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[Abstractlemployees' pro-organizational non-ethical behavior can help enterprises obtain short-term benefits, but because of its non-ethical

nature, it will eventually harm the long-term interests of the organization. At present, a lot of researches on the non-ethical behavior of pro-organization

pay attention to its mechanism and influence factors, but there are few researches on its effect. In order to fill the gap in this research, this paper, based

on the appraisal theory and cognitive dissonance theory, makes a deep research on the influence of the pro-organizational non-ethical behavior on the

individual and other entities, and finally draws a conclusion of relevance, some warnings are given to the individuals or enterprises who are carrying

out this kind of behavior, and some reference values are provided for the future research.
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Figure 1 Theoretical Model of Unethical Pro-Organizational Behaviors
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