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This paper focuses on the linguistic landscapé¢ilafus, the capital
of Lithuania. The aim of this analysis is to defimkich languages are
visible in public sphere in four of the city’s’ diiscts and constitute its
linguistic landscape. Backed up by a corpus of @ig&al pictures of
shop signs, placards, posters, graffiti and othisplalys of written
language, the study determines the number of lageguased on signs
and the functions they fulfill in the given contexthese findings are
then compared with the number of speakers of diffefanguages
within the same area to find out if the linguidandscape of Vilnius
resembles the city’s ethnolinguistic diversity. thermore, special
attention is paid to the phenomenon of the spré&ahglish.
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1 Introduction: The Study of Linguistic Landscapes

The study of Linguistic Landscapes is a fairly napproach to analyse the
phenomenon of multilingualism in urban contexts.iti&n signs visible in
public sphere and accessible to everyone comprothesebjects of research.
When we refer to “Linguistic Landscapes” or “Citgpes”, it is foremost about
the language of advertising billboards, commerstap signs, placards, street
names and any other displays of written languagle in public sphere
(Landry & Bourhis 1997: 25). Thus, a linguistic tetape refers to “any sign or
announcement located outside or inside a publigtutien or a private business
in a given geographical location” (Ben-Rafaehl. 2006: 14).

Examining such displays of language accessiblevayryene give us an
insight into function, status and spread of a ceianguage. Within a confined
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area, languages displayed on these signs givematon about languages used,
about possible differences between official prastic language policy and the
linguistic reality as depicted on signs, about fiores, different languages fulfil
in different contexts and about the influence dinet and sociafactors on
patterns of language use. Furthermore it enablesrésearcher to take the
perspective of sociolinguistics further and stutg phenomena of variation,
language contact and code mixing from a differergle In addition to that,
cultural ideals and the status of different growpthin a given society can be
explored (Reh 2004: 38). Furthermore, overt andedolanguage attitudes,
official language policies and power relations kesw different groups can be
determined (Backhaus 2007: 11).

This study is subdivided into three main partsfisst the language situation
in Vilnius and Lithuanian is assessed, focussingspects of language policy in
past and present and on the actual number of spgeakdalifferent languages
within the four city districts chosen as areas efearch. We will then
concentrate on the crucial questions of this amglysamely (1) Which
languages are visible and wherg) Do they represent the (ethno)linguistic
reality as determined by the number of mother tengpeakersand (3)What
can be said about the spread of Englistollowing, the areas of research are
determined and methodological aspects are takenaititount before we move
on to the analysis itself.

The aim of this study is to determine power relaiocattitudes and patterns
of language use in a Post-Soviet setting. The amalpf the linguistic
landscapes of Vilnius can serve as a good exangke s the city is home to
speakers of many languages and — together with ratrey Eastern European
cities — shares a multilingual and multiethnic past Ben-Rafaekt al. (2006)

demonstrated in their study of linguistic landscaelsraeli towns, the analysis
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of signs and other written displays of languageuitilingual settings can tell a
lot about the overall power structures in a giveniety. Considering Russian
and — to a lesser extent — Polish in the case ofiud might yield interesting
results and will tell if signs represent or to soaxent even mirror attitudes

towards different languages within a certain comityun

2 The Language Situation: Vilnius and Lithuania

Vilnius is the main political, cultural and econanaentre of Lithuania and the
country’s largest city with approximately 543.006habitants living in 21
districts. As most of Lithuania is characterized &wyall towns and rural
settlements, Vilnius is a notable exception both temms of the social
stratification, ethnicity and mother tongues ofiftsabitants. Demographic data
of the four urban districts used as areas of rekaarthis study shown itable 1
account for such a diversity both in terms of lagm use and ethnic
background and show that Vilnius is a multilingudban centre.

Vilnius as a whole is also the most diverse placihé country and draws on
a large number of tourists, especially from otheurdries of the European
Union, from Northern America and countries of th@nier Soviet Union
including those transiting from the Russian exclateéaliningrad to Belarus
and the Russian mainland. Since the opening ofdast-flights from the United
Kingdom and Germany, tourism became an importanh@mic factor leading
to the emergence of new tourism infrastructurerocegeto the growing number

of foreign visitors.
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Table 1: Population by mother tongue in the four areas s¢aech according to
Lithuanian Statistics Department (» indicates aberfitial datd)

Mother tongue Seninijos (districts)

Antakalnis | Naujamiestis | Senamiestis | Snipiskes
Lithuanian 27574 16691 12011 11211
Russian 5263 6587 4167 4131
Polish 4218 2223 2514 2488
Belarusian 330 261 274 194
Ukrainian 128 102 77 69
English 35 24 26 .
German 13 16 10 7
other/not 2136 1988 1943 1221
indicated

But not only is the steady influx of visitors a faccto take into consideration
when analysing the linguistic landscape of the:cAyhistorical perspective
reveals a remarkable linguistic diversity that haesn common to many pre-war
urban centres of Middle and Eastern Europe. Apsestnfthe Lithuanian
language, Russian, Polish, Yiddish and German are g the linguistic and
cultural heritage of the city. Lithuania’s lingucstsituation reflects that of its
capital in most parts. Since the end of World Wartte founding of the
Lithuanian Socialist Soviet Republand - albeit moderate - migration from
other parts of the USSR mainly to urban centresskn emerged as the second

language of the country. Following an intensifiealigy of Sovietisation in the

! This demographic data was obtained directly ftbeDepartment of Statistics to the
Government of Lithuanii& Vilnius and provided by Mrs. Daiva Mikalopiene
(daiva.mikalopiene@stat.gov.It)
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1970’s, the status of the USSRisgua francaeven grew and manifested the
status of Lithuania as a bilingual country till tead of the 1980’s (Grenoble
2003: 106-107). But policies that led to large-scaligration of a Russian-
speaking workforce from other parts of the Sovietidd as in Estonia and
Latvia were not pursued and the number of nativeakgrs of Russian never
exceeded the 10 percent mark.

After independence in 1991, Lithuanian became ta&’s sole national
language, resulting in a sharp decline of the staflRussian both as a language
learned at school and as a medium of communicatiopublic and private
sphere. Although this loss of prestige can behaiteidd to political factors and
shared memories of oppression and Russian hegedwimg Soviet times, the
actual number of inhabitants with Russian as thedther tongue remained
relatively steady throughout the country after peledence (Grenoble 2003:
110). Nevertheless, among younger generations tfuanians, Russian is
perceived as a language of low prestige and thesfa Lithuanian foreign
language education at school now lies on threeulages: English, French and
German. Among these, English is widely preferredu(@adier 2003: 219).

At present-day, out of Lithuania’'s 3.483.9#thabitants, 2.907.293 are
ethnic Lithuanians, 219.789 Russians, 42.866 Bwskians and22.488
Ukrainians® As the region around Vilnius did belong to Polashating the
interwar period and as strong political and cultties with the Polish nation
existed over centuries, about 234.989 inhabitalaisncto be of Polish descent.
In addition to that, a small number of individuflem republics of the former

USSR such as Georgia, Armenia and Latvia live exdbuntry.

2 http://www.stat.gov.|t/en/pages/view/?id=1731
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3 Research Questions

This paper analyses the relative use of differangliages in four distinctive
districts of Vilnius and in two western-style shagp malls, both located in
close proximity to the city centre. By studying fireguistic landscapes of these
areas, a clear picture about patterns of languageisi expected to emerge,
especially when concentrating on signs and othecisgen of written language
displayed by non-officialbottom-up)actors.

These are the research questions of this study:

(1) Which languages are visible in the public sphere thus constitute
the linguistic landscape of Vilnius? Are there digant differences in
patterns of language use between the four distsitksn the city?

(2) Does a correlation between the number of speakeadanguage and
the linguistic landscape exist and is it possiblsuggest that signs and
other displays of language put up by private aateilect the linguistic
reality of a given district?

(3) Which role is the present world language Englishyiplg in the
linguistic landscape of Vilnius and which functiodses it fulfil at
present?

Considering the demographic data shown in tableid assumed that Vilnius
features a relatively diverse linguistic landscéps includes both Russian as a
local and English as a global language of wider roamcation. Question (1)
will be answered ib.and5.1, question (2) irb.2and point (3) will be analysed
in 5.3.

4 Methodology

The corpus contains 878 digital pictures in tdigch picture serves as a unit of

analysis. As the density of signs differs signifitte in each of the four districts
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and the two shopping centres, the individual nundfarnits of analysis varies
between the areas of researdntakalnis features 148 units of analysis,
Naujamiestis334, Senamiesti?71 andSnipisks 55 units. The two shopping
centres include 44 units of analysis combined.him following we will touch

upon some methodological aspects that have to hsidered before such a
study. In the same time, these aspects emblemidwselecisive questions in

contemporary research on urban linguistic landsape

4.1 Location

Defining the area of research as precisely as Ipless crucial in the study of
linguistic landscapes (Williams & Van der Merwe 639In this study, four
districts of the city of Vilnius in Lithuania witbdistinct geographical and socio-
demographical features are chosen as sample aatakalnis Naujamiestis
SenamiestiandSnipisks.

Antakanlis (pop. 39697 is located north-east of the city centre and is
largely a residential area with a couple of supekets as well as small
shopping-centres catering to local residents.rétctes along the Neris River
towards the north-eastern city limits.

Naujamiestis(pop. 27892) on the other hand is the largesthef four
districts in this study in terms of geographic sitespreads from the train-
station area north towards the main thoroughfareth& city, Gedimino
Prospektas an area also referred to @entras Naujamiestis(literally “New
Town”) is both a residential area and the city’smm@ommercial centre. Public
institution such as government ministries and thiggment are situated here as

well as shopping centres, boutiques, hotels andtclighs. Although generally

% population figures provided by Mrs. Daiva Mikalepe Department of Statistics to the
Government of Lithuania)
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perceived as wealthy, urban and cosmopolitan, tbathern parts of
Naujamiestisaround the train-station area are less affluetpanting for a very
diverse socio-demographic picture within this dcstr

Senamiestigpop. 21022) is the historic heart of the city andJNESCO
World Heritage Site. In the same time it is stillr@sidential district. Most
infrastructures relevant for tourists are locatecelsuch as small hotels, hostels,
restaurants, bars, souvenir-shops and upmarkeigbest It is one of the most
prestigious places to live in Vilnius but becausatlively pub and bar scene
draws on a mixed crowd of young Lithuanians as.well

Snipisks (pop. 19321) is somewhat in the middle: it neigiiso
Naujamiestisand is separated by thderis Riverfrom the main commercial
centre aroundsedimono Prospekta$nipisks is mainly a residential area but
due to its close proximity to the centre, large owrcial areas are found in its
southern parts close to the river. In addition hatt data obtained in two
western-style shopping centres, “Europa” and “Gedd®’, is analysed
separately.

Obviously it is not possible to includdl signs and displays of language
depicted in these neighbourhoods. Neverthelessiaay signs as possible were
documented in each of the four districts. Geogregihiactors were taken into
account as well, meaning that peripheral areas amh edistrict were also
documented. Especially in the caseN#Hujamiestisthis is very important, as
concentrating orGedimino Prospektaghe “core” area of this neighbourhood,
would yield to different findings than an approdbhat covers this district as a

whole, including less affluent and linguisticallyerse areas.

4 “Europa” is located irSnipiskeswhereas Gedimono9”is located in the very heart of the

city in Naujamiestis Data obtained in both places are not includethendatasets of the
respective districts but constitute a separateyemtithis study.
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4.2 Signs
All displays of language visible to the public aneluded in this study. The

most common signs included are above or in fronshadps, restaurants, bars
and offices; in addition to that, language depiaradkiosks and on market stalls
Is taken into account. Furthermore, placards, pestgaffiti and messages put
up by individuals on walls and buildings count asgke units of analysis as
well. Advertisements depicted on moving objecte ltkains, buses, trucks and
cars are not included, as it is hardly possiblagsign a specific geographical
area to them.

Shops, restaurants, kiosks and other comparablablisstiments are
considered units of analysis in itself. As shopsallg show the name on the
front but additional displays of written languagewindows or at the door, this
approach is not uncontroversial, but a shop funstas a single entity, giving an
overall impression of patterns of language use@albhein multilingual settings
(Cenoz & Gorter 2006: 71). This means that onethabserve a front of a shop
very carefully to include all specimen of languageen those that signal

opening hours.

4.3 Languages

Decoding the units of analysis according to langsadisplayed is a decisive
task in the study of linguistic landscapes. Attfimme has to differentiate
between monolingual, bilingual and multilingual rssg When considering all
four districts as a whole, a general distinctionwaen all Lithuanian all

Englishandall Russianis made when dealing with monolingual signs. Bjlial
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signs are categorized as Lithuanian-English anftulaitian-Russianin addition

to that the categoriesther and multilingual (three languages or more) are
established. When considering units of analysianfrone district alone,
additional categories such dsthuanian-French or Lithuanian-Polish are
established. Such a strategy is necessary whemgleaith areas of research
that show a much diversified linguistic landscapeth of the shopping centres
as well afNaujamiestisandSenamiestiaccount for such diversity.

Otherwise, units of analysis showing infrequent borations of language
such as bilinguaEnglish-Italian or trilingual Lithuanian-English-Germarare
subsumed under the categoraher or multilingual (3+) respectively. As the
scope of this study is rather limited, signs tlegtéire code-mixing or instances
of borrowing are categorized as bilingual or mulglal if applicable. Those
that show variation of some sorts (for instancengrspelling of English words)

do not constitute an independent category in toidys

4.4 Further Remarks

A main dichotomy in the study of linguistic landpea has always been the
distinction between public and private signs argpldiys of languag@op-down
vs. bottom-up)In this paper, such a distinction will not be mads a regular
pattern in the use of languages depicted on sigsilied by public bodies
emerged: Within the inner-city districts Bfaujamiestisand Senamiestissigns
giving directions to places of general interesthsias museums, theatres,
churches and transport hubs are always bilinguabwsg a Lithuanian
inscription on top and an English one below. THeptwo districtsAntakalnis

and Snipiskés feature the same signs, but just with a Lithuani@scription.

® When establishing these categories prior tasthdy with the help of the demographic data
shown intable 1 it was assumed that Russian is an integral parthe linguistic
landscapes of Vilnius. Results%will show if this assumption can be maintained.
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Other traffic signs just bear a Lithuanian inseaptthroughout the city. The
reason for this pattern is obvious, as the distriof Naujamiestis and
Senamiestigire the main cultural and economic centres otcttyeand of most
interest to tourists.

Thus, traffic and street signs are not includedthis study. The only
exceptions are those signs installed by publicdmthat commemorate a certain

event®

5 Results — The Overall Picture

In the following section the research questionshef study will be answered.
Furthermore, a general picture of the languages wse signs in the four
districts emerges and tells about the role andtimmoof the city’s different
languages.

At first we will look at the overall picture and maider the districts of
Antakalnis Naujamiestis Senamiestisind Snipidkés as one entity. It seems that
the Linguistic Landscapes of Vilnius show a rembal&aliversity; the outcome
as shown irtable 2was not expected. Interestingly, English seemisetdairly
widespread within the city as a whole, especially dombination with
Lithuanian. Lithuanian is obviously fairly widespig but the number of 51 %
monolingual Lithuanian signs also suggests thatglbu one-half of signs
include another language apart from Lithuanian rorconjunction with it.
Considering the relatively peripheral location ofnwus within the European
Union and the relatively low rate of foreign langeaproficiency apart from

Russian, this is remarkable. Not only English, #lab other languages (such as

® These are plackets commemorating visits by foreiignitaries and artists or remember
historic events in general. As a rule, these alwsgsmed to be bilingual, depicting
Lithuanian and a language attributed to the peosdhe event.
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German, French and Italian) are visible in certzomtexts, almost always in

conjunction with Lithuanian.

Table 2: Languages on signs in all four distri¢ts

Language I_\Iumber of (%)
signs
all Lithuanian 446 51
all English 89 10
all Russian 7 1
Lithuanian-English 223 25
Lithuanian-Russian 11 1
other 85 10
multilingual (3+) 17 2

The number of non-Lithuanian units of analysis dduhve been even higher, as
in a lot of instances Lithuanian was just visibtlesmall print on many shop

signs (for example signalling opening hours) wheieaglish or other European
languages were depicted in a more prominent poségpecially on restaurant

and shop signs.

" This table includes 45 units of analysis thatehaot been assigned to any of the four
districts mentioned below yet, because their ggagcal location is in-between districts. It
still has to be determined which area of resedrely will be assigned to.
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But the most remarkable finding seems to be therades of Russian. We
will consider this phenomenon B3, but already now it has to be noted that
Russian disappeared from most signs. Most of tiits ohanalysis referred to as
beingmonolingual Russiawere specimen of graffiti, those classifietingual
Lithuanian-Russianwere almost exclusively located in or around thant
station inNaujamiestis an area frequented by speakers of Russian fransit

from Kaliningrad to the Russian mainland.

5.1 The Four Districts

Within the city, the four districts differ signifamtly in their linguistic landscape
and each of the four neighbourhoods feature andisppattern of languages
depicted on signsSenamiestiproved to be the linguistically most diverse part
of the city, whereag®\ntakalnisshowed little diversity with most signs being
depicted in Lithuanian alone.

When considering each district and its linguisticdscape as a single entity,
Senamiestishows a very diverse picture as indicatedainle 3 However, this
diversity is mainly based on English and not on atlger language. The
prominent position oEenamiestigs the main tourist centre of the city explains
this pattern fairly well and most shops and othstaldishments within this
district cater for visitors from abroad. Here, asants, bars and nightclubs
usually depict both Lithuanian and English. In cageh an establishment offers
French, Italian or Spanish cuisine, English isaepd by any of these languages.
Hotels and hostels show a similar pattern, butnoftghuanian is omitted
altogether. Languages that are clearly connectdbetgast of the city such as
German, Polish and Russian are clearly underrepiexten the Old Town of
Vilnius. German only appears together with Lith@aniand/or English at

souvenir shops selling amber and locally made lwaafis. Polish on the other
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hand is just used in religious contexts on placadd banners in front of

museums and religious sites. This is easily expthiras both Lithuania and

Poland are catholic nations that share strongioelggand cultural ties. Russian
Is almost non-existent irBenamiestisas well. Only posters and placards
announcing concerts or offering second-hand cafsife Russian, but certainly
four units of analysis that depict Russian is agimal number.

Table 3: Languages on signs in Vilnius Old Town (Senansgsti

Language Number of signs| (%] Language Number of signs | (%
all Lithuanian 93 34 | Lithuanian-German 3 1

all English 43 16 | Lithuanian-Polish 3 1

all Russian 4 1 | Lithuanian-Latin 3 1

Lithuanian-English 80 30 | Lithuanian-Russian 2 1

Lithuanian-Italian 10 4 | other 9 3

Lithuanian-French 10 4 | multilingual (3+) 7 3

Lithuanian-Spanish 4 1

Antakalnison the other hand shows quite different patternseas intable 4

Lithuanian is by far the language used most hesethds district of the city is
largely a residential area and not visited by &tariAntakalnisis probably a
prototype of an urban linguistic landscape in L&hia, where Lithuanian is
clearly the dominant language. Most shops only dey Lithuanian were

supermarkets, grocery stores, hairdressers andvaegdstores catering to the
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residents of the districts. The moderate use ofigimgan be attributed to fast-
food joints, gyms or pubs using an English namemrEnglish slogan as a
catch-phrase. Here, English is usually depictedoimunction with Lithuanian.

As in the Old Town, Russian is marginalized and geen as graffiti. Polish is

nonexistent.

Table 4 Languages on signs in Antakalnis
Language Number of signs (%)
all Lithuanian 122 83
all English 7 5
all Russian 2 1
Lithuanian-English 14 9
Lithuanian-Russian 2 1
multilingual (3+) 2 1

Naujamiestissupports the claim that a correlation between ribenber of

foreign visitors and the diversity of the lingutsiandscape exists. Evidently,
languages used on signs resemble the pictuseedmiesti; general, although
more signs are exclusively in Lithuanian. Here, gyaphical factors play a
crucial role as this district is rather big and oo many social strata.
Gedimino Prospektasn the one hand is the core of the city, the agisimain

shopping boulevard and quite popular by Lithuanidnghe same time it is a
very prestigious place to live and work. The armatls of Gedimino Prospektas

on the other hand is a less affluent neighbourhmanhly showing signs only in
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Lithuanian and neither tourists nor middle-clashlianians shop or stay in this
area. To exemplify this dichotomytable 5 shows the overall linguistic
landscape of the district but excludes t@entras area aroundGedimino
Prospektas whereastable 6 shows the linguistic landscape of the area of

Centrasalone.

Table 5: Languages on signs in Naujamiestis (excluding @sht

Language Number of signs (%)
all Lithuanian 67 65
all English 9 9
Lithuanian-English 19 18
other 6 6
multilingual (3+) 2 2

Table 6: Languages on signs in Centras (Naujamiestis clistri

Language Number of signg (%)
all Lithuanian 113 55
all English 12 6
all French 4 2
Lithuanian-English 58 29
Lithuanian-Latin 4 2
Lithuanian-German| 3 1
other 15 4
multilingual (3+) 3 1
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Especially table 6 indicates very diverse patterh&nguage use and to some
extent resembles the pictureS®#namiestisnterestingly, also Latin seems to be
used in Vilnius, but it fulfils relatively littleunctions. Latin can be seen in areas
with close proximity to the city’s university, wheeit is depicted in front of book
shops and pubs frequented by students. Otherwmsands is used at souvenir
shops and French at boutiques and restaurants. \&thesidering the district
without the area aroun@edimino Prospektaghe picture is still quite diverse
although more signs just show Lithuanian. These raaenly grocery stores,
other small shops and cheap eateries. Englisteipitferred foreign language
here with 27 % on mono- and bilingual signs, butkenin the Old Town or in
Centras other languages such as French or Italian areorim found.

The last district analysed Bnipiskés. As this neighbourhood is largely a
residential area, its linguistic landscape resembat of Antakalnis Of all
signs surveyed here, most featured just Lithuamsiemp, but as in all other
districts, bilingual signs depicting Lithuanian artEhglish are relatively
widespread (se&ble 7).

Table 7: Languages on signs in Snipisk

Language Number of signs (%)
all Lithuanian 32 58
all English 4 7
all Russian 1 2
Lithuanian-English 14 25
Lithuanian-French| 2 4
other 2 4
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As in Antakalnisthis is mainly due to the fact th&nipisks is home to fast-food
joints, gyms and pubs; in addition to that, thetrdits’ geographical location
plays a role as well: its southern parts borderGbatrasarea inNaujamiestis
and it appears that the linguistic landscap&wipiskés may take on the same
patterns of language use on signs asthetrasarea.

Another fact pointing in this direction is the disttion of languages on
signs in the “Europa” shopping centre, also locatedhe southern part of
Snipisks® Within this shopping centre, the distribution dfrs shows is
remarkable: 38 % are bilingual depicting Lithuaniand English, 28 %
monolingual English, 17 % monolingual Lithuaniardak¥y % of signs featured
three or more languages. The high frequency ofuaggs other than Lithuanian
is explained by the large number of internationammercial chains which
prefer English over Lithuanian. Furthermore, caded cocktail bars within the

centre also preferred English or Italian as catulages.

5.2 Linguistic Landscape and Mother Tongues

Arguably the most interesting phenomenon in thelyarsa of the linguistic
landscape of Vilnius is the absence of a corratabetween the number of
mother-tongue speakers in an area and the distmbof languages in public
sphere. Irtable § the number of signs that depict Russian or Palishe or in
conjunction with Lithuanian is shown, wherdable 9 depicts the number of
speakers of Lithuanian, Russian and Polish byidistin percent.

The pattern shown in tables 8 and 9 is remarkalite. actual number of

units of analysis depicting either Russian or Polis marginal and never

® The findings in the “Europa” shopping centre ac¢ included in theSnipisks survey but
analysed separately 3.
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exceeds the one percent mark, but nevertheledsualldistricts have a large

Antakalnis | Naujamiesti§ Senamiestid Snipiskes
Lithuanian-Russian 2 (1) 2 (1) 2 (1) 0
all Russian 2 (1) 0 4 (1) 1(1)
Lithuanian-Polish 0 0 3 (1) 0
all Polish 0 0 0 0

number of speakers of the two languages.

Table 8: Number of signs that include Russian/Polish adogrdo district in

total (% in brackets)

Table 9: Number of mother tongue speakers of Lithuaniargsiun and Polish

by district in percent (based on table 1)

Antakalnis Naujamiestis| Senamiestis|  Snipigk
Lithuanian 70 60 8 5 59
Russian 13 24 20 21
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H Polish 11 8 12 13

Naujamiestisfor example is home to a large minority of Russsaeakers (24
%) but just two signs in this study included Russmahich were found in the
train station area. Otherwise, no shop, restaugadatard or graffiti depicted
Russian in this part of the city. Here one miglguarthat political factors play a
role and that the same patterns of prescriptivguage policy that are prevalent
in Latvia and Estonia also show here. But unlikéhiese countries it appears to
be possible to use two or more languages on placaabters or shops as the
high number of bilingual signs in both LithuaniandaEnglish suggest. A
plausible explanation for such inequality mightthe orientation of Lithuania
towards the European Union and the firm rejectibreudtural influences from
Russia and other countries of the CIS that go tmgetvith nationalistic
chauvinism based on ethnicity and religion. Furtieme, English, French and
Italian do not carry the same negative connotatiBassian has for many
Lithuanians. Unlike Russian, these languages coneégns of internationality
and in the same time cater to a growing numberesit&rn tourists.

All signs featuring Russian in the residential are# Antakalnis and
Snipislkés were specimen of graffiti; those depicting Russéamd Lithuanian
were informal posters or leaflets attached to walllamp poles and in one case
a Russian restaurant. Within all four districtsstjtwo shops used Russian for
advertising: one tattoo studio Benamiestiand one book store adjacent to the
central train station. Thus it appears that no efafion exists between the
number of mother tongue speakers of Russian andirpeistic landscape of
their neighborhood. Here, the approach of Itagi i&g8 (2002) in linguistic
landscape research might yield different resuléstheés approach also includes

newspapers, magazines, business cards and oth@msepeof print media.
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Nevertheless this analysis reflects the generaletecy of the marginalization of
the Russian language and Russian culture in gemekathuania and the Baltic
States as a whole.

Polish on the other hand is equally underrepredeimethe linguistic
landscape of Vilnius. But as Poland and Lithuarhare strong cultural and
economic ties and as the Polish minority in Vilniwes in the city already for
centuries, the absence of the Polish languagebhcpgphere might very well be
attributed to a certain degree of assimilation thywe Poles. The only instance

where Polish is visible in public sphere is ing&lus contexts.

5.3 English in Vilnius

The study of commercial signs and other informaptitys of written language
in Vilnius suggest that a relatively large number establishments and
individuals choose English as a mode of expresgitingether 35 % of units of
analysis feature English. Out of these, about 1@eyict English alone and
another 25 % of signs feature both English anduathan. “Special places” to
look for signs in English and other non-native lkaages in Vilnius are large
western style shopping centres such as the afotemned “Europa” and
“Gedimino9”, depicted below itable 10

Table 10: Languages on signs in “Europa” and “Gedimino9”mhing centres
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Language Number of signs (%)
all Lithuanian 8 19
all English 14 32
all French 2 5
English is by far the
language inf| jthuanian-Italian 2 5 both
shopping centres and
— "
the number multilingual (3+) 3 ! of  shops
just depicting

English on their signs exceeds the number of stiegisuse Lithuanian alone by

far. Shops using English alone offer clothes, ebent appliances, music or

sports gear, those that solely rely on Lithuaniatl $ooks, flowers or

moderately priced presents. International commkectiains seem to depict both

Lithuanian and English; here, English usually i® tbatch-phrase whereas

Lithuanian signals opening hours and special distogiven. Two upmarket

furniture shops were just depicting French, wherteas cafes used an Italian

term as a catch-phrase and Lithuanian on a boandisf what specialities they

have to offer. Both centres cater for local resideand tourists alike, but most

customers seem to be middle and upper-middle dlabsanians. Unlike in
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Senamiestisthe high rate of English cannot be attributec targe number of
western tourists alone.

Obviously Vilnius neither has a sizeable minorifynwther tongue speakers
of English who might promote the use of the languagr do any cultural or
historic ties exist. But English is by far the mgxipular foreign language
learned at school and in the same time an oppatyttori younger Lithuanians to
work abroad or benefit from a steady influx of vegattourists.

Another factor has to be taken into account as:viiglish is the global
lingua franca and its position “as the globally doamt language seems
entrenched very firmly” (Mair 2006: 10). Many stadiof linguistic landscapes
already observed this phenomenon in different pairthe world and suggest
that the importance of English is growing furthEine reason for this is not only
explained by growing international mobility, a ngi proficiency in English or
identification with Anglophone cultures. In fact,n@lish equals prestige,
success, upward mobility angb- to-datednesst is about new ideas and trends
(Ross 1997: 31).

6 Outlook

The study of the linguistic landscape(s) of a gepfgically confined area
proved to be a useful tool in analysing patterndaofuage use in Vilnius.
Although this paper understands itself as an intcddn to the linguistic
landscape of Lithuania’s capital and is just onet ph a PhD project, three
important findings were made:

The most interesting pattern is the decline of Russn Vilnius and
arguably, in Lithuania as a whole. Within 20 yeaitse Russian language
“ceased to exist” in the public sphere, at leasttsnwritten form. Language

policy, power structures within society and ethmige nationalism are some of
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the many reasons for this pattern and it is dolijbtfbether Russian will regain
its status in the foreseeable future. Althouglsisitill alingua francain most
parts of the former Soviet Union and certainly aiglaage of wider
communication in Eastern Europe, no functions aaattributed to it within the
framework of linguistic landscape research. Considethe relatively high
number of Russian speakers in all of the four awmdasesearch the findings
reveal a pattern of discrimination based on languayl ethnicity.

The absence of Polish on the other hand can beua#id to the assimilation
of Polish speakers into mainstream Lithuanian $pci@onsidering the strong
cultural and religious ties Poland has with Lithaart is hardly possible to
identify this situation as discrimination basedlanguageper se but especially
in the case of Polish in Lithuania, further reshascnecessary.

The second finding worth further exploration in setpuent studies is the
rise of English in the country. Although proficigna English is low throughout
Lithuania (especially amongst older generatiorns3, a language widely used on
signs throughout the city and even residential safeature a relatively high
number of signs that depict English. Here, Engbsim stark contrast to Russian
and viewed as the language of upward social mgpdisé new, prestigious and
desirable to learn. As the analysis of signs intiin@ shopping centres showed,
English is not only used to cater to tourists aSenamiestidut appears to take
on the same domains assigned to Russian in the past

The third finding of this study is more broad aras lbeen observed by other
researchers of linguistic landscapes in differextations as well, namely the
difference in the distribution of languages on sigm core and peripheral areas
of an urban agglomeration. We saw that the numbsigas depicting any other
language instead (or in addition to) Lithuaniaresisthe closer these are to the

main commercial, cultural and administrative cerdfea city. Not only the
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steady influx of tourists is a reason here, butdksire of middle and upper

middle classes to be part of western consumerreultu
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