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Linguistic landscape refers to the visibility and salience of languages on public and
commercial signs in a given territory or region. It is proposed that the linguistic landscape
may serve important informational and symbolic functions as a marker of the relative power
and status of the linguistic communities inhabiting the territory. Using the theoretical
framework of ethnolinguistic vitality, it was hypothesized that the experience of the
linguistic landscape by members of a language group may contribute to social psycho-
logical aspects of bilingual development. Factor analysis results show that the linguistic
Iandscape emerges as a distinct factor separate from other measures of linguistic contacts.
This factor was an important correlate of subjective ethnolinguistic vitality representing
perceptions of the vitality of the in-group language in various domains. The study also
found relations between the Linguistic Landscape factor and degree of in-group language
use, especially in institutional settings, suggesting a “carryover effect” of the linguistic
landscape on language behavior:

The aim of this article is threefold. First, it will introduce the concept
of linguistic landscape by examining the sociolinguistic aspects of this
emerging notion in the field of language planning (Bourhis, 1992;
Leclerc, 1989). In the second part of the article, the concept of linguistic
landscape will be discussed as it relates to the notion of ethnolinguistic
vitality (EV) (Giles, Bourhis, & Taylor, 1977; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1993)
and a model of bilingual development proposed by Landry and Allard
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(1990, 1992a). The third part of the article will present results explor-
ing how experience with the linguistic landscape is related to the
vitality perceptions and language behaviors of French Canadian mi-
norities across Canada. Taken together, the conceptual and empirical
issues presented in this article demonstrate the need to consider the
issue of linguistic landscape as an important sociolinguistic factor
contributing to the vitality of competing ethnolinguistic groups in
multilingual settings.

THE CONCEPT OF LINGUISTIC LANDSCAPE

It is in the language planning field that issues related to the notion
of linguistic landscape first emerged. Language planners in Belgium
(Verdoot, 1979) and in Québec (Corbeil, 1980) were among the first to
recognize the importance of marking the boundaries of linguistic
territories through the regulation of language use on public signs
including billboards, street signs, and commercial signs (Leclere,
1989), as well as in place names.

In Belgium, language conflicts between the French- and the Flemish-
speaking communities were addressed through the adoption of what
is known as the territorial solution to language problems (Bourhis,
1984; Bourhis, Giles, Leyens, & Tajfel, 1979; Nelde, Labrie, & Williams,
1992). Belgium was divided, which created two self-administered uni-
lingual territories made up of the Flemish-speaking community in the
north (Flanders) and the French-speaking community in the south
{(Wallonia). Administration and public services including schooling
were provided only in Flemish in Flanders and only in French in
Wallonia (McRae, 1982). The national capital of Belgium, Brussels,
was declared officially bilingual and provided services in both lan-
guages to its citizens (Witte & Beardsmore, 1986). The linguistic
boundary between the Flemish and the Walloon territory needed to be
clearly demarcated, and it is through the systematic use of unilingual
public signs in Flemish and French, respectively, that the identity of
each region was made most salient as one crossed the linguistic
frontier. It is to this Belgian case that we owe the origin of the concept
of linguistic landscape as a marker of the geographical territory occu-
pied by distinctive language communities within multilingual states.

In an exhaustive study of recent language laws across the world,
Leclerc (1994) noted that more than 30 countries and regional states
have adopted laws regulating aspects of their linguistic landscape.
Laws specifically regulating the language of public signs have been
passed in countries such as Algeria, Austria, Canada, Columbia, Esto-
nia, Finland, France, Indonesia, Italy, Mexico, Norway, Russia, Spain,
Switzerland, and Turkey. Nonsovereign regional states such as Mas-
sachusetts, Northern Ireland, and Québec have also passed laws
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regulating the language of public signs within their respective territo-
ries (Leclerc, 1994). It must be noted, nevertheless, that in general,
language planners have paid little attention to the notion of linguistic
landscape in their theoretical and practical activities related to corpus
and status language planning (Cobarrubias & Fishman, 1983; Cooper,
1989; Eastman, 1983; Tollefson, 1991). It is to redressing this situation
that we devote the first part of this article, which includes a discussion
of the notion of linguistic landscape. The language of public road signs,
advertising billboards, street names, place names, commercial shop
signs, and public signs on government buildings combines to form the
linguistic landscape of a given territory, region, or urban agglomera-
tion. The linguistic landscape of a territory can serve two basic func-
ticns: an informational function and a symbolic function.

THE INFORMATIONAL FUNCTION

The most basic informational function of the linguistic landscape is
that it serves as a distinctive marker of the geographical territory
inhabited by a given language community (Bourhis, 1992). The linguis-
tic landscape also serves to delineate the territorial limits of the
language group it harbors relative to other linguistic communities
inhabiting adjoining territories. Consistent use of a single language
within the linguistic landscape of a territory can contribute to clear-cut
language boundaries between adjoining language groups in a given
geographical region. Well-established language boundaries can stabi-
lize relations between rival language groups by clearly delineating the
administrative territories where members of the language group can
expect to use and receive government and private sector services in
their own language. Thus the linguistic landscape serves to inform
in-group and out-group members of the linguistic characteristics,
territorial limits, and language boundaries of the region they have
entered,

The prevalence of a specific language on public signs also serves an’
informational function inasmuch as it indicates that the language in
question can be used to communicate and ohtain services within public
and private establishments located in the pertinent territory. Thus
public signs written in one’s own language outside and inside commer-
cial and government buildings convey the expectation that one can be
served in the in-group language within such establishments (Maurais &
Plamondon, 1986). Personal frustration and a sense that one’s own-
group language is not respected can be experienced, however, when the
language of public signs is not matched by services in the correspond-
ing language within the establishments in question. Such discrepan-
cies are most likely to occur in bilingual or multilingual environments
in which the relative status and functions of competing languages are
unstable and remain to be legitimized consensually.
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Given that language territories are rarely linguistically homoge-
neous, the linguistic landscape can also provide information about the
m.oeoﬁsmﬁman composition of the language groups inhabiting the ter-
ritory in question. Public signs can be unilingual, bilingual, or multi-
lingual, thus reflecting the diversity of the language groups present in
the given territory. The predominance of one language on public signs
relative to other languages can reflect the relative power and status of
competing language groups (Bourhis, 1992). In such a situation, one
may find that the majority of public signs are written in the language
of the dominant language group, whereas only a few public signs are
found in the language of the weaker language groups. In some cases,
only the language of the dominant group may be found on outside
public signs, whereas the weaker language may coexist with the
dominant language on signs inside state and private buildings. Alter-
natively, one may find that public signs are written bilingually with
the language of the dominant group being displayed more prominently
on each sign than the language of the weaker groups. It is the case that
E,E. dominant language of public signs is often the language of the
majority group inhabiting the territory or administrative region in
question (Maurais & Monnier, 1996); however, the prevailing language
of public signs may sometimes be the language of a dominant minority
that can impose its own language on another language group even if
this Jatter group forms a majority of the population.

In a diglossic situation, the high-status language used for formal
functions is more likely to be found on public signs than is the language
used for lower-status functions such as in the home and Jocal cominu-
nity (Bourhis, 1979, 1992). This may be the case even if the high-status
language is spoken only by a minority of the population within the
administrative region in question. The configuration of languages
present in the linguistic landscape therefore can provide important
information about the diglossic nature of a particular bilingual or
multilingual setting. Thus, before communicating interpersonally with
asingle inhabitant, one can use the linguistic landscape as an indicator
of the power and status relationship that exists between the various
_mb.mdmmm groups present within a given administrative or geographical
region.

At this point, it is useful to distinguish between private signs and
government signs (Leclerc, 1989). Private signs include commercial
signs on storefronts and business institutions (e.g., retail stores and
banks), commercial advertising on billboards, and advertising signs
displayed in public transport and on private vehicles. Government
signs refer to public signs used by national, regional, or municipal
governments in the following domains: road signs, place names, street
names, and inscriptions on government buildings including ministries,
hospitals, universities, town halls, schools, metro stations, and public
parks. It is through its language policy for government signs that the
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state can exert its most systematic impact on the linguistic landscape
of the territory under its jurisdiction. In contrast, the state may exert
less control over the language of private signs. This is the case because
both the content and the language of private signs are often seen by
the courts as being part of an individual’s freedom of speech, whereas
government signs are rarely considered as a constituent part of indi-
vidual freedom of expression (Bourhis, 1992, 1994; Bourhis & Landry,
n.d.; Woehrling, 1993).

Together, government signs and private signs contribute to the
linguistic landscape of a region or territory (Leclerc, 1989). In some
cases, the language profile of private signs and government signs may
be quite similar and thus contribute to a consistent and coherent
linguistic landscape. There are instances, however, in which the lan-
guage of private signs is quite discordant with the language profile of
government signs. More often than not, there is greater language
diversity in private signs than in government signs (Leclerc, 1989), The
greater the discrepancy between the language of government signs and
the language of private signs, the less coherent will be the character of
the linguistic landscape. Sociolinguistically, language diversity in pri-
vate signs may most realistically reflect the multilingual nature of a
particular territory, region, or urban agglomeration. As such, the
diversity of languages present in the linguistic landscape can be seen
as a concrete manifestation of the linguistic and cultural diversity of
the ethnolinguistic groups inhabiting a particular administrative ter-
ritory or region,

THE SYMBOLIC FUNCTION

It is reasonable to propose that the absence or presence of one’s own
language on public signs has an effect on how one feels as a member
of alanguage group within a bilingual or multilingual setting (Bourhis,
1992). Having one’s own language enshrined on most private and
government signs should contribute to the feeling that the in-group
language has value and status relative to other languages within the
sociolinguistic setting. Thus inclusion of the in-group language on
public signs can serve a symbolic function that is affectively charged
and that complements the informational function of the linguistic
landscape (Québec, 1996). The symbolic function of the linguistic
landscape is most likely to be salient in settings where language has
emerged as the most important dimension of ethnic identity (Sachdev &
Bourhis, 1990). It is in such settings that the presence of the in-group
language in the linguistic landscape can contribute most directly to the
positive social identity of ethnolinguistic groups.

The notion of linguistic landscape can also be linked to the concept
of objective and subjective ethnolinguistic vitality (Bourhis, Giles, &

28 JOURNAL OF LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY / March 1997

Rosenthal, 1981; Giles et al.,, 1977). The prevalence of the in-group
language on public signs can symbolize the strength or vitality of one’s
own language group on the demographic and institutional control front
relative to other language communities within the intergroup setting.
Thus public signs in the in-group language imply that the demographic
weight of the in-group is substantial enough to warrant such signs in
the linguistic landscape. Public signs in the in-group language imply
that one’s own group has gained a measure of institutional control
within key sectors of the economy, mass media, and state functions
such as education, health, defense, and the civil administration, Public
signs in the in-group language can also symbolize the vitality of the
ethnolinguistic group in other institutional support domains such as
cultural production and commercial and religious activities. Thus the
presence or absence of rival languages in specific domains of the
linguistic landscape can come to symbolize the strength or weakness
of competing ethnolinguistic groups in the intergroup setting.

Exclusion of the in-group language from public signs can convey a
message to the effect that one’s own language is not valued and has
little status within society. Further, such exclusion conveys the notion
that the in-group language is of little use for conducting public affairs,
thus reinforcing a diglossic situation to the advantage of the dominant
language. Absence of the in-group language on public signs may also
consolidate a sociolinguistic norm leading group members to use their
own-group language in an ever-declining range of language domains.
In combination with other measures of exclusion (e.g., banning the
teaching of the minority language in schools), absence of the in-group
language from the linguistic landscape can lead group members to
devalue the strength of their own language community, weaken their
resolve to transmit the in-group language to the next generations, and
sap their collective will to survive as a positively distinctive ethnolin-
guistic group (Bourhis, 1984, 1992).

Absence of the minority language on public signs may lead activists
to lobby local or national authorities to include the minority language
on government signs. Such demands may be backed by graffiti cam-
paigns designed to add the subordinated language on existing road
signs, place names, and state buildings situated within the existing or
ancestral linguistic zone of the minority group. More radical graffiti
campaigns may block out or deface existing signs in the dominant
language and replace them with script in the minerity language.
Dominant group authorities often control the police and judicial appa-
ratus needed to repress such graffiti campaigns, though the financial
cost of replacing defaced public signs may be such that authorities may
eventually reach a compromise regarding the language of public signs.
Recent graffiti campaigns for the inclusion of minority languages on
public signs have occurred in regions such as the Basque Country in
France and Spain, Catalonia, Québec, and Wales. Thus, despite the
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seemingly static nature of public signs, graffiti campaigns can provide
a dynamic portrait of both current and past conflicts over the language
of public signs within a given region or administrative territory.

The prevalence of one’s own language on public signs can fulfill an
informational and symbolic function that can encourage group mem-
bers to value and use their own language in a broad range of interper-
sonal and institutional settings. One can propose that the systematic
use of the in-group language on public signs may result in a carryover
effect that can contribute to the emergence or maintenance of a socio-
linguistic norm favoring greater use of the in-group language in an
increasing range of language functions extending from private to more
public domains of language use (Bourhis, 1992). The prevalence of
the in-group language on public signs contributes to the status of the
in-group language, which in turn affects how group members perceive
the strength and vitality of their own language group. However, the
role of the linguistic landscape in affecting group vitality perceptions
and language use patterns remains to be documented empirically as it
relates to other sociolinguistic factors contributing to language main-
tenance and language shift (Fishman, 1921).

From an intergroup perspective (Bourhis, 1979; Bourhis & Gagnon,
1894), it is likely that rival language groups will compete to assert the
“vigibility” of their respective languages within the linguistic land-
scape. As seen earlier, such competition for “visibility” on public signs
serves both symbolic and informational functions from the point of
view of both the dominant and subordinate language groups within a
particular urban, regional, or national territory. The share of visibility
allocated to rival languages on private and government signs can be
seen as the product of competing forces exerted by dominant and
subordinate language groups inhabiting a given territory. More often
than not, it is the dominant language group that can most systemati-
cally impose its own language on the linguistic landscape of a given
territory (Bourhis, 1979). Given that it is the dominant language group
that can most effectively control the state apparatus regulating the
language of public signs, one can consider the relative position of
competing languages in the linguistic landscape as a measure of how
the dominant group treats the linguistic minorities inhabiting the
given territory (Bourhis, 1984, 1994).

LINGUISTIC LANDSCAPE
AND BILINGUAL DEVELOPMENT

As proposed in the previous section, the linguistic landscape may
act as the most observable and immediate index of the relative power
and status of the linguistic communities inhabiting a given territory.
If this is so, the linguistic landscape may also exert a strong influence
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on community members’cognitive representation of the relative power
and status of these communities. As seen earlier, most pertinent to
these two assumptions is the theoretical construct of EV and the
distinction between “objective vitality” and “subjective vitality” (Giles
et al., 1977; Bourhis et al., 1981). Giles et al. (1977) defined EV as the
sociostructural factors that affect a group’s ability to behave and
survive as a distinct and active collective entity within multilingual
settings. These factors were grouped under the categories of demogra-
phy, institutional support, and status, which correspond to the under-
lying concepts of number, power, and status within the intergroup
relation literature (Sachdev & Bourhis, 1990, 1991, 1993). The weaker
the position of an ethnolinguistic group relative to more dominant
ethnolinguistic out-groups on these socio-structural factors, the
stronger the likelihood that this group will tend to assimilate linguis-
tically and cease to exist as a distinct ethnolinguistic collectivity. The
sociostructural factors thus delineate what may be termed the objec-
tive vitality of an ethnolinguistic group. Group members’ cognitive
representation or perception of the relative vitality of different groups
was termed subjective ethnolinguistic vitality (Bourhis et al., 1981;
Harwood, Giles, & Bourhis, 1994; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1993).

In a subsequent theoretical development, Landry and Allard (1984,
1990, 1992a) incorporated the notions of objective and subjective
vitality in a macroscopic model of the determinants of additive and
subtractive bilingualism. As can be seen at the top of Figure 1, L1 refers
to the individual's first language, whereas L2 is a second language that
a speaker may acquire or associate with. As can be seen at the bottom
of Figure 1, contact with L1 and L2 may foster states of bilingual
development that may range from the maintenance of unilingualism
in L1 to total linguistic assimilation in L2, with additive or subtrac-
tive bilingualism as possible intermediary outcomes of ethnolinguis-
tic contact.

As can be seen in the model, the sociostructural factors of EV
constitute a sociological level of influence on the process of bilingual
development {Giles et al., 1977; Bourhis et al,, 1981). The relative EV
of each ethnolinguistic community influences bilingual development
by limiting or expanding the individual network of linguistic contacts
(INLC) with the L1 and L2 communities. In other words, the relative
vitality of a linguistic community is hypothesized to determine the
quantity and quality of opportunities for contacts with each ethnolin-
guistic group. Without a sufficient degree of EV, members of linguistic
groups may not have the necessary opportunities to experience the
INLC that foster the psychological disposition to learn and use the L1
or L2 language. It is at the psychological and language behavior levels
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Saciological level

ETHNOLINGUISTIC VITALITY
Demographic capital
Political capital
Economic capital
Cultural capital

R PR

Socio-psychological level
INDIVIDUAL NETWORK OF LINGUISTIC CONTACTS

Interpersonal contacts
Contacts through the media
Schooling experiences
Contacts with the linguistic landscape

APTITUDE/COMPETENCE

t " COGNITIVE-AFFECTIVE DISPOSITION ¥
\ (Vitality beliefs and ethnolinguistic identity) |

s
et T S U U U D foot

LANGUAGE BEHAVIOUR

Unilingual Dominant Balanced Dominant Unilingual
11 Bilingual L1 Bilingual Bilingual L2 L2
Figure 1. Model of the determinants of additive and subtractive bilingualism.
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of the model that the outcome of bilingual development may be as-
sessed as being additive or subtractive. When INLC in L2 have no
detrimental effects on L1 maintenance and L1 cultural identity, the
outcome of bilingualism may be described as an “additive” process.
When INLC with the second language have detrimental effects leading
to lower levels of development in L1 and eventual linguistic and
cultural assimilation, bilingualism may be termed “subtractive”
(Lambert, 1975).

At the sociclogical level, the sociostructural factors constituting EV
(Giles et al,, 1977) have been regrouped in terms of four types of
“linguistic capital”: demographic, political, economic, and cultural
(Bourdieu, 1980; Prujiner et al., 1984). As proposed by Giles et al,
(1977), the overall objective vitality of each language group can be
estimated by assessing the strength of capital in each of these domains.
Several measures can be used to assess the relative demographic
capital of a community: the number and the proportion of group
members relative te the overall population, the degree of concentration
of group members within a territory, the relative birth rate, the degree
of endogamy and exogamy, and rates of emigration and immigration.
Political capital can be assessed by taking measures of the institutional
support enjoyed by ethnolinguistic groups at various levels of govern-
ment and public affairs. The political capital of a language group can
also be assessed by monitoring the degree of use of the language in
government functions and services including government signs, as well
as by assessing the quantity and quality of language rights and the
ineorporation of these rights in administrative policies and language
laws, Additionally, political capital can be assessed by analyzing the
position of group members in the hierarchical decision-making struc-
ture of the society in question and by estimating the relative power of
lobbyists, pressure groups, and other organized social movements
representing the language group. Economic capital is reflected by the
use of a group’s language in the varicus aspects of commerce and
industry, including commercial signs contributing to the linguistic
landscape. Language groups who control important sectors of financial
and commercial activity can more easily establish the use of their own
language in the work setting, in financial communications, and in
advertising, including private and commercial signs. Finally, cultural
capital can be assessed by monitoring the extent to which the group
controls its own linguistic, educational, and cultural institutions and
the degree to which the media reflect and portray the language and
culture of the group.

As shown in Figure 1, life experiences that involve linguistic con-
tacts with the L1 and L2 communities are grouped under the rubric
INLC. These contacts constitute the sociopsychological level that be-
comes the link between the sociostructural factors of vitality (EV) and
the variables at the psychological level: language competence, vitality
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beliefs, and ethnolinguistic identity (see also Hamers, 1987, 1991). The
INLC becomes the experiential basis for the socialization process
needed to foster language development in L1 and L2 and may occur in
a wide variety of forms and contexts. Our research with high school
students has focused mainly on interpersonal contacts, contacts
through schooling, contacts through the media, and, in the present
study, contact with the linguistic landscape. Interpersonal contacts
with L1 and L2 members are verbal, informal, and highly interactive.
Contacts with the media and schooling can be both verbal and
written, quite interactive, and also possibly quite cognitively de-
manding, especially in the school context. In contrast, private and
government signs can be characterized as written, formal, context
embedded, low in cognitive demand, and noninteractive.

At the psychological level of the model, variables are grouped under
the aptitude/competence factor and the cognitive-affective disposition
of the individual (see Figure 1). Aptitude is the ability to learn lan-
guages, specifically L1 and L2 in this case (Carroll, 1973; Gardner,
1985; Gardner & Clément, 1990). Competence refers to the ability to
use a language and is hypothesized to be strongly related to the
frequency and quality of linguistic contacts within the INLC. It is
hypothesized that linguistic contacts through schooling should faver
all aspects of language competence but be especially important in
fostering cognitive-academic linguistic proficiency. Interpersonal con-
tacts, however, should favor more strongly the communicative than the
cognitive-academic aspects of linguistic proficiency. In contrast, contact
with the linguistic landscape should not be strongly related to language
competence because of the noninteractive nature of public signs.

Vitality beliefs and ethnolinguistic identity constitute the cognitive-
affective disposition, which is related to one’s willingness to learn and
use L1 and L2. Allard and Landry (1986, 1992, 1994) proposed that
cognitive representations in general and subjective EV in particular
may be analyzed in terms of exo-centric and ego-centric beliefs as
defined by cognitive orientation theory (Kreitler & Kreitler, 1972, 1976,
1982). Exo-centric beliefs are mainly cognitive in nature and reflect the
perceptions by group members of the factual and normative positions
of in-group and out-group languages in terms of EV, These beliefs are
about things, events, and processes that occur “outside” the individual,
hence the term “exo- centric.” When the recurrent conditions that foster
these beliefs become stable and when they become perceived as legiti-
mate (see Giles et al., 1977), it can be hypothesized that beliefs become
more strongly associated with feelings, more deeply internalized, and
more strongly related to one’s own predispositions and aspirations, It
is at this point that beliefs can be said to become “ego-centric” (Allard &
Landry, 1994). They refer to personal attributes and dispositions of the
individual. Because these beliefs express attitudes and feelings as well
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as perceptions concerning one’s personal attributes relative to lan-
guage, they can be said to be both affective and cognitive in nature.

Finally, ethnolinguistic identity is viewed as the most deep-rooted
aspect of what has been labeled a cognitive-affective continuum (Landry &
Allard, 1991b). Social identity is an internal representation of oneself
as a group member that involves both cognitive and affective dimen-
sions (Sachdev & Bourhis, 1990), Through social comparisons with
out-groups on valued dimensions of comparison, group members con-
struct a social identity that may range evaluatively from very positive
to very negative. It is in this regard that social identity may be seen as
still more affectively loaded than ego-centric beliefs (Tajfel & Turner,
1986).

From the proposed theoretical model, it may be hypothesized that
one’s experience with the linguistic landscape would have its strongest
effect on exo-centric vitality beliefs. The linguistic landscape may be
the most visible marker of the linguistic vitality of the various ethnolin-
guistic groups living within a particular administrative or territorial
enclave (Bourhis, 1992). In their informational function, public signs
directly reflect the economic, political, and cultural capital of the
language group. These highly visible markers of vitality therefore may
be highly influential in shaping the cognitive representations of in-
group versus out-group vitality (Sachdev & Bourhis, 1993). Based on
the notion of a cognitive-affective continuum (Landry & Allard, 1991b),
we propose that the linguistic landscape will have a stronger and more
direct effect on exo-centric beliefs and a lesser and more indirect effect
on ego-centric beliefs and ethnolinguistic identity. Given their informa-
tional function as the most salient and visible markers of in-group
versus out-group vitality, public signs may have a direct impact on
exo-centric beliefs. The impact of public signs on ego-centric beliefs and
social identity is hypothesized to be less direct and weaker because the
latter constructs are construed as dependent on the prior formation of
exo-centric beliefs and more interactive types of linguistic contacts. It
is reasonable, however, to assume that it is the symbolic function of
public signs that may be associated most closely with ego-centric
components of vitality beliefs.

Within the model, language behavior refers to the general use of L1
and L2 in various linguistic contact situations, Language behavior
includes verbal communications between in-group and out-group indi-
viduals and with public and private institutions, language choice
strategies for oral and written communication, and the production and
consumption of written and audic communication in L1 and L2 (Giles &
Coupland, 1991). Language behavior can also include the decisions by
individuals and institutions to post unilingual or bilingual signs within
the linguistic landscape. As seen in Figure 1, the most proximal
mediators of language behavior, including the posting of public signs,
are the vitality beliefs and linguistic competencies accumulated via
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ethnolinguistic contacts experienced by speakers of contrasting lan-
guage groups. The present and past language behavior of individuals
within the social network also contributes to the INLC. In turn, past
and present experiences in the INLC contribute to the formation of
language beliefs and competencies at the psychological level of the
model. The above interactions contribute to a dynamic process of
bilingual development that influences the degree and type of bilingual-
ism experienced by members of the linguistic communities in contact,

Given the above considerations, we can propose that the more the
in-group language is used on government and private signs, the more
individuals will perceive the in-group to have high EV. Likewise, the
more the in-group language is seen to be present in the linguistic
landscape, the more in-group members should tend to use their own
language in a broader range of sociolinguistic situations, This carry-
over effect is likely to have a stronger influence on the language
behavior of low- and medium-vitality groups than on the behavior of
high-vitality language groups. Given their already weak position on the
demographic and institutional support front, low-vitality groups may be
mare dependent on the linguistic landscape to foster favorable percep-
tions of in-group vitality, which in turn may stimulate greater use of
the in-group language. Conversely, absence of the in-group language
on government and private signs can symbolize the lack of recognition
of the in-group language, thus lowering subjective vitality perceptions
and degree of in-group language use. In contrast, high-vitality groups
are usually well endowed on the demographic and institutional support
front relative to out-group minorities and as such may be less depen-
dent on the systematic use of their own-group language on public signs
as a way of asserting their own-group vitality and maintaining sus-
tained use of their in-group language across all domains of language
use.

THE EMPIRICAL STUDY

Given our discussion concerning the importance of the linguistic
landscape for maintaining the vitality of language groups and given
the assumption that the linguistic landscape may constitute an impor-
tant dimension of the INLC, a first question for this study is whether
this construct emerges as a single factor, independent of the other
variables constituting the INLC. Such a finding would provide at least
indirect evidence that ethnolinguistic group members experience the
linguistic landscape as a distinet contribution to their vitality inde-
pendently of other factors such as language contacts with the media,
in schooling, and in the social network. Thus the first hypothesis of our
study is that the linguistic landscape will emerge as a separate and
independent factor relative to the other factors constituting the INLC.
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The second goal of this study is to assess the independent and
relative relationship of the linguistic landscape to vitality beliefs,
ethnolinguistic identity, and language behavior, Our second hypothesis
is that the linguistic landscape will be more strongly related to both
exo-centric vitality beliefs and language behavior than to ego-centric
beliefs and ethnic identity. Public signs are markers of EV and, as such,
are likely to influence the formation of exo-centric beliefs concerning
the vitality of a linguistic community.

Through the carryover effect proposed earlier, we also expect, in the
third hypothesis, that the more present a language is on public signs,
the more likely that this language will be used in certain domains,
especially within commercial and public institutions. Finding a rela-
tionship between the experienced linguistic landscape and degree of
use of the in-group language would reinforce the pertinence of lan-
guage laws regulating the linguistic landscape {Bourhis & Lepicq,
1993; Leclere, 1989). So far, language planners and sociolinguists have
relied on little empirical evidence to justify their assertions and inter-
ventions on issues related to the linguistic landscape (Bourhis, 1992;
CLF, 1993; Québec, 1996). This study is a first attempt to verify
empirically the relationship between linguistic landscape and specific
aspects of vitality beliefs, ethnolinguistic identity, and language behav-
iour in multilingual settings.

METHOD

Population

The above hypotheses were tested by amalgamating data from
several studies that have used the same tests and questionnaires.
Participants in all studies were Grade 11 and Grade 12 students from
the province of Québec and the Maritime provinces of New Brunswick,
Nova Scotia, and Prince Edward Island (Landry & Allard, 1990), the
Prairie provinces of Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and Alberta (Landry,
Allard, & Théberge, 1991), the province of Newfoundland and Labrador
(Landry & Magord, 1992}, the province of Ontario (Landry, Allard, &
Haché, 1995), and the provinee of British Columbia (Landry, 1995).
Although some studies also tested anglophone students (Landry &
Allard, 1992b, 1993), only the francophone students were kept for the
present analyses. The advantage of amalgamating the participants
from these studies is that together they constitute samples from more
than 50 schools on a rich continuum of EV, ranging from regions where
francophones constitute approximately 99% of the total population
(Québec sample) to regions where they constitute 1% to 2% of
the population (e.g., the Newfoundland sample). The total number
of francophone students in the present analyses is 2,010. The
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actual number varies in different statistical analyses because of miss-
ing data.

Instruments

Questionnaires and tests used in the present study have been
described elsewhere (e.g., Landry & Allard, 1990, 1991a, 1992a, 1993).
Below, we describe in two sections the methods and instruments
related to the variables analyzed in the present study. The first section
describes INLC variables that are considered as independent variables
in relation to the psychological language variables. The instruments
used to collect data on the latter variables are described in the second
section.

INLC Variables

The INLC consists of three types of contact. Interpersonal contacts
were measured by a questionnaire that analyzed different structural
dimensions of interpersonal contacts with francophones and anglo-
phones. For the present analyses, the following scales were used: the
proportion of contacts with francophones in the interpersonal network
(responses were given on a 9-point scale: 1 = none were francophones,
5 = half were francophones, and 9 = all were francophones) and the
frequency of contacts with francophones (1 = rarely, or less than once
a week, 5 = four to five times a week, and 9 = very frequently, or several
times a day). Contacts with the French media were measured by a
separate questionnaire in which participants rated their overall access
to 12 different media sources since early childhood, including televi-
sion, radio, movies, music, newspapers, magazines, books at home,
plays and concerts, road signs, outside commercial signs, inside com-
mercial signs, advertising, and unsolicited publicity messages received
by mail. Responses were given on a 9-point scale (1 = no contacts in
French, 5 = contacts in French from time to time, and 9 = contacts were
always in French). Educational support was measured by seven ques-
tions, each one being answered for each school year from kindergarten
to Grade 12. Participants responded to a first question on a 1 to 7 scale
that concerned the degree of instruction in French and English. The
other six questions, answered on a 5-point scale, referred to dimensions
of the linguistic ambiance of the school, including language spoken by
teachers when addressing students outside of class, language spoken
by students among themselves outside of class, language of school
materials, language of sport and cultural activities, language on post-
ers and messages, and the proportion of anglophone and francophone
students in the school. On the degree of instruction scale, a score of 1
indicates that instruction was given totally in English and a score of 7
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that it was given totally in French. On the degree of French ambiance
scale, a score of 1 indicates a totally English ambiance and a score of
5 a totally French ambiance.

Psychological Variables

Beliefs in ethnolinguistic vitality, In the present study, scores on two
marker variables are reported: present French vitality (¢ = .90), which
is seen as representative of exo-centric beliefs, and personal goals (o =
.95), which best represents ego-centric beliefs. Scores are reported on
a 9-point scale where 1 refers to very low-vitality beliefs and 9 to very
high-vitality beliefs. These two scales measure, respectively, subjective
EV and the desire to belong to the francophene community. Prior
analyses have shown that exo-centric belief scales and ego-centric
belief scales load on separate factors (Allard & Landry, 1994).

Ethnolinguistic identity, Students were asked to rate their franco-
phone identity on a 9-point semantic differential scale from seven
different perspectives: culture, language, ancestors, the future, educa-
tion received, ethnicity, and territory. The mean score on these seven
dimensions can range from 1 to 9, 1 referring to a nonfrancophone
identity and 9 to a completely francophone identity. The Cronbach
alpha for this scale is .95.

Language behavior in French. Students rated the frequency of use
of French (1 = never, 9 = always) in 15 different contact situations:
father, mother, brother(s) and sister(s), relatives, other students at
school, friends (outside of school), neighbors, salespersons in stores,
community services, social gatherings, social and cultural activities,
shows, television, radio, and readings outside of school. These 15
contact situations have been grouped into six social domains: family,
friends, social contacts, other students at school, social institutions,
and media. Alpha coefficients for these scales range from .86 to .94.

PROCEDURE

Testing was done in classroom settings and for most students during
a peried of two days; it required a total of three 50-minute class periods:
two periods on Day 1 and one period on Day 2 or vice versa. Tests and
questionnaires were administered on dates ranging from October 1985
to December 1994. Except for the French and English cloze tests (20
minutes each) and a nonverbal aptitude test (25 minutes) for which
there was a time limit, students responded to the questionnaires at
their own pace.
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DATA ANALYSES

The statistical procedures used to test the research hypotheses are
factor analysis (first hypothesis) and regression analysis (second and
third hypotheses). It should be noted that regression analyses were
done with the INLC factor scores as the independent or predictor
variables, Because all factor scores are orthogonal to each other, the
variance explained by any of the factor scores is independent of the
variance explained by the other factor scores (Tabachnick & Fidell,
1989). All analyses were done using the SPSS statistical package.

RESULTS

The results are presented in two sections. The first section reports
the results of a component analysis done on the INLC variables that
verify the independent status of the Linguistic Landscape factor (Hy-
pothesis 1). The second section reports the results of the regression
analyses showing the strength of the relationship between various
INLC measures, including linguistic landscape and the dependent
psychological variables such as vitality beliefs and language behaviors
(Hypotheses 2 and 3).

The Linguistic Landscape as an Independent Factor

A principal components analysis using the varimax procedure was
conducted on 31 INLC items. As described above, these dealt with
interpersonal contacts with francophones, contacts with a variety of
French media, and linguistic contacts with French through schooling.
After eight iterations, five factors having an eigenvalue greater than
1.00 were extracted. The factor solution accounted for 74.7% ofthe total
variance, The rotated factor matrix and the factor loadings of each
variable are presented in Table 1,

The first factor received primary loadings (.53 to .90) from the seven
questions dealing with degree of French schooling and the French
ambiance of the school and from the question on interpersonal contacts
that deals with the proportion of francophone students at school. It
explains 43.6% of the total variance. This factor is called French
Schooling, although it did receive secondary loadings (.32 to .45) from
other items dealing with either literacy activities (books at home, plays
and concerts) and other social contacts that seem to be sharing variance
with items pertaining to the sociolinguistic ambiance of the school.
These include frequency of contacts with francophone friends, fre-
quency of contacts with francophone students, proportion of franco-
phone friends, proportion of francophone cousins, and propertion of
francophones in immediate family.
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Table 1
Component Analysis of INLC Variables: Rotated Factor Matrix
(factor loading of .3 or greater)

Factors
INLC Variables (contacts with French or francophones) 1 2 3 4 5
Teaching .90
School materials .89
Cultural and sport activities at school .88
Posters and messages at school .88
Teachers outside of class .86
Francophones and anglophones at school 76 .38
Students outside of class .62 43
Francophone students at school {(proportion) .53 46 .30
Music .78
Television programs 74 .37
Magazines or journals 73 .38
Movies 72 41
Radio programs .67 48
Books at home 40 .64
Newspapers 59 .60
Plays and concerts 45 .56
Francophones in social and cultural activities (frequency) 17
Francophone neighbours (frequency) .73
Francophone friends (frequency) 41 .68
Francophone neighbours (proportion) .66 .31
Francophone students (frequency) 41 .65
Francophones in social and cultural activities (proportion) 64 33
Francophone friends (proportion) .39 .53 43
Signs outside stores and businesses .89
Signs inside stores and businesses 89
Advertising by mail 85
Road signs and street names .83
Francophone aunts and uncles (proportion) .85
Francophone cousins (proportion) .32 .82
Francophones in immediate family (proportion) .38 E) 76
Francophone family and relatives (frequency) .38 .55

Note. Factors: 1 = French Scheoling, 2 = French Media, 3 = Social Network, 4 = Linguistic
Landsecape, 5 = Family Network.

The second factor grouped eight items that measured contacts with
French-language cultural media over the years, including television,
radio, movies, music, newspapers, magazines, books, and theater. The
loadings ranged from .56 to .78. This factor was named French Media.
1t is related to 16.3% of the total variance.

The third factor was named Social Network. It explains 6.6% of the
total variance. Loadings (ranging from .53 to .77) come from seven
items dealing with the proportion of francophones in the students’
interpersonal network (friends, neighbors, persons known in social and
cultural activities) and frequency of contacts with francophones in the
social network. Three other items including proportion of francophones
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and anglophones in the school, language spoken by students outside of
class, and proportion of francophone students at school also loaded with
this factor (.38 to .46). Finally, the items francophones in immediate
family and frequency of contacts with francophone family and relatives
also shared variance with the Social Network factor items.

The fourth factor grouped items that correspond very closely to the
notion of linguistic landscape as developed in the introduction of this
article and is named Linguistic Landscape, Highest loadings (.83 to
.89) come from the following four items: government signs, road signs,
place names, and street names; private signs including commercial
signs on store fronts; publicity signs inside stores; and advertising sent
by mail such as publicity flyers and government information and
notifications. Although advertising by mail is not as clearly related to
the Linguistic Landscape as the first three items, its loading on this
factor makes sense because its advertising and informational purposes
are related to the same social dynamics as the other types of public
posting, especially commercial signs. The following five other items
also had secondary loadings (.37 to .50) on this factor: contacts with
television programs, magazines or journals, movies, radio programs,
and newspapers. All these items have in common a grounding in the
information or advertising functions of society, but highest loadings on
the factor came from items more directly related to public and commer-
cial signs. The landscape factor explains 4.6% of the total variance.

The fifth factor (3.5% of total variance) was named Family Network
because primary loadings (ranging from .55 to .85) came from three
items dealing with the proportion of francophones among family mem-
bers and relatives: immediate family (parents, brother(s), sister(s),
grandparents), cousins, aunts and uncles, and a fourth item pertaining
to the frequency of contacts with francephone family and relatives.
Secondary loadings (.30 to .43) came from four items dealing with other
intimate social contacts: proportion of francophone friends, of france-
phones in social and cultural activities, of francophone neighbors and
of francophone students at school.

As proposed in Hypothesis 1, Linguistic Landscape does emerge as
an independent factor distinct from the other factors that constitute
the INLC in the present study. According to Tabachnick and Fidell
(1989), one test of the stability of a factor solution is that it appears
regardless of which extraction technique is employed. We therefore
replicated the analysis using a principal factor solution and varimax
rotation and also using an oblique rotation. These two analyses also
identified the linguistic landscape as a distinct factor, and overall, the
factor solutions were very similar across all three analyses. As sug-
gested by Tabachnick and Fidell (1989), however, it is better 1o use the
principal component analysis technique when orthogonal factor scores
are needed as predictor variables in subsequent regression analyses
(see following),
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Itis possible that the Linguistic Landscape factor would not be found
in sociolinguistic settings that are linguistically homogenous. The
present results, however, show that Linguistic Landscape emerges as
a distinct factor in bilingual settings such as those that exist in
different provinces across Canada (de Vries, 1994). This finding does
provide ground for further investigation on the issue. In the next
section, we analyze the relationships among the INLC factor scores
and different psychological variables.

Regression Analyses Using INLC Factor Scores

In this section, we present the results of regression analyses using
the orthogonal INLC factor scores identified by the component analysis
reported above as predictor variables. The dependent variables are
exo-centric and ego-centric beliefs scores (i.e., perceived French vitality
and personal goals reflecting the desire to belong to the Francophone
community), group identity scores, and language behavior scores.
Because the predictor variables are orthogonal, the percentage of
variance explained by each predictor variable is independent of the
variance explained by other factor scores. Orthogonality was verified
by looking at the intercorrelations between the INLC factor scores for
each of the nine regression analyses reported. The actual correlations
between factor scores ranged from —.008 to +.010. These small vari-
ations from zero are the result of variations in sample size resulting
from missing data on certain dependent variables. This procedure
allows an estimate of the relative contribution of each INLC factor
score to the total variance explained. The latter is the sum of the
percentages of variance explained by the individual INLC factor scores.

Because of the large number of variables, the results of the regres-
sion analyses are presented in summary format in Table 2. This table
shows the total variance explained by the INLC factor scores for each
dependent variable. As can be seen in Table 2, the total variance
explained by the INLC factors ranges from a low of 38.1% (perceived
vitality of francophone community) to a high of 68.3% (use of French
in social contacts). On average, the INLC factor scores account for 60%
of the variance of the dependent variables.

In Table 2, when the contribution of the different INLC factors is
considered, it can be observed that the Linguistic Landscape factor is
the factor most strongly related to the subjective vitality scores. As
predicted, perceptions of vitality are strongly related to the French
linguistic landscape experienced by respondents from various franco-
phone communities across Canada. The Linguistic Landscape factor
accounts for 28.9% of the variance in perceived French vitality scores
or a proportion of .76 of the total explained variance. As expected, the
French Linguistic Landscape factor is only weakly related to the more
affectively loaded components of the cognitive-affective disposition,
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Table 2
Regression Analyses of the Relationship Between INLC
Factor Scores and Scores on Pgychological Variables (in percentages)

INLC Independent Variables (orthogonal factors)
Psychological
Dependent French  French Social  Linguistic Family Total
Variables Schooling Media Network Landscape Network Variance

A. Vitality beliefs
and group identity
1. Perceived vitality
of francophone
community
(exo-centric) 1.2 2.4 5.3 28.9 0.2 38.1
2. Personal goals
to belong to the
francophone
community
(ego-centric) 17.8 17.2 114 14 9.7 574
3. Francophone
identity 20.8 7.6 111 — 23.4 62.9

B. French language
behavior

1. With family

members 17.1 8.3 15.3 3.1 23.7 67.5
2, Among friends 9.4 8.5 225 16.3 6.8 62.7
3. During social

contacts 10.0 8.1 238 12.8 13.7 68.3
4. With students

at school 22.2 7.2 22.0 6.0 5.5 62,7
5. Within social

institutions 1.6 56 14.5 274 24 515
6. In media usage 7.0 275 9.4 188 4.0 66.4

Note. All relationships shown in this table are statistically significant (p < .001).

accounting for only 1.4% of the total variance in scores measuring the
desire to belong to the francophone community and none of the vari-
ance in francophone identity scores.

The relationship between the Linguistic L.andscape factor and lan-
guage behavior scores is moderate, ranging from a low of 3.1% ex-
plained variance in use of French with family members to a high of
27.4% in use of French in social institutions. These preliminary results
support the carryover effect on language behavior theorized by Bourhis
(1982). The higher proportion of the explained variance in institutional
contexts (.63) than in other social domains also supports the hypothe-
sis; however, it will be necessary to undertake more studies to verify
the reliability of these findings.

The degree of French Schooling factor accounts for a moderate
portion of the variance in francophone identity, personal goals to belong
to the francophone community, the use of French with family members,
and the use of French with students at school. This factor is also related
to approximately 10% of the variance in use of French among friends
and during social contacts.
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Contacts with the French language through the media, as should be
expected, is strongly related to the use of French culture media. These
contacts are also moderately related to the desire to belong to the
francophone community, suggesting an important role of the social
models that are routinely presented to today’s youth by the media. The
low relationship between the French Media factor and the perceived
vitality of the francophone community may be explained by a certain
degree of overlap between items loading on the media factor and items
loading on the Linguistic Landscape factor (see Table 1). Certain media
such as television, magazines, movies, radio, and newspapers loaded
moderately on the Linguistic Landscape factor, This shared variance
between linguistic landscape variables such as public and commercial
signs and these media may help explain the nature of the relationship
between the Linguistic Landscape factor and the perceived vitality of
the francophone community. All items that loaded on the Linguistic
Landscape factor share a common focus on advertising and publicity.
They also share some aspects of the informational and symbolic fune-
tions of the linguistic landscape discussed in the first part of this
article.

Finally, interpersonal contacts (social network and family network)
account for a relatively large portion of the total explained variance in
use of oral French in several social domains, in francophone identity,
and in desire to belong to the francophone community. The francophone
Social Network factor is more strongly related to the use of French in
various social contexts, whereas the Family Network factor is more
strongly related to the use of French with family members. As should
be expected, the Family Network factor is related to the strength of the
francophone identity of the students.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Results obtained in this study provide support for the three hypothe-
ses proposed in the research, although other studies are certainly
needed in other contexts and from other perspectives. The linguistic
landscape construct emerged as an independent factor among the five
factors that accounted for the full range of INLC items tested in the
study. The four items that constitute the Linguistic Landscape factor
seem to have been perceived as distinct from the other eight items
dealing with the diversity of media contacts within the INLC, As
mentioned above, however, the Linguistic Landscape factor does seem
to share variance with media that have an advertising or publicity
function. Contacts with the linguistic landscape were also distin-
guished from other aspects of the INLC such as contacts through
schooling and interpersonal contacts. A recent study on a random
sample of 1,000 adult francophones in New Brunswick and using a
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different questionnaire also showed the linguistic landscape to be a
distinct factor among a variety of INLC variables (Landry & Allard,
1994). Both studies support the hypothesis that the linguistic land-
scape is a sociolinguistic factor distinet from other types of language
contacts in multilingual settings (Bourhis, 1992), These results provide
preliminary empirical evidence to justify the analysis and treatment
of the linguistic landscape as a distinct variable contributing to the
sociolinguistic character of ethnolinguistic groups.

As suggested by our second hypothesis, the French linguistic land-
scape experienced by the respondents was a significant correlate of
subjective francophone vitality. This factor alone accounted for an
important preportion (.76) of the total explained variance in percep-
tions of vitality of the French language in the students’ local commu-
nities. Relative to the other INLC factors, the linguistic landscape
seems to be a major, if not the most important, contributor to exo-
centric beliefs concerning the vitality of the francophone communities
sampled in our study. The linguistic landscape, atleast in the Canadian
context, may indeed constitute the most visible and most salient
marker of perceived in-group versus out-group ethnolinguistic vitality.

As hypothesized, results showed that linguistic landscape was far
less related to francophone respondents’ ego-centric beliefs (i.e., per-
sonal goals to belong to the francophone community) and ethnolinguis-
tic identity. It is not known to what extent exo-centric beliefs may serve
as a building block to more affectively loaded and deep-rooted personal
goals and identity feelings related to ego-centric beliefs (Allard &
Landry, 1994; Landry & Allard, 1991b). The recent divisive debate in
Québec on the issue of unilingual versus bilingual commercial signs
has shown that the linguistic landscape can be invested with a strong
symbolic function that strikes at the core of the respective social
identities of rival language groups (Bourhis, 1994; Bourhis & Lepicqg,
1993; Québec, 1996). Ongoing research is specifically designed to
explore the symbolic functions of the linguistic landscape as it relates
to the ethnolinguistic identity of competing language groups (Bourhis,
1992; Bourhis & Landry, n.d.).

The results of this study also support the hypothesis of a carryover
effect of the linguistic landscape on language behavior (Bourhis, 1992).
The presence or absence of the in-group language in the linguistic
landscape is related to how much speakers use their in-group language
with family members, friends, neighbors, and store clerks; in social
gatherings; in cultural activities; and as consumers of in-group lan-
guage television, radio, and print media. Results of this study suggest
that the presence of private and government signs written in the
in-group language may act as a stimulus for promoting the use of one’s
own language in a broad range of language use domains.

Ethnolinguistic groups have a vested interest in promoting the use
of their own-group language within the linguistic landscape. Low- and
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medium-vitality groups need to ensure the visibility of their own-group
language on public signs to help maintain or restore the use of their
own-group language in key domains of language use. Strategically,
weak- and moderate-vitality groups would be more likely to succeed in
maintaining their own-group language on private and commercial
signs than on signs controlled by the government representing the
interests of the dominant high-vitality majority. Weak-vitality groups
deprived of visible signs of their own-group language in the linguistic
landscape may lose the will to use their own language in pertinent
language domains and thus further ercde their own-group INLC and
group vitality. High-vitality dominant groups also have a vested inter-
est in maintaining their own-group language on public signs, especially
in ethnolinguistically heterogeneous sectors of their national or re-
gional territory. Given their strong vitality on the demographic and
institutional fronts, however, secure dominant majorities can probably
afford to share their linguistic landscape with weaker language groups,
especially if the dominant language remains predominant on govern-
ment and private signs. It remains that under some circumstances,
high-, medium-, and low-vitality groups may have real reasons to
compete against each other in their quest for establishing their respec-
tive language across every aspect of the linguistic landscape.

To conclude, it seems clear that the informational and symbolic
functions of the linguistic landscape may constitute an important
factor in the processes of language maintenance and language shift for
ethnolinguistic groups regardless of the strength of their vitality.
Consequently, language planners as well as language activists can ill
afford to ignore the issue of the linguistic landscape, not only as a tool
to promote language maintenance or reverse language shift but also
as another front on which to wage the struggle for consolidating the
vitality of their own ethnolinguistic groups in multilingual settings.
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