,2016; VafeasZs,2016 ) =FHEIE . X = FE A S SRB S 5EH K
AN R (TG 45 ), T3 BOH: 30048 A1 498020 (Smith, 2013 ), BIME L, A 1R 7R 31X
— (BB E SCELTE T P1eM Caceres (2010) 12 X, BRI R Je 2 HL R el 670 18 7 Y KPS B0 VLA
Fg b s (A28 T Vafeas 5 (2016 ) U EIS/EE , TR R I 06 AN 2 de UL 7= /K SEAR AT e
T2 5FAER I (RN o 2 i E T8 7 A R 2 o0 WAL & Tk = ik T
AU CAN T 2 1) T T 7™ EE ) U SR A R B sl P A7 A P 8L, R I R T 200 e Lt il P , PRI A 7 S
SR R T A SN T s B 7 N g R/ DR 1 S s B/ (1 3 o /18 e o R i = B e
RERT BTN E . A — 5 48 A 2 30 R TR B A (B IR (Malone 55,2017 ), IESF BB [A]
25 2 M 1 L B P R SRR AY (PIEFI Caceres , 2010 ) , FF LART LLKF L0 A A (8 85 £
—FRFIRTE Y o 1T Ramirez (1999 ) S5 42 21 A B (B BSR4 1 9 3 6 B 0 (8 AR T €, FEBE N
SEBRELRNES 5 A SCHT TS I (B S A AEARA AN ] o (1 B8 AT O ) SR AR SR L3R 1

PriE LR il
(Al ) (%%i%ﬂﬂ )
~ - o ~ —————
- +

RN BEM
4—
L " Emem T EEe

- /
N
BFME K

BORLR IR : AR 708 P2
1 MMEXRSHELEIPT R AN EF H kT

()M A 2l

AT A ZA A X B B 74028, LS 538 2R (B R 85 R 1 7 K F, 55
B R I R 545

5, AT LR 2 5 5 B9 AN [0 O (8 L Bk A7 4328 o il £l 55 Aol =z ) 0 A1 3 B
(Vafeas®,2016) Jii % 5 i 51 2 [H] A0 (B 3 55% (Kashiffil Zarkada, 2015 ) Al 5002 22 [A] A9 47
{EILE (EcheverrifiSkdlén, 201 1) 4555 A IPHEILB L QS U LS 5H , iilirk 5
HAthiE2 Y H s R (Malone®s,2017) s (L) 7 4385 T 5 % (Fletcher-Chens,2017 ) ; Jli & 5
T % | A X 25 A B3 (S ERUB S, 2016 ) %555 4 M X — o0 6 RALAA 4 78, Prior il
Marcos-Cuevas (2016)ij i VargoflLusch(2016 ) L &z LuschfilVargo (2014) {54 , MRS A4
R 2 H5H5S580MAEE T EILS.

FUR AR RN (B e BB e 19 7 Hh AKF-, AT LKA (B 3 B8 0] 434 97 THT ™ 1 (P1éFil Caceres,
2010; UppstromFILonn,2017)  HrdE ™ H AR T F08 1497 H (Smith, 2013 ; Stielerds,2014;
PriorflIMarcos-Cuevas,2016; Vafeas5,2016 ) =FEIE , HAKS WA E L )52 L—T7 .

BeJi , M4 St B P A AN , Echeverri flSkalén (2011 )44 R0 755 % =22 18] 4411
TGS 5 RS — 5 ) GG N EAEA]) e tt O] SL8e (M E D ) sk —
Ja A (BHEE ) DL RSt B — 5 8 (B 5 1y 4 (B 258 ) PU AP 26 AU Echeverri Al Skélén
(20115 =FMEIE B T EILE , B e AT B T RERAHUR A SO R G = RSB
HIJE FEDEL , RIRAGA ESE B (VafeasSs ,2016 ), Horp 2 PURDSSHY & A EILES , et —
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PleflICaceres (2010 )H AR 1 30 (E 8% Hh BLAG JSEEAT, BVBT U5 H o BT HH X — AR
1 R IR B ARG RS P A P, (E N TR A TR0 VR 2 J5 ST e AR Sl S B
L BRI Sy BT WO, Bl N VafeasSF (2016 )5 R GEHLIH A EAS T Edlb 2 8] 4=
M LEBE A S DR AR SORRAE AT 5 SCRR TR A 3 46 T PR AR A (B A B Bl A mh & A A PRI
)9 B e A BT LS T AL BlE =28, O i A B O (L BB VR AR 1AL, AN 27 o

Lk} B HE)E
®@
© FREH PR |
A\ 4
] @ A | v O, ] © | ERw
®
RS HIVE
@ /HRERA—
FHILERER

2 MEEZEMERSRRE

(— ) H.FH]

2 5 HU AT 45 5 i = SRR B SRR AU B —F PRI A6 T o 2 A5 A2 ke
XUBS:  FEAARL 2 32 SO PR LAY (VafeasS5:,2016) , Ui fy T ke XU e BRI 45 5/ MH
BRI R T L 3 30, ZHE T AL Z2 00 A B AR AT R, X S
SECRFERH S5 EHRA R R T, A REE 2 5 F5 %8RRI R (stylistic
behavior ) DAY/ PR A , 1A W] REATAS RS SR B Y, 38 BURE IR AR AT 1 5l 3
PRI R 25 B KA M BCA L2 32 S, B3R 3 mT fig b bl FH 98U LA SE 5530 13 SR
25 (PléfliCaceres, 2010 ; PriorfliMarcos-Cuevas, 2016 ) . (R 1L, MSRE , = EES RSO IR
JH (Vafeas®,2016) (K2rh i 3kD).

AN AN X 5548 5 S XU <5200 717 (power ) B “AH B KRR B AN —#4F (Vafeas®5, 2016 ),
AN % 5 il i E By v 38 8 0 Ak i A b o7, PRI Ik — S i 2 6 ol Y R Dt o
J1, FEUR 5B TAE U A H #7 4 (goal commitment ) /0, 52000 2] JE 51 A9 TAESTAL
(Wofford%%, 1992; Vafeas%,2016 ) , Rl A AT 25 2 S BO7 IR M (E27 173 @) - Kashiffl
Zarkada(2015 ) FRFFEALIESE T 53X — s, %058 A BT SE T ARA Tl A9 B 2 5 e 02 22 TR SR AE A
HU AT A A FEAP O U % S A B el T B S B R 5, SRR ISR .

= BRI 5 5 35 b el g7 i/ D B R (P16 R Caceres, 2010 ; Smith, 2013 ; Robertson
5,2014; Vafeas3F,2016 ) . Smith (2013 )R8 553 Ay B2 BRI Al BE 8L, JB28 B A 4 10 I
R AR s AREE (ntE M 5B, PR HE AG BOR (414U 2.4 P1e(2016)
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W GER A A5 B N2 B W55 BFE) AT OGRS Utk A EARDE (RE I R
T2 IR B = 4 SR (P1éFICaceres, 2010 ; Smith, 2013 ) (F2 i 3k@) il , = 5
T ARBICENG IS I BB 2 2 80 2888 T, BV T B 6= B0 IR
AR (Smith, 2013 ), Vafeas®5 (2016 )48 Hi St/ DB (1) FIHRURIEL BE S FRA= M G i, 5
T Z B N JTHRA ) B D2x 7 i g Y5 1 FH 9] 75, Robertson %% (2014) IIAFSE W, TN 2 &
B B RR B B RN B R O A R IR R =, T 2 BRI T R I A T A
2 F B2 (B RBUE RAFIRCR , 3 B A T O 3 B A IR IR RCR M T 594, 41
LUER B BN e ez AR ], 2 0N MR T4 (Vafeas®5, 2016 ), IMTHi45 .
BT AR — B 52 & (EcheverriF1Skalén, 2011) (FE2H#i k@),

(Z)HEFH

H X — B B i A S RS PRI AN FE 4 B T AR SR — B SR R,
HE A BT 1 R (FR2 Ek®) AT S B I8/ P 238 R A 15 B 2 52 IR
Sl PR R b R S 8088 5 PR S 743 . VafeasSE (2016 )48t , AN FE 7 15 B5r 0%
SIS R AR B E S A, T B (T R N AR AR BIAR AT LR B AR B s T4
P P 7 T %) ) AL, 2296 = A B R R I AT PR A S 0 H SER X S T
W, AN A 1 3/ PR 2 SO IR FH B2 T ORI Y /& , Echeverri FISkédlén(2011)F&H i

“SLERE R WA — B0 S AN FE I B VAE /DR BT A TR TR, TR R S B R AR AR

FRARANLE SR B S RSB R A —E, SRR TR A 838 B = 55 R R i 5 300
J7 WUEAR AE W R AN — 2, X [R]— S i B AR 8 PR 25 (EcheverriFl1Skalén, 2011 ), 544 H.5))

A7 BAA—HA S, 85 H RO X T 1 A SR BEIR (Ple, 2016, JX 4R —E”

JE AT LAGE 3 70 43 ) 8 MR SR AL A Y AR 8K, BB U SR B SR RN — 3 A 1 R
AYE IR 2%, Rt 2 PR TR .
GEPEIE TG A 24 1 B R T 54 95 VR A (P1éFI Caceres, 2010 ) , A4S SCF HL AL E TR Y

AR o1 X — 5 g 5 P1e M Caceres (2010 ) i E SUAFFAE IS, IR R < ANE 24 B sl AR T i)

I FH 3 5 #0 2 Be JE AR R AR 3 IR B, i — B {45 e i FH T U R0 X — ARk
Ff R, T 7 (B, EL 2] DUR R 55 F8 Aokl 12 o B IR & R BUIKE 7= (KR 3k @) .

(Z)EDhE

BEUE M 233 BUARACTE BN (EL™ TS [F) 2 5 5 B 2 A (B KT W] REAELEASKT AR 3
G, SRR R B TR 26, XRG4 B RS S 5 & B AR A b, B
B ALES s 34, = A SR 45 10— 5 5OBUO T RERBGRAZA TR, BV — 20 R, 1 il 4
Y25  IX RS KB R R T U (E AL B AR 0 B B0 5 B B o

TRACE R (8™ H AL FE T Y R A AR T O ) =T (S ML B8 SR
), MRS 5HE RN (K2 H k@) A= h i 2 55 B (Priorfl
Marcos-Cuevas,2016) , 80 % 445 5 5 W AR A 26 (Smith, 2013 ) 5 7= G F 122 S5 il
% 5100 BB 4% (PriorflMarcos-Cuevas, 2016 ) .

AXTEE R B RN, BV 2 5 8 I E Bl rp B BN AN K A 22 57 X PP 22 T g 2
JE—Fh 3 WUEHN ( Aarikka-Stenroos fllJaakkola, 2012 ; Vafeas55, 2016 ) , 1 A] B8 AU 2 & AT AE
i (P1I¢FICaceres , 2010 ) , {H A HRFR I A TN b A AXS S5 TR I 2, A% 45 A0 (RN
BEE N — H AR5, RO A LRI SZ AME R R 52, B AN NRHE A ] X oA
W EEL 28 25 5 B e —Fh AR 185 (Samahas , 2011 ), X K S A A (8 7= H — 1 T 1
2 K FR (KR ET @) = A P8R I B ACEAAS R RTEE T, AT SF RO, fm
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55 24 8™ B X — A E AN E 2 Sk @R R

T 2L R FREE R R H B 7 R ACE B R E T (B2 72k @) (Plé, 2016 ), 5]
', ZhuFZolkiewski (2015 )V & B FAEE K 2 2552 i BBl 7™ K- A7 0] R S 88 55 2 85 34
B2 PR MK = H — B a1 2 06 R BB PR /R (2 b 8735 A0) (P1é,2016 ), BP
2 5E WG B S S B 52, T8 R B O RIS 2E , N2z 0
FEFIR D RS

TG AR TUR R iR Pk RS, mTLUNS 58 5k F 25 X SCr 3Rk
A7 A FhiR 5k (Shavers , 1987; YifllBaumgartner, 2004 ; Smith, 2013 ) . Smith (2013 )ik Ky i1
1542 HiE S ES 550 AR, B E L8 (K2 #i k@) . Malone&% (2017 )IA Ky
T 28— PR TR, 22 2 58 NE SRS 1) SRS 55 A, SRS 25t rT R 25 42
% 5% R BERE 17 M (YifBaumgartner, 2004 ) (E2 R #i k@) , 3 0y ik — 2 A % I
(Smith,2013), A] LR AR AT A VEIR S 538 M08 1K 7 i 50T 46 (9 (R LA
J , FESURIR 28 WA SRIBUPE R CRAP AL A — P bR it o A [ T TR 46 5 | A iR 2 A T
RS ASAHA] , DSBS 1) Ff SR U, P2 AN A B AT e R BORHTYEA T (ndtn 4% ) | st o 2 B2 ] g
AF I Ml S b4 A4 137 1 R0 670 TR A 1A, (Inman, 2007 ) 5 T R 53 % 67 T8 155 28 00 7] e S 30k 45
KE RS i 1P (P1E A Caceres,, 2010 ; KashiffllZarkada, 2015 ) , ixX #6457 R # 2 S 20K B
A — DM SR A R NS 465 AnRSR B VEVE B AN 728 (iR 24T R,
A 77 A B 5O (Hobfoll , 2002 ; EcheverriFl1Skalén, 2011 ; Smith, 2013 ),

FARFN AL, S 5 1 e 2445 B (Pl Caceres , 2010 ; Echeverri F1Skalén, 2011 ) .
“ U AR ) P 92D K — e AR T AV AT b 8 I 1 B Y 85 R 5 3 & AT 4 (Prior Ml Marcos-
Cuevas,2016) , [ ¢ TR R A E L LA KARRI S MBI C R | 228 Z RIRAETER R 41z, et
Vargo%§ (2008 ) 48 Fl A itk e g ANE, TiiMalone (2017)HIIA A E S IS 58 168
Flo NS 55 MEERE , NENFTR AR SCACH AR RN HE O3 i —Fiibiiek s 5%, M B 2L Y
SRR — PR R FIBFFY (Ostrom§, 2015 ),

B RN (R LB %) JEE PR B AR 96 R AT, A5 3 R 2 B s B M (B L B i A i — AR 1)
H B =, — 2 BOZHEA A AR SIS A 7 MBS 2, i i S I e HE AL A (AL
S IS SRS (AR TR AR RS B S i 2 S R i TR R B S T 1
PEAHDEZE 18 HA RRRE (Malone %, 2017 ) o A4 X LA 5% I3 40 L 45 10 (B L S REAE 2, HLmT
TR T , PT LAGE S B A S8 AR S HA A TR R , B3 38 0 SR A T e R T o

Ny RRARREE

AN ZEOR I 2R AR BRI NI TR RIS 206 sh B s v — T, DY AR B S A Y B — B[]
B A — BRI 0 AR S, T B B s B 2 T Bl Plé I Caceres
(2010)FFBIPERFFE AT A 2R , (B LT IR 1E R — 98B B AT, AH GRS W 2D | B
SRBFAF R R I ST AR TG N, {7 Bt b 2 I T R 92 STk

MAMEIEE S5 EILRN 0 RRE  FEMETE B B sh il B v, M (i 88 % A iR AT fig
R T U E IR (PriorfiMarcos-Cuevas, 2016 ) BTSN B LB A AT L3S Bh 34758 4 1 #Hh
PR M ETE B0 BB Re , 30 T LA B SERREE TRy E00 B A R (L8 8 2 5
T A X RO, DL A R S B LAY o M Shneider (2009 ) iR 22 AR ISR F
B A 5% RV R — N H & XS A B B, AR SCEEAR BRI SCRR A 28 A - IA LA LA
VUSR] LIAE R AR5 (1) F A5
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S — i S (B SR G SIS o X AT AT DU R R MR B, B AR 3
{58 1) S DR R 5 tho AT LA IR S A, RV X AR SCHR H B 0 (L BB AR AT 060, 1 —
TR IMELE ; s I RS T Y FLERF 5T, PR R 4 i A5 LA BN Tl 15 S ) B S AR 5T
Ji& % (PriorflMarcos-Cuevas , 2016 ) ; i A] LUAS: 56 34355 s 25 X < W8 TR FH — (/K r= e &
ol MK = — B 6 267 2% 2R PR 15 VE T (Zhu Rl Zolkiewski, 20153 P16, 2016 ) o 1) S 1y 3
T R B ST (A L S A S R AN AR, PR S P O AR e, R AR SR R T A B
A BRI R (ZEFTRLERRRZE , 2013 5 R JRAN S, 2016) .

BUNRS RE BE5H S5 S 58 RS ES ARG S MR M AL B /7R
MEZILT ZIu kR, il 5% (EcheverrifISkalén, 2011) Jiii % 5 i 5t (KashifflZarkada,
2015) Ak 54k (Vafeas, 2016 ) %55, i FAHOCH il T Bk, S8R S5z — etk
Bz aE HE R B PriorfliMarcos-Cuevas (2016 ) D 2 22 MR GSHES RS S 5FE 55 5%
B AR BT M (B AL A T A AR S (IR R R UL A 25 A (R LB Al — FBEAL T

5= S EA LS S5 E BN I RAR R TER ST A (E LS o 5 B A — ik
HAEWAEN =253, Stieler® (2014) (URF T & —A IS, 7R B4 % 5T 45 1 2
BR LB 1) 5 5 B AU X 57 BRI 4Rz ) 51 K] FRF U183 RS,
X 5 B AT AT RS I AN (ST ) Bl B, DA AE T 2 A R ] 3 R 2 2R Bk
AT, A XS AR T 7 i R I AR b P DA R X A B S 5 IR, o
PERAE S T B E AL ST e oy HA 2 IS X

S50, 4k BB 5T O 8 58 5t A A0 &5 SR R BT A AR R D B B SRS B BRI
Ostrom (2015)35 i LA R JLAN ) 2 75 il o - 24 A 460 5 5 3000 2 & A A4 X% |
O HAl R 45 B B3 (LS AR ) 1T 5, 78 WL 67 =t RN (E 8D & A 5 A A S 5 A%
AV I 5 BRI 2 i S ] o i 4545

S, W] S IR A AT S AN 2 f5 = e VR A PR R U M (i B i S R R AR M
HERARE PR T AA R, 2 SE A 325, Wy 2 S AR AL B G s/ N
AT IT 3 RS A B T 2 i e Al E 2
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Value Co-destruction Research: Origin, Present and
Prospect

Chen Wei"?, Wu Zongfa', Xu Ju'

(1. School of Economics &Management, Tongji University, Shanghai 201804, China;
2. Zhejiang Yuexiu University of Foreign Languages, Shaoxing 312000, China )

Summary: Value co-destruction refers to the fact that at least one party’s welfare decreases due to
resource misuse in the process of value formation, which means that not only positive output but also
negative or less-than-expected output will be co-produced during the interaction between actors.
Therefore, it is necessary to carry out systematic research on this phenomenon of value co-destruction,
which will contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of the interaction process of the value
formation, and can be regarded as an important complement to the value co-creation research; from the
perspective of practice, to explore the reasons and the process of value co-destruction will contribute to
the prevention, identification, analysis and save of the value co-destruction of various forms, and be
conducive to achieve value co-creation by pertinently motivating participants.

The study of value co-destruction originates from the study of value co-creation because some
scholars have discovered the phenomenon of value co-destruction while studying the value co-creation.
But they have not paid much attention to this phenomenon. It is not until 2010 that some scholars
formally put forward the concept and the definition of value co-destruction, which indicates the formal
birth of this research field. Subsequently, a number of related studies emerge. The topics concerned
include empirically testing of value co-destruction, discussing the definition and the classification of
value co-destruction, and identifying the causes and the process of value co-destruction. In general, the
value co-destruction study is in its infancy and thus research is mainly conceptual in nature. There are
still some disputes about the definition of value co-destruction. Some scholars believe that the co-
destruction only means negative output, but some others believe that it should also mean neutral and
less-than-expected output. The concepts related to value co-destruction include value destruction, value
diminution, and so on. The value destruction means that the welfare reduction only occurs on the person
who is informed. In other words, it means that only one party’s value creation process is negatively
affected. The meaning of value diminution is more extensive than value co-destruction, and it refers to a

suboptimal output below the most ideal situation. We can classify the value co-destruction from multiple
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perspectives, such as the structure of participants, the output level caused by co-destruction, and the time
sequence in interaction process. The causes of the value co-destruction are diverse, and different kinds
of literature hold different views. In general, these causes can be summarized as lack of trust, unequal
status, lack of resources and inadequate communication/coordination or incongruent practice elements,
misuse of resources, unequal value perception and so on. The logical relationship between these causes
constitutes the flow chart of the value co-destruction.

There are many research opportunities in the field of value co-destruction, and the related research
in the future can be carried out from the following aspects. Firstly, strengthening the empirical study on
the value co-destruction, especially in Chinese context; secondly, studying the problem of value co-
destruction from a more general perspective; thirdly, carrying out the exploratory study on the value co-
destruction involving three or more participants; fourthly, continuing to study the result of value co-
destruction because the meaning of welfare reduction is still not clear; fifthly, studying how to overcome
the main causes of value co-destruction. The contributions of this paper are to build a comprehensive
theoretical framework of value co-destruction process, and to use the science revolution theory to divide
the development process of this field into three stages and to predict the possible characteristics of future
research.

Key words: value co-destruction; value co-creation; interaction
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