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1 INTRODUCTION
In today’s digital age, individuals have easy access to an overwhelm-
ing amount of information, both passively and actively. Research
suggests that in 2007, people received information equivalent to the
volume of 175 newspapers daily [23]. It is reasonable to infer that
the amount of information we receive today has increased even
further. Information overload has become a growing concern as
the volume of available information has exponentially expanded
in recent years [21][22]. Information overload occurs when the
amount of information surpasses an individual’s cognitive pro-
cessing capacity, leading to various symptoms such as confusion,
delayed decision-making, and increased stress [28]. However, the
human brain’s ability to adapt has not kept pace with this rapid
growth of information [21][22]. As a result, information overload
affects nearly everyone’s decision-making. Understanding how it
influences behavior is both critical and important.

This literature review aims to examine how excessive informa-
tion exposure influences individual decision-making processes. The
review will focus on cognitive, technological, behavioral, social
network, workspace, and communication factors.

This review focuses on five themes. First, in the theme Cognitive
and Behavioral Effects, the review explores the cognitive and behav-
ioral effects of information overload and discusses how cognitive
strain impairs decision-making, drives individuals toward shortcut
strategies, and leads to emotional and psychological effects. In the
theme Social Media Overload, the review explains howmodern digi-
tal platforms intensify the overload experience. In Adaptive Benefits
of Information Overload, the review found that information over-
load is not always harmful to decision making and mental health.
If we have control over the complexity and volume of information,
the information overload can best be used to train our brain to
make better decisions. In Collaboration and Communication Over-
load, the review went through collaboration and communication
overload existing in the workspace, which indicates that sometimes
communication itself creates information overload and degrades
decision quality. Finally, in Coping with Information Overload, the
paper presented a few strategies that can be used to mitigate the
negative effects of information overload.

For each theme, the structure is: it first went through the main
ideas of each work, then discusses commonality and discrepancy,
and discusses what further work we can do and what is still un-
known to us.

2 EVALUATION
2.1 Credibility of Sources
The papers are all selected from peer-reviewed scholarly sources.
To evaluate the credibility of our sources, we analyzed citation
counts. The average citation count for works published before 2015
was approximately 1252, while for works after 2015 it was 362.

Despite being newer, several post-2015 sources have already accu-
mulated hundreds of citations. These metrics affirm the scholarly
impact and trustworthiness of the literature selected for this review.
Some papers are theoretical foundations for our review, so we re-
quire them to have a high citation count. Some papers provide a
highly relevant and recent perspective on today’s topic—such as
COVID-19, Twitter, and Facebook. For these papers, we lowered
the citation requirement; however, they still need to be published
in peer-reviewed scholarly sources.

2.2 Relevance to Key Aspects
The key aspects of the review are information overload and decision
making. All included references were chosen for their direct rele-
vance to the core facets of the topic: information overload and its
impact on decision-making. All included references were chosen for
their direct relevance to the core aspects of the topic: information
overload and its impact on decision-making.

3 COGNITIVE AND BEHAVIORAL EFFECTS
3.1 Cognitive Strain and Reduced Decision

Quality
Information is the basis for rational people to make decisions. Nor-
mally, the quality of information gathered has a positive relation-
ship with decision quality. However, too much information may
reduce the quality of decisions. This is mainly because excessive in-
formation fills up people’s cognitive load and overloads the brain’s
capacity. Many studies show that when people are given more in-
formation than they can handle, they suffer from negative effects
such as confusion, poor judgment, and bad decisions.

Malhotra’s [25] research shows that human cognitive ability to
take in and process information has limitations. The paper defines
cognitive overload as occurring when consumers are presented
with too much information at a given time, exceeding their finite
capacity to perceive and interpret it. In their experiment, partici-
pants were shown varying numbers of alternatives and attributes.
The researchers determined whether a decision was good or poor
primarily based on how closely it matched respondents’ explicitly
stated ideal preferences and their self-reported perceptions of over-
load. When the amount of information exceeded a certain threshold,
participants reported feeling confused as the number of alterna-
tives and attributes increased. Additionally, respondents were not
satisfied with the choices they made when asked to evaluate how
closely their choice matched their actual preference. This provides
evidence that short-term memory is limited, and people are unable
to process large amounts of information simultaneously, which can
lead to errors and lower satisfaction in consumer decisions.

Hwang and Lin [15] provide further insights into the conse-
quences of information overload by conducting a meta-analysis



of 31 experiments focused on bankruptcy prediction tasks. Their
research states that information overload directly reduces decision
quality. They specifically examined two dimensions of information:
information diversity (variety of different information cues) and in-
formation repetitiveness (frequency of identical cues). Information
diversity refers to presenting multiple categories of information,
such as various financial indicators—debt-to-equity ratio, return
on assets (ROA), credit rating, and so on. Information repetitive-
ness refers to repeatedly presenting similar types of information,
for example, multiple years of the same debt-to-equity ratio. They
found that excessive diversity or repetition negatively impacted
human judgment. Their findings introduce the concept of an in-
verted U-shaped curve relationship, also called the Yerkes-Dodson
law, which states that decision quality improves as decision-makers
receive more information—up to a certain threshold—after which
the quality declines once the optimal point is exceeded.

Errol Iselin [16] further explores how information diversity ex-
acerbates overload within managerial decision-making contexts. In
Malhotra’s [25] work, researchers demonstrated that decision per-
formance deteriorates whenmore than ten alternatives are provided.
Iselin extends this knowledge by investigating whether increas-
ing the diversity of information intensifies information overload
effects in an unstructured managerial context. The study used a
controlled experiment involving both experienced and inexperi-
enced decision-makers managing a simulated firm. They found that
increased information diversity led participants to spend more time
making decisions, although it did not significantly impact decision
quality, which was measured by profit. The study also states that
decision-makers with prior experience generally performed better,
achieving greater profits in less time. However, even highly experi-
enced decision-makers were vulnerable to cognitive strain when
faced with increasing information diversity.

With online news all around screens in our daily life, Schmitt,
Debbelt, and Schneider [34] investigated cognitive overload in the
context of online news consumption. Their research states the mod-
ern digital environment serves as vast information pools, which
significantly improved the opportunity of exposure to information
overload. Through an online survey study involving various age
groups, they found younger users in information-seeking were par-
ticularly susceptible to overload. Also, people who lack confidence
in finding good information feel more stressed facing information
overload. The study suggests a few triggers of information overload
including: using push notifications, always visiting the same sites,
reading news with no clear plan. What makes the study different
from previous works is that they showed how the Internet and
smart mobile devices offer a very accessible road to information
overload.

Across these studies, they all state information overload ad-
versely affects decision-making. The works by Malhotra [25] and
Hwang and Lin [15] both emphasize that when presented with
information beyond a certain threshold, people experience confu-
sion, cognitive strain, and diminished decision quality. This aligns
with Iselin’s [16] findings that exceeding one’s cognitive capacity
can restrict decision-making processes. Schmitt et al. [34] similarly
indicate that excessive exposure to online news negatively affects
users’ abilities to critically assess and process information.

Although these studies converge on the negative effects of in-
formation overload, they differ in focus and context. Malhotra [25]
focuses on consumer choices and personal preference satisfaction,
while Hwang and Lin [15] examine professional tasks like bank-
ruptcy prediction and introduce specific dimensions of overload
(diversity vs. repetitiveness). Iselin [16] introduces the importance
of prior expertise, stating that although experience helps manage
complexity, it does not entirely protect decision-makers from over-
load. Schmitt et al. [34] focus on digital environments, particularly
online news, which provides a modern and technological context.

Most experiments are conducted over relatively short periods
and often within a single cultural context. Future study may explore
the influences of exposure to digital media and cultural norms, as
these may produce different overload patterns that have yet to be
fully explored.

In summary, these studies show that too much information can
harm how people think and make choices. When people have to
make decision with more information than they can handle, alth-
tough most of information are not needed for making the decision,
they may feel confused, stressed, or unsure, which will lead to bad
decision and unsatisfication. Both information diversity and infor-
mation repetitiveness affect how well people make decision. Even
skilled decision-makers can struggle if the information is too di-
verse or complex. In today’s digital world, easy access to news and
frequent updates can make overload worse, especially for younger
people and those lacking confidence.

3.2 From Rational Analysis to Shortcut
Strategies

Information overloadmay change theway people reason. Researchers
examine the shift from systematic information processing to re-
liance on cognitive shortcuts across diverse contexts. Whether in
digital contexts, organizational settings, or entrepreneurial envi-
ronments, individuals faced with overwhelming volumes of infor-
mation make trade-offs between efficiency and accuracy.

Rutkowski and Saunders [33] state that people will rely on cogni-
tive schemata and chunking as shortcuts when they perceive more
information than their capacity and experience emotional and cog-
nitive overload (ECO). Rather than rational analysis of new infor-
mation, individuals turn to previously formed mental frameworks
to respond to information stimuli. Chunking allows participants to
group complex information into manageable units, while schemata
help them to process information that feels familiar. Although this
approach does reduce cognitive effort, individuals may interpret
the information mistakenly, especially when the familiarity level
of new information is low.

While these shortcuts can protect individuals’ mental energy,
they may also promote satisficing, a decision strategy wherein peo-
ple opt for “good enough” solutions rather than optimal choices.
In the context of accessibility of online data, Bawden and Robin-
son [5] state that people stop seeking the “best” piece of informa-
tion. People transition from actively searching for information to
passively accepting whatever they see online. Individuals make a
trade-off—they’d rather save their energy for surface-level content
because interpreting content with depth and reliability is costly
and requires contextual understanding. Not only does this preserve
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time and attention, it can also spare individuals from frustration
and stress, although the trade-off is harmful to their ability to focus
and think deeply.

Not only in daily life do we make decisions relying on short-
cuts, in entrepreneurial decision making, Shepherd, Williams, and
Patzelt [35] reveal that entrepreneurs encountering high levels of
uncertainty and time pressure often rely on personal experience
and streamlined judgment processes to move forward. Instead of
fully analyzing every data point they have access to, they make
quick assessments, especially when the potential for overload is
high. They can allocate resources, try out their solution, and get
feedback quickly so that they can iterate and improve their solution.
This heuristic-driven approach allows entrepreneurs to stay agile
in rapidly changing environments.

Finally, the tendency to avoid or delegate information process-
ing altogether emerges with recommendation agents. Aljukhadar,
Senecal, and Daoust [1] show that when presented with large ar-
rays of product attributes and alternatives, individuals turn to auto-
mated tools or third-party recommendations. These recommenda-
tion agents act as decision shortcuts. Rather than comparing every
option in detail, consumers trust these agents to suggest a good
choice, especially when the decision feels too difficult or tiring to
make alone. But we don’t know if the agent is reliable. It may not
reflect the user’s preferences, either because of poor design, limited
input, or hidden commercial biases. As a result, while these agents
help reduce mental effort, they can also lead to misplaced trust or
suboptimal decisions.

The studies all show that information overload leads to a trade-
off that sacrifices decision accuracy for lower energy consumption,
and people tend to rely on “shortcuts” regardless of whether they
are familiar with them. Rutkowski and Saunders [33] explain how
people take shortcuts by describing the internal mental processing.
Bawden and Robinson [5] explain that people would rather scroll
through surface-level content to save energy, instead of seeking the
best answer for their needs and thinking deeply about the infor-
mation. Shepherd et al. [35] take this question to entrepreneurial
environments and state that shortcuts—streamlined judgment in-
stead of fully analyzing every data point—are somehow the norm
for entrepreneurial decisions. Aljukhadar et al. [1] zoom in on
consumer product choice scenarios and exhibit people using third-
party recommendation tools as their shortcuts. Relying on shortcuts
brings different results across the studies. Some focus on the risk
of misinterpreting information and a lack of deep thinking [33][5],
whereas Shepherd et al. [35] show that these shortcuts are neces-
sary in fast-moving entrepreneurial environments. Aljukhadar et
al.[1] warn us that using modern recommendation tools might not
fully align with user preferences.

Further studies could explore how to aid people’s decisions with
customized interfaces that adapt to specific usage. How can we
customize our information flow dynamically based on the user’s
environment? And research on the relationship between decision-
making speed and accuracy is also an interesting topic—does more
information mean increased decision accuracy? Further, we also
need to explore how tomeasure decision accuracy in entrepreneurial
environments, because it’s hard to measure the consequences of a
decision that has not been performed.

3.3 Emotional and Psychological Effects
Information overload also negatively affects individuals’ emotional
and psychological health. It can cause stress, anxiety, and mental
fatigue, ultimately impairing well-being and decision-making. The
following studies examined the emotional and psychological ef-
fects of information overload. Each of them offers a distinct angle
and contribution to our understanding of how overload triggers
negative outcomes.

Phillips-Wren and Adya [30] focus on decision making under
stress and identify four key stressors—information overload, time
pressure, complexity, and uncertainty. Those are the triggers that
impair cognitive processing. They propose that when individuals
are presented with extensive or conflicting pieces of information,
stress levels escalate which will potentially cause suboptimal judg-
ments and emotional strain. Excess data and high-stakes contexts
can strengthen anxiety by leaving the decision maker uncertain
about which details to trust or how to proceed. In their experiment,
participants were asked to complete managerial decision tasks un-
der different levels of time pressure and complexity. Results showed
that overload correlated with emotional distress.

Benselin and Ragsdell [6] offer a complementary view by examin-
ing age-related differences in experiences of information overload.
Through a combination of questionnaires, interviews, and diary
entries, they discovered that older and younger adults experience
emotional strain in various ways when facing excessive informa-
tion. Prolonged exposure to high volumes of digital data contributes
not only to immediate stress and confusion but can also lead to
more serious psychological outcomes such as chronic anxiety and
depressive symptoms. Younger adults may experience short-lived
anxiety, often caused by online information flow, while older adults
often report fatigue and frustration from perceived skill gaps or
usability barriers.

In workplace contexts, Rasool et al. [31] offer us an organiza-
tional perspective. They describe technology overload as a direct
antecedent to stress, burnout, and emotional exhaustion. They char-
acterize emotional fatigue as the cumulative outcome of too many
notifications, constant connectivity, and demands for immediate re-
sponses. They integrate various empirical findings to demonstrate
how repeated psychological strain from constant digital flow can
lower morale, increase anxiety, and diminish employees’ overall
well-being over time.

Speier et al. [36] state that task interruption is a critical factor
of overload in decision environments. In their lab experiments,
participants worked on decision tasks of varying complexity while
encountering interruptions of different frequencies and content.
Their findings reveal that, for more complex tasks, frequent or
content-heavy interruptions induce greater stress, frustration, and
cognitive strain, reducing overall task performance and adding
stress. This project isolates the role of interruptions as a key factor
in creating information overload. Even relatively short disruptions
can undermine an individual’s emotional equilibrium, especially
when tasks are complex.

All of these studies converge on the negative emotional and psy-
chological effects of information overload. Benselin and Ragsdell
[6] concentrate on age-related variations, showing that younger
individuals are more prone to short-lived anxiety, while older adults
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experience fatigue and frustration. Phillips-Wren and Adya [30]
identify four key stressors and clearly state that information over-
load directly leads to emotional distress. Rasool et al. [31] is set
in a workplace context and explains how information overload,
especially frequent notifications and continuous connectivity, can
lower morale and increase a team’s anxiety. Speier et al. [36] further
isolate the role of interruptions as a key factor.

Further studies can investigate how to mitigate the negative
emotional and psychological effects of information overload. In
the workspace, receiving notifications is unavoidable, since some
companies use a page system to issue tickets, and some tickets need
to be paid attention to immediately. Although an oncall system,
where one of the team members will handle important tickets, and
the member will rotate each week, has been widely adopted in
the industry, there’s still room for improvements in notification
systems in the workspace.

4 SOCIAL MEDIA OVERLOAD
Cao and Sun [9] identified three types of overload: information,
communication, and social overload, all of which influenced users’
psychological states, caused exhaustion and regression, and ulti-
mately influenced their intention to stop using social media. This
is framed using the Stimulus-Organism-Response (S-O-R) model.
Stimulus refers to the overload from social media use, such as noti-
fications, comments, likes or dislikes, and so on. Organism refers
to psychological reactions, including exhaustion when users spend
too much time on it and regret when users wish they had spent
their time differently. Response is the behavioral outcome, which is
usually the intention to reduce or quit using social media. Previous
research normally focused more on fatigue and dissatisfaction; this
work studied regret as another important but neglected factor shift-
ing behavior. The authors argue that regret is more self-focused
than satisfaction. Satisfaction is a comparison between expectation
and actual performance, whereas regret is a comparison between
what users did and what they could have done—in other words,
opportunity cost. They argue that regret is more appropriate than
satisfaction in the context of overload because regret is a negative
emotion that strongly drives people to correct behavior. In contrast,
satisfaction would play a less important role in shifting people’s
behavior.

In Sun et al.’s work [37], the boredness caused by social media
can lead to information aovidance which may make people miss
important COVID-19-related message. They proposed Stressor-
Strain-Outcome (SSO) framework, where stressor is information
overload from COVID-19 content on social media; strain is COVID-
19 message fatigue; outcome is intentionally ignoring COVID-19
posts and further lead to behavior shift such as reduced awareness
of mask-wearing, handwashing and vaccination. Based on their
findings, the authors adivse that when doing message design for
public good, COVID-19 prevention in this case, we should diverse
message formats(e.g., text, video, infographics), vary the message
content, and most importantly we need to focus on quality over
quantity, which means flooding users with the same or similar
backfires.

Maier et al. [24] further investigate the concept of social overload
on the social networking site Facebook. They provide a perspective

that too much social support can make users feel overwhelmed.
This may sound counterintuitive because we normally feel ener-
gized when receiving friendly support from others. The authors
specifically define social overload as a negative perception of giving
too much support to others on social networking sites (SNS). They
made contributions to identifying antecedents of social overload,
which may help us prevent it by observing those antecedents. High
SNS usage intensity is one such antecedent and also the foundation
for other factors. Users who frequently log in or are constantly
active on SNS (especially Facebook) are exposed to more social
requests. Also, having a lot of friends is not always a good thing.
A large number of online friends means more potential incoming
requests and more messages to respond to. The authors catego-
rized friends into online-only relationships and offline/real-life
relationships. When friends on Facebook are not part of the user’s
real-world social circle, users are less emotionally invested but still
feel social pressure to respond. Adding to that, if users perceive
that their social environment expects them to respond, help, or
react to SNS posts, they experience pressure to engage. Age has
played an indirect role as well. Although it is not directly related
to social overload, senior users tend to have smaller online-only
friend networks and use SNS less frequently, which reduces their
risk of experiencing social overload.

Lee et al. [19] use the transactional theory of stress and coping
(TTSC) and the person-environment (PeE) fit model to investigate
how different types of information and communication technology
(ICT) overload contribute to social networking service (SNS) fatigue.
Alongside information overload, they identified communication
overload and system feature overload as two more types of overload
and combined them together as ICT overload. Information over-
load’s definition is similar to the previous work we introduced—it
means too much content for consumers to process. Communication
overload means excessive social demands to respond. System fea-
ture overload refers to overly complex or frequently changing SNS
features. Communication overload has been observed significantly
more on online platforms (Maier et al., 2015) [24]. System feature
overload means the diversity and complexity of information are
increased. Although this increase does not reflect the actual text
content on an SNS, it changes the layout, operation logic, and even
notification frequency, which makes the user feel overwhelmed
and sometimes exhausted.

Dai et al. [11] observe that social overload will not only stop
users from using SNS, it will also make users selectively avoid
certain content they find unwelcome. They proposed the Cogni-
tion–Affect–Conation (C–A–C) Framework to illustrate how a cog-
nitive appraisal (in this case, perceived information overload) trig-
gers affective responses (fatigue, frustration, dissatisfaction), which
then shape conative or behavioral intentions (information avoid-
ance). Their model extends prior research that typically examines
discontinuance of social media, rather than partial adaptations such
as selective avoidance.

Apuke and Omar [2] argue cognitive ability (the ability to reason,
remember, understand, and solve problems) influences individuals’
susceptibility to misinformation. They define cognitive ability by
the following metrics: analytical skills, information processing effi-
ciency, self-control, and effectiveness under fatigue. They also said
current information overload research has predominantly focused
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on Western contexts. They studied Nigeria, which has a rapid in-
crease in social media users. They found that developing countries
experience higher vulnerability to information overload because
they have limited reliable resources and higher dependency on
informal communication networks. In addition, limited educational
resources do not offer enough cognitive training, which makes
individuals more susceptible to information overload.

Whelan et al. [40] zoom in on the student group and found
they are especially vulnerable to social media overload due to
their flexible schedules, free time, and high digital engagement.
The study uses the Situation–Organism–Behavior–Consequence
(SOBC) model to explain the psychological process. The Situation is
fear of missing out (FoMO), the Organism is social media overload,
the Behavior is deficient self-regulation (DSR), and the Consequence
is reduced academic performance. They state that fear of missing
out is a core driver of social media overload. Students with high
FoMO are more likely to be overstimulated by social updates. They
explained that FoMO has a cumulative effect and will lead to social
media overload, then poor self-regulation, and finally result in low
productivity and career development.

Gomez-Rodriguez et al. [32] provide a quantitative perspective of
Twitter (now X.com). They found that most users don’t post more
than 40 tweets/day, but they can receive thousands of tweets/day.
They also identified a critical threshold at 30 tweets per hour. Below
the threshold, users can maintain a consistent retweet rate. Above
the threshold, the retweet probability drops significantly, which is
a clear sign of social media overload. They also identified specific
overloaded user behaviors on Twitter. They normally take longer to
retweet and will only focus on a small subset of sources, ignoring
most of their feed. The paper defines priority of information and
users. The low-priority information, including tweets from less
influential followees and general tweet traffic that doesn’t lead to
retweets, constitutes background traffic of the platform. They also
propose that platforms should notice and take action on tweets
from high-priority followees, who will keep retweeting even when
they are overloaded.

With the development of technology, social media is inevitably
one of the major causes and environments for information over-
load. Across these studies, a recurring theme is that social media
overload, whether driven by excess information, continuous com-
munication, or high social expectations, negatively impacts users’
psychological states and behavior. Cao and Sun [9] distinguish be-
tween information, communication, and social overload, while Lee
et al. [19] add “system feature overload.” Many studies draw upon
stress-coping frameworks (e.g., S-O-R, SSO, TTSC, PeE fit, C–A–C,
SOBC). Though they share a stressor-strain-response logic, each
model highlights distinct constructs—such as regret [9], message
fatigue [37], or intentions to avoid content [11]. Apuke and Omar
[2] uniquely situate overload in a developing country (Nigeria),
arguing that limited educational resources and higher reliance on
informal networks exacerbate overload. Studies also focus on differ-
ent contexts: Whelan et al. [40] focus on students particularly prone
to fear of missing out, whereas Maier et al. [24] highlight Facebook
users overwhelmed by social support demands. Gomez-Rodriguez
et al. [32] look at Twitter usage patterns at scale.

Further, we may explore in detail what the root characteristics of
information, communication, and system feature overload are, and

build up a unified framework that can identify which coping strat-
egy is needed for a certain overload. Also, further cross-cultural
or demographic research is needed to determine whether an effec-
tive protection from information overload is still effective when
transitioning to a developing country. Additionally, findings from
Gomez-Rodriguez et al. [32] show clear thresholds for engagement
declines. This shows an opportunity to tailor notification and feed
algorithms.

5 ADAPTIVE BENEFITS OF INFORMATION
OVERLOAD

Ellis et al.[12] claim that adversity—such as information overload,
stress, and impaired cognition—can enhance specific abilities, al-
though traditional developmental psychology often focuses on how
adversity harms individuals. They studied children in particular
and proposed two hypotheses. The Specialization Hypothesis states
that early-life stress enhances specific abilities such as attention
shifting, which helps individuals adapt to harsh and unpredictable
environments—very similar to information overload contexts where
people must digest fast-changing and unpredictable information.
The Sensitization Hypothesis suggests that early stress puts certain
brain skills on standby, which are only activated when life becomes
stressful again, such as in crowded, loud, and fast-changing environ-
ments. In other words, exposure to information overload at an early
age enables the brain to reserve extra energy that is activated only
when information becomes chaotic. This energy is then used to
deal with stress and noisy input, leading to better decision-making.
Ellis et al. also frame these adaptations as strategic trade-offs: when
processing fast, unpredictable information, scanning broadly and
quickly is a better strategy than deep reading.

Sweller and Chandler[39] provide a cognitive framework for
understanding when information overload may be adaptive rather
than harmful. From the perspective of Cognitive Load Theory (CLT),
they argue that difficulty in learning is not caused by the quantity
of information, but by the level of element interactivity. In other
words, learning difficulty is defined by the number of components
that must be processed simultaneously. High element interactivity
imposes a heavy cognitive load, but this load is essential for building
complex mental models that are stored in long-term memory and
can be used in application. In this context, information overload
can act as a productive constraint—it forces the learner to adapt
by developing mental models. This distinction suggests that not all
overload is maladaptive—when instructional design is optimized,
high informational complexity can encourage deeper understanding
and long-term memory.

Paas, Renkl, and Sweller[27] suggest that not all cognitive load
is harmful, while traditional literature usually views cognitive load
as lowering individuals’ decision-making and learning. They sum-
marize recent advancements in Cognitive Load Theory (CLT) and
demonstrate its implications for instructional design, especially
with respect to optimizing learning by managing cognitive load.
CLT defines three types of cognitive load. Intrinsic load refers to the
effort required to learn the content itself, usually having a positive
relationship with the complexity of the material. It depends on the
number of interacting elements and how much prior knowledge
the learner has. For example, learning basic addition (e.g., 3+ 2) has

5



low intrinsic load because it involves only two elements. Learning
how to solve a system of equations (e.g., 2𝑥 + 3𝑦 = 6 and 𝑥 − 𝑦 = 4)
has high intrinsic load because solving it requires understanding
how the equations interact. Extraneous load is the unnecessary
mental effort caused by poor instructional design that distracts or
confuses the learner. For example, a student learning geometry is
given a textbook where diagrams are on one page and explanations
are on another. The student then needs to constantly flip pages,
which adds extraneous load. Germane load is the useful mental
effort that supports learning, especially building schemas such as
mental models. For example, when students are asked to explain a
complex concept in their own words, they need to exert effort to
build a schema of the concept, which requires more mental effort
and germane load. It is beneficial because it strengthens under-
standing. Thus, from a CLT perspective, if information overload is
paired with meaningful engagement and minimal extraneous noise,
it may enhance cognitive resilience and help build mental models
and adaptive expertise in decision-making contexts.

Jackson et al.[17] explore how individuals can build resilience
in environments that impose high information and emotional de-
mands. They focus on the nursing profession, which operates in
chaotic environments where nurses must respond to incidents un-
der emotional and cognitive strain. The paper also suggests that
healthcare systems face widespread problems such as bullying,
violence, excessive workload, and lack of autonomy. In addition,
nurses need to constantly make micro-decisions under pressure.
These conditions create a natural setting to study resilience under
information overload.

They define the adversity of nursing as high informational and
emotional demands and claim such adversity benefits personal
growth. They propose five strategies to build resilience:

• Building professional relationships and support networks
• Maintaining positivity to buffer stress
• Developing emotional insight and self-awareness
• Achieving life balance and connecting with a sense of pur-
pose

• Practicing reflection and journaling to process and grow
from adversity

The strategies do not change the workflow of nursing. What they
share in common is finding emotional positive resources either in-
ternally or externally. They state that individuals under high-stress
environments can develop adaptive capacities such as emotional
regulation, optimism, and reflection. These traits allow individuals
not just to survive in adversity but to transform stress into growth
and improve decision-making.

Haji et al.[14] further provide empirical insight into how task
complexity,which often correlates with information overload and
affects novices’ learning and decision-making. They found that
learners trained on simpler tasks show better performance early on,
but this advantage did not fully transfer to more complex simula-
tions. This indicates a trade-off between cognitive load during learn-
ing and the ability to apply skills in difficult situations. The study
found that increased complexity can lead to cognitive overload and
impair performance. However, it also revealed that pushing learners
out of their comfort zones by escalating task complexity—which
may invoke information overload—can lead individuals to develop

adaptive strategies, such as focusing attention and filtering noise.
These strategies allow them to maintain performance even when
overwhelmed. These findings highlight how moderate overload can
improve attention and goal-directed decision-making. The authors
propose a progressive complexity approach, where instructional
design should optimize the trade-off between learning and transfer.

The studies share a common theme: information overload is
not inherently detrimental but can improve adaptive capabilities.
The idea recurs that exposure to complex, overwhelming environ-
ments can develop resilience and strategic decision-making. Ellis
et al. [12] and Jackson et al. [17] both frame adversity as a driver
of adaptive traits. Sweller and Paas et al. [27, 39] argue through
Cognitive Load Theory that well-managed complexity supports
schema formation and long-term learning. Haji et al. [14] provide
empirical support, showing that escalating task complexity can
trigger strategic adaptation.

Despite their contributions, several open questions remain. For
example, the specialization and sensitization hypotheses remain
unclear regarding how long these adaptations persist or how they
generalize across domains. The relationship between emotional and
cognitive resilience under overload also deserves further empirical
study. We should ask whether emotional strategies like journaling
or social support actively influence cognitive performance in com-
plex tasks. Additionally, more research is needed to identify the
complexity threshold between productive and harmful overload.

6 COLLABORATION AND COMMUNICATION
OVERLOAD

Kahai and Cooper[18] explore the trade-off of richness in communi-
cation media in group decision-making. Richness of communication
is defined by cue multiplicity and feedback immediacy. Cue multi-
plicity refers to the number and types of communication signals a
medium can convey. For example, face-to-face meetings have high
cue multiplicity, where you get voice tone, facial expressions, hand
gestures, posture, immediate reactions, and so on. Email has low
cue multiplicity, where you only have typed text—you don’t get
tone of voice, facial expressions, or body language.

Feedback immediacy is how quickly someone can respond or
react during communication. Take the previous example: in a Zoom
call or face-to-face conversation, you can interrupt, ask clarifying
questions, or give a thumbs-up immediately. In email or forum
posts, replies take time, and you can’t tell if the other person is
confused, agrees, or disagrees until they reply later.

In rich media, high cue multiplicity and immediate feedback can
be helpful because they give participants more social and contex-
tual signals. However, too many cues can become overwhelming,
especially for individuals with low task knowledge or when the
information is complex. On the other hand, lean media reduce the
number of cues and slow down interaction. This can help people
focus and reflect more carefully, especially when they’re less expe-
rienced. But the lack of real-time feedback and nonverbal signals
can make it hard to build trust.

Cross andGray[10] state that white-collar employees spendmore
than 70% of their working hours on the phone, email, or in meetings.
The researchers conducted ONA (Organizational Network Analysis)
across 14 large organizations over seven years. They used surveys
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asking questions like: Who do you go to for information? and How
much time do you spend collaborating with each person? From this,
they built interaction networks and used metrics such as:

• In-degree: how many people seek you out
• Demand gap: how many people say they need more access
to you

• Collaboration efficiency: how much time others spend
working with you per interaction

They used scatterplots and role comparisons to spot:

• Overloaded employees: high in-degree and demand gap
• Underutilized employees: low in-degree but capable
• Inefficient collaborators: consume a lot of others’ time
without adding proportional value

They found that 3 − 5% of employees handled 20 − 35% of col-
laboration, and overloaded individuals often faced burnout, health
issues, or even quit. Many routine decisions and interactions could
be offloaded or automated. Therefore, they proposed a two-pronged
strategy to mitigate communication load imbalance, such as del-
egating routine approvals, using targeted meetings, and training
others to reduce redundant reliance. Their strategies can reclaim
12 − 16% of total workforce hours. This work highlights how com-
munication and collaboration overload and imbalance can impair
individual and organizational effectiveness.

Barber and Santuzzi[4] introduced the concept of workplace
telepressure as an obsessive need and mental urge to immediately
reply to work messages. This urge is different from simply liking
your job (which might relate to work engagement) or working too
much due to obsession (which relates to workaholism). It’s also not
just about using digital tools like email or Slack (which would fall
under ICT use behaviors). Instead, telepressure is about how you
think and feel when a message arrives.

They developed and validated a new scale measuring workplace
telepressure. They refined the scale to six items and conducted
factor analysis, which showed that a one-factor structure was best,
despite having two underlying ideas (urge + preoccupation). They
also further validated the six-item scale and tested whether telepres-
sure predicts negative outcomes. Workplace telepressure directly
leads to physical and cognitive burnout and poor sleep quality. The
study highlights how organizations’ implicit or explicit communi-
cation norms might unintentionally harm employee health.

Swaab et al.[38] introduce the CommunicationOrientationModel
to explain when and why communication channels help or harm
group decision-making outcomes. They argue that the communi-
cator’s orientation (cooperative, neutral, or noncooperative) deter-
mines whether communication channels help or harm collaboration.
Their meta-analyses show that for individuals with a neutral mind-
set, richer communication (e.g., face-to-face, video call) enhances
trust and leads to better outcomes. For cooperative-minded indi-
viduals, added channels do not significantly change outcomes. And
for noncooperative individuals, richer communication can escalate
conflict and impair information exchange. The paper links commu-
nication dynamics to information sharing, showing that overload
in collaboration may stem not from the volume of communication,
but from a mismatch between communicators’ orientations and the
media used.

Baltes et al.[3] conduct ameta-analysis comparing group decision-
making outcomes between face-to-face and computer-mediated
communication (CMC). Computer-mediated communication (CMC)
refers to any human communication that occurs through the use
of two or more electronic devices. This includes email, chat, group
decision support systems (GDSS), video conferencing, and online
forums.

Unlike in-person meetings, where communication happens in a
single thread and people usually cannot chat with others elsewhere
discussing different topics, CMC platforms such as Slack and Teams
allow fast, simultaneous message exchange among many people.
This encourages parallel threads. In group decisions, this can over-
whelm participants who must parse comments, documents, and
replies, often spread across different threads or platforms. With-
out nonverbal cues, users need to spend more energy to interpret
intent.

Moreover, when groups have limited time to make decisions,
they feel pressure to act quickly. CMC is slower than face-to-face
communication because people type instead of speak, and responses
are delayed. Participants may talk past each other in chat, causing
misunderstandings that take time to resolve. In addition, there is
no quick feedback loop such as nodding or tone of voice to show
agreement or confusion.

The authors also indicate that group members know who is
speaking in the CMC system. For example, names are attached to
messages. This may lead participants to hold back opinions due
to fear of judgment or hierarchy. For instance, junior employees
may not challenge a manager. Participants may focus more on
status dynamics than on ideas. This work provides a view that
information overload in collaborative environments arises not only
from message volume but also from the inefficiency of mediated
interactions.

Minas et al.[26] investigated this issue through aNeuro-Information-
Systems (NeuroIS)-based study. They wanted to know why virtual
teams often ignore new or opposing information in text-based com-
munication, even though the information is clearly available. The
authors asked whether this failure is due to information overload or
confirmation bias. They used a controlled simulation where partici-
pants believed they were chatting with a real team but were actually
interacting with a scripted chatbot through a text-based interface.
During this simulated team discussion, participants wore sensors
that captured EEG (electroencephalography), EDA (electrodermal
activity), and facial EMG (electromyography). EEG measures brain
activity to determine attention and cognitive effort. EDA measures
how emotionally stimulated someone is. Facial EMG measures
whether individuals respond positively or negatively.

They presented participants with five types of messages, in-
cluding: preference-supporting facts, preference-challenging facts,
preference-supporting opinions (normative statements), preference-
challenging opinions, and irrelevant chatter (baseline control). It
turned out that people paid attention to both supporting and chal-
lenging information, but only supporting information triggered
activation in working memory. This selective processing occurred
despite the volume and accessibility of information. They stated
that information overload may not always lead to the avoidance of
information; rather, confirmation bias acts as a filter in this context.
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The studies collectively emphasize that collaboration and com-
munication overload is not solely a function of message volume but
is affected by media characteristics, individual tendencies, and orga-
nizational norms. They repeatedly show that richer communication
media (such as face-to-face meetings and video conferencing) offer
both advantages and risks [18] [38], while also increasing cogni-
tive demands [18] and the likelihood of conflict when misaligned
with user intentions [38]. The work of Baltes et al.[3]and Minas et
al.[26] highlights how computer-mediated communication (CMC)
can impair decision-making by slowing feedback, reducing non-
verbal cues, or reinforcing confirmation bias. Cross and Gray[10]
complement this by showing how collaboration imbalance can lead
to individual burnout. Meanwhile, Barber and Santuzzi[4] focus on
psychological pressure rather than technological design and define
telepressure as a subjective overload trigger.

Future research can quantify the trade-off between leaner media
and richer media in the context of collaboration and communica-
tion. Since video conferencing is becoming increasingly popular
and replacing a reasonable portion of face-to-face meetings, it is
important to investigate how video conferencing affects decision-
making, especially when both video conferencing and face-to-face
meetings are available but video conferencing is chosen. In addition,
exploring the cultural differences in how overload is interpreted
across communication channels is also an interesting topic.

7 COPINGWITH INFORMATION OVERLOAD
Levin, Huneke, and Jasper[20] examine how individuals cope with
complex decision-making tasks involving high information load.
They introduce how two key factors influence this process:

• Need for Cognition (NC) [8]: an individual trait reflecting
how much a person enjoys effortful cognitive activities.

• Inclusion vs. Exclusion Mindsets: the instructions given
to subjects to either include desirable options or exclude
undesirable ones during initial decision filtering.

People high inNC enjoy solving complex problems and analyzing
information, whereas people low in NC prefer to rely on shortcuts.

NC helps explain why some individuals cope better with infor-
mation overload in decision-making. High NC individuals search
for more information, spend more time thinking about the pros and
cons, and make higher-quality decisions, especially when the task
requires them to narrow down choices.

Low NC individuals tend to process less information, may feel
overwhelmed more easily, and are more likely to rely on simpler
decision strategies. This indicates that how well someone handles
information overload depends not only on the amount of informa-
tion but also on their mindset and cognitive style.

In decision-making, inclusion and exclusion mindsets refer to
two different ways of narrowing down options. For example, when
you are shopping for a laptop, the inclusion mindset asks, "Which
laptops do you want to keep looking at?" The exclusion mindset
asks, "Which laptops do you want to rule out?" Inclusion leads
to more effortful and focused thinking. People tend to be more
selective, which helps reduce overload by focusing only on the best
options. Exclusion is usually less demanding. People just eliminate
obviously bad options, but they often keep too many average ones.
This leads to a bigger final set and potentially more overload later. In

the study, the inclusion group made better final decisions, especially
if they had a high need for cognition, because inclusion required
them to process information more deeply.

Fukukura, Ferguson, and Fujita[13] combine Construal Level
Theory (CLT) and Fuzzy-Trace Theory (FTT) [7] to argue that cre-
ating psychological distance encourages individuals to extract the
essential meaning of complex information. CLT states that people
interpret information differently depending on how psychologi-
cally near or far the situation feels to them. When something feels
psychologically distant, whether it is far in time, space, or social
relationship, people think in more abstract, simplified, and essen-
tial terms. In contrast, when something feels psychologically near,
people focus on concrete and specific features.

For example, in Study 1𝑎, participants who imagined buying a
car next year rather than tomorrow were more likely to choose the
car with objectively better core attributes.

FTT proposes that people encode information in two parallel
forms:

• Verbatim memory: exact details (e.g., “this phone has 4.5-
inch width and 0.3-inch depth”)

• Gist memory: the essential, meaningful summary (e.g., “the
phone is compact”)

Under conditions of information overload, relying on verbatim
details becomes cognitively demanding and often counterproduc-
tive. FTT suggests that people cope better when they extract and
use the gist, which is more durable and cognitively efficient. In the
paper, the authors argue that psychological distance enhances this
gist-based processing. When participants were asked to think dis-
tantly, they naturally preferred organizing information by overall
meaning rather than memorizing details.

By combining CLT and FTT, the paper suggests that we should
deliberately shift our mindset to think about a decision as if it were
more distant in time, space, or level of abstraction. The idea is that
mentally stepping back from the overwhelming details can improve
decision quality.

Pennington and Tuttle[29] investigate how experienced infor-
mation systems (IS) auditors cope with information overload when
selecting software development projects for in-depth review. The
study identifies three major coping strategies auditors adopt when
faced with information overload:

• Acceleration: processing information faster
• Filtration: ignoring less relevant information
• Strategy Change: shifting from compensatory to noncom-
pensatory decision models

The study empirically shows that acceleration leads to reduced
decision consistency and decreased use of cues. Contrary to previ-
ous assumptions, auditors rarely filter information. Noncompen-
satory strategies, such as focusing only on certain thresholds of risk
factors, are commonly adopted and can maintain decision quality
unless combined with acceleration.

Filtration refers to the idea that individuals should selectively fo-
cus on the most relevant information while ignoring less important
data. This strategy is often discussed as a natural coping mechanism
when cognitive capacity is overwhelmed. However, the authors

8



found that participants rarely actually filtered out information. In-
stead, auditors coped in two key ways: acceleration and the use of
noncompensatory strategies.

When facing information overload, auditors processed each risk
factor more quickly, spending less time per item. They covered all
or most of the information under time constraints but at the cost
of depth. For example, under time pressure conditions, the average
viewing time per risk factor dropped significantly (for instance,
from 17.73 seconds to 5.33 seconds). When acceleration was not
sufficient, auditors shifted their decision model. They used simpler
cutoff rules. If a single risk factor exceeded a critical threshold, the
project was flagged for review regardless of other indicators. This
approach reduced cognitive demand by simplifying the decision
process but ignored important contextual factors.

All studies investigate strategies individuals use to cope with
information overload during decision-making tasks. Levin et al.[20]
and Pennington and Tuttle[29] both highlight the effectiveness of
deliberate selection (inclusion or exclusion, or filtration) as coping
mechanisms, while Fukukura et al.[13] similarly propose strategic
simplification through psychological distancing. Levin et al. [20]
focus on individual differences, particularly the Need for Cognition
(NC). In contrast, Fukukura et al.[13] integrate Construal Level
Theory (CLT) with Fuzzy-Trace Theory (FTT) to argue for psy-
chological distance and gist-based memory as universal coping
strategies. Pennington and Tuttle[29] identify coping strategies
such as acceleration and noncompensatory decision models, offer-
ing a more pragmatic, task-specific perspective.

An unresolved question is the optimal balance between detailed
(verbatim) and abstract (gist) processing under various overload
scenarios. Further empirical studies could investigate when detailed
versus abstract cognitive processing is most beneficial. This line of
inquiry can also be extended to verify coping strategies in other
professional domains beyond auditing, such as medical decision-
making or policy formulation.

8 CONCLUSION
In this review, I examined how information overload influences
cognition, decision-making, emotional health, and user behavior
on social media. First, Cognitive and Behavioral Effects focuses on
how information overload negatively affects cognitive capacity and
decision quality and encourages people to go for decision shortcuts.
Emotional and Psychological Effects emphasizes that information
overload triggers stress, anxiety, mental fatigue, and, over time,
other negative outcomes. Factors like age and skill level also af-
fect how individuals internalize this strain. Social Media Overload
focuses on the dynamics of online platforms, where continuous
notifications, features, and social pressures (e.g., fear of missing
out) compound overload. Different models illustrate how the digital
environment can induce negative emotions like regret and behav-
iors like content avoidance or even discontinuance of platforms.
Contrary to the predominantly negative narrative, the review also
revealed that overload can foster resilience and strategic adaptation.
In organizational settings, overload stems not only from volume but
also from media richness and mismatched communication dynam-
ics. Additionally, the review provided individuals and organizations
with diverse strategies to mitigate overload.

Future studies may examine more culturally diverse contexts
to uncover different overload patterns. Researchers could also de-
velop customized interfaces that dynamically adjust information
delivery based on individual needs. Studies can explore the link be-
tween information volume, decision accuracy, and how to measure
such accuracy—particularly in entrepreneurial environments. In
the workplace, where constant notifications are often unavoidable,
there’s room for novel strategies to mitigate stress. Moreover, build-
ing a unified framework that clarifies the root characteristics of
information, communication, and system feature overload could aid
in identifying coping methods for different situations. Finally, the
discovery of specific engagement thresholds offers opportunities
for adjusting notification and feed algorithms so that platforms can
avoid reaching the overload point.
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