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Abstract

This study explores the language attitudes of minority middle and primary school students in Southern
Xinjiang towards the national common language (Putonghua) and the national common language with
a Uyghur accent (Weipu) through a matched-guise technique. The subjects included approximately 400
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students from grades 5 to 12 in S County. The experiment utilized recordings of different language var-
iants made by bilingual speakers, combined with a semantic differential scale to assess students’ eval-
uations of the two variants in terms of status value and affinity. The results indicated that the standard
national common language received higher evaluations in terms of status value, while the national
common language with a Uyghur accent was rated lower. Although both variants were rated similarly
in terms of affinity, students still showed a clear preference for the standard national common language.
Interview results further validated the scale data, revealing the role of different language variants in
social identity and providing empirical evidence for language attitude research.
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1. 515: AESESZIERXSR

W. E. Lambert &45H, R —ANAERBERI)F ] 5— MG S, REEEIF 2 %E
FOCAIAT AT 3 AHE T TR U7 3 SRR F AL A o) 3 B S S v DA B FLA AL S B (0 43R,
XN A SDHNE & IS A I OCEE[1] . 18 S A% (Language Attitude)f5 N A Bt & 7EAE 2N F] . IS
SEDR R BRI T RN SRR S BT E (B E . A Dhag DL OR FE TS 7 ) A AT PR
PAK 51%1E 5 87 5 M ORIAT 2] .

W. E. Lambert %% ] 55 15 5 LRI S IR B Sl . SEHBINLE T DR BB, 1A
Bt BB T 53— 18 5 R SCAL AR A 72 AR A I B AL F 7 R LU A 51 B S WL 25 A T 2 )3 T TR R L
U . Lambert 51 1 & & AT 7175 TH 52 ST BUR -5 2 2 # ARSI LEE IS AE ¢, 115 5 2% 2 e 1A & ok
Kz, XHEEEM AR EIERE S SRR,

BT R SIANIE S SR, T B A, AEEA S NEEE. R8RS SOR
5[3]. EEERE I A S B R 7 B B A A A, (RO A R AT R, R AT
B H 25 ol i FE B i LS i 5 A o T [ 9 3 Rt SR AR B B ) 51256 (Matched-Guise Technique) . 4%
TEBCATTE & A& B S ie Uy ik [A) it — R R0E# R A RSB R S, RS M 75 & 2 R AR
YiAE N (AL 25 DU RGE 5323k B AN A ) 3008 N) AT VR, AR E S 805 & 4
755 H IR NE S S F R0 ) — B2 B A 0 TR 0 e L BRI PR R [B] . X —AE e WA A Y
AR 2 N AR SEE], B EEE] T AR R RE M, E S S RO R A SR I
IME—AE 5
2. HEIgt

A FE LK R SR X S A DB R AR A TR A R il AR O SR, Al AT,
/Nl 2 AR ] [ SO G S (TR 3 ) I 4E /R 1 1 3 I SOE G & (MAR “4E 7 ) =%
eSS,
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22. HHEZIERE

AT T B UL TE N 44 DUAERUTE 5, — 44 530, — 4 ik, BB IR] —BOOK, B BURE I KA 30~40
o NHEERIE SRR ERT LR I TI0, S SR — B A IO R R I, S0 AT TR
B, ANEA R R R RIS SOR, LVEXUEF S E 508 F (R “ L7 ). w4EE R
T I S VR (AR il )P AT R ARSI, 554 00T 2 s ) R 5 P 5 (TR
“HAET ) YRR RIE DS EZGEE F (RRR B4R )P AR R . SRR A ok
M 28], $5M <2l - YR - B - e TR, 52 a0 USRS R R A A
N o T g SZAR TN A 55 A2 W 75 5 P i i AR AE Ik, A B B R i m Sk ZEARYE
XU NN RAE R RN PPN T2 B A A ME . IFomif “ B REAH IEMBETR 27, EaB TR
Wr SR I AR

2.3. HHETFMESR

s ML (1998) 1) 12 ST TI, AR S T 2E AR PR Y “ B - e, T - R
PHEM - AMEHEH T - B SFEREN - AR FoKe - FoKE, BEa - 3k5. 32 200 - RAZ Rk,
A3 - HE . EIEER - AN 10 XF[6]. 28X 5 (2017: 106)1 10 MV TH[7], &
BC“ANAME - Afs. ANEEy - Bds. ALt - b, AWisE - wWise. AAGE - K387 5 MHERN . 315
15 XN I, BB R-ERIE L EFERIT
P O O OO OO O A
2P O O O O O O O %k
HEEH O O O O O O O MHEBEH
T O O O O O O O #H
FLEHEN O O O O O O O #®A
HkE O O OO O O O FHKIL
B O O OO0 OO0 0 ¥BE
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AL O O OO OO0 O HE
10. E¥EEM O O O O O O O AE#N
11. Af5 O O O O O O O ~HfE
12. 8% O O O O O O O AR#h#

13. ki O O O O O O O ALj#
14. Wiz O O O O O O O Aigse
15. k¥ O O O O O O O KRk

24. BIERE

KRR, M [R129709 15 738h o MT 46 5 WAL SR P R AR T 3, ARAE X 73 A
(BN G 1 22 BRAE B PP DU AT VAN . BEBOR B . )5 IO R i . SRHL “ 4R
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3. &R5i1T1ie
3.1 EHERIE

AHIF T R R T T o Z2%(Cronbach’s Alpha) 2% 22 Y A8 15 T b Sz v BT F A 2% S
T B BAEER NS0

Table 1. Reliability test results
=1 FERIEESR

i Cronbach’s Alpha Ty
SEL 0.966 90
mEL LE 0.889 15
BR 2: By 0.891 15
R 3 P 0.911 15
BR 4 LY 0.926 15

N 1 fis, BREEKTIEEM o 2509 0.966 > 0.9, K EXRMTEHEEMH o REWEIIE 0.9 £
i, U R R IS BT .

MRE S Hre, @ KMO MBS FIRFERTE BERGSS, i BRI E R RGP FasrE s tt. B
S, “%” B3R KMO {4 0.908, ELRFFI Rk 46 i 2 M4 0.000, FEHUH N A1 ke T 49.246%
72 “P4er” 8K KMO 54 0.899, WM FFEA 0.000, WK T HIMRER A 51.462%; “5
W BER KMO fH4 0.930, WM 0.000, FNHFHIfEREEA 54.432%; “ L4t &% KMO EH
0.937, EEMER 0.000, BT R 7 57.881% 77 2. Al ., S ERMKE TG RHRHHLEGR
U, & AT IS S A T
32. “Zr-Mui{E” ABTEFETFNER

KT GESHEMLEER Y, UABENKBAREES N “Zouw” M “=Jo” #iff:. “—ow” iE
B, XS5 (2017) 3 “SRA )7 CHUAAME” XA AR (8], Tk ERER(2020) [FIAEAT H P AN T,
RN RS EIR” “RRARRHE” [9]; “=J0i8” WiEm—IL5%2019)HT th =K+, Hit
KBS AR N “HAL” “TEH17 “SERI” =ANMERE[10]. W] UL, 45 AR 2 B AT TR R O
Mri WA R RIS RS A 2o “SER 7 “HbAi e o ARERIGH TiX— 1%, 4 NERE 3
MEASRRE T THAET, FFH—NERITH T =AET, (EREE &R BRI REAT H
AT B4, BATE 4 MERGENERR AN, 415 8 MR, 8 ANk B L iRyE ki
B WA B AR AAME RIS R KR ISR ) 2 BRTE, 15 1~4 4,
% 2:

Table 2. Language variant evaluation groups
2. TIEWMN A

" 914 Ao- iirE AL B LY O E
2l &-RM HRMTys ety 2m A

5 F3H: 5 - i FEMALGME; T U A A
FAaM: 5 - kAT B IRASy; BYEE R
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B, BADGEE 1 AT ZAEAFEAR) Friedman K46, 45804 3:

Table 3. Friedman test for “Female-Status Value”

F? 3 - wfIME” ZAEKE AL (Friedman)

FFHME £ P 1

pra VA= 1.82
212.149 0.000

L Yt A AN 2.57

MRAE Friedman f3egi A,  “% - WAL 0E” HAHPRFASE (L 45 A N E AN EAAE R
FHZ (%2 =212.149,p<0.001). PP TR E T Lo dE R (h Ar 8 2E 2.7307 < Zc4EE 3.5000. #fE
A, PEERAG; FE). Bk, otk R E N RSB M ELEE RIS AT N T IR T ‘&
Hei”

33. “&-FEMA ARTIEFINER
AN EE 2 AT Z A B FEA) Friedman K56, 45 R a0 4:

Table 4. Friedman test for “Female-Affinity”
4. " - FERS LHEXERELE (Friedman)

BT E Sl P{H

SRR ) 2.32
153.539 0.101

LA T 2.17

RYE Friedman ¥IG45 R,  “Z - A7 HPh iR ARE (o Lde ) 705 v B R
Z 5 (x* = 153,539, p = 0.101 > 0.05). [Ht, LMK G FHRMAIELEM 4R FRS%EETEN N: “&
W FPPT “gpgr

34. “B-ifuitE” AnTETENER
AT 28 3 HHATZ AN FEA K] Friedman 555, 453103k 5.

Table 5. Friedman test for “Male-Status Value”

5 “B-HIME” ZHEXHEARKRLE(Friedman)

M HME 7 P{H

B A A1 1.49
331.544 .000

T4 7 A 1 2.70

RYE Friedman f3045 5, “5 - MM E” A A B R -AL I ETEN FAEERE Z R =
331.544, p < 0.001). TV RS T B4 (A3 5 E 3.3042 < H4EE 4.5714). Kk, Hik
B NPIMARIEE A E YRR R ISR AV A 5T R T B4R .

35. “B-FEMAN” AMTIETTFMESR
PATRTEE 4 HFAT Z A ECXFEA R Friedman £356, 4558 W15k 6:
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Table 6. Friedman test for “Male-Affinity”
6. “5B-FEMN LHEXMEAREL (Friedman)

PP I P&

LR e IV 2.29
145.177 0.402

YA ) 2.18

FE 4 Friedman FE56 25 5, 55 4180 55 5 (122 F0 I EIN ANFE GL i 2% 22 5+ (p = 0.402 > 0.05) . [Fltk, 5
PR TR ASIETE S Y E TG A TN N B R “BE7
zi b, ARFARE SRR 2 R a] g in g 7.

Table 7. Overall evaluation differences of language variants

F= 7. TIEBMHNERR

et LT T LA
“ FA TR Ll
, et T T A

FAHA N LT <

FARVIRE S LR EHE AR &, 2 A TTRE L BRI RV 005 N Z R PR 22 57
EARIL T —E AR 2250 AR DB TEBE NN GOR B HUAIRSR(7 4% 3), BEAIH (8 4
1), FRERKAEBFEZINT F5 2), TTRASEARTFT HF4 1), BN FRIELKEILEG F4 2), &
HEEEIE IS G (6 42 2), LLB™R (6 9 1), A rARE, HEMIZZEMRUIAR, RALH
BHI ARG SEL 3), BOZALE R 2P RA BAE (T 4£4% 2).

AR AER R TE I B EIETE N RREGE: ARRAL, ERBIEFRE F5 1), Mz R
MIN@ 4 2), “APifi mifik(6 4 5), MW, WHESAIA (8 4% 3), SRV, HAEHRM(8 F4).

IR, AR A OE T T e, JCHAR R . A L I R R AR AR,
JEH RO AELEE . PERITTIH, 5 BB KB BOAI BIR AN ) o 3K ) 1R SR R AN S A
PRAETEBE RSB S W R AEFE HIBT 2 . W\ BOE KPR A A 2= X [11], B EETE A 5 e A Ay
HAEERRXOEH L IEE DR, BREPN 57 T8 1 & AL

4. 45iE

ZR LR, AW T AR RO 28, HRoR T AN RS LA E AR AN B ESE . briE E 508
FHAE 5 (AN 550 A A A0 BB A5 B OV, Ty 11 8 1) B 50 P 5 (e 4 A0 S5 405 ) A st (o7 A7y
{6 BV AT # o AR PP L 451, R IR OR Az v /N 2 A s o [ e 9
fsr . VTR RGEE — P ENE T RREGUR,  BoR AR A RS BRI AR, 22 57 . 1Kk
RIUNEARTE 5 AR MAEAL O F R BOFE IR Bt 1 A SRR YE . AT AR — L /IR E, Bl i
FINEBO R, FERBARIE T LR, $Z 0 AR R 15 5 A R0 FOTERI R o a4 DK,
WA CHSINE S SERES, @M TUEXGEE R RS, B, EARRKP TS, Mt
BB NN BRI, DME S AR TE RO IE, MM AT S 45 e

&E 3k
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