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ABSTRACT
The negotiation process can be understood as a framework around a transaction. Thus, the paper analyzes research on
electronic negotiations of the transaction-costs perspective. It reflects the consideration of different origins of transaction
costs within the particular negotiation phases. The evaluation suggests three future research directions: Opportunistic
behavior in all electronic negotiation phases, bounded rationality and uncertain information situations in the contracting
phase and bounded rationality in the realization phase.
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1. INTRODUCTION
To date, a lot of research on electronic negotiation has been done and many facets have been already
considered. Electronic contracting has been applied in many fields, e. g. electricity markets, bandwidth
allocation, manufacturing planning and scheduling, and electronic trading of financial instruments [Sandholm
1999]. One major chance of the electronic automation of negotiations clearly concerns the reduction of the
interrelated transaction costs [Peters 2000]. This is one key for additional growth of economic welfare in
future. Transaction costs in electronic negotiations are mainly caused by behavioral issues of the negotiation
partners. Since Transaction-Costs-Economics (TCE) has intensively studied these behavioral phenomena, a
study of electronic negotiations of the TCE perspective seems to be indicated. The text of the paper is divided
into 5 parts: Section 2 shows a brief description of the TCE, its historical overview and origins of transaction
costs. Section 3 briefly outlines the field of electronic negotiations, particularly the phases of the negotiation
process. Section 4 reflects the research on the particular negotiation phases concerning the origins of
transaction costs. Section 5 concludes research gaps und suggests future research directions on electronic
negotiations. The paper analyzes the whole negotiation process and not only a single phase of the transaction
costs perspective in order to reduce these kinds of costs. The research results contribute the state of the art in
electronic negotiations, especially their economic foundations.

2. TRANSACTION-COSTS-THEORY
The development of economic theories got an important shift in direction by the essay "The nature of the
firm" [Coase 1937]. The neoclassical theory has been extended or rather replaced by this work. On the basis
of [Coase 1937] the Transaction-Costs-Theory was founded and with it the New Institutional Economics
(NIE) as a new generated theory complex arose (Fig. 1).
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Figure 1. The theory complex of New Institutional Economics

2.1 Brief Description
Transaction-Costs-Economics (TCE) studies the reasons for differences in transaction efficiency depending
on the institutional arrangements. The object of investigation concerns the transaction. The terms
"transaction" and "transaction costs" are not accurately defined: [Coase 1937] illustrates transaction costs as
costs for market use: If transaction costs are not considered or rather explicitly equated to zero, the market
would work efficiently at no charge. But this is a revised assumption of neoclassical economics. In this case
there would be no reason for the existence of companies. [Jost 2001] generally defines a transaction as an
exchange of goods between two actors. Here, a good is everything that founded utility. [Picot et al. 1997,
p. 108] define a transaction as a transfer of property rights between two parties. The common definition by
O. Williamson is the following:
Definition 1. A transaction occurs when a good or a service is transferred across a technologically
separable interface [Williamson 1985]. Transaction costs are all direct or indirect expenditures that are
caused by transactions.
Transaction costs are either of a monetary type (for example lawyer fees for making contracts) or concern
tangible costs (particularly opportunity costs). Opportunity costs are generated by missed utility or a nonrealized opportunity. The main purpose of TCE is the identification and reduction of the following types of
transaction costs [Wigand 1997, p. 8]: (1) search and information costs, (2) modification costs, (3) contract
costs, and (4) monitoring costs.

2.2 Historical Overview
Indeed R. H. Coase has firstly analyzed transaction costs in an intensive way [Coase 1937, Coase 1960], but
[Smith 1776] had already pointed out the potential problems of information asymmetry and different interests
between workers, managers, directors, stakeholder etc. Further before R. Coase, [Mill 1848] and [Hicks
1935] had analyzed transaction costs phenomena. At that time the term "friction" was used instead of
transaction costs. [Stigler 1961] emphasized the valuableness of information. [Alchian 1969] equated
transaction costs with information costs. A further milestone of the history within the scope of NIE was put
in 1969 by K. J. Arrow. He showed in [Arrow 1969] that market failure can be well founded by excessive
transaction costs. On that basis, [Williamson 1971] presented proposals for transaction costs internalization.
[Alchian and Demsetz 1972] analyzed problems of measurement regarding productivity and reward. On that
basis, [Jensen and Meckling 1976] presented in their well-known article the concept of agency costs.

2.3 Origins and Precautions of Transaction Costs
The following origins cause transaction costs: Following the behavioral key findings from [Simon 1947],
TCE presumes bounded rationality. Indeed, the transaction partners try to act rationally but they can only
act bounded rationally because of the incomplete information situation and their limited computational
capacity. Simplification and reduction of complexity are adequate measures to prevent from transactions
costs caused by bounded rationality. Concerning the information situation, the Transaction-Costs-Theory
assumes an uncertain information situation [Alchian 1950]. [Williamson 1985, p. 57ff.] differentiates two
types of uncertainty: Environmental uncertainty caused by forecasting problems and behavioral uncertainty
due to opportunistic behavior of the contractual partner (so-called strategic uncertainty). Transparency
prevents from effects of uncertain information. Furthermore, opportunism is assumed [Williamson 1985]. O.
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Williamson concludes from both assumptions the following acting maxim: "Organize transactions so as to
economize on bounded rationality while simultaneously safeguarding them against the hazards of
opportunism" [Williamson 1985, p. 32]. Mechanisms of legal certainty prevent from costs effects caused by
opportunism.

3. ELECTRONIC NEGOTIATIONS
The literature shows many definitions for (electronic) negotiations [Lee 1996, Rosenschein and Zlotkin
1994]. A pragmatic way to define a negotiation is the following [Bichler et al., 2003, p. 316]:
Definition 2. A negotiation is an iterative communication and decision making process between two or
more participants who: (1) cannot achieve their objectives through unilateral actions, (2) exchange
information comprising offers, counteroffers and arguments, (3) deal with interdependent tasks, and (4)
search for a consensus which is a compromise decision.
Even though the automation of negotiations was forecasted by [Davis and Smith 1983] more than two
decades ago, the automation level of present negotiation systems is still different. Most of the negotiation
systems are partly-automated (so-called hybrid models), e. g., [de Paula et al. 2001], or simply facilitate the
negotiation process, e. g., INSPIRE [Kersten and Noronha 1997] or www.ebay.com. Existent fullyautomated systems are seldom because of their strict requirements concerning standardization and
structuring. So that mainly the bargaining stage is fully-automated. However, in order to completely exploit
the enormous potential of electronic automation regarding the decrease of transaction costs all phases of the
negotiation process have to be researched. According to [Merz et al. 1998, Peters 2000, Schmid and
Lindemann 1998, Stroebel 2000] the negotiation process can be separated in four phases (Fig. 2).
Figure 2. Phases of negotiation

4. CONSIDERATION OF TRANSACTION COSTS ORIGINS WITHIN
THE NEGOTIATION PROCESS
4.1 Information Phase
The first stage of the negotiation process is mainly marked by environmental uncertainty and thereof by
search and information costs. Since information-gathering is very costly [Larson 2006], the automation of
this stage caused profitable cost reductions. Search and information costs are generated by the identification
and comparison of products on the demand side as well as advertising on the offer side [Stigler 1961]. In this
stage, the customer recognizes the need for a product or a service [He et al. 2003, p. 988].
Belonging to the information phase a lot of research has been published in order to handle complexity: E. g.,
concerning the number of participants. In this regard, bilateral, one-sided multilateral and double-sided
multilateral negotiations are separated (protocol category) [Bichler et al. 2003, Rebstock 2001]. Bilateral
negotiations are restricted to two negotiation partners (one buyer and one seller) and were first analyzed by
[Smith 1980, Davis and Smith 1983, Rosenschein 1985, Zlotkin and Rosenschein 1989]. One-sided
multilateral negotiations are deemed to be the standard form of auctions [Lomuscio et al. 2003, p. 37] and are
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either characterized by one seller and many buyers or vice versa [Rebstock 2001, p. 611]. Finally, doublesided multilateral negotiations are characterized by many buyers and many sellers. Furthermore, a
negotiation can be separated into public and closed sessions [Bichler et al., 2003, p. 318]. As in public
negotiations new participants can take part dynamically, this is not allowed in closed sessions. This is also an
aspect of complexity handling. With it the problem of bounded rationality is well considered. Online
catalogues and comparison shopping sites increase market transparency and prevent from cost effects caused
by uncertain information situations. The introduction of mediators and reputation mechanisms decrease
search and information costs. By mediators potential negotiation partners can get together, e. g., [Klein et al.
2003b]. Therewith the problem of opportunistic behavior of the negotiation partners is also considered.

4.2 Negotiation Phase
Most of the research concerning electronic negotiations has focused on this phase and to date, a lot of
automated negotiation models have been developed [Buettner 2006a]. This stage is characterized by
modification costs. That costs are expenditures for necessary adaptations during the negotiation life cycle.
They express a consequence arising out of the uncertainty of the development of the relationship between the
contracting parties, the setting of terms and conditions as well as the bounded rationality in decision-making
[Podolny 1993].
At first, J. S. Rosenschein and G. Zlotkin analyzed strategic interactions between self-interested agents
[Rosenschein 1985, Zlotkin and Rosenschein 1989, Rosenschein and Zlotkin 1994] on the basis of the
fundamental game-theoretic work by [von Neumann and Morgenstern 1944]. Their formal analysis is based
on the distributed problem solving approach (see [Bond and Gasser 1988]) adapted from the work of
[Harsanyi 1967, Harsanyi and Selten 1972] and [Kreps et al. 1982]. The underlying game-theoretic approach
studies the equilibrium conditions and tries to find out the optimal strategy between identical agents [Nash
1950, Nash 1951, Schelling 1960, Selten 1975, Kreps and Wilson 1982]. Game-theoretic models are deemed
to be mathematically elegant, but they are very restricted in use because of their assumptions of perfect
rationality and unlimited resources [Jennings et al. 1998]. In order to relax these restrictions, heuristic
approaches have been adapted for electronic negotiations. Heuristic approaches solve the problematic
assumption of unlimited resources by using thumb rules, e. g., [Kraus 2001]. Thus, the assumption of perfect
rationality is also rejected. But, electronic negotiation models based on heuristic approaches need an
intensive evaluation, regular via simulation or empirical investigations [Jennings et al. 2001, p. 210]. Finally
argumentation-based negotiations have been developed. There, the agents have the possibility to reason about
their positions. When the negotiation partner is persuaded, he will change his negotiation position
[Wooldridge 2002, p. 148f.]. This approach increases the possibility and the quality of an agreement
compared to game-theoretic or heuristic approaches [Karunatillake and Jennings 2004, Rahwan et al. 2003]
and decrease therewith transaction costs, especially modification costs. The first argumentation-based
approach was realized by [Sycara 1987] (PERSUADER).
Within the negotiation phase a lot of research for handling of negotiation complexity has been published, e.
g., concerning the negotiation item: Depending on the number of attributes of the negotiation item that are
taken into account during the evaluation, two attribute types are distinguished: In the single-attribute case the
negotiation item is evaluated only by one characteristic, normally the price. All other attributes, for instance
quality or warranty, are agreed in advance and will not be negotiated. In contrast, in multi-attribute
negotiations more than one characteristic is taken simultaneously into account, e. g., [Kersten and Noronha
1997]. Beyond, the number of positions describes the quantity of independent items in a single negotiation
over there a final decision is made. Electronic negotiation systems with the possibility to contract a high
number of positions (e. g., [de Paula et al. 2001]) are of significant practical relevance [Klein et al. 2003a].
Thus, electronic negotiation systems can handle efficiently complex negotiations. With it modification costs
caused by bounded rationality of the negotiation partner are continuously minimized. [Buettner 2006b]
showed that near the half of current electronic negotiation models assume bounded rationality. Most of the
publications model bounded rationality via simplifications (heuristics or rather rules of thumb): E. g.,
[Sandholm and Suri 2003] used heuristic search algorithms, [Sen 1997] heuristic bidding-strategies. [Cardon
et al. 2000] used heuristics based on genetic algorithms. In [Rubinstein 1997], bounded rationality was
modeled by the explicit reduction of the negotiation process. [Bichler 2000] modeled bounded rationality
through a predefined utility function. Another way to represent bounded rationality was provided by
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probability-based models, for example [Park et al. 2000]. Finally, the fuzzy approach also presents a
possibility for simplifications, e. g., [Luo et al. 2003]. The problem of uncertain information has been
explicitly considered: At first, [Rosenschein and Zlotkin 1994] analyzed scenarios with an imperfect
information situation. [Buettner 2006b] showed that the majority of the researched publications assume an
imperfect information situation. However, the focus is mainly on the negotiation partner. Just 8 percent
assume an imperfect information situation concerning the negotiation item. Opportunism has been
extensively studied in multi-agent literature, e. g., [Genesereth and Ketchpel 1994, Castelfranchi 1995,
Wooldridge and Jennings 1995]. By the introduction of the "Contract Net Protocol" (CNP) by [Smith 1980,
Davis and Smith 1983] as the first multi-agent contracting protocol the problem of opportunistic behavior
was considered. Furthermore, research on integrative negotiation models considers opportunism [Kersten
2001]. The goal of integrative models is to maximize the collective utility of all partners (win-win approach).
In contrast, in case of the distributed model, every negotiation partner tries to maximize its own utility (winlose approach).

4.3 Contracting Phase
The contracting phase is marked by the establishment of legal-binding contracts. [Sandholm and Lesser
1995] extended the CNP by the introduction of conditional commitment breaking penalties. Therewith the
problems of limited resources and opportunistic behavior have been considered. Furthermore, electronic
negotiations can be distinguished by the binding type. Binding negotiations (e. g., www.ebay.com) ask for an
authentication of every participant in advance.

4.4 Realization Phase
The realization phase is emerged by the monitoring of the compliance with the contract conditions.
Especially for this reason control costs are consciously accepted in order to minimize the costs generated by
opportunistic behavior of the contracting parties [Williamson 1985]. The realization phase involves product
services (e. g., repairing, upgrading, secure payment procedure) and evaluation (e. g., measuring the degree
of satisfaction of the user concerning the negotiation object and the buying procedure).
Reputation platforms increase market transparency and consider therewith the problem of uncertainty.
These platforms reduce transaction costs. Other trust mechanisms also reduce transaction costs, for example
PayPal (www.paypal.com) within the field of the problem of opportunism.

5. CONCLUSION
To date, a lot of research concerning electronic negotiations has been published. However, the information
and the negotiation phase were mainly researched. The contracting and the realization phase are not sufficient
represented (Fig. 3).
Figure 3. Type of transaction costs along the negotiation process
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Three future research directions can be derived from the transactional costs perspective in order to reduce
these kinds of costs: One focus should be on opportunistic behavior in all electronic negotiation phases. In
addition, further research on the contracting phase is needed, particularly against the background of bounded
rationality and uncertain information situations. Finally the realization phase should be more considered with
the main focus on bounded rationality.

REFERENCES
Book
Kraus, S., 2001. Strategic Negotiation in Multi-Agent Environments. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, USA.
Lee, L., 1996. Negotiation Strategies and their Effect in a Model of Multi-Agent Negotiation. PhD thesis, Dep. of
Computer Science, University of Essex.
Mill, J., 1848. Principles of Political Economy, with some of the their Applications to Social Philosophy. Parker, London.
Rosenschein, J., 1985. Rational Interaction. PhD thesis, Dep. of Computer Science, Stanford University, USA.
Rubinstein, A., 1997. Modeling Bounded Rationality. MIT Press, Cambridge, USA.
Rosenschein, J. and Zlotkin, G., 1994. Rules of Encounter. MIT Press, Boston, MA, USA.
Schelling, T., 1960. The Strategy of Conflict. Harvard Univ. Press, USA.
Simon, H., 1947. Administrative Behaviors. Free Press, New York.
Smith, A., 1776. An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations. University of Glasgow, Edinburgh.
Sycara, K., 1987. Resolving Adversarial Conflicts. PhD thesis, Georgia Inst. of Techn., Atlanta, GA.
von Neumann, J. and Morgenstern, O., 1944. Theory of Games and Economic Behavior. Princeton University Press.
Williamson, O., 1985. The Economic Institutions of Capitalism. The Free Press, New York.
Wooldridge, M., 2002. An Introduction to MultiAgent Systems. John Wiley.
Journal
Alchian, A., 1950. Uncertainty, Evolution, and Economic Theory. Journal of Political Economy, 58(3):211-221.
Alchian, A. 1969. Information Costs, Pricing and Resource Unemployment. Western Economic Journal, 7:109-128.
Alchian, A. and Demsetz, H., 1972. Production, Information Costs, and Economic Organization. AER, 62(5):777-795.
Bichler, M., 2000. Trading Financial Derivatives on the Web. ISF, 1(4):401-414.
Bichler, M. et al., 2003. Towards a Structured Design of Electronic Negotiations. GDN, 12(4):311-335.
Buettner, R., 2006b. The State of the Art in Automated Negotiation Models of the Behavior and Information Perspective.
International Transactions on Systems Science and Applications, 1(4):351-356.
Cardon, A. et al., 2000. Genetic algorithms using multi-objectives in a multi-agent system. Robotics and Autonomous
Systems, 33(2-3):179-190.
Coase, R., 1937. The Nature of the Firm. Economica, 4:386-405.
Coase, R., 1960. The Problem of Social Cost. Journal of Law and Economics, 3:1-44.
Davis, R. and Smith, R., 1983. Negotiation as a Metaphor for Distributed Problem Solving. AI, 20(1):63-109.
Genesereth, M. and Ketchpel, S., 1994. Software agents. Comm. of the ACM, 37(7):48-53.
Harsanyi, J. 1967. Games with Incomplete Information Played by 'Bayesian' Players, I: The Basic Model. Management
Science, 14(3):159-182.
Hicks, J., 1935. A Suggestion for Simplifying the Theory of Money. Economica, 2(5):1-19.
He, M. et al., 2003. On Agent-Mediated Electronic Commerce. IEEE Trans. on Knowl. a. Data Eng., 15(4):985-1003.
Harsanyi, J. and Selten, R., 1972. A generalized Nash solution for two-person bargaining games with incomplete
information. Management Science, 18(5):80-106.
Jennings, N. et al., 1998. A Roadmap of Agent Research and Development. AAMAS, 1(1):7-38.
Jennings, N. et al., 2001. Automated Negotiation: Prospects, Methods and Challenges. GDN, 10(2):199-215.
Jensen, M. and Meckling, W., 1976. Theory of the Firm. JFE, 3(4):305-360.
Kersten, G., 2001. Modeling Distributive and Integrative Negotiations. GDN, 10(6):493-514.
Klein, M. et al., 2003a. Negotiating Complex Contracts. GDN, 12(2):111-125, 2003.
Klein, M. et al., 2003b. Protocols for Negotiating Complex Contracts. IEEE Intelligent Systems, 18(6):32-38, 2003.
Kreps, D. et al., 1982. Rational Cooperation in the Finitely Repeated Prisoners' Dilemma. JET, 27(2):245-252.
Büttner, R.: Electronic Negotiations of the Transactional Costs Perspective. In Proc. of IADIS International Conference
WWW/Internet, Vol. 2, Vila Real, Portugal, October 5-8, 2007, pages 99-105. International Association for Development
of the Information Society (IADIS) Press, 2007.

Kreps, D. and Wilson, R., 1982. Sequential equilibria. Econometrica, 50(4):863-894.
Luo, X. et al., 2003. A fuzzy constraint based model for bilateral, multi-issue negotiations in semi-competitive
environments. Artificial Intelligence, 148(1-2):53-102.
Lomuscio, A. et al., 2003. A Classification Scheme for Negotiation in Electronic Commerce. GDN, 12(1):31-56.
Merz, M. et al., 1998. Supporting Electronic Commerce Transactions with Contracting Services. IJCIS, 7(4):249-274.
Nash, J., 1950. The Bargaining Problem. Econometrica, 18(2):155-162.
Nash, J., 1951. Non-Cooperative Games. Annals of Mathematics, 54(2):286-295.
Picot, A. et al., 1997. The Organization of Electronic Markets. The Information Society, 13(1):107-123.
Park, S., et al. 2000. Emergent Properties of a Market-based Digital Library with Strategic Agents. AAMAS, 3(1):33-51.
Peters, R., 2000. Elektronische Maerkte und automatisierte Verhandlungen. Wirtschaftsinformatik, 42(5):413-421.
Podolny, J., 1993. A Status-Based Model of Market Competition. American Journal of Sociology, 98:829-872.
Rebstock, M., 2001. Elektronische Unterstützung und Automatisierung von Verhandlungen. WI, 43(6):609-617.
Rahwan, I. et al., 2003. Argumentation-Based Negotiation. KER, 18(4):343-375.
Sandholm, T., 1999. Automated Negotiation. CACM, 42(3):84-85.
Selten, R., 1975. Reexamination of the Perfectness Concept for Equilibrium Points in Extensive Games. International
Journal of Game Theory, 4(1):25-55.
Sen, S., 1997. Developing an Automated Distributed Meeting Scheduler. IEEE Expert, 12(4):41-45.
Smith, R., 1980. The Contract Net Protocol. IEEE Transactions on Computers, C-29(12):1104-1113.
Sandholm, T. and Suri, S., 2003. BOB: Improved winner determination in combinatorial auctions and generalizations.
Artificial Intelligence, 145(1-2):33-58.
Stigler, G., 1961. The Economics of Information. Journal of Political Economy, 69:213-225.
Stroebel, M., 2000. On Auctions as the Negotiation Paradigm of Electronic Markets. Electronic Markets, 10(1):39-44.
Wigand, R., 1997. Electronic commerce: Definition, theory, and context. The Information Society, 13(1):1-16.
Williamson, O., 1971. The Vertical Integration of Production: Market Failure Considerations. AER, 61:112-123.
Wooldridge, M. and Jennings, N., 1995. Intelligent Agents: Theory and Practice. KER, 10(2):115-152.
Conference paper or contributed volume
Arrow, K., 1969. The Analysis and Evaluation of Public Expenditures: The PBB-System, volume 1, chapter The
Organization of Economic Activity: Issues Pertinent to the Choice of Market versus Non-market Allocation, pages
47-64. U.S. Government Printing Office,Washington, DC, USA.
Beck, K. and Ralph, J., 1994. Patterns Generates Architectures. Proc. of European Conference of Object-Oriented
Programming. Bologna, Italy, pp. 139-149.
Bond, A. and Gasser, L., 1988. An Analysis of Problems and Research in DAI. In Readings in Distributed Artificial
Intelligence, pages 3-35. Morgan Kaufmann.
Buettner, R., 2006a. A Classification Structure for Automated Negotiations. In WI-IAT 2006 Workshops Proceedings,
Hong Kong, China, pages 523-530, Los Alamitos, CA, USA. IEEE Computer Society.
Castelfranchi, C., 1995. Guarantees for Autonomy in Cognitive Agent Architecture. In Proc. of the ECAI-94 Workshop,
Amsterdam, The Netherlands, August 8-9, 1994, volume 890 of LNCS, pages 56-70. Springer.
de Paula, G. et al., 2001. Bilateral Negotiation Model for Agent Mediated Electronic Commerce. In AMEC III: Current
Issues in Agent Based Electronic Commerce Systems, volume 2003 of LNCS, pages 1-14. Springer.
Jost, P., 2001. Der Transaktionskostenansatz in der Betriebswirtschaftslehre, chapter Der Transaktionskostenansatz im
Unternehmenskontext, pages 10-34. Schaeffer-Poeschel, Stuttgart.
Karunatillake, N. and Jennings, N., 2004. Is it Worth Arguing? In First International Workshop on Argumentation in
Multi-Agent Systems (ArgMAS 2004), pages 62-77, Columbia University, NY, USA.
Kersten, G. and Noronha, S., 1997. Supporting International Negotiations with a WWW-based System. Interim Report
97-49, International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA), Austria.
Larson, K., 2006. Reducing Costly Information Acquisition in Auctions. In AAMAS '06: Proceedings of the Fifth
International Joint Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multiagent Systems, pages 1167-1174.
Sandholm, T. and Lesser, V., 1995. Issues in Automated Negotiation and Electronic Commerce: Extending the Contract
Net Framework. First International Conference on Multi-Agent Systems (ICMAS-95), pages 328-335.
Schmid, B. and Lindemann, M., 1998. Elements of a Reference Model for Electronic Markets. In Proceedings of the 31st
Annual Hawaii International Conference on Systems Science, January 6-9, 1998 (HICCS98), Vol. IV, pages 193-201.
Zlotkin, G. and Rosenschein, J., 1989. Negotiation and Task Sharing among Autonomous Agents in Cooperative
Domains. In Proc. of the 11th Int. Joint Conf. on Artif. Intell., pages 912-917, San Mateo, CA, USA. M. Kaufmann.
Büttner, R.: Electronic Negotiations of the Transactional Costs Perspective. In Proc. of IADIS International Conference
WWW/Internet, Vol. 2, Vila Real, Portugal, October 5-8, 2007, pages 99-105. International Association for Development
of the Information Society (IADIS) Press, 2007.

