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Abstract
The core premise of this paper is that metacognition leads to improved decision-making for entrepreneurs. This premise matters because entrepreneurs’ ability to metacognitively navigate judgment plays a fundamental role in how they make decisions under uncertainty. Although the entrepreneurial cognition literature offers rich insights into cognitive biases and their consequences, it has devoted less attention to how entrepreneurs make use of, adapt to, or mitigate these biases in practice. This gap limits our understanding of how entrepreneurs cope with biased judgment, including when they maintain versus challenge the status-quo. We argue that the status-quo bias, a preference for stability over change, poses a psychological barrier to entrepreneurial decision-making. Drawing on insights from the psychological and debiasing literatures, we propose that metacognitive thinking enables entrepreneurs to reflect on and flexibly regulate their judgment strategies in the face of the status-quo bias. Using an experimental design, we show that a combined metacognitive intervention reduces entrepreneurs’ reliance on the status-quo. While prior research has suggested that interventions are often ineffective or counterproductive, our results challenge this view, and show that a short, low-cost intervention can produce meaningful debiasing effects. This contribution opens avenues for future research to examine not only how entrepreneurs overcome biases through targeted interventions.
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1. Introduction
Entrepreneurs face persistent decision-making challenges (Fultz et al., 2025; Muñoz et al., 2019), and their ability to form accurate judgments is central to venture creation and growth (Combs et al., 2024; Roccapriore et al., 2025; Shim & Davidsson, 2018). Although entrepreneurs are often expected to challenge the status-quo in response to disruptions (Bastian & Zucchella, 2023; Heinzel et al., 2025; Kimmitt, 2025), they typically operate under fundamental uncertainty, which complicates deciding when and how to change course (Bylund & McCaffrey, 2017; Knight, 1921; McMullen & Shepherd, 2006). Entrepreneurial cognition research explains how entrepreneurs navigate such conditions (Frederiks et al., 2019; Purtell et al., 2024). Increasingly, this literature recognizes that entrepreneurs rely not only on heuristics and experience, but also on higher-order cognitive processes, such as metacognition, that enable them to monitor and regulate their own thinking (Bastian et al., 2025; Haynie et al., 2010; Michaelis et al., 2021).
The quality of entrepreneurial decisions is often shaped by cognitive biases, systematic deviations in reasoning that influence how entrepreneurs interpret information and act (Forbes, 2005; Shepherd et al., 2015; Zhang & Cueto, 2017). Some biases promote speed and frugality, such as optimism bias in task delegation (Gudmundsson & Lechner, 2013), while others lead to confidence in one’s capabilities for emotional, cognitive, social and financial resilience (Hayward et al., 2010) and venture innovativeness (Kraft et al., 2022). Other biases undermine judgment and contribute to poor decisions and negative consequences, which leads to overestimating the stability of past opinions (Frese & Gielnik, 2023), and overconfidence, which can reduce performance (Arend et al., 2016) and increase venture failure (Hayward et al., 2006). 
However, despite extensive research on how biases influence entrepreneurial decision-making (see Zhang & Cueto, 2017), understanding remains incomplete without examining how entrepreneurs can reconstruct their decision tendencies in the face of decision heuristics (Malmström et al., 2020; Milkman et al., 2009; Zhang et al., 2021). We argue that this is an important issue in the entrepreneurship literature because identifying bias offers little insights into how entrepreneurs can revise judgments. Although “experimental research needs to explore if metacognition can help improving entrepreneurial decision-making by means of debiasing,” such work remains scarce (Bastian et al. (2025: 28). This is problematic as without establishing causal effects, alternative explanations of debiasing effects and improved decision quality (Stanovich, 2009; Zhang et al., 2021) cannot be ruled out (Hsu et al., 2017; Shadish et al., 2002).
In this article, we focus on the status-quo bias, the tendency to resist change even when better alternatives exist (Burmeister & Schade, 2007; Godefroid et al., 2023; Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988), as this tendency may lead to, e.g., pivoting failures in response to market shifts (Davidsson & Sufyan, 2023; Zahlan, 2025). Drawing on psychological and debiasing research, we propose that the status-quo bias can be deliberately debiased through metacognitive engagement - the mental activity that involves generating self-awareness, monitoring, and controlling one’s own thinking (Flavell, 1979) - for improved decision-making (see Bastian et al., 2025). This is the core of our theorizing. Debiasing comprises techniques and interventions designed to identify and reduce systematic biases in reasoning (e.g., Arkes, 1991; Kahneman, 2003; Larrick, 2004). Metacognition represents one such approach because it enables individuals to actively monitor and regulate the cognitive processes through which biases arise and persist (Alter et al., 2007; Croskerry 2013a; 2013b). Yet, the literature on exploring the correctives of biased decisions remains underdeveloped in entrepreneurship research (Fasolo et al., 2024; Zhang & Cueto, 2017). Despite repeated calls for debiasing interventions, entrepreneurship research has “under-explored the vital area of debiasing” (Pavićević et al., 2025: 19). We argue that this constrains our understanding of how entrepreneurs can improve their decision-making processes.
Drawing on judgment and decision-making research (e.g., Batha & Carroll, 2007; Dansereau et al., 2013; Fleming, 2024) and on bias regulation studies (e.g., Croskerry et al., 2013a; Milkman, et al., 2009; Schwarz et al., 2007), we examine the cognitive sequence through which entrepreneurs can recognize and reduce the impact of the bias (Short et al., 2024). 
We argue that overcoming the status-quo bias may depend on the cognitive sequence in which entrepreneurs first develop bias-specific awareness (Hoffman & Winter, 2015) and that awareness might provide a motivation to avoid the bias. Thus, being aware of a bias should make engagement in metacognitive processes that encourage the consideration of alternative courses of action more effective (Haynie & Shepherd, 2009; Michaelis et al., 2021). Without such “bias awareness,” thinking about thinking (Flavell, 1979) may lack the decision context necessary to alter judgment meaningfully. To test these arguments, we conduct four pretests and one between-subjects experiment. Our findings provide causal evidence that this combined intervention reduces entrepreneurs’ reliance on status-quo options.
[bookmark: _Hlk202780606]This article makes three contributions. First, we extend the entrepreneurial decision-making and cognition literature (e.g. Bormann, 2024; Roccapriore et al., 2025; Zayadin et al., 2023) by showing that status-quo prone decisions can be improved through heightened metacognitive awareness of bias (Dimov & Pistrui, 2023; Shepherd et al., 2023). We contribute to the emerging literature on entrepreneurial metacognition (Bastian et al., 2025) by providing causal evidence of its debiasing potential. In contrast to costly, time-intensive debiasing techniques, our brief, multi-strategy intervention improves decisions with minimal resources (Boissin et al., 2021; Sellier et al., 2019; Zhang & Cueto, 2017). While prior research suggests such interventions are often ineffective or counterproductive (Devine, 2022; Onyeador et al., 2021), our results challenge this view. Second, we contribute to the emerging literature on debiasing (Fasolo et al., 2024; Pavićević et al., 2025, Zhang et al., 2021) by providing insight into combined effects as strategies helping entrepreneurs to debias their decision-making as entrepreneurs lack a context for their metacognition (e.g., Woodruff & Cashman, 1993) for meaningful metacognitive reflection. These interventions are increasingly valuable as they can be practically used and sustained in real-world entrepreneurial settings (see for the need for such research e.g., Gielnik et al., 2025; Wiklund et al., 2025). Moreover, we aim to contribute to the growing literature on pivoting (or persevering; see Berends et al., 2021; Grimes, 2018; Zuzul & Tripsas, 2020), as such interventions may have implications for how entrepreneurs pivot and thereby recognize new opportunities. We also highlight the practical value of metacognitive training and avenues for future research (Michaelis et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2022; Vandor et al., 2025).
2. Metacognition and Challenging the Status-Quo 
Entrepreneurship research increasingly recognizes the importance of cognitive processes in shaping entrepreneurial behavior and outcomes (Bort et al., 2024; Frederiks et al., 2019; Muñoz et al., 2020). Within this literature, there is a growing interest in the role of metacognition, a higher-order thinking process concerned with monitoring, planning, and regulating cognition (Flavell, 1979; Kuratko et al., 2021; Michaelis et al., 2021). Metacognition is valuable for entrepreneurs because it aids decision-making under uncertainty by analyzing alternatives, recognizing when changes are needed, and identifying how to implement them (Haynie et al., 2010; Michaelis et al., 2021). It also plays a critical role in judgments and decisions within the entrepreneurial process (Dimov & Pistrui, 2023), as it “may help individuals compensate for limitations to decision-making” (Haynie & Shepherd, 2009: 708). 
Despite this potential, entrepreneurship research has only begun to explore how metacognition might help correct erroneous assumptions or judgments (Bastian et al., 2025). One such erroneous assumption is the status-quo bias - a tendency to prefer existing conditions over change, even when better alternatives are available (Burmeister & Schade, 2007; Godefroid et al., 2023; Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988). In entrepreneurship, this bias can manifest in resource allocation decisions (e.g., continuing to fund underperforming projects) or in failure to pivot in response to market shifts (Davidsson & Sufyan, 2023; Zahlan, 2025). Such tendencies can stifle innovation, reduce responsiveness, and hinder venture growth and survival (Kuckertz et al., 2020; Roccapriore et al., 2025). While prior work has identified numerous biases in entrepreneurial decision-making (e.g., Frese & Gielnik, 2023; Kraft et al., 2022), simply “identifying” them is insufficient to understand how entrepreneurs make decisions under uncertainty (Zhang & Cueto, 2017). Here, the emerging debiasing literature offers greater promise (Fasolo et al., 2024; Pavićević et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2021).
Debiasing research in psychology offers insight into mechanisms that may reduce such tendencies (Arkes, 1991; Lilienfeld et al., 2009). However, findings are mixed, as simply informing individuals about biases often fails to alter subsequent decisions (Morewedge et al., 2015; Larrick, 2004; Schippers et al., 2025). Successful debiasing appears to be achieved through multiple stages, ranging “from a state of lack of awareness of bias, to awareness, to the ability to detect bias, to considering a change, to deciding to change, then initiating strategies to accomplish change, and finally, maintaining the change” (Carter et al., 2020; Croskerry et al., 2013b: 1; Hoffman & Winter, 2015). Studies in psychology suggest that metacognitive processes can help individuals resolve conflicting perspectives, navigate ambiguous problem structures, and manage cognitive obstacles in decision-making (e.g., Dansereau et al., 2013; Morewedge et al., 2015; Schwarz et al., 2007) to improve judgment quality (Batha & Carroll, 2007; Rosi et al., 2019). Specifically, metacognition helps individuals to question their assumptions, motivations, and reasoning strategies, and to revise them accordingly (e.g., Efklides, 2008; Flavell, 1979). It functions as a form of internal monitoring that may reduce reliance on automatic or default responses (Alter et al., 2007; Graber et al., 2012). 
Building on these arguments, we propose that metacognition helps entrepreneurs to reassess their beliefs and consider unfamiliar alternatives (Haynie et al., 2010), but that metacognition alone is insufficient to overcome biases. Entrepreneurs must also become aware of the bias process itself and how it operates, as without such awareness, they lack the necessary information for meaningful metacognitive reflection. As such, we theorize that there are two important elements necessary for effective debiasing: (1) Awareness of the bias: debiasing the status-quo bias requires individuals to recognize the bias itself, specifically, that decision-makers may default to the status-quo without sufficiently considering alternatives (cf. Hoffman & Winter, 2015); and (2) Metacognitive reflection: debiasing the status-quo bias requires individuals to be engaged in a metacognitive process whereby entrepreneurs reflect on past and present decisions including those made automatically or without fully considering alternatives (Alter et al., 2007; Colombo et al., 2010; Croskerry, 2003). 
We further examine whether the order in which these elements occur influences status-quo outcomes. Hence, we theorize that metacognitive activity that occurs prior to developing awareness about a bias is less effective than engaging in metacognitive activity after developing awareness about the bias (see, e.g., Graber, 2009; Morewedge et al., 2015; Pavićević et al., 2025).[footnoteRef:1] [1:  As stated before, the literature shows that increasing awareness alone produces mixed results while metacognition alone is insufficient because it lacks direction without prior awareness of the specific bias (Graber, 2009; Morewedge et al., 2015; Pavićević et al., 2025).] 

Hypothesis 1: Decision-makers who are made aware of the status-quo bias prior to engaging in relevant metacognitive activity will choose a status-quo option less frequently than decision-makers who are neither made aware of the status-quo bias nor engage in metacognitive activity.
Hypothesis 2: Decision-makers who engage in metacognitive activity prior to being made aware of the status-quo bias will choose the status-quo option less frequently than decision-makers who are neither made aware of the status-quo bias nor engage in metacognitive activity. 
Hypothesis 3: Decision-makers who are made aware of the status-quo bias prior to having them engage in metacognitive activity will choose the status-quo option less frequently than decision-makers who engaged in metacognitive activity prior to being made aware of the status-quo bias.
3. Method
3.1 Pretests 		Using Prolific samples, an often-used online subject pool (Palan et al., 2018; Rodd, 2024), we conducted four pretests (see Appendix). An experimental design is particularly well suited to our research question because we examine the causal relationship between metacognition and a reduction of the status-quo bias. Since “experimental studies on entrepreneurial metacognition are scarce” (Bastian et al., 2025: 27), our research was designed to address this gap. The pretest experiments examined a total of 18 decision-making scenarios used in previous research on the status-quo bias (Burmeister & Schade, 2005; 2007; Camilleri & Sah, 2021, Nicholson-Crotty et al., 2019; Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988). The goals of the pretests were threefold: (1) to select scenarios for the experimental task with moderate levels of bias, to avoid ceiling and floor effects; (2) to assess how often each response option is chosen when different status-quo options or no status-quo option (i.e., base-rate) were provided; and (3) to pretest manipulation instructions and manipulation check variables to ensure successful manipulation of the independent variable. Details of these pretests can be found in the Appendix.
3.2 Research design 		In the main study (N = 283), we used a three-group (first awareness–then metacognition vs. first metacognition–then awareness vs. attention-matched control [i.e., neither awareness nor metacognition]) between-subjects experimental design to investigate the effect of metacognition on reducing the status-quo bias.[footnoteRef:2] Respondents were randomly assigned to one of these three groups. The intervention consisted of brief online prompts designed to activate bias awareness and metacognitive reflection. The use of short interventions is theoretically meaningful, as prior research has questioned whether brief debiasing efforts meaningfully influence decision-making (Chen et al., 2022; Townsend & Hunt, 2019). Our design therefore tested whether a time-efficient intervention could reduce status-quo bias without extensive training, offering a potentially scalable approach relative to more resource-intensive bias reduction programs (Williamson et al., 2022). [2:  This project has received a statement of no objection from the Institutional Review Board of the University of the second author under number FEB-20210503-12021.] 

3.3 Sample 		We recruited 303 US participants from Prolific for the main study and paid them $9.00 to participate in our study, which on average took 18.40 minutes to complete. 47.0% (133) of respondents had (at some time) started a business and 53.0% (150) respondents had never started a business.[footnoteRef:3] We eliminated respondents who failed our two attention checks and that did not engage meaningfully with the task (e.g., typing in random strings), ending up with a final sample of 283 participants. The average age of the participants was 39.54 years (SD = 12.27), 56.9% identified as female and 40.6% as male.[footnoteRef:4] 62.8% of the sample had completed a bachelor’s degree or higher in their education and 83.7% were employed either full-time (66.8%) or part-time (17.0%). Respondents reported an average of 19.22 years of full-time (32 hours+) of employment (SD = 12.59). Table 1 contains complete sample demographic information. [3:  We asked participants in the Qualtrics study to indicate their entrepreneurial status by asking “Please indicate whether you have ever started a business” The status-quo bias literature says that there is no difference whether entrepreneurs are more, or less biased, than others (Burmeister & Schade’s (2007). Therefore, we included additional non-entrepreneurs to observe if our debiasing mechanism would be more, or less, effective, between different groups. 47.0% (133 respondents) of the sample had at some time started a business, 53.0% (150 respondents) had not.]  [4:  An additional 1.8% identified as “other” and 0.7% “preferred not to say.”] 

3.4 Manipulations 		The status-quo awareness task provided participants with information about the status-quo bias (see Appendix). The goal was to make participants aware of the bias as this would provide the metacognitive focus. The metacognition activation task asked participants to reflect on previously made status-quo decisions using five metacognitive prompts that asked them to reflect on decisions they had made in which they did not adequately consider alternative courses of action but merely chose the same option as before (prompts taken from Salovich and Rapp, 2021, see Appendix). 
In the first-awareness-then-metacognition group, participants first received the status-quo awareness task and then the metacognition activation task, whereas in the first-metacognition-then-awareness group this order was reversed. Participants in the attention-matched control condition were shown five sketches of everyday scenes in sequence and asked to describe what they saw in each image (see Appendix). The goal of this task was to provide a neutral task that possessed a similar amount of writing (67 words on average for the treatment conditions vs. 48 words for the attention-matched control condition) and took a similar amount of time to complete as the treatment conditions (18.15 minutes on average for the treatment conditions vs. 18.71 minutes for the attention-matched control condition).
3.5 Manipulation Checks 		To assess whether awareness of the status-quo bias increased in the two experimental conditions compared to the attention-matched control condition, we provided participants with a multiple-choice question that contained the definition of the status-quo bias (and three other “filler” options), and asked participants which bias the description represented (Zhang et al., 2021); this was scored as a binary measure (correctly identified the status-quo bias v. not). A contingency analysis (2(2) = 12.24, p = .002) showed that participants in the first-awareness-then-metacognition (80.5%, p = .023) and the first-metacognition-then-awareness (87.8%, p < .001) correctly identified the status-quo bias more often than participants in the attention-matched control group (67.6%)[footnoteRef:5].  [5:  The two treatment groups were not statistically different (p = .095).] 

To test whether metacognition was successfully activated, we followed Salovich and Rapp’s (2021) procedure and asked participants to indicate their ability to recognize and detect making the same choice as before without considering other options, relative to the general population. We then compared their judgment of their ability to recognize the status-quo bias relative to the general population with their actual performance on the experimental task. Participants in the first-awareness-then-metacognition (M = 27.95, SD = 27.86; t(191) = 2.42, p = .008) group self-reported a significantly higher ability to recognize the status-quo bias than the attention-matched control group (M = 16.63, SD = 34.96). This effect was marginal when comparing the first-metacognition-then-awareness (M = 23.42, SD = 31.21; t(199) = 1.44, p = .076) and the attention-matched control condition[footnoteRef:6]. The attention-matched control group participants self-reported the lowest ability to detect the status-quo bias (M = 16.63).[footnoteRef:7]  [6:  The two treatment groups were not statistically different (p = .160).]  [7:  We also conducted an internal analysis of the time taken to complete the experiment as a function of the treatment condition. We had indications in the pretest data that it took significantly longer to complete the experiment in the two metacognition conditions and that this resulted in differential dropout rates. We, therefore, included a filler task (described in the Appendix) for the control group in this experiment. We found that the time taken to complete the experiment was not different between the first-awareness-then-metacognition, first-metacognition-then-awareness or control groups. ] 

3.6 Experimental Task 		The experimental task consisted of three pretested entrepreneurial decision scenarios that were based on or inspired by previous research on the status-quo bias (Burmeister & Schade, 2005, 2007; Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988). The scenario selection was also guided by our pretests which demonstrated robust status-quo effects (see Appendix). The designation of which option served as the status-quo alternative in each scenario was also determined through our pretests (see Appendix). The scenarios were presented to participants in randomized order.
3.7 Measures 			The moderating variable “started a business” was captured as a dichotomous variable in which participants declared whether they had ever started a business (Yes N = 133 or 47.0%; No, N = 150 or 53.0%). The dependent variable was computed as the number of status-quo choices made by each participant (Burmeister & Schade, 2007). As each participant provided a decision to each of the three scenarios, the variable ranged from 0 (i.e., no status-quo answers provided) to 3 (i.e., a status-quo decision given for each scenario). Lower scores therefore reflected fewer status-quo decisions (less status-quo bias). Table A in the appendix provides more details on measures.
4. Results 
We conducted a 2 (had started vs. had not-started a business) X 3 (first-awareness-then–metacognition vs. first-metacognition-then–awareness vs. attention-matched control) factorial ANOVA. Table 2 shows an overview of the results. We observed no significant interaction between “started a business” and the experimental treatment conditions (F(2, 277) = 1.03, p = .358), nor a main effect of having started a business (F(1, 277) = 0.06, p = .808).[footnoteRef:8] As hypothesized, we observed a significant main effect of the experimental conditions (F(2, 277) = 4.28, p = .015). Pairwise comparisons indicated that, as expected (H1), the first-awareness-then-metacognition group (M = 0.56, SD = 0.67 was significantly less subject to the status-quo bias than the attention-matched control group (M = 0.90, SD = 0.83; t(191)[footnoteRef:9] = 3.05, p = .001). These findings provide support for Hypothesis 1. Also as expected (H2), the first-metacognition-then-awareness group was significantly less status-quo biased than the attention-matched control group (t(199) = 1.68. p = .047). This provides support for Hypothesis 2. Although in the expected direction, the first-awareness-then-metacognition group (M = 0.56, SD = 0.83) was not statistically different (H3) from the first-metacognition-then-awareness group (M = 0.70, SD = 0.85; t(170) = 1.18, p = .120).   [8:  Hence, we note that entrepreneurs in our study were as prone to the status-quo bias as non-entrepreneurs (cf. Burmeister & Schade, 2007).]  [9:  Since our hypotheses were all directional, the t-test statistics are one-sided.] 

5. Discussion
 	Heuristics and biases shape entrepreneurial judgment and decision-making (Brown et al., 2018; Johansson et al., 2021; Muñoz et al., 2020), yet research examining experimentally validated debiasing interventions remains limited (Zhang & Cueto, 2017; Fasolo et al., 2024). Our study provides evidence that brief cognitive interventions can reduce reliance on status-quo options in entrepreneurial decision scenarios. Specifically, our study shows that entrepreneurs can overcome the status-quo bias through a debiasing sequence to become more adaptable decision-makers (Bastian et al., 2025; Michaelis et al., 2021) and clarify how entrepreneurs can overcome cognitive tendencies that sustain underperforming projects and hinder venture growth and survival (Davidsson & Sufyan, 2023; Kuckertz et al., 2020; Zahlan, 2025). 
The findings are also important because they provide empirical evidence for a practical, relatively short and implementable debiasing strategy that entrepreneurs can use to improve their decision-making in high-stakes situations.[footnoteRef:10] While prior research has argued that debiasing interventions are often ineffective, costly, or counterproductive (Atewologun et al., 2018; Devine, 2022; Dobbin & Kalev, 2018, 2022; Kim & Roberson, 2022; Noon, 2018), our results challenge this assumption. Despite organizations spending nearly $8 billion annually on lengthy unconscious bias training programs (Lipman, 2018; Onyeador et al., 2021), our findings demonstrate that a brief, low-cost intervention can produce meaningful debiasing effects (Morewedge et al., 2015; Sellier et al., 2019). This aligns with emerging psychological research on “one-shot” debiasing, showing that concise explanations of intuitive biases and corrective reasoning approaches can improve performance on subsequent tasks (Boissin et al., 2021; Franiatte et al., 2024). [10:  The results showed that subjects in the two manipulation conditions spent on average < 5 minutes on the metacognitive task.] 

5.1 Theoretical contributions 		Our study makes the following contributions to the entrepreneurship literature. First, we advance the literature on entrepreneurial decision-making (Pidduck et al., 2023; Roccapriore et al., 2025; Shim & Davidsson, 2018) by demonstrating that decisions susceptible to status-quo bias can be improved through a combination of increased bias awareness and metacognitive engagement (Bormann, 2024; Dimov & Pistrui, 2023; Zayadin et al., 2023). In doing so, we contribute to the emerging literature on entrepreneurial metacognition by demonstrating its debiasing potential (Bastian et al., 2025). While prior work shows that metacognition improves entrepreneurial task performance (Baron & Henry, 2010), opportunity recognition (Lorenz et al., 2017), and strategic thinking (Michaelis et al., 2021), we demonstrate that it has additional importance for overcoming decision-making shortcomings (Haynie et al., 2010). This is important for entrepreneurship research, as it shifts attention from merely identifying heuristics and biases toward understanding how such biases can be actively neutralized to improve decision-making. Second, we contribute to the growing body of research on debiasing (Fasolo et al., 2024; Pavićević et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2021) by examining a combined debiasing approach. In contrast to costly and time-intensive traditional debiasing methods, we have shown that a brief intervention can improve decision quality with minimal resource demands (Boissin et al., 2021; Sellier et al., 2019; Zhang & Cueto, 2017). While previous debiasing research has shown limited success (e.g. Ko et al., 2025; Morewedge et al., 2015), our results contribute to this new line of research by showing that effective debiasing requires integrating multiple strategies within brief interventions, while opening new opportunities for entrepreneurship scholars to build on these promising steps. Moreover, our study contributes to the growing literature on pivoting (or persevering; see Berends et al., 2021; Grimes, 2018; Zuzul & Tripsas, 2020) as such interventions may influence entrepreneurs’ pivoting decisions, for example, when to refrain from conducting too many pivot thresholds that may turn out to be too aggressive (see Chen et al., 2024). 
5.2 Practical implications 		Our findings offer implications for entrepreneurship educators and trainers. The combined metacognitive debiasing approach can help entrepreneurs recognize and overcome cognitive biases with minimal prompting (Bastian et al., 2025; Hayne et al., 2009; Michaelis et al., 2021). Moreover, since we did not find statistical evidence that sequencing order significantly differentiates the two treatment conditions, this may make intervention research (e.g., field studies) practically more feasible than if a “strict” debiasing order needs to be followed in such settings. Short, targeted interventions, such as reflective prompts encouraging metacognition at the point of decision, may offer a practical approach for curricula or workshops without extensive training (Chen et al., 2022). Moreover, entrepreneurial organizations might shift from lengthy bias training to shorter, technology-supported approaches (Townsend & Hunt, 2019; Williamson et al., 2022). Dialoguing with AI/LLMs can stimulate metacognitive reflection, although uncritical reliance on AI outputs may impair it (Johnson, 2022; Tankelevitch et al., 2024). Yet technology-driven tools could support entrepreneurs by offering real-time feedback on cognitive biases (Shrestha et al., 2019; Trunk et al., 2020) and personalizing interventions based on decision patterns (Duan et al., 2019; Tien, 2017). Such approaches hold promise for practitioners seeking scalable ways to improve entrepreneurial decision-making (Chen et al., 2022; Vandor et al., 2025; Zhang & Cueto, 2017).
5.3 Limitations and future research 		Our findings open a promising area of debiasing research in entrepreneurship (Fasolo et al., 2024; Pavićević et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2021). Yet a notable limitation of this study is the unknown long-term impact of our intervention. While we demonstrate that combined interventions reduce the status-quo bias, future work can examine how different (combined) techniques address cognitive errors and biases (Bastian et al., 2025), including gender bias (Bechthold et al., 2026), funding bias (Johansson et al., 2021), or AI-related biases (Ntoutsi et al., 2020; Shepherd & Majchrzak, 2022), and how these effects persist over time. Further opportunities lie in studying investor biases to better understand how entrepreneurs successfully pitch ideas (Purtell et al., 2024; Roccapriore et al., 2025; Vandor et al., 2025). Additionally, our sample included individuals with and without prior entrepreneurial experience. Although entrepreneurial experience did not significantly moderate treatment effects, participants were not necessarily active venture founders making real-time strategic decisions. Future studies could test similar interventions among practicing entrepreneurs in field settings to assess the ecological validity of our study. Another avenue for future research concerns the cultural embeddedness of metacognitive processes. While metacognition is often conceptualized as an explicit form of self-monitoring and regulation, such processes may be more pronounced, or more readily articulated, in analytic and individualistic cultural contexts (Pidduck et al., 2022). Future research could therefore examine whether metacognitive interventions operate through different mechanisms across cultural settings, for example by comparing analytic versus holistic cognition-oriented cultural contexts, or by exploring more socially embedded or relational forms of metacognitive engagement (Mosakowski et al., 2013). Given the low amount of variance in the independent variable, we encourage scholars to advance this line of research by designing studies where the extent of bias awareness and metacognition vary more strongly. Moreover, we call for testing practical interventions across different entrepreneurial biases.
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