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Abstract

This paper investigates the current status and attitudes of college students towards the use of Chinese
dialects and ethniclanguages through a questionnaire survey of 239 undergraduate students at Guangxi
universities. The results show that although Mandarin is dominant, most students are still proficient
in using Chinese dialects or ethnic languages, especially within family domain and community context.
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In terms of language use, Han students predominantly use Chinese dialects, while Zhuang students
more frequently use the Zhuang language. However, the use of ethnic minority languages is gradually
shrinking, with some students even losing the ability to use their native languages. In terms of language
attitudes, respondents generally hold positive attitudes towards Chinese dialects and ethniclanguages,
recognizing their importance in cultural heritage and regional identity. Therefore, this paper recom-
mends protecting and preserving these languages through policy support and educational planning,
while enhancing language acquisition awareness through family domain and community context to
foster cultural identity among the younger generation.
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AU LR VAR R AN O B, R EIE 239 4y, WA RAAEDOET 5 RIKE
F 7 AL SR AE S . AR RAHEDUR(165 N) 61 N). G N BERG6 N). (A
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3. BESH
3.1. IEEMRIRE

HE AR ANl AR T7 RAG1E F RIRMEE e 2B rhig %G 5 . B
[l oz LR, o e ANA A R et 7 Il 1 o) PR IR SR E . X P HIX AT E AR
TRAR & BT A2 T B R [3] [4]. SR @R B2 A o s S RE e i, HL 2 2107 sCRA R
FEE RS, ERMI L REN D AR, SOET S 50 BRIKES P EERR T E 54
X373

I3 KSR A SRE DA 2R P Y AT 5 (T 2B L, T R PR B R T DUE TS 5
LRBES (LA 1 & 2). B, DURSAAEFEE AL X B PGETT 5 LB Bl ik 78.79% 5
77.58%; FE/DELRGAAE T, R AR H R AR A IS & IR B, 70009 68.85% (&) 5
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Table 1. Measurement results of language acquisition domain 1: family
F 1. BSIEHEHNESER 1 RE

i Wi Wi Rfeis HEA(A)
g 26 (15.76%) 130 (78.79%) 9 (5.45%) 165
bin3 12 (19.67%) 7 (11.48%) 42 (68.85%) 61
)3 1(33.33%) 2 (66.67%) 0 (0.00%) 3
B35 1 (16.67%) 2 (33.33%) 3 (50%) 6
i 0 (0.00%) 2 (100%) 0 (0.00%) 2
gy 3 0 (0.00%) 1 (100%) 0 (0.00%) 1
K 1 (100%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1

Table 2. Measurement results of language acquisition domain 2: community

Fz2. BEIGHEEUNELR 2: #HKX

o T 15 T Wi R & FEA(A)
g ; 30 (18.18%) 128 (77.58%) 7 (4.24%) 165
bin3 14 (22.95%) 9 (14.75%) 38 (62.30%) 61
)3 1(33.33%) 2 (66.67%) 0 (0.00%) 3
$553 2 (33.33%) 3 (50%) 1 (16.67%) 6
i 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 0 (0.00%) 2
gy 3 0 (0.00%) 1 (100%) 0 (0.00%) 1
K 0 (0.00%) 1 (100%) 0 (0.00%) 1

3 B BAESE T U7 F MBS F K I3 IR R B AR R AL X . BENLUT AR B R,

A 32V R FORHAE F A IR T Dk 3RE, HAMIRIR A AT E AR 1 SR RIERE S, BRZ R

77 B MEGAUABIE S R GBI, BRI PRINRER 5910 RUET5 5 (K HH A DhREE LRk
ARTE, HXEFIE Mg REREE, B F KRB, MERES e — BERNEAH, fEarhe
BAE. SRILAEW R[S RTARMAELER, AR VB E S IR 2 it 5 RN, HiZ
Wl TR 5 3 JREH], B ARG BB E PR R R — AR I DUE T S MRIRE S

FAR 5 i I A8 0 AR T SR A4 X N B H R SR A2 B 2 T

3.2. B ERENRE
5 KA 5 AR 2 AR B VIR, X —RHEAETT & M SRR 5 7R R b R B IC A

2.
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Table 3. Measurement results of dialect and ethnic language use habits

F3. AEMRKESERAIRNELER

R
i \\\
Y3 136 (82.42%) 29 (17.58%) 67 (40.61%) 20 (12.12%) 54 (32.73%) 26 (15.76%) 10 (6.06%) 165

FANERUE FANAERUE XU AR RS FERE ARE BN

HiE 5590.16%) 13 (21.31%) 38 (62.30%) 9 (14.75%) 21 (34.43%) 13 21.31%) 2 (3.28%) 61
)3 3(100%)  0(0.00%)  0(0.00%)  0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 1(33.33%) 0 (0.00%) 3
233 6(100%) 1(16.67%)  3(50%) 1(16.67%) 2(33.33%) 2(33.33%) 1(16.67%) 6

k3 1 (50%) 1(50%)  0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 1(50%)  0(0.00%) 2
iy 1(100%)  0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1
K 1(100%)  0(0.00%)  0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1

P4 BRI R T VRGN B R D BRIE R R X AR DOE T R RS R AE
FAMIER( 87 T H Ay BN 54.17%H1 55.56%) 52 i 115 8 15 (26.83%), i ROGIE & m Al H %
B 28.73 NE M. ANRIAEEEE R, MBI OUE T S M AR
58.33%, PEHEIE S 5 52.63%)7E H % 22 b rp 3R B HO MU MR VS 55 v BE AR o 42099 000 o5 L & i
JUPREE R AT Ty M RS S AR A 2R S A . A A REAE S AT T TS R R S
SIPRIRER B T3 (A7 AE 35 IR ARG

Table 4. Measurement results of overall language use frequency

F 4. BERMHERMENELSR

- —~ ¥ o f/x Z W FEAR(A)
BiEE 27 (65.85%) 2 (4.88%) 11 (26.83%) 1 (2.44%) 41
PEHE 43 (29.86%) 23 (15.97%) 78 (54.17%) 0 (0.00%) 144
RIBES 15 (27.78%) 8 (14.81%) 30 (55.56%) 1 (1.85%) 54
TS HURRY, VO RFEAE S LR B E RIEE R R AR AT, 8524% (“RR2TE Y&
W7 2R R RIS A RO E S A A . D BRI AR (B I BRI RE . RO I RO TR
TR CBET + /R ) 83%, HAEIRIA 100%, (EEARELA1~6 N). EHAE R
=)

e, PURFAEDGET SR A" + “GF7 b 84.85%) 5 /5 R E 5 (4 FH 51 B CHE ik 85.24%) =
DRI, X5 XI5 Rl fE % 2 B BE N A G BN S IAE KR AR AR (S 1 N)
o, RGTE B SEEAE R, X n] e N ERL AR TGS M M A REAE AR I T O E T R
WG, B E R R I 75 5 4 R IR, /> E RO N E IS 5 SR A R R I A

%6 BTN, TTHRFAEDETERNEMEEZENRIEESR . DURF AR BRI 77 5 (e
71, “BER” R UL EKPEE B IIE 89.70%, AR S EAMEIS T CRIHIEF AL RHIE. EAER
I, D RO A AEBAEDUE 5 AR L ROLE R FME: 22 A1 50.82%I8 3 “ Bk /K,
HAFTE 13.11% 1 58 4518 5 BUsIL S s B (100%) A 1%(100%) S 7K (100%) 32 31 A8 T K 77 5 R 34
FE, X RES B X0 T R Ak R A %
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Table 5. Overall use of dialects and ethnic minority languages

F5. AEMOHRKES ER2MFER

— EE

R B R Ze M FEAR(N)
PR 54 (32.73%) 25 (15.15%) 86 (52.12%) 0 (0.00%) 165
w3 25 (40.98%) 8 (13.11%) 27 (44.26%) 1 (1.64%) 61
)3 2 (66.67%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (33.33%) 0 (0.00%) 3
29,3 3 (50%) 0 (0.00%) 3 (50%) 0 (0.00%) 6
il i 1 (50%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (50%) 0 (0.00%) 2
iy ;3 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (100%) 0 (0.00%) 1
K 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (100%) 1
Table 6. Measurement results of dialect proficiency
Fo. HEEAENNESER
~ o
E%\Eﬁﬁ I3 PG % Rk SEEE ORI WEAE BAO
P h 54 (32.73%)  94(56.97%) 10 (6.06%) 4 (2.42%) 2(1.21%) 1(0.61%) 165
g 9(14.75%)  22(36.07%) 9 (14.75%) 10(16.39%) 3 (4.92%)  8(13.11%) 61
i 2(66.67%)  1(3333%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 3
6293 1(16.67%)  2(3333%)  0(0.00%)  1(16.67%) 1(16.67%) 1 (16.67%) 6
g3 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 2
J5y;:3 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (100%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1
K 1 (100%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1
o

HE iR — R AR DB A DGE 7T

= He

NERAXEFAS R, HEXEES
%

AR JIB8g . I “AEIXIRBN T F A AT RS BOWE i R ———J7 e DGR TT 5 2115330
Ky Ty U5 T E BRI F AP R .

Table 7. Measurement results of ethnic language proficiency

7. RIFIESEMEINELSR

o RIKIEERRN
R —

DUR
AR
HR
53
()3
;3
K&

FEH AL Ik AKR#MGE DEREE

HAEWr i

7(4.24%)  9(5.45%) 21(12.73%) 19 (11.52%) 8 (4.85%)

14 (22.95%) 24 (39.34%) 12 (19.67%) 2 (3.28%)

1(33.33%) 0(0.00%)  0(0.00%) 1 (33.33%)

1(16.67%) 1(16.67%) 0(0.00%) 1 (16.67%)

0(0.00%)  0(0.00%)  1(50%) 0 (0.00%)

0(0.00%)  0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0 (0.00%)

1(100%)  0(0.00%)  0(0.00%) 0 (0.00%)

4 (6.56%)
0 (0.00%)
1 (16.67%)
0 (0.00%)
0 (0.00%)
0 (0.00%)

Wy B AN 2
101 (61.21%)
5 (8.20%)

1 (33.33%)
2 (33.33%)
1 (50%)

1 (100%)

0 (0.00%)

FEA(N)

165
61

[
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7 B T TR A RRIE F RS R IR S o I R TR R AR e R 1 R
B S AN, CRGET R UL EKTE A 62.29%, £5E /0B RIE S ACERE I i s R R AE . T oA
DR (HIE . BRI AHR) BAFAEFR 7 AALRAE FH 2 (16.67%~33.33%), {HAER IR 2 1) 5 R I =
WS, “WriAe” G 33%, CHFEEFEAR TR RIEE S . (A R i = Al
G, 10.69% M PUGRS ARDH DEIREIET B8 “AAG” KU E. FEHRER, R REEET
W5 TR PR R BE L o

33. HABRFENEFENPYREESEASE

U5 E BRI R R A, SRS REAR I — B 0[6]. T 5 AU — M7 AR S
BRI, ARG AR SR R R R SCIEEE BoR, UK 2R 2 105 5 K
MARSCERRAE, A% 2107 5 MRIEE 5 i m A, K s Zi En 2 24 S 90%, W% 8.

Table 8. Measurement results of language attitudes (dimension 1: willingness to learn)
=8 BESHENESRUWE 1: FIER)

o R ey 1 e R TR P

o -~ o AE 18 8 i A i N)
Wik ) 34 (20.61%) 99 (60%) 6 (3.64%) 1(0.61%) 25 (15.15%) 165
H% 14 (22.95%)  37(60.66%) 3 (4.92%) 0 (0.00%) 7 (11.48%) 61
BiE 1 (33.33%) 2 (66.67%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 3
BiE 4 (66.67%) 2 (33.33%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 6
)3 0 (0.00%) 2 (100%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 2
Y 1 (100%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1
ik 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1 (100%) 1

8 BRI, 32V A B ST B MRRE B R AR SR, i H A EURRRE AR (B K A
Wl AAAET 5 AR MAEERE, ZUTEATRPRI “ TAMEF B, HhARRKRIE S
OB, (BFE4a “ A7 + “HER AR VRIE AT, B R R A X AME H RGE S AR .
Table 9. Measurement results of language attitudes (dimension 2: functional cognition)

F9. BESENEERGERE 2: ThEEIAN)

XL FTFE5RA

HE AMNTES MTEL AR

Rk AL iﬁiéﬂc ﬁ%’?;géﬂji 2ok X e &S = NN

P 149 (90.30%) 149 (90.30%) 116 (70.30%) 105 (63.64%) 48 (29.09%) 0 (0.00%) 4 (2.42%) 165
HiE 51(83.61%) 52(85.25%) 48 (78.69%) 39 (63.93%) 19 (31.15%) 1(1.64%) 4 (6.56%) 61
)3 3(100%)  2(66.67%) 3(100%)  3(100%) 2(66.67%) 0(0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 3

B 5(8333%) 6(100%)  3(50%) 1(16.67%) 1(16.67%) 0(0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 6
ik 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 1(50%)  0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 2
iy 1(100%)  1(100%)  0(0.00%)  0(0.00%)  0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 1
K 0(0.00%)  0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 0(0.00%) 1(100%) 0 (0.00%) 1
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9 HAEEOR, SZ VTR R I SR F S S SO E R DU S RTE “ SCAAE 7K 7 (90.3%, 83.61%)
A DXIBRFE” (90.3%, 85.25%) AN E i fE AR, RuifESr « F4k - DERE” 0 NAHESE, HRILES
FE AU A [ ER A AL o 2 B0 RO A R IR 25 I Th R N AE R 57 o BRI “ X3P 7 TR 100%,
B “REATHRE” AL 16.67%, BT HAEF B O . AHRRE AR B8 57 T E A (100%0 R “ 4
RAER7 YVHLGAE S WAL RE . SUBFE A B8 A U R (100%), (5 22452248 2645 7~ H GUE
B E B rIIG .

4. THiLER%
4.1. IBEMENES I B S5EENTN

IR Z RIREEX, 5 ARMERAREN Lot S &2, HESEER, FE S5
SEE 77 5 D B RS B AR AR IR ORI 1L 32 2). Billn, 78.79% I DU F AR E 5K it H s FH LG
TiE, MRS AAE S RE T A RO 5 B L ik 68.85%. AT, IS A e SERCHECH AN E 5L
SREIECI S BOT 5 MERIE 5 A IR AREREZ MY eE 4. I3k 3 BoR, AR ERTT
BARIRIE 5 DSk Rk Re . HAEFIVERERR T S EE AL X N 8. 15 5 oIk R s G st R 4
HEHM R R MR Z TR L .

EAEENL, HRIESHENEIEEZSR. HERFEN DIRBMBER SR, SRR E
(K BEMEFH A 68.85%), 1M B IR B IS5 /N IR ROR 118 5 18 F R BRAR (A T R S 2 P RO 1 5 66 508 0%) o
XA SRR 7B S AAEEIPRRB Z: RIR 1 2505 1) B2 ORI LA

4.2. EBEEFERENNKERMENSHEE R

BEMHENRERE 775 MRIGE S EANREEHL.. RESERER, DURFH G KEE T,
B RS & WA AR s (W 40 38 5), DUGRSEAETT & AL 85%, (HELFRAE T I “ Mz |
RACF” SRR . 2 6 TR, DURSA AL 32.73%088 “IEH AL FAH 5, MoLkSEA TN 22.95%FE
CHEE A HREES . XFIMGEENH, ESEHE2KBBIEmMIERSENY ), SR ML
“TIREMEAAT” 2T, MELLH AR E R R

FEIX FREE A1 5 B8 0 I R TR RRE o R AR DE T 5 M EAGRE (14.75% “ AR 8 BER 7 Y R T
W2 (32.73%), AHH AL X 77 5 8 L l(62.30%) 5 35 i T K BE(11.48%) . XKW, DE RGN
X E T W, FIEEsE R T SR, AR R E S W AL X SR R Bl Sk . S RIEE
T CIE TR AL X A bR S BT, A3 FH 2 S A ) T B E B A T

BT RROP ARG R, AUASRH DN @, DMEE ) s R DOE T S & R TE S R 5 T A AL
Sk BB EBURITM, @UAERFERHE A G X TAERIRIRE, A B DOE ) & RRIEIES 1
ABRE, HRGUHHTIMIES ZRMMATES. B2, EREMRZER, BENISERAEE L RRE
WDUE 5 5 M RGE 5 BB W B W5 5 RRIRE S MNRIER R, FF BI85 S0 KOk
FRFE: BRI R Z P IRINE S U iE3), Bl RIFIE S 5 0 THm) vE s A B piE
77 E MRS S N S AR REEIREE: I0sRiE S WA E R, AERERE SRR, BBIES
FORME DL HEEE & SRR A TR . 5= EREHE HH, @K ENES IR R E5E S
RFRICNEE, ONTT S RS S AR IR R 4R I BB T, SEER AN S il #% AT 22 5 & A
HORREES, B2 INERZAER TS RIRE S Uik /), 595 Ol R

JUHEE FAS IR T @RS N2 oo EAI B, R TS M R S IE — Y0 IR R
71, BHAFS R FERO B S R, B REMBORBT . HARBRAE S CWMERES, A REsBl2iE
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AP RRBAE TS . BT AR FREACGRIEA L, U IR, KREFEARLN1~3), 2w
BRI 2 ZZ R A, RBEIBE R — A KNG 5 N, W 5 R AR 5 A S TR B 2=
CLRI T =

E&WE

AR “2021 BT TR A ARHAE TR . T2 gk G VRS AR R 55 005 T Ikt i

MW (GRS 2021IGB257)” HIER /3 WE 50 LR o

SE
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