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Abstract
The Status Quo Bias (SQB) describes an individual’s preference to avoid changes 
and maintain the current situation. In today’s world, technological advances require 
nearly constant change within organizations. Thus, SQB can become an issue when 
it hinders progress. Therefore, it is crucial to understand how this effect can be reli‑
ably measured and, even more importantly, what countermeasures to employ. Prior 
research has focused more on individual measuring approaches and less on counter‑
measures. As researchers across different research fields have studied this bias, we 
conduct a literature review spanning different scholarly fields. This broader research 
focus allows us to identify four measurement approaches and 13 countermeasures 
along the three aspects of cognitive misperception, rational decision making, and 
psychological commitment of SQB. Our overview consolidates existing knowledge 
and will hopefully be the starting point for researchers to start combating this bias 
where needed. Successful and proven countermeasures can, for example, increase 
the acceptance and adoption of digital innovations and technology in general and 
thereby allow organizations to capitalize on their investments.
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1 Introduction

“The most damaging phrase in the language is ‘We’ve always done it this 
way’.”
(Grace M. Hopper).

Status quo bias (SQB) is a non‑rational or biased preference for the current way 
of doing things (Samuelson and Zeckhauser 1988). Like other simplified decision 
procedures, it can help to save time and be more efficient. Samuelson and Zeck‑
hauser used the example of a colleague who always ordered the same sandwich 
for lunch when they introduced the bias in 1988. In this case, the colleague saves 
time and brain capacity in the decision‑making process. However, SQB can be 
harmful when a change would improve the way of doing things, e.g., there might 
be a sandwich that is a healthier or tastier option, but, due to the biased prefer‑
ence for the status quo, the colleague is never going to try that sandwich. Since its 
initial publication, SQB has become a commonly studied issue. It has been found 
across industries and in different research contexts. For example, SQB has been 
studied in the context of novel ethical concepts (Bostrom and Ord 2006), energy‑
related choices (Blasch and Daminato 2018), or investment decisions (Freiburg 
and Grichnik 2013). SQB can also be studied regarding different levels of analy‑
sis, e.g., individual (Kim and Kankanhalli 2009) or groups of individuals, be it in 
an organizational context (Bao 2009) or society at large (Telesetsky 2017).

This interest in SQB naturally does not stem from a vendetta against non‑creative 
sandwich eaters. The reason for the interest is rather that SQB can hinder innovation 
and improvement. SQB can be harmful if a non‑optimal current situation contin‑
ues or if helpful improvements are ignored. To demonstrate this risk, we give three 
examples from different research contexts, namely politics, economics, and informa‑
tion systems. First, SQB can affect politics and, in times of climate change, the most 
critical environmental policies. Exemplarily, Mohn (2021) finds that the Interna‑
tional Energy Agency’s World Energy Outlook contained SQB towards fossil fuels 
which is not in line with the current worldwide aim for renewable energies. Second, 
SQB can also affect economic decisions, which can prove to be harmful to those 
individuals whom the decisions affect. In this regard, Lorenc et al. (2013) showed 
that SQB is one of the reasons for ’fuel poverty’, e.g., income weak individuals 
spending too much of their already low income on unfavorable energy tariffs and 
not switching to a different tariff. Finally, SQB can impede the introduction of new 
technologies and is, therefore, quite frequently studied in information systems. One 
example of such a technology are enterprise resource planning (ERP) systems. The 
organizational value of ERP systems is well established; nonetheless, Kim and Kan‑
kanhalli (2009) were able to demonstrate that SQB impeded an ERP introduction in 
a major IT service company. In fact, adoption rates remained low because employ‑
ees were biased towards continuing the use of their old system. As these examples 
indicate, SQB can be a problem and therefore requires suitable countermeasures.

But to counter SQB requires the ability to reliably measure it and then select 
the right countermeasures. However, so far, every publication seems to be 
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using a different path to measure SQB. Methods to measure SQB vary widely. 
Some of these variations can be explained with tailored approaches to the spe‑
cific research context. For example, employing an econometric approach based 
on behavioral outcomes using secondary data to calculate SQB in the context of 
investment decisions, where it can be expressed as a monetary function, is logical 
(Freiburg and Grichnik 2013). However, in other contexts, different measurement 
approaches are used simultaneously. As an example, in the context of technology 
acceptance, Kim and Kankanhalli (2009) conceptualize a model for SQB based 
on the concepts of loss aversion, net benefits, transition costs, uncertainty costs, 
sunk costs, social norms, and control. However, in the same context, Li et  al. 
(2016) only require the constructs of loss aversion, transition costs, and social 
norms to measure the same phenomenon. To date, an overview of these differ‑
ent approaches is still missing. There are laudable efforts, e.g., by Lee and Joshi 
(2017), who examined the use of different explanation approaches to SQB and 
related constructs, but these rather looked for the number of studies explaining a 
certain construct instead of a reliable way to measure SQB. However, approaches 
that reliably and validly measure SQB and can also be generalized across research 
contexts are essential to measure and counter SQB. Only then is it possible to 
compare and generalize results – be it between research streams or from research 
to practice. Especially for the question of deciding on the right countermeasures, 
the level of insight into the underlying aspects of SQB is also key.

Similar to the variance of measurement methods for SQB, there is a wide vari‑
ety of countermeasures recommended in the literature. For example, the advice 
varies from recruiting new personnel from outside of the organization (Long et al. 
2019) over telling success stories (Linnerud et al. 2019) to providing additional 
information material on the change (Hsieh et al. 2014). Here, it is also relevant 
to notice that status quo bias can occur on different levels, e.g., the individual 
(sandwich eating colleague) or on a group (be it a team, an organization, or a 
state) level. This is relevant as the bias might have different effects on the level of 
the primary adoption process on a group level and on the secondary adoption pro‑
cess on an individual level (Heidenreich and Talke 2020) and might also call for 
different countermeasures. To date, no overview exists that details countermeas‑
ures to SQB mentioned in the literature and guidance on when to apply which. 
Such an overview would facilitate knowledge exchange between research streams. 
As SQB is studied in very different fields, it would be a waste of resources to 
invent or test countermeasures again. An overview could also help practitioners 
to select the right countermeasures to their specific situation. To fill this gap, we 
aim to create an overview of the measurements used and countermeasures recom‑
mended. Thereby, we answer the following research questions:

RQ1 How is SQB measured across research fields, and what are the advantages and 
disadvantages of the different measurement approaches?

RQ2 Which countermeasures against SQB influence have researchers found in 
which contexts?
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To this end, we conducted a systematic analysis of published research articles 
on SQB. We analyze these articles with regard to the two research questions and 
discuss ways to select the right measurement approach and the right counter‑
measure. Based on these insights, we also analyze the (potential) value of the 
SQB perspective for different application areas.

The remaining paper is structured as follows: Sect.  2 introduces the theo‑
retical background. Section  3 details the method used to identify and analyze 
the relevant literature. Section  4 presents the findings, which are discussed in 
Sect. 5.

2  Theoretical background

2.1  Cognitive biases

Simon (1955) introduced bounded rationality, which led to the introduction of 
cognitive biases. He postulated that humans’ access to information and their 
computational capacities limit their ability to make entirely rational decisions. 
These findings challenged the long‑established model of the homo oeconomicus, 
e.g., the assumption that humans always maximize their absolute value based on 
the transparency of information (Doucouliagos 1994). The effects of the limita‑
tions identified by Simon (1955) can lead to certain distortions that researchers 
later conceptualized as cognitive biases. Biases describe behavior where "indi-
viduals draw inferences or adopt beliefs where the evidence for doing so in a 
logically sound manner is either insufficient or absent" (Haselton et  al. 2015, 
p. 2).

The concept of bounded rationality enabled Tversky and Kahneman (1974) to 
introduce cognitive biases with their first three heuristics of representativeness, 
availability, and anchoring and adjustment. They were able to show that individu‑
als have a biased perception of statistics. When asked in an experiment if it was 
more likely that a student described to them beforehand was now a bank teller 
or a feminist bank teller, most participants selected the latter. They had made a 
biased decision based on the prior information that detailed that the student was a 
feminist (representativeness heuristic). Similarly, participants made a biased deci‑
sion when asked regarding the likelihood of a certain event occurring. Tversky 
and Kahneman (1974) were able to show that their assessment depended on how 
available information about such an event was for the participants (availability 
heuristic). Finally, they let people guess the size of large cities in the US and 
found that a random number given to the participants beforehand (and the par‑
ticipants were told that it was a random number) influenced their size estimate. 
Since these first findings, many more biases have been explored. Benson (2019), 
for example, identified 188 biases. One of these biases that were identified sub‑
sequent to Tversky and Kahneman’s discovery was the status quo bias, which 
we detail in the next Sect.  2.2. However, studies have also identified additional 
related concepts, which we detail in the subsequent Sect. 2.3.
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2.2  Status Quo Bias (SQB)

Samuelsen and Zeckhauser introduced SQB in 1988 with the lifelike example of 
a colleague that always took the same sandwich for lunch for decades. This col‑
league only once deviated from the status quo. To prove the general applicability 
of the effect, Samuelson and Zeckhauser (1988) reported on an experiment where 
they offered participants two different treatments. Treatment 1 informed partici‑
pants that they inherited money from an uncle and offered them four options to 
invest the money. In the second version, the participants’ received a similar treat‑
ment but received the information that their uncle had already invested the money 
in one of the options. In the case of treatment 2, the participants were more likely 
to choose the pre‑selected option. They then conceptualize that there are three dif‑
ferent categories of explanation approaches to this bias: cognitive misperception, 
rational decision making, and psychological commitment (Samuelson and Zeck‑
hauser 1988).

2.2.1  Cognitive misperception

Here, Samuelson and Zeckhauser (1988) primarily refer to the concept of loss aver‑
sion established by Kahneman and Tversky (1979). In their experiments, Kahne‑
man and Tversky were able to show that losses loom larger than gains in the value 
perception of individuals as a part of prospect theory. They found that individuals 
tend to forego substantial gains out of fear of minor losses (Kahneman and Tversky 
1979). Individuals prefer to remain with the status quo because potential losses in 
the context of change are perceived as unrealistically large (Samuelson and Zeck‑
hauser 1988).

2.2.2  Rational decision‑making

Part of SQB can be explained with the aim of individuals to avoid uncertainty and 
transition costs. Uncertainty costs occur when the value of a good or service is not 
known beforehand. Therefore, individuals tend to, for example, stick to brands they 
have made positive experiences with. Similarly, it might be rational to stay with the 
same supplier, as transitioning to another would require an investment in a due dili‑
gence procedure. These costs have, however, already been invested for the current 
option. Thus, it might be a prudent option to stay with the status quo. In this context, 
one might also argue that individuals simply make the same decisions when similar 
options are presented. But rational decision‑making cannot explain why people tend 
to remain with the status quo—even if potential gains would exceed any transaction 
or uncertainty costs.

2.2.3  Psychological commitment

This SQB aspect is most often conceptualized as the sunk cost effect. This effect 
describes the greater tendency to continue a course of action once an investment in 
money, effort, or time has occurred. Individuals tend to justify this behavior as not 
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wanting to appear wasteful (Arkes and Blumer 1985). In a wider sense, sunk costs 
can refer to skills related to the previous way of working that individuals will lose 
due to a change. This can, for example, be the time that individuals have invested in 
training for the current way of working. If, for example, a new technology is intro‑
duced, their training might not be applicable anymore and could therefore be consid‑
ered as sunk cost (Kim and Kankanhalli 2009). In addition, researchers have found 
that the opinion of friends and colleagues also plays a large role (social influence) 
and that the level of control individuals experience also impacts SQB. The latter can 
be understood as how confident the user is about understanding and dealing with the 
change (Samuelson and Zeckhauser 1988).

The first measurement model that captured all three aspects of SQB was devel‑
oped by Kim and Kankanhalli (2009), who studied SQB in the technology accept‑
ance context. They then tested parts of this model successfully in the context of 
an introduction of an Enterprise Resource Planning system (Kim and Kankanhalli 
2009). A subsequent review of works that cited Kim and Kankanhalli found that 
the focus of researchers has unduly lain on rational decision‑making explanation 
approaches (Lee and Joshi 2017). In addition, Wu (2016) offers the first meta‑ana‑
lytic review of status quo bias in technology adoption. He was able to confirm the 
findings on construct‑relationships of previous researchers.

2.3  Related concepts to the SQB

Several concepts or biases in themselves are closely related and studied in the con‑
text of SQB. The most prominent ones are the default bias, inertia, loss aversion, 
sunk cost, and innovation resistance, including the concept of status quo satisfac‑
tion. These are established concepts on their own and will facilitate the reader’s 
understanding of our findings, as they appear in several publications alongside SQB. 
Other biases mentioned by a few publications in conjunction with the SQB, like the 
omission bias (Ritov and Baron 1992), are not detailed here for brevity’s sake.

The default bias or effect describes a choice between different options where indi‑
viduals are more likely to choose the pre‑selected option. The outcome subsequently 
deviates from the choice scenario where nothing is pre‑selected. Samuelson and 
Zeckhauser (1988) already referenced this effect in their initial publication on the 
SQB (Samuelson and Zeckhauser 1988). There are different options regarding the 
study of this bias: One option is that a previous choice by participants becomes their 
default in a second round of the experiment (Krieger and Felder 2013). The other 
option is that individuals get multiple options that are all new to them, but the fram‑
ing of the question presents one option as the default (Geng 2016; Suri et al. 2013) 
or what becomes the default in a future scenario (Korobkin 1998). The default bias 
appears in  situations where one choice (the default) is pre‑selected. This situation 
can be a case of continuing the status quo, however, it can also be a new situation. 
For example, when individuals install a new technology (thus changing their status 
quo) but keep the default password setting and thereby creates a security risk (Kan‑
kane et al. 2018).
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Organizational inertia describes that the size, complexity, structure, systems, pro‑
cedures, and processes of an organization can affect its resistance to change (Tush‑
man and O’Reilly 1996). For example, inertia can negatively influence the intention 
to use a new system (Polites and Karahanna 2012). This resistance can enforce the 
status quo (Schwarz 2012). Inertia has appeared in various contexts, from the adop‑
tion of mobile payment systems (Zhang et al. 2016) over health clouds (Hsieh et al. 
2014) to smartphones (Lin et al. 2015).

Loss aversion was established by Kahneman and Tversky (1979) when they dis‑
covered that losses loom larger than gains in the value perception of individuals as a 
part of prospect theory. They found that individuals tend to forego substantial gains 
out of fear of minor losses. Samuelson and Zeckhauser (1988) identified the cogni‑
tive misperception of loss aversion as an explanation for SQB. Individuals prefer to 
remain with the status quo because potential losses in the context of change are unre‑
alistically large (Kim and Kankanhalli 2009). Prior research identified the overlap of 
loss aversion with SQB (Kahneman et al. 1991). However, following Samuelson and 
Zeckhauser (1988), loss aversion is only one of three explanation approaches for 
SQB. Thus, for certain situations, the other two aspects of SQB might have more 
explanation potential. In other situations, e.g., the choice between two investment 
options (none of them being the status quo) where loss aversion explains individual 
behavior, SQB is not relevant at all.

The sunk cost effect describes the greater tendency to continue a course of action 
once an investment in money, effort, or time has occurred. Individuals tend to justify 
this behavior as not wanting to appear wasteful (Arkes and Blumer 1985). In the 
technology acceptance context, sunk costs can refer to skills related to the previous 
way of working that individuals will lose due to the switch to the new system (Kim 
and Kankanhalli 2009). Similar to loss aversion, there might be situations where 
SQB applies, but sunk cost is not the salient explanation approach. However, in dif‑
ference to loss aversion, sunk costs always lead to SQB, like the fact that there are 
sunk costs implies that there must be a status quo on which these costs have been 
spent.

Finally, innovation resistance research offers additional insights: Innovation 
resistance itself is a phenomenon well known in the literature. Innovation resistance 
is hereby understood as a normal consumer response when faced with the adoption 
and use of an innovation. It describes any behavior that aims at maintaining the sta‑
tus quo as well as current beliefs. Innovations typically lead to change, and individu‑
als might have good reasons to exhibit behavior aimed at maintaining the status quo 
(Ram 1987). A factor that can even increase resistance is status quo satisfaction. 
For example, a consumer that is very satisfied with a product is more likely to resist 
change than a consumer not satisfied with the given product—provided all other fac‑
tors are the same (Heidenreich and Handrich 2015). Interestingly and this concept 
does not appear under the keyword of “status quo bias”. The focus lies only on sta‑
tus quo satisfaction. To account for these differences in nomenclature, we decided to 
use a more open search string, as detailed in the next section.
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3  Methodology

3.1  Data collection

Following the recommendations by Watson and Webster (2002) and Tranfield et al. 
(2003), we did not limit the literature search to specific journals to holistically 
understand current research on SQB. Thus, we also included publications from all 
research fields in our analysis to ensure comprehensive coverage (vom Brocke et al. 
2015). To allow for a broad overview of the topic of SQB and also include adja‑
cent research streams, we conducted a literature review based on a keyword‑based 
search for ((“status quo”) AND ((“bias”) OR (“satisfaction”)) OR (“innovation 
resistance”)) on the Web of Science and the AIS library. We searched the Web of 
Science to gain a broad spectrum of publications. We also searched the AIS Library 
to include the latest research, e.g., conference publications from the area of informa‑
tion systems, as the first review of journal publications suggested a recent increase 
of publications in this research area. For the search, we employed four selection cri‑
teria: accessibility, universality, publication‑quality, and relevance (Anggraini and 
Sholihin 2021). The publications had to be accessible to the public. Thus, we only 
reviewed published research. The publications need to be in a universally under‑
standable language, e.g., English, French, or German. The publications had to fulfill 
certain quality criteria, like being peer‑reviewed. Thus, we included peer‑reviewed 
journals and conference publications. Finally, the publications had to be relevant and 
thus contain the keyword in the title, abstract, or keywords. This search resulted in 
768 publications.

3.2  Data selection and quality assessment

In a second step, we then selected relevant data and performed a quality assess‑
ment. Based on a first review of the publication abstracts, we excluded one duplicate 
(1) and publications that did not mention SQB or a related concept (136). We also 
excluded publications that only mentioned SQB or related concepts in passing (140). 
We then reviewed the remaining 492 publications and excluded 229 publications 
that discussed SQB or related concepts but did not elaborate on the phenomenon in 
depth. For example, for this research, the focus is on SQB. Therefore, we assumed 
that publications only mentioning SQB in passing would not add substantial insights 
to the topic. Nonetheless, we included results that discuss SQB but mainly measure 
related concepts like inertia or default bias (see Sect. 3.2 related concepts to SQB). 
This procedure left us with 262 publications for detailed analysis regarding meas‑
urement models and countermeasures (see Fig. 1).

3.3  Data analysis

Our analysis revealed that researchers across fields have studied SQB. To show the 
variety of research fields that have explored SQB, we analyzed the outlets and the 
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topics they pertain to for those publications discussing SQB in depth. Of the 262 
publications analyzed in‑depth, 112 came from the field of Business and Economics, 
80 from Information Systems, 24 from Psychology and Medicine, 21 from Politics 
and Law, 17 from Energy and Sustainability, five from Education and Teaching, and 
three from Ethics. Overarching, we can identify an increase in studies on SQB and 
related concepts across research areas in the last fifteen years (see Fig. 2). As this 
article is written during the year 2022, to avoid distortion we do not include the 3 
publications already published this year.

Regarding the unit of analysis of the bias, we found that only a minority of pub‑
lications focused on groups of individuals, e.g., organization or state level (31). 
Instead, the majority focused on individual decisions either in general (34), the 
organizational context, e.g., employees and students (39), or consumers and citizens 
(158). The most frequent methods were surveys (141), followed by purely theoreti‑
cal works (51) and experiments (36). Less common were interviews (14), secondary 
data analysis (8), mixed methods (5), case studies (4), and literature reviews (3). In 
addition, we assessed the 262 publications reviewed in detail for the way they meas‑
ured SQB. For those studies that used multiple constructs, we categorized the used 
constructs based on the three initial aspects of cognitive misperception, rational 
decision‑making, and psychological commitment, as introduced by Samuelson and 
Zeckhauser (1988). We also reviewed the practical implications of the publications 
for countermeasures to SQB. We present these countermeasures as clusters along 
the three conceptual aspects of SQB in the following findings sections.

Fig. 1  Selection approach for the literature review. The full list of publications reviewed in depth can be 
obtained from the authors upon request

Fig. 2  Distribution of studies across time
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4  Findings

4.1  Approaches used to measure SQB

Our assessment of the measurement approaches leads us to identify four different 
approaches to measure SQB: Firstly, the measurement by an econometric approach 
based on behavioral outcomes, secondly, the measurement through medical means 
like the subthalamic nucleus activity, thirdly with multiple constructs, and fourthly, 
the direct measurement with several items.

Firstly, several studies assess SQB through an econometric approach based on 
behavioral outcomes, for example, by comparing share values (Enns et  al. 2014), 
investments with different levels of risk in lottery decisions (Bekir and Doss 2020), 
different policy preferences (Alesina and Passarelli 2019), different farming options 
(Hermann et al. 2016), or investment decisions (Freiburg and Grichnik 2013). The 
latter, for example, measured SQB as such: “Reinvestment: An investment decision 
was defined as reinvestment if a LP [limited partner, i.e., institutional investor] had 
already invested in earlier funds of a GP [general partners, i.e., private equity firms] 
[…]. The binary variable was coded one if an earlier investment in the same GP 
had been made and zero otherwise. If the reinvestment variable predicts the invest-
ment decision after controlling for potential information and access benefits of these 
reinvestments, evidence for the status quo bias would exist” (Freiburg and Grichnik 
2013, p. 141). However, these measurement approaches require sufficient longitudi‑
nal data to repeatedly observe the behavior of humans or organizations.

Secondly, there are a few studies that observe SQB with medical means during a 
decision task, e.g., based on the subthalamic nucleus activity (Fleming et al. 2010), 
the functional magnetic resonance imaging data (Nicolle et  al. 2011), functional 
near‑infrared spectroscopy (Hu and Shealy 2020), and transcranial magnetic stimu‑
lation (Pisoni et al. 2014).

Thirdly, several studies used multiple constructs to measure SQB. Four of the 
studies in our literature review assigned these constructs to the three explanation cat‑
egories, cognitive misperception, rational decision making, and psychological com‑
mitment that Samuelson and Zeckhauser (1988) identified. Interestingly the studies 
assign different constructs to these aspects, and in two cases, they assigned the same 
construct to different categories. This overlap implies that these should not be seen 
too strictly (see Table 1). For example, Mueller et al. (2019) assign perceived value 
to the rational decision‑making aspect, while Kim and Kankanhalli (2009) iden‑
tify this construct as not pertaining to SQB literature. Similarly, switching costs are 
assigned to different categories by different authors.

Based on the constructs assigned to the three explanation aspects, we subse‑
quently reviewed the other studies regarding their use of these constructs (see 
Table 2). We reviewed all studies that contained a measurement model with multiple 
constructs carefully regarding their use of the constructs identified in Table 1. We 
included all studies that contained at least two of the concepts, to exclude studies 
that focused primarily on something else. We marked those rows with an x, where 
the construct was used under the same name and aspect. The same construct might, 
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however, be measured with different questions. To signify deviations, we marked 
constructs with an (x) that appear under a different name or aspect. For example, 
Kim and Kankanhalli (2009) do not classify a perceived value as pertaining to SQB, 
but we have located it there following Hsieh (2015).

Regarding the second row (the concepts used to measure the different explanation 
categories), we tried to find a compromise between the assignments in the studies in 
Table 1. We consider perceived value to belong both to cognitive misperception and 
rational decision‑making due to the inconclusive assignment (see Table 1). We also 
consider switching costs to fall under the rational decision‑making aspect follow‑
ing Hsieh (2015). We do so as Kim and Kankanhalli (2009) did not assign it to any 
aspect, and Khedhaouria et al. (2016) assigned it to all three aspects.

Table 2 also aggregates further details in the studies to provide an overview of 
the different concepts used. Shaded in gray are those studies with a clear allocation 
of constructs to SQB aspects, as detailed in Table 1. For example, Kim and Perera 
(2008) describe that they have conceptualized switching costs further into uncer‑
tainty costs, emotional costs, setup costs, learning costs, sunk costs, and lost per‑
formance costs. But this only appears in Table 2 as uncertainty costs and switching 
costs as these have been assigned to the overarching aspects by one of the four stud‑
ies cited in Table 1. This entails that we also do not report other non‑SQB concepts 
used in the different measuring models, as we aim to focus on SQB theory.

The overview of constructs used to measure SQB shows a focus on certain con‑
structs and a nearly even distribution across explanation approaches. The concept we 
found most often was satisfaction (30), followed by uncertainty cost (28) and control 
(27), thus representing rational decision‑making and psychological commitment. 
However, with relatively frequent measures of inertia (20), we also find constructs 
from the cognitive misperception aspect. This paints a slightly different picture than 
the results by Lee and Joshi (2017), who found a heavy bias towards more rational 
explanation approaches for SQB. This could either indicate that this is an IS‑specific 
issue or that studies focusing primarily on SQB are more likely to make a more 
holistic explanation approach. Nonetheless, our finding underlines the importance 
for future researchers to consider all possible categories of explanation approaches. 
Also, we still need more clarity on the interrelation of the different constructs and 
their specific explanation value to ensure their optimal use. As an additional step to 
understanding how these concepts appear in SQB research, we assessed all 262 texts 
regarding their analysis of SQB in relation to the concepts established above (see 
Table 2). We found that 80 publications did not highlight a specific aspect. However, 
the majority did highlight specific concepts pertaining to SQB. The most prominent 
ones were loss aversion (96), transaction cost (49), and sunk cost (40).

Fourthly, we found two studies that directly measured SQB as one construct 
through a set of questions (Sun et al. 2019; Blasch and Daminato 2018). Exempla‑
rily, Blasch and Daminato (2018) examined behavioral anomalies and energy‑related 
individual choices and assessed SQB with six questions:

1. “I get easily attached to material things (my car, my furniture, etc.).
2. I would have problems with having to move to a smaller place.
3. I tend to keep old stuff around.
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4. I feel very bad if I lose something, even when it’s not that important.
5. I think I could cope losing all my belonging in a fire.
6. I would have no problem accepting a job that has less pay than my previous/cur-

rent one.”
  (Blasch and Daminato 2018, p. 13).

4.2  Measures to counter SQB

Once it is established that SQB is, in fact, influencing a decision, the next step 
should be a discussion on how to counter it. In the following (see Tables 3, 4, 5), we 
grouped countermeasures mentioned in the different publications by the three expla‑
nation approaches loss aversion, rational decision making, and cognitive misper‑
ception (Samuelson and Zeckhauser 1988). From the literature, we derived fifteen 
aggregated countermeasures. These countermeasures focus either on the individual 
or organizational level. We assigned the countermeasures to the three explanation 
approaches based on the respective authors’ argumentation. For example, Zhang 
et al. (2016) mention that additional resources can help users feel in control. Control 
is one of the constructs used to measure psychological commitment (Kim and Kan‑
kanhalli 2009). As such, we assigned “provide additional information and resources” 
to the psychological commitment group. All of these countermeasures are proposed 
as beneficial for the desired change. However, if their effects are actually benefi‑
cial, neutral, or detrimental cannot be established yet, as most of them have not been 
tested in practice so far.

To counter the cognitive misperception aspect of SQB, we found four aggregated 
countermeasures: Two on the individual level (manipulate the default and rephrase 
the problem) and two on the group level (get an outside opinion and change the 
structure of decisions). An SQB countermeasure that might not be applicable in 
every situation is the measure to manipulate the default. This effect can be achieved 
by framing the desired option as the default to nudge towards change. Henkel et al. 
(2019) demonstrated that the manipulation of setting the default on a more envi‑
ronmentally friendly search engine nudged participants towards more pro‑environ‑
mental behavior. Similarly, the choice of health insurance plans can be influenced 
towards a specific beneficial option (Krieger and Felder 2013). Another quite con‑
text‑specific measure is the approach to rephrase the problem. It can help to pos‑
tulate the situation as a reverse scenario to test for SQB. For example, to ask if a 
shorter lifespan would be desirable in a discussion of lifespan enhancing measures 
(Bostrom and Ord 2006). In this line, Li et al. (2016) recommend encouraging crea‑
tive thinking in general. On the group level, SQB can be addressed through external 
influences in the form of introducing new people. Long et al. (2019) suggest periodi‑
cally introducing new people into the organization to ensure that abandonment deci‑
sions in multistage projects are taken. A less substantial change is to rotate person‑
nel internally. Freiburg and Grichnik (2013) see this as a measure to avoid SQB in 
institutional reinvestments in private equity funds. Another measure is to change the 
structure of the decisions. This can imply getting a higher leadership level to make 
the decisions. Sherren et  al. (2016), for example, call for regional or even federal 
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leadership to ensure that the right decisions regarding land‑use policies are made. 
Similarly, Enns et  al. (2014) argue that current political decision structures in the 
US need to be changed to avoid SQB towards the benefits of top income shares. 
Depending on the situation, this change can happen in the form of making the deci‑
sion procedure easier, as Song and Ahn (2019) suggest for emissions trading. Or in 
the form of a written argumentation for investment decisions (Freiburg and Grichnik 
2013).

We identified five countermeasures that focus on the rational decision‑making 
aspect of SQB—all on the individual level: To tell potential users success stories, 
to reduce the perceived change, to use mental simulation, to use financial incen‑
tives, and to increase the perceived value of the change. If the issue lies in rational 
doubts about the benefit of the change, successful examples can help. Shealy et al. 
(2019) demonstrated this by showing engineers an exemplary project to serve as a 
feasibility example. In this regard also, the successful experiences of well‐known 
companies can be used (Bekir and Doss 2020). A second measure can be to reduce 
the perceived change, e.g., by communicating that the adoption of a new prod‑
uct or service will only lead to small changes (Heidenreich and Kraemer 2015; 
Talke and Heidenreich 2014). A third measure is the use of mental simulation. 
Here the idea is to create a situation with which the user can identify and imagine 
themselves using the product or service (Heidenreich and Kraemer 2016; Talke 
and Heidenreich 2014). All three measures should address uncertainty and transi‑
tion costs by assuring the user that the new solution is indeed feasible and is not 
that different from their current solution. If the lack of information on the change 
is the issue, these can be delivered in various formats, e.g., demonstrations, pilot 
projects, workshops, lighthouse projects, product trials, or extended trial versions 
to gain more experience (Linnerud et al. 2019; Kim 2011; Heidenreich and Krae‑
mer 2015). Practitioners should, in general, aim to establish a positive adoption 
image by constructing breakthroughs and success stories (Wu 2016). An entirely 
different measure is the use of financial incentives. Boonen et al. (2009) show that 
especially negative financial incentives influence pharmacy choice. These find‑
ings offer health insurers an upper hand in price negotiations as it enables them 
to channel business towards certain providers. Another example of positive finan‑
cial incentives is to offer a premium for scrapping old appliances to drive people 
towards more energy‑efficient behavior (Blasch and Daminato 2018). However, it 
does not necessarily require money to increase the perceived value of the change. 
In the context of education, it can also help to make the status quo more unat‑
tractive and thereby drive unskilled workers toward higher education (Korn et al. 
2015). The measure of increasing the perceived value of change also works in the 
other direction by making the non‑status quo option more attractive. Telesetsky 
(2017) suggests two options for policy changes to nudge private landowners away 
from the status quo and towards the eco‑restoration of their own lands. More com‑
mon, however, is simply framing the non‑status quo option as more attractive. 
Zhang et al. (2017) counsel to emphasize the advantages of the new service from 
the viewpoint of service users. This guidance appears in several other publications 
(Hsieh 2015; Kim and Kankanhalli 2009; Ng and Kwahk 2010; Hsieh et al. 2014; 
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Gardiner and Andoh‑Baidoo 2019; Zhao et  al. 2016) emphasize the opportuni‑
ties provided by the new options in the context of innovations (Bekir and Doss 
2020), or create a positive association with the technology (Klöcker et al. 2014). 
Highlighting benefits can be done by comparing the benefits of the status quo and 
the new solution (Heidenreich and Kraemer 2016). At the same time, organiza‑
tions should also monitor (online) communication, e.g., to react to negative word 
of mouth (Hietschold et al. 2020).

Finally, there are six measures mentioned in the literature to counter psycho‑
logical commitment: Three on the individual level (provide users with additional 
resources, train users sufficiently, and address sunk costs) and three on the group 
level (use social feedback, activate change agents, and change social norms). 
Providing users with additional resources has the aim to enable users to “feel in 
control,” e.g., via additional resources for users in the context of health cloud or 
mobile payment (Hsieh et  al. 2014; Zhang et  al. 2016). This can, for example, 
be more information about organizational sustainability projects or a new deci‑
sion support system (Merriman et  al. 2016; Weiler et  al. 2019). Such an effort 
can also focus on more information about alternative options like, for example, 
alternative energy providers (Lorenc et al. 2013). But it can also be helpful to give 
specific information on the change in the context of nudging toward pro‑environ‑
mental behavior or in the context of the introduction of an enterprise resource 
planning system (Henkel et al. 2019; Kim 2011). Li et al. (2016) propose the idea 
to provide user‑friendly manuals or tools that will automatically translate exist‑
ing paper‑based or electronic knowledge into the knowledge base in the context 
of a knowledge management system introduction. Along similar lines, Chi et al. 
(2020) suggest an online help desk or hotline to guide users step by step when‑
ever users are stuck in the middle of operating the system. Chang et  al. (2020) 
also recommend highlighting vendor support. This suggestion leads us to the next 
measure. Several authors recommend providing users with training, guidance, 
time, and resources to learn a new system (Gardiner and Andoh‑Baidoo 2019; Chi 
et  al. 2020; Kim and Kankanhalli 2009; Kim 2011), e.g., well‑designed training 
sessions with sufficient content can guide user step by step. At the same time, it 
can be helpful to actively address sunk costs. Such an effort needs to highlight 
how previous investments, e.g., training or knowledge, can be reused in the con‑
text of the new system (Kim 2011) or, more generally, how current usage pat‑
terns can be continued (Heidenreich and Kraemer 2015). On the group level, a 
number of measures focus explicitly on the social norms aspect of SQB. The idea 
of using social feedback is to provide users with bonus or malus points regard‑
ing the degree of desired change they incorporated. Shealy et al. (2019) managed 
to successfully demonstrate the effects of this countermeasure in the context of 
sustainable building. Another option is to offer social comparison feedback, 
e.g., telling households that their energy consumption exceeds that of the aver‑
age household (Blasch and Daminato 2018). Also, addressing the social norms is 
the countermeasure to activate change agents. The suggestion is to motivate those 
who adopted the change well to influence their colleagues (Chi et  al. 2020) or 
persuade key users (especially opinion leaders) to accept the change first (Kim and 
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Kankanhalli 2009). This effort can even include the managers who should show 
their active support and play a change agent’s role to overcome internal and exter‑
nal resistance to change (Wu 2016). This approach can also be extended to con‑
sciously include resistors of innovations in the change efforts (Hietschold et  al. 
2020). Possibly not applicable in all contexts, this measure can be taken further by 
actively changing social norms. The idea is to thereby influence the status quo per‑
ception (Merriman et al. 2016). For example, policymakers should change farm‑
ers’ opinions as a group through campaigns to promote organic farming (Hermann 
et al. 2016).

While most of the countermeasures are suggestions based on the respective 
authors’ results and have not been tested in practice, there are also a few studies that 
have done so: Lorenc et  al. (2013) tested the effects of additional information on 
energy tariff switching. Heidenreich and Kraemer (2016) tested the effects of men‑
tal simulation and benefit comparison on passive innovation resistance. Shealy et al. 
(2019) tested both the effects of best practice examples and a bonus point system on 
nudging engineers towards more sustainable building. And Hu and Shealy (2020) 
tested the effects of a formal expression of opinion by city officials for green infra‑
structure. These works are inspiring examples, and further countermeasures need to 
be tested in this way to ensure that SQB can be diagnosed and actively challenged. 
All four examples will be detailed briefly in the following; however, we recommend 
an interesting read of the originals.

The approach by Lorenc et  al. (2013) tested the effectiveness of an interven‑
tion to motivate energy tariff switching. They conducted two interviews with 150 
individuals focusing on Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) communities, older peo‑
ple (> 75 years), and families with young children. In the first interview, research‑
ers provided information on energy tariffs, for example, directing participants to 
price comparison websites. In a second interview, they then evaluated the effec‑
tiveness of the intervention. This led to 19 individuals (13%) who tried to switch 
and an additional 16 individuals (11%) booking appointments with an advisor to 
assist with a switch. This implies that 76% of participants and thereby the majority, 
did not react to the intervention. Maybe even more interesting were the reasons for 
those not switching: Prior to intervention, lack of knowledge was the reason given 
most often. After the intervention, the main reasons were lack of time, apathy, and 
skepticism. These findings offered researchers a better understanding of how to 
design measures to get people to choose their optimal tariff and provider (Lorenc 
et al. 2013).

Heidenreich and Kraemer (2016) demonstrated that mental simulation and ben‑
efit comparison reduce passive innovation resistance to new product adoption. 
They conducted their study with 679 individuals using the example of an innova‑
tive mobile phone. For the mental simulation task, participants were encouraged to 
imagine themselves using this new phone. The benefits comparison was based on a 
list of activities that highlighted the similarities of this new phone with established 
products. They found that both instruments were effective in the reduction of passive 
innovation resistance (Heidenreich and Kraemer 2016).

Shealy et al. (2019) tested both the effects of best practice examples and a bonus 
point system on getting engineers to conceptualize more sustainable buildings. In 



1695

1 3

How to measure the status quo bias? A review of current literature  

their research, they used case studies to confront engineers with real‑world decision 
problems. In these case studies, they used the Envision rating system, a common sys‑
tem in the industry, to support decision‑making. They modified the system to show 
the engineers either a different default number of points for the sustainable option or 
to provide them with a feasibility example for sustainable building. They tested this 
with groups of engineering students and found that groups who were endowed with 
the modified points and shown the feasibility example achieved 79% instead of 56% 
of the total possible points (control group). In a second test, participants were told 
beforehand about the effects of the treatment they were getting, but it still resulted in 
approximately the same results with 76% of the total possible points. These findings 
offered the construction industry valid ideas on how to introduce the theories of a 
more sustainable building into practice.

Building on the research by Shealy et al. (2019), Hu and Shealy (2020) tested the 
effect of an official resolution on the decision for or against a green infrastructure 
solution. They measured SQB with functional near‑infrared spectroscopy identify‑
ing activity differences in relevant brain areas. The experiment was conducted with 
20 students who were trained in stormwater management. They were confronted 
with different case studies on stormwater management based on real‑life cases. Each 
of these case studies presented a decision between a “grey” and a “green” infra‑
structure solution. Hu and Shealy (2020) found that the treatment lowered perceived 
risk related to cost and performance significantly. They thus discovered an effective 
countermeasure to SQB, as participants were significantly more likely to choose the 
greener option if they had been shown the official resolution.

As these four examples show, testing countermeasures allows both an improved 
scientific understanding and gives practitioners concrete ideas on how to transfer 
the insights from research into practice. The work by Lorenc et al. (2013) is impor‑
tant as it allows us to better understand the reasons why tariff switching does occur. 
This reflects in the changed argumentation from lack of knowledge to lack of time. 
Knowing this, researchers and practitioners can work on designing effective coun‑
termeasures. Politicians who want to improve the situation of socially marginalized 
communities and tackle so‑called ’fuel poverty’ now have the means to determine 
the effectiveness of interventions. Heidenreich and Kraemer (2016) were able to 
prove the effectiveness of mental simulation and benefit comparison. With their 
insights, marketing managers are able to shape their campaigns to introduce innova‑
tive products much more effectively. Similarly, Shealy et  al. (2019) advanced sci‑
entific knowledge by showing that the knowledge about the manipulation did not 
diminish its effectiveness. But they also managed to incorporate a way to push for 
more sustainable building with a standard‑industry tool. Thus, their study should 
make it easier to transfer their research findings into practice. Finally, the study by 
Hu and Shealy (2020) tested a countermeasure that should be easy to transfer to 
other contexts as an official resolution should also be able to sway opinions in other 
contexts and comes at a low cost. These findings show how important testing coun‑
termeasures is, and as Tables 3, 4, and 5 demonstrate, further research is required.
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5  Discussion

With this research effort, we present an overview of the different approaches to 
measuring SQB across research fields and have identified countermeasures for the 
three aspects of loss aversion, rational decision making, and psychological commit‑
ment of SQB (Samuelson and Zeckhauser 1988). We identified four approaches to 
measuring SQB and fifteen countermeasures. However, open questions remain. For 
example, only four publications have succeeded in testing the effectiveness of such 
countermeasures. In the following, we discuss our findings on these two core topics.

5.1  Advantages and disadvantages of different approaches to measuring SQB

Researchers have diagnosed SQB across research fields in various contexts. Thus, 
its existence can’t be challenged anymore. However, the exact measurement of 
SQB still remains an open issue. We identified four approaches to measure SQB: an 
econometric approach based on behavioral outcomes, medical data, multiple con‑
structs, and direct questions. To discuss the advantages and disadvantages of these 
measurement approaches, we identified quality criteria that these should fulfill. The 
literature discusses three quality criteria with regard to any measurement approach 
(Panter and Sterba 2011; Kirk and Miller 2005). We discuss the advantages and dis‑
advantages of the identified measurement approaches against these criteria:

1. Reliability The measurement approach needs to measure SQB reliably, e.g., it 
must be possible to recreate similar results in other studies.

2. Validity The measurement approach needs to measure SQB validly, e.g., it needs 
to measure SQB and not something else or only parts of it. That being said, the 
SQB studies so far indicate that not every aspect of SQB is relevant in every 
scenario.

3. Generalizability As SQB has been studied in such a broad range of research fields, 
measurement approaches also need to be transferable between disciplines. Only if 
researchers can exchange results across research fields are they also able to build 
on each other’s results and thereby ensure scientific progress.

Additionally, measurement approaches for status quo bias should also fulfill the 
criterion of explainability: Samuelson and Zeckhauser (1988) identified three cat‑
egories of explanation approaches that can have different implications, e.g., different 
countermeasures. Therefore it is important to learn as much as possible about the 
different aspects involved in the specific situation. We examine this criterion in addi‑
tion to the other criteria because SQB research should not only aim to analyze SQB 
instances but should also aim to explain them to be able to counteract them. The aim 
of any theory development should therefore be at least towards a theory of explana‑
tion (Gregor 2006).

The first approach we identified is that of using an econometric approach based 
on behavioral outcomes based on behavioral evidence, such as investment decisions. 
Cognitive bias is usually an unconscious effect, so observing participants’ behavior 
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is probably the most reliable option. This was also the approach Samuelson and 
Zeckhauser (1988) used in their first study of SQB. Thus we can consider it highly 
valid. However, this measurement is highly context‑specific, meaning that it is dif‑
ficult to compare results across different research contexts and thus transfer success‑
ful countermeasures. In addition, this approach does not allow for a more accurate 
understanding of which explanatory aspect (loss aversion, rational decision making, 
or psychological commitment) is most relevant in this context—assuming that there 
are nuances and not all aspects are equally relevant in every scenario. This assump‑
tion is supported by Chatfield and Reddick (2019) with their findings of the preva‑
lence of loss aversion as a reason for SQB in their context.

The second approach is the use of medical data. This measurement approach 
appears to be an exciting avenue for further research—especially as it opens up 
new opportunities for a better understanding of underlying biological reasons for 
certain psychological phenomena. As this approach directly measures brain activ‑
ity in the relevant areas, it is both reliable and valid. Depending on the exact 
research method, it is even possible to pinpoint specific explanation approaches 
(Hu and Shealy 2020). However, this measurement approach is difficult to scale 
and thus difficult to generalize as it requires specialized equipment, thereby limit‑
ing the number of possible participants (Pisoni et al. 2014). This might even lead 
to biased results as certain participants might be willing to fill out a questionnaire 
but not be willing to let personal health‑related data be examined. These challenges 
might also apply to organizations where the SQB perspective would be helpful, but 
which do not want to subject their members to elaborate exams. At the same time, 
it would also limit the number of researchers able to study this phenomenon as 
this approach also requires specialized training for those conducting the experiment 
(Fleming et al. 2010).

The third approach was that of multiple constructs. The approach to conceptual‑
izing SQB as multiple constructs based on the findings of Samuelson and Zeck‑
hauser (1988) has the advantage that it allows surveying the full range of aspects 
related to SQB. If used in the full conceptualization (as done, e.g., by Kim and 
Kankanhalli; 2009), it is reliable and valid and allows to examine in detail which 
aspects are relevant in the specific scenario. Such an approach would also allow 
a transfer between different research contexts. But research is not there yet. As 
Table  2, 3, 4, 5 demonstrate, every study we examined used different constructs 
to measure SQB. Similar to the other measurement approaches, this approach 
has its drawbacks as it is not fully reliable to measure SQB as no actual behavior 
is observed, but rather intentions are surveyed. However, if implemented with a 
common set of constructs, it would at least have the advantage that all researchers 
measure the same phenomenon.

The final approach of asking direct questions is interesting as cognitive biases are 
typically an unconscious effect. Thus, the questions have to target related behavior, 
as demonstrated in the example of Blasch and Daminato (2018) above. The exam‑
ple also highlights that a limited number of questions cannot reflect the full range 
of aspects conceptualized by Samuelson and Zeckhauser (1988). Thus, the explana‑
tion potential for a specific situation might be limited as the researchers rather test 
for a general tendency for SQB. Also, questions have to be very context‑specific, 
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e.g., asking for participants’ attachment to material things might be correct in the 
context of SQB towards home appliances but completely irrelevant in the context of 
non‑material politics or information systems. This context specificity, however, lim‑
its generalizability and thus reliable and valid measurement of SQB across research 
contexts. Evidence in that regard might also be the low number of studies that dis‑
cussed SQB in‑depth (2 of 262) that used this method.

Assessing all four measurement approaches, we find that none of them fulfills 
all quality criteria. Looking at the different measurement approaches makes it espe‑
cially clear that the transfer of results between differently measured SQB findings 
might be flawed. All measurement approaches surely have their raison d’être. How‑
ever, when to apply, which has to be carefully selected and argued for each research 
project to make it clear to readers what has actually been measured. Another solu‑
tion might be a combination of approaches, e.g., measuring actual behavior through 
an econometric approach based on behavioral outcomes and also surveying inten‑
tions with a measurement model based on multiple constructs.

5.2  Selecting the right countermeasure(s) to SQB

Researchers across fields have amassed an incredible wealth of suggestions, recom‑
mendations, and proven countermeasures to SQB. SQB as a cognitive bias is some‑
thing potentially negatively affecting a decision outcome. Therefore, identifying 
effective countermeasures is important across fields. Research on SQB ranges from 
economics (Bekir and Doss 2020) over politics (Hong and Lee 2018) to information 
systems (Kim and Kankanhalli 2009). In our literature review, we identified fifteen 
aggregated countermeasures with many more detailed suggestions in the individual 
publications. This overview offers a starting point for future research to test these 
countermeasures. Examples of such efforts could be the four publications that report 
the active test of countermeasures: Lorenc et  al. (2013) tested the effect of more 
information on SQB, Heidenreich and Kraemer (2016) that of mental simulation 
and benefits comparison, Shealy et al. (2019) that of feasibility examples and bonus 
points, and Hu and Shealy (2020) that of an official resolution. But this leaves the 
question of which countermeasure to select.

In a first attempt to facilitate the selection, we sorted the countermeasures 
according to the conceptualization of SQB from Kim and Kankanhalli (2009), 
which provides researchers and practitioners with the full range of available 
measures to choose from. Kim and Kankanhalli (2009) conceptualize SQB as 
loss aversion, rational decision making (uncertainty costs, transition costs, and 
net benefits), and psychological commitment (sunk cost, social norms, and con‑
trol). The different measures studies recommend implying that in different con‑
texts, one or multiple aspects are more important. Sorting the countermeasures by 
these aspects thus allows a targeted selection of measures if issues with a certain 
aspect, e.g., cognitive misperception, are prevalent.

On the second level, we also sorted countermeasures regarding the unit of 
analysis addressed, e.g., if countermeasures were applied on the individual or 
group level. Here we found a clear focus on individual measures. Attention was 
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rather placed on the individual adoption of the change, but as Heidenreich and 
Talke (2020) point out, the primary group‑level decision is also relevant. How‑
ever, to date, researchers have identified significantly fewer countermeasures on 
that level. Nonetheless, this distinction should also facilitate the selection further 
and allow for a targeted selection of measures depending on the current progress 
of change, e.g., group‑level countermeasures might be especially relevant at the 
beginning of change considerations. Furthermore, our overview offers the oppor‑
tunity to derive further insights regarding the selection of countermeasures:

Firstly, the recommended countermeasures also depend on the clarity of the 
desired behavior in the situation. While some situations allow a clear desired 
behavior or option for the decision, others do not. For example, for hedge fund 
investors, the “right” decision is unclear because there are so many options, 
and the value depends on market performance (Freiburg and Grichnik 2013). In 
contrast, when considering the switch between energy providers, tariffs can be 
objectively compared, and the most beneficial option can be selected (Lorenc 
et al. 2013). We found that researchers rather tended to recommend countermeas‑
ures addressing the rational decision‑making aspect if the decision options were 
clearly defined. When the decision scenario was more open, researchers tended to 
recommend countermeasures pertaining to cognitive misperception and psycho‑
logical commitment.

Secondly, the degree of definition of the desired change might depend on the 
context or research field. Assessing the different SQB cases, we found that there 
were significant differences in how narrowly defined or actionable the desired 
change was—if one was proposed. For example, in the case of Canadian dykelands, 
the solution space is quite open. From the information presented in the publica‑
tion, it appears as if several policy solutions are possible. Also, the desired behav‑
ior changes of private landowners were not clearly defined. Thus, it requires more 
structural changes to define and shape the desired option (Sherren et al. 2016). In 
contrast, the desired change in the context of a new system introduction is quite well 
defined and thus can, for example, be supported by change agents (Kim and Kan‑
kanhalli 2009). We assessed this aspect but found no clear relation to the selected 
countermeasures. However, we still believe this aspect to be important and rather 
think that the explanations for our inconclusive results lie in the practices of dif‑
ferent research fields and potentially the different contexts studied. However, here 
further studies are required.

Thirdly and finally, researchers always recommend multiple countermeas‑
ures. We aggregated countermeasures across publications and identified those 
that were at least mentioned in two publications. Nonetheless, each publication 
always mentioned multiple countermeasures. The same is true for the publi‑
cations that tested countermeasures, e.g., Shealy et  al. (2019) tested both the 
effects of feasibility examples and social feedback. This observation implies that 
practitioners aiming to tackle SQB should always employ multiple countermeas‑
ures. However, the exact combination of countermeasures still requires further 
research.
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5.3  Value of the SQB perspective

Some of the countermeasures introduced above are probably part of every change 
effort, however, the use of these countermeasures with a better understanding of 
their exact causal relations could improve their effectiveness. The value of SQB is 
that it offers an additional perspective. To take an example: One of probably the 
most substantial change efforts many organizations underwent in the last 20 years is 
that of the introduction of an enterprise resource planning system. A twenty‑year‑old 
study on success factors for such an endeavor mentions—similar to our findings—
top management commitment & support, communicating system benefits, hands‑on 
training, and securing the support of opinion leaders (Aladwani 2001). This overlaps 
with several countermeasures we identified from the literature that affect psycho‑
logical commitment, e.g., providing users with additional resources, training users 
sufficiently, or activating change agents. This prompts us to question the value of the 
SQB perspective. Are we only reformulating issues and solutions that are already 
well established? We argue that this is not the case, as employing the SQB perspec‑
tive can offer added value:

Allow for holistic scientific explanation With the help of SQB, researchers can 
explore different aspects of a holistic explanation for change‑related phenomena. 
This perspective allows us to connect otherwise unrelated observations. As the 
example of Lorenc et  al. (2013) shows, it is not enough to give individuals more 
information on their energy tariffs and thereby address the rational decision‑making 
aspect. To successfully overcome SQB, an effort that also addresses the non‑rational 
aspects of SQB is probably needed.

Deepen researchers’ understanding of possible causes The diversity of con‑
structs used in different studies to measure SQB offers concrete starting points 
for further research. This perspective allows for shifting theory development 
from analysis towards explanation and, ideally, design and action (Gregor 2006). 
Instead of describing what measures have worked well in prior change efforts, the 
focus would be on explaining why and how they work and designing new ways to 
employ them even more effectively. The diversity of constructs already assessed by 
prior research offers a wealth of opportunities for future research to explore their 
interrelations more closely and develop new and more effectful (combinations of) 
countermeasures.

Integrate rational and non‑rational approaches As the different categories that 
explanations for SQB show, it can be valuable to combine rational and non‑rational 
elements with improving the explanatory power of a model. This could be an 
opportunity to expand well‑established models that still build on the assumption of 
rational choice behavior with the insights bounded rationality and cogngitive bias 
research offers.

Improve practitioners’ understanding As the study by Aladwani (2001) indicates, 
much of the good advice for practitioners is already well known. Nonetheless, simi‑
lar challenges still appear to impede individuals’ and organizations’ progress. These 
challenges might persist because countermeasures are easy to define but way harder 
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to implement. Another explanation approach is that it is difficult to follow such 
advice if it is not fully clear why it should help. Managers that account for possible 
effects of non‑rational behavior in their employees might find it easier to address 
this behavior and not simply assume that their employees are unwilling or opposing 
change out of spite.

Develop more efficient countermeasures In addition to an improved understand‑
ing of countermeasures, the SQB perspective help researchers and practitioners 
alike to design, test, and improve more effectful countermeasures. Researchers could 
contribute to this by actively testing existing ideas, directly targeting specific SQB 
aspects or constructs, and offering outside‑in ideas for improvement.

5.4  Limitations and further research

We have taken the utmost care to design this study, but there are three main limita‑
tions. Firstly, our keyword‑based research in two databases might have let us over‑
look other publications. Nonetheless we believe in having covered a sufficiently 
broad field based on the substantial differences of examples ranging from politics 
(Enns et al. 2014) over economics (Bekir and Doss 2020) to environmental issues 
(Sherren et al. 2016). Secondly, the abstract‑based identification of publications dis‑
cussing SQB in depth might not have done all publications justice. In general, we 
found that delineation of the concept is often handled differently across contexts and 
research fields. It lies in the nature of a scientific literature review that a way to 
combine different views has to be found. However, as we aimed to compile, clarify, 
and critically discuss findings on the status quo bias, a focus on works that predomi‑
nantly discuss SQB and not something else was necessary. Thirdly, we have aimed 
to assign both constructs and countermeasures to the three main aspects of SQB 
identified by Samuelson and Zeckhauser (1988). This assignment has been done 
to the best of the authors’ knowledge but might not reflect all aspects the publica‑
tions have contributed. However, we hope that this might spark the interest of fur‑
ther researchers, especially when they delve deeper into the transferability and the 
assessment of the identified counte_ÄÖPrmeasures to their domain. Based on our 
review of the current literature regarding SQB, we propose two main avenues for 
future research around the measurement approach for SQB and effective counter‑
measures (see Table 6).

Since the initial publication by Samuelson and Zeckhauser (1988), research on 
SQB has amassed enormous wealth. Our assessment has surfaced an immense vari‑
ety of measurement approaches and countermeasures. We hope that future research‑
ers will use this wealth to make knowledge about SQB even more transferable 
between research fields and to develop and select even more targeted countermeas‑
ures. Such efforts are crucial as SQB can severely impede innovation and change—
efforts to make the world a better place.
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