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[Abstract]

This study analyzed 8,953 YouTube comments related to the Daejeon National Information Resources Service fire incident of
September 26, 2025, to examine the transitional process of responsibility attribution discourse across five phases of event
development (P1-P5). Grounded in attribution theory, KR-FinBERT-SC sentiment classification and co-occurrence network
analysis were applied, revealing that attribution frames shifted dynamically in response to evolving event narratives. Structural
attribution dominated in the initial phase (P1: 45.9%), but the target of blame transitioned toward individual attribution following
the death of a government official (P3: 65.3%). In the final phase, after investigative findings were announced, policy attribution
emerged as the dominant frame (PS: 64.5%). These findings empirically demonstrate that online public opinion exhibits
"attribution dynamics" through which accountability is re-evaluated in accordance with evolving disaster narratives, offering critical

implications for future crisis management and communication policy.
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Table 1. Conceptual definition and operationalization of responsibility attribution frames

Attribution Type Theoretical Basis Conceptual Definition Operationalization Criteria
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Table 3. Attribution frame classification criteria
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics by incident phase and attribution frame distribution

Sentiment Distribution Attribution Frame Distribution
Phase Total N Classified N
Negative (%) Anger (%) Structural (%) Individual (%) Policy (%)
A. Descriptive Statistics by Incident Phase and Attribution Frame Distribution
P1 Fire Outbreak 2,300 86.5 8.3 756 45.9 31.7 22.4
P2 Early Reports 2,479 81.0 14.6 888 33.2 41.0 25.8
P3 Tragic Deaths 1,785 90.0 8.3 548 16.6 65.3 18.1
P4 Follow-up 1,730 83.3 6.1 670 57.9 30.3 11.8
P5 Investigation 659 70.9 10.6 17 7.9 27.6 64.5
Total 8,953 83.9 9.8 3,279 35.2 (n=1,154) | 39.0 (n=1,280) | 25.8 (n=845)
B. Sentiment Response by Attribution Frame
Structural Attribution 1,154 81.0 9.6 —
Individual Attribution 1,280 89.5 26.6 —
Policy Attribution 845 91.5 22.6 —

Note: A: ¥%(8) = 710.839, p < .001. No cells had expected frequency <5.
B: x?(2) =118.015, p < .001 (frame X anger). No cells had expected frequency <5.
Negative and Anger are aligned under the Sentiment columns; the remaining columns are not applicable (—) as the unit of analysis is the

attribution frame.
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Table 5. Multiple comparison chi-square test results by phase

Comparison | Interpretation x df | p—value | Significant

Structural —
Individual
transition

P1 vs P3 162.141 | 2 | <.001 Yes

Individual —
P3 vs P5 Policy
transition

216.711 | 2 | <.001 Yes

Full transition
span

P1 vs P5 249.146 | 2 | <.001 Yes

Note: Bonferroni correction applied (a. = 0.0167).
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Table 6. Attribution target mention frequency by phase

Attribution Target P1 p2 P3 P4 P5
NIRS 2.1% 1.6% 1.1% 1.2% 2.4%
Government 21.5% | 29.8% | 15.2% 8.3% 14.4%
Contractors 0.6% 1.4% 0.5% 1.9% | 36.4%

Note: % of comments mentioning each target; multiple mentions
allowed.
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