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Abstract

The Blang people are one of China’s ethnic groups with a small population. Their language, the Blang
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language, belongs to the Mon-Khmer branch of the Austroasiatic language family and has long been
situated in a social environment characterized by multi-ethnic cohabitation and intensive lan-
guage contact. This study focuses on the Blang community in Mangwang Village, Mengban Township,
Jinggu Dai and Yi Autonomous County, Pu’er City, Yunnan Province. By combining questionnaire
surveys (110 responses) and semi-structured interviews (10 individuals), it systematically exam-
ines the current status of mother tongue use, patterns of language concurrence, and language atti-
tudes among the Mangwang Blang people. The findings reveal that: 1) the maintenance of the Mangwang
Blang variety remains generally stable, with 80.91% of respondents rating their mother tongue pro-
ficiency as fluent, yet the fluency rate among the 6~19 age group drops to only 59.09%, indicating a
clear generational attrition; 2) Chinese is now widely used as a concomitant language, while the con-
current use of Dai (Tai) has markedly declined, and the three languages exhibit distinct functional
differentiation across various domains; 3) language attitudes display a composite structure—emo-
tionally attached to the mother tongue while functionally embracing Chinese—and expectations for
intergenerational transmission of the mother tongue are shifting from family-based natural trans-
mission toward institutionalized pathways. The linguistic life of the Mangwang Blang people reflects
a developmental trajectory of “integration without homogenization” amidst multi-ethnic interac-
tion.
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MANE S S =R RS R DR S AR SCh BT RIA BRI T84 2026 4 4 FAETHEA T RER)
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics of the study participants (N = 110)
F 1. AENREAMEBREN=110)

BH ESVIN (G4))

B 52 (47.27%)
4 58 (52.73%)

6~19 % 22 (20%)
20~39 % 35 (31.82%)
40~59 % 30 (27.27%)
60 % LA I 23 (20.91%)
Ai R 96 (87.27%)
NS P 9 (8.18%)
BRI 5 (4.55%)
it 24 (21.82%)
HEI 5 (4.55%)
/N30 (27.27%)
¥ 29 (26.36%)
EH/HE 16 (14.55%)
KE 4 (3.64%)
AR UL E 2 (1.82%)
2548 26 (23.64%)
FT120 (18.18%)
275 15 (13.64%)
2 22 (20%)
A4 Tk 16 (14.55%)
T 4 (3.64%)
KB 4 (3.64%)
NG L 2 (1.82%)
B NG 1(0.91%)

ALRE

R

SRS A AN 5 R0 (0 S AR AR SR AU AR A 6~19 B (F D
FEHB) 20~39 B (FOLAEHT B 40~59 B (PHEMTB) 60 & KU ECEFENBY), UHZAMIHAFR LK
WL V8 F AT A “RET) - QU - MR =AM RIT: 88712255 H P51 S AR %2 575
PURZTIX K EE FIE. . A% TTHBIT LGN W RZTH RN bR KYRIFEZER
Fo i H ASBEH WX G EOAR ThEE N AT Bt .

2. XEkER
AR B E A T ARRIE . BUE. BRIEK IS 2B o, BEEE S SE S

S, HEETIRSEM. BEEI5ESSESEMRHERKS 2 h . UGS &AL, ES/EH. iE
B A5 1E S AN A7 i A R, DL A SO B A o

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2026.14101031 592 HACIE = %


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2026.14101031

R, W

S AR 7S 7, B AL Weinreich #J {Languages in Contact) (1953) A B AL 5, A\ AXUEH
B F RN, ES . TS R IR T OB #1015 54 2] . Haugen (1950)iF— B4R H,
& R IR B 0035 5 S, A 1E 5 o 8 2 flt AN e 322 52 FI AR A6 3 #2 (3] Thomason 1 Kaufman
(1988) i 1 2 [ 5 DK 35 LU i 75 5 460 1R 3 S R R #e i (R 46 1, A [ st 2 (e 2 23l 5 | Rl A L 45
T 21E S #H[4]; Thomason (2001) XA Ffil 2R . WL S sema R /A T RAMEE, EKMIES
Peful B T BARK S0 IR h 45 A % 8L[5]; Myers-Scotton (1993)#2H 1) “Fric sl ” WER 115D
HeHs R0 B At S 5ACbRsh LA A s [6]. ENATFT 5T, BKE . = A4%(2002)52 1 “ H AR
SR RE S MR , R iE. JUESEEM IR R4t 7 BRI KIE 7], BKES
(2005) LA/ BT ], R IE S SR BN AEH, T rl 5] E1E 5 W0 R G R1L[8]; 1T
(2005)Fi H A 2 2 IR i #E fih 2> S BUX ST SR [9]; RARFE(2020) KA F 78 40 Ji& 2 TE A5 ] 5 R R
HUZM[10]; BERE . T EIH(2026)8E— 518 H T Fri A ROBAE & St 7T 4511, iR B K
For Mt REAT A B IE R Ak 28 L B E IR S 25 IR RS A

WS AT, Fishman (1965)#2 )G 5 USRI Wy, AFREFERE. 2R, B
AT S 3 A A AN [F DhRE, ANk fb 2 I W il 5 4 3l i FH I E5 24K 4R [ 12]; UNESCO (2003) kA7 CiE
WEAEWE) , RHUMRPRE A, S B S SEEERGETFNE SIS, RIS S AR
T ATERAE R A HTAEZE[13]. [ Py DARRR JE A ARER I R E S BUR KPR A @ TR E S0 165
. 85 S SIESHEANTER[14] [15]; A EQ018)% =/ R FAE M AR, M@ 5
BB S, T RERE S 2R T K S N A BRAUR[16]; T #1(2008). ZB3ERH(2008)%5 47~ T
ZAEAIXITE S DRt LS K2 iE 5 A MAPRZR(17][18]: EiEF-(2019)48h, Z il & Rkt
TR RIEAHIRTL, TAE RSN RS540 1910 AHT R AR HE FORAEZE, MARBRE K 518 F AT
AN FE VPG T2 HE A A BE BTG 7R, FRAE BIE 5 A AL 25 b RO A AR . DUB AR IR 152 F VAN
15V

BEMHSESEA T, EREQ023) RS 1 IRE RIGE 5 5 F DOE sh i 1928 8 5 Hoi
Z)RFR[20]; FEAN(2024) 52 HAE 1AW F0 R DGTE S5 463E N 5 T BEIE R, IR N 7R DUB B R 78 I IE 5 A
A FE21]; B & RA(2021, 2023) R T H A 51 K TR VE R 27 AR S8 AR [22] (23] BE T Rl
(2021)« FFAQOI)MSEEAER . T GBS 2 M BhA 3, AT SRS 7 sh S AR
[24] [25]. fEIEE L7 b, Fishman (199135 5 H BRI, FKEENEAFRME R RIRIE 5 4ERF 1
O [26]; B STt i b E1E 5 ZHIR AR AR, HESN RIS & R IR IL B M R AR 515
A 7K L SR Sy o0 AT 1 AN A B A5 ] SRR . BRI 5B F M 2 A a3k R IR T S .

BAACRE, B AAMESCHE T SRS BB A R, EHRENRLZUMER. Wik, HiRSR
WRIE T ONE, SRRSO BROGE 5 Befih . 3 S A6 R I 458 B AT A R o A BIE & 7 G
R ARG, SRR BRI MRS ERE S R ERE, BTENANRE XA
PRSP, BERTARSG ¢ HAMS SRS ATATER 515 50 IR A RIE S S AERE S R R E Y, A
T HRTEE, mIESEANRMIE, R A DB RIEIE 252 A S il SR e 54 . A
SCUATEHEAT AT B BN R, (R RIGEA R T ERIE S HSIESEE, DIAREES Sl
FARBEROWE AL I SHIEM R, FEARIGE & R 5 h R R A @ it gt 2% .

3. EREEARR EHEERIIR

B E BE S RIE MR RBN A 15 S EIRE Rl b, 255 b JnBe 7y, BRI TG 5 ST
M2 T8 F AZPRIIRESI[27 ] CUHEAT MR IS AE 2 R R AL XA S rh, BB AROL R T RIS
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B E B bR . LUR WEHERE AR 25 . AR & B BEEAE A 00 LS BE AR E (B 2 1 =
ANTTIHINAE 22
3.1. BhERENHIKERER

AN IR AR BB A PR B e 70 22 5 A AT BRI 35 2 75 R A A B A AR 95 A0 ) B R - TR A e B
(JLAE 2), PUTEAT W AR B4 A A 00 S DL L S R AR BE R, BB SR SR RBIOK, BV PA SRR L

&) o

Table 2. Native language use among Blang people of different age groups in Mangwang

2. EHEFRERAARNEIEERERR

FRB(D) WEAR R W 188 e
6~19 % 22 13 (59.09%) 9 (40.91%) 0 (0%)
20~39 % 35 28 (80%) 6 (17.14%) 1 (2.86%)
40~59 % 30 27 (90%) 3 (10%) 0 (0%)
60 %Ll L 23 21 (91.30%) 0 (0%) 2 (8.70%)
it 110 89 (80.91%) 18 (16.36%) 3 (2.73%)

MR B MR T, 6~19 215 60 % LR AL 3221 DNE 7RG O T A BIEAEA FAR
Br 2 TE] 2 35284 o 2R L 60 % DL 2 ANARER T 2 HEAT WAL G008 & AR AR —— LT 4 IR A
MIEEE, AT D AN T B RERE A B TE T I B SB35 5 D4 CARERZRAE
FIBEE . 20~39 SR BIAGEN 80%, WG TH DERAEMRT hEEREAE, UG KR5S
ARG T 2R, T A R OB K s 6~19 0 BAGRRIRIE 2 59.09%, T Bl T 3 4 SR AL
I SARCHE At e IE G TR R A R O BRE AR AR M BN
3.2. FEFEHEEREERER

EE G REFEE T RN EEGENE . AR EXIE S RFEAARER, il e
WEAT BIRAE R BE « AY98. 22KL. A5, M SEITHU. M40 H S5 IGSE a s S s,
LN A i AT H2 A7 B () h el 5«

1. FEEN G

FEFETE 5 AR AR B A N BAAL,  SXRE AR IR 35 A0 AR DL B3 5 R B RHE BE 15 SE LA PR A& i . 1R
A1y BT 2K BE 9 R R IR L 04 3 BT

Table 3. Language usage within Blang families in Mangwang (N = 110)
*® 3. EHARREABESERBERRN=110)

ZFrRXt & i B E BiE PAEHE HiEiE i + W i + &
KIEXIE 84 (76.36%) 5 (4.55%) 5 (4.55%) 0 (0%) 12 (10.91%) 4 (3.64%)
MRIENTZE 73 (66.36%) 4 (3.64%) 6 (5.45%) 0 (0%) 20 (18.18%) 7 (6.36%)
[E2E 2 [A] 70 (63.64%) 2 (1.82%) 9 (8.18%) 1(0.91%) 20 (18.18%) 8 (7.27%)
PAPIN PN 88 (80%) 1 (0.91%) 9 (8.18%) 0 (0%) 8 (7.27%) 4 (3.64%)
MREEN 27 (24.55%) 2 (1.82%) 57 (51.82%) 13 (11.82%) 6 (5.45%) 5 (4.55%)
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P A% T LA HE A B3 7E R PN 0 o 00 T ST o K 3 X GG B A2 SRS A B33 8 P EL 51 Bt 751 (76.36%) »
XA T N B 3 80%, 15 BHTE IR P 28 B AR BRAS T, BEEAT A& 255 — I #8155 FH IR E IR
K FE 0T B FE A FH A BAVE B EL 451 (76.36%) i TR 2EXT K 3(66.36%),  [FIZE 2 A1 5 IK(63.64%) . 1X—Hf AR 4k
YOI BB AR 3R — AR A IELESZ D RS, SRE P BB AL 2K O AR PR i ot . “A + I
TRF” LB BEAS bRt R AR R TE D ETE, it POE FEd R - RBE AR EIE 5 AT,

2. MRS RR G

TERS 28 HE 28 bR, A7 BAVE AT T2 HE A B A 2 L3S b L. PR A B A 28 22 B VB 1) LA
BN 4 fioR.

Table 4. Languages used for communication in Mangwang Blang village (N = 110)

Fz 4. TEMBARMERZFRFAIEN = 110)

X bin:ies BiE PAEHE R-plikry
DT T 7 7 47 (42.73%) 4 (3.64%) 33 (30%) 4 (3.64%)
LIFN 49 (44.55%) 2 (1.82%) 25 (22.73%) 4 (3.64%)
A =55 E) 49 (44.55%) 2 (1.82%) 27 (24.55%) 5 (4.55%)
PRUF A K TR 64 (58.18%) — 38 (34.55%) 8 (7.27%)
Fof HLIEBE AN 44 (40%) 1 (0.91%) 27 (24.55%) 12 (10.91%)

VA A RS o, DLTHIFT 43 P IS5 FH A BT 16 EL D 42.73%, BIRANA: =55 s i o 44.55%, 3@
DUBTT & IR LE B o 500 B A S TR I A7 BAE A FH LU 3 — 2B 32 T+ &2 58.18%, ULPATESR 2 K R Hp BEE
(15 R AL VR T TE R o

LbFRIE, POETT AW GG, X S TEEEAE N R BN MRS EE. ik,
DU 22 B 2% JE (AL XA B 2 UM 56 o 78 H o A2, T HE AT BA AN ] 38k b h 22 5 FoAth RO A R AS A
PUE T 5 BN B A PRI E 2 T H o A BB BB A A B2 MR 408 X5 5 19 A NS BT A5 28 1 5k 1
X RS Ay, AT I 3 e A A 5 ATV T8

3. ¥R HE

SRS TERE AT W E 5 FH A R BON R IR BT . TR H ORI/, @GR LE BB 2 /N
Wi, PR AERENEE 2 ki, X 22 4 6~19 S IERSFAE MOE S SIS 5 TR

Table 5. Language usage in schools among the Blang people in Mangwang (N = 22)
=5 THAPRFRIESFRBRAERN=22)

pd 7e>73 i B 5 PUETT & HiEiE

PRE G 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (4.55%) 21 (95.45%)
PRIA] 5[] % 2 (9.09%) 0 (0%) 10 (45.45%) 10 (45.45%)
aHE. e 1 (4.55%) 0 (0%) 10 (45.45%) 11 (50%)

UREE IG5 PR 40 1 S HA1.(95.45%), B ARE o HI @ TGS UR, 228 [0 2 1) i th 4 0 P
WG, LB, AT WIS D O A R Al T A PR RE Sy PR Z A
AR BRI R AL 5 i S8R s, IR ADOETT 5 R 2, AR 4.55%.
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XU, DUB AT DR FERNZRET o (AR RERRIGIKIER, R 2H
T AR RN IR IG S AT BB SR, R AT BB T DA A A bR R A A fw g DUy 2 =132
75 AR AN I AT A AR, I 1 R O E SO TR S T R R DR E AL . B
TINA, BERIEFINELS RIEE S IARIIEEN LR, MREA RS KIEA TR, WEEH
HAME28].

4. NEWE

NG5 R U AT BT A8 AR R DO £ i o IR . PEREAT BAIRAE A 55 6 HVE S
FEHANZE 6 Fw.

Table 6. Language usage in official settings among the Blang people in Mangwang (N = 110)
Fo. THMBRAFZIAEESERBERRN=110)

e A BiE BRiE DEEHT EBEE
MNZeail 16 (14.55%) 0 (0%) 40 (36.36%) 31 (28.18%)
B2 BUN IS 8 (7.27%) 0 (0%) 27 (24.55%) 55 (50%)

WZESLWh, PAETT 5 (36.36%) MM 1% (28.18%) 5 45 L E A, A BITEI & 14.55%. REH T
i, R — R E TS A B, PR LT S o T AT A P A R AR A R OR,
HVE B 0 F SO R — R USRI A BB R i . 2R £ — R TEGERT A gmt, M1 A i
ELBdE— B R 2 50%, A BG4 F 2 (R R 48 2 7.27%, BBIBEE T U2 SR s A & IE U
(RN, S P4 LB 2 BT, A BB R A EE R N

5. SRS ERITHL

TEHEAT IR AR T S BRI MU B S A S DL a2 7 BT

Table 7. Language usage in markets and medical institutions among the Blang people in Mangwang (N = 110)

7. EREHERETSETINEESERBRIN=110)

& i B E BiE PAEHE R
KSR 5 32 (29.09%) 1(0.91) 40 (36.36%) 8 (7.27%)
BRHE 17 (15.45%) 0 (0%) 53 (48.18%) 20 (18.18%)

TEREAT IR AE SR 117 K2 (I8 SR CLDGE T 5 O, ARIEIRZ, 5347 15.45%[H NS A BIE A
DU NP/NERT AN R E CITr, 3L MITEDA T 5 2 HURS NS B AT LA 7 N 2 D9 DU B
IS, R S — R A DOE AL, B EI AR MR R NI U AT IR A 50 o BRI IR 5 B AT S5 A A SRR
SV DL IESRAEL, DU A& BT SE LA Jp S £ B AZ B T

6. gt i H 5 Ina

4871 H RS e f B4 A 53 G 2 5 AT B BEVE A H S o R i . P IR AEAR S 1T H S
I & B8 S RS DL 8 Pis

T HEE S AT IE A AT LEGIIL 64.55%, WS EN 60%, #3768 60.91%, ¥t TI0ETT 5 M
PR TE H A . KR PEAT WA R R & DL RIS e T IR L, AREOR )RR %
gictt, MEE RS E BRI, (EIX L T B & N 2 A A B

ZRE UL LRSS G IIE S EAIE DL, tEAT MR 0 BEE (] 2800 I R DI RE TLAME S5 . A BB A
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TRBESGHR. a5, WERTTAESA%. MINSIERG G, B NAER € R b &
. =R S AT 1, IRIRN LG AT R AN R = A A BR i K o

Table 8. Languages used in traditional festivals and ceremonial occasions among the Blang people in Mangwang (N = 110)

%= 8. THMBAREETHSNXIAERIEN=110)

& i B E BiE PUEHE R-plikry
FH. £& 71 (64.55%) 3 (2.73%) 6 (5.45%) 3 (2.73%)
iYed 66 (60%) 3(2.73%) 6 (5.45%) 3 (2.73%)
3 67 (60.91%) 3 (2.73%) 6 (5.45%) 2 (1.82%)

3.3. BHEREFERRIFN

TEIEAT B AE 2 ROARJE A S P AROR DR B ReE A, A ARARAR, T A 22 Fh DX B3R IR FH K 5

Ho—, AR JE A XG5 o PEREAT AR A — A DR LK Rk BT T R RS BB A, (ELA B
FEMEZR — A HEAR 4 HEAR=4UR IRFFADS SRR . XA RIR R & kg =, N EHER R R O T
RIRIIAE DR AT o AEAT IR AR RN, AR — AMMTH R B EE TR, ik 1AM
B AEHE SR, B ARAE/NEESRT, W B (#2 PR I AT WIS .

= N APt A& . WIRESRKE, UHEAT MRS E N & it st Al
B 54 AL, BRZVIE UAMPIE NS 1585, SHFERFFRANIBSRNIEW S 63.64%), LA
BIEN K BE R 5 M ARAIE 1) LEAETE 5 SIS0 IIRE 06 1 AR SRS BHE

H=, BFECRMRE SR BZAKIIDORIERS &5 IG5 — AT &R R, ek ROk X4
IR IIAUE & RIRAT (AR A SIS Y. AL EBUF &R RS R
SR, WA ISR N D B RS MR PR R RO . X S BURAE R /D BRI 5 1 OR3P A0 A e
67 ARAR 10 1 JEE PR

LR TR SRS, TOHEAT MR A REAE DAL IR B P BRI BN it &, S EsF B IS
FOCIIRAK, TR T “ M A A B S K.

4. EEHRAKREIEESE

EE SR MERN . ASERROEANT Y, POGE S SRR A 5 AR s 57 00 3L
A AT BN RIPEAT . AT RO E M ARG TR, |7 308 5 SIS B E S A AT BT A sebr
RIFRFIER[29]. EHEATRIRKIIAL T 2 RIGILE . 265 SAh it S5+, HE S SR T
XHEFERIRENE R, Bk 1 DOE S A E RTE BRI R, B AR IZAL DO S AR IR R B A i

PAR B B PR AT a0 R PR 2R = AN J7 T L3 A

4.1. BN : BREENSE

B 5 I RS B MANTE B TR USRI ES O E A E], A ORI U R E R S A [F A
JEARIN[30]. 78 & PO BRI 5 RIS ORI GO D) M Z BE A RN (S ) P AN 4E 2 o AR BN A B
i POETT 5 IS I AE 5 B R R R RHE . 15 S AR AL BAANE & S0k
RERAWTE, AFEE S EA RS I, 2iE S IANFES SRR EZAARI31].

R ST A b ) 2 A B R BEE 1 BN IR RS, MR E T ONTIRIR, 152U E S F SR
BEM T &5 4T 55 (WH 9).
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Table 9. Statistical table of the language attitude scale for the Blang people in Mangwang (N = 110)
F . EHAHKIESSEERRITRN=110)

(7353 5y “EERE” S
MURER KM EHE, RAEFHEE 4.88 88.18%
A AT IR AR AGE AL K T 2= 4.85 85.45%
WAF AT PIEIRSEY) 4.78 81.82%
TVOE @GR EE, DA 4.67 74.55%
WMRATENA VAT, T ig it 4.45 64.55%
FRAE YA B F 2 DOE W, IRWIR H A 4.02 49.09%

NTURIAR I3 r i ad 4 4, SARIIMEIR 4.61 4, ULBATSREAG MR 0TS 5 A Ak FR AT
TRER.. BASRE, W EEHEREK =017 e mi(4.78~4.88 71),  “AEW R #ELEI7E )\ R EL
b, BEEAE AR B O o BT B EOA R . 13 2 RARETR A B I e 2 DU R R R B
IR7(4.02 73), —J7 U HIE TR S O SO P2 REAT BIR 0TS 5 S A, 59— 7 A = N A+
TREAASTE, S 7 A RO RRE A P B 447 il .

TEHEAT WO A B -5 DOE AR AN R U RE RO TEA it — 2D BNIE 1 LR IE(L A 10).

Table 10. Comparative table of the Blang people’s evaluation of the functional domains of the Blang language and Chinese

(N=110)
%< 10. TR EIES B SE U TN ITEL RN = 110)

g, 0 BIE “AERIRR” PUE “PERTRR”
ZKBE NS 91.82% 37.27%
INE 3 %) 82.73% 46.36%
HERARRIBEMK 90% 35.45%
S558 HoAh MR K 43.64% 62.73%
i AR 17.27% 90.91%
FRUE 12.73% 88.18%
T RBUE 11.82% 89.09%
SR AR 14.55% 89.09%
IR RIS 50.91% 66.36%

TEEAT B0 XUE D RE AR S I R P — S LMK Ry o 2R AR AE R 9 R ST TR 1 X ] 53 i
BHANEL, FEEME S 88 M IETHE B T iR MAPIE RIS 5 2 KR INRE [32]. X
BE. ME&. RWAAE=AUR, YONAHIE “PERRK” B LG lid )\, iz 308 MifERFRaE
L HT L BAE BOR. BHEEFIACAILSEE, A NDGE “PERRR” MBI HGE sl Jue, b 4t
DL o ABAFE RIS« 2 ST A RIS 7 — T, A9 DUE“ AR AR K (1 EE 4511 (66.36%) B A B 1(50.91%) »
RIS A IE TS RIGSCH L SR AL R S AME BB %, 55— I B BB PUE SCE N
RIS AL AR 1 B 2 B TR
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4.2. 1TREIE: FRSRTHE

B A EAAUERIUCA A OIS, MU BAR RS ST AR RGN . 35S M ZEA
RBF AR B A 2 st PR R S LT SR . SN TR S DR 5 s & IR H S R, HATUR SIS
FSATN, WEAHE T TEMS RAEERRUET . B 4k 55 )RS 5 MR 28 S A E SN A i@,
AT E N BEIAES 2 AR RO R E A R ) 2 R K [33].

1. B

— N NEAEEGF R E 5, AR R T A SRR S I E R B R . TEREA R IE S  I B R
Wz 11 fios.

Table 11. Language learning willingness of the Blang people in Mangwang (N = 110)
F 1. EHAPHKIESFIBRERN=110)

BEEFRES A¥ =]
PUE 1% 62 56.36%
A RAE (1 BATE) 28 25.45%
B 12 10.91%
HHSE TS 7 6.36%
HA DB RIEES 1 0.91%

LR 2 VR E TN RS IIE ST, SR “RA 7 (44.55%) KA I
EIIE, ¢ BN IE T T RANEAIIA T B N2 24T N IBN F1 . ATIIIE L 25.45% R fE 55— X —tt
BIE DA G, LS EHER I B IINEA K, A BRERE BT “HAR” F4.5 )\, 2HENRA
MERE SR, FAFTRIFABY), “REZEE” R ARIRREHEZSNUTE S . #15(10.91%)#d
PUE T E (6.36%) W& — N H S5, T2 AR EEHESI N, S2if Ctt N PUHEAT B A1E 5 /55K 454 o

2. BREALR IS

TEREAT W BEEAL AR A BT DAL 2 AN E R I DL 52

Table 12. Attitudes of the Blang people in Mangwang toward mother tongue transmission (N = 110)
12, EEBBRNEHEEARTSEN = 110)

WEH PREEFE/FRE) ThTiR HARAFE/ RN
B AR RIEE 101 (91.82%) 8 (7.27%) 1 (0.91%)
BT 5 ) G 94 (85.46%) 14 (12.73%) 2 (1.82%)
A B RS 93 (84.54%) 13 (11.82%) 4 (3.64%)
T B /AT REE T H 94 (85.45%) 16 (14.55%) 0 (0%)
M HRE ARG 94 (85.46%) 16 (14.55%) 0 (0%)
B ZED ARG TR R 90 (81.82%) 20 (18.18%) 0 (0%)

12 th BN P MEE B ARHIE . BHEAR AR IR S AR AR &, 7N IUR A N A BRI LA 2 7
80%LA b, HIXMEEAE “BIY 217 5 “ABrteR” W8 LOREE T — 8 A RO K@ 2 1 9]
FFORMKEELT, LIS SRR AR .. FE) /. B0, BENCZEsEH
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RORIE M LU HAE 81.82%~85.46% 2 [F], S5 REN LA RIEAM B X453, T2HEAREAMG
O TR RREAL R U K BE N I E R, M2 HFETHREE SIREEN LRSS,

3. EERR IR S S

BERRTHE IR FABRASER T — 2SR A, 3R 5 SO DU S s N
— BRI T XA N AT ONERE: ‘S FSRBGE” 5 SR EATE” AT R, AT KIXGE
AR TE O BRGNS, 2] 18Y, R IR PR A B oA 5 e FHDOE, LA 2 B AN A2 B I o 25 1 SR AR
Mikss . “RFREHAMAIE" 5 “RAER” 20U, WER B BHERRIE R B, X R
B R IR BE B IE RS EAES X, HUURFFEAEE BN PR N1 7 A BB, TERE A BRI
B BUR R R IE AL I B RIS ) 5 5 2477 3 98 1 43 A B B o

43. FWESSENER

B E RN A E AR A, FRA W, 2B, )RR I, ST SR ORI
[34] PIHEATWIRAIE 5 S ERAE RIS B R IB W, S2ALIX S0 . bR M RIRIA RSS2
H AR LR AR .

XS STEF . AR -2 R ERLX, R Bk, ek, mRE R —
o, BERIRASAE A IS AEXFPIEL, DOETT S R AN F Rk 8 i G A TR, U HEA R
UK T3 5 BRI X XA 5 RO SAE 7 SR A B AR [N 2 HEAS BEBHPE 2 S B, R RS A1
R ESE, SEEADGE B AT H A LI A, R RO R ISR AN A

MU k. BT, Finl 2B E BRSNS B BRI AR, & Md il B
WEAT BRI ZE S, 2N RIS, SR RedT T, AATH ARSI s 5
HEM, ANEEE AR R AME . [N, 8 E ARG A ARt S 3 — > NHiE 5 B
RAAL,  BARTIEAT BIBON A BRI RIS 22, (BB 0 SE A B g 5, — 80 A B
(AT BT 1 5 T 8 o

RN 530t 7k, TEHEAT RO BHE IR 5 IR, IR T1E 5 5 RIGAFRREGE . 2020
FEVIRFFRIE T A WA 2 BiAis BT A AT BIR 17 M. SRTT,  P2IEAR R B AE AU 3 5R ST
WAL AR BT AR P2 HEAR DR BEE AL K BB I AR IRES,  AbATIE Rt AR 2 50 5 S RE P B (1 B AR5 7K
EARCNS kL, FEZTE AR EHE R IER A XAER RS BSLZ ), 152 A
HRiGE SR AL S,

5. 4518

ISz F AR T SR A R IR IR G BB PE 2 PR A IO BN R, SR G I A A A
ik VRS iR, WBHEMA . IESHRAAE S SR =R A HEE 7 LI R T A R
FATROL. EET A, ARG H BN E 2GR

F—, THEATEIE AR E R RN AR HARE BRI T T R DL SE . ARG
SRR E YU, T D EREAIIE S /) S M BLEUR R, BHEARIIRILSH Bl MRTET R EE . A
FERE GG R 1 B AC P TR, BHEMRBERAE T B ER AT WA TR AW, BERAE
BAL, ATIIEAA RS ARIR T 240, 20~39 B I B ZR A (80%) AR T Z K, T D F A%k
TP R B T SRR B L SR U A M LR K SR R R B B b

B, BOEAAIAG JRIEM, ThRe > oI DOE ROy E BRI S —ih s, HAEAR I 5EE .
HAEBEEREMK. DOET S RMNEERARRNEE TR, FEilEENNERAHT . ~F5ma it
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HRAEAE, HRIEM IR 240, =M S RS DU B RE AL, AT TR AR S ATRAE 8, DUE R
BURAILIURAZ R, BRIEIR JEAT IR 5%

B, W ESEEIN R ERESFRRE . Dhfe EIRDGENEH . BEGAFRS e R 2 &, R2AE
2 RS Rl h T B 95 S8 5 W AEAT Ju e L, B )\ B 32 15 3 W5 224 RS 5 RHEAL K,
A BBUG G REBOR, BHELAIMIDERZRE . 1. BHE. BORY R MH LR A2

i LRIk, =MiE S RIZhRE > T H AT JE G, 1 S e R T BOREE T BRI S AT
REFIE o, TA2AETHRE AN PR RR 1 I el T, & Zmiff, ASOr 2Bl A2t &R
IR, AR R AT WS 5 AR AR R AR B SRR DU, TR E AR RPIRES . X
AR RARMATEAS, BORTREMAK. FRAE ST BORE 2 SNRNRERE, gikms, ©
AR R T 2 R IXAE 5 A0S AR B Boi — M AR RS, oy I RO A AR 2SI A it 7 i
B RAM BN LB PR 0 7RO e

E&WE

HEHN SR AU R RGBT “AARERGET &5 /e TR A LR ER” (W9
21XJAT40005); 75 B4 24t 2 B URIIT H R A R RIS FLAE 55 1 S 35 M P ARV R AR T 9
(i '5: YB202666); =8B A TRHAMT IR ETH “ RIA R b 4t b B RS & 1RiE 500
FIHERT L (5. 2025Y1113); 2026 FHH HHAHE HEA 0 R (H S SUHRL ) “ 38 5 Btk
A RRIL FR S U A SR BT E——DADUE 5 A0 MR A0 (5 2026JGYB043).
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