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Electronic Mediated Communication (EMC) has become highly prevalent in our daily 

lives. Many of the communication formats used in EMC are text-based (e.g., instant 

messaging), and users often include visual paralinguistic cues in their messages. In the 

current study, we examined the usage of two of such cues - emoji and emoticons. 

Specifically, we compared self-reported frequency of use, as well as attitudes (6 bipolar 

items, e.g., “fun” vs. “boring”) and motives for their usage (9 motives, e.g., “express how I 

feel to others”). We also examined these indicators according to age and gender. Overall, 

participants (N = 474, 72.6% women; Mage = 30.71, SD = 12.58) reported using emoji (vs. 

emoticons) more often, revealed more positive attitudes toward emoji usage, and identified 

more with motives to use them. Moreover, all the ratings were higher among younger (vs. 

older) participants. Results also showed that women reported to use emoji (but not 

emoticons) more often and expressed more positive attitudes toward their usage than men. 

However, these gender differences were particularly evident for younger participants. No 

gender differences were found for emoticons usage. These findings add to the emerging body 

of literature by showing the relevance of considering age and gender, and their interplay, 

when examining patterns of emoji and emoticons use. 

 

 

 

Keywords: emoji; emoticon; self-report evaluation; individual differences; Electronic-

mediated communication; nonverbal cues. 
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Motives, Frequency and Attitudes toward Emoji and Emoticon Use 

The way people communicate is nowadays largely influenced by Information and 

Communication Technologies (ICTs). Indeed, the last few decades were marked by a steep 

increase in the available means of communication, including email and instant messaging 

(e.g., Gmail, WhatsApp), and social media applications, such as social networks (e.g., 

Facebook) and microblogging platforms (e.g., Twitter). Given that most of these means of 

communication rely on written formats, it has been suggested that social, affective and non-

verbal cues may be filtered out, leading to poorer communication outcomes (Walther, 1996; 

Walther & D’Addario, 2001). However, users may overcome these potential limitations by 

adding different types of emotional cues, either verbal (e.g., emotion words) or paralinguistic 

(for reviews, see Harris & Paradice, 2007; Luangrath, Peck, & Barger, 2017). The latter 

comprise, for instance, using non-standard spelling to mimic vocal communication such as 

vocal spelling (e.g., “y’all”) and lexical surrogates (“uh huh”), or the manipulation of 

grammatical markers to signal the tone of the message (e.g., “YES!!!”). Visual images are 

another example of paralinguistic cues, and include emoticons (i.e., symbols created with 

typographical marks, such as letters and numbers) and emoji (i.e., graphic symbols). Many of 

these images are representations of facial expressions (e.g., happy face :) or ) and 

emotions/feelings (e.g., love <3; ). Accordingly, emoticon and emoji are often included in 

text-based Electronic-Mediated Communication (EMC) to convey or reinforce the emotional 

state of the sender (for reviews, see Aldunate & González-Ibáñez, 2017; Derks, Fischer, & 

Bos, 2008; Ganster, Eimler, & Krämer, 2012; Gülşen, 2016), or even to represent an emotion 

different from the one felt by the sender as in the case of irony and sarcasm (e.g., Carvalho, 

Sarmento, Silva, & de Oliveira, 2009; Vanin, Freitas, Vieira, & Bochernitsan, 2013).  

Currently, emoji and emoticons are highly pervasive in our daily lives. For example, a 

recent study with more than 85,000 Facebook users concluded that 90% of them included at 
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least one emoji in their public feed (Oleszkiewicz et al., 2017). Emoji are also represented on 

a myriad of products (e.g., clothing, books, toys and games, office supplies), music videos 

(e.g., Katy Perry’s “Roar” and Gwen Stefani’s “Spark the fire”) and are even main characters 

of a recent animation movie (“The emoji movie”).  

Emoji and emoticons have also been the object of scientific inquiry (for reviews, see 

Kaye, Malone, & Wall, 2017; Rodrigues, Prada, Gaspar, Garrido, & Lopes, 2017; Troiano & 

Nante, 2018). Although the investigation of the role played by both visual cues is still 

emerging, it already covers numerous areas, including: person perception (e.g., Glikson, 

Cheshin, & van Kleef, 2017; Wall, Kaye, & Malone, 2016) and interpersonal relationships 

(e.g., Hudson et al., 2015; Rodrigues, Lopes, Prada, Thompson, & Garrido, 2017); education 

(for a review, see Dunlap et al., 2016); health (Skiba, 2016); work (e.g., Skovholt, Grønning, 

& Kankaanranta, 2014; Wang, Zhao, Qiu, & Zhu, 2014), as well as marketing (e.g., 

Luangrath et al., 2017) and consumer behavior (e.g., Esposito, Hernández, Bavel, & Vila, 

2017; Manganari & Dimara, 2017).  

 One line of research analyzes naturalistic data from different platforms to characterize 

patterns of emoji and emoticon use (e.g., Chen et al., 2017; Ljubešić & Fišer, 2016; Novak, 

Smailović, Sluban, & Mozetič, 2015; Park, Baek, & Cha, 2014). Examples include studies 

focused on how users communicate about specific contents, such as food (Vidal, Ares, & 

Jaeger, 2016), emotional well-being (Settanni & Marengo, 2015), sports (Yu & Wang, 2015) 

or elections (Burnap, Gibson, Sloan, Southern, & Williams, 2016). Another line of research 

takes an experimental approach, using fictional messages or scenarios to examine how 

presenting emoji or emoticons in messages may influence communication or its outcomes. 

These studies have been developed in different domains, including romantic (e.g., Hudson et 

al., 2015; Rodrigues, Lopes, et al., 2017) and workplace (e.g., Luor, Wu, Lu, & Tao, 2010; 

Wang et al., 2014) relationships, as well as consumer behavior (e.g., Manganari & Dimara, 
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2017). Emoji and emoticons can also be used as stimulus materials (e.g., studies on affective 

processing - Garcia-Marques, Mackie, Claypool, & Garcia-Marques, 2004; Kerkhof et al., 

2009) or as a tool to assess different constructs, such as personality (Marengo, Giannotta, & 

Settanni, 2017) and emotional responses to food (e.g., Ares & Jaeger, 2017; Gallo, Swaney-

Stueve, & Chambers, 2017; Jaeger, Lee, et al., 2017; Jaeger, Vidal, Kam, & Ares, 2017).  

Given the widespread use of emoji and emoticons it is important to further understand 

how often they are used in EMC, how people perceive their use and what are the motives for 

including them in text-based messages. Previous studies have suggested that individual 

differences such as age and gender may also be highly relevant to understand these usage 

patterns. Hence, our study was driven by three main goals: (1) examine the use of emoji and 

emoticons by assessing their self-reported frequency of use, as well as attitudes and motives 

underlying their use in text-based EMC; (2) compare the use of emoji and emoticons across 

all these variables; and (3) examine how these variables differed according to the users’ age 

and gender.  

Motives for Using Emoji or Emoticon  

One of the first studies examining the motives for using emoticons (i.e., big smile, 

smile, sad, wink, confused, and cry) showed that they are mostly used to express emotion, 

humor or to strengthen a message (Derks, Bos, & von Grumbkow, 2008). Recently, Kaye, 

Wall and Malone (2016) used a qualitative approach (i.e., open-ended responses) to examine 

the reasons for using emoticons in different platforms (e.g., text messages, email, social 

networking sites). Overall, results showed that emoticon usage in EMC is driven by a general 

motivation to promote positive interactions and interpersonal relations. Specifically, 

participants reported that the use of emoticons is helpful in conveying their personal 

expression by establishing an emotional tone, or by creating a positive or lighter mood in the 

messages. They also reported to use emoticons as a mean to reduce ambiguity in their 
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discourse, and to maximize the extent to which the recipient understands the emotional intent 

of the textual information. Using emoticons may be particularly useful to clarify the 

interpretation of specific intents (Thompson & Filik, 2016). For example, in an experimental 

study, Lo (2008) showed that the inclusion of emoticons in online messages improved 

receivers' understanding of the intensity and valence of the emotions (sad vs. happy) and 

attitudes (like vs. dislike) expressed by the sender. 

Extending this research to workplace communication, Skovholt, Grønning and 

Kankaanranta (2014) analyzed the communicative functions of emoticons included in real 

email messages. Results suggested that the emoticon placement was associated with three 

main functions: (1) mark positive attitudes, when placed after signatures, (2) signal joke or 

irony, when placed after expressions intended to be humorous, or (3) strengthen messages, 

when placed after thanks or greetings, or soften messages, when placed after requests or 

corrections. Motives may also vary according to emoji type. For example, Hu, Guo, Sun, 

Nguyen, and Luo ( 2017) analyzed participants’ willingness to use negative, neutral, positive 

and non-facial emoji to achieve multiple intentions. Results showed, for instance, that both 

positive and negative emoji were perceived as adequate to strengthen expression and to adjust 

tone, but only positive emoji were perceived as adequate to express intimacy or humor. 

Including emoji or emoticons in EMC seems to have positive effects both on users 

(e.g., more enjoyment) and communication outcomes (e.g., richer information; Huang, Yen, 

& Zhang, 2008). For example, emoticon use has been shown to increase information richness 

and promote perceived playfulness among users, which in turn leads to a strengthened social 

connectedness, enhanced identity expressiveness, and increased advocacy intention among 

friends who use text messaging (Hsieh & Tseng, 2017). Also, Rodrigues, Lopes and 

colleagues (2017) showed that the inclusion of a sad emoji to reinforce feelings of being hurt 

by the partner led to the perception of greater interest in the relationship. The positive effect 
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of including a smiling emoji or emoticon in a message extends to how the sender is perceived 

(i.e., as more extroverted) and how the recipient feels (i.e., more positive mood, Ganster et 

al., 2012). Furthermore, exposure to a message with (vs. without) a tongue-face emoticon 

was shown to have a positive impact on emotional responses (e.g., higher arousal, reduced 

frowning, and enhanced smiling; Thompson, Mackenzie, Leuthold, & Filik, 2016).  

Differences Between Emoji and Emoticons Usage 

Emoji and emoticons often represent the same content and may compete for the same 

communicative function. However, this does not imply that they are used with the same 

frequency or that they have the same impact. A recent study using naturalistic data showed 

that Twitter users who adopt emoji tend to decrease emoticons usage (Pavalanathan & 

Eisenstein, 2016). Arguably, having a great amount of emoji readily accessible that depict a 

wide range of contents reduces the need of actually typing emoticons. Emoji are also 

considered to be more expressive, lively and semantically richer than emoticons (Chen et al., 

2017). Consistently, Ganster et al. (2012) showed that including a smiling emoji has a 

stronger impact than its equivalent emoticon on the receiver’s mood.  

A recent normative study – the Lisbon Emoji and Emoticon Database (LEED, 

(Rodrigues, Prada, et al., 2017) – systematically examined differences in the evaluation of an 

extensive set of 238 emoji and emoticons. Overall, results showed that emoji were evaluated 

as more aesthetically appealing, familiar, concrete, positive, arousing and meaningful, when 

compared to emoticons. Both types of stimuli only obtained similar rating in visual 

complexity.  

Individual Differences in The Use of Emoji and Emoticon: Age and Gender 

Several studies have examined the role played by age and gender in attitudes toward 

(and use of) technology. For example, age has been negatively correlated with self-reported 

media and technology usage (e.g., text messaging, internet searching and media sharing) and 
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attitudes toward technology (Rosen, Whaling, Carrier, Cheever, & Rokkum, 2013). Likewise, 

a recent meta-analysis showed that age was negatively associated to the perceived usefulness, 

ease of use and intention to use technology (Hauk, Hüffmeier, & Krumm, 2018). Age was 

also inversely associated with the self-reported number of text messages sent and received 

(Forgays, Hyman, & Schreiber, 2014; Ling, Bertel, & Sundsøy, 2012). Importantly, these age 

differences have also been observed regarding the actual use of emoji and emoticons. For 

instance, the number of emoji posted in public Facebook status updates decreases with users’ 

age (Oleszkiewicz et al., 2017; Settanni & Marengo, 2015). 

Research has also reported numerous gender differences regarding technology usage (for 

reviews, see Baron & Campbell, 2012; Herring, 2003). A recent meta-analysis concluded that 

men (vs. women) have more positive attitudes toward using technology (Cai, Fan, & Du, 

2017). Technology may also be used for different purposes according to gender. For 

example, it has been suggested that women use smartphones predominantly for interpersonal 

motives (e.g., remain in close contact with others), whereas men use them for more 

functional purposes (e.g., convey concrete information; for reviews, see Cheever, Rosen, 

Carrier, & Chavez, 2014; Rosen, Chang, Erwin, Carrier, & Cheever, 2010). Notably, women 

also tend to use more paralinguistic visual cues such as emoticons or emoji (e.g., Baron, 

2004; Rosen et al., 2010). These observations were recently supported by the analyses of an 

extensive naturalistic dataset (over 400 million messages, corresponding to 134,419 users 

from 183 countries; Chen et al., 2017). This gender difference was consistently found across 

several contexts, such as chat rooms (Fullwood, Orchard, & Floyd, 2013), social media posts 

(Oleszkiewicz et al., 2017), and text messaging (Tossell et al., 2012). However, a few studies 

found the opposite effect (e.g., male teenage bloggers use more emoticons; Huffaker & 

Calvert, 2005), whereas others did not observe gender differences in the amount of emoticons 

used (Luor et al., 2010; Ogletree, Fancher, & Gill, 2014; Wolf, 2000). Nonetheless, gender 
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differences may emerge regarding the goals underlying the use of emoji and emoticons. For 

instance, Wolf (2000) found that women use emoticons to communicate humor, whereas men 

use them to tease or express sarcasm. In the LEED normative study (Rodrigues, Prada, et al., 

2017), gender differences were only detected in the evaluation of emoji (but not emoticons), 

such that women (vs. men) evaluated them as more familiar, clear and meaningful. Age 

differences were not examined by the authors. 

In the current study, we used data collected during that normative study to further 

explore differences between emoji and emoticons usage. Specifically, we will present 

original data to: (1) analyze the self-reported frequency as well as attitudes and motives for 

their use; (2) compare emoji and emoticons regarding the three variables; and (3) examine the 

role of age and gender in such indicators for both types of visual cues.  

Method 

Participants 

The sample included 474 individuals (72.6% women), from 17 to 67 years old (Mage = 

30.71, SD = 12.58), who volunteered to participate in a web survey. All participants were 

native Portuguese speakers or lived in Portugal for the last five years. The sample included a 

majority of both university students (47.9%) and active workers (42.9%), with at least a 

bachelor’s degree (49.2%). Participants indicated Android/Google (71.9%) and iOS (28.1%) 

as their usual operating system. 

Procedure and Measures 

This study was conducted according to the ethical guidelines issued by [insert host 

institution], using the Qualtrics web platform. Participants were invited through social media 

and mailing services to collaborate on a web survey about the perception and evaluation of 

emoticons and emoji. Instructions stated that all the data collected would be treated 

anonymously and that they could abandon the study at any point by closing the browser, 
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without their responses being considered for analysis. 

After providing their informed consent to collaborate in the study, participants were 

asked to provide socio-demographic information (i.e., age, gender, educational level, current 

occupation), and their usual operating system. This was followed by an evaluative task of 

emoji and emoticons that comprised 20 trials (for details and results of the normative study, 

see Rodrigues, Prada et al., 2017). In an independent section, the survey contained 

information specifically related to the present study. Participants were asked to answer a set 

of questions about frequency, attitudes and motives for using emoji and emoticon. First, 

participants reported how often they use emoji (and emoticon, separately) in their text-based 

EMC (e.g., computer, smart phone, tablet, etc.) using a 7-point rating scale (from 1 = Never 

to 7 = Always). Second, participants indicated their general attitude toward the use of emoji 

(and emoticon, separately) in a set of six bipolar items (1 = Useful to 7 = Useless; 1 = 

Uninteresting to 7 = Interesting; 1 = Fun to 7 = Boring; 1 = Hard to 7 = Easy; 1 = Informal 

to 7 = Formal; 1 = Good to 7 = Bad). The items regarding how useful, fun, informal and 

good is emoji/emoticon use were reversed-coded, so that higher ratings are indicative of more 

positive attitudes. Attitude indexes for emoji and emoticon use were computed (α = .82 and α 

= .86, respectively). Third, to assess motives for emoji (and emoticon, separately) use, 

participants were asked to report their agreement (from 1 = Completely disagree to 7 = 

Completely agree) with the following nine statements: “When I use [emoji/emoticon], I 

intend to…” (1) express how I feel to others; (2) strengthen the content of the message; (3) 

soften the content of the message; (4) make the content of the message more ironic/ sarcastic; 

(5) make the content of the message more fun/comic; (6) make the content of the message 

more serious; (7) make the content of the message more positive; (8) make the content of the 

message more negative; and (9) express through images what I can’t express using words. 

Higher ratings are indicative of using emoji and emoticon to promote the expressiveness of 



  12 

text-based EMC. We have also computed an index regarding the motives for using emoji and 

emoticon (α = .72 and α = .83, respectively). At the end, participants were thanked and 

debriefed.  

Results 

Only complete questionnaires were retained for analysis. Therefore, there are no 

missing cases. In the following sections, we (a) characterize the use of emoji and emoticons 

namely by presenting the descriptive statistics for the three main variables – self-reported 

frequency of use, attitudes and motives for emoji and emoticon use, (b) compare emoji and 

emoticons regarding these three variables using mean difference tests; (c) analyze the 

correlations between frequency of use, attitudes and motives for emoji and emoticon use; and 

(d) examine individual differences in frequency of use, attitudes and motivation for using 

emoji and emoticons. This was examined with a series of 10,000 bootstrapped moderation 

models using PROCESS (Hayes, 2013, 2015), in which gender (coded 0: male, 1: female) 

and age were the predictor variables. 

Characterization and Comparisons between Emoji and Emoticons 

We present descriptive results for emoji and emoticons across variables and 

comparisons of each variable against the scale midpoint (i.e., one sample t test, test value = 

4), as well as comparisons between both type of visual cues (see Table 1). 

Table 1 

Frequency, Attitudes and Motives for Emoji and Emoticon Use  

 
 Emoji  Emoticon  Difference 

Test 
 M (SD)  M (SD)  p 

Frequency of Use 4.60* (1.81)  4.09 (1.94)  < .001 
Attitudes        

1. Useful 5.31* (1.60)  4.80* (1.75)  < .001 
2. Interesting 5.45* (1.44)  4.44* (1.81)  < .001 
3. Fun 5.98* (1.33)  4.72* (1.84)  < .001 
4. Easy 5.76* (1.39)  4.86* (1.90)  < .001 
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5. Informal 6.09* (1.34)  5.79* (1.46)  < .001 
6. Good 5.58* (1.37)  4.88* (1.60)  < .001 
Attitudes Index  5.63** (0.97)  4.87* (1.27)  < .001 

Motives         
1. Express how I feel to others 5.66* (1.52)  4.96* (1.84)  < .001 
2. Strengthen the content of the message 5.88* (1.44)  5.14* (1.77)  < .001 
3. Soften the content of the message; 5.11* (1.76)  4.63* (1.90)  < .001 
4. Make the content of the message more ironic/ sarcastic 4.38* (1.92)  3.88 (1.95)  < .001 
5. Make the content of the message more fun/comic 5.86* (1.37)  5.01* (1.78)  < .001 
6. Make the content of the message more serious 2.35* (1.59)  2.62* (1.68)  < .001 
7. Make the content of the message more positive 5.42* (1.59)  4.90* (1.80)  < .001 
8. Make the content of the message more negative 2.59* (1.73)  2.69* (1.69)  .178 
9. Express through images what I can’t express using words 5.35* (1.87)  4.72* (2.02)  < .001 
Motives Index 4.73* (0.91)  4.28* (1.19)  < .001 

Note. *Different from response scale midpoint (i.e., 4). Difference tests indicate 5,000-bootstrap-sample paired-
sample t tests comparing ratings for emoji and emoticons.  
 

As shown in Table 1, most of the observed means significantly differed from the scale 

midpoint. Participants reported a frequent use of emoji and a moderate use of emoticon in 

text-based EMC. Overall, participants reported positive attitudes toward emoji and emoticon 

use (all items rated above scale midpoint). Also, participants identified with most of the 

motives for emoji use. The exceptions were the motives regarding making the message “more 

serious” or “more negative” (motives 6 and 8, respectively), which were rated below the 

scale midpoint. The same pattern was observed for emoticon use, except that the mean rating 

regarding motive 4 (i.e., using emoticon to make the content of the message more 

ironic/sarcastic) was not different from the scale midpoint. Results further showed that emoji 

obtained higher mean ratings than emoticons in all variables (except for motive 8, where no 

differences were observed).  

However, the use of emoji and emoticons does not seem to be equivalent. Participants 

reported using emoji more often, more positive attitudes toward emoji and, in general, 

identified more with the motives for using emoji.  

Correlational Analyses 
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As expected, we observed strong and positive correlations between the frequency of 

use and both attitudes toward, r = .63, p < .001, and motives for emoji use, r = .37, p < .001. 

Attitudes and motives for emoji use were also positively correlated, r = .46, p < .001. The 

same pattern was found for emoticons, that is, strong and positive correlations between the 

frequency of use and both attitudes, r = .63, p < .001, and motives, r = .44, p < .001, and a 

positive correlation between these latter two, r = .55, p < .001. Moreover, attitudes toward 

both types of cues were positively associated, r = .33, p < .001, as well as motives, r = .59, p 

< .001 and frequency of use, r = .27, p < .001. 

Individual Differences: Gender and Age 

Self-Reports of Emoji and Emoticon Use. For emoji use, results showed a 

significant effect of gender, b = 0.82, SE = .17, p < .001, age, b = -0.05, SE = .01, p < .001, 

and an interaction between both variables, b = -0.03, SE = .01, p = .025. Specifically, younger 

participants reported using emoji more often than older ones and that women reported using 

emoji more often than men. Simple slope analyses of the interaction effect showed that the 

gender differences in the frequency of emoji use, although observed in older females, b = 

0.46, SE = .22, p = .034, were particularly high in younger ones, b = 1.18, SE = .25, p < .001 

(see Figure 1, panel 1a). 

For emoticon use, results only showed a significant effect of age, b = -0.04, SE = .01, 

p < .001, such that younger participants reported using emoticons more often than older ones. 

No main effects of gender, b = 0.05, SE = .20, p = .812, or significant interaction between 

both variables were observed, b = -0.00, SE = .01, p = .940 (see Figure 1, panel 1b).  
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Figure 1. Gender and age differences in self-reported use of emoji (1a) and emoticon (1b) in 

text-based EMC. 

Attitudes Toward Emoji and Emoticon Use. For attitudes toward emoji use, results 

showed a significant effect of gender, b = 0.38, SE = .10, p < .001, age, b = -0.03, SE = .00, p 

< .001, and an interaction between both variables, b = -0.01, SE = .01, p = .039. 

Specifically, younger participants reported using emoticons more often than older 

ones and that women reported using emoticons more often than men. Simple slope analyses 

of the interaction effect showed that although women reported more positive attitudes toward 

emoji use than men, this was only observed for younger women, b = 0.56, SE = .14, p = .001, 

and not for older ones, b = 0.20, SE = .12, p = .099 (see Figure 2, panel 2a).  

Results regarding attitudes toward emoticon use, only showed a significant effect of 

age, b = -0.02, SE = .00, p < .001, such that younger participants reported more positive 

attitudes toward emoticons use than older ones, but not of gender, b = 0.12, SE = .13, p = 
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.361, nor a significant interaction between both variables, b = -0.01, SE = .01, p = .392 (see 

Figure 2, panel 2b).  

 

 

Figure 2. Gender and age differences in attitudes toward emoji (2a) and emoticon (2b) use in 

text-based EMC. 

Motives for Emoji and Emoticon Use. The analyses of the motives for emoji use 

showed only a significant effect of age, b = -0.02, SE = .00, p < .001, with younger 

participants identifying with more motives to use emoji than older ones. No significant 

gender, b = 0.12, SE = .09, p = .180, or interaction effects were observed, b = -0.00, SE = .01, 

p = .748 (see Figure 3a).  

Likewise, for emoticons, results showed only a significant effect of age, b = -0.02, SE 

= .00, p < .001, on motives for emoticon use. Gender, b = 0.05, SE = .12, p = .687, and 

interaction effects were not observed, b = -0.00, SE = .01, p = .763 (see Figure 3b).  
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Figure 3. Gender and age differences in motives for emoji (3a) and emoticon (3b) use in text-

based EMC. 

Overall, results showed consistent differences between emoji and emoticons usage: 

participants reported using emoji more frequently, revealed more positive attitudes toward 

their use and identified more with the motives for using them. Importantly, our results also 

showed that age and gender are relevant variables in shaping the use of these visual cues. 

Younger (vs. older) participants reported using more emoji and emoticons expressed more 

positive attitudes and identified more with the motives for their use. Female (vs. male) 

reported using emoji more frequently and revealed more positive attitudes toward their use. 

However, these differences were particularly noticeable in younger women. No gender 

differences, nor interactions between gender and age, were not found for emoticon usage. 

Discussion 
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EMC is now highly pervasive in our everyday life. Despite of its numerous 

advantages, a potential drawback of this type of communication is the loss of information that 

is available in face-to-face communication. In text-based EMC, users may overcome this 

potential limitation by including for instance visual paralinguistic cues, namely emoji and 

emoticons. In light of their increasing popularity (in particular, emoji) it is important to 

further understand the patterns of usage of both cues, and how these patterns vary according 

to users’ characteristics such as age and gender.  

In this study we assessed self-report measures of frequency of use, attitudes and 

motives for using emoji and emoticons. Overall, participants reported a frequent use of emoji 

and a moderate use of emoticons, positive attitudes toward their usage, and that the use of 

both visual cues is driven by several motives. As expected, all measures were positively 

associated for each type of cue. For example, participants who reported using more emoji 

also reported more positive attitudes and identified more with the motives for using them. 

Moreover, we also observed positive associations between the use of emoji and emoticons 

(i.e., participants who use more emoji also tend to use more emoticons). This positive 

association was also found for attitudes and motives regarding emoji and emoticons use.  

We also observed relevant differences between both types of cues. For example, 

participants indicated using emoji more frequently than emoticons. This finding is in line 

with Pavalanathan and Eisenstein’s ( 2016) proposal that these cues compete for the same 

communicative functions. Indeed, emoji are sometimes designated as the new generation of 

emoticons (Novak et al., 2015) as they represent a wider range of concepts (e.g., “smileys 

and people”, “animals and nature”, “food and drink”, “travel and places”, “activities”, 

“objects”; Unicode, 2017). Additionally, emoji entry is now supported by most mobile 

platforms and desktop systems (for a review, see Pohl, Domin, & Rohs, 2017). Therefore, 

emoji have become so accessible that users may not need (or want) to type a specific 
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configuration of characters to express a given content (as required by emoticons). Moreover, 

the predictive text box available in many smartphones even suggest emoji based on the 

message typed. In line with the higher usage frequency, attitudes toward emoji use were also 

more positive than those toward emoticons. Participants identified with most of the motives 

for emoji and emoticons usage (except strengthening the seriousness or negativity of the 

message). For example, both cues seem to be used with the intents of expressing one’s 

feelings and strengthening the message (e.g., making it more fun or positive). However, 

participants identified more with the motives for using emoji (vs. emoticons), which might be 

associated to a greater frequency of emoji usage. 

Another goal of this study was to examine differences in emoji and emoticon use 

between women and men as well as between younger and older participants. As expected, we 

found gender differences, namely that women reported using emoji more often as well as 

more positive attitudes toward emoji usage than men. In contrast, for emoticons no gender 

differences were detected. This converges with previous work (Rodrigues, Prada, et al., 2017) 

showing that women rated a set of emoji as more familiar, clearer and more meaningful than 

men, whereas no differences were observed for emoticons. The absence of gender differences 

in dimensions such as familiarity was also observed in ratings of other visual stimuli (Garrido 

et al., 2017; Prada, Rodrigues, Silva, & Garrido, 2016), suggesting that such differences may 

be emoji-specific. Regarding age differences, we observed that younger (vs. older) 

participants reported using both emoji and emoticons more frequently, having more positive 

attitudes and identified more with motives for their usage. This is consistent with previous 

findings, namely that age is negatively associated to the general frequency of use and 

attitudes toward technology (Forgays et al., 2014; Hauk et al., 2018; Rosen et al., 2013) and 

to the frequency of emoji usage in particular (Oleszkiewicz et al., 2017). Noteworthy, the role 

played by gender and age is usually assessed independently. We extended past findings by 
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examining if gender differences are consistent regardless of age. Our results showed that 

gender differences for emoji frequency of use and attitudes were particularly evident for 

younger women. No interaction effects between age and gender were observed for variables 

related to emoticons usage.  

In the current study, all the variables were assessed without specifying the 

characteristics of both visual cues (e.g., valence) or the context in which they are used. This 

may be relevant because there are studies suggesting that usage may depend on the valence of 

the emoji being considered (Hu et al., 2017). Also, people tend to include emoji or emoticons 

that are congruent with the valence of the message (Derks, Bos, & Grumbkow, 2007), or that 

represent their emotional state at the time the message was composed (Kato, Kato, & Scott, 

2009). It has also been suggested that the use of emoji and emoticon is more frequent in 

positive (vs. negative; Derks, Bos, et al., 2008), informal (vs. formal; Rosen et al., 2010) or in 

socio-emotional (vs. task-oriented; Derks et al., 2007) contexts. Moreover, patterns of usage 

also seem to depend on the nature of the relation between sender and receiver, such that more 

emoji or emoticons are used to communicate with friends, when compared to strangers 

(Derks, Bos, et al., 2008). Therefore, future studies could investigate variables such as 

attitudes and motives for using emoji and emoticons in different contexts. Examining the 

influence of other individual differences on emoji and emoticons usage could also be of 

interest. Examples include the constructs of media and technology involvement (Rosen et al., 

2013), or attitudes toward computers and the internet (DeYoung & Spence, 2004; Spence, 

DeYoung, & Feng, 2009).  

Our findings build upon research suggesting differences between the frequency of 

emoji and emoticons use, which is arguably associated with the attitudes and motives 

associated with each of these visual cues. We observed gender and age differences that 

converge with past findings, but also significant interactions between these individual 
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characteristics. This is an important piece of evidence, because the typical gender differences 

reported in the literature (Chen et al., 2017) may actually be more salient among younger 

samples (e.g., university students). Hence, generalizations based on gender differences must 

be made with caution and should take into account the age of the participants. Future studies 

should also seek to include a more balanced sample in terms of participants’ gender. 

Research has shown that using visual cues in EMC helps to convey social and affective 

information and to clarify the message. Users hold positive attitudes toward using such cues, 

particularly emoji and emoticons, which is likely to be associated with their pervasive usage 

across multiple text-based communication formats. However, research has also shown that to 

fully comprehend the usage patterns we need to take into account the distinction between 

emoji and emoticons, but also the users’ characteristics. Whereas the use of emoticons seems 

to be decreasing, the use of emoji has become quite popular in several domains  (e.g., 

entertainment, advertising, fashion) that go beyond text-based communication. Moreover, the 

role of cultural settings should also be addressed (e.g., Garrido & Prada, 2018; Godinho & 

Garrido, 2016). Indeed, the current study was conducted in Portugal which has one of the 

highest emoji usage on Twitter across Europe (Ljubešić & Fišer, 2016). Therefore, our 

findings may not completely generalize to other countries where emoji usage is less frequent. 

Indeed, previous research has shown cross-cultural differences on the usage of non-verbal 

paralinguistic cues on EMC (Lu et al., 2016; Park et al., 2014; Park, Barash, Fink, & Cha, 

2013) and lower sensitivity to emotion recognition of emoticons for countries with lower 

frequency of emoticon usage (Cameroon and Tanzania) compared with countries with higher 

usage (Japan - Takahashi, Oishi, & Shimada, 2017). In contrast, some research has shown 

consistency in emoji usage and their associated semantics across languages (Barbieri, 

Kruszewski, Ronzano, & Saggion, 2016), although some emojis can be interpreted in 

different ways from language to language, which could be related to socio-geographical 
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differences (Barbieri, Espinosa-Anke, & Saggion, 2016). Therefore, future studies should 

take the cultural setting into account, aiming to understand which cultural specificities (e.g., 

emoticon/emoji usage frequency; attitudes toward emoticons/emojis; socio-demographic 

characteristics) are more likely to influence emoji and emoticon usage. 

Because emoticons may become obsolete in the future, researchers should direct their 

efforts to understand how emoji influence, or are associated with, different communicative 

outcomes. Equally important, researchers should focus on the characteristics of the users. For 

example, our results suggest that there may be generational differences in the patterns of 

emoji usage. Therefore, future studies could examine if the use of emoji actually facilitates or 

makes the emotional expression in EMC more efficient between younger individuals, and 

how their use can improve or disrupt communication across generations. Moreover, the 

examination of individual differences may also have implications for the development of new 

emoji sets that are representative of a more heterogeneous range of users (e.g., different 

ethnic backgrounds). The examination of frequency, attitudes and motives toward emoji 

usage is informative about how to adequately use them in different research endeavors, as 

well as in applied communication contexts (e.g., media, institutional or marketing). 

References 

Aldunate, N., & González-Ibáñez, R. (2017). An integrated review of emoticons in computer-

mediated communication. Frontiers in Psychology, 7. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2016.02061 

Ares, G., & Jaeger, S. R. (2017). A comparison of five methodological variants of emoji 

questionnaires for measuring product elicited emotional associations: An application 

with seafood among Chinese consumers. Food Research International, 99, 216–228. 

doi:10.1016/j.foodres.2017.04.028 



  23 

Barbieri F, Espinosa-Anke L, Saggion H. (2016). Revealing patterns of Twitter emoji usage 

in Barcelona and Madrid. Frontiers in Artificial Intelligence and Applications, 288, 

239-244. doi: 10.3233/978-1-61499-696-5-239 

Barbieri, F., Kruszewski, G., Ronzano, F., & Saggion, H. (2016). How cosmopolitan are 

emojis?: Exploring emojis usage and meaning over different languages with 

distributional semantics. In Proceedings of the 2016 ACM on Multimedia Conference 

(pp. 531-535). New York, NY: ACM. 

Baron, N. S. (2004). See you online: Gender issues in college student use of instant 

messaging. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 23, 397–423. 

doi:10.1177/0261927x04269585 

Baron, N. S., & Campbell, E. M. (2012). Gender and mobile phones in cross-national 

context. Language Sciences, 34, 13–27. doi:10.1016/j.langsci.2011.06.018 

Burnap, P., Gibson, R., Sloan, L., Southern, R., & Williams, M. (2016). 140 characters to 

victory?: Using Twitter to predict the UK 2015 general election. Electoral Studies, 41, 

230–233. doi:10.1016/j.electstud.2015.11.017 

Cai, Z., Fan, X., & Du, J. (2017). Gender and attitudes toward technology use: A meta-

analysis. Computers & Education, 105, 1–13. doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2016.11.003 

Carvalho, P., Sarmento, L., Silva, M. J., & de Oliveira, E. (2009). Clues for detecting irony in 

user-generated contents: Oh...‼ It’s “so easy” ;-). In Proceedings of the 1st 

International CIKM Workshop on Topic-sentiment Analysis for Mass Opinion (pp. 

53–56). New York, NY, USA: ACM. doi:10.1145/1651461.1651471 

Cheever, N. A., Rosen, L. D., Carrier, L. M., & Chavez, A. (2014). Out of sight is not out of 

mind: The impact of restricting wireless mobile device use on anxiety levels among 

low, moderate and high users. Computers in Human Behavior, 37, 290–297. 

doi:10.1016/j.chb.2014.05.002 



  24 

Chen, Z., Lu, X., Shen, S., Ai, W., Liu, X., & Mei, Q. (2017). Through a gender lens: An 

empirical study of emoji usage over large-scale Android users. Retrieved from 

http://arxiv.org/abs/1705.05546 

Derks, D., Bos, A. E. R., & Grumbkow, J. von. (2007). Emoticons and social interaction on 

the Internet: The importance of social context. Computers in Human Behavior, 23, 

842–849. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2004.11.013 

Derks, D., Bos, A. E. R., & von Grumbkow, J. (2008). Emoticons in computer-mediated 

communication: Social motives and social context. CyberPsychology & Behavior, 11, 

99–101. 

Derks, D., Fischer, A. H., & Bos, A. E. R. (2008). The role of emotion in computer-mediated 

communication: A review. Computers in Human Behavior, 24, 766–785. 

doi:10.1016/j.chb.2007.04.004 

DeYoung, C. G., & Spence, I. (2004). Profiling information technology users: En route to 

dynamic personalization. Computers in Human Behavior, 20, 55–65. 

doi:10.1016/S0747-5632(03)00045-1 

Dunlap, J. C., Bose, D., Lowenthal, P. R., York, C. S., Atkinson, M., & Murtagh, J. (2016). 

What sunshine is to flowers: A literature review on the use of emoticons to support 

online learning. In S. Y. Tettegah, M. Gartmeier, S. Y. Tettegah, & M. Gartmeier 

(Eds.), Emotions, technology, design, and learning. (pp. 163–182). San Diego, CA, 

US: Elsevier. doi:10.1016/B978-0-12-801856-9.00008-6 

Esposito, G., Hernández, P., Bavel, R. van, & Vila, J. (2017). Nudging to prevent the 

purchase of incompatible digital products online: An experimental study. PLOS ONE, 

12, e0173333. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0173333 



  25 

Forgays, D. K., Hyman, I., & Schreiber, J. (2014). Texting everywhere for everything: 

Gender and age differences in cell phone etiquette and use. Computers in Human 

Behavior, 31, 314–321. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2013.10.053 

Fullwood, C., Orchard, L. J., & Floyd, S. A. (2013). Emoticon convergence in Internet chat 

rooms. Social Semiotics, 23(10.1080/10350330.2012.739000), 648–662. 

Gallo, K. E., Swaney-Stueve, M., & Chambers, D. H. (2017). Comparing visual food images 

versus actual food when measuring emotional response of children. Journal of 

Sensory Studies, 32, e12267. doi:10.1111/joss.12267 

Ganster, T., Eimler, S. C., & Krämer, N. C. (2012). Same same but different!? The 

differential influence of smilies and emoticons on person perception. 

CyberPsychology, Behavior & Social Networking, 15, 226–230. 

doi:10.1089/cyber.2011.0179 

Garcia-Marques, T., Mackie, D. M., Claypool, H. M., & Garcia-Marques, L. (2004). 

Positivity can cue familiarity. Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 585–593. 

doi:10.1177/0146167203262856 

Garrido, M. V., Lopes, D., Prada, M., Rodrigues, D., Jerónimo, R., & Mourão, R. P. (2017). 

The many faces of a face: Comparing stills and videos of facial expressions in eight 

dimensions (SAVE database). Behavior Research Methods, 49, 1343–1360. 

doi:10.3758/s13428-016-0790-5 

Garrido, M. V., & Prada, M. (2018). Comparing the valence, emotionality and subjective 

familiarity of words in a first and a second language. International Journal of 

Bilingual Education and Bilingualism. doi:10.1080/13670050.2018.1456514 

Glikson, E., Cheshin, A., & van Kleef, G. A. (2017). The dark side of a smiley: Effects of 

smiling emoticons on virtual first impressions. Social Psychological and Personality 

Science, 1–12. doi:10.1177/1948550617720269 



  26 

Godinho, S., & Garrido, M. V. (2015). Oral approach-avoidance: A replication and extension 

for European-Portuguese phonation. European Journal of Social Psychology, 46, 

260–264. doi:10.1002/ejsp.2172  

Gülşen, T. T. (2016). You tell me in emojis. In O. Ogata & T. Akimoto (Eds.), 

Computational and cognitive approaches to narratology (pp. 354–375). Hershey, PA: 

Information Science Reference. 

Harris, R. B., & Paradice, D. (2007). An investigation of the computer-mediated 

communication of emotions. Journal of Applied Sciences Research, 3, 2081–2090. 

Hauk, N., Hüffmeier, J., & Krumm, S. (2018). Ready to be a silver surfer? A meta-analysis 

on the relationship between chronological age and technology acceptance. Computers 

in Human Behavior, Advance online publication. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2018.01.020 

Herring, S. C. (2003). Gender and power in online communication. In J. Holmes & M. 

Meyerhoff (Eds.), The handbook of language and gender (pp. 202–208). Oxford, UK: 

Blackwell. 

Hsieh, S. H., & Tseng, T. H. (2017). Playfulness in mobile instant messaging: Examining the 

influence of emoticons and text messaging on social interaction. Computers in Human 

Behavior, 69, 405–414. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2016.12.052 

Hu, T., Guo, H., Sun, H., Nguyen, T. T., & Luo, J. (2017). Spice up your chat: The intentions 

and sentiment effects of using emoji. Retrieved from http://arxiv.org/abs/1703.02860 

Huang, A. H., Yen, D. C., & Zhang, X. (2008). Exploring the potential effects of emoticons. 

Information & Management, 45, 466–473. doi:10.1016/j.im.2008.07.001 

Hudson, M. B., Nicolas, S. C., Howser, M. E., Lipsett, K. E., Robinson, I. W., Pope, L. J., … 

Friedman, D. R. (2015). Examining how gender and emoticons influence facebook 

jealousy. CyberPsychology, Behavior & Social Networking, 18, 87–92. 

doi:10.1089/cyber.2014.0129 



  27 

Huffaker, D. A., & Calvert, S. L. (2005). Gender, identity, and language use in teenage blogs. 

Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 10, 00–00. doi:10.1111/j.1083-

6101.2005.tb00238.x 

Jaeger, S. R., Lee, S. M., Kim, K.-O., Chheang, S. L., Jin, D., & Ares, G. (2017). 

Measurement of product emotions using emoji surveys: Case studies with tasted foods 

and beverages. Food Quality and Preference, 62, 46–59. 

doi:10.1016/j.foodqual.2017.05.016 

Jaeger, S. R., Vidal, L., Kam, K., & Ares, G. (2017). Can emoji be used as a direct method to 

measure emotional associations to food names? Preliminary investigations with 

consumers in USA and China. Food Quality and Preference, 56, 38–48. 

doi:10.1016/j.foodqual.2016.09.005 

Kato, S., Kato, Y., & Scott, D. (2009). Relationships between emotional states and emoticons 

in mobile phone email communication in Japan. International Journal on E-Learning, 

8, 385–401. 

Kaye, L. K., Malone, S. A., & Wall, H. J. (2017). Emojis: Insights, affordances, and 

possibilities for psychological science. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 21, 66–68. 

doi:10.1016/j.tics.2016.10.007 

Kaye, L. K., Wall, H. J., & Malone, S. A. (2016). “Turn that frown upside-down”: A 

contextual account of emoticon usage on different virtual platforms. Computers in 

Human Behavior, 60, 463–467. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2016.02.088 

Kerkhof, I., Goesaert, E., Dirikx, T., Vansteenwegen, D., Baeyens, F., D’Hooge, R., & 

Hermans, D. (2009). Assessing valence indirectly and online. Cognition and Emotion, 

23, 1615–1629. doi:10.1080/02699930802469239 



  28 

Ling, R., Bertel, T. F., & Sundsøy, P. R. (2012). The socio-demographics of texting: An 

analysis of traffic data. New Media & Society, 14, 281–298. 

doi:10.1177/1461444811412711 

Ljubešić, N., & Fišer, D. (2016). A global analysis of emoji usage. In Proceedings of the 10th 

Web as Corpus Workshop (pp. 82–89). doi:doi:10.18653/v1/w16-2610 

Lo, S.-K. (2008). The nonverbal communication functions of emoticons in computer-

mediated communication. Cyberpsychology & Behavior: The Impact of the Internet, 

Multimedia and Virtual Reality on Behavior and Society, 11, 595–597. 

doi:10.1089/cpb.2007.0132 

Lu, X., Ai, W., Liu, X., Li, Q., Wang, N., Huang, G., & Mei, Q. (2016). Learning from the 

ubiquitous language: An empirical analysis of emoji usage of smartphone users. In 

ACM International Joint Conference on Pervasive and Ubiquitous Computing (pp. 

770–780). New York, NY, USA: ACM. doi:10.1145/2971648.2971724 

Luangrath, A. W., Peck, J., & Barger, V. A. (2017). Textual paralanguage and its 

implications for marketing communications. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 27, 

98–107. doi:10.1016/j.jcps.2016.05.002 

Luor, T., Wu, L., Lu, H.-P., & Tao, Y.-H. (2010). The effect of emoticons in simplex and 

complex task-oriented communication: An empirical study of instant messaging. 

Computers in Human Behavior, 26, 889–895. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2010.02.003 

Manganari, E. E., & Dimara, E. (2017). Enhancing the impact of online hotel reviews 

through the use of emoticons. Behaviour & Information Technology, 36, 674–686. 

doi:10.1080/0144929X.2016.1275807 

Marengo, D., Giannotta, F., & Settanni, M. (2017). Assessing personality using emoji: An 

exploratory study. Personality and Individual Differences, 112, 74–78. 

doi:10.1016/j.paid.2017.02.037 



  29 

Novak, P. K., Smailović, J., Sluban, B., & Mozetič, I. (2015). Sentiment of Emojis. PLoS 

ONE, 10, e0144296. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0144296 

Ogletree, S. M., Fancher, J., & Gill, S. (2014). Gender and texting: Masculinity, femininity, 

and gender role ideology. Computers in Human Behavior, 37, 49–55. 

doi:10.1016/j.chb.2014.04.021 

Oleszkiewicz, A., Karwowski, M., Pisanski, K., Sorokowski, P., Sobrado, B., & Sorokowska, 

A. (2017). Who uses emoticons? Data from 86702 Facebook users. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 119, 289–295. doi:10.1016/j.paid.2017.07.034 

Park, J., Baek, Y. M., & Cha, M. (2014). Cross-cultural comparison of nonverbal cues in 

emoticons on Twitter: Evidence from big data analysis. Journal of Communication, 

64, 333–354. doi:10.1111/jcom.12086 

Park, J., Barash, V., Fink, C., & Cha, M. (2013). Emoticon Style: Interpreting Differences in 

Emoticons Across Cultures. In Seventh International AAAI Conference on Weblogs 

and Social Media (pp. 466–475). Retrieved from 

https://www.aaai.org/ocs/index.php/ICWSM/ICWSM13/paper/view/6132 

Pavalanathan, U., & Eisenstein, J. (2016). More emojis, less :) The competition for 

paralinguistic function in microblog writing. First Monday, 21. Retrieved from 

http://firstmonday.org/ojs/index.php/fm/article/view/6879 

Pohl, H., Domin, C., & Rohs, M. (2017). Beyond Just Text: Semantic Emoji Similarity 

Modeling to Support Expressive Communication 
 
 
"#$%&'()*+,-. /0 123456789:. ACM Trans. Comput.-

Hum. Interact., 24(1), 6:1–6:42. doi:10.1145/3039685 

Prada, M., Rodrigues, D., Silva, R. R., & Garrido, M. V. (2016). Lisbon Symbol Database 

(LSD): Subjective norms for 600 symbols. Behavior Research Methods, 48, 1370–

1382. doi:10.3758/s13428-015-0643-7 



  30 

Rodrigues, D., Lopes, D., Prada, M., Thompson, D., & Garrido, M. V. (2017). A frown emoji 

can be worth a thousand words: Perceptions of emoji use in text messages exchanged 

between romantic partners. Telematics and Informatics, 34, 1532–1543. 

doi:10.1016/j.tele.2017.07.001 

Rodrigues, D., Prada, M., Gaspar, R., Garrido, M. V., & Lopes, D. (2017). Lisbon Emoji and 

Emoticon Database (LEED): Norms for emoji and emoticons in seven evaluative 

dimensions. Behavior Research Methods, Advance online publication. 

doi:10.3758/s13428-017-0878-6 

Rosen, L. D., Chang, J., Erwin, L., Carrier, L. M., & Cheever, N. A. (2010). The relationship 

between “textisms” and formal and informal writing among young adults. 

Communication Research, 37, 420–440. doi:10.1177/0093650210362465 

Rosen, L. D., Whaling, K., Carrier, L. M., Cheever, N. A., & Rokkum, J. (2013). The Media 

and Technology Usage and Attitudes Scale: An empirical investigation. Computers in 

Human Behavior, 29, 2501–2511. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2013.06.006 

Settanni, M., & Marengo, D. (2015). Sharing feelings online: Studying emotional well-being 

via automated text analysis of Facebook posts. Frontiers in Psychology, 6. 

doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01045 

Skiba, D. J. (2016). Face with tears of joy is word of the year: are emoji a sign of things to 

come in health care? Nursing Education Perspectives, 37, 56–57. 

Skovholt, K., Grønning, A., & Kankaanranta, A. (2014). The communicative functions of 

emoticons in workplace e-mails: :-). Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 

19, 780–797. doi:10.1111/jcc4.12063 

Spence, I., DeYoung, C. G., & Feng, J. (2009). The Technology Profile Inventory: 

Construction, validation, and application. Computers in Human Behavior, 25, 458–

465. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2008.10.009 



  31 

Takahashi, K., Oishi, T., & Shimada, M. (2017). Is☺ Smiling? Cross-Cultural Study on 

Recognition of Emoticon’s Emotion. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 48(10), 

1578-1586. doi: 10.1177/0022022117734372 

Thompson, D., & Filik, R. (2016). Sarcasm in written communication: Emoticons are 

efficient markers of intention. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 21, 

105–120. doi:10.1111/jcc4.12156 

Thompson, D., Mackenzie, I. G., Leuthold, H., & Filik, R. (2016). Emotional responses to 

irony and emoticons in written language: Evidence from EDA and facial EMG. 

Psychophysiology, 53, 1054–1062. doi:10.1111/psyp.12642 

Tossell, C. C., Kortum, P., Shepard, C., Barg-Walkow, L. H., Rahmati, A., & Zhong, L. 

(2012). A longitudinal study of emoticon use in text messaging from smartphones. 

Computers in Human Behavior, 28, 659–663. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2011.11.012 

Troiano, G., & Nante, N. (2018). Emoji: What does the scientific literature say about them? - 

A new way to communicate in the 21th century. Journal of Human Behavior in the 

Social Environment, 1–6. doi:10.1080/10911359.2018.1437103 

Unicode. (2017). Unicode® Technical Standard #51 - Unicode emoji. Retrieved from 

http://www.unicode.org/reports/tr51/tr51-12.html#Emoji_Counts 

Vanin, A. A., Freitas, L. A., Vieira, R., & Bochernitsan, M. (2013). Some clues on irony 

detection in Tweets. In Proceedings of the 22Nd International Conference on World 

Wide Web (pp. 635–636). New York, NY, USA: ACM. 

doi:10.1145/2487788.2488012 

Vidal, L., Ares, G., & Jaeger, S. R. (2016). Use of emoticon and emoji in tweets for food-

related emotional expression. Food Quality & Preference, 49, 119–128. 

doi:10.1016/j.foodqual.2015.12.002 



  32 

Wall, H. J., Kaye, L. K., & Malone, S. A. (2016). An exploration of psychological factors on 

emoticon usage and implications for judgement accuracy. Computers in Human 

Behavior, 62, 70–78. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2016.03.040 

Walther, J. B. (1996). Computer-mediated communication: Impersonal, interpersonal, and 

hyperpersonal interaction. Communication Research, 23, 3–43. 

doi:10.1177/009365096023001001 

Walther, J. B., & D’Addario, K. P. (2001). The Impacts of Emoticons on Message 

Interpretation in Computer–Mediated Communication. Social Science Computer 

Review, 19(3), 324. 

Wang, W., Zhao, Y., Qiu, L., & Zhu, Y. (2014). Effects of emoticons on the acceptance of 

negative feedback in computer-mediated communication. Journal of the Association 

for Information Systems, 15. Retrieved from http://aisel.aisnet.org/jais/vol15/iss8/3 

Wolf, A. (2000). Emotional expression online: Gender differences in emoticon use. 

CyberPsychology & Behavior, 3, 827–833. doi:10.1089/10949310050191809 

Yu, Y., & Wang, X. (2015). World Cup 2014 in the Twitter world: A big data analysis of 

sentiments in U.S. sports fans’ tweets. Computers in Human Behavior, 48, 392–400. 

doi:10.1016/j.chb.2015.01.075 

 


