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Abstract. While affect plays a similar fundamental role in both, electronic and 
face-to-face negotiations, the expression of emotions in computer-mediated 
communication differs considerably from face-to-face settings. The aim of this 
experimental study is to analyze how the systematic use of emoticons – 
facilitated with software – affects negotiation behavior in alternative computer-
mediated negotiation settings. With a 2x2 design comparing system-induced 
emoticon use with a text-only condition in synchronous chat or asynchronous e-
mail mode we isolate effects of emoticons in these different communication 
settings. Results show that emoticons are used in different functions, i.e. mainly 
to supplement and support text messages and less often to mitigate its content. 
Furthermore, emoticon support increases the communication of positive affect 
in asynchronous negotiations while it decreases communication of negative 
affect and distributive negotiation behavior in synchronous negotiations. These 
findings propose that advancing communication quality via contextualization of 
affective information in negotiation support systems is promising.  
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1   Introduction 

New information- and communication technologies provide a variety of different 
media for synchronous and asynchronous communication within and between 
individuals and private and public entities. E-mail, social networks, chat systems, 
electronic diaries, and similar technologies are used to coordinate day-to-day 
business, to interact with colleagues and customers at different locations, and also to a 
great extent to conduct negotiations. There has been a historic dispute on whether or 
not computer-mediated communication (CMC) has similar socio-emotional qualities 
compared to face-to-face communication (F2F). Researchers representing a cues-
filtered-out perspective [1, 2] propose that with reduced media bandwidth, social 
presence is reduced: Due to missing non-verbal and para-verbal cues in CMC 
contextual information and emotions are filtered out resulting in less friendly, less 
emotional and less personal communication. This has been opposed particularly by 
the social information processing (SIP) model [3, 4] which advances that 



communicators in CMC may need more time to compensate the missing non-verbal 
and para-verbal cues in order to bring relational effects to similar levels compared to 
F2F. A recent review of empirical evidence concludes, that “there is no indication 
that CMC is a less emotional or less personally involving medium than F2F“ [5, 
p.766]. Nevertheless, communication technologies affect how we communicate and 
what we communicate [6]. While more traditional approaches like the Media 
Richness theory postulate that communicators should base their media choice on task 
characteristics [7, 8], more recent theories advance that communicators should adapt 
their communication strategy according to task characteristics and the communication 
process, including the communication goal and strategy, the medium and message 
form, and communication complexity [6]. For instance, in case communicators need 
to resolve a conflict with less rich media, e.g. e-mail, they have to contextualize task-
oriented communication with relational or emotional information to compensate for 
the lean medium. Information- and communication systems should be designed to 
support these processes [9, 10]. Therefore, a particular focus is now laid on emotion 
encoding as well as on contextualization in CMC since these aspects shape 
interpersonal communication aiming for mutual understanding and relationship 
management [6].  
One possibility to contextualize and encode emotions in CMC is the use of emoticons 
(standing for emotion and icon), which are referred to as relational icons, visual cues 
or pictographs serving as surrogates for non-verbal communication to express 
emotion and adding a para-linguistic component to a message [11]. Within the last 
decade, there has been some empirical research analyzing the effect of emoticons in 
CMC in general (for an analysis see e.g. [12]) which shows that emoticons - beyond 
serving as paralanguage - are morpheme-like structural markers with illocutionary 
force [12]. 
Yet, in electronic negotiation research, the analysis of the influence of emoticons on 
negotiation behavior, processes and outcomes is lagging. Since the significance of 
emotions in negotiations is undisputed, the aim of this experimental study is to 
analyze how the systematic use of emoticons affects negotiation behavior in 
computer-mediated negotiation settings. Referring to Media Richness Theory and its 
three dimensions [7, 8], i.e. (1) multiple information cues, (2) personal address, and 
(3) feedback immediacy, we are particularly interested in how feedback immediacy 
and emoticons interrelate in negotiations. With a 2x2 design comparing system-
induced emoticon with a text-only condition in both modes, synchronous chat and 
asynchronous e-mail mode, we can isolate effects of emoticons in different 
communication settings. A more profound understanding of the effects of emoticons 
on synchronous and asynchronous electronic negotiation processes and outcomes will 
contribute to the further development of communication support for negotiations. 
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: the next section reviews the 
literature on computer-mediated communication, system design and the role of affect 
in communication. Based on the state of the art, we formulate hypotheses for the 
experimental study. In section three the experiment and methods of data analysis are 
introduced. Results are presented in section four and in section five we discuss the 
findings and limitations of this study and provide suggestions for future research.  



2   Theoretical Background 

2.1   Cognitive-Affective Model of Organizational Communication 

The so-called “Cognitive-Affective Model of Organizational Communication” is 
based on the notion that the main objective of interpersonal communication is to reach 
mutual understanding between the communicators and to manage the relationship [6]. 
The degree to which communicators are able to reach these objectives depends on 
communication inputs, the communication process, and communication complexity. 
While the communication inputs describe antecedents of the process such as task 
characteristics, in the communication process the communicators’ goals define their 
strategies, which in turn interact with the use and the characteristics of the medium 
and the specific message form. These interactions are shaped by the communication 
complexity surrounding the entire construct (see Fig.1). Communication complexity 
consists of three elements acting as barriers to mutual understanding and relationship 
management: (1) cognitive complexity as a function of information intensity, 
multiplicity of views and incompatibility between information representation and use, 
(2) dynamic complexity referring to feedback processes and time constraints and (3) 
finally, affective complexity which refers to the sensitivity and change of attitudes 
towards the communication partner or the subject matter. Affective complexity 
considers relational aspects in the communication process including affective 
behavior and trust building. Low levels of trust and a lack of an appropriate normative 
context in which the communication is embedded impede reaching mutual 
understanding and the establishment of a good relationship. 

 

 
Fig. 1. Cognitive-Affective Model of Organizational Communication (adapted from 
[6], p. 256) 

 
Negotiations are described as a process of conflict resolution between parties who 
interact with each other shaping their outcomes and their relationship [13]. Mutual 
understanding and a good relationship are important prerequisites to reach integrative 
solutions satisfying the needs and interests of the involved parties [14]. Negotiations 
are tasks in which all three dimensions of complexity are reflected. Therefore, 
handling the affective complexity is closely related to providing the basis for 



integrative negotiations. Communication directed at the management of affective 
complexity requires the inclusion of explicit affective statements typically requiring 
higher channel capacity [6]. Alternatively, negotiators can externalize the provision of 
additional affective information to the communication system [10]. 

2.2   Emotion as Social Information in (Electronic) Negotiations 

In either way, emotion management in negotiations is a very promising avenue. The 
impact of emotions on negotiation processes between inherently social and emotional 
human beings is well established. Emotions can induce both, competitive or 
cooperative behaviors: negative emotions tend to increase competitiveness, while 
positive emotions tend to increase cooperation (e.g. [15, 16]). Nevertheless, positive 
emotions may also negatively affect negotiations. They may induce irrational 
behavior [17] and lead to biased judgments [18] or expectations [19, 20]. Similarly 
negative affect can also have positive effects: Empirical studies show that negative 
affect may motivate or induce negotiators to provide information [20, 21], help to 
overcome a crisis if power differences between negotiators exist [21, 22] or induce 
cooperative behavior [23]. 
The analysis of emotions has also found some attention in electronic negotiations 
research. It has been shown that in the restricted environment of CMC, emotions 
provide important contextual meaning for the interpretation of messages [24]. 
Furthermore, affect is contagious and tends to be reciprocated also in CMC [22]. 
However, the presence of emotions is not always salient and their particular influence 
may differ from F2F-negotiations. Earlier research has suggested that emotions 
contribute to a form of “hyperpersonal” communication [25] or to extreme behaviors 
like flaming [1]. Therefore, researchers have pointed out that more work is needed in 
order to develop a more comprehensive understanding of how emotions work and 
evolve in virtual environments [26]. 
[27, 28] proposed the Emotion as Social Information (EASI) Model to predict the 
effect of emotion on communication processes: according to the EASI model 
observers draw inferences from others’ emotional expressions, which in turn guide 
their own behavior and/or response. In negotiations, the specific social effects of 
positive and negative emotions depend on whether negotiations are embedded in a 
more competitive or more cooperative context. In a competitive context the display of 
anger reflects that the negotiator expressing anger has reached her limits, e.g. her 
aspiration level, and is not willing to give in anymore. Therefore, negative emotions 
are more likely to induce the counterpart to react with more cooperative behavior. 
Conversely, in a cooperative environment the expression of negative emotions is 
more likely to reduce cooperative behavior as it conveys adverse signals and elicits 
similar emotions in the counterpart.  
Empirical evidence on the EASI model proves that both the verbal expression [15, 29] 
as well as the nonverbal expression [30] of emotions can be used strategically to 
influence others in face-to-face settings. In CMC, emotions are (implicitly) conveyed 
in text messages by the wording and phrasing of utterances [31]. [32] provide a 
comprehensive linguistic discussion of threats and promises in negotiations 
demonstrating how semantic and syntactic features of the speech acts influence their 



perception and effectiveness. They show that specifically language intensity and 
language immediacy reveal the strength and the direction of a negotiator’s affect. 
While language intensity is determined by the lexical choice, language immediacy is 
not expressed explicitly but is an unconscious process in which a speaker’s affective 
states influence his or her lexical and syntactic choices [32, p. 162]. Additionally, 
communicators can use contextualization cues such as non-standard spelling, letter 
and punctuation mark repetition (e.g. ???) or lexical surrogates (e.g. hmmm) and the 
like as linguistic form to express affect. These cues contribute to the signaling of 
“contextual presuppositions” that allow for inferences about the meanings people 
intend to convey in a specific situation (Gumperz, cited in [33], p. 142). Particular 
forms of contextualization cues are emoticons. They are considered to be the socio-
emotional suppliers in CMC (e.g. [33]). Compared to verbal description of emotions 
or implicit conveyance through specific lexical choices, emoticons provide a direct, 
precise and convenient way of emotional expression in CMC. Because of this they 
have received a worldwide acceptance [5] and several CMC software programs, such 
as for example MSN, ICQ, Hotmail, etc. have embedded an emoticon function 
(converting ASCII based character strings into pictograms). They are mostly used to 
express emotions, to strengthen a message or to express humor [34]. Their use also 
affects impression formation in relationships: when communicators use positively 
valenced emoticons their personality is perceived to be more extrovert [35], friendlier 
and warm [36].  
In principle, emoticons can be classified in pictorial emoticons, e.g. Santa Claus *<\:-) 
or emotional-attitudinal emoticons [37] that represent1:  

(a) facial expressions: happy :-), laughing :-D, sad :-(, angry :-{, wink ;-)… 
(b) action: kiss :-*, yawn 1-O, screaming :-@, big hug ((H))… or  
(c) appearance: big nose :o), wearing glasses B-)… 

The use of emoticons in CMC differs from medium to medium and shows even a 
huge variety within different types of media: [38] analyzed emails on listservs and 
found that they were used between 1 to 25% of the emails depending on the listserv. 
[39] found in a longitudinal analysis of text messaging from smartphones that only 
4% of messages contained at least one emoticon. [40] investigated emoticons in 
instant messaging discourses and found that out of the eighteen different emoticons 
which were used at all, just three of them – all with a positive valence – were used in 
75 % of all cases. Furthermore, emoticons tend to be used more often in synchronous 
than in asynchronous communication [34] and – in accordance with Hall’s theory of 
contextuality of cultures - are used more by users coming from high-context cultures 
[41]. There also seems to be a gender difference in emoticon use [12]. 

2.3   Hypotheses 

It has been proposed that verbal and nonverbal cues are equally important for text 
interpretation in CMC [42]. Furthermore, the interpretation of non- and para-verbal 
cues is analogue to F2F encounters context-sensitive, see e.g. [33, 42, 43]. Emoticons 

                                                           
1 There are hundreds of emoticons which have been catalogued in dictionaries and on Websites 

(e.g. Wikipedia). 



and other CMC cues interact with other verbal and nonverbal cues and have – 
depending on the context of communication – mainly the following three different 
functions [11, 12, 37]: 

i. Supplement: When emoticons are added as paralinguistic in order to convey 
an important aspect of a linguistic utterance, they help to clarify the meaning 
of a text and to eliminate misunderstandings: e.g. “When I returned home, 
she was already there :-(“. The textual message could be understood both, in 
a positive and negative way. With the added emoticon the meaning is 
clarified unequivocally. Here, the emoticon is used as an illocutionary force 
[12] that augments the meaning of textual message by substituting non-
verbal cues. 

ii. Support: Emoticons are also used to support a text message: e.g. “I am happy 
:-)”. In this case, there is a denotative correspondence (congruence) between 
the text and the emoticon. 

iii. Antiphrasis: When emoticons are used to contradict or annul the verbally 
expressed meaning, they produce ambiguity. Used in this way, they are used 
to express sarcasm: “I am happy :-(“, irony: “This has to be taken very 
seriously ;-)”, or to mitigate disagreement: “Sorry, but I do not agree :-)” 

These functions have been analyzed in empirical studies which show that emoticons 
indeed can strengthen the impact of a verbal message [11, 34, 43], help to emphasize 
a meaning during message creation and interpretation [38, 43], and to clarify textual 
messages [11]. Furthermore, emoticon use is significantly correlated to perceived 
information richness and perceived usefulness [44]. [44] also shows that emoticon use 
increases enjoyment and personal interaction by eliminating difficulties in expressing 
feelings in words. In this light, emoticons fulfill similar functions as non-verbal 
displays in F2F communication [5, 38]. We therefore expect that negotiation 
processes that are facilitated with systems enforcing users to complement their textual 
messages with emoticons will differ in several aspects to negotiation processes 
without emoticon support.  
First of all, we expect that negotiators provided with emoticon support write less text, 
i.e. exchange less thought units. The emoticons serve as supplements to written text: 

H1: Emoticons serve as supplement to text messages in electronic 
negotiations. 

Most research concerning the influence of positive and negative emoticons on the 
message interpretations supports the idea that positive emoticons make the message 
more positive and negative more negative correspondingly [11, 45]. Consequently, we 
hypothesize that positive emoticons will support cooperative behavior and negative 
emoticons will support competitive behavior. We therefore expect a positive 
correlation between use of positive emoticons (happy, laughing) text messages 
containing agreement or concession and a positive correlation between the use of 
negative emoticons (sad, angry) with text messages containing rejection or 
disagreement, respectively. 

H2: Emoticons are used to support textual messages (congruence) 

Although it can be assumed that emoticons are more often used to supplement or 
support text messages, we expect that we also find communication in which 
emoticons are used as antithesis. [42] found in her analysis that emoticons and other 



CMC cues are sometimes used to mitigate or aggravate disagreement. Emoticons can 
be used to create ambiguity and to express sarcasm varying the valence of the 
emoticon and the valence of the message [46]. When used as antiphrasis, positive 
emoticons (happy, laughing) are used to mitigate textual disagreement (e.g. “I am 
sorry, but this offer does not meet my expectations :-)”. Negative emoticons (sad, 
angry) used with agreement in text messages are used to express sarcasm (e.g. this is 
really a wonderful offer :-(, ‘winking’ and ‘eat my shorts’ emoticons used with 
positive/negative agreement are used to express irony/sarcasm (e.g. “Your competitive 
offers make me very happy ;-)”. 

H3: Emoticons are used to mitigate disagreement or to express 
sarcasm (antiphrasis) 

The use of the smile emoticon has been found to be a positive politeness strategy that 
creates a collaborative work environment [33]. Also [42] finds in her analysis of chat 
negotiations, that emoticons and CMC cues were used mainly in the service of 
politeness. However, we assume that this effect is mediated by communication mode 
as this impacts feedback immediacy. Communication media with low feedback 
immediacy (asynchronous media) are less adequate to handle high affective 
communication complexity [6]. Furthermore, in the context of e-negotiation, negative 
emotions can be better controlled in asynchronous communication modes [47]. Thus, 
we hypothesize a positive effect of emoticon support particularly in asynchronous 
negotiations. Since asynchronous negotiations tend to be less emotional, the threat of 
escalating emotional statements is limited and emoticons can unfold their supportive 
function. In synchronous negotiations, on the contrary, we expect that the use of 
emoticons boosts (negative) emotions. We assume that this eventually results in more 
competitive behavior. 

H4:  Emoticon support facilitates integrative negotiation behavior in 
asynchronous but not in synchronous negotiations. 

Referring to F2F negotiations, researchers use emotional states as predictors of 
negotiation outcomes [48]. For instance, [48] find that negotiators were more likely to 
accept a proposal from a negotiator displaying positive emotion than from a 
negotiator displaying negative emotion. Due to the expected increase in integrative 
behavior – in particular in asynchronous negotiations – and the increased mutual 
understanding combined with a better handling of the relationship, should also 
influence the likelihood to reach an agreement. 

H5:  Emoticon support leads to more agreements in asynchronous 
but not in synchronous negotiations. 

3   Methodology 

To test our research questions, we collected data in a 2x2 laboratory experiment at 
two European Universities (within one country). The 2x2 design varies the 
communication mode (synchronous/asynchronous) and the availability of emoticon 
support (available/not available) (see Table 1). The used negotiation case described a 
situation in which the subjects had to decide in bilateral negotiations on a Friday 



evening program considering three alternatives following predefined and conflicting 
preferences.  

Table 1. Treatments (n = number of participants) 

 Emoticons No Emoticons
Synchronous n = 24 n = 32 
Asynchronous n = 26 n = 16 

 
The treatments of the design were implemented in a text-based electronic 
communication support system N-SWAN, which facilitated participants to exchange, 
store and retrieve messages. The implemented emoticon feature forced users in the 
“emoticon treatment” to tag each text message with an emoticon; otherwise users 
could not send the text message. Negotiators could choose among six different types 
of emoticons: ‘happy’ & ‘laughing’ are emoticons with a positive valence whereby 
the latter one expresses stronger arousal than the former, ‘sad’ & ‘angry” are 
emoticons with a negative valence whereby the latter expresses a stronger arousal 
than the former, and finally two emoticons ‘winking’ & “eat my shorts’. Winking has 
a positive valence, while “eat my shorts” has a strong negative valence. We decided 
to use pictograms instead of ASCII-based character strings, because empirical 
evidence points to a somewhat stronger impact of pictograms on communication [35]. 
In the experiment, negotiations in the synchronous communication mode could last up 
to one hour whereas asynchronous negotiations were allowed to take up to a 
maximum period of three days. Demographic data was collected at the beginning of 
the experiments via questionnaires, while exchanged messages and emoticons were 
recorded by the system. 

Table 2. Category Scheme 

 Integrative Distributive 
Action (1) Agree, Accept, Concede (4) Reject or Disagree 
 (2) Show Positive Emotions (5) Show Negative Emotions 
 (3) Make a new Offer (6) Use Tactics or Threats 
Information (7) Provide Information (9) Use Persuasive Arguments 
 (8) Request Information  
Off-Task 
Categories 

(10) System-Related Communication, (11) Off-Task 
communication, (12) Communication Protocol 

 
We applied content analysis as means to transform the 2,972 exchanged messages 
into quantitative data [49]. The text messages of all 49 negotiation transcripts were 
unitized into 3,686 thought units and coded into the pre-tested category scheme of 
[50] (see Table 2) by two independent coders (Guetzkow's U of 0.054, Cohen’s kappa 
0.848). Additionally, emoticon functions (supplement, support, antiphrasis) were also 
coded in reference to the text messages by two independent raters (Cohen’s kappa 
0.855). 



4   Results 

In the 895 text messages of the emoticon treatment, emoticons are overwhelmingly 
used as a supplement (766 times, 84.3%). Only 30 times (3.4%) emoticons were 
coded as being redundant to the text messages and in 110 cases (12.3%), the emoticon 
was used as antiphrasis to the text. While the use of the three functions differs 
significantly (X²(2) = 1059. 27, p <.001) they are distributed similarly between 
synchronous (supplements 87.1%, redundancy 1.7%, antiphrasis 11.3%) and 
asynchronous negotiations (supplements 80.2%, redundancy 5.9%, antiphrasis 
13.8%). These results provide support for the notion that emoticons serve different 
functions. In the following, we further elaborate the data in more detail. 
H1 suggests that emoticons are used to supplement text messages and therefore 
substitutes written text in messages. Therefore, we also test for differences in number 
of thought units in the respective treatments (see Table 3). Factorial ANOVA shows a 
significant main effect of emoticon support F(1,94) = 19.012, p <.001, a non-
significant main effect of the communication mode, F (1,94) = 1.432, p = .234, and a 
non-significant interaction effect, F (1,94) = .464, p = .497 on the amount of 
exchanged thought units. ANOVA post-hoc tests verify that the differences between 
groups due to the used communication mode are significant, within the synchronous 
treatment, p <.01, as well as within the asynchronous treatment, p<.05, however, not 
between the two groups using emoticons, p >.1, and between the two groups not using 
emoticons, p > .1 2. Therefore, H1 is clearly supported. 

Table 3.  Number	of	Absolute	Thought	Units	across	the	Four	Different	Treatments 

Treatments Mean Std. Dev.
Emoticons Synchronous 26.79 18.57 
Emoticons Asynchronous 24.04 13.46 
No Emoticons Synchronous 53.72 28.64 
No Emoticons Asynchronous 43.69 39.84 

 
H2 and H3 propose that emoticons are also used to support text messages (congruence 
between text message and emoticon) or to mitigate disagreement, to express sarcasm 
or irony (antiphrasis of emoticon to text message). Therefore, we analyzed in addition 
to the frequency analysis reported above, whether emoticons are related to specific 
behavioral patterns reflected in the communication categories. On average, 
negotiators used most often the “happy”-emoticon (M= 11.70 per negotiation, SD = 
12.30). The emoticons “sad” (M=2.28, SD = 4.11) and “winking” (M=2.74, SD = 
2.77) were similarly often used. Every second negotiator used one time the emoticon 
“angry” (M = 0.50, SD = 1.39) or the “laughing” emoticon (M = 0.52, SD = 1.18). 
Negotiation dyads referred least frequently to the “shorts” emoticon (M = .16, SD = 
0.47). To test whether emoticons are linked with specific communication patterns we 
ran correlation analysis using Spearman’s rho and performed bootstrapping (n = 

                                                           
2 All reported post-hoc tests in our manuscript are 2-tailed and based on bootstrapping, n = 

1000, using either Bonferroni or Games-Howell comparisons in case that the Levene test 
indicates a violation of homogeneity of variances, p <.05 



1000) to increase reliability of our confidence intervals. Results show that frequencies 
of used emoticons correlate with the relative frequencies of integrative and 
distributive action categories but only to a minor degree with information categories: 
The “happy” emoticon correlates positively with “agreeing, accepting, conceding”, rs 
= .297, p < .1, and expressing positive emotions, rs = .325, p <.05, and negatively 
with communication used to reject or disagree, rs = -.225, p <.1, and expressions of 
negative emotions, rs = - .328, p <.05. The use of the “sad” emoticon is negatively 
linked to “agreeing, accepting, conceding”, rs = -.281, p <.1, and expressing positive 
emotions, rs = - .257, p <.1. Similarly, the “angry” emoticon is less used in 
combination with the communication categories “agree, accept, concede”, rs = -.284, 
p <.05, but rather with statements expressing negative emotions rs = .284, p <.1. The 
emoticon “winking” is related to providing information to the counterpart, rs = .238, p 
< .1. Last, the emoticon “shorts” is positively linked to expressions of rejection and 
disagreement, rs = .220, p < .1, and expressions of negative emotions rs = .329, p < .1. 
Consequently, we find empirical evidence for H2 proposing that emoticons are indeed 
used in congruence with text messages. 
To evaluate how emoticons are used as antiphrasis (to mitigate the statement of the 
textual message or to express sarcasm or irony) we ran additional nonparametric 
group analyses. Of all 110 emoticons serving as antiphrasis, the happy emoticon is 
used 76 times, the sad emoticon 12 times, the winking emoticon 16 times, the 
laughing emoticon 5 times, and the shorts emoticon once, while the angry emoticon 
was used never as an antiphrasis. Considering this distribution, we only analyzed text 
messages with the happy or sad emoticon using the Holm-Bonferroni approach to 
control for type I errors. Results indicate that the sad emoticon is more often used 
than the happy emoticon in combination with categories “new offers”, “tactics or 
threats” and “request information”, (all p <.05). Furthermore, we find no differences 
in the used relative communication units when either the sad or the winking emoticon 
are used. Therefore, we find no clear pattern how emoticons are used as antiphrasis 
(H3). 
In the next step we evaluate how emoticon support and communication mode affect 
communication behavior (H4). Investigating the effect of the use of emoticons in 
synchronous and asynchronous negotiations, we run a factorial MANOVA including 
all communication categories3. We find significant effects on the communication 
behavior depending on emoticon support, F(12,83) = 2.271, p <.05, communication 
mode, F(12,83) = 1.944, p <.05, and the interaction between both treatments, F(12,83) 
= 3.103, p <.005. Due to problems with assumptions of MANOVA4, we additionally 
run individual factorial ANOVAs for the action- and information-oriented 
communication categories and additionally perform multiple comparisons with 

                                                           
3 Testing the assumption of normality, all relative subcategories show significant deviations 

from normality. To cope with the skewed data, we apply a Box Cox transformation 
anchoring all values at 1 and using a λ of -6.5. The transformation of the data is rendered 
necessary as initial calculations of F-values in MANOVAs are not supported by 
bootstrapping. 

4 Checking the assumptions of MANOVA, the Box’s Test of equality of covariance matrices 
indicates a violation of the assumption of equality of covariance matrices (p < .000). 
Furthermore, the Levene test indicates that the assumption of equality for error variances is 
violated for several communication categories. 



bootstrapping (n=1000) for the conditional main effects. The results indicate that the 
relative frequencies of integrative and distributive action- and information-oriented 
communication differs significantly in the treatments (see Table 4). 

Table 4.  Effect	of	Emoticons	and	Communication	Mode	on	Communication	Behavior	(p°	
results	based	on	bootstrapped	multiple	comparisons,	n	=	1000) 

 
In more detail, integrative negotiation behavior differs in the treatments (see Fig. 2): 
In the synchronous treatment, post-hoc tests show that negotiators in the emoticon 
support treatment express more often communication intended to “agree, accept or 
concede”, p <.01. Furthermore, when negotiators have emoticon support, they use 
more communication for approval in the synchronous than in the asynchronous 
treatment, p <.05. 
 

 

Fig. 2. Impact of Emoticons and Communication Mode on Integrative Communication 
Behavior  

We also find a weak significant main effect of emoticon support (p<.1) and a 
significant interaction with communication mode (p<.05) on the expression of 
positive emotions in text messages. Within the asynchronous treatment, negotiators 
express more positive emotions when they have emoticons support compared to no 
emoticons support p<.05. Furthermore, when negotiators have emoticons support, 
they tend to express more positive emotions when engaging in asynchronous 
compared to synchronous negotiations, p <.1. 



Regarding the exchange of offers, bootstrapped group comparisons find negotiators in 
the synchronous treatment without emoticons support to use less new offers, than in 
the asynchronous treatment with emoticons support, p<.05, as well as without 
emoticons support, p<.1. 
 

 

Fig. 3. Impact of Emoticons and Communication Mode on Distributive Communication 
Behavior 

Furthermore, the expression of negative emotions is substantially influenced by the 
communication mode, p <.01, interacting with the emoticon support, p <.05. 
Negotiators in the synchronous treatment without emoticons support express most 
negative emotions (see Fig. 3). They express more negative emotions than negotiators 
in the synchronous treatment with emoticons support p <.05, and more than 
negotiators in both asynchronous treatments – with emoticons support, p <.01, and 
without emoticons support, p <.01. Furthermore, negotiators with emoticon support in 
the synchronous group express slightly more negative emotions than negotiators in 
the asynchronous group without emoticons support, p <.1. 
Regarding the use of exchanged information, we find again a tendency for emoticons 
to act as substitute to the written exchange of information, p<.1, accompanied by a 
tendency that in synchronous negotiations without emoticons support more 
information is exchanged than in asynchronous negotiation with emoticons support, p 
<.1. Finally, the use of persuasive arguments differs substantially between groups. 
Negotiators in synchronous treatment without emoticons support use more persuasive 
communication than negotiators in both treatments with emoticons support (both, p 
<.01) as well as negotiators without emoticon support in asynchronous negotiations (p 
<.1). Subjects in asynchronous treatment without emoticons support engage in more 
persuasive behavior than subjects negotiating synchronously with emoticons support, 
p <.1. 
Analyzing the effect of emoticon support and communication mode on the likelihood 
of reaching an agreement (H5), we find a significant association between our 
treatments and the agreement-rate, X(3) = 6.330, p <.05. This finding, however, is 
caused by the asynchronous communication mode that increases the agreement-rate, 
17 out of 21 dyads reached an agreement in asynchronous negotiations, while in 
synchronous negotiations only 13 out of 28 dyads reached an agreement, X(1) = 
6.025, p <.05, but not by emoticon support, 17 out of 25 dyads reached an agreement 
with emoticon support, while 13 out of 24 dyads reached an agreement without 
emoticon support, X(1) = .987, p =.387. 



5   Discussion, Conclusion & Outlook 

The management of affective complexity is fundamental for negotiators to reach 
mutual understanding in communication and a positive relationship [6]. We have 
proposed that integrative negotiations can be supported with communication tools that 
facilitate the contextualization of communication by providing emoticons. Results of 
the 2x2-designed laboratory experiment support this claim: First of all, emoticon 
support makes communication more effective. Our results show that negotiators with 
emoticon support need less words/text to reach agreements compared to negotiators 
without emoticon support (emotions are used to supplement text messages). Secondly, 
negotiators exhaust the full range of functions of emoticons by additionally using 
emoticons to support text messages (emoticons are used in congruence), to mitigate 
the content of text messages (emoticons are used as antiphrasis). Finally, emoticon 
support significantly changes negotiation behavior by facilitating integrative 
negotiation behavior. 
However, the impact of emoticon support differs in communication modes related to 
feedback immediacy. Integrative negotiations are typically characterized by a dual 
focus on the task and the relationship, e.g.[14]. The contextualization of information 
via emoticons seems to mitigate effects of feedback immediacy of the medium: In 
asynchronous negotiations which are typically described as task-oriented and “cool 
conversations” [47] because of low feedback immediacy, emoticon support induces 
negotiators to more often express positive affect. Apart from using predominantly the 
happy emoticon to tag the messages, they also express more often positive emotions 
in the written text. In contrast to that, synchronous negotiations have been referred to 
“hot debates” [47]: high feedback immediacy induces negative affective and inhibited 
behavior. In synchronous negotiations, we have witnessed that emoticon support – 
again apart from supplementing text messages with positive affect through the happy 
emoticons – reduces distributive behavior reflected in less persuasive behavior and 
less expressions of negative emotions in the text messages. Furthermore, we also 
observe more integrative negotiation behavior with emoticon support reflected in 
more positive affective behavior. To put it in other words, emoticon support heats up 
(too cool) asynchronous communication with positive emotions, while it helps to cool 
down (too hot) synchronous communication. These results support the importance of 
contextualizing information in social interactions via lean media [6]. 
Recently more and more research areas traditionally rooted in more analytic 
approaches have created awareness that the consideration of behavioral human factors 
increases the ability of model-based problem solving to help decision makers [51]. 
Yet, in negotiation support, most systems still focus on traditional analytic support 
rooted in economic considerations of their designers. However, our results support the 
notion that system designers should give more weight to communication aspects of 
negotiations. Currently, only the system Negoisst puts a clear focus on 
communication support on the syntactic, semantic and pragmatic level [9]. The 
enrichment of text messages via a contextualization of factual context of a message 
similarly to Negoisst’s communication enrichment should make affective dimensions 
of messages more explicit. While the necessity to develop affective systems is 
undisputed, given the current state-of-the-art, the use of text-based (pro-active) 
affective systems is a major challenge [10]. However, affective systems can already 



be used for training purposes. In such an “emotional training” negotiators could be 
confronted with counterparts differing in their emotional reactions. Affective systems 
could use predefined sentences or entire text messages transmitting specific emotions, 
as already done for research purposes, see e.g. [15]. 
While our study delivers interesting insights, is not without limitations. Our results 
are based on one experiment using a single case and student subjects. The impact of 
the used emoticon support might also differ for varying degrees of conflict intensity. 
While the used case describes a realistic scenario for students rooted in the private 
life, business negotiations might require a different approach to contextualize 
affective information. Furthermore, in our analysis we have focused rather on 
integrative and distributive elements of the communication process and less on 
traditional economic elements of negotiations, like utility values used to e.g. compare 
characteristics of agreements. However, recent research directly comparing 
behavioral and economic support in negotiations postulates that effects of both 
support approaches are not limited to the respective support dimension, but actually 
show several spillovers [52]. Therefore, one promising avenue for future research is 
to untangle the relationship of contextualized information and its impact on economic 
dimensions of negotiations like concessions patterns and efficiency of agreements. 
 
Acknowledgments. We thank Ronny Mitterhofer for the programming of the N-
Swan system used in the experiment. Furthermore, we want to thank Evelyn 
Braumann, Olga Preveden, Sharjeel Saleem and Ying Xu for their contribution to data 
coding. 

References 

1. Rice, R.E., Love, G.: Electronic Emotion: Socioemotional Content in a Computer-Mediated 
Network. Commun. Res. 85-108 (1987) 

2. Sproull, L., Kiesler, S.: Reducing Social Context Cues: Electronic Mail in Organizational 
Communication. Manag. Sci. 32, 1492-1512 (1986) 

3. Walther, J.B.: Interpersonal Effects in Computer-Mediated Interaction: A Relational 
Perspective. Commun. Res. 29, 52-90 (1992) 

4. Walther, J.B.: Anticipated Ongoing Interaction Versus Channel Effects on Relational 
Communication in Computer-Mediated Interaction. Hum. Commun. Res. 20, 473-501 
(1994) 

5. Derks, D., Fischer, A.H., Bos, A.E.R.: The Role of Emotion in Computer-Mediated 
Communication: A Review. Comput. Hum. Behav. 24, 766-785 (2008) 

6. Te'eni, D.: Review: A Cognitive-Affective Model of Organizational Communication for 
Designing It. MIS Q. 25, 251-352 (2001) 

7. Daft, R.L., Lengel, R.H.: Organizational Information Requirements, Media Richness and 
Structural Design. Manag. Sci. 554-571 (1986) 

8. Daft, R.L., Lengel, R.H., Trevino, L.K.: Message Equivocality, Media Selection, and 
Manager Performance: Implications for Information Systems. MIS Q. 11, 355-368 (1987) 

9. Schoop, M.: Support of Complex Electronic Negotiation. In: Kilgour, D.M., Eden, C. (eds.) 
Handbook of Group Decision and Negotiation, vol. 4, pp. 409-423. Springer (2010) 

10. Broekens, J., Jonker, C.M., Meyer, J.-J.C.: Affective Negotiation Support Systems. J. 
Ambient Intelligence Smart Environ. 2, 121-144 (2010) 

11. Walther, J.B., D'Addario, K.P.: The Impacts of Emoticons on Message Interpretation in 



Computer-Mediated Communication. Soc. Sci. Comput. Rev. 19, 234-347 (2001) 
12. Dresner, E., Herring, S.C.: Funtions of the Nonverbal in Cmc: Emoticons and Illocutionary 

Force. Commun. Theory 20, 249-268 (2010) 
13. Lewicki, R.J., Saunders, D.M., Barry, B.: Negotiation. McGraw-Hill, Boston, MA (2006) 
14. Pruitt, D.: Negotiation Behavior. Academic Press, New York (1981) 
15. Van Kleef, G.A., De Dreu, C.K.W., Manstead, A.S.R.: The Interpersonal Effects of Anger 

and Happiness on Negotiation Behaviour and Outcomes. J. Personality Soc. Psychol. 86, 
57-76 (2004) 

16. Van Kleef, G.A., De Dreu, C.K.W., Manstead, A.S.R.: The Interpersonal Effects of 
Emotions in Negotiations: A Motivated Information Processing Approach. J. Personality 
Soc. Psychol. 87, 510–528 (2004) 

17. Adler, R.S., Rosen, B., Silverstein, E.M.: Emotions in Negotiation: How to Manage Fear 
and Anger. Negotiation J. 14, 161-179 (1998) 

18. Thompson, L.: Negotiation Behavior and Outcomes: Empirical Evidence and Theoretical 
Issues. Psychol. Bull. 108, 515-532 (1990) 

19. Kramer, K.M., Newton, E., Pommerenke, P.L.: Self-Enhancement Biases and Negotiator 
Judgement: Effects of Self-Esteem and Mood. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Processes 56, 
110-113 (1993) 

20. Kumar, R.: The Role of Affect in Negotiations: An Integrative Overview. J. Appl. Behav. 
Sci. 33, 84-100 (1997) 

21. Morris, M.W., Keltner, D.: How Emotions Work: The Social Functions of Emotional 
Expression in Negotiations. In: Staw, B.M., Sutton, R.I. (eds.) Research in Organizational 
Behavior, vol. 22, pp. 1-50. JAI, Amsterdam (2000) 

22. Friedman, R.A., Currall, S.C.: E-Mail Escalation: Dispute Exacerbating Elements of 
Electronic Communication. Vanderbilt University (2004) 

23. Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R.A., Miller, P.A., Fultz, J., Shell, R., Mathy, R.M., Reno, R.R.: 
Relation of Sympathy and Personal Distress to Prosocial Behavior: A Multimethod Study. J. 
Personality Soc. Psychol. 57, 55-66 (1989) 

24. Brett, J.M., Olekalns, M., Friedman, R., Goates, N., Anderson, C., Lisco, C.C.: Sticks and 
Stones: Language, Face, and Online Dispute Resolution. Acad. Manag. J. 50, 85–99 (2007) 

25. Walther, J.B.: Computer-Mediated Communication: Impersonal, Interpersonal and 
Hyperpersonal Interaction. Commun. Res. 23, 3-43 (1996) 

26. Martinovski, B.: Emotion in Negotiation. In: Kilgour, D.M., Eden, C. (eds.) Handbook of 
Group Decision and Negotiation, vol. 4, pp. 65-86. Springer (2010) 

27. Van Kleef, G., De Dreu, C., Manstead, A.: An Interpersonal Approach to Emotion in Social 
Decision Making: The Emotions as Social Information Model. In: Zanna, M. (ed.) 
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, vol. 42, pp. 45-96. Academic Press, 
Burlington (2010) 

28. Van Kleef, G.A.: How Emotions Regulate Social Life: The Emotions as Social Information 
(Easi) Model. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 18, 184-188 (2009) 

29. Clark, M.S., Taraban, C.B.: Reactions to and Willingness to Express Emotion in Two Types 
of Relationships. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 27, 324–336 (1991) 

30. Pietroni, D., Van Kleef, G.A., De Dreu, C.K.W., Pagliaro, S.: Emotions as Strategic 
Information: Effects of Other’s Emotions on Fixed-Pie Perception, Demands and 
Integrative Behavior in Negotiation. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 44, 1444–1454 (2008) 

31. Griessmair, M., Koeszegi, S.T.: Exploring the Cognitive-Emotional Fugue in Electronic 
Negotiations. Group Decis. Negotiation 18, (2009) 

32. Gibbons, P., Bradac, J.J., Busch, J.D.: The Role of Language in Negotiations: Threats and 
Promises. In: Putnam, L.L., Roloff, M.E. (eds.) Communication and Negotiation, pp. 156-
175. Sage, Newbury Park, CA (1992) 

33. Darics, E.: Non-Verbal Signalling in Digital Discourse: The Case of Letter Repetition. 
Discourse, Context and Media 2, 141-148 (2013) 



34. Derks, D., Bos, A.E.R., von Grumbkow, J.: Emoticons in Computer-Mediated 
Communication: Social Motives and Social Context. CyberPsychol. Behav. 11, 99-101 
(2008) 

35. Ganster, T., Eimler, S.C., Krämer, N.: Same Same but Different!? The Differential 
Influence of Smilies and Emoticons in Person Perception. Cyberpsychol. Behav. Soc. 
Networking 15, 226-230 (2012) 

36. Taesler, P., Janneck, M.: Emoticons Und Personenwahrnehmung: Der Einfluss Von 
Emoticons Auf Die Einschätzung Unbekannter Kommunikationspartner in Der Online-
Kommunikation. Gruppendynamik und Organisationsberatung 41, 375-384 (2010) 

37. Amaghlobeli, N.: Linguistic Features of Typographic Emoticons in Sms Discourse. Theory 
Pract. Lang. Stud. 2, 348-354 (2012) 

38. Rezabek, L.L., Cochenour, J.J.: Visual Cues in Computer-Mediated Communication: 
Supplementing Text with Emoticons. J. Visual Literacy 18, 201-215 (1998) 

39. Tossel, C.C., Kortum, P., Shepard, C., Barg-Walkow, L.H., Rahmati, A.: A Longitudinal 
Study of Emoticon Use in Text Messaging from Smartphones. Comput. Hum. Behav. 28, 
659-663 (2012) 

40. Garrison, A., Remely, D., Thomas, P., Wierszewski, E.: Conventional Faces: Emoticons in 
Instant Messaging Discourse. Comput. Composition 28, 112-125 (2011) 

41. Pflug, J.: Contextuality and Computer-Mediated Communication: A Cross Cultural 
Comparison. Comput. Hum. Behav. 27, 131-137 (2011) 

42. Vandergriff, I.: Emotive Communication Online: A Contextual Analysis of Computer-
Mediated Communication (Cmc) Cues. J. Pragmatics 51, 1-12 (2013) 

43. Riordan, M.A., Kreuz, R.J.: Emotion Enconding and Interpretation in Computer-Mediated 
Communication: Reasons for Use. Comput. Hum. Behav. 26, 1667-1673 (2010) 

44. Huang, A.H., Yen, D.C., Zhang, X.: Exploring the Potential Effects of Emoticons. Inf. 
Manag. 45, 466-473 (2008) 

45. Derks, D., Bos, A.E.R., von Grumbkow, J.: Emoticons and Social Interaction on the 
Internet: The Importance of Social Context. Comput. Hum. Behav. 23, 842-849 (2007) 

46. Derks, D., Bos, A.E.R., von Grumbkow, J.: Emoticons and Online Message Interpretation. 
Soc. Sci. Comp. Rev. 26, 379-388 (2008) 

47. Pesendorfer, E.-M., Koeszegi, S.T.: Hot Versus Cool Behavioural Styles in Electronic 
Negotiations: The Impact of Communication Mode. Group Decis. Negotiation 15, 141-155 
(2006) 

48. Kopelman, S., Rosette, A.S., Thompson, L.: The Three Faces of Eve: Strategic Displays of 
Positive, Negative, and Neutral Emotions in Negotiations. . Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. 
Processes 99, 81-101 (2006) 

49. Srnka, K.J., Koeszegi, S.T.: From Words to Numbers - How to Transform Rich Qualitative 
Data into Meaningful Quantitative Results: Guidelines and Exemplary Study. 
Schmalenbach's Bus. Rev. 59, 29-57 (2007) 

50. Weingart, L.R., Brett, J.M., Olekalns, M., Smith, P.L.: Conflicting Social Motives in 
Negotiating Groups. J. Personality Soc. Psychol. 93, 994-1010 (2002) 

51. Hämäläinen, R.P., Luoma, J., Saarinen, E.: On the Importance of Behavioral Operational 
Research: The Case of Understanding and Communicating About Dynamic Systems. Eur. J. 
Oper. Res. 228, 623-634 (2013) 

52. Gettinger, J., Dannenmann, A., Druckman, D., Filzmoser, M., Mitterhofer, R., Reiser, A., 
Schoop, M., Vetschera, R., Wijst, P.v.d., Koeszegi, S.T.: Impact of and Interaction between 
Behavioral and Economic Decision Support in Electronic Negotiations. In: Hernández, J.E., 
Zarate, P., Dargam, F., Delibasic, B., Liu, S., Ribeiro, R. (eds.) Decision Support Systems - 
Collaborative Models and Approaches in Real Environments, vol. 121, pp. 151-165. 
Springer, Berlin (2012) 

 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


