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RRASEFAAR “TIRRAE, I REEE 1 REE ™ AL 3, FEERIUN &
Kb T AN G () AR IO AE . AL BAE R & e R (R A
AR RS SSZ 4y, 2007), BUETRAE — b m N, HEh /i PEAt 2 sF i)
KA RIEFIARAL, AE R B AR RARHE D AR E S B . . AN AK
FoAh - R MR L BUA | Aoy TEAESE 7 T ] 7= AR A 23S kAR,
2003: 5-8). EISNETR “HEFMF AN T SCIREUE 77K 5 N RE R IEAXM AL
(EEFE, 2011: 45), &EATWE (2011: 6) WIHAK, B J7 152 3 FEUR LABURT
SCAFA R VEERERL BT RAT S . KA S5 M AL RN AT F) 2> SL B AR5
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it th B S EARLE S LA AT 7 0 R BT R 20 A b B R Y T )« Van der
Meer (2016: 961) #£Hiial ik (dictionary method). WiEHZ: (supervised method)
FJE B Cunsupervised method) X =3 At 751, "EAT T SEHLIA I8 H K SCA )
FEORHEZE N A R T R (R ZHA BN B HTEIE T “ia 48840 ” (bag of
word model, BOW model), iz H o #ria itk (word (co)occurrences) SEpr
R TR E AR SCAMF S, ok R V2 R SOAR S A A T v
VB RS 2T SCARRIE . A PE (2017 53-65) it MBS 23 AT A 1 HH A 2 i T —
THT 171 D9 2 DEAR TR UL s i SR G , JL 38 P UHSEL A0 AT 2 Ak B TR AR 1) 7 A B T A
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FUET RS AL GG TTHR S, I A MIGK = (20150 LA 2013 £F H7N9 & i /&
TERE A, sk E R (2015) LL 2015 4F “ LUgAMREERESS{F” Afl, Yates
A1 Paquette (2011) LA 2010 4 My 52 S48, #3z F 249 40 A iF G83200) BURT A1 AH
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RN T i o [ R A SRR A SL AT o 14 8847 . Coombs i1 Holladay (2008)
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Ui, ARGIIBUNE BT IEA R N e R P Ji R f SO A .
EWNh, LABURE A o R B — FEATL R 3R 2 A AN TR T B e i T Je ML T4,
M INAZ R Z &7 AT A A S 5 5R AL N (O, 2011) . 00
(2011: 100 f/iH, B—d3E (V2D FRIRMEN RSN FEE R T, T2
Ui 58 s S A 0 B — R T A A 22 OO T . bR A (KA P S SRR R
GAFET 2R R, FRAN GG MRk RS, KR A —PLA8 B B4
N SRR ARG RE RESRE m P, AR RS M M AR A2 A T, IR RE il
PR IR I o FLA0 s /e T W SRR, AR B 8 SO A T UL RO S AR
HEA%IE T BB A TR AILFA R R AR B b g sk SRR G | 5o (R0 R
TR 22 T O SR RS N RO 2 TH A 244, W SRBEN K B AN 4LZ (BURFD W
RS, FUEAR B8 T8 — k.

WA (2014) 5K 2 I0 FARRE B RO SR A LG, KAl g ARk 34k,
JETZMET o ANk BURF BARTE SR A St ol v k¥ £ R VER], (A HAATE %
P AR AT S RAERIGRE, FBUR rTRERIE A 32 2 . A 4
b5 BT AR SR A S A I B ARANEAE ) AEAE T BU LS ko
FIEARERIAL, BIRTCIES 5RO Pl fE, A Y 1 BEEAT S MR 1R 4l B
TAE: [, A A T RERC SRR AL 2 F 2 (1 2008 4 [ “ =JE” 75
Pk FiE) GEEA, 2014: 29). XFPREIR G HE T LESEHLN 0] I i 47 DL
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WA AR SR 23 S A B OIS IR RV E AR RV 21 T AR A, R 8 k) 2 L
A7 P o 8 T T 50 138 T PR 0 8% R AT 3K R T TR TT T AHSRHIEGE . A7 2 iR th AL
LM TESE, Benoit (1997) [EZE R BRI T4 M4 (Liu & Fraustino,
2014: 544). Jin M Liu (2010) fR4ELAEZ (blog) A BEA 138 5 7 LKA FIBT B
fE SSCT #HLig M Aml L3 TH X BN fE N LB (blog mediated crisis
communication model, BMCC model), FfHf[RIN gy~ 784752 Heailh (base). 5
ik (deny). ¥%55 (diminish). & (rebuild). 34t C(reinforce) FIZET (punish),
AR fEL GRS AR BCS N SIS AR 455 10 i Bg BT — @ e, (HizsE Ay
KRG SRR 0 BT LS, PRI w47 Pt A e Bk

W SRAF (2007 172-177) R AT rp W4 B i i 155 287 M1 190 2% BELISE N7 i) 17 AR
RHFFCHAT THBE,  RIAE SR AT b U Wi S B PR g, DL SBURT i[9 52 s (1)
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2R BB I N R 2 DU RS A JRES. . dRAb. EOL, XSRS
T EAMOBTTUSRR, ATREANST G E FE s LK R BT R A SRR T
TR 5 S0, AR RAR WM SEE, ATk, DARIRMRIEEATRIE,  HAHN R i 7
SVEE XA 2 AT B B IR 5 B, AR SR EE PR 1 O

MRJo#s (2015) LA “7.21 dEICRER 7 A L SE ML A o BOSS T i) 0] 38 1 A 461
BEXS OIS I 261 G 3R T BOSS TR R R AT AL R4S 0 RSN, AT
BT B TN TR AL AT B AT S R — g G, g5y #
VEVERCHR, WBES I B W R @S H 0. A TSR R T
HARGKTE, Pk, W70 R AR MR G A L .

B, oI R WOW ) T8 72 75 WL TR S 8 He A RO & BT T, #AE AR,
CUHEZRANGE 58 4% (1) ) o 1717 BRLARS OO 9 B SR “ AU A R AGD B, R
WA PR IR G S, R e BB BRI 7 (B4R, 2015: 37). o
FE AR CITAR R “ RS2 A0 Wi, SR A R AT S ML AL 4
MEE MM, Lu M Huang (2018) A4 1 i &N ALl -F 452 (emotion-cognition
dual-factor model), LARE B A KNI J i G n] A8 TH. B S7 3 52 Wi 23 06 & HILAS JEL )
AL BE UL R AT AR FERIAT hy o AR FEHR H TR RT 52 Wi 2 AR (AT R AEH LA FE R P 220K
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24 IR T SRS 9T T SOV [N SRS 2R ) S HESE, (HR = FAA N 0] 1 1
R F R I F 5T FIT &% . Coombs 1 Holladay (2009) iAA, 8Kk A ILFHA:)EH
THE N V30, T IR AMBUR AE S R R ORE R . Bk, RK
A SLCFAE S R SE LG TE SRS W A3 AT, e LE v S S5 B3R 2 BURF “ AR
I e AL o] 35 SR 3 BiAA 7 B, EAMERAT P AN fE L BB I B T
FEHURLR (151 50, Benoit (1997) LS AEE BB A Coombs (2007) 1% 5
HUALHEFE 18 Csituational crisis communication theory, LA R fii#k SCCT). Benoit (1997)
P B E LR ISENUN NS O A BB ST JABOR . TR E . AT
Coombs (2007) [ SCCT KLl it — Lk JRIE LB LI IR, Heath F
Coombs (2006) LA Coombs (2007) ¥ fEHLIFIAY Mg (response strategies) 4324 VU
Fh: 75N (deny). 855 (diminish). F# C(rebuild) FliEik Creinforce).

DA b DU el Sk s AT AR B (0 vl R AR PR SR e, HARRD SRS 2 N ALK /N 3R
W A3 F T AN [F R S LG S5 0 SR BRLRS BV oRE el R v, BRI 28 bl (B
(P ORI, G F 2 Fh SRk T H, ARl s BLS A Fe Tr 1) o DRI ABE TR A Oy
FESRY )72 N T A LA 3% 5 Mo At (/R 4%, 2017: 175). {H SCCT Hig A ik
— RV SRS B AR RO I TR, RS & BAR R BB g5, Bk, JLsk
B Ry 5 SRR VP

YGRS (2002) MATE AR A6 SR SE VS BEEAT T 04T, N A SR Sa L 2R
Hh PR ) AR ARG D WWW, - B “WHO . WHEN fF A RH& S . HOW B4
Yo7 G 2002: 51). BN, SREASEHUE BENREAE N RTE HIAEN: “ s #E
W —THT NSRBI TEEREN] CleAH I A S il a0« 1)k )
S — I TR RIS o 38 Rt e I CETEAT NS SO A MTEI CGIEE v i
AN SR DAL ZE e CGER S IEIERES & 2RI, 250 E kel
MRS EEAT T 5 BRI S8 RGNS BT BRI 2, R T 1%
TEAE SR SENVE B ST, BIACY U B — b “1E 5 )7 (F) D
HHEH% (2003: 85) FR K Iz fEhlor e “ WIEPESENL” CRk H IO RGN
FEHL F“HNETESEHL” Ok B EBREHL, 1 HZ JrH S s A G917
B, 2002) FEEXSANEMER KR ALSEHL. Kk, §1Va% (2003) B WiEH %
PSR 53 W AR 5 R A 3Lz A fa WL B b RV BURHAR B R AT DA AR SIE U e S5 33
(R TE) i, At N SEHLAE BRI WWW A JSESE HH T S5 5 R DU L IF i) R D R s v 0 (A
0, 2002). AT AIXLEHEN & E iR RS H M, IR R ALENLr
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NN VE TR ANEPE L T2, R R N IIAFSENU 2 Rk,  HA H s
WA BSE T, AT REAT 55 5 SR T Ak SR A AL o
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AL IS TR R R R VA B 4 i X AT 4 IR R S 4R SR/ .
FHFAEE MK —3C (2016: 212-213) Z5A W 4> HTi% (fault tree analysis, FTA)
FUUH-r i 2% (Bayesian network), PAGLIRAE {5 BAERE V&, #50 TBUNS R
AN SEFHAPEAT BV TE )R PP AL . ARG BUR T 58 MR A FLAE L1 10 S R S B
% 5 BUNAT B 5 R AT 45 B RS Pl . s gk 2% 8. RRER
G BARN TR A ILFAEARIAT G 08, 15 IR T T FEROR. AtbAT]
R IR AU VEAG SR AT B R R S P, (HOE R A%, RO, PRl A
LAV ACPE SR . Arendt 25N (2017) X 57 IR ERIE S48 & 1A S S EAT 43
ke, RIEABINIEERAT A FEAFELU N ILE: BIESE. BIESEIF
BEIURE . BIEAEIER RS0 Einwiller 25 A (2017: 1007-1015) BF5T AL
R ENKI IR R SEns BT A LA 8 R AR AE L, AE 2 16
HUFSRas i SUDNIEBUR REA S 2 A NI A 1 i o WU TR (SR I PR T Rk e ST T ]
o SISO T SRS (R AT IO, X A S B AT s DR AR HH SR s
AN S S R ARSI
5 NXEEEREIIR

BB E D fE NV B 2 5, R RZHER R AL TN .
TR H AR A B E R L R RS R A, 2 B R SRR N X I 9k
PR, ARERXANFRE ST H LA T 22 500 . B E A ORRER AL
NI ST ST AR R AN 36 3 o

*®3 BERARZAEFHENMHEEAARTEENTERE

=y | EH B TR Wk R EORTE
235 S 7 AL B
eI o N TN e LS
sot1 | s |FERTEMUIAEN| KR T WL, WESTHE A x%?imﬁ o
RIS S e IR N TNE RS N iy ol
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e
& E WSy i (the analytic hierarchy N
process, AHP) %Il A LGN KA i‘h%%};%ghﬂ
BRI BRR R . S bR, | B o
o013 | jscs |BUMAIEAHLSE | BB AT BT AT SRR | S
AP | B2, BARIPRRACR (5 RERE, BB | it
b, ALLE S BRIEHIEAL Bkt e S
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KRRKEA SR B F— 2R, et
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WAk, [H AN A JE A BRI 2 I Sl R AR I 2 o . Rikfl
e, WEFURAERIE LRI N ZOIEE 0 T, ANTRT S ) B2 2%, I — B 1m) 22
Wi, JEI T E A 2L, Z ARG . 41 Waele fil Claeys (2017) ik
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Woh, DUERSEN LA AT 32 2O 1 3 [ B S g CAnTE R0, HARE F 4R
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AU [ 70 A UG TR ELSEPE (R3S ARt A — e S HEaagtt. ¢
PATTE ARCN AEVE 5 2R R a0 R N R g ], B2 32 AR TE B 520 (Waele & Claeys,
2017: 680D, [AIIiE 5 s 54 Al

2 THFLBBRAIT R BT

TEWFIC S R 7V S T, B R 8 R e RV T R AR 1, LKA B
BAR Giib AR, N LEREARFRIE, B NN A ILEAF RO IT J
HONSEHRE, 15 IR AR R A RS . BRI, DR, LN A
PIEIE (R OE RN A =T

UbAh, FHOCHFOL R =R B K, SRIBUAY: . &b, thass, B
Sl W AR RUTE R, 2013: 200, K AE RIS RS kA g
FBN=AE, B4 TV 2 B XM RIS, N 2B B — T 1245 B A X
BRIAIERL, BBY . WL, 5 EER S RE AR, BRI Sk
AT 2ERE GEBRTT . 45408, 2014: 6).

X BB e, Liu 25 (2016) 45 HGATHEST BAR SR IH AN o2 PEAE
GERFAF A A, AR EIAR 4R K BN AR AN 52 132 FH 1 S AL v A B
RO, Liu 55 (2016: 487) Ak, NS5Gis A e tEHg a5t 5% (qualitative
inductive research methods), 1M J& &% In) AL VA J5v:, DL T N LA Bl 2R ] LLAT 4
LRI BARAT AR N &L
3 HREWREE

BV G R ST 1 BB A2 BRI AR — L2 R (1 B2 B SR A SL AR
X R, AT AL 28 () B R B SRS AR 30 (2016) KBl )4
R A LI DL AL 3% 2410 5w 58507 T8 F B9 R A L ML R 5 190 48 B A AL
HIREFE s PhEEE (2011) K ya@lEsEOR . MRS BIS . /R a) RHE N H B R
FENLFAF N S DT O S S R Rkt o X Se i T 3R RS TCBE 2 X fi
FIREI SRR TR o FE AT R W7 KBS 0 R M s
4 LB

PN TN R P PR /AP S L D s R B e ool e et 8 B S i aw TN U
B WNIEPER . RIETESR. EERMEZ . B HTARZ 0SS W Einwiller 2%
A (2017: 1007-1015) & H i L [RIHEAAR U & 5 0%, Lee (2016) $& H 1 “ 4675 7 (stealing
thunder) HHg%E. Lee (2016: 336) figih, LDAMEMEHLIAEHITT S &R AE TRy
KPR ZEA ¥ (stakeholders) %z B IR i U] 28 Ax (K SN, BV E ML A4 4
R B SN AT AT B AT e RATSENUE B BRI, ZATER I B8 s
S U R B, AR A R, R WTER. Iz IEEJT6E, Zhou 4%
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(2017) X LGP “H 8 7 HMSAEAN R SO EL T Il R ROR 2 57 8 k. 7l
AL EE B — SRS AR R AN T AN SCALTE B8N (R S L4 i) i

HI L AT AR IR AL 3R VL RN S A KRR T, S 2 I R AL AR 1) R
7 XS U TR SRS A TR B, WSS TR IR A 58 A A SRS rp (K ) S (= ]
25, 2016)0 NN RIS IR L T RANFAR: PORIER— T4k (RXF AR 2
ZIUEAR, WALGBAR AT BT AR, B 5 N SRR ICF R T 2 18
BN TS 5
f. HFiE

TSR A I NS WA AE € A AL, TZERBUG LU LA : (1)
e NPT BARE SN A KRN SRR AL E LSRRI 9L, (B
SEATHIETE T 5 A A SR AR O I TR R, AT (10 2 B 5 ) Je) B Bl el 8 A ]
TR T, ARBETECRINETEDI. (2) BRI, AR . A7 LAk i
WorHte (3) $hZ SEREMIINTE OO B IS AR R 8L

A5 SR SR AR By AR ORI UV T BL R R TR T A LA AT
Fie (1 MEBLSSERHAR . BTN R A FEFAF I I TEHNG, IF45 15 3
S G 0 SR PRI RCR AT AT P o B BRI ) 8 v SREm, [ Pt 2R A A
MR TS, B 5 OGS AR S A B (20 IS A 5
i1, 38 HE AT 9 PR KA [ R T8 2 AREAT X B b, RFTE TR AR (5%
Wi 5 e on SCFAF IR A REATNEIE , e 5 Y S DIE PR X T 0 T2 A S AR DR B 3. i) A
2 WA R A 43 BT SRS TP U8 08 AN (R REASRT 3 o 7 2B (R R AR B AR s i), 4
TG EARIR AR BS AL S T R I (3D XA R 2R AL 1) 3 15 TE S5 3E AT S 491 43 #7
JEHE FOFT IR ACTLIBC M B BB 0 TR X, R AT A B AT B R AR
IR 1 AR

S U AT V2 T VA AT R TR b, WEE AT TR AT
FUNEH AR MBI B A RME . AT SO E LR R~ LA S bl %, (2
BTNy, B NIRRT E AR 2, B2, BB SN LA KR
s FCFE T RO TR ARSI ST R Ay 78 S
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and appendix in A Refined Translation of Select Poems of Mao Zedong. From the
perspective of communication, the paratext defines the translator as communicator, the
information to be communicated, and the media to promote the translation.

Key words: Mao Zedong’s poems; paratexts; translation; communication

The Revolutionary Thought in Mao Zedong’s Poems and Its Transformation

SHI chun-rang & LI Wen-min

Abstract: One of the distinctive features of Mao Zedong’s poems is the revolutionary
thought, which is necessary to be translated into the target language. By comparatively
analysing three translation cases by two famous translators, Xu Yuanzhong and Gu
Zhengkun, it finds that they pay more attention to the revolutionary thought in translating
Mao Zedong’s poems. Their translations are instructive for the transformation of the
revolutionary thought in Mao Zedong’s poems.

Key words: Mao Zedong’s poems; revolutionary thought; transformation

A Study of Official Response Discourse to Public Sentiment in Public Emergencies:
Review and Breakthroughs

JIN Zi-xi, MAO Hao-ran & JIANG Hong

Abstract: This paper reviews the domestic and international researches on official
response discourse to public sentiment in public emergencies, and finds that there are
four major breakthroughs and innovations in the official coping behaviors, i.e. discourse
types and modalities, research ideas and methods, theoretical construction, and practical
countermeasures. However, they mainly focus on the model construction and case
analysis of official response behavior. There are only a few studies on official response
discourse. The models of official response discourse are solidified and over-idealized.
The combined analyses of cases and models are insufficient, and research results lack
distinguishing characteristics. And there is a lack of studies on official response discourse
system. The follow-up studies can center on the discourse mode, discourse strategy,
discourse subject, discourse audience and discourse context, analyse the official
discourse of multi-media and multi-role, and build a more explanatory and operative
official response discourse system to deal with public sentiments in public emergencies.
Key words: public emergencies; public opinion crisis; official discourse; coping behavior

Official Discourse Strategies in Response to Public Opinions on Public Transportation
Security Emergencies: A Case Study of High-speed Rail Gate Incident

JIANG Hong & MAO Hao-ran

Abstract: This paper takes the response discourse of official media, such as the government
microblog in High-speed Rail Gate Incident as the corpus to analyse the content and evaluate
the effectiveness of official response strategies of High-speed Rail Gate Incident. The
official response strategies include discourse community strategy, i.e. the subjects of official
discourse from different levels form a discourse community to speak in one voice, so as to
enhance credibility; value orientation strategy, i.e. the content of official discourse emphasizes
value orientation and caution, so as to promote constructive ability; two-way communication
strategy, i.e. the subjects of official discourse conduct two-way communication with the
public with high frequency, abandon the traditional one-way communication strategy,
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