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[Abstract] This study is based on quantitative research investigating rela-

tions among communication apprehension and related variables in the Chinese
context using the WTC model as a framework. A Chinese communication model

was constructed and tested using AMOS version 16, 0, with a sample of 105 for-

eign students in China. The study shows that the setting, participants, language

proficiency and the stay in China are the main factors which affect communication

apprehension. The age and gender of foreign students don’t affect communication
SEM

apprehension. In the model, self-perceived communication competence and com-

munication apprehension both influence WTC in Chinese, WTC and communica-
tion apprehension both affect the frequency of communication in Chinese
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FIRE T ERRENXE., BEEBWANREME _EFSEIEEBRERTHEER
. BEFIRPHEREIIEA 20 thas 70 FRGRIT I8 2 B S A9, 1986 4F Hor-
wiz G H T “IME £ B (foreign language) ” I HER, K AME R IEE U HIBEF ¥ I B H
FEANSIREET %I A XN BRINREE TR LT R B MEREEBAFE =
84> : 32 b £8 & (communication apprehension) | il i3 £& & (test anxiety) K i [ ¥ # LR
(fear of negative evaluation), 3F & F T “IMEIR E £ B & F£ (FLCAS)” (1 & #i %, 2007 ;
180) ., E P ARDBFFEE (ANERTBF , 1999; TR AT F W, 2002; 3K H 57 =2 FHT 8L, 20045 X Hg4E UK
B, 2004 %) K £ R FLCAS B3R XH BT IRENERHETHR ., B TIMEREER
TR T A bR AR IR 5 T 9 PR A AR TIRE IR, X T 58 IR T 2 ) H TR I SE AT BRI AR Y
A2 by £ RS E Y B RIE A ST . g

20 40 90 AR E 4 i) 32 B 7 I8 (Willingness to Communication) #fF 5% 4T 88, B 2 4R 3¢
TE L SE AR PREFEE A Y B B A8 8 o [ A TE Xof 32 B £ J& I 2 I 2 2k ] McCroskey, Richmond,
& McCroskey(1987) #5314 32 s £ f& & 32 (Communication Apprehen.sion Scale) , ZE K&
A ETE 0N ~100% ZEWFMACE 12 2KHEXRZAE TR EREE.
MaclIntyre #l Charos(1996) LAZZ fr & BB ALl Gardner BY4E & BB B Jy Be A, ) & &
o 45 SR BN B2 2 Y B IR AR 1B 32 b B AR U0, T 2 ) E MR Y Sk
I 4 U] & [ I 45 JE 2 B ; Hashimoto (2002) % H A K 2# AE M 58 AR BB S P B B &, &
PUAC PR 48 ST B FRARE BB A 7O, T X 32 o A B B 55 Y42 #E/E A s Donovan Il Ma-
clntyre(2004) JEZE#) H i L K2 = 42 A R LA [R) AR 8 A 3 4 =22 8] 19 3 B B IR A 7E B
FEHER IR B B AR A SUH 56 36 RS 2 AR A 51 R 3R W S, £ AR Y 32 B
IR EXN R EERA WA, ‘

HATESMMEAFRIEA R R A RKER AR, 1 E WX SR 202 AR OF
FA LB . TEP B2 I DUERINE B2 ANBARE R TREAE, B LT HB
B, AR BRI DUE S PR 5 P ) A SRR B AT 7 IRk IR 2K 52w B 24 AR B DUTE ST PR AR
JERRRE , PUIE 3 b £ SR A2 A R L 7 41 X ik £k [R) 8, AT HEAT T IR AR, HE RS
LA B 5 Mg AT (5 7 1 ) B3 2 A A 0 T B v A R 0 8 R £ S BN AT

— R BIX R T E

1. HERMZR

AR EREUARRKEME R P ELGRERBIERSNE R R ENEBERENR,
TSR] 116 43 R4, Ho A R A 105 43, AR 90. 506 F A RRSE B &K (A KA
WO 50 ALBEE 47 AL HA 2 LB 2 ALER ZE EFEA 1 AGEME 4 A, 2tk
61 N4FIk EEAATRTE 20~25 B AE I B AR R/ N 14 2, BRI 49 %, P AF IR
24. 2 % PR 7.2 1 H . '

2. AEITR

W FE RN E T E &L Donovan & Maclntyre (2005) 19 32 Br 45 & & % (Com-
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munication Apprehension Scale, a=0. 910) A W4, RIFVOE 2 > F BY 3L FR18 U AE T AY .
PURSZ PR B 852 2E 12 B, ik s & & 174 B CEAF H B LR 6 5 AR R £

A FGE B B 3RS 1 AR AR .
A6 E R F T Donovan & Maclntyre(2005) i 32 [ 2 J& & 32 (Willingness to
Communicate Scale, a=0. 947) , H F 3 § J8 & 3£ (Self-Perceived Competence Scale, o=

0. 964) ,Macintyre & Charos(1996) 32 fr#i %R & % (a=0. 865) , Oxford(1993) fif fl & &
B PERS I 2 EB 23 (a=0. 893) 5%, DA b & BRI IR DUIE 5L Fr 17 5048 25, 2R F 78 48 B B BT 2R

1 (Cronbach’s alpha) REHATEE A ERWEABRREFE L o« E).

3. BRME Rt ik

2008 4FJIR 2 2009 FHITE R AR A IGIMUH B B P E S R E R 10 £

ANPERIRIE KA % . BHRE A KRG R AL SGH 907 P SPSS16. 0 Fgs

F BBV Amosl6. 0 HEFT 70 #r .

L. SRBRXS G SZ bR 6 B %
BHANAZRNS5E YR EENAARA

= MEXRRERBRNEER

H B/
TE 5

Wi 35 T8 3 Pr 9 EBH R W%,

2009:86), PALER (K 1)@%,‘?Xiﬁﬁ*clﬁﬂﬁiﬂ‘%%ﬂﬁl‘ﬁ%%%‘ﬂ*Iil B 2 DUTE BT B I 9

RSB RA B E AR, PR X R BB G, PR A BIE R, B R A i 3L B R B AR

BEM o R, 7E TE S 30 B Bl 5 07 BB TR S 3 R A 1Y A B AU BB 2 A R DL S B

Asf ) B PR .
F1 NEXREREAALZGMEMAAZRAETHERLLE
SR R M SD F Post Hoc Tests(LSD) MD
NEEAIYaE 53.197"
Mk 31.27 22. 59 HWRA<F5ARBHA —9.41*
SR A 40.68 | 23.81 SWk<SREHEA —53,21°
HMEEAN 64,48 24. 31 H5ARMA<SEEA —23.79*
7 TF) 38 I #4855 26. 975"
A& 32. 90 20.76 FANGE<ZAGH —5.21
Z A\t 38.10 22.48° WAG&E<&WEE —18.15"
AW 51. 04 25. 99 FAGE<ATGE —26.94"
NEG& 59. 84 25.36 ZANGAE<EWSE —12.94"
ZANGE<ATGE —21.74"
SWGHE<A’GE —8.79*

* p<<0.05
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2. PERIMERER

AR BRI R T R AR IR IR B B T 50 (0 MR R (R 2), B A
DB A bR Bt ) f RN A E B MBI 22 5 (1= —0. 1. 696, p>>0. 05) , XARIEREX R HY
AR K B A SR 3 MR, O7 2 M B (LR 3D, AN [ AR i 4H 22 [R] Y 3 B R R
BREAFEREESR . AR R AERE R DEE S EHRREEARE BE
A5, X5 Donovan Al Maclntyre(2004)ﬂ§7;zﬂ$ﬁ@ﬂ?"ﬁﬂ e 5 %) 5 bR fR B A B3
KR BAR.

F2 NEXKREERBERRMEN LHERLE

B (n=43) 4 (n=58) ¢
_ MD ) P
M SD M SD (df=99
LI 38 b 5 JERR 41.50 - 20. 75 48.42 19. 99 —0.693 | —1.696 0.093
* p<<0.05
R3 NEXHREEBEAAERR LWERIER
<20 % C21~24 % >25 %
(n=21) (n=49) (n=29) 2 ) P
(df=2, 96)
M SD "M SD M SD
IEAC s £ % 4320 23. 64 47.17 17.09 43.96 | .20.26 0.412 0. 664
* p<<0.05
3. AR

5% TS X AE B AR R R WA BN FRATT A fﬁi*ﬁﬁ’l‘f’] P A 5 WL A B £ 2 T g
7, IR AE 245 M1 B (Pearson Correlation, n=89, r= —0.209, p=0.049<C0.05), %
RSN TR S PR AR R B IR B AR OC . KSR W HEAR S 1) Y BB 2 AR 1 DUTE S B B
) A5 ERR 2 58 — 2, T A 1A 1] ) B 2 2 B DU B2 o 4 B AR 5 fﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂ”ﬁﬁﬂﬂ‘ﬁﬂér
BAG, B MR H A R DUE R A REN R FER R, X—4 R 5 Maclntyre il
Charos(1996) #7825 25 SRR (01, B PEAK b 16 1k 1 2 3 7 — ¥ A Bt O 19435 52 e PR

BB KRR

ST DB K5t 8 2 A4 DB 38 b i 48 BB B2 e BT LK B B RSN E
KIS EIER 72 B BHEEN TR XM BEEAFNERZ T H— E’Jﬂf&%‘ﬁ #
IRE R L R A A~D KRR RGPS, 2 PE4 %%ZIKJZEJHET A 22 LR DU K
Vo R RATN B AT T oH

A G T ARDEAK- 1B #%E’J{Xlﬁﬁcﬁ%émﬁjﬁ B B BEE DUERE T 1Y
BB, B 2 A 7R DR AS B B B A SR BAE AN T U35 . 5 2240 M B, SR DUER K 2 )
Z I8 B RS R R R R TE B 3 22 5 (F=3. 97, p<<0. 05), Post Hoc Tests #—2 8w, TE
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A% H S BRI I EEN BN AR EREN LS, XEEEMTIUE
KA B 2 AR FE A PR AR P R W SR A B T A PR B, &% BRI PR s, X B
B0 A 0 32, S TR PR I, T T A B B A8 B AR R . X S AR TIFE (1999)
MBS ANFFI B E, HEERTHEFEAFREEZR"ERANAR, X FEE
HTHREERHIMEREEERRE(FLCAS) FAR B IRE AR, MALRM H B DIER
PR, RFE BB K FHNEFEN R ERRSFEERARNBEEZR, XWEHIET
Maclntyre fl Gardner fWL & . “FEE % T R H R MK PR E ¥ I ENERERESE
BRI 58 ” (Aida,1994) '

R4 NEXGREREARNBHENNEIEZLNERILE

EAMDI | WHECH | TALBHE | ABEAK T
(n=13) (n=24) (n=13) (n=22) " Tests MD
(df=3, 67)
- M SD M SD M SD M SD (Scheffe)
60.07 | 18.82 | 49.51 | 17.57 | 40.55 | 16.69 | 38.27 | 23.25 3.977 - D>C 10. 57

D>B 19. 52

D>A 21.81"

C>B 8.96

C>A 11. 23

B>A 2.28

* p<<0. 05

5. Fefemt A B R

A SR, B KESERREREERE RENE W, By EEE
B[R A, OB 38 B ot 2 R A AR R RIS (MG , O 22 40 AT B, AN R) 21 22 1) 1 32 B £ IE AR B
BA BEMWZR ,Post Hoc Tests #f—2 @R , ZEAEM ] 3 A~ LU B2 B ML 4F L
FREIBEZRBDOERREREELZREEREE. XU, EEENAREL, X H
4 18 TR B8 R LB 3 P B AR R BE N, AR LR H B DB R B R R EE S
B 3 1 0 55 :

®5 NEZRRBEFRELEENETELHEFLR

F1H . ®2H ¥34
0~31MH 4~6 1A 6 ™~MALLE F Post Hoc Tests
(n=56) (n=19) (n=22) (df=2, 96) (Scheffe) s
M | SD M SD M SD
49.37 | 19.94 | 46.62 | 23.22 | 36.50 | 17.81 3. 458" 1A 2 4 2.74
H1E>H 34 | 12.86°
HoW>E3M | 10.12

" p<<0.05
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Y | 32 BR 4R 5B X i 1E 32 BR BY 2 1A

BHEINNIES %] BSR4 B ME R B2 T BUR (TR %,2007:182) , &
T PUE B o £ P8 2 0 B 5 AR S B 1 TUE 38 B o 2 7 A AT Fh B2 i, 4 SC A MacIntyre (1994)
H 32 o T RS R g i 3 B 2 A LI B B 45 B DB S PR R W DUE SR PR R LA K B
SRR B A LA '
A R30I PS5 K 7 PR R Ay M B Amosl6. 0 #5738 A 7E 4R A E B 24 4E B DUB SSBRigi AL,
AR Y 3 ST 2 L) Maclntyre(1994)  Hashimoto(2002) 28 A B 32 b 25 AR U S 25, FEAR $E 47
WS BB A B AT I T . 1 L 5 8 5 ) D A2 R 4 5 1 e 42 LA 8 TE A
B A K36 75 $ (CMIN/DF =1. 206, p=0. 272>>0. 05, RFI=0. 912, IFI=0. 998, TLI=
0.984, CFI=0. 998, RMSEA=0. 044) B/~ R A B 4, p>>0. 05 Kk F| 0. 05 By B E KF,
240 1 T (B 5%, 3 A VAR TR0 5 R AR BCHR IR T DG I . LA B DU A B B AR A B I F

BB R wj

P e [
- 57k DBAT br IR | DUB ST br %
1P e

#<<0.05, #kp<0.01, *+xp<0.001
Bl ZEEIEBEENELRNERSTER

R 6 EXTE 1 BUE PR AR R R B AR . B 2 AR R DR S B AR P R AR AR R
20 DUE SZ R BB DUE S BRI LA K B R £ B . B 1 R T BUER
PR IE R AR A B AR 58— DUB SR R IB S B W B 2 AR i B A BB R (Lt B B 3
FEEE WIS PRAE ST » BAR AR DUE S BRI 1) B 15, 50K 8] e 5 B0 B 2 26 1 DU 22 b 78 SB35
B A SORE R 0 S BR B DUTE SRR A 5 36—, DUB S B £ BBt & L e W AR BR 24 AR W DUE C PR
JE 336 S0 T 2 5 50 B 2 2 VUV 50 o AL B M 15 48 =, 80 7 52 B 48 B 4 X B 2 2 1 I
T ST PR A1 3R 7 A B Y B 0N 5 5 B B 2 A o DU HEAT S B I A3 R0 2

5 E S PR BB BL A A R 7E T, B o U35 32 B A8 18 43 X 3R 32 B 4 36 7 A B4
B S BV 2 e 7 i ) R T 5 0 B 3 A Y 0 T DB HE AT B M, &
o A5 I8 T A 00 B8R Y B HEORE , FRATTIA X T BB SR P TR A E B R A B A I, E AL
FTAREN HELZ IR X, ‘

R 6 INIEZBRE IR B R M0 380 AL

 HEZE HEgE BN Ve 4 54 i MR
EE g &Y —0.57 — —0.57

DU IR IR BUIE 22 b IR —0.19 - —0.31 —0.50
BUIE 32 A 26 —0.26 —0.16 —0.42




A S B R PUE R R W AT R 225

A EiE G5
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(1) BFEFEDUE S PR 72 B 3EBR 3 R M3 B & 2 5% Wi HL A B s pR AL

(2) AR AR EE AN DB EEH BB EES.

(3) A FBLE K1 B 2 A TE DUB ST b b i f R R B L BB 25 5, T LAl 9 B o
I H IS BT B B BUK TR % T B DB PR IR TR RS .

(4) B 24 A 2R UUVE 32 P I 1 45 B RR BE 5 LM A 7 2 IR JEE A0 A S, A A 1 e o 2
) FAE DR AL Fr i 1 F SRR 55 : _

(5) B AR PR B XS DB S bR B8 DUB 3SR AR 2 DA K B Rk RE It B | 2%
4 S RN o ' o

BB A& 32 b £ RS DL 32 B B AT S 35 0 500 T 336 0 0 4 6 20 3R B 3 S 25 AR A1 32 o 4
SRR WK B S AR R DUE ST A2 PR B R, DA N DUE S BRI R . 14, A R B
HE R DU K P36 DU 52 B £ T R W B AR I . B A R T B SR v [ 25 ST DL L
FEFIFDOEI RIS E , B IR 18 FIDUE ST 38 PR 7 A2 18 01 2 1 (L BR B 0038 Ak 0 7E
E%%%ﬁ$ﬁ%@ﬂk%%ﬁ%ﬁ%JMMM%W%%%F&%M@%%E@J%%&
U e I AR A SR MK DU 2 3 R TR R MRS R OGBS R A 1
iU TEBREE PN BUE ST PR G 1 5 30, Lk B ROPGE B DB SRR IR S . BLK, 2 R 1
FAAE S BN RPN G DG S R, 38 b £ R R 55 BRI I 7 2 00 7 2 A 2 8] R I
R AC PR B L2 Bl B A 2 5 op B A SR, DA B8 30 B A R BB Y 3 W 3 5 B
W . FINETER RS RS G A, 1 B8 R A0 2 bR AU, U 18 2
PR AR . = VA R B A A 1 7 4 18] 1 A LIS KR fe R B
W], 3 3 B ph T A I IR K 1 2 ) 2 % D 558 0 50 B 0 3R B R R M X ) 2
L H R e R DL B 138 B AL 22 R0 L L 32 B o A S B O B2 . B0 , D3 3 3o
P TR BT VA Y 16 B2 ) 5 25 X AT S50t BT 5 o AR A 1726 L 37 52 B B i 4 P K

VL EWRFEaR I, FE4e S [ B 2 A 11 DUIE 32 B 45 SRR 5 [ A1 R S A L » B 2408 =2 4b th A5
BB RR —T0, A MM E. ASCHTFRRER N, WE T B TEE, W%
B IR IARF LUS BT ST BED 8 25 R A 8, SR U7 45 2 R R 25 7 i O 45 36 it
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