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Misuse of technology contributes to value co-destruction, particularly in interactions 

between consumers and companies. Therefore, this study aims to examine the role of 

technological self-efficacy as a moderating variable in the relationship between ease 

of use and value co-destruction. To achieve the aim, analysis was carried out to 

examine how value co-destruction influenced word of mouth. Data was collected 

through a questionnaire distributed to 210 respondents, with statements measured on 

a 5-point Likert scale. Following this, data was analyzed using Structural Equation 

Modeling (SEM), assisted by AMOS software. The results indicated that 

technological self-efficacy moderated a negative relationship between ease of use 

and value co-destruction. Furthermore, technological self-efficacy was found to have 

an effect on value co-destruction. Given these results, the analysis concluded that 

ease of use did not influence value co-destruction. 
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1. Introduction 
The number of internet consumers is growing each year, driven by rapid advancements in technology. 

According to a survey by We Are Social, Indonesia had 212.9 million internet users in 2023, indicating 

a 4% increase from the previous year. At the same time, e-commerce business in the country is 

projected to reach IDR 1,026.1 trillion by 2024(Riyanto & Pertiwi, 2024). To remain competitive, 

many companies are leveraging technology into their marketing strategies by offering consumers a 

more unique shopping experience. A typical example of this innovation is the development of 

applications that allow consumers to try products without visiting a physical store. This technology, 

known as virtual try-on (VTO), enables consumers to visualize products before making a purchase.  

VTO technology allows consumers to interactively view product images and information in digital 

form, effortlessly incorporating the data into physical environment in real-time. This innovation 

enables consumers to try on several products virtually through web-based platform. By using the front 

camera of a laptop or smartphone, consumers can view their look on the screen and apply the desired 

product. For example, when trying on lipstick, the selected shade is precisely overlaid onto 

consumers’ lips, forming a realistic effect that mimics an in-store experience. 

Several companies in Indonesia, such as Maybelline, Dulux, and Optik Melawai, have incorporated 

VTO technology into marketing strategies. Despite the fact that the innovation has been widely 

adopted, not all consumers find it easy to use. Successful adoption depends on the ability of consumers 

to navigate tools, making technological literacy and desire to learn essential to consider.  

A study by Kumar and Lim (2008) explained that consumers with technological expertise could 

easily adopt innovations effortlessly. Additionally, according to Theory Acceptance Model (TAM), 

developed by Davis (1989), consumers evaluate both the perceived benefits and ease of use before 

adopting a new technology. 

Technological self-efficacy refers to the ability of consumers to use technology, which plays a 

crucial role in the process of value co-creation. Based on a study by Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004), 

value co-creation improves shared value between companies and consumers, enabling consumers to 

actively shape service experiences according to preferences. Following this discussion, consumers 

with high technological self-efficacy are more expected to adopt co-creation-based technologies, 

allowing consumers to engage more effectively in co-creation process and improve the total 

experience (Kumar & Lim, 2008). 

Not all technology adoption occurs smoothly, and when consumers struggle to use technology, it 

can lead to value co-destruction. According to Prior and Marcos-Cuevas (2016), value co-destruction 

is more common than value co-creation, occurring when interaction failures cause negative outcomes. 

This condition can occur when individuals included in the process lack resources such as skill or 

knowledge, preventing consumers from effectively engaging with the technology (Smith, 2013).  

Several studies have identified various factors contributing to value co-destruction, including poor 

relationships with employees and difficulty in accessing information (Galdolage, 2021), delivery 

problems (Hauke-Lopes et al., 2022), fraud, and lack of soft skills (Zhang & Torres, 2020). This study 

aims to position technological self-efficacy as a crucial soft skill that can moderate the negative 

relationship between ease of use and value co-destruction.  

VTO is still a relatively new technology in some developing countries (Tandon, 2023) including 

Indonesia. Most studies on the adoption of new technologies and value co-destruction have been 

conducted in developed countries. However, the results of these studies may not fully apply to 

developing countries due to differences in the technological capabilities of the two types of countries. 

Studies on value co-destruction have been conducted across several fields including self-service 

technology (Galdolage, 2021), tourism (Xie et al., 2023), and online communities (Lv et al., 2021).  

Even though studies on this topic are increasing, most have relied on qualitative methods rather than 

quantitative ones (Guan et al., 2020). Existing studies have primarily employed methodologies such as 

Systematic Literature Review (SLR) (Lumivalo et al., 2023; Plé, 2017), netnography (Sthapit & Björk, 

2019), case study (Frau et al., 2018), or content analysis (Xie et al., 2023). 

This study uses quantitative method to examine the role of technological self-efficacy as a 

moderating variable in the relationship between ease of use and value co-destruction. Concerning the 

understanding relating to this topic, few studies have explored technological self-efficacy as a 

moderator in digital marketing, leaving its impact on value co-destruction in VTO largely unexplored. 
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The results of this study are expected to serve as a theoretical reference for future exploration, 

contributing to a deeper understanding of the relationship between technological self-efficacy and 

value co-destruction in the context of developing digital technologies. 

To address the issues, this study is structured as follows: The literature review section explores 

relevant studies on the major variables, namely technological self-efficacy, ease of use, value co-

destruction, and word-of-mouth promotion. This section also presents hypothesis of the study, 

reviewing the expected relationships between these variables. Subsequently, the methodology section 

details the method, including data collection and analysis procedures. The results section then presents 

hypothesis testing outcomes and model feasibility. In the discussion section, the analysis discusses the 

implications of the results, interpreting their significance. Finally, the conclusion reviews the major 

key findings, discusses practical applications, and presents limitations of this study. 

2. Literature Review 
2-1. Virtual Try-On (VTO) 

Several industries, including fashion, cosmetics, and accessories have adopted VTO. In fashion 

industry, this technology allows consumers to try on clothing and accessories virtually, addressing the 

challenge of limited fitting room availability (Baytar et al., 2020). Similarly, in cosmetics industry, 

VTO enables consumers to experiment with various makeup products and shades online, helping 

consumers find the perfect match without the need for physical samples (Vongurai, 2021).  

VTO offers consumers a fun and interactive experience (Jiang et al., 2022), as it allows consumers 

to experiment with several products in an engaging way, which can increase satisfaction (Alimamy, 

2018). This enjoyable interaction urges consumers to explore different options, making the shopping 

more immersive and personalized. 

The discussion indicates that the technology benefits both consumers and companies. For 

consumers, VTO offers a more convenient and enjoyable shopping experience, helping to reduce 

uncertainty when making online purchases (Alimamy, 2018). Relating this discussion, the technology 

also reduces return rates for companies by allowing consumers to make more informed choices while 

providing valuable insights into preferences and behavior of consumers.  

2-2. Value Co-Destruction 

Service-Dominant Logic (SDL) has been introduced by Vargo and Lusch (2004) as a shift from Good-

Dominant Logic (GDL). This shift occurred due to perceived limitations in GDL, which views economic 

activity primarily as the production and distribution of goods for purchase. Under GDL, goods need to 

hold fundamental value during manufacturing and distribution while offering greater utility to consumers 

compared to competing products. Consequently, SDL views goods as mere intermediaries in the value 

exchange. According to this perspective, consumers do not simply purchase products; rather, they pursue 

the benefits, knowledge, skills, and services embedded in goods. 

SDL adopts the concept of value-in-use, where value is determined by how consumers engage with 

and experience a product or service. Different from traditional models that view value as embedded in 

a product at the time of sale, SDL stresses the active role of consumers in shaping value through usage 

and interactions (Lusch & Vargo, 2006). In line with the discussion, value co-creation is central to this 

perspective, signifying the partnership between companies and consumers to generate shared value. 

This process includes continuous interaction where both parties contribute knowledge, resources, and 

experiences to improve products and services. According to Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004), co-

creation allows consumers to modify service experience to individual preferences, increasing 

satisfaction and driving innovation in product development.  

Similar to value co-creation, value co-destruction indicates the interaction between actors or service 

systems, such as companies and consumers. However, different from concept of value co-creation, 

which generates shared rate, co-destruction occurs when these interactions do not go as expected, leading 

to a decrease in the well-being of no less than one party (Plé & Cáceres, 2010). In the context of this 

discussion, the value that should have been created through partnership fails to materialize, leading to 

negative impacts, such as loss of resources (e.g., money) and feelings of frustration. 

Value co-destruction is often viewed as the opposite of value co-creation or as the other side of the 

same coin, in which interactions, practices, and resource incorporation between actors can lead to 
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negative outcomes rather than to generating value (Plé, 2017). However, Stieler et al. (2014) challenge 

the idea that co-creation and co-destruction are often direct opposites. In some cases, interactions can 

lead to value co-creation, co-destruction, and no-creation (Sthapit & Björk, 2020). Value no-creation 

refers to neutral outcomes, where interactions do not improve or diminish. 

Studies on value co-destruction are expanding, with analyses identifying several major factors that 

contribute to its occurrence. These include resource misintegration (Laud et al., 2019; Plé, 2016), 

resource misuse (Hsu et al., 2021; Plé, 2016), and service failure (Hsu et al., 2021) during interactions. 

Resource misintegration occurs when companies and consumers fail to properly access, adapt, 

combine, or use resources in a way that supports the intended use (Laud et al., 2019). For example, 

when companies provide information that consumers misunderstand or fail to use correctly, it can lead 

to financial loss, frustration, and dissatisfaction.  

Misuse is the failure to use resources as expected by the actors involved in the interaction (Plé & 

Cáceres, 2010). When companies and consumers interact, and each has a different view of the 

resources available, the interaction cannot go well; however, service failure occurs when the company 

cannot provide services or products as expected by consumers. 

Companies or consumers occasionally fail to use resources appropriately, leading to value co-

destruction as one party experiences a decline in well-being (Plé & Cáceres, 2010). This situation can occur 

when consumers are unable to apply skills and knowledge effectively, or when companies lack the 

necessary expertise to provide adequate services. Relating to this discussion, Hsu et al. (2021) divided 

resource misuse into three categories, namely misuse by consumers, companies, and both parties. 

Value co-destruction can occur accidentally or intentionally, in line with the subsequent discussion 

(Plé & Cáceres, 2010). Unintentional value co-destruction occurs when interactions between actors 

fail due to a lack of resource capabilities. On the other hand, intentional value arises when one actor 

deliberately harms the other (Plé, 2016). From the perspective of consumers, value co-destruction can 

lead to both tangible losses, such as financial setbacks, and intangible losses, including 

disappointment, frustration as well as diminished trust in companies or services (Järvi et al., 2018).  

2-3. Ease of Use on Value Co-Destruction 

Ease of use refers to how effortlessly a person can operate a new technology (Davis, 1989). The 

concept is crucial in value co-creation, specifically in shaping interactions between companies and 

consumers. When technology is easy to use, it improves engagement of consumers and urges positive 

experiences. However, once consumers struggle to use service or product effectively, interactions that 

are meant to create value may lead to value co-destruction (Järvi et al., 2018). 

This study proposes that when a technology is easy to use, consumers will have no difficulty using 

the model. The simplicity and accessibility of the technology contribute to a positive and enjoyable 

consumers’ experience, improving value co-creation. Concerning value co-destruction, ease of use 

plays a crucial role in minimizing negative interactions. When consumers find a technology intuitive, 

the probability of frustration, misuse, or disengagement decreases, thereby reducing the occurrence of 

value co-destruction. The following statement serves as the hypothesis of this study. 

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Ease of use has negative effect on value co-destruction. 

2-4. Technological Self-Efficacy on Value Co-Destruction 

Self-efficacy, as defined by Bandura’s social learning theory (Bandura, 1986), refers to self-

confidence in the ability to complete tasks and achieve success. Bandura categorizes self-efficacy into 

two levels of high and low. Individuals with high self-efficacy tend to approach problems with 

confidence, viewing challenges as opportunities for growth rather than obstacles to avoid. Therefore, 

consumers become resilient, capable of handling difficulties effectively, and can recover quickly from 

setbacks. In contrast to the first level, individuals with low self-efficacy often struggle to cope with 

problems. Therefore, consumers doubt their abilities, hesitate when faced with difficulties, and are 

more likely to give up quickly after encountering setbacks. 

Technological self-efficacy refers to the confidence of individuals in their ability to adapt and 

employ new technology to accomplish tasks (McDonald & Siegall, 1992). This self-efficacy plays an 

important role in shaping technology adoption, particularly in organizational settings. Individuals with 
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high technological self-efficacy believe in capability to learn, use, and manage new technologies 

effectively. This confidence improves willingness to adopt the technologies, allowing consumers to 

engage with and incorporate new tools into workflow (Pan, 2020).  

Consumers with high technological self-efficacy tend to adapt more easily to innovations 

introduced by companies. These individuals are generally more open to adopting new technologies, 

which can accelerate co-creation process (Alves & Mainardes, 2017). Confidence in employing 

technology allows consumers to explore and engage more effectively with digital services. However, 

this confidence can sometimes lead to an overestimation of one’s abilities. Consumers who feel self-

assured may take unnecessary risks, experiment with features without fully understanding the concept, 

or ignore guidance (Grubb, 2015). This behavior can cause usage errors and frustration, eventually 

leading to value co-destruction, as expectations of the service are not met. Therefore, the proposed 

hypothesis for this analysis is as follows. 

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Technological self-efficacy has positive effect on value co-destruction. 

2-5. Technological Self-Efficacy as a Moderator Variable 

Several studies have explored technological self-efficacy, often treating it as an antecedent variable. For 

example, the studies conducted by Medici et al. (2023), and Xu et al. (2024) examined technological 

self-efficacy as a factor influencing other variables. However, some studies have considered it as a 

moderator variable.Hopp and Gangadharbatla (2016) positioned technological self-efficacy as a 

moderator in the relationship between attitudes towards augmented reality advertising and brand 

attitudes. On the other hand, Wu et al. (2023) explored consumers’ self-efficacy as a representative of 

contract governance and value co-creation. Technological self-efficacy is also treated as a moderator, but 

in a different context; it is expected to strengthen the negative relationship between ease of use and value 

co-destruction. The argument is that consumers who are confident in their ability to use technology are 

less likely to struggle with new technology. This ability improves the perceived ease of use, which helps 

reduce value co-destruction. When consumers understand and effectively apply a technology, consumers 

are more likely to have a positive experience, leading to higher satisfaction with both technology and 

companies. The hypothesis proposed for the analysis of this study is as follows. 

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Technological self-efficacy moderates the effect between ease of use and 

value co-destruction. 

2-6. Value Co-Destruction on Word of Mouth 

The concept of value co-destruction is the opposite of value co-creation (Plé, 2017), which focuses on 

generating positive value through collective efforts. Although co-creation improves mutual benefits, 

co-destruction occurs when interactions between companies and consumers leads to a decline in 

perceived value (Echeverri & Skålén, 2011). This process develops when interactions, practices, and 

resource integration between actors lead to negative outcomes, eventually diminishing the intended 

value of a service or product (Plé, 2016). 

Value co-destruction can arise due to resource misuse and misintegration. Resource misuse occurs 

when reserves are applied incorrectly during interactions, leading to inefficiencies or unintended 

events. Consequently, misintegration occurs when resources are not effectively combined or used, 

leading to negative outcomes (Laud et al., 2019). This misintegration may arise from poor 

communication, conflicting objectives, and inefficient resource allocation, all of which can lead to 

frustration, dissatisfaction, and decreased perceived value for the participating parties (Laud et al., 

2019; Lumivalo et al., 2023). 

Value co-destruction can have a significant impact on word of mouth (WOM), specifically on 

electronic word-of-mouth. A study conducted by Sthapit et al. (2022) highlighted that poor customers’ 

service can lead to distrust and negative emotions. When interactions between service providers and 

consumers lead to negative experiences, consequences such as dissatisfaction, distrust, and negative 

feedback may arise (Nam et al., 2020). These negative experiences contribute to value co-destruction 

and generate negative WOM that can reduce purchases and damage general reputation of companies. 

Therefore, the proposed hypothesis for this study is as follows. 

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Value co-destruction has positive effect on word of mouth. 
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3. Methods 
The population in this study consisted of consumers based in Indonesia who had used VTO 

application. The sample specifically included consumers aged 16 and above, as they were more likely 

to engage in online shopping. The selection of this age range was based on a study by Katadata (2022 

ascited in Bayu, 2022), which found that millennials were the most active shoppers in e-commerce.  

This study distributed questionnaires to 210 respondents, following the guideline of explanations 

proposed by Hair et al. (2019), which recommended a minimum sample size of 100 respondents. The 

analysis used a purposive sampling method, selecting respondents based on characteristics that 

matched the study criteria. Building on these steps, data was collected online through a Google form, 

which was shared with respondents through WhatsApp or email. 

The statements in the questionnaire were measured using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The questionnaire was developed based on previous study, 

as presented in Table 1. 

Table 1.  Constructs and Indicators 

Constructs and Indicators 

Ease of use (EoU) (Davis, 1989; Kim & Forsythe, 2008) 

VTO was easy to learn 

VTO was easy to do desired task 

VTO was easy to use 

Proficient in using VTO feature 

Technological Self-Efficacy (TSE) (Hopp & Gangadharbatla, 2016) 

Learned the features of the latest technology without the help of others 

Confident in explaining how to use the latest technology to others 

Confident in using advanced features of the latest technology 

Value Co-Destruction (VCD) (Guan et al., 2022) 

Not paying attention to VTO details 

Ignoring the information provided in VTO 

Incorrect use of VTO 

Not following the instructions in using VTO 

Word of Mouth (WOM) (Mishra et al., 2021) 

Telling positive things about VTO 

Recommending VTO to others  

Encouraging others to try VTO 

 
Data processing was conducted to describe the characteristics of sampled respondents and to test 

the hypothesis. The study applied Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis, using AMOS 

software. Following the discussion, the model used in the analysis is illustrated in Figure 1. 

 
Fig. 1.  Research Model 

4. Results  
The questionnaire was distributed online and completed by 210 respondents, all of whom were no less 

than 16 years old. The characteristics of respondents during the analysis are presented in Table 2.  

Technological self 
efficacy (TSE)    

Word of Mouth 

(WOM) 

Value co-
destruction 

(VCD) 

Ease of use 

(EoU) 
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Table 2. Respondents’ Characteristics 
Respondents’ Characteristics Total Percentage (%) 
 
 
Age 

<20 80 38.1 
20-29 93 44.3 
30-39 15   7.1 
40-49 17   8.1 

 50-59 5   2.4 
Total  210 100 

Average frequency of online 
shopping in a month 

One time 35 16.7 
Twice 70 33.3 
Three times 56 26.7 
Four times 37 17.6 
More than four 

times 
12   5.7 

Total  210 100 
Online shopping experience < 2 years 32 15.2 

2- 4 years  80 38.1 
> 4 years 98 46.7 

Total 210 100% 

4-1. Reliability  

Reliability refers to the extent to which an observed variable accurately measures a construct with 

minimal error. A reliable questionnaire should produce consistent results when administered multiple 

times. Although high reliability does not guarantee that the construct is measured accurately, it is 

important to note that reliability is a necessary but insufficient condition for validity. Reliability was 

assessed using composite reliability (CR) value in this study. A CR value of 0.7 or higher indicates no 

reliability issues. As the CR value increases, the internal consistency of a construct also improves, 

signifying that the statement items consistently represented the same latent construct (Hair et al., 2019). 

4-2. Construct Validity 

Construct validity assessed how well a set of questionnaire items represented the intended constructs 

in the study. This process was evaluated using two methods, namely Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

(CFA) and Average Variance Extract (AVE). CFA was performed by calculating the factor loading for 

each indicator using AMOS software. An indicator is considered a valid representation of construct 

when its factor loading value exceeded 0.5. The next step included calculating AVE value, where each 

construct should have AVE value of no less than 0.5 to show adequate convergence (Hair et al., 2019). 

The results of the validity test are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3. The Results of Validity Test  

Construct and Indicator CFA Loading AVE 
Composite Reliability 

(CR) 

Ease of Use (EoU)   0.62 0.90 

VTO was easy to learn 0.807 

 
 VTO was easy to do desired tasks 0.786 

VTO was easy to use 0.791 

Proficiency in using VTO feature 0.763  

Technological Self-Efficacy (TSE)  0.64 0.87 

Learning the features of the latest technology without the help of 

others. 
0.693 

  
Confidence in explaining how to use the latest technology to others 0.864 

Confidence in using advanced features of the latest technology. 0.83 

Value Co-Destruction (VCD)  0.53 0.78 

Overlooking VTO details 0.686   

Ignoring the information provided in VTO 0.868 

Inaccurate use of VTO 0.620 

Not following the instructions in using VTO 0.721   

Word of Mouth (WOM)   0.53 0.76 

Talking about it with close ones 0.693   

Recommending it to individuals nearby  0.864   

Encouraging loved ones to try it  0.830   
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4-3. Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity testing determines the extent to which a construct is distinct from others. 

According to Hair et al. (2019), discriminant validity is established when AVE value of two constructs 

is greater than the squared correlation value between the two corresponding constructs, as well as any 

other relevant criteria. As presented in Tables 3 and 4, AVE value for each construct exceeded the 

squared correlation between corresponding constructs, signifying issues with discriminant validity. 

AVE values for ease of use and technological self-efficacy were 0.62 and 0.64, respectively, both 

of which exceeded the squared correlation of 0.34. Similarly, ease of use had AVE of 0.62, while co-

destruction had an AVE of 0.53. Since AVE values were greater than the squared correlation of 0.01, 

discriminant validity was confirmed. AVE value of technological self-efficacy was 0.64 and co-

destruction was 0.53, with squared correlation of 0.05, which was lower than both AVE values, further 

supporting discriminant validity. In the final test, the AVE of WOM (0.53) and ease of use (0.62) were 

higher than the squared correlation of 0.43, ensuring that constructs remained distinct. 

Squared correlation between WOM and technological self-efficacy was 0.18, which was lower than 

the AVE value of WOM (0.53) and technological self-efficacy (0.64). Similarly, the value of co-

destruction and WOM had a squared correlation of 0.03, which did not exceed the AVE value of 

WOM (0.53) and co-destruction (0.53). Since all squared correlation values were lower than the 

corresponding AVE values, there were no issues with discriminant validity. 

Table 4. Correlation Matrix and Squared Correlation 
 EoU TSE VCD WOM 

EoU 1.00 0.34 0.01 0.43 

TSE 0.58 1.00 0.05 0.18 

VCD 0.12 0.23 1.00 0.03 

WoM 0.66 0.43 0.17 1.00 

Notes: The diagonal elements represent the variance of each construct. The values above the diagonal indicate the squared 

correlation between constructs, while values below the diagonal represent the correlation coefficients between the constructs. 

4-4. Hypothesis Testing 

Hypothesis testing was conducted using SEM during the analysis. The results of the processed data are 

illustrated in Figure 2, while hypothesis testing is presented in Table 5. The path analysis of the 

structural model signified that ease of use had no significant effect on value co-destruction, as 

indicated by p-value = 0.619 (greater than the 0.05 significance threshold) and an estimated value of -

0.05. This implies that H1 is not supported. On the other hand, technological self-efficacy had a 

positive and significant effect on value co-destruction with p-value = 0.035 (less than 0.05) and an 

estimated value of 0.21, confirming that H2 is supported. Additionally, interaction influenced value co-

destruction with an estimated effect of 0.15 and a p-value of 0.038 (less than 0.05), providing evidence 

that H3 is supported. Value co-destruction did not significantly impact WOM, as presented by an 

estimated value of 0.11 and a p-value of 0.131 (more than 0.05). The result signified that H4 is not 

supported during the hypothesis examination. 

The model fit tests indicated that the GFI and AGFI values were lower than the recommended 

thresholds. These indices assessed how well the model fit the data, where GFI is sensitive to sample 

size and AGFI adjusts GFI based on degrees of freedom. During the test, both values ranged between 

0 and 1, with values closer to 1 showing a better model fit (Hair et al., 2019). The RMR value 

exceeded the specified cut-off value of 0.10, indicating a potential model fit issue. The RMSEA value 

was 0.096, which was above the ideal threshold of 0.08. However, according to Fabrigar et al. (1999), 

an RMSEA value between 0.08 to 0.10 was still considered within the marginal fit criteria. Based on 

these criteria, the model remained suitable for further analysis. 
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Fig. 2.  Data Analysis Results 

Table 5. Hypothesis Test Results 
Hypoth
eses 

Paths Estimate p 
Result  

H1 

H2 
EoU 
TSE 

 
 

VCD 
VCD 

-0.05 
0.21 

0.619 
0.035      

Not supported 
Supported  

H3 Interaction  VCD 0.15 0.039 Supported 

H4 VCD  WOM 0.11 0.131 Not supported 

Goodness of Fit Cut off 
GFI  : 0.880 > 0.90 
AGFI : 0.832 > 0.80 
RMR : 0.134 < 0.10 
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Technological self-efficacy served as a moderator variable in this study and fell under the category 

of quasi-moderators since it both interacted with ease of use and influenced value co-destruction. The 

moderating effect of the analysis is illustrated in Figure 3. The straight line represents consumers with 

low technological self-efficacy in Figure 3. For these consumers, when the VTO application was 

easier to use, instances of value co-destruction tended to decrease. Consequently, the dashed line 

represented consumers with high technological self-efficacy. In this case, the ease of use of VTO had 

minimal impact on value co-destruction, as this factor occurred regardless of how easy the application 

was to use. 

5. Discussion  
The majority of respondents in this study belong to Generation Y and Z, with ages ranging from 20 to 

29 years. These generations are known for their adaptability to new technology in all sectors. 

According to Bilgihan (2016), Gen Y and Z are highly sociable, tech-savvy, and media/tech literate as 

they have grown up in the digital era. Following the discussion, the lives of this generation are heavily 

influenced by the Internet (Nusair et al., 2013). Most respondents engaged in online shopping twice a 

month by average, and nearly half of them had over four years of online shopping experience. This 

implies that Gen Y and Z are accustomed to online activities, including e-commerce and m-commerce. 

This study explored the factors influencing value co-destruction in VTO applications. The results 

indicated that ease of use did not contribute to value co-destruction. This result supported the study 

conducted by Frasquet-Deltoro et al. (2019), who proposed that user-friendly technology improved 

value co-creation rather than co-destruction. Currently, several companies incorporated VTO to help 

consumers make more informed purchasing decisions. This feature allowed consumers to virtually try 

on clothes, cosmetics, or accessories, improving buying experience, and making it efficient and 

enjoyable. The process of ease of use promoted higher satisfaction among consumers and increased 

value co-creation. However, using VTO application required some level of consumer knowledge. For 

generations Y and Z, born in digital era, adapting to such technology were generally effortless. Since 

these generations were tech-savvy, navigating VTO tools would be easy, improving greater interaction 

between marketers and consumers. Therefore, the seamless experience supported co-creation while 

minimizing the possibility of value co-destruction. 

Technological self-efficacy refers to the confidence of an individual to effectively use certain 

technologies. Individuals with high technological self-efficacy are more capable of handling complex 

or unfamiliar technologies and tend to persist despite the challenge. This proactive behavior often 

leads to positive outcomes, such as value co-creation, where both parties benefit from the interaction. 

As technological self-efficacy of consumers improves, value co-creation activities conducted increases 

(Alves & Mainardes, 2017).  

Hypothesis testing in this study indicated different results, where technological self-efficacy had a 

positive effect on value co-destruction. This result signified that when consumers possessed high 

technological self-efficacy, excessive self-confidence could develop concerning their abilities. This 

type of self-confidence could cause consumers to overestimate their ability to engage in value co-

creation process in different directions (Mumford & Zettinig, 2022).  

High technological self-efficacy could have both positive and negative impacts on experiences of 

consumers. On the positive side, when consumers effectively employ technological abilities to 

navigate VTO properly, consumers could maximize the benefits of the technology. The interaction 

between consumers and companies improved satisfaction and increased value co-creation. 

Consequently, excessive technological self-efficacy led to misuse of technological resources, 

eventually causing value co-destruction. For example, overconfident consumers ignored important 

information or guidelines for using VTO application, assuming the process was understandable. As a 

result, consumers encountered technical failure, leading to frustration, negative emotions, and 

consumer dissatisfaction with the experience (Järvi et al., 2018). 

Consumers with high technological self-efficacy often set high expectations for interactions with 

the technology. However, these expectations create a gap between perception and reality. Consumers 

believe that technology-related problems could be easily solved, but in reality, problems continued to 

occur, resulting in dissatisfaction and disappointment, which ultimately leads to value co-destruction 

(Prior & Marcos-Cuevas, 2016). 
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The study analysis signified that value co-destruction did not affect WOM. These results 

contradicted a study by Arıca et al. (2022), who stated that value co-destruction affected WOM. A 

possible explanation for this discrepancy was the variation in individual behavior concerning sharing 

negative experiences. Not all consumers decided to share negative experiences with the public. 

Several factors influenced this decision, including social norms, peer influence, and individual 

motivation (Ogunbodede et al., 2021). Relating to this discussion, some consumers preferred resolving 

issues privately rather than broadcasting grievances on social media or review platforms. 

Emotional and cognitive responses to value co-destruction played a crucial role in determining how 

consumers engaged in WOM communication. Minor complaints or slight disappointments were less 

expected to provoke strong emotional reactions, reducing the chances of consumers sharing 

experiences (Cheung & Lee, 2012). Although some consumers felt the need to express dissatisfaction 

publicly, others decided to internalize the disappointment by discussing it. Many preferred to directly 

contact authorized staff to make complaints or grievances rather than conduct WOM. In this case, the 

way companies responded to complaints significantly influenced the consumer-brand relationship. 

Another reason value co-destruction did not affect WOM was that some consumers adjusted 

resources to use technology services after the initial failure with VTO (Strack & Deutsch, 2004).The 

negative response that was initially felt changed into a positive response, reducing the impact of co-

destruction on WOM. 

This study indicated that technological self-efficacy moderated the relationship between ease of use 

and value co-destruction. Specifically, self-efficacy enhanced the negative influence between ease of 

use and value co-destruction. For consumers with high technological self-efficacy, the ease of using 

VTO did not contribute to value co-destruction. Consequently, for consumers with low technological 

self-efficacy, ease of use played a critical role in preventing value co-destruction.  

Consumers with high technological self-efficacy trust their ability to navigate and use technology 

effectively. They can overcome difficulties when using VTO, regardless of whether the technology is 

easy or complex. As a result, VTO does not contribute to value co-destruction for these consumers, as 

they are confident in troubleshooting issues and adapting to the system. Consumers with low 

technological self-efficacy rely heavily on ease of use when interacting with the VTO application. 

Lacking confidence in their ability to handle new technology, these consumers tend to avoid complex 

systems quickly when encountering problems. Thus, these consumers need ease of use in technology 

to prevent value co-destruction. 

6. Conclusions 
One of the significant findings of this study was that technological self-efficacy could moderate the 

negative effect between ease of use and value co-destruction, and also contribute to value co-

destruction. The analysis signified that ease of use did not impact value co-destruction. Meanwhile, 

this study confirmed that ease of use did not influence value co-destruction; rather, it improved the 

experience for consumers, generating positive interaction between consumers and companies. As a 

result, ease of use played a significant role in value co-creation but not in value co-destruction. 

The theoretical implications of this study indicated that technological self-efficacy did not often 

have positive impact on digital marketing. Even though consumer confidence in using technology was 

generally beneficial, overconfidence led to unrealistic expectations that did not support actual 

experiences. Consumers with high technological self-efficacy felt capable of using several kinds of 

technology effortlessly. As a result, they overlooked important instructions in the application. This 

kind of behavior caused negative emotions and resulted in value co-destruction. 

The practical implication of this study signified that companies needed to develop a technology 

that would be easy for consumers to use. This process could be implemented by forming a simple 

interface design for consumers with low technological self-efficacy to understand how the technology 

worked. The main features of the application could be indicated in the form of icons and clear text to 

provide detailed information to consumers. 

The application should be equipped with a guide or tutorial explaining how to use the VTO 

application, specifically for first-time consumers. The guide can be provided as a short sample or 

video showing how to navigate and use the VTO features effectively. In this context, the application 
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could also be equipped with an option to share the results on social media or with friends to receive 

comments and feedback, improving the experiences of consumers. 

This study has several limitations that present opportunities for future research. First, the analysis 

focused solely on the VTO application as the study object. Future research could explore other self-

service technology applications. Second, the analysis primarily examined value co-destruction without 

considering co-creation. Further studies could combine value co-destruction and co-creation in the 

same model to provide more comprehensive results. 
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