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manipulated the order (Study 3) and content (Studies 4a and 4b) of
queries and asked participants of both roles to make queries in the
same order or of the same content before they made the final deci-
sion. According to the research framework, the self–other decision-
making difference regarding the status quo effect was hypothe-
sized to disappear.
Study 1: self–other decision-making difference

In this study, we aimed to explore the difference of self–other
decision making regarding the status quo effect. A recruiting deci-
sion-making scenario was used and participants were instructed to
picture themselves as a human resource (HR) manager or a friend
of an HR manager. Two recruiting strategies could be considered
for this year: either to follow the prior year one that had been used
for years or to adopt a new one. Participants rated the attractive-
ness of both strategies. We expected to observe the status quo ef-
fect solely among personal decision makers.

Method

Participants and design
The participants comprised 170 university students (120 wo-

men, 50 men, Mage = 22.88 years, SD = 2.75), who were recruited
via a campus BBS. They were randomly assigned one of two roles,
namely, personal decision maker or advisor.

Procedure and materials
Participants were told that the research was designed to inves-

tigate their decision-making habits. They should read and imagine
the scenario before answering questions. The scenario presented a
decision-making dilemma that an HR manager faced. The company
used to allocate half of the available positions to campus recruit-
ment and the other half to experienced candidates, which was
proved to be an optimal strategy (the status quo). However, to
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new house and were going to request Internet access. What had
been used in the past was a plan called Happy Plan, provided by
Company A (the status quo). In addition to the Happy Plan, a Surf-
ing Plan from Company B was offered as an alternative (the new
option). The bandwidth and costs of the two plans were identical.
However, the Happy Plan offered two additional free services,
including caller identity delivery and bundled cable, whereas the
Surfing Plan provided a 60-min talk plan per month and TV on de-
mand service. Both plans could be easily ordered by phone. For half
of the participants, the Happy Plan was labeled as the status quo,
and the Surfing Plan was labeled as the new option. For the other
half, however, the Surfing Plan was labeled as the status quo, and
the Happy Plan was labeled as the new option. Advisors were told
that Wang, one of their friends, was having difficulty in deciding
and had asked for their advice.

Next, participants following Order 1 were asked to list three dis-
advantages of choosing the new option first (either the positive as-
pects of the status quo or the negative aspects of the new option)
and then three advantages of going with the new option (either the
negative aspects of the status quo or the positive aspects of the
new option). Participants following Order 2 listed three advantages
of choosing the new option first and then three disadvantages of
choosing the new option.

Afterwards, they indicated their preference on a 9-point scale
(for half of the participants who read the scenario in which the
Happy Plan served as the status quo whereas the Surfing Plan
served as the new option, 1 = Happy Plan, 9 = Surfing Plan; for the
other half of participants who read the scenario in which the Surf-
ing Plan served as the status quo whereas the Happy Plan served as
the new option, 1 = Surfing Plan, 9 = Happy Plan; a lower score indi-
cated a stronger status quo effect), identified their roles in the sce-



Spontaneous Combustion Insurance, and Scratch Insurance. Brief
descriptions for each kind of insurance were provided. Both con-
tracts could be entered easily by phone. Descriptions of both pack-
ages were counterbalanced across participants. Advisors were told
that Chen, one of their friends, was having difficulty in deciding
and had asked for their advice.

In Study 4a, participants in the condition of Content 1 listed two
disadvantages of choosing the new option (either the positive as-
pects of the status quo or the negative aspects of the new option),
whereas participants in the condition of Content 2 listed two dis-
advantages of choosing the new option first and then two advanta-
ges of choosing the new option (either the negative aspects of the
status quo or the positive aspects of the new option). In Study 4b,
participants in the condition of Content 3 listed two advantages of
choosing the new option, whereas participants in the condition of
Order 4 listed two advantages of choosing the new option first and
then two disadvantages of choosing the new option.

Afterwards, they rated their preference on a 9-point scale
(1 = Package A, 9 = Package B



Similarly, we conducted a 2 � 2 ANOVA on the highest price.
Consequently, the main effect for query content was significant
(see the left panel in Fig. 7), F(1,94) = 12.24, p < .001, g2 = .12. The
highest price in the condition of Content 1 (M = 2375.00,
SD = 644.62) was lower than that in the condition of Content 2
(M = 2850.00, SD = 684.90), indicating that participants in the con-
dition of Content 1 were more likely to adhere to the status quo.
Additionally, the self–other decision-making difference disap-
peared in Content 1 (M



2012), and openness to try may also be potential mediators that
could be explored in future studies.

In addition, the difference between personal decision makers
and advisors in the status quo effect may be caused by deciding
or advising in addition to the role of decision makers. Although
we did not distinguish the tasks of advising from deciding, previ-
ous research shows that people who advise others make similar
decisions with those who deciding for others (Beisswanger, Stone,
Hupp, & Allgaier, 2003). Anyway, future researches should strictly
hold the tasks constantly and examine if the self–other decision-
making difference still exists.

To our knowledge, no researcher had ever manipulated query
content. As the first attempt, however, our manipulation seemed
to be a little bit strong. Future studies may adopt better ways.
For instance, researchers can ask one group of participants to list
two disadvantages of the new option first and then one advantages
of the new option, but ask the other group to list two disadvan-
tages and then two advantages of the new options. A comparison
between these two groups could reveal the role of query content.

Finally, the current findings are of practical significance. The
importance of change has become increasingly salient nowadays.
New policies of great desirability, transformation of organization,
and novelty products in the high technology market are all in high
demand. Nevertheless, change is not easily accepted due to a ro-
bust status quo effect. Several attempts derived from the current
results may be beneficial. For change initiators, first, more atten-
tion should be given to the difference between personal decision
makers and advisors. A guide from the perspective of an advisor
may promote an intention to accept change. In addition, mention-
ing both the advantages and disadvantages of a new product in
advertisements would be better, because boosting the advantages
alone may exaggerate the advertisement, and disadvantages some-
times induce a positive attitude (Ein-Gar, Shiv, & Tormala, 2012).
However, certain tactics in listing the advantages and disadvan-
tages are useful; for example, listing the advantages of changing
earlier than the disadvantages may increase the acceptability of
change.
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