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‘Social norms keep anarchy at bay, yet norm violations are

omnipresent. Although norm violators are generally rejected

from higher-ranking positions, they sometimes rise up the

ranks. We advance a threat-opportunity framework to

understand how contextual factors shape norm violators’

downward or upward mobility in social hierarchies. The

contextual factors we identify pertain to attributes of the actor

(violator), the observer, and the cultural context, which

influence whether norm violations are construed as threats or

opportunities. Norm violators rise up when their actions

promote group goals, but they fall from grace when their

actions obstruct observers’ own interests or culturally

reinforced goals. We offer a review of the literature, which

supports the threat-opportunity framework. We close by

suggesting future research directions.
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Introduction
Social norms are guiding principles that constrain behav-

ior without the force of laws to generate appropriate

conduct [1]. Norms thus create a sense of common ground

that makes societies run smoothly and helps preserve the

social order [2,3]. Despite the instrumental value of social

norms, norm violations—behaviors that infringe princi-

ples of proper conduct—are ubiquitous. People interrupt

their conversation partners, arrive late for meetings, make

phone calls in quiet carriages, and ignore the dress code of

their organization.
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Although some studies demonstrate that norm violators

are denied higher-ranking positions in the hierarchy due

to the negative consequences of their actions, other

studies point to violators’ potential to rise up the ranks

[4�,5]. Here we review these divergent findings and offer

a new theoretical framework to understand them through

the lens of social-contextual factors that influence the

degree to which norm violations are construed as poten-

tial threats or opportunities, depending on whether they

obstruct or facilitate a relevant goal. In what follows, we

first describe state-of-the-art research on the controversial

relationship between norm violation and social rank, and

then delineate how the proposed threat-opportunity

framework explains this relationship by considering

key moderators at the actor, observer, and cultural level.

Finally, we employ the threat-opportunity framework to

integrate past findings and to outline future research

avenues.

Before reviewing the literature, we clarify the working

definitions of norm violation and social rank to demarcate

the scope of the review. First, we focus on norm violations

that are behavioral, non-legal, and occur in non-economic

settings, because behavioral violations are more discern-

ible than opinion (non-behavioral) deviance; non-legal

violations are based on general consensus and leave more

space for different interpretations than legal violations

that are based on criminal justice; and defection in

economic games can be considered a selfish choice that

is often afforded by the rules of the game [4�]. Second,

social rank refers to an ordering of individuals with regard

to a valued social dimension (e.g. power, status, leader-

ship, influence), with higher-ranking individuals

possessing more of the valued dimension than lower-

ranking individuals [6]. We address both passive and

active forms of social rank, with the former referring to

perceptions of higher rank and the latter to voluntary

granting of a higher-ranking position.

The contradictory effects of norm violation on
social rank
Given thatnorms regulategroup processesand ensuregroup

survival [7], it stands to reason that norm followers should

gain higher rank because of their instrumental social value,

that is, their ability to facilitate the smooth functioning of

groups [8�,9]. Indeed, laboratory research indicates that

members who conformed to group norms by showing pro-

totypical behavior were preferentially endorsed as leaders

[10]. Similarly, organizational studies showed that leaders

who behaved unethically were degraded [11]. The
www.sciencedirect.com
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demotion of norm violators is compatible with research

showing various negative reactions in observers, ranging

from anger and blame [12,13] to gossip and rumors [14,15] as

well as pillory and derision [16], which are all powerful

means to enforce social norms.

Despite the intuitive plausibility of negative reactions to

norm violators, several strands of research point to posi-

tive consequences for the violator’s social rank. Experi-

mental studies showed that individuals who dropped

cigarette ashes on the floor in a café, put their feet on

their colleague’s table, and ignored the rules of book-

keeping were perceived as more powerful than individu-

als who followed the various types of norms [17��]. Field

studies also showed that individuals who entered a posh

boutique in their gym clothes and gave a lecture at the

university wearing red sneakers were ascribed higher

status [18]. Other studies have similarly shown that

individuals who expressed negativity (e.g. anger)

and naysaying—behaviors that are considered counter-

normative—were considered more powerful and more

effective as leaders [19,20]. Moreover, a large-scale

genetic study demonstrated that the dopamine trans-

porter gene, DAT1, was positively related to rule break-

ing and leadership role occupancy [21�], which suggests

that the expression of rule-breaking inclinations is asso-

ciated with leadership emergence. In the domain of art,

too, research in the lab and in museums showed that

artists who deviated from a norm they established earlier

in their career or a norm that their contemporaries estab-

lished in a given era were considered more influential, and

observers would pay more money for their work [22�].
Across many of these studies, inferences of higher rank

hinge on the perception that the violator was free to act at

will [17��,18,22�], which explains why perceptions of rank

were attenuated when the norm violation was uninten-

tional (e.g. the violator was unaware of the norm) [18,22�].

Taken together, evidence shows that norm violators may

fall from grace but may also climb the ladder. We propose

that these divergent findings become plausible if we

consider that norms are socially constructed [23]—hence

the effects of norm violations are interwoven with social-

contextual factors that determine whether transgressions

will be perceived as threats or opportunities depending on

their implications in a given context. To examine this

possibility, we review research that examines how the

effects of norm violation on social rank are moderated by

attributes of the actor who committed the violation, the

observer who witnessed it, and the cultural setting, in

which it took place.

Moderators of the relationship between norm
violation and social rank
Actor

Research on actors’ attributes has mostly focused on their

group membership and the implications of the violation
www.sciencedirect.com 
for the group. A study in India showed that individuals

were more likely to devalue the status of a violator who

belonged to the same, rather than a different, caste as

themselves [24]. In another study, young children pro-

tested more strongly when an ingroup puppet violated the

rules of a game than when an outgroup puppet did [25].

Although individuals generally regard ingroup violators

more negatively than outgroup violators [26], this ‘black-

sheep’ effect depends on the violator’s rank and their

ultimate goal: Ingroup violators of higher rank (e.g. a

captain of a soccer team) were evaluated less negatively

than outgroup captains or ingroup team players who

violated rules, but only when the ingroup captain violated

rules in the group’s interest [27]. Additionally, recent

research shows that ingroup members (i.e. someone of

the same sex, ethnicity, or university) who violated norms

that did not harm the ingroup were perceived to be more

powerful than outgroup violators [28].

These findings suggest that violations committed by

ingroup members make salient a fundamental motivation

to uphold a positive group identity and promote group

goals [29]. Indeed, a series of experiments revealed that

individuals who broke the rules to benefit others were

granted power, a so-called ‘Robin-Hood’ effect. For

instance, individuals who ignored a prohibition to tilt a

bus chair or to close a window in a waiting room were

afforded more power than individuals who obeyed the

rules, but only when the violation benefited others by

giving them more leg space in the bus or by letting cool air

in a heated room [30]. Converging evidence comes from

research on gossip and whistle-blowing, which are

both considered counter-normative and are evaluated

negatively [15]. The negative judgments, however,

significantly diminish when the gossiper intends to warn

and protect the group against other wrongdoers [31],

and when the whistle-blower acts out of collective

concern [32].

In sum, when (ingroup) violators act in a group-serving

manner and facilitate group goal accomplishment, they

are seen as providing opportunities for the group and may

be afforded higher rank.

Observer

Literature on observers’ attributes examined the conditions

that make observers feelpersonally affectedby the violation.

A series of studies revealed that the tendency to reject norm

violators for a leadership role was moderated by the

observers’ rank: higher-ranking observers favored norm

followers over norm violators, whereas lower-ranking obser-

vers did not [33]. Field studies similarly found that observers

who witness workplace incivility are more likely to confront

the violator when they have high rank in the company

because they perceive a status challenge [34]. Another study

showedthatobserverswhoscoredhighonSocialDominance

Orientation (SDO), a personality trait that is associated with
Current Opinion in Psychology 2020, 33:74–79
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a desire for privileged positions in society, were more likely

to reject norm violators as leaders than low-SDO observers

[33]. Furthermore, higher-ranking observers who espouse

hierarchy-enhancing beliefs punish workplace misbehavior

more when it is committed by lower-ranking rather than

higher-ranking deviants [35].

These studies suggest that, compared to lower-ranking

observers, higher-ranking observers are more sensitive to

the potential status loss involved in having a norm violator

move up the hierarchy, and that they are motivated to

defend their own relative rank by preserving the extant

hierarchy. The notion that higher-ranking observers’

motivation to preserve the existing hierarchy may under-

pin negative reactions to norm violators dovetails with

recent evidence that observers who experience higher

feelings of entitlement, a personality trait that correlates

with status aspirations, tend to reject a violator’s claims to

higher rank out of status threat [36�].

In sum, when a norm violator threatens observers’ (aspira-

tions for) higher rank, observers are more likely to block

the violator’s way up. Therefore, individuals may react to

norm violators in a self-serving manner. This account is

consistent with evidence that people are more likely to

express their disapproval of deviant behavior to the

degree that the deviant behavior affects them personally

and hurts their self-interest [37]. In fact, when

participants’ personal involvement was high, they disap-

proved of norm-violating confederates (e.g. who littered

in a park) even in the presence of others [38], a situation

that would have otherwise elicited the famous ‘bystander

effect’ [39]. Higher social rank thus motivates bystanders

to reprove a norm violator to counteract the perceived

threat to their own rank.

Culture

Research on the role of culture has mostly focused on the

values that shape the meaning of a norm violation in a

given culture. A scenario study across 19 countries

described an actor violating or following organizational

norms [40��]. The results showed that the norm violator

was considered more powerful than the norm follower in

individualistic cultures but less powerful in collectivistic

cultures. Another scenario study in India, a typically

collectivistic country, showed that wearing casual clothes

in a formal ceremony reduced the actor’s perceived status

[41]. Similarly, exhibitors who dressed casually in a formal

trade show were approached less by people with an

interdependent self-construal [42]—a view of the self

that is sustained by collectivistic cultural practices

emphasizing group memberships [43]. These findings

suggest that, in collectivistic cultures, norm violations

are interpreted as defying the actor’s duty to preserve

group harmony, which reduces their rank. In contrast, in

individualistic cultures, the freewheeling behavior of
Current Opinion in Psychology 2020, 33:74–79 
norm violators adheres to the ideal of autonomy [44],

thereby enhancing their rank.

Besides collectivism, there is evidence that cultural tight-

ness influences violators’ rank. Compared to loose cul-

tures, tight cultures have lower tolerance of and impose

stricter punishment to norm violators to maintain social

order [45]. Accordingly, individuals who followed organi-

zational norms were more strongly supported as leaders in

tight compared to loose countries [40��]. This finding

suggests that norm violations in tight cultures may be

seen as a threat to the social order [46]. On the contrary,

situations that require a status quo change and the crea-

tion of new opportunities, such as an economic crisis, may

call for deviant leaders. For instance, women, whose

relationship-oriented behavior does not conform to gen-

der stereotypes about leadership, and Asian Americans,

whose self-sacrificing behavior does not conform to

stereotypes about autonomous leadership in the US, were

more likely to emerge as leaders in organizations that

decline [47,48].

In sum, when prevalent cultural values promote auton-

omy and openness to change or there is a greater need for

reform, norm violators are more likely to rise up the ranks.

Thus, norm violators’ social rank depends on the congru-

ence of their behavior with prevalent cultural values.

Conclusion
Integrating past findings: the threat-opportunity

framework

Norm violations do not happen in a vacuum. They are

embedded in a social context that regulates their social

consequences and thus their impact on the violator’s rank.

Our review revealed that norm violators’ potential to rise

up depends on social-contextual moderators that pertain

to features of the actor (violator), the observer, and the

culture (see Figure 1). These moderators influence the

degree to which norm violations are considered potential

threats or opportunities. Norm violations are considered

threatening when they are committed by ingroup mem-

bers who harm the group’s image, challenge observers’

vested interests in maintaining a higher-ranking position,

and take place in a culture that endorses group harmony

(collectivism) and the maintenance of social order (tight-

ness). Conversely, norm violations are perceived as oppor-

tunities when they are prosocial acts that serve group

interests or are enacted in a culture that prescribes auton-

omy (individualism) and openness to change (looseness).

Depending on features of the actor, observer, and culture,

these threats and opportunities are more or less salient

and consequential for the violators’ rank. That is, if

observers feel that the opportunities outweigh the threats,

they are more likely to respond positively and promote

norm violators’ rank. However, if threats outweigh the

opportunities, observers are more likely to respond nega-

tively and derogate norm violators’ rank.
www.sciencedirect.com
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Figure 1
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Perceived Opportunity

Actor

Observer
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A threat-opportunity framework of the effects of norm violations on social rank. The extent to which norm violators lose or gain social rank (solid

boxes) depends on contextual factors that pertain to features of the actor, the observer, and the culture (dashed boxes), which shape the degree

to which observers construe norm violations as threats versus opportunities. Norm violations are more likely to have negative consequences for an

actor’s social rank to the degree that they are perceived as posing a threat, and positive consequences to the degree that they are perceived as

offering an opportunity.
Future directions and limitations

Our theoretical framework postulates the construal of

norm violations as threats or opportunities as an overarch-

ing principle that regulates violators’ rank. This frame-

work can integrate past findings and inform directions for

future research. For instance, the current review suggests

that the domain where norm violations occur affects

people’s responses to them. Rule breaking generally

resulted in denial of leadership in the domains of business

and politics, but fueled perceptions of influence in the

domain of art. Anthropological theories suggest that, like

cultures, domains of social life vary in their strength of

norms and tolerance to deviance. Certain domains feature

more rigid norms and impose harsher punishment for

norm violations than other domains that feature looser

norms and leave more room for experimentation [49].

The prevalence of transgressions in domains that feature

vague norms may render observers more tolerant to norm

violators, which may lead them to perceive relatively

more opportunities than threats. Future research could

examine how people react to the same norm violation that

is enacted in domains that differ in their strength of norms

and salience of threats.

Besides features of the actor, observer, and culture,

factors relating to the violation per se remain to be

addressed. For instance, norms often operate at different

levels. Apart from the widely shared norms that are

situated at the community level, there exist more idio-

syncratic norms at the level of a person’s primary groups

(e.g. parents, friends, colleagues) [4�]. Recent studies

demonstrate that individuals who abide by group norms

while violating community norms rise to positions of
www.sciencedirect.com 
higher rank in their groups [50], perhaps because threats

are less salient when people violate community rather

than group norms. Future research can build upon this

multilevel framework of norms, which allows testing

novel hypotheses about situations where there is a

tension between higher-level and lower-level normative

systems.

Although the scope of the review was limited to behav-

ioral and non-legal violations, the studies we reviewed

included different types of norm violations. Existing

theoretical frameworks do not capture the polymorphous

nature of norm violations [1], which limits the possibility

to directly compare results from different studies. Future

work could therefore create a comprehensive theoretical

taxonomy that categorizes norm violations along various

dimensions, such as severity, content, and domain where

they most frequently occur. Addressing the aforemen-

tioned issues will further advance our understanding of

the intricate relationship between norm violation and

social rank, and the role of perceived threats and oppor-

tunities in this relationship.

Funding
Preparation of this manuscript was partly supported by a

grant from the Netherlands Organization for Scientific

Research (NWO, 406-11-024) awarded to the first and last

authors.

Conflict of interest statement
Nothing declared.
Current Opinion in Psychology 2020, 33:74–79



78 Power, status, and hierarchy
References and recommended reading
Papers of particular interest, published within the period of review,
have been highlighted as:

� of special interest
�� of outstanding interest

1. Cialdini RB, Trost MR: Social influence: social norms, conformity,
and compliance. In Handbook of Social Psychology. Edited by
Gilbert DT, Fiske ST, Lindzey G. McGraw-Hill; 1998:151-192.

2. Cialdini RB, Goldstein NJ: Social influence: compliance and
conformity. Ann Rev Psychol 2004, 55:591-621 http://dx.doi.org/
10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.142015.

3. Feldman DC: The development and enforcement of group
norms. Acad Manage Rev 1984, 9:47-53 http://dx.doi.org/
10.2307/258231.

4.
�

Van Kleef GA, Wanders F, Stamkou E, Homan AC: The social
dynamics of breaking the rules: antecedents and
consequences of norm-violating behavior. Curr Opin Psychol
2015, 6:25-31 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.03.013.

This review article examines what brings people to violate norms and
what are the consequences of norm violations. It shows that norm
violations have both negative consequences (e.g. the violator feels guilty
and may be sanctioned) and positive consequences (e.g. the violator is
perceived as more powerful). The proposed theoretical framework sug-
gests that the negative consequences discourage future norm violations,
thereby creating a self-defeating norm violation cycle, whereas the
positive consequences encourage future transgressions, thereby creat-
ing a self-reinforcing norm violation cycle.

5. Stamkou E, Van Kleef GA: Do we give power to the right people?
When and how norm violators rise to the top. In Power, Politics,
and Paranoia: Why People are Suspicious About Their Leaders.
Edited by van Prooijen J-W, van Lange PAM. Cambridge
University Press; 2014:33-52.

6. Magee JC, Galinsky AD: Social hierarchy: the self-reinforcing
nature of power and status. Acad Manage Ann 2008, 2:351-398
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1298493.

7. Bicchieri C: Norms in the Wild: How to Diagnose, Measure, and
Change Social Norms. Oxford University Press; 2016.

8.
�

Anderson C, Hildreth JAD, Howland L: Is the desire for status a
fundamental human motive? A review of the empirical
literature. Psychol Bull 2015, 141:574-601.

This review article advances the status hypothesis, which holds that the
desire for status is such a fundamental human motive that people
vigilantly monitor status dynamics in their environment and react strongly
when their status is threatened. Furthermore, it suggests that observers
afford higher status to an individual when that individual appears to
possess instrumental social value—that is, personal characteristics that
facilitate observers’ own goal accomplishment.

9. Keltner D, Van Kleef GA, Chen S, Kraus M: A reciprocal influence
model of social power: emerging principles and lines of
inquiry. Adv Exp Soc Psychol 2008, 40:151-192.

10. Platow MJ, van Knippenberg D: A social identity analysis of
leadership endorsement: the effects of leader ingroup
prototypicality and distributive intergroup fairness. Pers Soc
Psychol B 2001, 27:1508-1519 http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
01461672012711011.

11. Yukl G: Leadership in Organizations. Prentice Hall; 2010.

12. Kam CC-S, Bond MH: Emotional reactions of anger and shame
to the norm violation characterizing episodes of interpersonal
harm. Br J Soc Psychol 2009, 48:203-219.

13. Ohbuchi KO, Tamura T, Quigley BM, Tedeschi JT, Madi N,
Bond MH, Mummendey A: Anger, blame, and dimensions of
perceived norm violations: culture, gender, and relationships.
J Appl Soc Psychol 2004, 34:1587-1603.

14. Baumeister RF, Zhang L, Vohs KD: Gossip as cultural learning.
Rev Gen Psychol 2004, 8:111-121 http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1089-
2680.8.2.111.

15. Beersma B, Van Kleef GA: How the grapevine keeps you in line:
gossip increases contributions to the group. Soc Psychol Pers
Sci 2011, 2:642-649.
Current Opinion in Psychology 2020, 33:74–79 
16. Ferraro G, Andreatta S: Cultural Anthropology: An Applied
Perspective. Wadsworth Publishing; 2011.

17.
��

Van Kleef GA, Homan AC, Finkenauer C, Gündemir S, Stamkou E:
Breaking the rules to rise to power: how norm violators gain
power in the eyes of others. Soc Psychol Pers Sci 2011, 2:500-507.

This article demonstrated for the first time that norm violations increase
perceptions of power in observers. In a series of four experiments
employing various methodologies (e.g. film clips, confederates, scenar-
ios), individuals who violated norms were perceived as more powerful
than individuals who followed norms. This effect was mediated by
perceptions of the actor’s volitional capacity.

18. Bellezza S, Gino F, Keinan A: The red sneakers effect: inferring
status and competence from signals of nonconformity. J
Consum Res 2014, 41:35-54.

19. Tiedens LZ: Anger and advancement versus sadness and
subjugation: the effect of negative emotion expressions on
social status conferral. J Pers Soc Psychol 2001, 80:86-94 http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.1.86.

20. Chou EY: Naysaying and negativity promote initial power
establishment and leadership endorsement. J Pers Soc
Psychol 2018, 115:638-656.

21.
�

Li W-D, Wang N, Arvey RD, Soong R, Saw SM, Son Z: A mixed
blessing? Dual mediating mechanisms in the relationship
between dopamine transporter gene DAT1 and leadership role
occupancy. Leadersh Q 2015, 26:671-686.

Using a nationally representative US sample (N = 13 172), this genetic
study revealed that the dopamine transporter gene, DAT1, was positively
related to rule breaking, which was in turn positively associated with
leadership role occupancy.

22.
�

Stamkou E, Van Kleef GA, Homan AC: The art of influence: when
and why deviant artists gain impact. J Pers Soc Psychol 2018,
115:276-303.

Six experiments conducted in the laboratory and in museums showed
that artists who deviated from an artistic norm they established at an
earlier point in their career (intrapersonal deviance) or a norm their
contemporaries established in a given era (interpersonal deviance) were
considered more influential, and the monetary value of their work
increased. The effects of intrapersonal and interpersonal deviance on
influence were mediated by perceived will-power (i.e. the belief that the
artist acted at will).

23. Chiu C-Y, Gelfand MJ, Yamagishi T, Shteynberg G, Wan C:
Intersubjective culture: therole of intersubjective perceptions in
cross-cultural research. Perspect Psychol Sci 2010, 5:482-493.

24. Sankaran S, Sekerdej M, Von Hecker U: The role of Indian caste
identity and caste inconsistent norms on status
representation. Front Psychol 2017, 8:487.

25. Schmidt MFH, Rakoczy H, Tomasello M: Young children enforce
social norms selectively depending on the violator’s group
affiliation. Cognition 2012, 124:325-333.

26. Marques JM, Yzerbyt VY, Leyens J-P: The ‘black sheep effect’:
extremity of judgments towards ingroup members as a function
of group identification. Eur J Soc Psychol 1988, 18:1-16.

27. Abrams D, de Moura GR, Travaglino GA: A double standard
when group members behave badly: transgression credit to
ingroup leaders. J Pers Soc Psychol 2013, 105:799-815.

28. Homan AC, Van Kleef GA: Obtaining power by breaking the
rules is not for everyone: the importance of group
membership. In Proceedings of the Academy of Management
Annual Meeting. 2013.

29. Hewstone M, Rubin M, Willis H: Intergroup bias. Annu Rev
Psychol 2002, 53:575-604.

30. Van Kleef GA, Homan AC, Finkenauer C, Blaker NM,
Heerdink MW: Prosocial norm violations fuel power
affordance. J Exp Soc Psychol 2012, 48:937-942.

31. Beersma B, Van Kleef GA: Why people gossip: an empirical
analysis of social motives, antecedents, and consequences. J
Appl Soc Psychol 2012, 42:2640-2670.

32. Rios K, Ingraffia Z: Judging the actions of “whistle-blowers”
versus “leakers”: labels influence perceptions of dissenters
www.sciencedirect.com

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.142015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.142015
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/258231
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/258231
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.03.013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0025
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1298493
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/01461672012711011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/01461672012711011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0065
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.8.2.111
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.8.2.111
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0090
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.1.86
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.1.86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0160


Climbing the ladder or falling from grace? Stamkou, Homan and van Kleef 79
who expose group misconduct. Group Process Intergroup Relat
2016, 19:553-569.

33. Stamkou E, Van Kleef GA, Homan AC, Galinsky AD: How norm
violations shape social hierarchies: those who stand on top
block norm violators from rising up. Group Process Intergroup
Relat 2016, 19:608-629 http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
1368430216641305.

34. Hershcovis MS, Neville L, Reich TC, Christie AM, Cortina LM,
Shan JV: Witnessing wrongdoing: the effects of observer
power on incivility intervention in the workplace. Organ Behav
Hum Decis Process 2017, 142:45-57.

35. Bowles HR, Gelfand MJ: Status and the evaluation of workplace
deviance. Psychol Sci 2010, 21:49-54 http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0956797609356509.

36.
�

Stamkou E, Van Kleef GA, Homan AC: Feeling entitled to rules:
entitled individuals prevent norm violators from rising up the
ranks. J Exp Soc Psychol 2019 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
jesp.2019.03.001.

In three experiments, participants were presented with vignettes of norm-
violating or norm-following behavior in the workplace and in politics. The
results showed that participants generally rejected norm violators’ claims
to higher rank. However, the rejection of norm violators was stronger
among participants who scored higher on psychological entitlement.
When confronted with norm violators, high-entitlement participants
experienced greater threat to their social position, which mediated their
rejection of norm violators.

37. Brauer M, Chekroun P: The relationship between perceived
violation of social norms and social control: situational factors
influencing the reaction to deviance. J Appl Soc Psychol 2005,
35:1519-1539.

38. Chekroun P, Brauer M: The bystander effect and social control
behavior: the effect of the presence of others on people’s
reactions to norm violations. Eur J Soc Psychol 2002, 32:853-867.

39. Darley JM, Latane B: Bystander intervention in emergencies:
diffusion of responsibility. J Pers Soc Psychol 1968, 8:377-383.

40.
��

Stamkou E, Van Kleef GA, Homan AC, Gelfand MJ, Van de
Vijver FJR, Van Egmond MC et al.: Cultural collectivism and
tightness moderate responses to norm violators: effects on
power perception, moral emotions, and leader support. Pers
Soc Psychol B 2018, 45:947-964 http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0146167218802832.

An experimental study across 19 countries presented participants with a
vignette of an organizational meeting where the focal actor either violated
www.sciencedirect.com 
or adhered to typical organizational norms. Although the actor received
little support as leader across the board, the perception of his power
varied widely across cultures: In individualistic cultures, norm violators
were considered more powerful than norm abiders, whereas in collecti-
vistic cultures, norm violators were considered less powerful. Thus, this
study shows that the positive relationship between norm violation and
power perception that has been consistently found in Western cultures, is
reversed in collectivistic cultures.

41. Parida B, Gupta V: Effects of non-conformity on perceived
status and competence: examining the moderating role of
physical attractiveness. Psychol Stud 2017, 62:305-313.

42. Sun J, Choi C, Bai B: Dress for success: the effect of exhibitors’
dress conformity and self-construal on attendees’ approach
behavior. J Travel Tour Mark 2018, 35:706-714.

43. Markus HR, Kitayama S: Culture and the self: implications for
cognition, emotion, and motivation. Psychol Rev 1991, 98:224-253.

44. Triandis HC, McCusker C, Hui CH: Multimethod probes of
individualism and collectivism. J Pers Soc Psychol 1990,
59:1006-1020 http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.5.1006.

45. Gelfand MJ, Raver JL, Nishii L, Leslie LM, Lun J, Lim BC, Duan L,
Almaliach A, Ang S, Arnadottir J et al.: Differences between tight and
loose cultures: a 33-nation study. Science 2011, 332:1100-1104.

46. Roos P, Gelfand MJ, Nau D, Zuckerman I, Lun J: Societal threat
and cultural variation in the strength of social norms: an
evolutionary basis. Organ Behav Hum Decis Process 2015,
129:14-23.

47. Ryan MK, Haslam SA: The glass cliff: exploring the dynamics
surrounding the appointment of women to precarious
leadership positions. Acad Manage Rev 2007, 32:549-572.

48. Gündemir S, Carton AM, Homan AC: The impact of
organizational performance on the emergence of Asian
American leaders. J Appl Psychol 2019, 104:107-122.

49. Price RH, Bouffard DL: Behavioral appropriateness and
situational constraint as dimensions of social behavior. J Pers
Soc Psychol 1974, 30:579-586.

50. Wanders F, Homan AC, Van Vianen A, Van Kleef GA: Rebel with a
cause: violating community norms while abiding by group
norms elicits leadership granting. Talk at the Kurt-Lewin Institute
Conference 2018.
Current Opinion in Psychology 2020, 33:74–79

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0160
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1368430216641305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1368430216641305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0170
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797609356509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797609356509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.03.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.03.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0195
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167218802832
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167218802832
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0215
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.5.1006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(19)30090-9/sbref0250

	Climbing the ladder or falling from grace? A threat-opportunity framework of the effects of norm violations on social rank
	Introduction
	The contradictory effects of norm violation on social rank
	Moderators of the relationship between norm violation and social rank
	Actor
	Observer
	Culture

	Conclusion
	Integrating past findings: the threat-opportunity framework
	Future directions and limitations

	Funding
	Conflict of interest statement
	References and recommended reading


