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Deviating from Norms to Create Extraordinary Change:
Introducing the Concept of Transcendent Deviance

Abstract
This paper develops the concept transcendent deviance, defined as “intentional
behavior that departs radically from the norms of the individual’s referent groups,
overcoming personal or environmental constraints to create extraordinary change,” and
situates the concept within positive organizational scholarship (POS), particularly the
literature on positive deviance. I clarify key POS concepts of excellence and the
extraordinary, examine sociological literature on deviance and social psychology literature on
non-conformity to shed light on possible enablers and drivers of transcendent deviance, and
introduce an organizing framework which integrates and helps clarify the difference between
excellence, positive deviance, innovation, transcendent deviance and the extraordinary
through a positive reframing of Merton’s typology of deviance (1938). In conclusion, I
explore ways to expand the study of outliers and the extraordinary within the behavioral
sciences.

Key words: transcendent deviance, positive deviance, extraordinary, excellence, deviance,
conformity, non-conformity, outliers
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Deviating from Norms to Create Extraordinary Change:
Introducing the Concept of Transcendent Deviance

“Why, sometimes I’ve believed as many as six impossible things before breakfast.”
The White Queen, Lewis Carroll

“One of the extraordinary things about human events is that the unthinkable becomes thinkable.”
Salman Rushdie

Why was Sonia Sotomayor able to transcend her impoverished background to become a
Supreme Court Justice, while her cousin, considered the brighter of the two, died a heroin
addict from AIDS (Sotomayor, 2013)? What enabled Nelson Mandela to emerge from years
of imprisonment to advocate compassion to transform his people’s approach to freedom
(Nelson Mandela, 2013)? Transcendent deviance unites these outlying behaviors under one
definition: “intentional behavior that departs radically from the norms of the individual’s
referent groups, overcoming personal or environmental constraints to create extraordinary
change.”
I first introduce and situate the concept of transcendent deviance within its theoretical
home in positive organizational scholarship, particularly the literature on positive deviance.
Secondly, I clarify how the paths to create excellent versus extraordinary outcomes are
different. I review how these words are used in management literatures, as well as show how
sociological perspectives on deviance illuminate the difference between excellence and the
extraordinary. Thirdly, I examine what the literature on non-conformity tells us about why
some people are able to transcend norms and other social pressures, and what the
implications are for enablers and drivers of transcendent deviance. Finally, I create an
organizing framework which integrates and helps clarify the difference between excellence,
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positive deviance, innovation, transcendent deviance and the extraordinary through a positive
reframing of Merton’s typology of deviance (1938). In doing so, I unite literature in positive
organizational scholarship, deviance and non-conformity. The latter two literatures treat
issues of norms, and the motivations and processes by which human beings deviate or
conform to them, but are separated by the two disciplines of sociology and social psychology
and rarely looked at together 1. In my discussion, I recommend future areas of inquiry, and
advocate the expansion of the study of outliers and the extraordinary within the behavioral
sciences.

Theoretical Roots of Transcendent Deviance
Transcendent deviance as a philosophical concept belongs to positive psychology and
positive organizational scholarship traditions that study with scientific rigor the positive and
the extraordinary in human experience (Donaldson & Ko, 2010; Peterson & Seligman, 2003;
Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2003). Positive organizational scholarship has been explained as the
investigation of “extraordinary outcomes and the processes that produce them.” (Cameron
and Caza, 2004: 732), and the “cultivation of extraordinary states in the individual, group and
organization,” (Dutton, Glynn and Spreitzer, 2006: 1). Cameron (2007: 8) indicated a
consensus forming around the meaning of the word “positive” which includes “extraordinary
positive outcomes” and “positively deviant performance.”
Positive deviance itself originates from the larger sociological concept of deviance,
considered to have originated with Emile Durkheim with the 1895 publication of The Rules of
Sociological Method (Miller et al., 2001). The term deviance has usually been used to

1

Reviewing 32 articles on non-conformity, over 70 on conformity, and over 40 articles on deviance/positive
deviance, only a handful referenced both the non-conformity/conformity literature and deviance literature.
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describe negative deviance from societal norms or behaviors that are socially evaluated as
being negative or objectionable (Heckert & Heckert, 2004: 76). Gross (1977a) seems to have
first used the terms “positive and negative deviance,” and “virtuous deviance,” although
most reviews of positive deviance credit Dodge (1985) as the father of the concept of positive
deviance (Kooistra & Harrison, 2007:2). Dodge (1985) noted that the idea of a beneficial or
approbatory kind of deviance was not unheard of, but had not been systematically recognized
or explored in sociology, nor given the specific name “positive deviance.” Sorokin (1950),
Lemert (1951), and Clinard (1974) referred to the possibility of desirable or approved
deviations from norms, or “virtuous deviance” as Pepinsky (1960) called it. Although not
mentioned by Dodge, Wilkins (1964) drew a bell-curve identifying normal acts in the middle,
crimes or sins on the left outlying tail, and saintly acts on the right outlying tail, although he
also did not label the latter positive deviance.
Outside sociology in a parallel development within nutrition research, Zeitlin et al.
(1990) introduced the words “positive deviance,” referring to the phenomenon of a handful of
women who managed to maintain good nutrition for their children with the same access to
resources in the same context and community where malnutrition was the norm. They noted
that this phenomenon had been remarked on previously in the work of Hegsted (1967), Wray
(1972) and Greaves (1979), although without the use of the words positive deviance. Dodge’s
1985 article was not cited, so it seems to have been a parallel or semi-synchronistic
development. Zeitlin’s conception of positive deviance was further operationalized with great
success by Sternin, Sternin and Marsh (1998) in rural health settings in Vietnam and
elsewhere. Their approach has since been applied widely within health sectors, education,
and to the private business sector (Pascale & Sternin, 2005; Pascale, Sternin and Sternin,
2010).
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Transcendent deviance builds in particular upon Spreitzer & Sonenshein’s concept of
positive deviance (2003, 2004), which is based on the sociological roots of deviance, and
Bateman and Porath’s concept of transcendental behavior (2003). In Cameron, Dutton &
Quinn’s seminal book, Positive Organizational Scholarship: Foundations of a New
Discipline (2003), Spreitzer & Sonenshein (2003: 209) define positive deviance as
“intentional behaviors that depart from the norms of a referent group in honorable ways.” In
the same book, Bateman & Porath (2003: loc. 1529) define transcendental behavior as “selfdetermined behavior that overrides constraining personal or environmental factors and effects
extraordinary (positive) change.” I have built on Spreitzer and Sonenshein’s definition of
positive deviance, and Bateman and Porath’s definition of transcendental behavior to create a
composite definition of transcendent deviance: “intentional behavior that departs radically
from the norms of the individual’s referent groups, overcoming personal or environmental
constraints to create extraordinary change.”
When the individuals “depart radically from the norms of their referent groups,” they
show a qualitatively distinct departure in objectives and behaviors from the norms of their
particular personal and social context. Examples include first-generation college students at
tradition-bound Ivy League colleges, disabled individuals who aspire to be world-class
athletes as paralympians, organizational innovators such as Ricardo Semler, who turn
management hierarchies upside down (Semler, 1993), or industry innovators such as Elon
Musk (Elon Musk, 2013). The fact that they “overcome personal or environmental
constraints” indicates the difficulty of the challenge and extent of change necessary to
achieve their aspirations, as well as the courage needed to face risks and obstacles in pursuit
of their goals. These constraints may include a coercive government, such as those faced by
Mandela or French resistance fighters in World War II, the risk of challenging the status quo
faced by Semler and Musk, or the lack of resources, encouragement, opportunities or
6

expectations encountered by Sotomayor and other first-generation students. Finally, by
“creating extraordinary change,” they imagine a way the world could work distinct from the
norms around them, and act to make it happen. Their extraordinary success redefines the
boundaries of human achievement, or rewrites the rules and creates a new, revolutionary way
of doing things. The paradigm-breaking nature of the achievement may be felt particular to
their context, as in the case of Sotomayor and Semler, or may be considered truly historic
across all social and cultural contexts, as is certainly the case of Mandela, and potentially, of
Musk.
These examples of transcendent deviance and the extraordinary inspire us to redefine
what is possible, and potentially change the way we view the world. Sotomayor transcended
her circumstances, and redefined what was possible for Latin-American men and women of
all socio-economic backgrounds in the United States (Sotomayor, 2013). Semler redefined
the way an organization could work and flourish (Semler, 1993). Musk is redefining
possibilities in the energy, automotive and aerospace industries, and potentially our approach
to life on earth and in space (Elon Musk, 2013). Mandela was extraordinary in the way he
endured his captivity with dignity, and used it to forge relationships with Afrikaner guards
and white political leaders. Understanding that fear rather than hate was the greatest barrier to
overcome amongst the whites, through his compassion and emphasis on reconciliation he
transcended boundaries to negotiate a peaceful transition to universal suffrage and embrace
being a leader for all South Africans, black, coloured, and white (Fletcher, 2013).
Kuhn (1962) coined the term paradigm shift to describe a shift in perception within
the natural sciences of how the world works that requires re-evaluation of what has gone
before, and introduces new theories, rules and applications which show more promise for
future research than previous paradigms. Once a paradigm shifts, the old one withers away.
The shift in perception unleashes new possibility and allows a proliferation of similar events
7

to occur. This is often the case with disruptive innovation: if it doesn’t destroy the old market,
at the very least it creates a new parallel market with its own rules, business models and
growth dynamics (Christensen, 1997). In the realm of individual human behaviour, however,
examples of transcendent deviance often remain outliers, rather than gradually becoming the
norm. I argue that we need to understand the mechanisms of transcendent deviance, so that,
in a positive upward spiral (Frederickson, 2003), current positive outliers can proliferate until
they too can no longer be considered outliers, allowing newer examples of the extraordinary
to redefine the height and breadth of human achievement and aspiration.

Excellence versus the Extraordinary in Management Literature
The investigation and cultivation of extraordinary outcomes and states is considered
key to positive organizational scholarship (Cameron and Caza, 2004; Dutton, Glynn and
Spreitzer, 2006). In this field, however, all is not extraordinary; sometimes it is excellent.
Positive organizational scholarship has also been explained as, “the development of
individual, group and collective strengths that represent forms of individual and collective
excellence” (Dutton & Sonenshein, 2007), and “theories of excellence, transcendence,
positive deviance, extraordinary performance, and positive spirals of flourishing,” (Cameron,
Dutton & Quinn, 2003: loc 42). Further, even with positive deviance, excellence and
extraordinary seem to be used interchangeably, as quasi-superlative descriptors. Spreitzer and
Sonnenshein (2003) describe positive deviance as “the positive cousin of ‘deviance’ – the
virtuous or excellent” (loc 2499), and “excellent behavior in organizations” (loc 2504). But
they also say, “positive deviance behaviors are truly extraordinary” (loc 2654), and “in order
to be extraordinary (positive deviants) had to take significant risks and step outside of welldefined boundaries. They had to have the courage to continually create new possibilities for
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behavior that fell outside of current norms of appropriate behavior.” (loc 2668). It is this last
characterization of the extraordinary that has helped me build my own definition of
transcendent deviance.
Clarifying the difference between excellence and extraordinary not only serves to
delineate boundary conditions for transcendent deviance. It may also help shape future
precision in the use of these terms in the field of positive organizational scholarship and
positive deviance, and encourage thinking on how we in the behavioral sciences can embrace
rather than avoid the study of outliers and seek to understand the extraordinary in human
behaviour with rigor.
I began my search with the hypothesis that the extraordinary results from departing
from norms, whereas excellence is doing what everyone else does, often against an agreed
standard, but doing it better. Olympic athletes strives for excellence and high performance to be Citius, Altius, Fortius 2 – “faster, higher, stronger.” In doing so, they do not depart
substantively from the norms of their referent group, only in terms of magnitude. Examining
dictionary definitions support this view of excellence. Merriam-Webster defines excellence
as “very good, extremely good, superior, very good of its kind, eminently good, first-class.
The Oxford Dictionary defines excellence as “extremely good; outstanding.” The MerriamWebster dictionary definition is mixed. It defines extraordinary as “very unusual, very
different from what is normal or ordinary,” but it also defines it as “extremely good or
impressive; going beyond what is usual, regular, or customary; exceptional to a very marked
extent.” However, the Oxford Dictionary defines extraordinary as “very unusual or
remarkable,” and, further, shows how the etymologies, both from Latin, underline the
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The Olympic motto (http://registration.olympic.org/en/faq/detail/id/29).
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difference. The etymology for excellence is “excellere: to excel,” whereas the etymology for
extraordinary is “extra ordinem: out of the normal course of events.”
I then tested this hypothesis by surveying academic, peer-reviewed journals in
Business Source Complete and in the Academy of Management (AoM) database to
understand how these terms were defined and the context of their use. The Business Source
Complete search had no time restrictions except for the end search date of 15 February, 2015.
Therefore, this should be a complete search as far back as Business Source Complete allows
for each of the journals. The AoM time frame was as long as the search allowed: from August
1954 till the date of search, 15 February, 2015. Table One shows how many articles were
found using key words excellence or extraordinary, either on their own as in the first row, or
supplemented by additional key words, organization, leadership, or business, as shown in the
second, third and fourth rows. The search shows a far higher use of the word excellence to the
word extraordinary: 9764 to 2205 in Business Search Complete, and 889 to 407 in the AoM
Table One – Frequency and Use of Excellence and Extraordinary
Database

Additional Key Words

Excellence
Extraordinary
9764
2205
Business Source Organization, Leadership
256 (160)
28 (3)
Complete
Business
4917 (160)
98 (6)
AoM
Leadership
889 (240)
407 (39)
Business Source Complete non-time-bound till 15 Feb 2015; AoM journals from Aug 1954
till 15 Feb 2015.

database. In the excellence column in the rows with additional key words, figures without
parentheses show total number of articles found – 256 when organization and leadership
were added, 4917 when business was added, and 889 when leadership was added. The
figures with parentheses (160, 160, 240 respectively) show the number of articles actually
reviewed. Since the number of articles identified by the extraordinary keyword was radically
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less, I reviewed all articles: their number is shown without parentheses, while the figures with
parentheses show the number of articles which were relevant to the topic: 28 when
organization and leadership were added, of which 2 were relevant, 98 when business was
added, of which 6 were relevant, and 407 when leadership was added, of which 39 were
relevant.
The search for excellence in Business Source Complete revealed overwhelmingly a
focus on what might be called business process excellence, sometimes called operational
excellence, business excellence, quality management, total quality management (TQM),
performance excellence, or organizational excellence. In these areas, excellence is achieved
by optimizing human, physical and financial resources. (Van Marrewijk et al., 2004). The
level of analysis is at the organizational level. The focus is on standards, frameworks,
balanced scorecards, or defined processes which are supposed to improve the quality of
outputs to bring the organization to a standard of excellence, usually as defined by the
management team, but sometimes with guidelines from quality boards or regulators.
Excellence often applies both to the outputs as well as how precisely the business
processes adhere to a specified standard or way of doing things (Berry et al., 1994, Brown,
2013, Latham, 2013, Peters and Waterman, 1982). The Baldridge Performance Excellence
Framework in the US, managed by the National Institute of Standards and Technology, an
agency of the U.S. Department of Commerce, and the European Foundation for Quality
Management (EFQM), were commonly referenced in excellence articles as examples of
governmental standards which organizations can opt in to benefit from the tools and advice
offered. These frameworks enable organizations to align around tangible targets for both
process and outcome. Excellence, therefore, is all about what is definable and measurable,
whether setting standards and auditing through a Baldridge-type review, a Service Excellence
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Alignment Audit (Crotts et al., 2005), or a Leadership Excellence Index, which Gopal (2008),
advocates as a prime driver of total quality management and business excellence.
On an individual level, excellence tends to be referred to in the context of talent:
optimization of relevant management skills and competencies (Schroder, 1989), top-level
expertise (Mieg, 2014), or expert performance (Ericsson, 2006; Ericsson & Ward, 2007). The
individual and organization come together in centers of excellence, an organizational unit
which disseminates or leverages a set of capabilities, expertise or knowledge explicitly
identified by the firm as important for value creation (Frost et al., 2002). Mieg (2014) calls
centers of excellence institutions where top experts are concentrated or high potentials
brought together to train toward greater excellence, and notes their existence across diverse
domains such as education, government, science, business, hospitals, and sport. Indeed, the
other fields that often came up in the Business Source Complete search were education,
nursing, and sport – fields which are very concerned with setting standards, defining and
improving processes and procedures, developing expertise, creating consistent outputs, and
measuring outcomes.
The search for the extraordinary yielded much fewer results. Narrowing the search in
Business Source Complete through the use of keywords generated only 126 mentions, most
of which were not relevant as they referred to extraordinary items (a specific term in
accounting) and or referenced unusual events or experiences. Only 9 articles out of the 126
mentions in the whole history of Business Source Complete were relevant. In the AoM
database, leadership was the only additional key word which generated any relevant findings:
39 out of 407 articles. The few references to extraordinary results tended to cluster around the
effects created by charismatic or transformational leadership, or created through creativity or
innovation. The authors did not specify what made the results extraordinary, but some
speculated on aspects of the process, including openness to opportunity (Gallos, 2006;
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Savage & Sales, 2006), and seeing what others can’t see (Hill, 2004; Savage & Sales, 2006;
Smith, 1994).
It is perhaps not so surprising that the extraordinary is a rare focus of study. The
organizational sciences have traditionally emulated the natural sciences in trying to discern
natural laws of human behaviour from which we can predict future behaviour (Daft & Lewin,
1990). As a discipline we tend to pursue a statistically significant normal distribution: we are
pushed to show representativeness, random selection, and large samples in our studies
(Siggelkow, 2007). When the research objective is to understand tendencies and norms in the
current larger population, this approach serves us well; outliers are a problem to be tidied
away rather than a focus. The extraordinary remains a highly under-developed area of inquiry
in the organizational sciences.

Excellence and the Extraordinary Clarified through Perspectives on Deviance
Comparing traditional perspectives on how to identify deviance support the
clarification of the difference between excellence and extraordinary as one of meeting and
excelling standards and norms versus deviating from norms in a positive way. The statistical
perspective in defining deviance (Wilkins, 1964; Winslow, 1975; Clinard & Meier, 2001;
Heckert, 1989, 1997) is one of four major sociological perspectives describing deviance
(Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2004). Under this definition, deviance is seen as a scale towards
excellence or high performance or virtuousness on the right, and inferiority or poor
performance or criminality on the left. Essentially, this perspective on deviance describes far
left and far right outliers on a bell-curve. Quinn (1996) views top athletes and highperforming managers as positive deviants using the statistical perspective (Spreitzer &
Sonnenshein, 2004). Although these are outliers, this is the paradigm of excellence rather
13

than extraordinary: the standards and ways to measure up and down the bell curve are the
same. The difference is one of magnitude.
The second perspective, supraconformity, describes deviance as behavior that
oversubscribes to a particular norm (Ewald & Jiobu, 1985; Hughes & Coakley, 1991), such
that something that is normally positive becomes negative. This is observed particularly in
sports (Ewald & Jiobu, 1985), where athletes will over-train, or starve themselves to achieve
weight restrictions, or push past pain to the point where they injure themselves. Much of the
positive deviance literature in sports science refer to this perspective on deviation. Further,
managers who obsessively follow rules would also be considered supraconformists in their
behavior. I argue that supraconformity is an extension of the statistical perspective on
deviance, and shows the danger of blindly and rigidly following standards, procedures and
measures without taking into consideration context or appropriateness. Supraconformity is
akin to Merton’s ritualism (1938), exemplified by the bureaucrat who painstakingly follows
rules having forgotten their initial purpose (Goode, 1991). Sustaining excellence requires
adherence to standards, but also the flexibility to adapt to changes in the situation and the
environment, and, when necessary, to change or innovate to ensure continuing positive
results rather than diminishing returns.
The third and fourth perspectives on deviance are central to the ongoing debate in
sociology on how to define or describe deviance (Heckert, 1997). Deviance has traditionally
referred to behaviors that violate norms, or that are socially evaluated as being negative or
objectionable (Heckert & Heckert, 2004: 76). Deviance defined as a violation of norms (the
first half of the traditional definition), subscribes to a normative perspective, also known as
an objectivist (Heckert & Heckert, 2004; Miller et al., 2001), or an essentialist or positivistic
perspective (Goode, 2002). The normative perspective focuses less on why norms exist, and
more on why people violate them. There is a rich tradition of theory, e.g. Merton on anomie
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(1938), and the whole discipline of criminology (Miller et al., 2001), which seeks to explain
this. The second half of the traditional definition of deviance, behaviors that are socially
evaluated as being negative or objectionable, subscribes to a reactive perspective, also known
as a constructionist or experiential (Goode, 2002), interactionist (Heckert, 1989), or a
relativistic or subjectivist perspective (Miller et al., 2001). The reactive perspective focuses
on the “labelling” (Becker, 1963; Heckert 1989) by others of certain behaviors as deviant,
with the idea that deviant behavior exists only if people label it so. This perspective is
strongly influenced by symbolic interactionism (Heckert, 1989) – the idea that people act
based on a socially derived construction of meaning, which is modified and re-interpreted
through interaction with others (Blumer, 1969). Spreitzer and Sonenshein (2004) base their
definition of positive deviance on a combination of normative and reactive perspectives,
leaning heavily on the normative emphasis on behaviour which deviates from norms and
expectations of a referent group, but with the reactive characteristic of labelling the behaviour
as having honourable intentions.
Descriptions of positive deviance in management literature seems to switch back and
forth between the statistical (Quinn, 1996) and a combination of normative and reactive
perspectives of deviance (Spreitzer and Sonenshein, 2004). I believe this in part causes the
confusion between definitions of what is excellent versus extraordinary. Transcendent
deviance follows largely Spreitzer and Sonenshein’s combination of the normative and
reactive perspectives, where transcendent deviance is socially defined and contextual, and
requires a qualitative change in behaviour from the norms surrounding that particular
individual. Whereas excellence is found at the far right of the normative bell-curve, the
extraordinary breaks norms to create a new curve with new goals and standards. When this
change is of a positive, paradigm-shifting character, the results are extraordinary rather than
excellent. It is an extraordinary achievement for a student living in impoverished
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circumstances whose parents never finished high school to go to an Ivy League college. For
those graduating from Exeter and Andover with several generations of Ivy League graduates
in the family, it is an excellent achievement, but not extraordinary.

Deviating from the Norms: A Closer Look at Non-Conformity
To understand transcendent deviance, we must understand the motivations and
mechanisms leading to non-conformity from surrounding norms. Krech, Crutchfield and
Ballachey (1962) and Willis (1963) independently argued for distinctions in types of nonconformity. Rather than see non-conformity as a continuum of conformity, Willis envisioned
a triangle, with conformity as one point, anti-conformity (what Krech et al., 1962, called
“counter-conformity”) at the second point, and independence at the third point. Conformity
describes behavior and beliefs in accordance with social norms, as a response to social
pressures on the individual (Nail, MacDonald and Levy, 2000). Anti-conformity describes
behavior and beliefs that react against these norms and social pressures. Anti-conformity
might indicate psychological reactance (Brehm, 1966): reacting because of the perception
that rights and freedoms are curtailed or threatened by the group. Conformity and anticonformity thus are both dependent on group norms, as they either align or react against
them.
Independence, however, describes behavior and beliefs which are subscribed to
without reference to current norms. An independent thinker will feel free to conform or not to
conform depending on which holds the most instrumental value at the time (Hollander &
Willis, 1967). The distinction between anti-conformity and independence is supported by
empirical studies by Smith (1967) and earlier work by Argyle (1957). Nail, MacDonald and
Levy (2000) and Levine and Hogg (2009) confirm these distinctions as current operational
definitions of non-conformity, noting that an independent is motivated by the goal of being
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true to one’s self, while an anti-conformist is motivated by the desire to disagree with, disrupt
and oppose the group.
Figure One – Conformity and Non-Conformity Overview

Transcendent deviance requires some kind of non-conformity, either anti-conformity,
or, most likely, independence of thought and action, which is directed toward positive change
and motivated enough to overcome significant obstacles. Despite these distinctions made
over fifty years ago, however, non-conformity of both types remains under-researched. Willis
(1963) argued that researchers could not assume that the antecedents of non-conformity are
the obverse of conformity, and advocated an expansion of the study of non-conformity. His
call to action was similar to Seligman’s opening salvo in 1992 which officially marked the
beginning of the positive psychology movement. Seligman maintained that researchers must
start with different assumptions and questions to understand positive psychology than their
peers who assume a disease model (Peterson & Seligman, 2003: loc 189). For example,
Galperin (2012) examined factors for “constructive deviance” and “destructive deviance,”
and found them related to the degree that both were norm-challenging (both negatively
correlated to obedience, p < .05 and p < .01 respectively), but otherwise the difference in
17

intent created a divergence in the constructs. Constructive deviance showed positive
correlation (p < .01) for innovative behaviour and advocacy, while these two were not
significant for destructive deviance. Destructive deviance, on the other hand, showed positive
correlation (p < .01) for “exit” (e.g. thinking of quitting) and “neglect” (e.g. calling in sick
when don’t feel like working), while these were not significant for constructive deviance.
Hollander and Willis (1967) argued that there is one way to conform, but many ways not to
conform, and while non-conforming behavior might be similar, the underlying motivations
may be different: further descriptive and inferential or explanatory levels of analysis are
required.
Almost twenty years later, Santee & and Maslach (1982:690) noted that such was the
conceptual bias toward conformity in social psychology research that it was common for
researchers to label any independent behavior in terms of conformity, e.g. “reduction of
conformity” (Allen and Newtson, 1972). More recently, Hornsey, Majkut et al. (2003:3, 9)
maintained that the “conformity bias” still exists in the literature, and stated (2003:3), “We
know surprisingly little about the psychological processes underlying independence from
group norms.” This is true whether it applies to traditional deviance, positive deviance, or
transcendent deviance. Santee and Maslach (1982) argued that the assumptions drawn from
traditional conformity experiments are suspect because the studies tended to test conformity
around “emotionally neutral paradigms,” e.g. judgements on physical reality, or (Hornsey,
Smith & Begg, 2007) issues of little personal relevance. Further, in many laboratory
experiments exploring conformity, the non-conformist answer was the correct one (e.g. the
correct length of a line or number of dots), so while the researcher could argue conformity as
a reason for choosing the incorrect answer, they couldn’t necessarily cite non-conformity as
the reason for choosing the correct answer (Santee & Maslach, 1982). They argue that to
truly understand non-conformity, one must also test people’s willingness to depart from
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majority views about issues they feel strongly about, including social issues with a moral
component. Thirty years later, this issue has not gone away: Packer and Miners (2013)
recommended further research in face-to-face dissent situations with norms of greater
consequence than has been seen in previous studies. Fifty years on from Willis’ initial call to
action, little is still known about motivates or enables an individual to deviate from the norms
of their referent group (Packer & Chasteen, 2009; Packer & Miners, 2012), and potentially
start down the path to the extraordinary.

Social Pressures Non-Conformists Need to Overcome
Despite the caveat that one must study non-conformity to understand non-conformity,
in absence of that, the conformity literature can help us glean what kind of social pressures
individuals have to resist or ignore when they deviate from norms. Social psychologists
French and Raven (1959) in their seminal work on social influence (Cialdini & Goldstein,
2004) identified five bases of power: legitimate, coercive, reward, referent, and expert.
Legitimate power includes any power created by hierarchy, bureaucracy, rules or laws;
coercive and reward power relate to the ability to punish or reward; referent power describes
when an individual exerts influence because of the admiration or regard with which that
individual is held; expert power influences because that person is held to have more
knowledge in a particular area. Referent power shares a similarity with expert power in that
the individual defers to another either because of their admiration for them or because they
recognize the other’s greater knowledge in a particular area. Legitimate, referent and expert
power simplify life in many ways, although with this simplification may come a suspension
of some degree of critical thinking and personal responsibility. I argue that on a societal level,
Mandela resisted legitimate, coercive and reward power, while Sotomayor selectively resisted
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the referent and expert power in her original referent group (while her cousin did not),
seeking new referent examples and inspirations from outside her original social milieu.
It takes a certain courage and self-efficacy to resist legitimate and coercive power.
Spreitzer and Sonenshein (2003) and Bateman and Porath (2003) suggest courage as well as
self-efficacy as possible enablers of positive deviance and transcendental behaviour
respectively. Smith (1994) maintains that daring is a leadership attribute that enables the
extraordinary. Hollander (1975), writing with the context of civil liberty protests in mind,
identified six impediments to independence, one of which was fear of disrupting proceeding
(disrupting the flow of things, or routine patterns of behavior, provoking conflict). In the
positive organizational scholarship literature, the willingness to disrupt proceedings or
organizational norms for a moral good when this puts oneself at risk is considered a
courageous act (Koerner, 2014), or “courageous principled action” (Worline & Quinn, 2003).
Transcendent deviance requires the courage to disrupt the natural flow of things, step away
from familiarity into the unknown, and to face whatever potential obstacles, risks and threats
this may unleash to achieve one’s goals. Whereas Bateman and Porath (2003) cite the more
common construct of domain-specific self-efficacy (Bandura 1977, 1982, 1989), I believe the
lesser known construct of generalized self-efficacy (Judge et al., 2002; Smith, 1989) to be
more relevant to transcendent deviance. Generalized self-efficacy describes the ability to
approach a new situation outside of one’s normal domain of experience with the belief that
one will be able to find solutions to unforeseen situations and problems (Schulz et al., 2002).
Tolerance for ambiguity (Budner, 1962) may also be necessary to feel that one will somehow
be able to deal with these unknown obstacles.
An independent actor may also be less needful or driven by conventional social
motivations to conform. Deutsch and Gerard (1955) identified two motivations for
conformity which are less explicitly about responding to social pressures, and arguable more
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about a kind of basic survival: the simple human need to belong, and to make sense of the
world. Normative conformity is based on the desire to fit in and gain social approval of
others. 3 Man (1969) built on Deutsch and Gerard (1955), arguing that wanting to belong and
fit in with the group even if one doesn’t agree with their ideas, which he also called
normative conformity, is driven by fear of rejection. This is similar to risk of disapproval,
identified by Hollander (1975) as a second impediment to independence. Whereas,
ingratiational conformity, according to Man (1969), exhibits the same behavior as normative
conformity, but stems not from fear, but rather to gain favour or some kind of social reward
from an individual or individuals. Deutsch and Gerard (1955) and Man (1969) both describe
informational conformity as motivated by the desire to form an accurate representation of
reality and relying on others to do so. Deutsch and Gerard (1955) argued that there is a
natural tendency to look to the group for guidance and believe the majority when the
individual lacks information about a situation. This follows when there is uncertainty
(Cialdini, 2001), when the situation is ambiguous (Bond & Smith, 1996), or when the
individual lacks confidence (Bettenhausen & Murninghan, 1985). High certainty of belief
indicates a greater tendency to speak up against the majority (Rios, 2012). Further, those with
a high self-belief in their own intelligence, will also tend to be more independent in their
thinking (Hollander & Willis, 1967), a first step toward independent action. Non-conformists
enacting transcendent deviance may care less about what others think of them, or feel less
dependent on social affiliation for their identity and sense of self. A strong belief, or attitude
strength (Rios, 2012), may also spur them to transcend social anxieties in service of their
purpose. The connection between belief, identity and transcendent deviance is examined
further below.

3

Note that Schulman (1967), in the context of laboratory experiments which proliferated in early conformity
studies, argued that normative conformity to the experimenter, not just the majority group, also had to be
accounted for.
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The Trap of Unconscious Conformity
Social influence and conformity derive not only from bases of social power, or mortal
threats to be ejected from the group. Bettenhausen and Murninghan (1985:350) regard social
norms in general as “among the least visible and most powerful forms of social control over
human action.” Different forms of visible social power such as legitimate, coercive and
reward power form the most obvious barriers which need to be overcome for the type of
transcendent deviance observed in freedom fighters such as Mandela or World War II
resisters against the Nazis, but norms may well be the most powerful force that needs to be
overcome to create transcendent deviance in cases such as Sotomayor or Semler, where overt
social oppression is not the issue.
Kelman (1958), described three different responses to social influence. Compliance
(e.g. to legitimate, coercive, reward, and expert power, or to normative influence) leads one
to behave in conformance with social expectations in hopes of a favourable result, but
internally one rejects or disagrees with the rules or ideas at hand. Both Mandela and
Sotomayor chose not to comply with selected aspects of their initial life contexts (Mandela,
2008; Sotomayor, 2013). Identification (e.g. to referent power) occurs where one assumes or
attempts a positive relationship to the referent individual or group in the hopes that the
relationship can be strengthened. In this case, the identifier may or may not agree with all the
accompanying rules and ideas; the focus is on the relationship and being accepted as a peer.
Sotomayor mentions being inspired as a child initially by Perry Mason, the lawyer in the
eponymous television show, and over time, even more so by the referent group played by the
judge (Sotomayor 2013:80). With internalization, one accepts internally and wholeheartedly
the rules, ideas and situation, and acts externally in accordance with these ideas, beliefs and
social expectations. It would seem that both Mandela and Sotomayor were able to resist
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internalization of key contextual norms in their early environment, thus allowing them to
imagine a different future.
Internalization is often unconscious, with people’s behaviors and beliefs being
formed without them necessarily understanding the source. Cialdini (2007) considers
descriptive norms as a strong method of social control. They are arguably an even more
powerful and insidious social influence as people are not even aware of the impact on their
behaviour: there is complete unconscious internalization of the norms. Nolan, Schultz,
Cialdini et al. (2008) showed empirically that descriptive norms (doing or advocating doing
things because others are doing them) has a stronger influence on behavior than individual
belief, even when study participants rated norms as less important to their own decisionmaking. Latané and Darley (1969) showed a similar result when onlookers to an incident
exhibited “bystander apathy:” they were not willing to admit that their behavior was affected
by the presence of others. Even when we’re not conscious of copying others, we do – what
Bargh & Chartrand (1999) call “the unbearable automaticity of being.” Indeed, what others
do around us, tends to become the only reality we know or are able to imagine. Consciously
or unconsciously, we fail to perceive alternatives to what is before us, which prevents us from
independent thought, or taking independent action. (Hollander, 1975).
Descriptive norms combined with referent power can be a benign influence: in a
“chameleon effect” we copy or mimic those people we regard highly or admire (Chartrand &
Bargh, 1999; Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004). They become role models, consciously or
unconsciously. Yet the influence need not be benign for it to be internalized, as Schein found
in his study of American POWs in North Korea (1996). Schein argued that understanding the
process of “coercive persuasion” and “cognitive redefinition” sheds light on the processes of
socialization and acculturation, internalization and conformity, in non-totalitarian societies
and organizations. Although his unit of analysis is the group, his discussion of internalization
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through acculturation also applies to the individual. He defines culture as “the set of shared,
taken-for-granted implicit assumptions that a group holds and that determines how it
perceives, thinks about, and reacts to its various environments” (1992), and notes that these
assumptions – which uphold the more visible norms - are rarely questioned or examined.
“The members of a culture are not even aware of their own culture until they encounter a
different one” (1996: 236). With so many explicit and unconscious social pressures to
conform, and compelling survivalist reasons to do so, why would it occur to anyone to do
anything else but follow norms and do what everyone else does?

Values and Self-Concordance as Potential Drivers of Transcendent Deviance
Rios (2012) supplied three different antecedents for minority opinions: attitude
strength, social group or category identification, and the desire to bolster self-concept. In
general, most people voicing opinions in a group belong to the majority, but people in the
minority are more likely to speak up if they feel strongly about something. We have already
seen above how attitude strength diminishes informational conformity. Strong moral belief
indicates a willingness to speak out (Hornsey, Majkut et al., 2003; Hornsey, Smith & Begg,
2007). Spreitzer and Sonenshein (2003) argued that meaning, or caring deeply about
something, gives an individual reason to risk deviating from the norms. The degree to which
one identifies with a social group, forming part of one’s self-concept or social identity
(Tajfel, 1981), also makes a difference. Low identification makes it easier to voice a minority
opinion. However, those who have a high identification with the group, and want to articulate
a minority opinion which they think is in the collective interest of the group, will also be
vocal in hopes of influencing the group (Packer & Chasteen, 2009). This “other-focus” is also
identified by Spreitzer and Sonenshein (2003) as a motivator for positive deviance.
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Attitude strength enabled by social group or category identification seem particularly
salient in examples of civil disobedience, where individuals protest against prevailing norms.
The remaining four impediments toward independence enumerated by Hollander (1975)
highlight the social nature of minority protest and the power of isolation. In addition to the
risk of disapproval and fear of disrupting proceeding mentioned earlier, Hollander cited lack
of perceived alternatives, absence of shared communication, inability to feel responsibility
(due to bystander apathy, or the “bystander effect”), and sense of impotence (the feeling that
no one is listening, or that nothing will make a difference). Gross (1977a, b) discovered
meeting others of similar mind was key to help potential Vietnam War resisters take those
first consequential steps. Through shared communication with others who had already or
were contemplating resistance, the resisters-in-chrysalis began to perceive and understand the
“how” of alternative actions, overcame their bystander apathy, and recovered their sense of
potency and agency, if not their sense of free will. Of course, in doing so, they also
discovered a new referent group, social network, and social identity which strengthened them
in their fight against legitimate power, and what then might have been majority opinion
(Gross, 1977a, b). Similarly, the existence of a nascent communications network uniting
disempowered, isolated women was seen as critical to create momentum in the early days of
the women’s movement in the United States (Freeman, 1973).
Rios (2012) and Imhoff and Erb (2009) argue that minority voice can also be
motivated by a need for uniqueness in one’s self-concept, and a related need to bolster selfcertainty by clarifying one’s self-concept. This sounds similar to reactance theory (Brehm,
1966), where the individual feels threatened or constrained by the group so reacts to carve out
his or her individual self-concept. Other researchers have found, however, that self-concept is
important for independence. Santee and Maslach (1982) found that those who practiced
“creative dissent” (independence) showed strong private self-consciousness (attentiveness to

25

personal identity and own thoughts and feelings) and somewhat strong individuation (one’s
willingness to call attention to oneself) on the one hand, and very low public selfconsciousness (concern with social identity) and social anxiety (fear of what others will
think) on the other. This private self-consciousness may contribute to a mindfulness (Langer
& Moldoveanu, 2000) that allows an individual to be present in the moment, be less
susceptible to past-delineated distinctions and categories and the mindless following of rules
and routines. This allows the individual to resist internalization of descriptive norms, and the
low public self-consciousness and low social anxiety then enables the individual to act
independently.
Public expression of deeply-held beliefs are also seen to reinforce one’s privately-held
sense of self (Hornsey, Majkut et al., 2003; Hornsey, Smith & Begg, 2007; Tice, 1992).
When individuals with a strong moral basis for their opinions spoke up in the face of weak
majority support for their views, it seemed to be driven more by a need for self-definition
than a desire to convince others (Hornsey, Majkut et al., 2003; Hornsey, Smith & Begg,
2007). Individuals with a strong self-identification as an activist would act even if they felt
their actions would have very little impact on change. Action was a way of reinforcing
identity (Hornsey, Blackwood et al., 2006). Non-conformists may care less about being
rejected or favoured by the majority group setting the norms around them, finding strength in
their convictions or self-concordance with a minority identity group. However, a true
independent would still act independently of the minority identity group, whereas
paradoxically an anti-conformist might rebel against the majority norms while conforming to
minority norms.
Non-conformism or dissent does not necessarily have to be linked to disengagement
with the majority. Dissenters who are motivated by doing what they think is in the collective
good, are different from those motivated by individual aims. The former tends to practice an
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engaged dissent, while the latter disengages from the group (Packer and Chasteen, 2009;
Packer & Mines, 2012). Perhaps the former are independent, while the latter are anticonformist. Smith (1967) found that what he called “rebels” (anti-conformists) showed higher
anomie and lower CPI (California Psychological Inventory) scores around social alienation
than both independents and conformists. We still need more precision on explanatory and
inferential levels of analysis (Hollander & Willis, 1967) to better understand the antecedents
and mechanisms leading to independence as opposed to anti-conformity, and to know
whether in fact, an individual may be motivated by both sequentially or at the same time.

An “Inflection Point” Leading to Transcendent Deviance
It may be more accurate to describe self-concept that leads to transcendent deviance
or other non-conformity as dynamic and evolving. Grove (1996, 1997) borrowed from
differential calculus the idea of a strategic inflection point characterizing a fundamental
change in business strategy. An inflection point is the point on a curve where it changes from
being concave to convex, or vice-versa. During this transition, the concept, structure and
purpose of the business irrevocably changes, but at that particular point in time the shift is so
subtle business managers may not be aware of it. Grove postulated that the same thing
happens in individuals’ lives. Within transcendent deviance, the inflection point is found in
that period of time during which the individual undergoes an experiential, ontological, and
paradigmatic shift in a process of realization that “Things don’t have to be this way.”
“Seeing what others can’t see” was considered an aspect leading to extraordinary
achievement according to my management literature search (Savage & Sales, 2006; Smith,
1994). Prospection (Gilbert & Wilson, 2007; Seligman et al., 2013) describes the ability to
imagine future possibilities, to pre-experience the future through mental simulations of what
could be. Gilbert and Wilson (2007) believe prospection is based on conscious cognition,
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whereas Buckner and Carroll (2007) and Seligman et al. (2013) believe it can incorporate
both conscious and unconscious thought and use affect as well as cognition. Prospection
takes place in the prefrontal cortex and in the medial temporal lobes, both of which are part of
the default network engaged when the individual is not actively task-focused (Seligman et al.,
2013). Although these areas of the brain are used to remember the past, they are also used to
imagine a distinctly different future, to recombine different data into new perspectives
(Seligman et al., 2013), to navigate or map out unknown territory, and to understand or
empathize with others’ viewpoints (Buckner & Carroll, 2007). These are all activities which
would be critical for the success of individuals who deviate from the norms around them to
strike off into the unknown.
The recombination of different data into new possibilities allows an individual to see
beyond the current constraints of how things are, and implies an ability to reconstruct reality
as we know it. Functional fixedness (Duncker. 1945) describes a cognitive bias toward
problem-solving and finding novel solutions where one is blinded by an object’s current
functional usage and thus unable to see alternative possibilities for a single component’s use,
or for an alternative assemblage of components which would create a different function. As a
simple example, an individual would conceptually fix the functionality of the fork as an
eating implement, whereas it could also be used as a lever or weapon. In a more conceptual
sense, functional fixedness entails regarding problems at a surface level, relying on a single
analogy based on the whole of the parts, and thus enabling only solutions with an incremental
difference that were rooted in the previous context or system. Although Musk (2013) doesn’t
mention prospection or functional fixedness, when asked how he is able to innovate at such
grand scale, he talks of the importance of first-principles reasoning – “boil things down to
their fundamental truths and reason up from there as opposed to reasoning by analogy…
which essentially means copying what other people do with slight variations.” By reasoning
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up from fundamental truths around values and motivations, an individual can imagine a world
which is not dependent on how his or her current context is constructed. Prospection and
first-principles reasoning may underlie moral imagination, which Hartman, Wilson and
Arnold (2005) propose as an antecedent for positive ethical deviance (entrepreneurs who
build their business incorporating ethical concerns into the business model). Werhane (1999)
describes moral imagination as the ability to transcend current context to envision and
actualize new mental models that create new possibilities and solutions in ways that are
economically viable and morally justifiable.
The research on prospection shows that some people seem to have a greater “future
self-continuity” which allows them to link imagined worlds and their future identity to their
present self, or to imagine the as-yet unrealized future and their role in it with a degree of
concreteness similar to the present (Blouin-Hudon & Pychyl, 2015). This has implications
both for the notion of an elastic, changing self-concept which might enable transcendent
deviance, and also for the notion of commitment to a future yet unrealized. Seligman et al.
(2013) use the analogy that prospection is “like the staging of a play using appearances to
simulate the actors and events; but it must be more, for one must be in the drama, and the
script must feel real.” Similarly, Erhard (1977) distinguishes between an idea as content vs.
an idea as context. An idea as content is a position, which fosters an opposition, leading to a
battlefield of opposing ideas with the outcome in doubt. An idea presented as context,
however, is presented with a belief in the inevitability of the idea as outcome. With this
inevitability in mind, opposition is embraced to understand better the issues and how to
resolve them, and put in place the process and structures to make the idea into reality. Erhard
gives the example of Kennedy’s “man on the moon in ten years.” NASA was committed to
the idea as an inevitability, so opposition such as not having the right metals to achieve this
was resolved by inventing the metals. Opposition such as not knowing whether to do it with
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high technology or high energy was resolved by the US choosing high technology and the
Soviets choosing high energy. For those who achieve transcendent deviance, the prospection
necessary to imagine a different, better world may have rendered that future as tangible to the
individual as the present – a future context which felt inevitable. Prospection, including the
use of first-principles reasoning and freedom from functional fixedness, and a capacity for
moral imagination may be enablers for the ontological inflection point leading to
transcendent deviance and extraordinary, positive change.
Coming to the inflection point and realizing “things don’t have to be this way” does
not necessarily mean the individual has fully identified where they want to go or what they
want to create. They may simply know at the time that they want something different from
what they currently experience in their referent group context. 4 Other enablers to
transcendent deviance may be openness to experience, one of the big-5 personality
characteristics (McCrae & Costa, 1987), and a learning goal orientation (Elliot & Dweck,
1988) leading to experimentation and trial and error. McCrae (1987) found openness to
experience to be far more consistently associated with divergent thinking than any of the
other big-5 personality traits. Openness to experience will mentally allow an individual to
imagine and try out a possibility not existing in the norms around them, as well as allow them
to undertake a path where there are many unknowns. Similarly, a learning goal orientation
means an individual is less concerned about how they perform and look to others, and more
interested in what they learn as they negotiate different challenges. This frees them up
psychologically to undertake more seemingly insoluble challenges, such as they would
encounter when they start down the path of transcendent deviance, and learn and grow from
their experiences.

4

Based on pilot interviews with first-generation college students to qualify ideas for transcendent deviance.
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Gross (1977a) suggested that the road to what she calls “virtuous deviance 5” is made
up of escalations of commitment. She likens it to Goffman’s concept of “creating fateful
experience” (1967): aware that they may incur consequences, individuals choose nevertheless
to take certain avoidable steps. Gross argued that virtuous deviance is a much more selfmanaged and conscious path than that described by researchers and theorists who focus on
traditional, negative deviance. In her study of Vietnam War resisters, Gross (1977a: 321)
speaks of the relevance of conflictual validation (Gouldner, 1970:221): the self-regard and
recognition of boundaries experienced when the self violates expectations of others, creating
a sense of difference and autonomy in the individual relative to those with whom he or she
experiences tensions. This dawning awareness opens the door to social action, and
potentially, transcendent deviance.
In the case of Jane Kennedy (Gross, 1977b: 74), a middle-class nurse with no history
of social dissent who ended up being jailed for her anti-Vietnam War activities, her entry into
social dissent seemed to be driven by a need for self-concordance. A meeting with a Selma
protester prompted her to question her own values and commitment to her beliefs, when he
challenged her:
‘So you understand about this. So what are you going to do this summer when it gets
hot in Chicago?’ And then my heart really sunk…I tried to forget that direct
challenge. I really did, because that’s a dreadful, dreadful thing…I thought, ‘I can’t do
that sort of thing.’ I would read what the marchers had done, and then it came to me
that that’s what I had to do….Finally I got down there and found the group. I didn’t
know a soul….But OK, I was moving. I didn’t know where I was going. I didn’t
know what it all meant. But I knew I was moving in the right direction.

For the Vietnam War resisters, taking this first, consequential step seemed to bring a sense of
serenity, integration, self-definition and self-concordance, the latter also mentioned by
Bateman and Porath (2003) as a possible driver of transcendental behavior. Some of the

5

Commonly known as “positive deviance” in the positive organizational scholarship literature, and more
recently “constructive deviance” (Galperin, 2012).
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resisters described their fateful step (Gross, 1977a: 322) as having “proved to myself that I
had free will,” “showing control over my destiny,” “making a stand.” On the path to
transcendent deviance, through the inflection point, there seems to be some core of private
self-identity which becomes strengthened through interaction with others and public
expression and commitment.
Existentialist philosophers such as Heidegger (1927) and Sartre (1943) would have
seen these actions as steps toward authenticity: a process of becoming achieved only by
questioning norms, interpreting freshly one’s own experiences rather than relying on
institutionalized concepts and abstractions, and acting independently of normative pressures.
For them, conformity was an act of negation of one’s essence. Non-conformists may be more
internally driven or autonomous in their actions, and therefore more able to resist social
influences such as legitimate, referent or expert power, or to resist normative or informational
norms. A meta-analysis by Avtgis (1998) of the relation between locus of control (Rotter,
1966) and susceptibility to influence, persuasion and conformity showed a .39 correlation for
having an external locus of control (the belief that events in life are controlled by luck, fate or
powerful others) compared to those with an internal locus of control (the belief that events in
life are controlled by oneself). However, Stillman, Baumeister et al. (2010) were able to
distinguish belief in free will (the belief one has choice in one’s actions) from internal locus
of control (Levenson, 1974), finding that belief in free will increased the use of the executive
function involved in self-management and decision-making more than an internal locus of
control. Further, Alquist, Ainsworth and Baumeister (2013) found that belief in free will led
to autonomous action and resistance to pressures of conformity. They defined free will as a
layman’s perception of being able to act based on one's own inner thoughts, feelings, and
choices, rather than being driven by external pressures. Some aspect of inner-directedness
seems key to being able to successfully negotiate the deviance from norms necessary for
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transcendent deviance. Bateman and Porath (2003) proposed intrinsic motivation as a
possible enabler of transcendental behaviour, while Spreitzer and Sonenshein (2003)
mentioned self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000) as a possible enabler of positive
deviance. More research needs to be done on the relation between non-conformity,
particularly independence, and locus of control (Rotter, 1966), intrinsic motivation (Ryan &
Deci, 2000), and autonomy and self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000).
Non-conformity requires more conscious effort compared to conformity (Alquist,
Ainsworth & Baumeister, 2013). Making choices and decisions, initiating behavior, deciding
to risk and overcome argumentation, conflict or social rejection, are part of self-regulation, or
using the executive function, and self-regulation comes at a temporary cost. Baumeister,
Bratslavsky et al. (1998:1252) call this cost “ego-depletion.” The executive function requires
energy, or ego strength, to function. Repeated exercising of the executive function will
exhaust the ego, affecting a person’s ability to self-regulate and make the choices he or she
would make when endowed with more energy (Baumeister, Bratslavsky et al., 1998;
Baumeister, Vohs & Tice, 2007). Webb and Sheeran (2002) found that implementation
intentions overcome temporary ego-depletion, so if an individual sees their non-conforming
behavior as part of a succession of goal-oriented steps, they will feel less fatigue. This may
help explain choices when and when not to conform. In many cases, the effort is just not
worth it. Spreitzer and Sonenshein (2003) suggested self-management (or self-regulation) as
a possible enabler of positive deviance. However, the ego-strength and self-regulation
required not to conform may only be justified for those issues with attitude strength and
personal import central to one’s self-concept, those issues or goals that lead to transcendent
deviance.
Finally, Hornsey, Blackwood et al. (2006) examined how different goals for collective
protest might affect future participation. They found that those who participated in a rally as a
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member of an organization did so with the goal of building up an oppositional movement, not
with any belief that the rally would change the opinions and actions of those dictating policy,
or change the opinions and actions of the general public. Perceived effectiveness in building
up an oppositional movement predicted future involvement in the cause. For those rally
participants who were not affiliated with an organization, the primary goal was to influence
the general public, and perceived effectiveness in this predicted future involvement in the
cause. However, while this and other studies show evidence linking self-efficacy to collective
action, for both members and non-members of this particular rally, more than any goalrelated efficacy cost-benefit analyses, the greatest predictor of future involvement was their
self-identification as an activist.
Table Two reviews the different social influences which encourage conformity, and
the possible enablers of transcendent deviance based on this review of the social psychology
literature on non-conformity, and the positive organizational scholarship literature. While
this list may seem exhaustive, if not exhausting, the non-conformity literature suggests that
transcendent deviance is not just enabled or driven by personal characteristics such as
autonomy, openness to experience, courage, or self-regulation, but is also a form of identity
work writ large. Identity work refers to the work individuals do to differentiate themselves
and manage the boundaries between self- and social-identities in order to feel authentic and
coherent (Koerner, 2014). With transcendent deviance, the individual embraces possibilities –
aspects of self – that don’t normally exist in their original context, and starts on a journey of
learning, discovery and creation. This journey begins with the phase around the inflection
point – the point where the individual embarks on a trajectory different from the norms of
their referent group. The energy it takes to non-conform and embark on a path less travelled
implies strong motivations. The focus of this paper has been on what it takes to deviate from
the normative path. How they are able to persevere to overcome the personal and
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Table Two: Characteristics Enabling Resistance to Social Influences
Social Influences
Descriptive norms (Nolan, Schultz &
Cialdini, 2008): doing or advocating
doing things because others are doing
them

Informational conformity (Deutsch &
Gerard, 1955): the desire to form an
accurate representation of reality and
relying on others to do so

Isolation causing lack of perceived
alternatives, shared communication,
sense of impotence (Hollander, 1975)
Legitimate power (French & Raven,
1959) power created by hierarchy,
bureaucracy, rules or laws;
Coercive power (French & Raven,
1959): power to punish;
Fear of disrupting proceeding
(Hollander, 1975): disrupting the flow
of things, or routine patterns of
behavior, provoking conflict

Characteristics Enabling Resistance
Prospection (Gilbert & Wilson, 2007)
Absence of functional fixedness (Duncker, 1945)
First-principles reasoning (Musk, 2013);
Moral imagination (Hartman, Wilson & Arnold,
2005; Werhane, 1999);
Mindfulness (Langer & Moldoveanu, 2000);
Private self-consciousness (Santee & Maslach,
1982);
Attitude strength (Rios, 2012);
Moral belief (Hornsey, Majkut et al., 2003);
Self-belief in own intelligence (Hollander &
Willis, 1967);
Prospection (Gilbert & Wilson, 2007)
First-principles reasoning (Musk, 2013);
Learning goal orientation (Elliot & Dweck,
1988);
Openness to experience (McCrae, 1987; McCrae
& Costa, 1987);
Minority social group or category identification
(Gross 1977 a, b; Rios, 2012);
Belief in free will (Alquist, Ainsworth and
Baumeister, 2013; Gross, 1977a; Stillman,
Baumeister et al., 2010)
Courage (Bateman and Porath, 2003; Spreitzer &
Sonenshein, 2003; Worline & Quinn, 2003);
Ego-strength enabling self-regulation (Alquist,
Ainsworth & Baumeister, 2013; Baumeister,
Bratslavsky et al., 1998; Baumeister, Vohs &
Tice, 2007; (or self-management, Spreitzer &
Sonenshein, 2003);
Internal locus of control (Avtgis, 1998; Rotter,
1966)
Intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000;
Bateman & Porath, 2003);
Meaning (Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2003);
Other-focus (Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2003);
Private self-consciousness (Santee & Maslach,
1982);
Self-concept (Imhoff & Erb, 2009; Rios, 2012);
Self-concordance (Gross 1977a; Spreitzer &
Sonenshein, 2003)
Self-efficacy (Bandura 1977, 1982, 1989;
Bateman and Porath, 2003; Spreitzer &
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Sonenshein, 2003) and generalized self-efficacy
(Smith, 1989);
Tolerance for ambiguity (Budner, 1962)
Autonomy and Self-determination (Deci & Ryan,
1985, 2000; Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2003);
Conflictual validation (Gross, 1977a; Gouldner,
1970);

Referent power (French & Raven,
1959): influence because of the
admiration or regard with which that
individual is held;
Expert power (French & Raven,
1959): influence because that person is Low social identification (Tajfel, 1981);
held to have more knowledge in a
Low public self-consciousness (Santee &
particular area;
Maslach, 1982);
Low social anxiety (Santee & Maslach, 1982)
Normative conformity (Deutsch &
Gerard, 1955): the desire to fit in and
gain social approval of others;
Self-concept (Imhoff & Erb, 2009; Rios, 2012);
Risk of disapproval (Hollander, 1975) Self-concordance (Gross 1977a; Spreitzer &
Sonenshein, 2003)
Ingratiational conformity (Man,
1969): conforming to gain favour or
reward;
Reward power (French & Raven,
1959): influence through the ability to
reward

environmental constraints they face to create extraordinary change is a topic for the future.
The literature on non-conformity suggests that the dragons they slay on this journey identify
their strengths, confirm their values, and build a unique sense of self and purpose. How they
manage the boundary between the self and potential multiple social identities as they move
from context to context and expand their world is of especial interest for future research.

Bringing together the Schools of Deviance and Non-Conformity
While a major stream of research in social psychology focuses on social influence,
conformity and non-conformity, a major school in sociology focuses on deviance, and rarely
the twain do meet. My nascent exploration of the concept of transcendent deviance allows a
positive re-interpretation of Merton’s sociological analysis of deviance (1938) as well as a
linkage to social psychology definitions of conformity, anti-conformity and independence
(Krech, Crutchfield & Ballachey, 1962); Willis, 1963), and the social psychological reactions
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of compliance and internalization (Kelman, 1958). Further, I link how these mechanisms are
relevant to management concepts of positive deviance, innovation, creating excellence, and
finally, transcendent deviance and creating the extraordinary.
Merton identified two fundamental elements of the social structure: culturally-defined
goals, and institutionalized methods of achieving these goals. Culturally defined goals are
those goals, purposes, and interests considered norms or an “aspirational frame of reference”
(Merton, 1938: 672) in a particular culture, whether this be the culture of a community, an
organization, or a nation. The institutionalized methods of achieving those goals are those
ways and means that are considered appropriate and normative for that particular culture,
even if they are not the most efficient. For example, in most communities, if a cultural goal is
to attain wealth, stealing would not be considered an institutionalized method for achieving it;
rather, it would be a rejection of more conventional means to attain a conventional goal.
Merton identified five adaptations to these structural elements, stressing that
individuals may shift from one adaptation to another depending on the situation. Conformity:
accepting both the cultural goals and the institutionalized means. This is the path followed by
most. Innovation: accepting the cultural goals and rejecting the institutionalized means. Note
that innovation in this context does not necessarily have positive overtones: per the example
above, crime, in Merton’s view, is an innovative response to believing in cultural goals (e.g.
wealth, success), but not having access to the institutionalized means. From this seed came
Cloward and Ohlin’s theory of opportunity structure (1960). Ritualism: rejecting the cultural
goals but accepting the institutional means (not engaging with conventional cultural goals,
but following the motions by carrying out conventional or institutionalized behaviors).
Retreatism: rejecting both cultural goals and institutional means (dropping out, defeatism,
quietism, escapism), and rebellion: cherry-picking from existing cultural goals and
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institutionalized means, and creating new goals and means as necessary to create a new social
structure.
Figure Two shows Merton’s model, using four quadrants for the first four adaptations,
with a fifth box for the outlier, rebellion. In the top left qaudrant, individuals accept
culturally-established goals and standards and apply themselves to use institutionally
accepted means. This is Merton’s sociological definition of conformity, and fits the social
psychology definition of conformity as well. Further, they have internalized these cultural
goals and institutionalized means, and when they pursue these goals effectively and
exceptionally, they create excellence. In the top right quadrant, individuals pursue culturally
accepted goals, but reject institutionalized means, what Merton calls this innovation. Acharya
and Taylor (2012), and Pascale and Sternin (2005) have previously identified positive
deviance as sitting in Merton’s innovation quadrant, as both accept culturally defined goals
but find new ways to achieve them. Galperin (2012) situates constructive deviance there as
well. I argue that innovation under this definition requires a combination of independence and
conformity. When innovation is conducted positively and effectively, it enables continued
excellence over time in a way that conformity does not.
In the lower left quadrant, individuals reject cultural goals, but by accepting
institutionalized means, do not alter their behaviour from the norm. Merton calls this
ritualism; social psychology would call it compliance: conforming in behaviour although not
in spirit. In the lower right quadrant, individuals reject both cultural goals and
institutionalized means. Merton calls this retreatism; social psychologists would situate anticonformist attitudes and behaviors here. This begs the question, what about anti-conformists
who are activists? Activism is not a retreatist behaviour. Although more research needs to be
done, I propose that activists, although they may be initially catalysed by anger or rejection
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Figure Two
Linking Transcendent Deviance with the Deviance & Non-Conformity Literatures

of an existing situation, are fuelled over time by a vision of what could be, or by values that
need to be reinstated or generated. In other words, a positive reframing of future possibility
provides the energy for continued, sustainable effort.
That positive reframing brings us to the fifth box, where the individual creates new
cultural goals and means to achieve them, and preserves old cultural goals and institutional
means when they serve to support the new cultural goals. Merton calls this rebellion.
Bringing a 21st-century, positive lens to the fifth box, one could call it positive rebellion, but
that suggest reactive, anti-conformist behaviour. I propose that this is the home of
transcendent deviance and of social psychological independence. From a social psychology
perspective, the individual thinks, acts and holds beliefs independently of current norms,
conforming or anti-conforming when it serves its purpose, and taking independent views and
lines of action when it doesn’t. What occurs in this box creates the extraordinary.
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Discussion
By introducing the concept of transcendent deviance I define an extraordinary
outcome: an exceptionally positive outcome that deviates from previous norms, and thus
redefines the boundaries of human achievement, or rewrites the rules and creates a new,
revolutionary way of doing things. In doing so, it inspires us to redefine what is possible, and
potentially changes the way we view the world. I show, through a review of the management
literature how the path to the extraordinary differs from the path toward excellent outcomes,
which is doing what everyone else does but doing it better. I show how perspectives in the
deviance literature in sociology help delineate this difference, with the statistical perspective
showing excellence as the outlier on the far right of the normative curve, whereas the reactive
perspective shows the extraordinary as the outlier which breaks the paradigm, creating a
potential new curve. By triangulating research on deviance in sociology, non-conformity in
social psychology, and positive deviance in the management literature, I have created a new,
integrated framework based on a positive revisioning of Merton’s framework of deviance.
This positive revisioning helps clarify further the difference between excellence, innovation
and positive deviance, and the extraordinary and transcendent deviance. It also shows where
social psychological concepts of conformity, anti-conformity and independence, as well as
compliance and internalization, play their parts in creating excellence versus the
extraordinary.
Having defined that the extraordinary entails deviance from norms, I investigated
what social psychology literature says about non-conformity, also checking positive
organizational scholarship on positive deviance, to understand what enables that deviation.
Much of what I have written about possible enablers is necessarily tentative because
transcendent deviance is a new concept, and I have had to extrapolate from the writing on
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non-conformity and positive deviance. I have mapped out which psychological characteristics
seem to help an individual prevail against the various social influences pushing an individual
to conform, believing that this will help us understand the psychological mechanisms
underlying transcendent deviance. This investigation shows that non-conformity is underresearched in social psychology compared to conformity, and that the psychological enablers
and drivers of the two aspects of non-conformity, anti-conformity but especially
independence, are not sufficiently understood (Hornsey, Majkut et al., 2003). Further, more
research on non-conformity needs to be done using situations where the issues at stake are
important to the participants for researchers to truly begin to understand what drives both
aspects of non-conformity (Packer and Miners, 2013).
Research in positive deviance in the management field tends not to focus on the
psychological traits or the psychological processes individuals go through as they take the
first of several fateful steps toward positive deviance. Notable exceptions include Spreitzer
and Sonenshein (2003) on positive deviance itself, and relevant ancillary studies of
transcendental behaviour (Bateson & Porath, 2003), courageous principled action (Worline &
Quinn, 2003) and virtuous deviance and moral imagination (Hartman, Wilson and Arnold,
2005). These studies, however, are theoretical rather than empirical, showing that much
empirical research is necessary within both social psychology and organizational studies to
fill in the gaps.
Further, the process of identifying an alternative path to the norms of one’s referent
group is still unclear. I borrow from Grove (1996) to call this the inflection point, identifying
that there is a phase during which an individual realizes, “Things don’t have to be this way.”
Research on prospection (Buckner & Carroll, 2007; Blouin-Hudon & Pychyl, 2015; Gilbert
& Wilson, 2007; Seligman et al., 2013) is still in its infancy, but the ability to link theory with
neuroscience to understand how people envision and believe in a future not yet realized
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makes this an exciting new area. The literature on non-conformity suggests that issues of selfconcordance (Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2003), social identity (Tajfel, 1981), and identity work
(Koerner 2014) are interwoven into this phase before and after the inflection point. This is an
extremely rich area of inquiry. Clear questions remaining from this review include the
relationship between private self-consciousness and public self-consciousness (Santee &
Maslach, 1982), and the salience of each individually. Along the path to transcendent
deviance, do individuals experience provisional selves (Ibarra, 1999), or develop bicultural
identities (Bell, 1990) or multiple transcendent social identities (Roccas & Brewer, 2000)? Is
social identity theory (Tajfel, 1981) relevant, but transcendent deviants choose an aspirational
social identity group different from their referent group, much as Sotomayor did when she
identified with the television character Perry Mason (Sotomayor, 2013)? Does weak-tie social
network theory (Granovetter, 1973) help us understand how individuals might experiment
with multiple social identities that allow them to diverge from their main social referent
group? Koerner (2014) highlighted the importance of identity work in acts of courage, and
maintains that how individuals manage multiple facets of their identity, or multiple social
identities, is an important area of organizational research that needs expanding.
An area of transcendent deviance also not explored in this study is what it takes to
overcome personal and environmental constraints to create extraordinary change. I expect
that grit (Duckworth, Peterson et al., 2007), and resilience (Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003) will
play important parts here, but perhaps also some characteristics already identified, such as
learning goal orientation (Elliot & Dweck, 1988) which allows experimentation and learning
from trial and error, attitude strength (Rios, 2012), generalized self-efficacy (Smith, 1989),
and prospection (Gilbert & Wilson, 2007) for living as if the future is as concrete a reality as
the present.
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The little research in non-conformity so far has been driven by the social psychology
field, with a natural bias toward hypothesis-led laboratory experiments and multivariate
statistical analysis. This has rendered some insights, but a comprehensive view is missing.
There is a need for qualitative studies to really understand the phenomena as well as the
process that take a person down the path of transcendent deviance. We need the richness of
stories of the extraordinary such as Jane Kennedy’s (Gross, 1977b) to be documented as case
studies (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 1981, 1984), using rich ethnographic techniques (van
Maanem, 1988) and variations on grounded theory (Charmaz, 2006; Strauss and Corbin,
1990) so that scholars can bear witness to transcendent deviance, revealing detail and insights
not possible in quantitative research, and as a complement and inspiration to further
multivariate studies.
Why is this important? Why study the extraordinary, outliers and transcendent
deviance? The organizational sciences have traditionally emulated the natural sciences in
trying to discern natural laws of human behaviour from which we can predict future
behaviour (Daft & Lewin, 1990). Studies strive to demonstrate reliability of an already
existing idea by replicating a previous experiment, or the validity of an idea by creating the
same outcome through a different experimental approach (Colquitt & Zapata-Phelan, 2007).
Studies tend to reinforce or refine previous assumptions rather than challenging them: they
build on existing literature by identifying gaps or further extending an existing theory (Davis,
1971; Sandberg & Alvesson, 2010). As a discipline we tend to be in pursuit of a statistically
significant normal distribution: we are pushed to show representativeness, random selection,
and large samples in our studies (Siggelkow, 2007). We endeavour to predict probabilities of
outcomes between independent and dependent variables (Bacharach, 1989). When the
research objective is to understand tendencies and norms in the current larger population, this
approach serves us well. The underlying ontological and epistemological assumptions are that
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there is an inherent stability in human behaviour over time which is knowable and
measureable (Cooperrider, 2013).
Yet in fact, we know that the natural variability of human behaviour makes the
subject of organizational science much less predictable than the laws found in the natural
sciences (Pfeffer, 1993). In addition, we are recognizing increasingly through chaos theory
that there is a fundamental unpredictability in human systems (Daft & Lewin, 1990). This
variance and inherent plasticity in human attitudes and behaviour, while it complicates
traditional social scientific inquiry immensely, also implies tremendous possibilities. Firstly,
whether on an individual or organizational level, studying outliers offers significant insights
not supplied by more traditional approaches (Daft & Lewin, 1990). There is precedent in the
neurosciences for examining a sample of one, which has created great insights otherwise
unobtainable (Ramachandran, 1998), and in the management field, with the use of case
studies (Eisenhardt, 1989; Gibbert, Ruigrok, & Wicki, 2008; Yin, 1981, 1984).
Secondly, the variance and inherent plasticity in human attitudes, interactions and
behaviour suggest that what we consider a norm in any given day and age may not be the
norm in the future. We see this historically with drastic changes in attitudes toward women
and different races – South Africa post-apartheid is a powerful example. Creating a new
paradigm implies an ontological shift in imagination about what reality could be. Prediction
based on a science which assumes stability only serves to reinforce the status quo, and
ignores the extraordinary human capacity for change. How can we create theory that logically
and compellingly describes what could be, rather than what is? How can this ontological and
epistemological challenge be handled differently? Langer (2009) and Cooperrider (2013)
advocate the study of positive outliers to generate a different theory of knowledge and being,
not of stability but of possibility.
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If we are to study outliers, we must ask ourselves what scholarship goals we set at the
beginning of our study, as well as what the implications are for the research questions we
choose to ask. What do we want to learn, and to what purpose? Our goal could be simply to
document – to describe what has occurred, including our hypothesis on causal relationships,
as a kind of historical artefact. We could assume that since it is an outlier it is not likely to
happen again. That would be the assumption based on a science of stability, where outliers
are by definition not replicable. Or, we could view outliers as what Weick calls “an existence
proof – if something can happen once, it likely can happen again” (Weick, 2007, p. 14). Or,
take Langer’s view: “If I can make one dog yodel, then we can say that yodelling is possible
in dogs.” This is what she calls the psychology of possibility (2009, loc. 222).
If we can understand the causal relationships of a positive outlier, what implications
does that have for what the world could be, of what human beings are capable? With this
outlook we can reap the benefit of being scholars in a field where the complexity, variance
and plasticity of human behaviour becomes not a hindrance to our scientific investigation, but
an opportunity. What we ask opens up the parameters of what we are able to learn, and gives
us the potential to create not just a psychology of possibility, but a potential scholarship of
transformation (Langer, 2009; Cooperrider, 2013). How are positive outlier behaviors
learnable; how are outlier attitudes formable; how are outlier actions repeatable and
transferable? Researching outliers allows us to dig deeply into epistemological questions of
what is knowable, and asks us to be clear about the potential of what we could find out with
our research. Langer says, “The psychology of possibility first requires that we begin with the
assumption that we do not know what we can do or become. Rather than starting from the
status quo, it argues for a starting point of what we would like to be” (2009, loc. 255). I argue
that outliers in fact give us precious, positive proof of what we can do or become. As
scholars, can we contribute not just to our field, but also to society, by understanding what
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conditions can replicate and create more positive outliers? Is there a transformative nature to
the knowledge we may gain?
There is a further ontological implication, as researching outliers also forces us to ask
more deeply what is possible – not just for our outlier, who has proved what is possible for a
sample of one, but for greater sections of the population and the world as we know it. Langer
writes, “Too many of us believe the world is to be discovered, rather than a product of our
own construction and thus to be invented” (2009, loc. 297). Research into transcendent
deviance has the potential to become a scholarship of transformation if we allow ourselves to
recognize and grasp the potential and opportunity before us. To understand not just what
stops people from doing extraordinary things, but what enables them, as Robert Kennedy
said, to “dream of things that never were, and ask why not?”

46

References

Acharya, P., & Taylor, R. 2012. Innovative deviance: An investigation of the relationships
between social control, creativity and innovation in organizations. Academy of Business
Research Journal, 1.
Allen, V. L., & Newtson, D. 1972. Development of conformity and independence. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 22(1), 18.
Alquist, J. L., Ainsworth, S. E., & Baumeister, R. F. 2013. Determined to conform: Disbelief
in free will increases conformity. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 49: 1, 80-86.
Argyle, M. 1957. Social pressure in public and private situations. The Journal of Abnormal
and Social Psychology, 54(2), 172.
Avtgis, T. A. 1998. Locus of control and persuasion, social influence, and conformity: A
meta-analytic review. Psychological Reports, 83: 3, 899.
Bacharach, S. 1989. Organizational theories: Some criteria for evaluation. Academy of
Management Review, 14: 4, 496–515.
Bandura, A. 1977. Self-efficacy: toward a unifying theory of behavioral change.
Psychological Review, 84(2), 191.
Bandura, A. 1982. Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. American Psychologist, 37(2),
122.
Bandura, A. 1989. Human agency in social cognitive theory. American Psychologist, 44(9),
1175.
Bargh, J. A., & Chartrand, T. L. 1999. The unbearable automaticity of being. American
Psychologist, 54; 7, 462.
Bateman, Thomas S. & Porath, Christine. 2003. Transcendent Behavior. In Kim S. Cameron,
Jane E. Dutton & Robert E. Quinn (Eds.), Positive organizational scholarship: Foundations
of a new discipline, Ch. 9, Kindle locations 1526-1716.
Baumeister, R. F., Bratslavsky, E., Muraven, M., & Tice, D. M. 1998. Ego depletion: is the
active self a limited resource? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74: 5, 1252.
Baumeister, R. F., Vohs, K. D., & Tice, D. M. 2007. The strength model of self-control.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 16: 6, 351-355.
Becker, Howard S., 1963. Outsiders, New York. The Free Press.
Bell, Ella Louise 1990. The bicultural experience of career-oriented black women. Journal
of Organizational Behavior, 6: 11, 459-477.
Berry, L. L., Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V. A. 1994. Improving service quality in America:
Lessons learned. Academy of Management Executive, 8:2.
47

Bettenhausen, K., & Murnighan, J. K. 1985. The emergence of norms in competitive
decision-making groups. Administrative Science Quarterly, 350-372.
Blouin-Hudon, E. M. C., & Pychyl, T. A. 2015. Experiencing the temporally extended self:
Initial support for the role of affective states, vivid mental imagery, and future self-continuity
in the prediction of academic procrastination. Personality and Individual Differences, 86,
50-56.
Blumer, H. 1969. Symbolic interactionism. Englewood Cliffs. Prentice-Hall, Inc.
Bond, R., & Smith, P. B. 1996. Culture and conformity: A meta-analysis of studies using
Asch's (1952b, 1956) line judgment task. Psychological bulletin, 119(1), 111.
Brehm, J. 1966, A Theory of Psychological Reactance, NY: Academic Press.
Brown, A. 2013. How do excellent companies stay excellent? Total Quality Management,
24:2, 108–118.
Buckner, R. L., & Carroll, D. C. 2007. Self-projection and the brain. Trends in Cognitive
Sciences, 11(2), 49-57.
Budner, S. 1962. Intolerance of ambiguity as a personality variable. Journal of personality.
30: 1, 29-50
Cameron, Kim S. 2007. Paradox in positive organizational change, The Journal of Applied
Behavioral Science, 44, 1: 7-24.
Cameron, Kim S, & Caza, Aran. 2004. Contributions to the discipline of positive
organizational scholarship. American Behavioral Scientist, 47, 6: 731-739.
Cameron, K. S., Dutton, J. E., & Quinn, R. E. (Ed.) 2003. Positive organizational
scholarship: Foundations of a new discipline. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler Publishers.
Charmaz, K. 2006. Constructing Grounded Theory. London: Sage.
Chartrand, T. L., & Bargh, J. A. 1999. The chameleon effect: The perception–behavior link
and social interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76: 6, 893.
Cialdini, R. B. 2001. Inﬂuence: Science and Practice. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
Cialdini, R. B. 2007. Descriptive social norms as underappreciated sources of social control.
Psychometrika, 72(2), 263-268.
Cialdini, R. B., & Goldstein, N. J. 2004. Social influence: Compliance and conformity.
Annual Review of Psychology, 55, 591-621.
Christensen, C. M. 1997. The Innovator’s Dilemma, Boston: Harvard Business School Press.
Clinard, M. B., & Meier, R. F. 2001. Sociology of Deviant Behavior (11 ed.). Fort Worth:
Harcourt.
Clinard, M. B. 1974. Sociology of Deviant Behavior, New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1974.
48

Cloward, R. A., & Ohlin, Lloyd E. 1960. Delinquency and Opportunity: A Theory of
Delinquent Gangs. New York.
Colquitt, J., & Zapata-Phelan, C. 2007. Trends in theory building and theory testing: A fivedecade study of the Academy of Management Journal. Academy of Management Journal,
50: 6, 1281–1303.
Cooperrider, David L. 2013. Conversations with the author.
Crotts, J. C., Dickson, D. R., Ford, R. C. 2005. Aligning organizational processes with
mission: The case for service excellence. Academy of Management Executive, 19:3.
Daft, R., & Lewin, A. 1990. Can organization studies begin to break out of the normal
science straitjacket? An editorial essay. Organization Science, 1: 1, 1–9.
Davis, M. S. 1971. That’s interesting! Towards a phenomenology of sociology and a
sociology of phenomenology. Philosophy of the Social Sciences, 1: 2, 309-344.
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. 1985. The general causality orientations scale: Self-determination
in personality. Journal of Research in Personality, 19: 2, 109-134.
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. 2000. The" what" and" why" of goal pursuits: Human needs and
the self-determination of behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11: 4, 227-268.
Deutsch, M., & Gerard, H. B. 1955. A study of normative and informational social influences
upon individual judgment. The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 51(3), 629.
Dodge, D. L. 1985. The over‐negativized conceptualization of deviance: A programmatic
exploration. Deviant Behavior, 6(1), 17-37.
Donaldson, S. I., & Ko, I. 2010. Positive organizational psychology, behavior, and
scholarship: A review of the emerging literature and evidence base. The Journal of Positive
Psychology, 5(3), 177-191.
Duckworth, A. L., Peterson, C., Matthews, M. D., & Kelly, D. R. 2007. Grit: perseverance
and passion for long-term goals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92: 6, 1087.
Duncker, K., & Lees, L. S. (trans.) 1945. On problem-solving. Psychological monographs,
58: 5, i. (Original publication in German, 1933.)
Dutton, J. E., Glynn, M. A., & Spreitzer, G. 2006. Positive Organizational Scholarship, J.
Greenhaus, G. Callanan (Eds.), Encyclopedia of Career Development.
Dutton, J. E., Sonenshein, S. 2007. Positive organizational psychology. S. Lopez and A.
Beauchamps, (Eds.) Encyclopedia of Positive Psychology. Blackwell Publishing.
Eisenhardt, K. M. 1989. Building theories from case study research. Academy of
Management Review, 14: 4, 532-550.
Elliott, E. S., & Dweck, C. S. 1988. Goals: an approach to motivation and achievement.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54: 1, 5-12.
Erhard, Werner 1977. The source document for the hunger project. Retrieved December 12,
2013, from http://www.wernererhard.net/thpsource.html.
Ericsson, K. A. 2006. The influence of experience and deliberate practice on the development
of superior expert performance. The Cambridge handbook of expertise and expert
performance, 683-703.
49

Ericsson, K. A., & Ward, P. 2007. Capturing the naturally occurring superior performance of
experts in the laboratory toward a science of expert and exceptional performance. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 16(6), 346-350.
Ewald, K., & Jiobu, R. M. 1985. Explaining positive deviance: Becker’s model and the case
of runners and bodybuilders. Sociology of Sport Journal, 2(2), 144-156.
Fletcher, Martin. 2013. Introduction, Nelson Mandela: How the Times and Sunday Times
Told His Story, London: The Times E-book
Frederickson, B. L. 2003. Positive emotions and upward spirals in organizations. In Kim S.
Cameron, Jane E. Dutton, & Robert E. Quinn (Eds.), Positive organizational scholarship:
Foundations of a new discipline, Ch. 11, Kindle locations: 1980-2135.
Freeman, J. 1973. The origins of the women's liberation movement. American Journal of
Sociology, 792-811.
French, J. R. P., Jr., & Raven, B. H. 1959. The bases of social power. In D. Cartwright (Ed.),
Studies in Social Power (pp. 150–167). Ann Arbor, MI: Institute for Social Research.
Frost, T. S., Birkinshaw, J. M., & Ensign, P. C. 2002. Centers of excellence in multinational
corporations. Strategic Management Journal, 23(11), 997–1018.
Gallos, J. V. 2006. Creativity forums: learning from the lives of extraordinary leaders,
Organization Management Journal, 6, 76–88
Galperin, B. L. 2012. Exploring the nomological network of workplace deviance: Developing
and validating a measure of constructive deviance. Journal of Applied Social Psychology,
42(12), 2988-3025.
Gibbert, M., Ruigrok, W., & Wicki, B. 2008. What passes as a rigorous case study? Strategic
Management Journal, 29, 1465–1474.
Gilbert, Daniel T., Wilson, Timothy D. 2007. Prospection: Experiencing the Future. Science,
317, 1351.
Goffman, E. 1967. On face-work, Interaction Rituals, 5-45.. Garden City, Anchor.
Goode, E. 1991. Positive deviance: A viable concept. Deviant Behavior, 12(3), 289-309.
Goode, E. 2002. Does the death of the sociology of deviance claim make sense? The
American Sociologist, 33(3), 107-118.
Gopal, K. K., 2008. Leadership is prime: How do you measure Leadership Excellence? Total
Quality Management, 19: 4, 417–427.
Gouldner, Alvin. 1970. The Coming Crisis of Western Sociology. New York: Basic Books.
Granovetter, M. S. 1973. The strength of weak ties. American Journal of Sociology, 13601380.
Greaves, J. P. 1979. Nutrition Delivery System. Indian Journal of Nutrition and Dietetics,
16: 75-82.
50

Gross, H. E. 1977a. Micro and Macro Level Implications for a Sociology of Virtue: the Case
of Draft Protesters to the Vietnam War. The Sociological Quarterly, 18(3), 319-339.
Gross, H. 1977b. Jane Kennedy: Making history through moral protest. Frontiers: A Journal
of Women Studies, 73-81.
Grove, Andrew S. 1996. Only the Paranoid Survive: How to Exploit the Crisis Points that
Challenge Every Company and Career. Broadway Business.
Grove, Andrew S. 1997. Navigating strategic inflection points. Business Strategy Review, 8:
3, 11-18.
Hartman, L., Wilson, F., & Arnold, D. 2005. Positive Ethical Deviance Inspired by Moral
Imagination. Zeitschrift Fuer Wirtschafts- Und Unternehmensethik, 6: 3, 343-358
Heckert, D. M. 1989. The relativity of positive deviance: The case of the French
Impressionists. Deviant Behavior, 10(2), 131-144.
Heckert, D. M. 1997. Anomie theory and positive deviance. Virginia Social Science
Journal, 32, 127-141.
Heckert, A., & Heckert, D. M. 2004. Using an integrated typology of deviance to analyze ten
common norms of the US middle class. The Sociological Quarterly, 45(2), 209-228.
Hegsted, D. M. 1967. Comment on Agricultural Development and Economic Growth. In: H.
M. Southworth and B. F. Johnston, eds., Agricultural Development and Economic Growth, p.
361. Cornell University Press, Ithaca, N.Y.
Heidegger, Martin 1996. Being and Time, Albany: State University of New York Press.
(Originally published in German in 1927.)
Hill, L. A. 2004. New manager development for the 21st century, Academy of Management
Executive, 18:3.
Hollander, E. P. 1975. Independence, conformity, and civil liberties: Some implications from
social psychological research. Journal of Social Issues, 31(2), 55-67.
Hollander, E. P., & Willis, R. H. 1967. Some current issues in the psychology of conformity
and nonconformity. Psychological Bulletin, 68(1), 62.
Hornsey, M. J., Blackwood, L., Louis, W., Fielding, K., Mavor, K., Morton, T., & White, K.
M. 2006. Why do people engage in collective action? Revisiting the role of perceived
effectiveness. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 36: 7, 1701-1722.
Hornsey, M. J., Majkut, L., Terry, D. J., & McKimmie, B. M. 2003. On being loud and
proud: Non‐conformity and counter‐conformity to group norms. British Journal of Social
Psychology, 42(3), 319-335.
Hornsey, M. J., Smith, J. R., & Begg, D. 2007. Effects of norms among those with moral
conviction: Counter‐conformity emerges on intentions but not behaviors. Social Influence,
2(4), 244-268.

51

Hughes, R., Coakley, J., Yiannakis, A., & Melnick, M. 1991. Positive deviance among
athletes: The implications of overconformity to the sport ethic. Contemporary Issues of
Sociology of Sport, 307-325.
Ibarra, Herminia 1999. Provisional selves: Experimenting with image and identity in
professional adaptation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44: 4, 764-791.
Imhoff, R., & Erb, H. P. 2009. What motivates nonconformity? Uniqueness seeking blocks
majority influence. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 35: 3, 309-320.
Judge, T. A., Erez, A., Bono, J. E., & Thoresen, C. J. 2002. Are Measures of Self-Esteem,
Neuroticism, Locus of Control, and Generalized Self-Efficacy Indicators of a Common Core
Construct? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83: 3, 693–710.
Kelman, H. C. 1958. Compliance, identification, and internalization: Three processes of
attitude change. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 51-60.
Koerner, M. M. 2014. Courage as identity work: Accounts of workplace courage. Academy
of Management Journal, 57(1), 63-93.
Kooistra, Paul and Daniel M. Harrison. 2007. “Durkheim, Terrorism, and Positive Deviance.”
International Journal of Crime, Criminal Justice, and Law. Vol. 2. No. 2. December.
Krech, D., Crutchfield, R. S., & Ballachey, E. L. 1962. Individual in society: A textbook of
social psychology. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Kuhn, T. S. 1962. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press. (50th Anniversary Edition, 2012.)
Langer, E. J., & Moldoveanu, M. 2000. The construct of mindfulness. Journal of Social
Issues, 56: 1, 1-9.
Latané, B., & Darley, J. M. 1969. Bystander “apathy". American Scientist, 57:2, 244-268.
Latham, J. R. 2013, A framework for leading the transformation to performance excellence
Part I: CEO Perspectives on Forces, Facilitators, and Strategic Leadership Systems. Quality
Management Journal. 20:2.
Lemert, E. M. 1951. Social pathology: A systematic approach to the theory of sociopathic
behaviour. New York, McGraw-Hill.
Levenson, H. 1974. Activism and powerful others: Distinctions within the concept of
internal-external control. Journal of Personality Assessment, 38, 377-383.
Levine, J. M., & Hogg, M. A. (Eds.). 2009. Encyclopedia of group processes and intergroup
relations. Sage Publications.
Mann, L. 1969. Social Psychology. New York: Wiley.
Mandela, N. 2008. Long walk to freedom: The autobiography of Nelson Mandela. Little,
Brown.
McCrae, R. R. 1987. Creativity, divergent thinking, and openness to experience. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 52: 6, 1258.
McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. 1987. Validation of the five-factor model of personality across
instruments and observers. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52: 1, 81.
52

Merton, R. K. 1938. Social structure and anomie. American Sociological Review, 3(5), 672682.
Mieg, Harald A., 2014. The Organisational Embedding Of Expertise: Centres of Excellence,
Talent Development & Excellence, 6: 1, 71–93.
Miller, J. M., Wright, R. A., & Dannels, D. 2001. Is deviance dead? The decline of a
sociological research specialization. The American Sociologist, 32(3), 43-59.
Elon Musk the mind behind Tesla, Spacex, Solarcity, Tedx interview video,
https://www.ted.com/talks/elon_musk_the_mind_behind_tesla_spacex_solarcity#t-1160586;
quotation from minutes 19:35-20:22.
Nail, P. R., MacDonald, G., & Levy, D. A. 2000. Proposal of a four-dimensional model of
social response. Psychological Bulletin, 126(3), 454.
Nelson Mandela transformed himself and then his nation, Los Angeles Times,
http://articles.latimes.com/2013/dec/06/nation/la-na-tt-nelson-mandela-20131206, December
06, 2013.
Noelle‐Neumann, E. (1974). The spiral of silence a theory of public opinion. Journal of
communication, 24(2), 43-51.
Neumann, E. N. (1993). The spiral of silence: Public opinion–our social skin. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.
Nolan, Jessica M., Schultz, P. Wesley, Cialdini, Robert B., Goldstein, Noah J., and
Griskevicius, Vladas 2008. Normative social influence is undetected. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 34:913-923.
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/us/definition/american_english/norm
Packer, D. J., & Chasteen, A. L. 2009. Loyal deviance: Testing the normative conflict model
of dissent in social groups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin.
Packer, D. J., & Miners, C. T. 2012. At the first sign of trouble or through thick and thin?
When nonconformity is and is not disengagement from a group. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 48(1), 316-322.
Pascale, R. T., & Sternin, J. 2005. Your company’s secret change agents. Harvard Business
Review, 83(5), 72-81.
Pascale, R. T., Sternin, J., & Sternin, M. 2010. The power of positive deviance: how unlikely
innovators solve the world's toughest problems, Harvard Business School Publishing,
Boston, MA.
Pepinsky, P. N. 1960. A study of productive nonconformity. Gifted Child Quarterly, 4(4),
81-85.
Peters, T., & Waterman, R. 1982. In search of excellence: Lessons from America's best-run
corporations. New York: Warner.
53

Peterson, Christopher M. & Seligman, Martin E. P. 2003. Positive Organizational Studies:
Lessons from Positive Psychology. In Kim S. Cameron, Robert E. Quinn, & Jane E. Dutton
(Eds.), Positive organizational scholarship: Foundations of a new discipline, Ch. 2, Kindle
locations 175- 396.
Pfeffer, J. 1993. Barriers to the advance of organizational science: Paradigm development as
a dependent variable. Academy of Management Review, 18: 4, 599–620.
Quinn, Robert E. 1996. Deep Change: Discovering the Leader Within. New York: John
Wiley & Sons.
Ramachandran, V. 1998. Consciousness and body image: lessons from phantom limbs,
Capgras syndrome and pain asymbolia. Philosophical Transactions: Biological Sciences,
353: 1377, 1851–1859.
Rios, K. 2012. Minority opinions: Antecedents and benefits of expression. Social and
Personality Psychology Compass, 6(5), 392-401.
Roccas, S., & Brewer, M. B. 2002. Social identity complexity. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 6: 2, 88-106.
Rotter, J. B. 1966. Generalized expectancies for internal versus external control of
reinforcement. Psychological monographs: General and Applied, 80: 1, 1.
Rushdie, Salman, (1990). Interview in The Guardien (London), November 8. As cited on the
webpage http://www.poemhunter.com/sir-salman-rushdie/quotations/page-2/.
Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L., 2001. On happiness and human potentials: A review of research
on hedonic and eudaimonic well-being. Annual Review of Psychology, 52: 1, 141-166.
Sandberg, J., & Alvesson, M. 2010. Ways of constructing research questions: gap-spotting or
problematization? Organization, 18: 1, 23–44.
Santee, R. T., & Maslach, C. 1982. To agree or not to agree: Personal dissent amid social
pressure to conform. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 42(4), 690.
Sartre, Jean-Paul, 1992. Being and Nothingness, New York: Simon and Schuster.
(Originally published in French in 1943.)
Savage, A., Sales, M. 2006. The anticipatory leader: futurist, strategist and integrator,
Strategy and Leadership, 36: 6, 28-35.
Seligman, M. E., Railton, P., Baumeister, R. F., & Sripada, C. 2013. Navigating into the
future or driven by the past. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 8(2), 119-141.
Semler, R. 1993. Maverick! The Success Story Behind the World's Most Unusual
Workplace. London: Century.

54

Schein, E.H. 1992. Organizational Culture and Leadership, 2d ed. San Francisco: JosseyBass.
Schein, E.H. 1996. Culture: The missing concept in organization studies. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 41: 229-240.
Scholz, U., Doña, B. G., Sud, S., & Schwarzer, R. 2002. Is general self-efficacy a universal
construct? Psychometric findings from 25 countries. European Journal of Psychological
Assessment, 18(3), 242.
Schroder, H. M. 1989. Managerial Competence: The Key to Excellence, Dubuque:
Kendall/Hunt Publishing Company.
Schulman, G. I. 1967. Asch Conformity Studies: Conformity to the Experimenter and/or to
the Group? Sociometry, 26-40.
Siggelkow, N. 2007. Persuasion with case studies. Academy of Management Journal, 50(1),
20–24. Retrieved from http://amj.aom.org/content/50/1/20.short.
Smith, C. E. 1994. The Merlin Factor: Leadership and Strategic Intent, Business Strategy
Review, 5(1), 67.
Smith, R. E. 1989. Effects of coping skills training on generalized self-efficacy and locus of
control. Journal of personality and social psychology, 56(2), 228.
Smith, R. J. 1967. Explorations in nonconformity. The journal of social psychology, 71(1),
133-150.
Sorokin, P. A. (1950). The Reconstruction of Humanity. Boston: The Beacon Press.
Sotomayor, S. 2013. My Beloved World. Alfred A. Knopf Incorporated.
Spreitzer, Gretchen M. & Sonenshein, Scott. 2003. Positive deviance and extraordinary
organizing. In Kim S. Cameron, Jane E. Dutton, & Robert E. Quinn (Eds.), Positive
organizational scholarship: Foundations of a new discipline, Ch. 14, Kindle locations:
2496-2716.
Spreitzer, Gretchen M. & Sonenshein, Scott. 2004. Spreitzer, Toward the construct definition
of positive deviance. American Behavioral Scientist, 47(6), 828-847.
Sternin, M., Sternin, J., & Marsh, D. 1998. Designing a Community-based Nutrition
Program using the Hearth Model and the Positive Deviance Approach: A Field Guide.
Westport, Conn., USA: Save the Children Federation.
Stillman, T. F., Baumeister, R. F., Vohs, K. D., Lambert, N. M., Fincham, F. D., & Brewer,
L. E. 2010. Personal philosophy and personnel achievement: Belief in free will predicts better
job performance. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 1: 1, 43-50.
Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. M. 1990. Basics of Qualitative Research: Grounded Theory
Procedures and Techniques. Sage Publications, Inc.
55

Sutcliffe, K. M., & Vogus, T. J. 2003. Organizing for resilience. In Kim S. Cameron, Jane E.
Dutton, & Robert E. Quinn (Eds.), Positive organizational scholarship: Foundations of a
new discipline, Ch. 14, Kindle locations: 1170-1383.
Tajfel, H. 1981. Human groups and social categories: Studies in Social Psychology. CUP
Archive.
Tice, D. M. 1992. Self-concept change and self-presentation: the looking glass self is also a
magnifying glass. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63: 3, 435.
Van Maanem, J. 1988. Tales of the Field: On Writing Ethnography. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.
Van Marrewijk, M., Wuisman, I., De Cleyn, W., Timmers, J., Panapanaan, V., & Linnanen,
L. 2004. A phase-wise development approach to business excellence: Towards an innovative,
stakeholder-oriented assessment tool for organizational excellence and CSR. Journal of
Business Ethics, 55(2), 83-98.
Webb, T. L., & Sheeran, P. 2006. Does changing behavioral intentions engender behavior
change? A meta-analysis of the experimental evidence. Psychological Bulletin, 132: 2, 249.
Weick, K. 2007. The generative properties of richness. Academy of Management Journal,
50: 1, 14–19.
Werhane, P. H. 1999. Moral imagination. Wiley Encyclopedia of Management.
Wilkins, L. T. 1964. Social deviance. London: Tavistock.
Willis, R. H. 1963. Two dimensions of conformity-nonconformity. Sociometry, 499-513.
Winslow, Robert W. 1970. Society in Transition: A Social Approach to Deviance. New
York: Free Press.
Worline, M. C., & Quinn, R. W. (2003). Courageous principled action. In Kim S. Cameron,
Jane E. Dutton, & Robert E. Quinn (Eds.), Positive organizational scholarship: Foundations
of a new discipline, Ch 10, Kindle location 1721-1949.
Wray, J. D. 1971. Population Pressure on Families: Family Size and Child Spacing.
Population/ Family Planning Report No. 9. Population Council, New York.
Yin, R. 1981. The case study crisis: some answers. Administrative Science Quarterly, 26: 1,
58–65.
Yin, R. 1984. Case Study Research. Beverley Hills, CA: Sage Publications.
Zeitlin, M. F., Ghassemi, H., Mansour, M., Levine, R. A., Dillanneva, M., Carballo, M., &
Sockalingam, S. 1990. Positive deviance in child nutrition: with emphasis on psychosocial
and behavioural aspects and implications for development. Tokyo: United Nations
University.

56

