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Introduction
In recent years, Unethical Pro-Organizational Behavior 

(UPB) has become a hot topic in academic researches [1]. 
More than 100 studies have been conducted under the 
topic of "Unethical Pro-Organizational Behavior" in the past 
decade. In particular, the article in which Umphress, et al. 
[2] originally proposed the concept of UPB has been cited 
more than 200 times, especially in the last 5 years (more than 
140 times). It can be seen that the subject of UPB continues 
to attract the research interest of scholars. However, with 
the deepening of UPB research, some problems gradually 
emerged. For example, some scholars pointed out those 
existing studies have a vague understanding of the concept 
and types of UPB [3]. According to Cheng & Lin [3], the root 
cause of the problem is that there are various motivations 
for individuals to engage in UPB: pro-organization motivation, 
pro-member motivation and self-interest motivation. On 
the basis of in-depth investigation into the role played by 
various motivations in the formation of UPB, Cheng & Lin 
[3] distinguished UPB into four types. The first type is pure 
UPB, the second type is the UPB that both pro-organization 
and pro-members, the third type is the UPB that both pro-
organization and self-interested, and the last type is the UPB 
that not only pro-organization and pro-members, but also 
self-interested.

However, considering that individuals’ motives are always 
mixed up, how can we differentiate one UPB type to another 
according to Cheng & Lin [3]? Maybe a more operable and 

scientific method for UPB classification is needed. Self-
determination theory, a macro theory of human motivation, 
proposed that individuals’ motivation and behavior should 
be distinguished according to the degree of motivation 
autonomy. As argued by Ryan & Deci [4], whether people 
engage in certain behaviors out of interest and values or 
other reasons is an important question in any culture. It is 
also an important measure to distinguish one’s own behaviors 
from others. All human conscious motivations can be divided 
according to the degree of autonomy.

Some scholars have pointed out that different individuals 
who play the same role in an organization may adopt 
completely different behaviors. Some people will actively 
try to deal with problems, while others are driven by the 
environment. In other words, people's behaviors can be 
described as "initiative" and "compulsory" [5]. What about 
UPB? According to existing studies, there are at least two types 
of factors that trigger UPB. One is the factors that promote 
individuals to actively engage in this behavior. For example, 
scholars proved that individuals with high organizational 
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benefit the organization or its members. Prior studies focused 
on the latter two boundary conditions, and argued that pro-
organization motivation or pro-member motivation must be 
included in order to define some unethical behavior as UPB 
[14]. Cheng & Lin [3] argued that pro-member motivation 
is not the "subset" of pro-organization motivation, and pro-
organization motivation is the key to UPB. It can be seen that 
there are still some disputes about the motivation of UPB, 
which is worth further discussion.

Motivation of UPB
Scholars are interested in identifying individuals' motives 

for UPB. Guided by social exchange theory and organizational 
identity theory, scholars have identified a large number 
of motivations that lead individuals to engage in UPB, such 
as: Organizational identity, organizational commitment, 
job satisfaction, human resource management practice, 
employee organizational relationship of mutual investment, 
transformational leadership, leader-member exchange, 
ethical leadership and so on [6,7,15-23]. Scholars generally 
regard UPB as a kind of positive social exchange behavior 
displayed by individuals due to excessive identification and 
gratitude to organizations, affirm its positive components, 
and study this behavior based on the hypothesis that UPB is 
actively engaged by employees.

However, as argued by Cheng & Lin [3], the current 
definition of UPB is somewhat ambiguous, and the 
motivation of UPB may be complex. More and more evidence 
indicate other UPB motivations besides autonomous 
motivation. For example, Lewi [24] argued that although 
organizational identity, transformational leadership and 
ethical leadership are all important factors that lead to UPB, 
one factor may be missed. Furthermore, the author implicitly 
divides the antecedents of UPB into two types: Internal 
organization (leader) identification and external pressure. 
Further, in their review work, Cheng & Lin [3] categorize 
the factors that trigger UPB into three types: Factors that 
arouse individuals to engage in UPB spontaneously or not; 
factors that exert external pressure and internal drive on 
individuals to engage in UPB; and the moral element of an 
individual or organization. Multiple empirical studies have 
shown that cues from organizations or leaders increase the 
likelihood of individuals engaging in UPB. For example, Tian 
& Petersons [8] found that perceived ethical pressure from 
the organization was positively correlated with UPB, while 
Lian, et al. [25] reported the relationship between leader’s 
UPB and the use of unethical sales practices by real estate 
agents. What’s more, Mesdaghinia, et al., [26] and Wang, et 
al., [27] also confirm that a leader's bottom-line mentality and 
abusive supervision forces employees to engage in unethical 
behaviors that benefit the leader or the organization. Thus, 
not all UPB are motivated by the "good intentions" of 
individuals. On the contrary, UPB may also be a response 
to pressure exerted by important or powerful people in the 
workplace (such as leaders or colleagues). The ethical climate 
of the organization, the behavior and thinking mode of the 
leader all constitute the pressure forces individuals to engage 
in UPB. Although existing theories and empirical evidence 
have suggested the existence of different UPB motivations, 

identity and emotional commitment will actively benefit 
their organizations by all means [6,7]. The other is factors 
that exert certain pressures on the individual. For example, 
studies proved that ethical pressure, performance pressure 
and other factors from organizations or leaders force 
individuals to engage in UPB in order to get rewards or avoid 
punishment [8,9]. The UPB in the two cases is induced by 
different antecedents and mechanisms, and may produce 
different results.

Therefore, on the basis of self-determination theory, this 
paper proposes that UPB should be divided into initiative UPB 
(IUPB) and compulsory UPB (CUPB) according to the degree 
of motivation autonomy. IUPB is the UPB that individuals 
actively and voluntarily engage in, and individuals identify 
with the value and significance of the behavior. CUPB is the 
UPB that individuals have to engage in under some pressure, 
and individuals do not agree with the value and significance 
of such behavior.

Goals of the study
The goal of this paper is to move beyond assumptions 

about UPB and to facilitate future research into this important 
behavior. It is not only conducive to the development of a 
broader and more comprehensive UPB theory [10], which 
establishes an order for different types of UPB, but also helpful 
to develop more accurate UPB measurement tools, facilitate 
the empirical test of UPB. This study is also a respond to the 
call of deepening understandings of UPB motivation and type 
[3].

The Concept and Motivation of UPB

The concept of UPB
What is UPB? UPB is defined as “actions that are intended 

to promote the effective functioning of the organization or 
its members (e.g., leaders) and violate core societal values, 
mores, laws, or standards of proper conduct” [2,11], such 
as exaggerate the truth about one’s company’s products 
or services to customers to benefit one’s company. It has 
both pro-organization and unethical features [12]. It is an 
intentional behavior decided by the individual, which is neither 
required by the leader nor specified in the job description. 
In other words, UPB is an extra-role behavior. There are 
three boundary conditions for a behavior to be defined as 
UPB. First, UPB is the behavior that individuals engage in 
intentionally. Before engaging in UPB, individuals should first 
have the behavioral motivation to maintain or realize the 
interests of the organization, and be able to realize that their 
behaviors deviate from morality [13]. Unethical behavior 
caused by unconscious negligence should not be called UPB. 
Second, pro-organization motivation is a necessary condition 
to constitute UPB. As long as the motivation of an unethical 
behavior contains pro-organization motivation (no matter 
whether the motivation of an unethical behavior contains 
other motives, such as pro-member motivation and egoistic 
motivation), it can be regarded as UPB. Third, we should 
call a behavior UPB based on its motivation rather than its 
outcome. Even if UPB ultimately brings adverse results to 
the organization, it is a UPB as long as its initial purpose is to 
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scholars when discussing how external motivation affects 
internal motivation. It was first explicitly proposed by Deci 
and Ryan [37]. According to SDT, people engage in motivated 
behaviors due to either autonomous or controlled motives. 
Autonomous motives refer to motives that are intrinsically 
interesting or important to one’s goals and values. It ranges 
from pure enjoyment of the activity (intrinsic motivation) 
and sense of self (integrated regulation) to identifying the 
instrumental value of the activity (identified regulation). In 
contrast, controlled motivation is an individual's tendency to 
engage in certain activities due to some pressure. This pressure 
may come from external sources, such as the promise of 
rewards and the threat of punishment (external motivation). 
It can also come from inside, such as when an individual 
engages in certain behaviors to avoid shame and maintain self-
esteem (internal regulation). Under autonomous motivation, 
individuals engage in self-determined behavior while under 
controlled motivation, individuals engage in controlled 
behavior. It's important to point out that, autonomous and 
controlled motivation are independent of each other and are 
not opposite ends of a single continuum [38].

Based on social identity theory and social exchange 
theory, researchers found that some factors such as 
organizational identification, organizational commitment 
and job satisfaction can trigger one’s sense of membership in 
their own organizations, and promote individuals to embed 
and support their own organizations [39]. With the strength 
of this perception, employees will internalize the success 
or failure of the organization as personal success or failure, 
and act in ways that are expected and beneficial to the 
organization, such as increasing loyalty, increasing extra-role 
behavior or job performance, and reducing the intention to 
leave [40,41]. They may even put the interests of the group 
above the interests of others, and regard UPB as a dutiful act 
serving the organization [42]. When employees have formed 
a positive social exchange relationship with the organization, 
they may regard UPB as a way to protect the organization. 
Therefore, they take the initiative to lie to customers or 
clients, fail to refund to customers or clients, and sell unsafe 
products in return for positive social exchange relationship 
with the organization. In this situation, individuals engage in 
UPB out of their recognition of its value and this type of UPB is 
determined by autonomous motivation. We name it Initiative 
Unethical Pro-organizational Behavior (IUPB).

In addition, stressors of the environment and the 
perception of pressure also exert external pressure on 
individual to engage in UPB. For example, employees may 
engage in UPB to please their leaders, avoid being ostracized, 
and reduce psychological insecurity [9,43-48]. They may also 
engage in UPB for good performance appraisal, pay raises, 
bonuses and promotions [8]. In this case, individuals who 
does UPB is not out of their identification of the value and 
importance of the behavior, but avoiding certain negative 
results. Individuals have the external regulation and 
introjected regulation of UPB, namely controlled motivation, 
and thus engage in UPB determined by controlled motivation. 
We name it Compulsory Unethical Pro-organizational 
Behavior (CUPB).

no study has systematically organized and classified these 
motivations, which leads to some confusion and ambiguity 
in the understanding and application of UPB types. This may 
deviate from the original definition of UPB by Umphress, 
et al., [2,11]. Guo, et al. [28], for example, in their studies 
reconceptualized UPB as behaviors subject to interpersonal 
constraints or out of organizational identification for the 
effective functioning of the organization and its members, 
but violating social core values, legal and moral standard. In 
this definition, two elements, active and passive, have been 
clearly included.

The Necessity and Theoretical Basis of Classi-
fying the Types of UPB from the Perspective 
of Motivation

Necessity
Since the concept of UPB originated from one’s motivation 

of engaging in unethical behavior, "motivation" has always 
been the core of UPB. However, the existing research did 
not pay enough attention to distinguish the motivation 
of individuals who engaging in UPB, but directly adopted 
Umphress's definition. The confused use of the UPB concept 
has gradually led to some deep-seated problems, mainly 
reflected in the emergence of some inconsistent conclusions 
under this issue.

First, some inconsistent relationships have been found 
between certain antecedents and UPB. For example, the 
relationship between organizational identity and UPB has 
been proved to be positively correlated [6,29], negatively 
correlated [30] or not correlated [2,31]. Researchers also 
found positive [18,32]or non-significant [33] relationships 
between transformational leadership and UPB.

Second, although most studies have overwhelmingly 
believed that UPB is a harmful behavior [11,34], such as 
leading to guilt, work-family conflict and increased turnover 
intention [26,35]. Some empirical studies recently suggested 
that UPB may produce positive results. For example, it can 
increase team performance, organizational citizenship 
behavior, customer service behavior, service-oriented helping 
behavior and voice behavior, reduce deviant behavior and 
counterproductive work behavior, and be conducive to career 
development [36]. Although there are many inconsistencies, 
the existing researches still mainly focus on the antecedents 
of UPB, without paying attention to the causes of these 
inconsistencies. This paper argues that distinguishing UPB 
types from the perspective of motivation can help solve 
these inconsistencies. This is because according to existing 
studies, individuals may engage in UPB for a variety of 
motives, including pro-organizational motivation, pro-social 
motivation, self-interested motivation and a mixture of 
various motivations. Different motivations reflect different 
psychological states [3], which may determine different types 
of UPB respectively.

UPB motivations under self-determination 
theory

Self-determination theory (SDT) was established by 
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do so. He/she does not recognize the value and importance 
of the behavior, nor does he apply the value system guiding 
the behavior to other areas of life, which conforms to 
SDT's definition of controlled motivation. Variables such as 
high-performance expectation [51], ethical pressure [8], 
authoritarian leadership [52,53] can induce individuals to 
generate the controlled motivation to engage in UPB, which 
can easily trigger compulsory UPB. At this time, the controlled 
motivation is in the external motivation position of the self-
determined continuum. Variables such as high-performance 
expectation [51], ethical pressure [8], authoritarian leadership 
[52,53] can induce controlled motivation to engage in UPB, 
which can easily trigger compulsory UPB. At this time, the 
controlled motivation is in the external motivation position of 
the self-determined continuum.

Differentiating Initiative and Compulsory 
UPB from Similar Concepts

Traditional UPB
It should be pointed out that although UPB is redefined 

in this paper and presents different characteristics from 
traditional UPB, they are identical in essence, that is, both 
are unethical behaviors that contribute to organizational 
interests. The reason for the redefinition is that this paper 
believes that the traditional definition of UPB is ambiguous 
[3], and the definition of behavior boundary is not clear 
enough. We argue that UPB should be classified according to 
SDT.

First of all, the UPB in this paper and the traditional 
UPB are both intentional behaviors. The intention of an 
action is the premise for it to be defined as UPB. Under the 
framework of SDT, individuals may engage in both intentional 
and unintentional behavior. When an unintentional 
behavior occurs, an individual lacks the will or motivation 
for the behavior, pays little attention to the results of the 
behavior, and does not believe that a specific behavior can 
produce valuable results. Therefore, the unethical behavior 
beneficial to the organization that an individual engages in 
due to unconscious negligence does not belong to the UPB 
category. Self-determination theory also points out that the 
individual intentional behavior should include active behavior 
and passive behavior. Prior UPB studies apparently did not 
distinguish the two. Based on SDT and UPB studies, we divide 
UPB into initiative and compulsory UPB in order to solve the 
problem of its conceptual ambiguity.

Secondly, under the definition of Umphress and his 
colleagues [2,11], all the unethical behaviors aimed at 
promoting the effective operation of the organization and its 
members are UPB, but the definition does not specify the field 
in which the behaviors occur. Organizational effectiveness 
should consist of actions that promote the completion of 
tasks and actions that promote the realization of relationships 
[54]. Although these two aspects are reflected in the UPB 
measurement items, they are not clearly defined in the 
traditional UPB definition. In order to solve this problem, the 
definition of UPB in this paper clearly points out that UPB are 
not only carried out in the process of completing work tasks, 

Types of UPB: IUPB and CUPB
According to the definition of Umphress and his colleagues 

[2,11], UPB is an individual's intentional behavior, but 
Umphress, et al. failed to distinguish different types of such 
behavior. However, according to self-determination theory, 
individual's intentional behavior should be divided into the 
behavior under autonomous motivation and controlled 
motivation. The two behaviors are independent of each 
other and can bring different impacts. Therefore, this paper 
will redefine UPB under the guidance of self-determination 
theory, with special emphasis on the difference between 
initiative and compulsory UPB types.

In this paper, UPB is defined as the behavior intentionally 
(initiatively or compulsorily) implemented by members of 
an organization in the process of completing work tasks and 
interacting with stakeholders, which is aimed at promoting the 
effective operation of the organization and its members but 
violates legal, ethical or appropriate standards of behavior. 
This new definition integrates and develops the previous 
definition of UPB by scholars. As same as the definition 
of Umphress and his colleagues, UPB is still an intentional 
behavior. But two changes have taken place in this new 
definition. First, it makes clear the area in which behavior 
occurs-in the course of completing tasks or interacting with 
stakeholders. Second, according to this definition, we should 
distinguish UPB according to different types of motivation.

On the basis of the definition of UPB, we define initiative 
and compulsory UPB respectively. Initiative UPB is the behavior 
that members of the organization carry out autonomously 
and voluntarily in the process of completing work tasks 
and interacting with stakeholders, aiming at promoting the 
effective operation of the organization and its members but in 
violation of laws, ethics or appropriate standards of behavior. 
The individual voluntarily and freely decides to engage in the 
behavior or not, recognizes its value and importance, and 
voluntarily invests time and energy into it, which meets SDT's 
definition of autonomous motivation and self-determined 
behavior. Variables such as organizational identity [6], leader-
member exchange [20], organizational commitment [7], and 
positive employee-organization relationship [49], which can 
stimulate individuals' organization identity and positive social 
exchange relationship, promote individuals' autonomous 
motivation to engage in UPB, and easily lead to initiative UPB. 
At this moment, the individual's autonomous motivation is in 
the position of identity regulation on the self-determination 
continuum. Machiavellians who are keen on engaging in 
unethical behaviors [50] may also generate autonomous 
motivation to engage in UPB. At this time, the autonomous 
motivation is in the position of internal motivation in the 
continuum of self-determination.

Compulsory UPB is the behavior that members of the 
organization have to carry out under some external pressure 
in the process of completing work tasks and interacting with 
stakeholders. It aims to promote the effective operation of the 
organization and its members but violates the legal, ethical or 
appropriate standards of behavior. The individual does not 
actively or voluntarily engage in the behavior but is forced to 
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environment, organization, leaders or actor himself, while 
the pressure of CCB is usually organization or leaders. The 
comparison of the two is shown in Table 3.

Propositions
Based on the rational developed thus far, we decided 

to formulate several propositions about IUPB and CUPB. 
The first proposition suggests that, there are employees 
in the workplaces who internalize the success or failure 
of the organization into their own success or failure, see 
themselves as part of the organization and are willing to do 
anything for the good of the organization. Engaging in UPB is 
seen as a way to repay the organization. They engage in this 
activity voluntarily, believing it to be of personal importance 
and feeling no external force. Therefore, at this time, 
employees are engaged in initiative UPB. In addition, because 
organizations and their members are under great pressure to 
provide better and more efficient services to customers and 
clients, they are often more inclined to engage in compulsory 
UPB. Employees in the workplace face multiple pressures 
from inside and outside the organization, such as high-
performance expectations, psychological insecurity, fear of 
being ostracized by the colleagues, ethical climate, external 
competition, etc. In order to survive in the organization, 
they usually choose to succumb to these pressures, and may 
even use unethical means. Thus, the word “voluntary” is not 
applicable here and the term “CUPB” is a better description of 
such activities. My first proposition will thus be:

P1: Both IUPB and CUPB are prevalent phenomenon 
in organizations. A significant number of employees have 
experienced these behaviors in the workplace.

but also in the process of interacting with stakeholders, so as 
to clarify the area where UPB occurs. The comparison of the 
two is shown in Table 1.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)
IUPB has many similarities with OCB. First of all, both 

of them are extra-role behaviors aimed at promoting the 
interests of the organization. Secondly, all actors have 
autonomous motivation to engage in UPB. Third, both of them 
are consist of task dimension and interpersonal dimension. 
However, IUPB is significantly different from OCB. First of 
all, IUPB is a behavior that adopts unethical means to realize 
organizational goals, while OCB is usually considered to be a 
"good citizen" behavior conforming to ethical norms. Second, 
IUPB mainly deals the relationship with external stakeholders 
of the organization, while OCB deals the relationship with 
internal members of the organization. The comparison of the 
two is shown in Table 2.

Compulsory Citizenship Behavior (CCB)
There are many similarities between CUPB and CCB. First 

of all, both of them are extra-role behaviors forced by external 
forces, and individuals have the controlled motivation to 
engage in these behaviors. Second, the outcome of the 
behavior may be "good" for the organization. In particular, 
since UPB is an unethical behavior, such organizational 
benefits can only be short-term [1]. In the long run, both IUPB 
and CUPB are harmful to organizations. Thirdly, both of them 
are unethical to some extent. The differences are as follows: 
First, CUPB violates the interests of external stakeholders, 
while CCB violates the interests of employees. Second, they 
have different stressors. The pressure of CUPB includes 

Table 1: Comparison of our UPB with traditional UPB.

The similarities The differences

Nature Motivation Occurrence of areas

UPB in this paper Unethical behaviors that 
contribute to the interests of 
the organization.

Differentiating UPB motivations into 
autonomous and controlled ones according 
to their degree of autonomy.

In the process of completing 
work tasks and interacting with 
stakeholders.

Traditional UPB Failing to clarify. Failing to clarify.

Table 2: Comparison of IUPB with OCB.

The similarities The differences

Nature Motivation Structure Ethicality Stakeholders

IUPB Extra-role behavior 
aimed at promoting 
organizational 
interests.

Behavior determined by 
autonomous motivation.

Consist of task 
dimension and 
interpersonal 
dimension.

Unethical behavior; External stakeholders

OCB Ethical behavior Internal stakeholders

Table 3: Comparison of CUPB with CCB.

The similarities The differences

Nature Motivation Result Victim Stressors

CUPB Extra-role behaviors;

unethical to some extent.

Controlled 
motivation

Beneficial to the 
organization.

External stakeholders. Environment, organization, 
leaders or actor himself.

CCB Employees. Organization or leaders.
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Discussion
Can we put all UPBs in one basket of voluntary behavior, 

elsewhere defined as the “blind loyalty” [36]? What happens 
when one’s good will is forced by organizations or leaders? 
This paper raises some concerns about such practices and 
suggests that sometimes one’s UPB is involuntary. We 
propose the concept of “Initiative UPB” and “Voluntary 
UPB” to describe all types of UPB in work field. We further 
distinguish among IUPB, CUPB, traditional UPB, OCB and CCB 
and suggest that IUPB and CUPB illustrate different aspect of 
UPB.

Theoretical Implications
First, the classification of UPB types strongly challenges a 

common assumption in the research field of UPB, that is, UPB 
is an individual's active and voluntary behavior. In daily work 
situations, individuals do not always actively and voluntarily 
engage in UPB, and there is also a passive UPB that is forced 
to engage in under pressure. This provides a more subtle 
and detailed perspective for the subsequent UPB research, 
which better responds to the call of scholars for detailed UPB 
research [3]. Although previous studies have suggested the 
existence of UPB types, this is the first time that the division 
between initiative and compulsory UPB is explicitly proposed.

Second, the classification of UPB types is conducive to a 
deeper understanding of the motivation behind employees' 
UPB behaviors, as well as a better distinction of the formation 
mechanism, action mechanism and results of UPB. Although 
the UPB theoretical model of Umphress & Bingham [11] 
elaborated the anamorphic causes, occurrence process, 
consequences and boundary conditions of UPB in detail, 
different types of UPB were not included. According to SDT, 
the formation of initiative and compulsory UPB should have 
different psychological mechanisms, which provides a more 
systematic and clear direction for future research. For example, 
future research can explore different environmental factors 
that trigger IUPB and CUPB based on the "environment-basic 
psychological needs-work motivation-outcome" theoretical 
model of SDT [61], and further reveal the mediating role of 
basic psychological needs and work motivation.

Third, the classification of UPB types solves the problem 
of fuzzy understanding and application of UPB concept in 
existing studies to a certain extent. The fundamental reason 
for the fuzzy understanding and application of UPB in previous 
studies is the lack of rules and order in the research field. To 
some extent, scholars regard UPB as an "umbrella construct" 
without paying attention to sorting out the internal logic. The 
concept of initiative and compulsory UPB constructs a kind of 
order for the subsequent UPB research, which can be carried 
out along at least two main lines, one is "antecedents-IUPB- 
outcomes", the other is "antecedents-CUPB- outcomes".

Fourth, the division of UPB types is an extension and 
deepening of existing research on UPB, because it emphasizes 
that individuals have different motives to engage in UPB: One 
is to maintain a positive relationship with the organization, 
and the other is to be forced to respond to the pressure of 
the organization and the leadership. This has important 

Based on the first proposition, my second proposition 
suggests that IUPB can be clearly distinguished from CUPB 
and both IUPB and CUPB can be clearly distinguished from 
traditional UPB. Self-determination theory argued that 
the behavior determined by autonomous and controlled 
motivations are different from each other. Amabile, Hill, 
Hennessey, & Tighe [55] found that there was a negative 
correlation between autonomous motivation and controlled 
motivation in both student samples and adult samples 
(student sample: r = -0.21, adult sample: R = -0.08). It shows 
that autonomous motivation and controlled motivation are 
independent concepts. Besides, other scholars also support 
the idea that autonomous and controlled motivations 
are independent of each other, and found that they had 
very different effects on individuals [56-58]. In general, 
autonomous motivation can lead to a higher level of 
happiness and performance than controlled motivation [59]. 
Therefore, IUPB should be negatively correlated with CUPB. 
At the same time, since the concept of traditional UPB base 
on the assumption that individuals voluntarily engage in this 
behavior, traditional UPB should be positively correlated with 
IUPB and negatively correlated with CUPB. Hence, I suggest 
the second proposition:

P2: IUPB is negatively correlated with CUPB and positively 
correlated with traditional UPB, while CUPB is negatively 
correlated with traditional UPB.

The third and fourth hypotheses propose a linkage 
between both types of UPB with various workplace variables. 
These hypotheses suggest that both types of UPB are related 
to a series of work outcomes such as those tested in previous 
researches in relation to traditional UPB. If traditional UPB is 
positively related to OCB and guilt [2,27], I suggest that IUPB 
will have the same effect. That is, we expect that IUPB will 
be positively related to OCB and guilt. But the effect of CUPB 
on these variables may be opposite. That is, we expect that 
CUPB will be negatively related to OCB. However, as scholars 
argued that, when an individual expects to cause a negative 
event, or has actually caused a negative event, or an individual 
perceiving himself or herself to be associated with a negative 
event, guilt will occur [60]. We expect that CUPB will be 
positively related to guilt. In addition, Umphress & Bingham 
[11] pointed out that after independently choosing to engage 
in UPB, individuals will try to find a reasonable explanation 
for their own behaviors. They may think that they engage 
in unethical behaviors because they have a strong sense of 
identity with the organization and have established a positive 
social exchange relationship with the organization. Therefore, 
initiative UPB actors have low intention to leave. But if 
individuals are forced to engage in UPB, they will experience 
increased level of intentions to leave the organization [26]. 
Hence, the final proposition suggests that:

P3: IUPB is positively related to OCB and guilt, while 
CUPB will be negatively related to OCB and positively related 
to guilt.

P4: IUPB is negatively related to turnover intention while 
CUPB is positively related to turnover intention.
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lead to psychological discomfort. In order to reduce this 
discomfort, individuals will adopt a variety of strategies, 
including changing attitudes or behaviors. Which strategy to 
adopt depends on the difficulty of cognitive change [65,66]. 
Initiative UPB is the behavior that the actor actively and 
voluntarily engages in, and the individual agrees with the 
behavior or considers the behavior to be of great significance 
to a certain extent. After the occurrence of cognitive 
dissonance, it is relatively difficult for such actor to change 
his behavior, but it is relatively easy to stick to the original 
view and continue to agree with this behavior. As a result, 
the actor's attitude shifts in a more supportive direction. On 
the contrary, compulsory UPB is the behavior that the actor is 
forced to engage in, and the actor lacks identification with the 
behavior. After the occurrence of cognitive dissonance, it is 
relatively difficult for the actor to change his attitude towards 
the behavior to accept the behavior, while it is relatively easy 
for the actor to give up the behavior. That is to say, initiative 
and compulsory UPB may bring different effects to the actor. 
Future research can combine cognitive dissonance theory 
and UPB theoretical model to examine the different effects 
of IUPB and CUPB on actors and examine the mechanism of 
such effects.
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