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Abstract Electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) is one important information source that
influences consumer product evaluations. This paper presents a computational model that
accounts for the potency differences in eWOM messages involving subjective rank
expressions, which refer to linguistic representations related to the evaluated levels of the
benefits of product attributes. The computational model postulates various types of
subjective rank expressions obtained using techniques from opinion mining and sentiment
analysis. The unexplored behavioral hypotheses suggested by the computational model are

discussed from an analytical viewpoint.
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