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B 1 R AR, BIDCEEHE (WX “ A" KEEEBEARL) ha “2”
o, EXEEBELERIGIARARE A7, EZRREEEE R A, EUEE B
ALY BON CTERETE IR, CTEMEIE R B CTEEE A KUK,

[BIRY: JEUZ TN E DR W, SCE RS 2 (KR IR B I 26 R sl FE AL . AR 1
WL R H B0 (RS N A A IE IS 46 m—2E TR BRI 7T -

HRA 2B : CFE. ARG EX o EEES SRR, EEESS R, Bl
I NS, RREAE— AT S . B R L T A%

B HIE R U B RS 25— RS 2 AN [

EIRz: BEZINEMEREN, HERITNEDT .

XTI 2 BRSIRA PR AL, — R R 1E 46 2 E AR IE R 45 3 (Ekman, 1969), 3 —Fh ]
INRE R SR ZE R, & SCb M 7= 4 (Averill, 1980). i kB 4327 3 ELAA TR AL A 72,
15 245 BEA A B A, X RAL MR, 5AERNIES ARG, MARLEZ 25K
2 Ak S T TR ) U i T Al 3 A1 45 (Panksepp, 2005), HrFiE @GS R T )G & . G
4% (Moral emotion) e it MMAMR Y — & BB IR AE PP B S Uit N AT A0 AR B A2 1 1%
H(HVE, MR, MIENN, 2007). B REHUKMAANH X i N BREEA 4 2 FIAT A B 4 1t
J% V. (Haidt, 2003; Sabrina & Yuen, 2007). J& 4<% 2% (Basic emotion) | 2% H S SR AACIRAS B
7 AL 1% 46 1% SN (Ekman, 1994). 7 WL, JEAE 25 FoAT W] 2 1 3 01 (animalistic) A1)
(self-serving), Myt 717 &% B K 0 2 Ak 2 14 (social) FIUR 344 (group-serving) . AT LA iid 18 18
1 46— NN T H AR A ) EERHE 2 —, HILHIRIR R TR A S, 2—REmN
(L2315 265 (Haidt, 2003). EAL, BG4 02K 5, HEAE S — ek A Ekman 1 “ K75 (Big
Six)” FEANELE, WIEAREL S ANTE. K&, BE, PR BT (Ekman, 1994).
M T B, 2 AR T AN R TE R 24 T DL R RUE 8 LR 26 (Russell, 1991;
Shweder, 1994; Wierzbicka, 1992). Ekman(1992)Fk N “1 %% (emotion family)”. AUk
HE Haidt(2003) 1M s, ¥ TS S8 RERIALA, R AR 1% 25 70 vl 51 fth A\ (other- condemning).
3 & 11 (self- conscious). fil A\ JE i (other- suffering). %% 3&4ih A (other- praising) DL [ HoAth 1 25
K UMA RIS 2815 . FEA G 26 BB S 45 — 3 10 F E X B N R TR,
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1 ERRENERFENTEXA

X 1) 5L FL A5 4 (Basic emotion) 18 14 2% (Moral emotion)

FEEN 1 (Animalistic) 214 (Social)
F| L1 (Self-serving) FIRE 1 (Group-serving)
W12 i) (Basic) 1= 2% 1¥) (Higher-order)

KT i) L

e INFhIEARTE 2 (Big Six): 15 UY /152 1% (emotion families): i 574t AAH
By RO, AL AR BB ok, BIREGR, M EIEARDC, HESRMA
A7 (Ekman, 1994) FH =< J HoAth(Haidt, 2003)

B 2: EER VAP FOERBUE . KB, B, &, FEIX 5 Mg, SuiRhiE s

FHIR?

B8 : 4R E SRS, Rozin 45(1999)42 Hi i 14 #E I (Autonomy/Community/Divinity)
R85 itk St I ) = o 30 7 7 25— 150 2% (Anger),  JR 3% (Disgust) A1 &8 A1 (Contempt), - i
CAD 15318 . B 4 2 i T 3 Je N AN ) 1) Ak BT = 2B 1) (Cllore & Jordan,
2008). [ A XT B T8 R B A S o IR O T RN B, ORI AN TE SR AR 2
HRAGIRAE L o TV X B/ B 2 RN P B B, 33 X P b i Lt 2 7 i
PRIE S o T 50 2 1 A DG )0 A ) iyt ek /2t v, 3 I Ol A 2 5 R RO
125 (Haidt & Joseph, 2004). Haidt(2003)Fi fi X i 45 o T . - 3 7 J5E At R 3 4155 28 TR 0T
KRBT T 583, NN IR AT F 072 [R5 0 T 5205 M 1 R0 A% R A0 55 3 R 1t
T LA 5 TE AR G RO N R R WK 2 FTR

& 2 EREMSNNIERITS

T A AE ) T8 R LA PRUIPEErIiE
(Moral codes) (Moral foundation) (Related moral emotion)
HiatE RPN [ 155 /1A%

AR SRR s
NI A LE R R AL
B8 &
M 2L IRV IR

B 3: MEZIE AT AN E R T B PREALF I FM ;s MR E KRR
ATHE (FfF 2); MIEEHERERERESGE: CEr3) &3 M 5EM L MR, 1M
AR RF . 5, Phe A SIEE L AR EREWUER], £ FEBE . BiZiE
REE BRI R A S5 7 AR — S

ERz: RS OHES T 62 22 ERX AN HA R FUEIT R E . Hd, U EH &
T 1 LR N0 )l 55 (88.71%), 53 (85.48%) A1 57 (91.94%), Mt &AM BAk X}
N RGBSR AT A A B, 54 N (87.10%) Y NFAF 1 A& s A L il 2 A g/ 2
53 N\ (85.48%) N\ AHAF 2 B & B o007, 57 N (91.94%) I AFAF 3 A
BB IR A AT EE”, W 3 Fis:
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* 3 FRASEEEMZENXR

PRI fpFROoOL” CBUBURE” N PITEY CNREARLEI  pp SRR

Fif1 0 52 (83.87%) 3 (4.84%) 0 0
Fif 2 53 (85.48%) 0 0 0 0
F43 1 (1.61%) 2 (3.23%) 54 (87.10%) 0 0

A, EHVPREALFER (G D XNEEEILA R BRI MR AR
PIZEATHE (B 20 XRcfi o MEEE RS R Rk EAU G (B 3D xR
FIH

HRA 3B : WHFUCRM REHRA T TE, R0 T W RO N HIE G 28 AR s vl WITAT
HA — 2 MBS A, HIEAFAAE LT LA A

BIA: ARBEAEV S A R R, Sl B 51 1 55 e nd 2 4 s 1 24l o o (0
®.
BIRz: RIS E RN, ZERMFTENELT, FHAAECHHRBAR S HmERic.

[E 55 e xt i N 3 E R B iR B, < SBERECRAERER . E5ER RS S
WITBETE LKD2-T1 AU 545 b OB s B R 8 BIREL, 38 S AR RN A IR 2S5 5 HE L
ARUHBATIRSIATT, o RHFBRER R SRR 2 A RN, FEBLR R RS
ARINE LW B ATIATT, Sbail B TAEAMG 7, RAEE B AT REIRE G A AR BB F it 2k
MR (SAWS, 2011). “iR¥IGSLIAEIR S Tk, &, ERIZRAFFER LT A m”,
Fll T BR R TE A [TV BEANE g s O A SRAR T IR S iys S A B A
ML T A TR S EEAT A

B 2: EEASCHRE] “HBNEER” FHURER, XEEEAS ZE S IL S FLHT
EREE, ORI B K.

ERz: CMHER I S) 4 43K FHURE B

EW 3: EANTIHERRELFES, 41 & 2240 1000 2 1175 bRyt 45 1 1 A5 e MR,
S BAR R G- .

EIRz: FEHCIZRE a5 i 1,000 S&A0E AT IR AR, otk Haidt (2003)% i 5 4% 24 1) 4>
HbrE, BFEETA (. AL PO, M ANTEE (A, SN OB, 5240,
HIREIH (GEM. Wi, WX, B DL, ER R, ettt 15 figlisd. 48K
W, BB, ROE. @ 2. FITEIX 5 Ml fErs s Lok, A8 e s 4 i e 2= 1R
bR 4 FioR).
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* 4 JFBEEHEEEL (1,000 ZMIBATEBIRELER)

SRR LIS DUEA EL 51
% 446 44.6%
AR 387 38.7%
hiA% 371 37.1%
Gl 354 35.4%
PR 154 15.4%
aget 35 3.5%
SR 22 2.2%
G 16 1.6%
5 13 1.3%

e S 4 0.4%
Jeitf 1 0.1%
MK 0 0%

Z 0 0%
Y 0 0%
Wil 0 0%

PRI, AT TERIIX 5 Pl A5 2 O N A BRI AR X I et 5 R R (1
AT BRTE

B 4: WK TR 7 — TR R R ik, SO EE R S Tk
FEHEAR.

BIRZ: 5, AW EE TR KBRS IZ T & DB S b (N TE R TS 5 7T, BT
HE AL T4 J5 18 HIRBHE SR AT A R AT LR A 5 5 3 Lk, N RAME 77
17, AT ASH R BN, X NARR FBUN R KA ™) R NE S 285 midt
1778, RICNwrFSE ST, ARVERFEEF R R NEE S AR . NBUFHK
PRI N SRR A R 2R Ul R DU 24 AR B 7 QR Bt T T FUik A . . AR ARk
F OGO E G, ATy R G A T A B BB TR, S K S R MR
fS ML 2, BTN R I1AT 8. st BOSME T, B T IE AR 1
HORHE FEE 2 S TE AE AL 2 18] 5% AR AR A IR TT 2 2 TR S ARS8 T 48 A0 S 463206 T
SEAE BEEAT IR TC 5 1 AT T Y R K BOARNS REAUIAE N A T AR s i SR A 22 57 04T
T oM, DRI, AR TR A KRR AT R AU 58 A AT 77 28 AE TSRk 0% 3R IR, 20
TEERLAH PG A RHIAN T

=k
BB A1EN: Thank you for revising and re-submitting your manuscript xb15-104: “p# X A
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o> A R A 2 e —FE TIOR3 A 78, 1 have read through your latest submission
carefully as well as the comments from reviewers and your replies in the last round of revision.
This is one of the most interesting papers that | have edited so far. It applied sentiment analysis
technique creatively in understanding the moral emotions expressed on Weibo toward a train
collision. As the findings in general support the Moral Foundation Theory, it helps to generalize
the theory to the Chinese context. Also, the findings have important implications for policy makers
to manage public sentiments in the aftermaths of disasters. That said, before we can formally
accept this paper for publication in .C>EE223R) |, | suggest the authors to make a final round of
revision. Therefore, | will invite you to revise and resubmit your manuscript. Below | will explain
my concerns.

E I 1: The translation of “reciprocity” is incorrect. It is not X Zw! Instead 2 F/HK U
(Fairness/Reciprocity) should be translated as A-F-/H.Z. The idea behind is that reciprocity can
be used as a criterion of fairness. That is, if someone has given you a favor, it is considered fair to
reciprocate with a favor. Of course, sometimes reciprocity can be judged as “unfair” in some
contexts by some cultures. For example, a manager is hiring his/her own friend for a job instead of
another qualified applicant. This would be seen as fair in cultures that value reciprocity more than
other cultures that value reciprocity less. Please change all the translations accordingly throughout
the manuscript.

EIRL: CHZImZERIG I “ NP7 SO “ AR,

EJ2: Whatis the last row of Table 1? Please explain it briefly too. For example, please explain
Haidt’s “7p 8bnd: GRRETTMA (DUE. REAL. DB, M ANIEE (R, PESefb N O
B SO BERER G B0, WKL 550 UAE. SERIRH. JaiE3t15 FhiEEE
4

IRz : WilELERI KIS, AN —BCRHEKmanif) “K75(Big Six)” FEAEL L, #iE
KNG R G, BB, PRIR. ARG (Ekman, 1994). Tk TE gL, S#10]
A2 7] T IA AN [RE A 17 26 ] DA RS sUA 9 J LR 2R (Russell, 1991; Shweder, 1994; Wierzbicka,
1992). Ekman(1992)Fk N “ 1 £ #% (emotion family) 7. 7 SCEHK B Haidt(2003) W A, %
TEFEA A, BB 25 NiE it (other- condemning).  H 3% 7 1H (self- conscious). i
3% 38 (other- suffering). #2354t A (other- praising) LA K HoAth i 251X J RS A (15 28 % . HE AR
T 48 B RN 25 — 1) L E O BB N R

® 1 EXRFEMEEEENEEXF

DX A1) 55 HE A 1% 4 (Basic emotion) 1 78 1% 2% (Moral emotion)
F & 1% (Ekman, )1 (Animalistic) #£2x%(Social)
1992) F] L PE (Self-serving) FI#EE (Group-serving)
W12 ) (Basic) 7= 2% (1) (Higher-order)
KR AL (Haidt, L
2003)
kR INFPIIEAIE L (Big Six): 151 VUAME 45 7% (emotion families): i 51t A

&P, BVEL PR IR MG, AIREIR, MAEEMG, e
5 A1 1 (Ekman, 1994) At NAF K S oA (Haidt, 2003)

BI3: Onp2l, “Lia L8 RAMESE H, FrF1 EEFELEE,
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HE2 FEFEKIEIEMZ, FH3 EEIFHRTURIES .. This needs to be connected back to the
corresponding moral foundations as rated by the 62 participants of the three incidents. Please also
connect it back to Tables 2 and 3.

IRz : RIFAOCSCRANSERAT R, EHFREAAUTIR CEHD XN BB E” EEk
fit; MR HBREMNZE NG CELF2) MR “FSOL 7 WAL S5 Re2 5 J8 3k B AU
£ CE3) MR “AFIEE”, MRS R LY, F1F B kEMES, Fr2E
BLERIAER R, FA3EEFERTURIE . Kk, WFLrss R R 7 R2rh gk
il 5 B AR 28 (A RK R

EI04: On p.21 -- The rationale for studying gender difference is weak. Why is it important to
study gender difference? Gender difference has not been studied much in previous research is only
a necessary but not sufficient rationale. You need to explain theoretically why studying gender
difference would deepen our understanding of moral emotions. Similarly, the rationale for
studying VIP and non-VIP is not strong. Please explain more. “So what” if men vs. women (or
VIP vs. non-VIP) differ in their responses?
EIRZ: BFFT 1o W BB ARG 45 RF AT T8, RSB AR IS 2R, HIATIZME
FEARRHE AT IR N AR FUR E R, TEAEAE S A A B AE B 2RI — B 2= e 8
A1 AR, FEXFUIZREE 4R 10,006 %0k HEAT N TASEARERS, A5 & M P AEXT 3]
TR H MO RIE A IS A RIE A BRAE . B, X1 /MR B RENE ATHE” H
i CRAR2) ot P e B R S R, T T “PIE SRR K E Ik e
Wk RE” (FAE 3) MR PP L B I 7 BE T2 . Lennon AT Eisenberg(1987)i\ 9, #EA
AT ZIER G rp M R AR L B3 P B A TRl 0 o T 344 TA) 2R #H92 (Intersubjective Consensus)
NN AR R AR A S BA SR, AT U R KR« AR A Al A LR H I E
57 B FAA NS IR E YR I A7 XA R E B AR, R AR A L
F VS B AN M (Intersubjective Values) it ATAT R B FIAE R F1L 40t 78 R G ik = X ER
Hr{f Wi (Statistical Values) (Wan & Chiu, 2007). H3E%H 16, RNE LR BEM L BIEEE S
[FE AN, B 53 1k B Ao PR B ) T RRE kI 4, R BN T 3 A7 AR TR ) 22 S5t ) 20 B
ENR, LR TE 2 SR 55 AR (R B A1 4 ik BRI A 2 R

T E LI A Y9 38 (Computer- Mediated Communication, CMC) ¥ 1% 5 — & i & 44 1
(anonymity), {HfIE VIP I P EHARIEE VIP F P EHARE ZFRE A . S48, VIP P BT
SEAIERRIN], HEAREMRES, MR, dF VIP BHENAERIE 4. a8
A2\ [F 45 % (Social Identity Model of Deindividuation Effects, SIDE)I\y, 4¥fi%[E 4 14
(anonymity) & s, AAT2 B M 3 H AT A CLAF S BT W EE IR RO IE, Rz, HIF
BibeE A4 PRSI, AT 2 SRS PR R 5 5 D 94T 9 AR & — oL S BRI RTE (Reicher,
Spears, & Postmes, 1995). Coffey £ Woolworth(2004) b4t 1 1EEE 44 I _EigIn M A T E S 2%
ER, MAXIRILS RS B ZE R TR, ERE A RMNZSIET, M SEuRA
THEZHMMA. MRS, RIMAEATTESY, KSHRREE D> . SIDE AT AR
Z 5, BFUNMZSRIR RN SR AMA B TR L R ARG LS AR, T I 28 v iy B 44 4 3 n
98 7 NATTA I — N ST s ERAE ARSI T, AT R IR 5 B AL 2R,
B AL RO PRI T2 M. FEBEAT N IS RARER, JATHRAI X —Ma. 1, 5 “E5
FREALDFTREM CFEE D7 MRS, VIP IS 2 1 R Mg ik 7 :URIE S
g5, MEE VIP P FE W B wis, A Z — A ST A .

T LR V0 B0 AR DG SR o B AR 28 A 22 R RN IR A 2, JUHURAE CMC Mt .
SR, AT AE FLIBE I I AR A TN ANG AN FE N S A S B R R %, A VR 22 3 T ISR A SR Y
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L L BB IR AT REAE CMC MABErR A F iR RE . Ik, b M IRJUETERS 2 RIL R B AL
R PER AR 22 5, 7T 2 R AR AN RV AR R A R S (P CVIP F P AR VIP FE D
THEERIL I ZE S

EJ15: onp.22 -- What is the difference between the “FRIAM T HEPE" AT “FKIk 150 ? The
former relates to the likelihood of expressing, whereas the latter relates to the strength of
expressed emotions. You mentioned that the first is calculated by a categorical yes vs. no code,
whereas the latter is the cumulative frequency of mentioning a certain emotion. Right? Why do
you need to have both indicators? It seems that the latter one (strength) should be sufficient. Why
do you also need the likelihood? Please explain the rationale. If the rationale is not strong, the
authors may want to use only one of the indicators (FRIAFI AT REYE or FRIX5RE) to make the
findings more concise.

[ R : FEFPHLERT R AR, — Rz MEARIAFFE BRI (O AEIL, DARIL),
ZRAZ R IR S O E T SR A, RN RRIR SR 4 I R o RIS R A R AR
BE M E T E B AN J2 T 4 T 0 B AN [FIRE AR AE IS 25 3008 B ZE 3 ATV — D AR AR
g4I, B eARIEGRIEMUAAEER LX), ARIEALER EZESR. M0FIFE0
AR, BERTDAEERAS, Wl LEIERAL. Mateul, H& TS R0AN, A a2 txt
XFELE RIS E N0, WH R RN AMRAEARIL G . B, Oy 7 Eamibobr
AR R IA G A 22 5, BT 2T AL AL R A T 4 R 99 B ZE R,
A Wb IR IR LR AR R AEAE 11 46 I 2 5 A7 A2 0T X 3]

E.16: 1 have added comments and edited some of text, especially the English abstract on p.33-34.
See attached.
IR : TS PEe S xS SCEE R B, o R B A AT

E=%

BHisA 1 B : Thank you for revising and re-submitting your manuscript xb15-104: "’ R A
oA ) T PR 28— T RO R B A 9T

I have read through your cover letter and your latest submission carefully and found that there are
still some mistakes that have not yet been corrected. See highlighted on page 24 of the attachment
as an example. Please double check and make sure that all the corrections were made.

Aside from that, | am satisfied with your revision, and am happy to accept your paper for
publication in  (.CoEE2EHR)

=L 1: 1 have read through your cover letter and your latest submission carefully and found that
there are still some mistakes that have not yet been corrected. See highlighted on page 24 of the
attachment as an example. Please double check and make sure that all the corrections were made.
Bl : #MBEREFRAER, ORI “ATHRER” BUR “AFEE”, R
1E3.
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