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Abstract

This study compares the distributional characteristics of online reviews for a cultural product across
platforms and discussion scenarios, using the film “Ne Zha 2” as a case. It examines three-class senti-
ment distributions and high-frequency terms in samples from Weibo, Zhihu, and Bilibili. Two datasets
serve distinct purposes: a cross-platform sample 0f 4657 comments (310 from Weibo, 3178 from Zhihu
and 1169 from Bilibili) and a within-Bilibili sample 0f 4482 comments drawn from three topic-oriented
videos. The available research materials retain only positive, neutral, and negative labels and aggre-
gate results; the original classifier, training corpus, and validation records were not archived. The la-
bels are therefore treated as pre-existing codes for descriptive statistics, and no model-performance
claim is made. Neutral comments account for 54.8% of the Weibo sample, 63.4% of the Zhihu sample,
and 62.8% of the Bilibili sample. The corresponding positive shares are 34.8%, 28.0%, and 31.7%,
while the negative shares are 10.3%, 8.6%, and 5.6%. In the three-video comparison, positive com-
ments account for 81.7% of the metaphor-analysis sample, whereas negative comments account for
56.7% of the “Is it good?” sample and 61.7% of the film-commentary sample. The results suggest that
platform context, video topic, audience selection, and observation window may jointly shape the ob-
served distributions. Given non-random sampling and an untraceable labeling pipeline, the differences
should be interpreted as exploratory sample characteristics.
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Figure 1. Sentiment distribution and high-frequency words in the Weibo sample
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Figure 2. Sentiment distribution and high-frequency words in the Bilibili sample
2. Bilibili # A 1ERS 0 5 5501A

Bilibili 51 & L FEAR L 1169 2%, HdhdEiEie 734 %%, 5 62.8%; 1E[A1FiR 370 4%, 5 31.7%:;

DOI: 10.12677/jc.2026.149241 105 Wil R R


https://doi.org/10.12677/jc.2026.149241

B PFE 65 4%, 5 5.6%. IEFPFRLINMIATEE R 5.7 £, FF RS & E . %0 A0 U BT AT
T BRI IR I I SCAR A B b, B R R A B T e SR A VTN B R R S I R A . Bk
O3 A S A LI 20 BRI RIS 7 ONREAR BRAGTA I, A SORI LA TE S s AR SO A AR, A
ZAR R A RNE N E LY .
3.1.3. MIFHE

HIFREATL 3178 2%, A A EIEIS 2015 %%, 7 63.4%; IE[FFIE 889 2%, 1 28.0%; M FiE 274
%, 5 8.6%. IEMTVFRLIATITEIRM 3.2 . 5RAMNAFEREARMLL, FTFEA ) 4 L] e
EMHHIBRAR . ZE TR SIFIR K R BARCREE G55, AREOUES LB HE W & FH P RE
ko BoAd sy An K adiinl WA 3.

BRSO TeLLB) BSATOP15

Al bi=tivd

REXAGIE
pSuE:Z:]

HIDREL

Figure 3. Sentiment distribution and high-frequency words in the Zhihu sample
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