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Emotional intelligence (EI) has been a subject of academic investigation for thirty years. There has been much
debate on how to measure these forms of EI and the reliability of their assessment, but the actual context in
which emotional intelligence is developed and used has interestingly received scarce interest. More specifically, a
critical gap exists in considering the rise and impact of digital interactions on emotional intelligence. Indeed,
with the rise of social media and the increase in digital interactions, emotions are inextricably related to our
behavior online. It is thus fundamental to adapt the assessment of EI in digital contexts. This paper aims to
address this gap by suggesting assessment methods that account for the specificities of the interactions in the
digital world. We start by acknowledging the variety of digital interactions and provide a categorization of them
using the theories of media richness and media synchronicity. We then illustrate the potential for renewed as-
sessments in self reports and performance tests at different levels, from item contextualization to digital
assessment of EI. By integrating the digital dimension in emotional intelligence assessment, this paper aims to
bring a novel perspective on measuring EI in digital interactions.

1. Introduction

Emotional intelligence (EI) has been defined as “the set of abilities
(verbal and non-verbal) that enable a person to generate, recognize,
express, understand, and evaluate their own, and others’, emotions to
guide thinking and action that successfully cope with environmental
demands and pressures” (Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004, p. 72). Over
time, two main conceptualizations of EI have emerged from two
different approaches to assessments (Petrides & Furnham, 2000), pre-
senting EI either as an ability (AEI) or as a dispositional trait (TEI)
(Vesely Maillefer et al., 2018). AEI is defined as “the ability to reason
validly with emotions and with emotion related information, and to use
emotions to enhance thought” (Mayer et al., 2016, p. 296). The most
prominent model focusing on AEI is the model of Salovey and Mayer
(Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). This model suggests
that EI is constituted of four branches: emotion perception, facilitation
of thought using emotions, emotional understanding, and emotion
management. However, only three branches have been empirically well
established so far, suggesting that “using emotions” was not clearly
identified (Fiori & Vesely-Maillefer, 2018). Maul (2012) thus advises to
abandon the attempt to measure this specific ability “until such time as
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the processes involved in effective emotional use can be more clearly
specified” (Maul, 2012, p. 401). AEI is assessed through tests and the
scores reflect individuals’ performance regarding EI. In contrast, TEI is
defined as “a constellation of emotion-related self-perceptions and dis-
positions” (Petrides et al., 2007, p. 26) and is assessed through self-
reported questionnaires which measure individuals’ self-rated abilities
as well as their typical behavior in emotional situations (O’ Connor et al.,
2019).

The role of digital technology in EI has started to raise interest in
academic literature, not only in terms of how it can impact or respec-
tively be impacted by EI, but also on how it can contribute to EI and its
assessment. With the rise of digital tools and social media, people are
more and more involved in multi-channel multimedia interactions
(Anderson, 2020), leading to people having to deal with large amounts
of emotional cues that differ a lot in their nature (Steinert & Dennis,
2022). Cebollero-Salinas et al. (2022) specifically distinguish between
the “real world” and the “virtual environment”, suggesting a plausible
difference in terms of emotion perception in offline versus online con-
texts. Recent calls have pointed out growing interest towards emotional
intelligence in the digital context under the labels of digital emotion
contagion (Goldenberg & Gross, 2020), digital well-being (Steinert &
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Dennis, 2022), neoemotions (Cottingham, 2023), digital emotion regu-
lation (Wadley et al., 2020), and digital emotional intelligence (Audrin
& Audrin, 2023).

Goldenberg and Gross (2020) present digital emotion contagion as
the process by which the emotions of a digital media user become more
similar to those of other digital media users as a result of exposure to
their emotions on digital platforms. Steinert and Dennis (2022) refer to
“digital well-being” and emotional affordances, focusing on how social
media technology may affect people’s emotional life, which in turn may
impact individuals’ digital well-being. In their work, they suggest that
social media may foster the emergence of online emotions due to
emotional affordances by enabling emotions to be more easily and
rapidly shared. In addition to this, Cottingham (2023) suggests that
digitalization (among other factors) may lead to the emergence of
“neoemotions”, as it “may provide conditions that catalyze more or
different forms and facilitate the spread” [of neoemotions](Cottingham,
2023, p. 6). Cottingham defines neoemotions as “emotion-specific cul-
tural practices aimed at capturing a distinct affective experience of
relative (mis)alignment with one’s dynamic environment” (Cottingham,
2023, p. 2) and notably include Black joy, doomscrolling and eco-grief.

In closer line to the subject of this paper, a stream of research has
been focusing on “digital emotion regulation” (Smith et al., 2022;
Wadley et al., 2020). Digital emotion regulation is defined as the “ use of
digital technology [...] as a tool for strategically influencing our affective
states (including emotions, moods, and stress levels)’(Wadley et al.,
2020, p. 412). Wadley et al. (2020) propose to investigate how digital
technology can be used to regulate emotions, and how digital technol-
ogies may impact people’s emotions. This line of research has also been
embraced by Bettis et al. (2022) who discuss the use of digital tech-
nologies as a way to assess emotion regulation as well as their applica-
tions to interventions. Recently, Audrin and Audrin (2023) discussed the
concept of “digital emotional intelligence”. They propose a conceptual
integration between EI and digital competence (DC), emphasizing that
“digital emotional intelligence” is more than just EI in the digital
context. Digital technology has also been praised for its role in emotional
awareness and emotion understanding, notably through the develop-
ment of mood-tracking apps (Eisenstadt et al., 2021). Similarly, tech-
nology’s potential in terms of renewed EI assessment has also been
identified (Salovey & Grewal, 2005).

However, traditional assessments of AEI and TEI do not take into
account that our interactions are increasingly taking place in the digital
world, although research has made several calls on the importance of
assessing EI — or its components — in context (Greenaway et al., 2018;
Lange et al., 2022). More precisely, Fiori and Vesely-Maillefer (2018)
argue that “being intelligent implies finding the best solution to
contextual adaptation given the resources one possesses” (Fiori &
Vesely-Maillefer, 2018, p. 34). This is in line with the development of EI
assessments anchored in situational judgment testing (SJT). SJT pro-
poses job-related situations (Lievens et al., 2008), thus offering a
contextualized way to measure EI (Lievens & Chan, 2017).

Acknowledging the impact of the digital environment on EI as well as
the shortcomings of current EI assessments when it comes to including
this specific context highlight 1) the need to adapt EI assessment to the
digital context and 2) the potential of using digital tools to assess EI in
the digital context. This paper aims to address this gap by looking into
new assessment methods that account for the specificity of the digital
context and use digital technology.

1.1. Current research on emotional intelligence in digital interactions

Digital technology has a deep impact on society, be it on the way we
consume media (Anderson, 2020), the way we learn (Audrin & Audrin,
2022), the way we work (Colbert et al., 2016), or the way we interact in
a digitalized society (Canale et al., 2022). Online interactions are indeed
characterized by a modification of the available information that people
use to understand the message of others (Ruben et al., 2021).
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Literature on emotional intelligence and more specifically on
emotion perception in text-based communication has highlighted its
poverty (Daft & Lengel, 1986), emphasizing the lack of available cues
(such as vocal intonation, body posture, etc.) compared with face-to-face
communication (Daft & Lengel, 1986; Kiesler et al., 1984 cited by
Blunden & Brodsky, 2021). While emotions may be communicated
directly via the text itself, punctuations cues (Cheshin et al., 2011),
capital letters as well as emoticons (Byron, 2008) may help emphasize
the emotionality of the message (Byron & Baldridge, 2007; Thompsen &
Foulger, 1996; Walther & D’Addario, 2001). Cheshin et al. (2011) have
notably shown that teams communicating via text were able to share
happiness and anger. Other research has highlighted that partners were
able to perceive the emotions of each other, notably by using fewer
words when feeling sad (Hancock et al., 2008). Interestingly, Keynan
et al. (2022) emphasized that students rely on their own emotions to
recognize the emotions shared in written text. In this context, students
choose their words more carefully, and are more likely to delay their
response or to remain silent when expressing their emotions in writing.
Finally, Blunden and Brodsky (2021) found that when texts contained
communication errors (such as typos or spelling mistakes), people ten-
ded to make attributions regarding the senders’ emotions, leading to a
higher emotional intensity perceived and potentially misattributing
emotions caused by unintentional cues (misspelling, errors in punctua-
tion, etc.).

Research has also investigated the additional cues that have been
added in online communication, such as emoticons. Emoticons are
highly used in online communication (Cherbonnier & Michinov, 2021).
They represent (quasi)-nonverbal cues in computer-mediated commu-
nication (Erle et al., 2022; Lo, 2008), and are used as a functional
equivalence to facial expressions in this type of communication (Derks
et al., 2008; Erle et al., 2022). Emoticons thus allow users to facilitate
communication, to set a specific emotional tone as well as to reduce
ambiguity (Kaye et al., 2016). Emoticons can be either used as typo-
graphic emoticons (:) to express happiness) or as a graphic emoticons (i.
e., a graphic representation of a face). As highlighted by Luor et al.
(2010), emoticons highlight the emotionality of a message, for both
positive and negative types of messages, suggesting that emoticons can
be seen as a contribution to a conversation (Jibril & Abdullah, 2013).
Globally, emoticons representing the six basic emotions are well
recognized (Cherbonnier & Michinov, 2021). This was supported by
Volker and Mannheim (2021), who highlighted that emoji helped to
extract emotional information in text-based messages (in addition to
factual information). Interestingly, several studies have highlighted in-
dividual differences between participants regarding emotion percep-
tion. For example, Chen et al. (2024) revealed that gender, age and
culture were related to different levels of emotion recognition. More-
over, Volker and Mannheim (2021) suggest that the more people are
emotionally intelligent, the more responsive they are to such emotional
information. Cherbonnier and Michinov (2021) however could not
systematically highlight the positive impact of emotional intelligence in
emotion recognition in emoji. They suggested that the role of emotional
intelligence in the recognition of emotions conveyed by emoticons and
in the usage of emoticons in social media should further be investigated.

Research investigated how emotions were expressed in social media.
Study notably suggests that 1) positive emotion expression is more
appropriate in social media and 2) that specific platforms were more
appropriate for negative emotion expressions (Waterloo et al., 2018).
Most research focusing on emotional intelligence has linked it to the use
of social media, emphasizing that emotional intelligence was a protec-
tive factor for problematic social media use (Arrivillaga et al., 2022;
Siiral et al., 2019) and was negatively related to social media addiction
(Jarrar et al., 2022). Casale et al. (2013) revealed that both intraper-
sonal and interpersonal dimensions of EI negatively predicted the
preference for online social interactions. Interestingly, their results
further highlighted that intrapersonal dimensions of EI were negatively
related to the subjective importance attached to controllability and
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reduced non-verbal cues of computer mediation. This suggests that
(intrapersonal) EI is related to enhanced perceived abilities in emotion
perception and expression in an online setting, despite the lack of cues in
this context.

Research has also investigated emotional intelligence in the specific
context of digital work and learning. Pitts et al. (2012) have notably
emphasized that emotional intelligence was a positive predictor of on-
line communication when teams were exchanging using text-based
communication. Emotional intelligence further positively predicted
team viability. Davaei et al. (2022) showed that emotional intelligence
was a protective factor for intragroup conflicts in the context of virtual
teams. Wittmer and Hopkins (2022) revealed that leaders with high
emotional intelligence presented lower concerns for having to lead in a
completely remote context due to the COVID-19 crisis. Other studies
have investigated the mediating and moderating role of emotional in-
telligence in virtual teams. Warrier et al. (2021) notably showed that in
the context of virtual communication, the effectiveness of such
communication positively predicted decision-making effectiveness, but
this impact was moderated by participants’ emotional intelligence as
emotional intelligence amplified the positive relationship between vir-
tual communication and decision-making effectiveness. Chaudhary
et al. (2022) highlighted that emotional intelligence was an important
moderator in the context of virtual teams. In their study, they showed
that leaders’ digital skills positively predicted employee’s well-being,
and that leaders’ emotional intelligence positively moderated this link:
the positive impact of leaders’ digital skills on employees’ well-being is
particularly high for highly emotionally intelligent leaders. In the
context of digital learning, studies emphasized that emotional intelli-
gence was a positive predictor of academic success (Berenson et al.,
2008; Zahed-Babelan & Moenikia, 2010), and that this link was medi-
ated by the use of academic social-networking (Igbal et al., 2021). Taken
together, these results highlight the role of EI in digital collaboration and
learning, notably when it comes to performance, but also in terms of
effective communication, conflict management and overall well-being.

Despite this flourishing literature, one study has revealed that
traditional measurement of EI has a better predictive power on collab-
oration in face-to-face teams than they have for behavior in virtual
teams (Cole et al., 2019 cited by Dimas et al., 2023). This suggests that
traditional EI measurement may be relevant for online behavior, but
that their predictive power may need to be enhanced to be more relevant
for the online context. In that sense, Zych et al. (2017) created a scale
specifically designed to assess e-motion perception, expression, use,
understanding and management online. This is in line with Greenaway
and colleagues’ claim that emotion research crucially needs to integrate
context when studying emotion-related processes (Greenaway et al.,
2018). This was also supported by Lange et al. (2022) who focused on
emotion perception. Based on these claims, we suggest that EI assess-
ments urgently need to be adapted to the digital context, and to digital
interactions more specifically. However, referring to “digital in-
teractions” is broad as it encompasses multiple distinct settings. In the
following section, we disentangle the variety of digital interactions.

1.2. The spectrum of digital interactions

The challenge with ‘digital technology’ is that it is an all-
encompassing term that refers to many forms of technological solu-
tions, from instant messaging to social media, video conferencing, cloud
computing, and so on (Fitzgerald et al., 2014). As digital interactions
broadly vary depending on the technological solutions and digital
media, assessing EI in a digital context may refer to a whole different set
of realities. Two theories can help better frame the variety of digital
media and interactions, namely Media Richness Theory (MRT) (Daft &
Lengel, 1986) and Media Synchronicity Theory (MST) (Dennis et al.,
2008). On one hand, MRT suggests that communication channels can be
ranked by their “richness” or their ability to reproduce information with
fidelity. Richer media, such as video conferencing, are believed to be
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more capable of conveying complex information as they provide mul-
tiple cues simultaneously. In contrast, leaner media, like written docu-
ments or emails, are better suited for simpler messages as the number of
cues shared are lower (Daft & Lengel, 1986). On the other hand, MST
focuses on the synchronicity of media, suggesting that synchronous
media (like videoconferencing) are more efficient for convergence tasks
(i.e., communicating in a broad sense), while asynchronous media (like
email) are more efficient for conveyance tasks (i.e., information sharing)
(Dennis et al., 2008). Integrating both theories makes it possible to map
different types of digital technologies based on their richness and syn-
chronicity (see Table 1).

This table schematically represents four main categories of digital
media based on their richness and synchronicity. A first category con-
sists of digital media that are synchronous and lean, such as instant text
messaging. In this category, interaction and feedback can be instanta-
neous, but the cues that are shared are mainly textual and lean in nature.
A second category consists of digital media that are synchronous and
rich, such as video conferencing, social media streaming, or instant
video/audio messaging. In this category, interaction and feedback can
be instantaneous, and the cues are shared through many different for-
mats (voice, image, etc.). This category is the closest to “traditional”
human interaction. A third category consists of asynchronous lean dig-
ital media, such as e-mails or documents sharing. In this category, there
is no immediate interaction, and the cues that are shared are mainly
textual and lean in nature. A final category consists of asynchronous rich
digital media, such as social media video broadcasting. In this category,
there is no immediate interaction, but the cues are shared through many
different formats (voice, image, etc.).

1.3. Implications of digital interactions for emotional intelligence
assessment

The categorization of interactions presented above is of course very
schematical and more nuances could be added to account for the spec-
ificities of different digital platforms. However, it highlights the variety
of digital interactions and suggests that this variety might have differing
implications in terms of EI, and therefore in terms of EI assessment too.
Table 2 hereafter highlights the specificities in terms of emotion
perception, emotion understanding and emotion management are
inherent to these forms of interactions, focusing on the number of cues
and instantaneity of feedback.

This overview makes it possible to identify how digital media — and
the various forms it can take — can impact EI perception, understanding,
and management. A first point of interest is the range of cues available to
perceive emotions: when some digital media are almost similar to face-
to-face interaction, others imply a much lower range of cues, making it
more challenging to accurately express or perceive emotions. A second
point of interest is the novel emotional cues introduced by digital media,
notably in the form of emoji, emoticons or gifs (Aldunate & Gonzalez-
Ibanez, 2017). These can help perceive and express emotions but have
also been criticized for their superficiality and tendency to reduce the
emotional experience (Ellis & Tucker, 2020). Another point of interest
lies in the synchronicity of communication, and its broad impact on EI:
when some digital media are marked by asynchronicity, others are
more, less, or fully instantaneous. The asynchronicity of some digital
media makes it possible to rehearse or craft the emotional content and to
delay the interaction, increasing the potential for emotional

Table 1
Schematical representation of the variety of digital media.
Lean media Rich media
Synchronous Instant text Video conferencing, instant audio/video
messaging messaging, social media streaming
Asynchronous E-mails, Social media video broadcasting

documents sharing
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Table 2

Media characteristics and its impact on the components of emotion intelligence.

Emotion management

Emotion understanding

Emotion perception

High level of control over management as people have control over the cues they

display and the timing of their interactions

Few cues available and lack of immediate feedback and

Few cues besides emoticons and punctuation

Possible to craft the message

Asynchronous lean

instantaneous communication: difficult to grasp the evolution

of emotions

media

The lack of immediate feedback may make it harder to regulate one’s emotions

(triggering expectations and anxiety)

Difficult to investigate the emotions felt by others

Scarcity of cues can create misunderstandings that may escalate

Access to others’ emotions is difficult, so regulating their emotions is even tougher

High level of control over regulation as content can be re-recorded

Many cues available but lack of spontaneity and risk of

Many cues available

Asynchronous rich

Exposition to comments may make emotion regulation harder (cyberhate,

cyberbullying)

inauthenticity: no direct access to the emotions and their

evolution across time

Possible to craft / re-record

media

Risk of inauthenticity / lack of genuineness

Access to others” emotions is difficult, so regulating their emotions is even tougher
Moderate level of control over management as people have control over the cues

they display and a form of control over the timing of their interactions

Few cues available but synchronicity allows to investigate and

understand the complexity of emotions

Few cues besides emoticons and punctuation

Synchronous lean

Immediate feedback: possible to clarify emotions in case of

media

The synchronous nature of the interaction may help mitigating the lack of cues and

may help regulate others’ emotions in real time

misunderstanding or to investigate the emotions felt by others

instantaneously

Lower level of control over regulation because of the richness of the cues and the
instantaneity; users can still interfere technologically (by muting themselves or

turning off their camera)

Many cues available and synchronicity allows to investigate

and understand the complexity of emotions

Many cues available

Synchronous rich

Immediate feedback: possible to clarify emotions in case of

media

Risk of lag that can increase the risk of misunderstanding /

delay

misunderstanding or to investigate the emotions felt by others

instantaneously

The synchronous nature of the interaction and the wide range of cues may help

regulate others’ emotions in real time

Potential lag that can create misunderstandings and confusions
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management. At the same time, this asynchronicity can make it harder
for users to regulate their own emotions, as they might be waiting for an
important message.

2. Assessing emotional intelligence in digital interactions

In the following sections, we review existing measures and propose
new ways to measure EI in a digital context either through self-reports or
performance tests.

2.1. Measuring EI in digital interactions through self-reports

Several assessments have been developed to measure self-reported EI
in digital contexts. The method mostly used is that of item contextual-
ization, that is, using an existing scale and adapting its items so that they
fit to a specific or generic digital context. When it comes to the context
itself, some cater to a specific type of interactions, such as social media
(Zych et al., 2017), whereas others consider the digital context as a
whole (McFarland & Hay, 2023).

Zych et al. (2017) proposed a validation of a self-reported ques-
tionnaire designed to measure “e-motions” that entails the following
dimensions: e-motion expression, e-motion perception, facilitation of
use of e-motion and finally understanding and management of e-motion.
This scale, designed for young people and adolescents, is anchored in
social media, as items were phrased as “I express my emotions through
the social networking sites such as Facebook, Tuenti and Instagram”. In
their work, Zych, Ortega-Ruiz and Marin-Lopez (2017) notably
emphasized that e-motion perception and expression needed to be
assessed separately as one can perceive an emotion without expressing
it. The authors refer to this scale as an “e-motion questionnaire” focusing
on emotional content in online communication (Nasaescu et al., 2018;
Zych et al., 2017).

McFarland and Hay (2023) have adapted an existing scale designed
to measure interpersonal emotion regulation in a digital context. They
adapted the initial items so that they would entail the notion of “digital
world”. For example, the initial item “Being with other people tends to
put a smile on my face” was transformed into “Being digitally connected
with other people tends to put a smile on my face”. In the instructions,
the authors asked participants to assess their level of agreement with
each statement, assuming it involved “technological communication/
interaction in some capacity” (McFarland & Hay, 2023, p. 262). While
this scale is promising, it only measures interpersonal digital emotion
regulation, while neglecting the intrapersonal dimension of digital
emotion regulation, and has not been used in other studies yet. More-
over, Bettis et al. (2022) emphasized the limitations related to self-
reported measures designed to measure (digital) emotion regulation as
the either tend to be limited to one context or provide no context at all
and measure emotion regulation “in general” (Bettis et al., 2022). In line
with the schematical representation of the variety of digital interactions
highlighted in part 1.2, this suggests that the contextualization here
might be too broad to cater to a specific context. As further suggested by
Colombo et al. (2019), measurement of emotion regulation would
benefit from relating self-report measures with behavioral and physio-
logical measurements. New measures of digital emotion regulation
could thus create validated self-reported items using an ecological
momentary approach and combine it with behavioral and physiological
measurements. This would make the assessment of digital emotion
regulation possible, a need that has been emphasized in the literature.
Moreover, by providing in-context data and combining it with non-
declarative sources of measurement, this would allow for a richer un-
derstanding of the concept.

New self-report measures could also be developed based on existing
validated scales (e.g., Petrides & Furnham, 2001) and researchers could
adapt them to specific digital contexts. An example of a prototypical
item in a context of synchronous rich media may be formulated as “I
often find it difficult to show my affection to those close to me during
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video conferences”. This would allow the measurement of digital well-
being, digital self-control, digital emotionality as well as digital socia-
bility. However, the development of this type of instruments should
carefully address its reliability as well as both external and internal
validities. This should notably address the potential issue of this measure
assessing similar versus different construct when compared with the
traditional measure of self-reported EI. Finally, it should be tailored to a
specific digital context as illustrated in part 1.2 to ensure proper
contextualization.

2.2. Measuring EI in digital interactions through performance tests

There is to our knowledge no current performance assessments of EI
that focus on digital contexts. In the following, we present several sce-
narios of how EI assessment could be adapted to digital contexts
anchored in Salovey and Mayer (1990) conceptualization of AEI, either
by integrating specific existing dimensions (such as digital emotion
perception), or by providing illustrations of potential new assessments.
Based on our schematical representation of the broad variety of digital
interactions presented earlier using MRT and MST, we focus on the
specific situation of synchronous communication through lean media.
This is typically the situation of instant messaging: communication is
instantaneous, cues are rather reduced but users can supplement their
text messages with visual content of several sorts (images, emoticons,
gifs). We distinguish between three levels of adaptation: item contex-
tualization, digital cues integration, and digital assessment.

Item contextualization consists of adapting existing items that are
used to measure traditional EI to the digital context. For emotion un-
derstanding and emotion regulation, this could typically be done by
using items from the STEU or the STEM (MacCann & Roberts, 2008),
respectively. In the specific situation of synchronous lean communica-
tion, this approach does not work for emotion perception as current
assessments rely on emotion perception in faces or landscapes (Mayer
et al., 2002). Table 3 hereafter provides illustrations of what a perfor-
mance assessment using item contextualization could look like.

Integration of digital cues consists of focusing on specific digital cues
to supplement textual content. For emotion perception, this can be done
by integrating emoticons previously tested for their recognition (Cher-
bonnier & Michinov, 2021). For emotion understanding, this could be
done by showing participants a print screen of an instant messaging
conversation that uses digital cues, and then asking participants to
identify the emotions felt by the protagonist. For emotion regulation, the
same approach could be used: showing participants a print screen of an
instant messaging conversation that uses digital cues, and then asking
participants to identify the most adaptive ways to regulate own and
others’ feelings. Table 4 hereafter presents several vignettes that illus-
trate what a performance assessment integrating digital cues could look
like.

Table 3
Ilustrations of item contextualization for EI assessment in a digital context.

Emotion Emotion understanding Emotion regulation
perception
NA Song is chatting on her Song is chatting on her

smartphone with Joey, one of
her friends to whom she lent
money. Joey tells her that she
just purchased a luxury handbag.
Song is most likely to feel?

smartphone with Joey, one of
her friends to whom she lent
money. Joey tells her that she
just purchased a luxury
handbag.

SELF: Out of the following
options, identify the most
adaptive ways for Song to
regulate her own feelings.
OTHER: Out of the following
options, identify the most
adaptive ways for Joey to
regulate Song’s feelings.
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Finally, digital assessment may consist of using digital technology to
create whole new models of assessments. For the specific situation of
synchronous communication through lean media, this could be done
through a conversation with a chatbot that interacts with participants,
and participants are instructed to respectively perceive specific emo-
tions that the chatbot would be programmed to display (for emotion
perception), understand emotions and their evolution through a con-
versation (for emotion understanding), and regulate their own as well as
the chatbot’s emotions in the conversation (for emotion regulation).
Using generative Al has been identified as an opportunity for research in
social sciences (Bleidorn & Hopwood, 2019; Fan et al., 2023; Youyou
et al., 2015; Zheng et al., 2022), yet the specific terms of collaboration
between human participants and large language models still need to be
defined. In this instance, several personas could be developed, with
different scenarios and emotional responses to test participants’ EI in
real time using digital technology.

3. Discussion

This paper aimed at looking into new assessment methods of EI that
account for the specificity of digital interactions, considering both self-
reported and performance measurements. Relying on theories of
media richness and media synchronicity, we first highlighted the variety
of digital media and how they could impact EI, or respectively be
impacted by EI. We then presented how EI assessments could be
renewed to be relevant to the variety of digital contexts, and to take
advantage of digital technology.

This article makes several contributions to the field of EI assessment.
First, it raises awareness on the specificities of EI assessment in digital
contexts, in line with research that points out to the need for context-
specific assessments of EI (Greenaway et al., 2018; Lange et al., 2022).
Reaffirming the specificities of digital contexts and how they differ from
traditional ones (Cebollero-Salinas et al., 2022), we thus make the claim
that specific assessments are required to accurately measure EI in digital
contexts.

Second, this article helps structure the field of “digital world” by
providing a schematical categorization of digital interactions. As pre-
viously noted, it is hard to make sense of the digital world as it is a catch-
all concept that gathers technology, media, and platforms (Fitzgerald
et al., 2014), thus making it even harder to get an understanding of the
contextual variable of “digital world” and its impact on EI. By relying on
MRT (Daft & Lengel, 1986) and MST (Dennis et al., 2008), we sche-
matically present 4 types of digital interactions that all have different
implications when it comes to assessment of EI in digital contexts. This
schematization can be further used to help apprehend specific digital
contexts with more nuance, more specifically when it comes to their
implications in terms of number and richness of cues, as well as syn-
chronicity of the interaction.

Finally, this article provides research avenues in terms of assessment
of EI in digital context. Differentiating between different types of digital
interactions points out to specific contexts to which EI assessments could
be tailored (i.e., asynchronous lean media, asynchronous rich media,
synchronous lean media, synchronous rich media). Moreover, it iden-
tifies several levels of assessment adaptation (i.e., item contextualiza-
tion, integration of digital cues, digital assessment). While some
approaches such as item contextualization and integration of digital
cues already exist in some way, shape or form Volker & Mannheim,
2021), the development of more advanced assessments as suggested in
the article would require a high level of integration of technology, and
would definitely benefit from recent advances in the field (Fan et al.,
2023).

Although it appears as fundamental to develop EI assessments that
are specific to digital contexts, it is important to note that several factors
might impact digital EI assessment. These factors can be individual,
technological, and societal. At the individual level, and beyond indi-
vidual characteristics that have traditionally been mentioned to have an
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Table 4
Ilustrations of digital cues integration for EI assessment in a digital context.
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Emotion perception

Emotion understanding

Emotion regulation

(illustration from the work of Cherbonnier & Michinov, 2021)
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influence on EI (Caruso et al., 2002), some specific individual factors
might have an impact on the assessment of EI in digital contexts, such as
digital skills, technology acceptance and technophobia. Digital skills (or
digital competence, or digital literacy) have been defined as “a set of
abilities to use technologies to optimize our daily lives effectively”
(Ferrari, 2012, p. 81). Digital skills have been identified as important for
EI online, as they can be both an “entry barrier” as well as an “enabler”
(Audrin & Audrin, 2023). In that respect, the level of digital literacy of
individuals is very likely to impact the assessment of EI in a digital
context, and thus could be integrated in the assessment process,
potentially by specifically measuring digital skills to control for the re-
spondents’ level of digital literacy (Clifford et al., 2020). Technology
acceptance can be defined as a set of technology-related attitudes and
beliefs that explain a person’s intentions to use and actual use of tech-
nology (Davis, 1989). Technophobia, sometimes referred to as “com-
puter anxiety”, can be defined as “an irrational fear or anxiety caused by
side effects of advanced technologies” (Osiceanu, 2015, p. 1139). Both
technology acceptance and technophobia investigate attitudes towards
digital technology, attitudes that can strongly impact the way people
behave online and with it their emotional experience of the digital
world. In the same way, controlling for technology acceptance or tech-
nophobia using validated instruments (Davis, 1989; Khasawneh, 2018;
Ratchford & Barnhart, 2012) would make it possible to highlight the
potential impact of these attitudes on EI in a digital context.

At the technological level, a key factor to keep in mind when
considering EI in digital interactions is that of the platforms in which the
interactions happen. As Goldenberg and Gross (2020) note, the content
on digital platforms is manipulated and mediated. Furthermore, Steinert
and Dennis (2022) highlight that platforms can also serve as amplifiers
of content. In that respect, it is important to realize that digital platforms
are not “neutral conduits” that simply convey emotionally laden mes-
sages, but that they play a significant role in modulating digital in-
teractions and actions (Eg et al., 2023). This suggests that there can be
more to emotions on digital platforms than the initial intention of their
authors, requiring specific forms of EI in a digital context to appropri-
ately perceive, understand and manage emotions in digital platforms. A
final point to keep in mind with platforms and digital technology alto-
gether is its constant state of evolution (Fuchs, 2021): tools are never
static as platforms keep emerging or developing new features, which in
turn are bound to shape the practices of users (Jarzabkowski & Pinch,
2013). In that respect, assessing EI in a specific digital context entails the

risk of assessing a form of EI embedded in a specific state of digital
technology that is bound to become obsolete.

Finally, broader societal factors such as digital divide and digital
culture can also have a strong influence on the assessment of EI in a
digital context. Digital divide is defined as the gap between people who
have adequate access to digital technology and people who do not
(Lythreatis et al., 2022). The digital divide has consequences in terms of
inequalities (Robinson et al., 2015), which can lead to online conse-
quences, notably when it comes to ability to mobilize EI in a digital
context. This suggests that research willing to assess EI in a digital
context has to account for the digital divide in order to avoid from
systematically excluding or marginalizing specific groups. Digital cul-
ture can be defined as “the various cultural and creative expressions and
practices, including in the field of heritage, which have emerged or have
been facilitated and strengthened since the global explosion in infor-
mation technology and social media” (Council of Europe, 2017). Digital
content usually follows specific codes and customs (e.g., memes), and as
such requires specific knowledge and understanding of digital culture to
make sense of it (Wiggins, 2019). Accessing to digital culture (Higgins
etal., 2023) is not only a question of accessing to technology, but also as
a knowledge and understanding of specific subcultural norms and values
that are in constant evolution. This raises a great challenge when it
comes to the assessment of EI in a digital context, as digital subcultures
may vary and content might be understood, perceived, or shared in very
different ways. This entails thus the risk of bias towards specific digital
cultures while potentially excluding others.

4. Conclusion

This work focused on renewed assessments of EI in the digital
context. It formulated propositions for innovative measurement of EI in
a digital context, while highlighting potential challenges associated with
this assessment. In line with current research on the topic, this work
builds on the role of digital technology on emotional experiences and
interactions to emphasize the need to adapt EI assessment to actively
consider the role of the digital context in our lives. The propositions
made in this work still require rigorous testing and refinement. As our
lives become more and more digitally embedded, understanding, and
assessing EI in a manner that considers the digital context becomes
imperative. This work aims at creating momentum towards the devel-
opment of EI assessment tools that are relevant for the digital age.
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