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Abstract
	As the world is becoming more globally interconnected, and local populations are becoming more socioculturally and linguistically diverse as a response to the diversification of global migration trajectories, challenges, and opportunities for the material representation of perceived sociolinguistic realities are apparent in the spatial dimension. In the case of the officially recognised multilingual country of Luxembourg, these points of tension are particularly evident in the district of Kirchberg, the financial district of Luxembourg City, which is materially constructed as reflecting the simultaneous global and local influences in the district as part of its spatial identity. Nevertheless, Kirchberg is often perceived by the people who navigate through the space, or the passers-by, as globally connected yet locally disconnected and, as such, a separate entity from the rest of Luxembourg City. This thesis is a geosemiotic examination of the notions of space, place, and linguistic landscape (LL) in Kirchberg from the perspective of the passer-by, in order to provide insights into how passer-by perceptions contribute to the construction of space.

	Through an ethnographically-inspired methodological combination of photographic spatial documentation and interviews with 21 people living, working and/or socialising in Kirchberg over two six-week periods, visual and interview data were gained and thematically analysed. This research foregrounds, in particular, the examination of passer-by perceptions and insights into notions of space, place, and LL, with the understanding that the construction of space and perceptions thereof are multi-faceted and underpinned by the specific combination of different social experiences. In the case of Kirchberg, this research draws attention to the perceptions of the connection between the global and the local in the district as more interconnected on closer inspection. The findings of this research contribute to the increasing examination of the passer-by within the field of LL studies as an important stakeholder in the construction of space. Therefore, its contributions have implications for sociolinguistic and LL research, particularly in the areas of multilingualism, small languages, and globalisation. Finally, it is hoped that findings from this research will be able to contribute to the continued developmental growth of the district of Kirchberg, as well as to similar sites beyond the Luxembourgish borders.
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Chapter 1:
Introduction 

	This doctoral thesis explores the construction of space, place, and the linguistic landscape (LL) in the district of Kirchberg in Luxembourg City, Luxembourg, from the perspective of the passer-by. As a country with three officially recognised languages at the state level, as well as a highly linguistically diverse population with their own personal linguistic repertoires and capabilities, Luxembourg, and Kirchberg in particular, are fruitful places for LL exploration. This is especially true when engaging with the people navigating these spaces themselves. Before I draw greater attention to the intricacies of my research project and outline how this introductory chapter is organised, I would like to discuss how I came to do research on the Kirchberg LL in the first place in an effort to demonstrate my personal motivation for doing this project. 

	I was born and raised in the north of England to Irish parents. My hometown where I grew up was, or at least presented itself as, a decidedly and almost proudly monolingual English-speaking space. Whether you were in the classroom, in the workplace or in public spaces, it was taken for granted that you would be able to use English to navigate your way through your daily life. This contrasted with my home life, where my parents made conscious effort to raise my siblings and me in an Irish household in an effort to establish and maintain personal connections to Irishness. We ate Irish food, celebrated Irish holidays and my parents spoke some Irish in the home. While it was not the primary language of communication in our home, many phrases were part and parcel of our family’s linguistic repertoire; “Suigh síos!” (Sit down), “Ciúnas, más é do thoil é!” (Be quiet please) or “Brostaigh!” (Hurry up) were all typical things I would hear growing up. In a place where English was so dominant, Irish made me feel different and special.

	The most important thing we did to maintain our connection to Irishness, however, was actually going to Ireland, what we called “going home.” We would go home several times during the year and visit grandparents, aunts, uncles, and cousins. My parents would love to drive us around and show us all the places they used to live, work, go to school and hang out with their friends. I always used to think that England and Ireland felt similar in many ways. There were similar houses, similar shops, similar cars, similar streets. Nonetheless, what made me feel that I was truly in another country was seeing the Irish street signs, which feature both English and Irish. Mum and dad would point out the Irish place names on the signs and pronounce them for my siblings and me because we could not read Irish. I was always mesmerised by the fact that everywhere had two names, and I would constantly ask my parents questions about it and about the Irish language in general, to which they would often reply that it was just the way it was. For them, it was normal, yet for me, it was exciting and so different to where we lived in the U.K.

	My interest in Irish was in effect an expression of the general love of languages that I have had for as long as I can remember. In fact, my parents have a DVD at home in the U.K., featuring me and the rest of my primary school class talking about the excitement of moving from primary to secondary school. Everyone in the class was asked the question “what are you most excited about in secondary school?”. My answer was “learning French.” My love of languages was encouraged by my parents – for example, they made me the official Keeper of the Phrasebook while on holiday – and has affected practically every decision I have made in my academic life, from the subject choices I made for my GCSE and A Level examinations, to the decision of which university to attend for my undergraduate degree. My ultimate decision to go to the University of Sheffield was predicated on my ability to continue learning French and German, as well as broadening my linguistic repertoire through learning of Dutch and eventually Luxembourgish. It is this decision to learn about Luxembourgish language and culture, which illuminated the beginning of a clear path for me to eventually conduct the research in this thesis.

	An especially impactful aspect of learning about Luxembourgish language and culture during my undergraduate degree was the fact that it was underpinned by learning about sociolinguistic issues, such as language policy, small languages, and multilingualism, through the lens of Luxembourg. Simultaneously, I was developing an appreciation for the scholarship around Luxembourg and the language situation there, while also expanding my keen interest in the wider sociolinguistic connections between language, people, and place. In other words, at the same time as learning about the specific Luxembourgish language situation, I was also given the tools to look back at my own experiences and examine the fundamental underpinnings of different situations. I was able to challenge my own perceptions of monolingualism and critique my own perceptions of my hometown being a strictly English-speaking space, when in reality it was linguistically diverse. I was able to re-examine my questions about the Irish signage and place names, by considering the historical and sociocultural developments of Ireland and the Irish language situation. In short, studying Luxembourg became my vehicle for studying sociolinguistics.

	At the end of my undergraduate degree in July 2017, I made the decision to pause my academic career for a year with a view to pursuing a master’s degree starting in October 2018. During this year away from academia, I decided to go on my first ever trip to Luxembourg with my mum, in order to finally visit the country that I had learned so much about. In a reversal of roles, I became my mum’s tour guide on this trip, telling her all about the things that I had learned during my studies. It was not lost on me that, even though I was my mum’s tour guide, I had not actually been to the country myself and was therefore introducing my mum to a country that I was introducing myself to at the same time. It was on this trip that I began to develop questions from my first-hand experience of the space.

	A perfect example of my initial experiences of Luxembourg happened in the district of Kirchberg, the research site in this thesis. My mum and I had been walking around and exploring the city when we ended up in the Kirchberg McDonald’s at the far end of the district. We decided to stop there for a quick drink and a bite to eat before heading back to the city centre. While in the queue, I noticed that the menus on the big signs behind the counter were all in German. I prepared myself with my order ready to be said in German. However, as I got closer, I noticed that the people behind the counter were all speaking French and the customers in front of me were pointing at the German menu while simultaneously ordering in French without batting an eyelid. At this point, I was sweating from panic because I did not know the French-specific McDonald’s vocabulary and I did not have time to quickly look it up on my phone. I got to the counter and decided to try my luck in German but the person behind the counter did not speak German. However, as I paused to reset my brain to start speaking French (I was not used to switching between the different languages in Luxembourg at that time), the person behind the counter simply smiled and said “English?”. I felt a disappointment in myself at that moment because I wanted to do it like a local and not be a typical English-speaking tourist, but instead, I gave in and ordered in English, flustered and embarrassed.

I left that experience, and Luxembourg, wondering why I was struggling to navigate and make sense of this place, while others were able to do so with ease. I returned to university later that year to do my Master’s, during which I started my application for the doctorate. I had many ideas of what I could research but I kept coming back to the question I asked myself in the Kirchberg McDonald’s – why was I struggling to understand and navigate Luxembourgish public spaces, while others did not seem to struggle at all? It was then that I realised that the thing I had attempted to distance myself in that moment – being perceived as a monolingual English speaker – and the site of my embarrassment in Luxembourg – Kirchberg – were in fact the keys to defining my project. It became clear that my project needed to incorporate the intersection of language, people, and place. This formed the basis for this project and the research unfolding in this thesis, which I will now outline in this introductory chapter.

In this chapter, section 1.1 will explain the rationale behind the research undertaken in this thesis, outlining a brief summary of the sociolinguistics of globalisation and of linguistic landscape (LL) studies. Section 1.2 will outline a brief introduction to the district of Kirchberg and to the Luxembourgish language situation. In section 1.3, I will outline the research questions underpinning this research and provide an overview of the structure of this thesis.

1.1 Research rationale
It is important at this point of thesis to situate this project in terms of wider scholarship and outline the rationale behind the research. Because this research is founded upon the intersection of language, people, and place, it is necessary to discuss the sociolinguistics of globalisation. Two prominent scholars in this field, Blommaert (2010) and Pennycook (2010), are of particular importance to this research. In their work, both scholars examine processes of globalisation as interconnected with and inseparable from sociolinguistic issues, with particular attention brought to linguistic inequalities perpetuated in a globalising world. Furthermore, these inequalities are generally perpetuated at the local level, juxtaposing the global and the local dimensions against each other and highlighting the salience of this global-local relationship in considerations of sociolinguistic challenges and issues. 

Of particular importance in research on the sociolinguistics of globalisation is the consideration of the position of so-called ‘small’ languages in a globalising world (Pietikäinen et al, 2016). In this case, the smallness of a language is not necessarily a reference to issues of minoritisation, peripheralisation or undervaluation. Rather, it is often a (to an extent) comparative reference to demographics related to specific languages and varieties, positioned or perceived as more or less dominant within a particular situation. This dominance is highly dependent on specific circumstances, as well as the scope of the research being undertaken, and the perceptions of people represented by these languages. Moreover, smallness is not necessarily intended to be a fixed term or label because this term itself is the intentional subject of much debate, such as in the Luxembourgish language situation as will be outlined later on. 

The notion of ‘small’ languages suggests the existence of ‘big’ languages within situations along this axis of linguistic dominance. As is the case in other research sites beyond Luxembourg, the ‘big’ language of particular note in this thesis is English, given its perceived role as the global lingua franca (cf. Rassool, 2012; Seargeant, 2012; Fehlen & Heinz, 2017). In short, perceptions of the position of English within certain linguistic situations and of its interactions with smaller languages are akin to throwing the cat among the pigeons. However, what Pietikäinen et al (2016: 4) argue is for a readdressing of these perceptions, which are built on a foundation of modernist approaches to small languages as endangered and big languages, especially English, as threatening. Instead, they argue for a move away from this restrictive approach towards a more comprehensive look at linguistic situations on a case-by-case basis, and at the nuanced roles languages play within them, and the opportunities for ‘playfulness, creativity and contestation’ with regard to often-regarded small languages.

This is where the field of Linguistic Landscapes (LL) becomes an important aspect to research. LL research finds its beginnings with Landry and Bourhis’ (1997) original work on ethnolinguistic vitality in Québec. Since the first introduction of the term ‘linguistic landscape’, the field has become increasingly inspired by and interconnected with the intersecting fields of ethnography and social and cultural geography, spawning several volumes of pivotal work, such as Linguistic Landscape: Expanding the Scenery (Shohamy & Gorter, 2009) and Linguistic Landscape in the City (Shohamy et al, 2009), and even a fully dedicated journal, Linguistic Landscape, starting in 2015. Fundamentally, however, there has emerged a consistent key tenet and question, which underpins research into the LL – how do social actors contribute to the construction of space?

As the field has developed, different ways of approaching and investigating this question. In the early stages, there was a focus on counting signs within a space in order to provide data for analysis and to gain insights into the linguistic situations of that space, often looked at through a lens of language policy. Seminal work by Jaworski and Thurlow (2010) contributed to a re-evaluation and expansion of perceptions of the LL, moving beyond the idea of the linguistic landscape, which initially focused on written language on signage, towards the idea of a semiotic landscape, which includes considerations of material, sculpture and form. While LL remains the dominant term for the field, this expansive definition of semiotic landscapes and what constitutes language-in-space have come to be underpinning factors in LL research.

In addition to looking at the signage itself, considerations of and interactions with the social actors physically contributing these LL items to the space became important in the understanding of how signage came to be. A key player in this and the underpinning work in this thesis is that of Discourses in Place by Scollon and Scollon (2003). Coming from the field of semiotics, Scollon and Scollon propose their framework of geosemiotics. This features a similarly expansive view of what constitutes language-in-space, considerations of the creative trajectory of sign from the initial conception of the idea to the material emplacement of the sign in the real world, and an understanding of the social actors involved in these processes. Scollon and Scollon foreground the inseparability of language, people, and space, when discussing emplaced meanings in the world.

At the time of the publication of Discourses in Place, what set Scollon and Scollon (2003) apart from scholars investigating the LL was their approach to the question of who contributes to the construction. They did not restrict the focus of contributing social actors to those materially contributing to the space along the trajectory of conceptualisation to emplacement. Instead, they stated that contributions to the public space come from all directions, including from the direction of people navigating the space, and that contributions are not restricted to material but also include discursive. This is most evident in their theoretical distinction between space and place, which is a fundamental distinction between the ideologically influenced physical dimensions and the perceptions or interpretation of a space by the people using and navigating said space. This conceptualisation of valuing the individual interpretation of space became highly influential in the field of LL and is an underpinning theoretical inspiration of this thesis.

It is these notions of interpretating space and discursive LL contributions that form the foundation of this research, especially with regard to the people navigating the space as opposed to materially contributing, henceforth referred to as the ‘passer-by’ (Shohamy et al, 2010). This notion of the passer-by is by no means underexplored in LL research, with influential work by Garvin (2010), Trumper-Hecht (2010) and Bock and Stroud (2019), among others, highlighting the value of interpretation in drawing attention to points of tension or contestation within a space. Nonetheless, this research situates itself as contributing to the wider body of research constituting a significant turn towards the centralisation of the passer-by and empowerment of research of passer-by contributions to the LL. This complements Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) geosemiotic framework with the aforementioned “passer-by-centric” research in order to centralise the passer-by perspective as a key component and point of consideration in LL research. The question now then is how this connects with the decision to choose the Kirchberg Plateau in Luxembourg City as the research site for this project, which I will explore in the following section.

[bookmark: _y2ye3wpidb8r]1.2 Why Kirchberg, Luxembourg?
	This research is located within the country of Luxembourg, a founding European Union (EU) member state and one of the three EU capitals, alongside Brussels and Strasbourg. The country is located to the northeast of France, the south of Belgium and the west of Germany, therefore at the border between Romance and Germanic sides of Europe (Fehlen, 2002; 2015). The resident population of Luxembourg is made up of approximately 53% Luxembourgish citizens and approximately 47% foreign residents according to official statistics (Statec.lu, 2023). In terms of the Luxembourgish workforce, residents and citizens of Luxembourg make up around 55% of the working population in the country. The other 45% is represented by cross-border commuters, or frontaliers, who come into Luxembourg from France, Germany, and Belgium for work and then leave Luxembourg at the end of the working day. 

Since 1984, Luxembourg has been officially recognised as a multilingual country, with French, German and Luxembourgish all recognised as judicial and administrative languages of the country; French recognised as the legislative language; and Luxembourgish singled out and recognised as the national language (Horner & Weber, 2008). In addition to the officially recognised trilingualism, English and Portuguese also play significant roles in the country. Portuguese is the language representing the largest migrant population in the country (approximately 14% of the population being of Portuguese descent), while English is a language of recent importance due to a diversification in migrant trajectories in the current era of globalisation, as well as the language synonymous with global integration.

From this, it is clear that the people navigating Luxembourg on a daily basis represent a linguistically diverse population composed of people bringing their own personal social lives and linguistic repertoires to the country and to the workplace. Therefore, strategies of coping with this linguistic diversity include an encouragement of multilingual practices, as well as the prominent use of French and, increasingly, English as languages of communication in the workplace (Kingsley, 2013). As such, the enshrinement of Luxembourgish into law as the national language of Luxembourg is often perceived as in stark contrast to the perceived position of Luxembourgish in the workplace, and by extension daily life, which is often underpinned by discourses of endangerment and threat (Hawkey & Horner, 2021). In this way, discussions of Luxembourgish as a ‘small’ language (Pietikäinen et al, 2016) are relevant to this thesis, not because it is minoritised, but rather because it is perceived to be.

	The district of Kirchberg has come to be perceived as a microcosm of the working world in Luxembourg City, as well as associated with perceptions of the foregrounding of English and the backgrounding of Luxembourgish. The district of Kirchberg is built on the Kirchberg Plateau under the maintenance of Fonds Kirchberg, a municipal organisation in charge of the development of the district since its establishment in the 1960s. It has developed from a largely agricultural, low-density plot of land into a thriving urban space, where international financial institutions and several EU institutions find themselves located. Kirchberg is geographically located in Luxembourg City and physically connected to the district of Limpertsberg and the rest of Luxembourg City by Rout Bréck, or the Red Bridge, spanning across the Alzette river and the Pfaffenthal valley below. Nevertheless, Kirchberg is often considered to be its own entity and not a fully integrated part of Luxembourg City. As such, an aim of this thesis is to provide insights into why the district of Kirchberg is perceived as different from the rest of the city from a sociolinguistic and spatial perspective.

The presence of English in Kirchberg, in particular, is seen as representative of sociolinguistic shifts occurring in the linguistic practices typically associated with Luxembourg and Luxembourgishness, that is, the prominence of French, German and Luxembourgish. These practices are felt in other parts of the city but not necessarily as strongly in Kirchberg itself. In order to assess this influence, it is necessary to examine the Kirchberg LL from the perspective of the passer-by. This serves as a way of illuminating perceptions of what is going on linguistically in this space and how these perceptions contribute to the discursive depictions of the spatial identity of Kirchberg. While LL research has been conducted in Luxembourg, largely spearheaded by Purschke at the Université du Luxembourg, there is a noticeable gap in the literature from the perspective of the passer-by. Therefore, this thesis presents an opportunity for the exploration of passer-by perceptions and sense of place focused in Kirchberg, a fundamental inspiration for this research. 

An important point of discussion in any LL research project is the reflexive understanding of the positionality of myself, as the researcher, to investigate this particular case study. As a native English-speaker and an effective outsider to Luxembourg, this presented me with the challenge of reconciling my positionality with the intricacies of engaging with local participants. I felt able to engage with the intricacies of the Luxembourg language situation to a degree because I have studied the Luxembourgish language situation extensively; I have developed my linguistic repertoire to reflect the practices most associated with Luxembourgishness; and I have been able to challenge my own perceptions of monolingualism and multilingualism. Nevertheless, I also understood that my positionality would affect the entirety of this project, from the way I selected Kirchberg as a research site, due to feelings of connection to the space as an English-speaking outsider, to the line of questioning I undertook during the interviews with participants and to the recurrent themes I perceived as noteworthy enough to comment on (cf. Clarke & Braun, 2017; Braun & Clarke, 2019; 2020). This, however, is a fundamental part of why the passer-by perspective is so valuable and important to LL research. My perspectival insights only serve to contribute to the larger picture of the sociolinguistics of Kirchberg and the wider Luxembourg and to complementing insider perceptions. Therefore, it is appropriate to now discuss the research questions underpinning this thesis and the thesis structure in the following section.


[bookmark: _fyr083j9u0y9]1.3 Research questions and thesis structure
This research was underpinned by one overarching question:

How do passer-by perceptions of the linguistic landscape of Kirchberg contribute to the spatial identity of the district?

In order to engage with this question effectively, three further questions were used in support of this question, guiding the analysis of the data collected through spatial documentation and interviews with users of the space in Kirchberg:
· What are the perceptions of Kirchberg as a space by the people who use the space?
· What are the perceptions of language use on signage on the Kirchberg LL by the people who use the space and what significance (or lack thereof) do they attach to the language use they observe?
· How do the passer-by perceptions of space and language in Kirchberg connect to wider social discourses and ideologies, which underpin their own expressions and perceptions of Luxembourgishness? 

This thesis, therefore, is structured in the following way. In Chapter 2, I explore the theoretical underpinnings of this project. Firstly, I examine the sociolinguistics of globalisation from a spatial perspective in section 2.1. I explore the concepts of space and place, drawing particular attention to the work of Scollon and Scollon (2003) in section 2.2. I outline the literature surrounding linguistic landscapes and their construction in section 2.3, and the specific role of the passer-by in the construction of space in section 2.4. In Chapter 3, I explore the specifics of Luxembourg and Kirchberg. I outline their positions within Europe and the EU in sections 3.1 and 3.2, as well as the European influence on the construction of Kirchberg in section 3.3. In Chapter 4, I outline the methodological approach of this project in section 4.1, examining qualitative and quantitative methods in section 4.1.1 and the ethnographic influence on this project including a discussion of positionality section 4.1.2. I then go on to discuss linguistic landscape research methods in line with the phases of my fieldwork in section 4.2, with a discussion of spatial documentation methods, such as photography and ethnographic fieldnotes in section 4.2.1, and a discussion of interviewing and thematic analysis in section 4.2.2. I end Chapter 4 by acknowledging the limitations of the project in section 4.3.

In Chapters 5, 6 and 7, I unpack my findings from my analysis of the interviews with participants. In Chapter 5, I provide an analysis of perceptions among the participants of Kirchberg as a space. Firstly, I explore perceptions of Kirchberg as a place for work in section 5.1. Then, I investigate perceptions of Kirchberg as an (in)authentic space in terms of expressing Luxembourgishness and its reputation as an international space in section 5.2. Finally, I examine perceptions of Kirchberg as an ‘island’ within Luxembourg City and its perceived separation from the rest of the city in section 5.3.

In Chapter 6, I discuss the presence and absence of different languages on the Kirchberg LL and the interpretations of the participants of why different languages are rendered (in)visible within Kirchberg. Firstly, I highlight the discussions surrounding French and its perceived ubiquity in Luxembourg and Kirchberg and its associations with social class in section 6.1. Secondly, I draw attention to the discussions surrounding Luxembourgish, its presence and absence, and its role as a prominent force in expressing Luxembourgishness within an apparently international space like Kirchberg in section 6.2. Thirdly, I provide insights into the discussion of the presence of English in Kirchberg in section 6.3, in terms of its connections to globalising processes in section 6.3.1; its growing presence and prominence in Kirchberg and Luxembourg City in section 6.3.2; and discussions surrounding the potential officiality of English in section 6.3.3.

In Chapter 7, I discuss the perceived motivations behind the linguistic design of the Kirchberg LL, bringing together the strands outlined in Chapter 6. Firstly, I explore perceptions of multilingualism as simultaneously ordinary and extraordinary and therefore normalised on the Kirchberg LL in section 7.1. Then, I discuss how linguistic design can be interpreted as simultaneously a reflection of linguistic practices in a given space and a reinforcement of linguistic expectations in section 7.2. I move on to outline the concept of linguistic hospitality and its underpinning role in Luxembourgish LL construction in section 7.3. Finally, I discuss the naming and branding practices in Kirchberg in section 7.4, beginning with interpretations of the reasoning behind naming practices in Kirchberg in section 7.4.1 and then concluding with drawing attention to the relationship between English and Luxembourgish in their roles for branding Luxembourg at both a national and international level in section 7.4.2.

In Chapter 8, I conclude the thesis. I engage in a discussion of the findings from the analysis of the interviews in section 8.1; discuss the implications of the findings in section 8.2); and outline the theoretical and methodological contributions of the project to wider literature in section 8.3. I then conclude the thesis with a discussion of potential avenues for further research in section 8.4.





Chapter 2: 
Theoretical framework: language and space in a globalising world

In this chapter, it is necessary to present a coherent theoretical underpinning to this thesis, exploring analyses of passer-by contributions to the construction of space from a sociolinguistic perspective. In order to do this, it is necessary to tease apart and examine strands of theory relating to the interaction between language and space in a globalising world. In section 2.1, I explore the inextricability of sociolinguistic issues from processes of globalisation and begin with the tentative approach to the inclusion of considerations of the spatial dimension in this complex relationship. In section 2.2, I examine the spatial dimension more deeply, discussing the complex concepts of space and place, and in section 2.3, I discuss the concept of linguistic landscapes (LL). In both chapters, I draw attention to the concept of geosemiotics (Scollon & Scollon, 2003), which is a key theoretical framework of significant importance to this thesis. In section 2.4, I analyse the role of the passer-by in the construction of the spatial dimension, providing further insights into the deeply interconnected yet individually examinable processes of material and discursive construction of the spatial dimension.

2.1 Sociolinguistics of globalisation through a spatial lens
When discussing the interaction between language and space, one must consider a number of things, most importantly the impact of the considerations of a globalising world, where this interaction takes place. More than simply background information, however, scholars across myriad disciplines recognise the inextricable influence that globalising processes have on the development of language and space, both as entities considered separately and together. Firstly, therefore, it is necessary to begin with an understanding of the concept of ‘globalisation.’
 
Fundamentally, globalisation is a highly complex and unpredictable system of dynamic processes of movement and change (Mac Giolla Chríost, 2007). This confluence of processes involves and affects every aspect of society and finds its foundations in the global ‘flows of capital, goods, people, images and discourses’ (Blommaert, 2010: 13). These processes, such as the mobility of people, transnational trade of resources and the spread of culturally specific values and norms, have always existed and therefore are not ‘new in substance’, but can be considered to be ‘new in intensity, scope and scale’ (ibid: 1). In other words, in the world that we are currently experiencing, processes of globalisation and their consequences, both positive and negative, can perhaps be considered more acutely noticeable in more regions of the world than ever before. This is due to the increasing sociopolitical, geographical, and economic interconnectedness of the global community and the speed at which developmental changes are occurring. 

At this juncture, I must call attention to a distinction drawn by Blommaert (2010) between the slower, deeper and older globalising processes, which he refers to as geopolitical globalisation, and the newer, quicker and more intense processes, which he refers to as geocultural globalisation. As Blommaert (ibid.: 13) writes, the former processes have always happened during the existence of humans and affect ‘the deep social, political and economic fabric of societies’ that result in ‘new patterns of global activity, community organization and culture’. The latter processes, on the other hand, refer to the rapid and unpredictable social changes that are happening in any particular period of time. In the current era of fast-paced global capitalist expansion, technology, transnational communication, and the possibilities of migration for some have now advanced to a greater extent than ever before, at the expense of perpetuating large-scale socio-economic, and indeed sociolinguistic, inequalities for others, unfolding over a narrower period of time.
 
The reason for this distinction is significant because it demonstrates the divergent ways that particular global social processes are characterised as processes of globalisation and therefore presents an opportunity for epistemological clarification. While geopolitical and geocultural processes are both often considered to be processes of globalisation, it is more accurate to understand the geocultural processes as constituting an emergent phase during the broader geopolitical globalisation. Geocultural processes are not necessarily unprecedented. In fact, one can often observe these developments in previous time periods emerging under the constraints or innovations of emerging technologies. This distinction, therefore, allows us to position the currently globally observed phenomena ‘as part of the larger, slower and more profound changes in society’ (Blommaert, 2010: 14), helping us to understand where certain geocultural processes ‘fit in the grand scheme of things’ (Wallerstein, 2004: ix) and to not exceptionalise processes occurring in this current phase of globalisation as new or different.

One aspect of particular focus in this thesis is the social and geographical migration of people. Since this thesis examines the country of Luxembourg, a country one could describe as a melting pot of different people with varying migration trajectories, an understanding of the particular globalising processes associated with mobility and migration is particularly relevant. While migration as a concept is nothing new (see Appadurai, 1996), Juffermans (2019: 201), in his work on micro-landscapes in the Global South, highlights the intensity of the processes associated with the current period of geocultural globalisation as expanding what it means to be a migrant in the modern world. He states that migrants are 
‘no longer [considered] just émigrés and immigrants but ‘transmigrants’, that is mobile persons going back and forth and sustaining multiple engagements and relationships between homelands and new homes.’
This demonstrates an epistemological shift in emphasis when discussing contemporary issues of migration and mobility. That is, a shift away from considerations of migrants as simply people from one place now relocated somewhere else and towards considerations of migrants maintaining connections with multiple places simultaneously and interconnectedly, ‘confound[ing] theories that depend on the continued salience of the nation-state as the key arbiter of important social changes’ (Appadurai, 1996). 

This shift in considerations of migrants as increasingly mobile is reminiscent of the concept of superdiversity, or the ‘diversification of diversity’ (Vertovec, 2007: 1025). Superdiversity highlights how ‘more people [are] now migrating from more places [with] significant new conjunctions and interactions of variables […] through [emergent] patterns of immigration’ (ibid.). While terms like ‘transmigrant’ and ‘superdiversity’ are indeed useful for highlighting certain complexities of migration in our current time period of rapid social change and greater interconnection through technological innovation, these terms are not regularly used throughout this thesis. Instead, this thesis is underpinned by the belief that these complexities are, and always have been, fundamental to and inextricable from the experiences of migrants and the processes of migration. Therefore, incorporating these considerations into more expansive and inclusive perspectives of ‘migrant’ and ‘migration’ is the priority of this thesis, as opposed to applying terminology that potentially only serves to complicate or exceptionalise processes simply because they are happening now (cf. Horner & Weber, 2018; Pavlenko, 2019).

With this shifting academic approach towards migrants and migration in mind, it is at this point that one can see the inequalities in its application to real-world challenges currently facing migrants with an understanding of the geocultural processes currently at play. On the one hand, the movement of capital, resources and people continues to be possible and is, in many ways, more possible and accessible than ever before due to social and technological advances during this current era of globalisation. On the other hand, however, certain peoples and groups are still routinely excluded from benefiting in small or large part from many of these global shifts due to geocultural processes, such as highly politicised immigration and language policies and inequalities in wealth distribution on global and regional scales, among others. In brief, this era of geocultural globalisation has bestowed many people with a socio-economic or sociopolitical ‘transmigrational’ privilege only attainable through some degree of functional international connection. Furthermore, this is often to the detriment of others, who are effectively rendered ‘involuntarily immobile’ or constrained by asymmetrical processes and outcomes (cf. Carling, 2002; Tonkin, 2003; Mac Giolla Chríost, 2007; Vigouroux & Mufwene, 2009; Juffermans, 2019).

From a sociolinguistic perspective, it is necessary to outline how the concept of language relates to issues of globalisation, with particular regard to migration. Blommaert (2010) and Pennycook (2010) both propose understanding globalisation as a system of processes that produces, and is inseparable from, language, replacing the ineffective understanding of globalisation as merely contextual information, which can be separated from language. Blommaert (2010: 2) asserts that language (or more specifically linguistic practices) and globalisation cannot be considered separate from and ‘unaffected’ by each other because the two are ‘intrinsically connected' along ‘fundamentally cultural, social, political and historical’ lines. Similarly, Pennycook (2010: 1) proposes a shift away from the notion of language as a static phenomenon towards the understanding of language as a dynamic ‘product of the deeply social and cultural activities in which people engage’. This is more in line with the view of linguistic practices as interconnected with migration and the delimitation of relationships with multiple interconnected locales.

There are a number of discussions to be had surrounding aspects of the sociolinguistics of globalisation, which are relevant to this thesis and its theoretical underpinning. First to be discussed is multilingual practices and the notion of the linguistic repertoire in relation to discussions of contemporary migration trajectories. Then, I discuss the ideologies of linguistic authority, namely linguistic anonymity and authenticity; the symbolic and instrumental functions of language; linguistic hospitality; and the challenges presented by these ideologies within the framework of globalising processes. Finally, I draw attention to the case of global English as the emergent language of global interconnectedness and its position within complex multilingual configurations.

Let us begin with multilingual practices and the linguistic repertoire. It should be stated, however obvious it may appear at first glance, that when discussing language, it is always important to remember what different linguistic varieties represent – people. In this way, multilingualism refers to the ‘gradient phenomenon’ of linguistic diversity in relation to people across various scales, ranging from the linguistic tendencies of entire countries or communities (often referred to as societal multilingualism) to the linguistic capabilities and practices of an individual person (often referred to as individual multilingualism) (Deumert, 2011). Furthermore, when dealing with people, we must also consider the social implications of multilingual practices and the fact that we are dealing with ‘socio-politically rather than linguistically defined units’ (Horner & Weber, 2012: 6). That is to say, the conventional or traditional conceptualisations of language as rigid uniform countable communicative systems ought to be replaced with a more dynamic or fluid understanding of translanguaging, or an ‘expanded version of language[, which transcends] predefined notions of language’ (Pennycook, 2017: 269). This expanded understanding of language deals with the expanded linguistic or ‘semiotic resources’ and practices observable across the various ‘spheres of life’ (Blommaert, 2010: 102), while also highlighting the multimodality of engaging with space as a fully multisensory experience (Pennycook & Otsuji, 2015). 

At the individual level, the notion of an individual’s linguistic repertoire is a useful concept to explore. It refers to the linguistic capabilities and resources available to the individual which reflect the complex and ‘peculiar biographical trajectory of the speaker’ (Blommaert, 2008, in [Busch, 2012: 506]). The salience of the biographical aspect of one’s linguistic repertoire places high importance on an individual’s personal experiences and circumstances ‘temporally and spatially’ or, as Busch (2012) explains, historically and culturally. No two individual’s experiences are the same, meaning that leaning into the complexity and potential contradictions among different individual experiences is not only unavoidable but a requirement in any research undertaken (see Jaffe, 2009). 

Deumert (2011: 268-270), in her outline of key aspects regarding multilingual practices, pays particular attention to the aspect of language choice. In this world where migration is so interwoven into the fabric of everyday life, conventional conceptions of multilingual linguistic repertoires at an individual level are commonplace. Many people maintain migrant relationships across multiple locales through engagement with linguistic resources indexical of affiliations with social groups and identities. This leads to the emergence of ‘abstract or ephemeral sociolinguistic space[s]’ through the construction of complex social and linguistic identities informed by their migration trajectories (Horner & Dailey-O’Cain, 2020: 4).

The maintenance of these multilingual repertoires of practices and resources at a societal level often comes with limitations. This is done through more informal horizontal processes, such as widespread adherence to language ideologies pervasive in the region that tend to lean more towards monolingual (or at the very least strictly prescribed and delineated multilingual) ideals, or through more formal or institutionalised vertical processes, such as immigration and citizenship policies, the education system and, of particular interest for this research, the physical representation of language in public spaces, otherwise known as linguistic landscapes (for further information, see section 2.3). For both flows of processes (that is, vertical and horizontal) at both individual and societal levels, choice plays (and always has played) a significant role in the engagement with certain linguistic resources and practices and in the construction of multilingual repertoires, to varying degrees of intentionality. The broadening of migration trajectory possibilities nowadays has only increased the breadth of possibilities to choose from.

This is an opportune moment to look at the dynamic ideologies of linguistic authority; linguistic anonymity and authenticity (Gal & Woolard, 1995; Woolard & Frekko, 2013). Both ideologies concern the derivation of linguistic capital from a particular source of perceived legitimate authority. On the one hand, linguistic anonymity refers to the quality of a linguistic variety or specific linguistic resources to represent everybody through the construction of a ‘disembodied’ and ‘aperspectival’ authority (Gal & Woolard, 1995: 134) that derives its value from perceptions of neutrality and equal accessibility to everyone (Woolard & Frekko, 2013: 135). On the other hand, linguistic authenticity refers to the quality of linguistic resources representing the ‘essential, distinctive nature of a community or a speaker’ (ibid.), which contrasts against the authority of anonymity in that it appeals to personal connections to language (Gal & Woolard, 1995: 134), such as heritage, inheritance, and socialisation (König, 2020; Rubino, 2020). Although these two forms of authority may on the face of it seem to be in opposition with each other and mutually exclusive, on closer inspection it is evident that they exist on a spectrum, whereby one tends to be purposefully foregrounded over the other, instead of replacing the other.

In tandem with linguistic anonymity and authenticity, one can also look at the instrumental and symbolic functions of language (Horner & Weber, 2012). Instrumental functions refer to the communicative aspect of linguistic varieties or resources, that is the role they play in conveying information. In contrast, symbolic functions do not necessarily refer to linguistic content but rather to the indexical relationship between linguistic resources and the social groups and identities they represent. Similar to the relationship between anonymity and authenticity, symbolic and instrumental functions do not exist strictly in opposition to each other and are more helpfully considered to be two sides of the same coin, wherein linguistic resources can simultaneously be selected for symbolic and instrumental functions without being considered detrimental to the other function. 

There are superficial and temptingly neat parallels between anonymity and instrumentality, and authenticity and symbolism, respectively. However, strict adherence to these parallels comes at the expense of a deeper, more nuanced understanding of how these ideological perceptions of language interact with each other; how these interactions manifest themselves on a case-by-case basis; and the choices behind the functions. As observed by Woolard and Frekko (2013) in their case study of shifting linguistic value boundaries between authenticity and anonymity in Catalonia, the perceived and imposed boundaries between these ideological standpoints are continuously and dynamically shifting in flow with globalising processes. Migration trajectories are constantly highlighting underrepresented identities and presenting different opportunities for reimagining once-considered static identities more appropriate for a globalising world.

When looking at migration trajectories, it is also necessary to engage with the linguistic relationship between people perceived as locals or ‘hosts’ and people perceived as migrants or ‘guests’ in a particular space (Vigouroux, 2019). The concept of ‘linguistic hospitality’ (cf. Ricoeur, 2007; Phipps, 2012; Vigouroux, 2019; Pöyhönen & Simpson, 2021) is built upon the recognition of such a divide between ‘host’ and ‘guest’, which simultaneously ‘implies both opening and closing movements’ (Vigouroux, 2019: 34). On the one hand, hospitality implies a recognition of the need to bridge linguistic gaps and be inclusive. On the other hand, it implies a differentiation between ‘host’ and ‘guest’ and presupposes a social hierarchy, which positions hosts as decision-makers regarding the extent of that inclusivity and burdens guests with high expectations of cooperation at the risk of exclusion. 

Furthermore, Ricoeur (2007: 111, in [Phipps, 2012: 590]), in his original conception of linguistic hospitality as an aspect of translation, describes it as an ‘ethical problem’ of simultaneously ‘bring[ing] the reader to the author and the author to the reader, at risk of serving two masters.’ By substituting ‘author’ and ‘reader’ with the corresponding terms ‘host’ and ‘guest’ respectively, it highlights the imperfections of linguistic hospitality (Phipps, 2012: 590). Firstly, the ‘host-guest dyad’ is dynamic, fluid and ‘mutually constitutive’ (Vigouroux, 2019: 35), meaning that the closeness of the relationship between ‘host’ and ‘guest’ (and even who is considered a ‘host’ or a ‘guest’ in the first place) is co-constructed in the interactions between them. Secondly, attempts to be linguistically hospitable are always going to favour some groups and cause problems for others because ‘hosts’ and ‘guests’ are not meeting on equal terms. Linguistic choices are made, which can offer benefits to both ‘hosts’ and ‘guests’ but they often, if not always, reinforce the host-guest hierarchy with ‘hosts’ on top. From this, it is clear that being hospitable is not synonymous with being inclusive. In fact, to the contrary – examinations of linguistic hospitality reveal insights into emplaced perceptions of linguistic value through the push and pull of inclusion and exclusion as linguistic tools.

One of the most salient examples of this benefit of the more nuanced understanding of linguistic value is in the discussions surrounding the emergence of global English as the “poster language” for global interconnectedness. In this current era of geocultural globalisation, the use of English has become more prominent in explicit and implicit language policies of countries or regions not traditionally considered “English-speaking”. That is to say, English is considered a language of high importance by many institutions across the world, from financial to governmental, who encourage knowledge of English as a necessary means of accessing and participating in the increasingly integrated global community (Seargeant, 2012). Ideological connections drawn between the use of English and socio-economic advantage are more and more commonplace, with perceptions of English revolving around its strong linguistic capital and instrumental value. For example, the ability to speak English is often cited as helpful in the search for employment or to help attract talent and economic investment to certain areas for rejuvenating or developmental purposes.

Having said that, to connect English only to anonymous and instrumental functions and notions of linguistic hospitality is to ignore the authentic and symbolic values of English. Firstly, one must recognise the multiple indexicalities of English; firstly, as the primary everyday language of people all over the world and, secondly, as the global lingua franca representative of globalising processes and indicative of deepening global integration. Because of the nuances of the indexicalities, discourses of linguistic authenticity are highly pervasive in discussions of English. This is particularly the case from more traditionally monolingual Anglophone perspectives, for whom global discourses of English have consequences for and are in tension with more localised or regional discourses of English (ibid.). Moreover, global English is often used symbolically as opposed to instrumentally in certain situations to specifically index internationalism and a more outward-facing and global perspective, as opposed to the transmission of any information (Scollon & Scollon, 2003; Horner & Weber, 2012: 259). 

	Because of the pervasiveness of English, however, it is necessary to acknowledge discourses regarding perceptions of English as a challenge to linguistic diversity, particularly at the expense of ‘small’ languages. In this case, the term ‘small languages’ refers to languages that are more often associated with more localised identities and are traditionally juxtaposed against ‘big languages’ in a minority-majority relationship (Pietikäinen et al, 2016). The perceived challenges associated with the inclusion and embracing of English are often perceived as barriers for small languages, such as Luxembourgish, to be present on the global stage. Pietikäinen et al, however, critique this view of minority-majority language relationships and the barriers preventing small-language participation as insufficient in expressing ‘the idea that smallness can be a valuable feature in globalised, late modern society’ (ibid: 3). This reassessment of circumstances surrounding small languages in a globalising world allows us to do two things. It encourages us not to presuppose that small languages, such as Luxembourgish, are always endangered, threatened or minoritised, and that big languages, such as English, are always existential threats to small languages and linguistic diversity. Instead, it allows us to look at how languages exist together within a particular space, with converging and diverging roles, challenges and opportunities.

2.2 What is space? 
Thus far, I have called attention to the interactions between globalising processes and sociolinguistics and hinted at their interactions with space without exploring them in further detail. Thus, where and how do these different aspects of globalisation, language and space converge?

Spatial theory is a complex field to discuss. The title of this section is a question that, at first glance, may seem easy to answer. However, upon further analysis, it becomes clearer that the concept of space, or more precisely spatiality, is not as easily explained as it would appear. What is perhaps the most important point fundamental to our approach towards the examination of spatiality is the understanding that, in order to effectively provide insights into how the spatial is constructed, we must firstly recognise a significant shift within the field of spatial theory, from space to spatialisation. Jaworski and Thurlow (2010: 7) summarise this shift from well, stating that 
‘the focus of scholarly interest [in the interdisciplinary field of spatial theory] is nowadays often less on space per se as it is on spatialization, the different processes by which space comes to be represented, organized and experienced.’ (their italicisation)
Notions of ‘the spatial’ have moved away from its conceptualisation as static, physical and immutable, to its conceptualisation as the delicate interplay between physical materiality, social systems underpinned by ideology and discourse and, importantly, the social actors who uphold or challenge them. 
Social actors perform social actions informed by social discourses in social spatialities (see Crang, 2001 for a particularly comprehensive overview of the history of the field). In fact, one of the most influential works on notions of spatialisation, particularly in sociolinguistic circles, is that of Scollon and Scollon (2003). In their book Discourses in Place, they assert that, in order to ensure the production and maintenance of control over physical spaces, one must have ‘control of the discourses in those spaces’ (ibid.: x). This underscores the relationship between the materiality of space, its ideological and discursive “constructedness” and the baked-in involvement of social actors, positioning them all as inseparable with regard to conceptualising spatiality. This overview of the relationships is, however, a simplification of a more complex and dynamic arrangement of social actors, social systems and materialisation processes, which produce multiple layers of social meaning at different levels, an assertion central to Scollon and Scollon’s work on geosemiotics.
 
Before we discuss in further detail these complex aspects involved in the construction of space, it is important to understand why the shift in approach from space to spatialisation is necessary. Massey (1994) exposes the flaws in approaches to the spatial as a static entity by explaining that such conceptualisations are dependent on a number of pre-made assumptions that underplay the importance of spatiality to society. Assumptions that the spatial is ‘bounded’, ‘fixed’ and ‘singular’ tend to ignore two aspects that Massey emphasises are key in spatial theory research, namely social experience and temporality. 

Firstly, these assumptions presuppose that social spaces represent the same things to all people and that all social actors experience spatiality in the same way. Consequently, this precludes a discussion of how perceptions of spatiality are affected by differences in how people are socialised, and the opportunities afforded by differing social positions. Massey (2007: 23) details in her book World City, about conceptualisations of spatiality of London, that ‘geographical imaginations are most often [considered] implicit’ and thereby the same for everyone. However, these very imaginations are heavily influenced by what Massey refers to as the ‘political’, which could also be referred to as the ideological, bearing in mind that there is of course overlap between the two. These political or ideological influences in conceptualisations of spatiality are complex, dynamic, and informed by social experience. While these static geographical imaginations may well serve a purpose from the perspective of simplifying something complex for ease of digestion, they are but idealised snapshots of a chaotic complex system of spatialisation processes constructed from infinite social perspectives. In other words, these geographical imaginations are just that – imaginary.

Secondly, these assumptions that the spatial is ‘bounded’, ‘fixed’ and ‘singular’ presuppose that the spatial, and by extension, representations and perceptions of the spatial, are unchanging as though unaffected by time. Not only is the spatial affected by time, but Massey (1994: 4) asserts that temporality is crucial to the construction of the spatial because space is simply made up of social processes ‘stretched out’ over time. At this point, I point to the work of Lefebvre (1991) and his concept of the trialectics of space. This conceptual triad of ‘perceived-conceived-lived’ space refers to the interconnected processes of ‘spatial practice’ of society and its interaction with space; ‘representations of space’ by certain social actors who conceptualise space through deep understandings of the space; and ‘representational spaces’ or the lived experience of space by those who inhabit or use the space (ibid: 38-40). Building on this Lefebvre’s work, Soja (2010) clarifies that spatialities and social processes exist in a ‘socio-spatial dialectic’, symbiotically affecting each other in a multitude of ways at different scales over differing timeframes.

Moreover, Soja (2010: 2) refers to the concept of ‘consequential geographies’[footnoteRef:1], where the spatial is ‘not just the outcome of social and political processes, [but] also a dynamic force affecting these processes in significant ways’ as opposed to a ‘fixed background, a physically formed environment that […] remains external to the social world’. This echoes Massey’s (1994: 4) assertion that ‘the spatial organization of society is integral to the production of the social, and not merely its result[,] fully implicated in both history and politics’. This ‘critical spatial perspective’ (Soja, 2010), where spatiality and social processes are seen to shape each other and therefore encourages the examination of all social processes through a spatial lens, can only be fully appreciated with the understanding that spatiality and temporality are inseparable (Massey, 1994: 2). [1:  ‘geography’ is a term that Soja himself states he uses interchangeably with ‘spatiality’] 


From this, it is clear that scholars like Scollon and Scollon, Massey, Lefebvre, and Soja reject conceptualisations of a passive spatiality that acts as an immutable receptacle or container for social processes and actions. They instead acknowledge how spatialisation processes and the dynamism of spatiality play key roles in the construction of society as a whole. As this is a complex subject, it is necessary to introduce the debate surrounding the distinction between space and place. The debate centres on how the two terms are used, with some scholars using the terms confidently to mean two very distinct social phenomena and other scholars proceeding somewhat more cautiously or tentatively with regards to how one would define the distinction or even whether one needs to make the distinction in the first place.

Let us first tackle the notion of space. The definition of space (and indeed place) that will be followed in the remit of this thesis is that of Scollon and Scollon (2003: 216), who state that space is ‘the objective, physical dimensions and characteristics of a portion of the earth or built environment; often defined by socio-political ideologies and powers.’ In other words, a space may be socially constructed and its boundaries of where it begins and ends demarcated through social processes underpinned by power, ideology and discourse, but the physical reality of said space cannot be ignored. This definition foregrounds the importance of the relationship between social actors, social processes and the materiality of space, emphasising their inseparability from one another. By contrast, Massey (2005: 31) defines space as the
‘sphere of the possibility of the existence of multiplicity in the sense of contemporaneous plurality; as the sphere in which distinct trajectories coexist; as the sphere, therefore of coexisting heterogeneity.’
Two years later, she refines this definition by saying that it is a ‘field of multiple actors, trajectories, stories with their own energies – which may mingle in harmony, collide, even annihilate each other’ (Massey, 2007: 22). The influence of dynamic social processes on the construction of space is marked in Massey’s definition of space, while material processes are unmarked. 

At the other end of the spectrum, Mowl (2001: 52) asserts in his work on the geography of leisure that space ‘has absolute and relative dimensions and can be seen as distinct, objective and real’, and is ‘therefore measurable, [has] clear, indisputable boundaries and [is] identifiable on conventional maps’. What is, from initial readings, most notable is that Massey’s use of the term space is centred on social actors and social processes, while Mowl’s use of space is in reference to an immutable entity with a physical, material presence. For the purposes of this research, Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) definition of space, which specifies the interconnectedness and inextricability of materiality and social processes and thereby marks both of these aspects as important, forms the foundational cornerstone of this project.

How, then, is the distinction made between space and place? Firstly, it must be noted that this distinction of place from space is widely contested, as scholars, such as Soja (2010), do not seem to recognise a need to distinguish between the two. However, for the purposes of this project, the distinction is made in line with Scollon and Scollon (2003: 214), who define place as ‘the human or lived experience or sense of presence in a space.’ Furthermore, they underscore the influence of ‘all of [an individual’s] history of experience, knowledge (whether conscious or unconscious), and interests, motivations, and dispositions’, or ‘sociocultural-psychological knowledge’ (ibid: 15), on their perception of a particular space. Mowl (2001: 52), in a similar fashion, distinguishes place from space as a phenomenon with ‘no […] objective dimensions and is perceptually or socially produced’ and has ‘different boundaries and different qualities for different individuals and groups.’ This assertion is corroborated by Pain et al (2001: 4), who stipulate that ‘notions of place are not fixed nor universally shared, [with] dominant forms of power and social identities affect[ing] what places mean to different individuals and groups.' The key idea for Scollon and Scollon, Mowl and Pain et al that separates notions of place from notions of space is that materiality is left unmarked in the former, while being a distinctly marked feature of the latter.
 
As the materiality of space is not the primary focus of her work, Massey (2005: 265) juxtaposes her definition of place against her definition of space, by stating that ‘if space is rather a simultaneity of stories-so-far, then places are collections of stories, articulations within the wider power-geometries of space’. Put another way, if space is the chaotic collection of all possible social processes involved in the construction of spatiality, then place is a specific configuration or ‘meeting-place’ of specific social processes, arranged by the individual in relation to their perceived social positions within the world around them (Massey, 2007: 13). Moreover, as these social positions are dynamic, so too are notions of place, constantly being (re)negotiated depending on the positionality of the speaker. Notions of place, therefore, bear significant similarities to research into identity construction, which also emphasises the dynamism of one’s perceptions of identity and its nature as a phenomenon co-constructed and (re)negotiated through interactions with other social actors. 

Crang (2001: 103), along similar lines to Massey, explains this as a matter of culture, where a place ‘[stands] for a set of cultural characteristics.’ For him, notions of place are heavily intertwined with processes of socialisation and how ‘[as] we go about our daily lives, we learn patterns of interaction, patterns of behaviour, that become taken for granted’ (ibid.). In other words, as we become socialised through interactions with social actors within particular social spatialities, we learn how to appropriately interact with it, becoming aware of the specific socio-cultural practices that are acceptable to these social actors in accordance with their notions of place associated with this spatiality. This also demonstrates how notions of place can be not only individualised but also shared (to varying extents) among a collective of people who share similar cultural backgrounds.

	A further consideration for this debate around space and place is the concept of non-place (Augé, 2009). This concept is defined by Augé (ibid.: 30-31) as ‘a space which cannot be defined as relational, or historical, or concerned with identity’, such as airports and travel networks, hospitals, chain hotels and restaurants, among others. Discussions of non-places, therefore, underscore the importance of temporality in the construction of spatialities. That is, they underscore the necessity of the sociotemporal trajectory of a space to be evident in its construction in order to be considered a place. Moreover, there is the further understanding that spaces, where sociotemporal trajectories are not evident, could be considered non-places. 

The term ‘non-place’ does raise interesting and necessary lines of investigation due to its connections with perceptions of modernity. However, it is not a term without criticism. Firstly, use of this term runs the risk of suggesting that temporality and spatiality are separate or separable, which is not the case. Even ostensibly generic spaces, such as airports and chain hotels, may appear unrelated to, and even at odds with, the environment around them, but they have not been constructed in a vacuum. They have actually been constructed in a globalising world. They respond to, reflect, reinforce and even reject aspects of the world and the ways, in which it is perceived to function. Simply put, they are still a product of now. Secondly, the term ‘non-place’ appears at odds with geosemiotics, which upholds considerations of temporality as fundamental to understanding the social meaning of space and place, among other aforementioned considerations (Scollon & Scollon, 2003: 2). From a geosemiotic perspective, therefore, I would argue that a non-place is simply not possible. Rather, our understandings of space and place simply have expanded.

The discussion of space and place thus far leaves us with an important consideration to bear in mind. Social actors construct notions of place based on how they position themselves or interact with the material world, as well as to tangible, highly visible social processes, particularly in this era of geocultural globalisation. This is a central argument of Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) work on geosemiotics, which, as mentioned previously, is built on the understanding that the spatial is constructed at the point where materialisation processes, sociotemporal process and social actors meet. This, therefore, means that, while notions of place do not mark materiality, materiality is not inconsequential because social actors who construct their own notions of place are not doing so in a vacuum, in a reaction to nothing. It is at this point we must turn our attention to the field of linguistic landscapes.
2.3 Linguistic Landscapes
            When discussing studies on the linguistic landscape (henceforth, LL), it is important to look at the term in its fundamental components, landscape and language, in order to gain an appreciation of what exactly we as researchers are looking at. LL studies is a field of research undergoing a boom in popularity. Nevertheless, scholarly insights into landscape as a concept have long existed within cultural and social geography, in which understandings of landscape have developed from the initial definition of ‘a [highly value-laden] view over a relatively extensive tract of land…situated in specific social contexts’ (Pain et al, 2001: 195). 

Often juxtaposed in contrast to the concepts of space, landscape pertains to conceptualisations of the spatialisation of social discourses and the inextricable link between social actors and spatiality (Malinowski, 2020), as well as how social actors physically and discursively interact with and organise the world around them, through physical interactions with it and through carefully made decisions regarding how one materially indexes, or points to, the spatial (Scollon & Scollon, 2003). Put more simply, studies surrounding landscape encompass
‘mediated representations of […] how we view and interpret space in ways that are contingent on geographical, social, economic, legal, cultural and emotional circumstances, as well as our practical uses of the physical environmental as nature and territory, aesthetic judgements, memory and myth’ (Jaworksi & Thurlow, 2010b: 3).
 
Jaworski and Thurlow, and the contributors to their book Semiotic Landscapes (2010), draw attention to the many resources that social actors employ to construct meaning in public spaces. The term ‘semiotic landscape’ came into existence as a response to the perceived limitations surrounding the term ‘linguistic landscape’. However, according to Barni and Bagna (2015: 7), the range of ‘objects, methods, and tools’ of LL scholarship has broadened significantly in an effort to satisfy calls for an expansion of the scope of the field among many sociolinguists, social anthropologists and semioticians, to incorporate a more multimodal approach, from visuals and sound to sculpture and cyberspace, and a more rigorous grounding in spatial theory and semiotics (Spolsky, 2020). 

While ‘linguistic landscape’ is the most prominent term for the field (and the term which will be used in the remit of the thesis), these calls have not been in vain as there is continued discussion of the importance of these extra-linguistic resources in addition to language. In fact, the discussion around the diversity of semiotic resources for consideration in LL studies has opened up avenues for further, enlightening discussions about the field’s fundamental aspects and potential for future investigations. The differentiations in the field are heavily influenced by the diversity in academic approaches to the study of LL. While not explicitly stated as LL study, Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) work from a discourse perspective is highly influential to the field, but there are numerous other influences from other areas of sociolinguistics, ranging from language policy to multilingualism and language economy (cf., Ben-Rafael & Ben-Rafael, Gorter & Cenoz, Pennycook, Shohamy, Spolsky). In the following sections, I will break down these approaches through a lens of analysing the LL.
 
            It has been routinely highlighted that, when studying the LL, a comprehensive and thorough examination of the processes that have contributed to their construction must be considered (cf. Malinowski, 2009; 2020; Gorter & Cenoz, 2020; Järlehed, 2017). An appreciation of unavoidable elements has been highlighted as vital to the reinforcement of the field’s significance and impact in social practice and in academic circles. These unavoidable elements include sociality and human interaction (Scollon & Scollon, 2003), spatiality, place, temporality, materiality, spatial and temporal mobility, mediation and ‘semiotics of embodiment and affect’, authorship (Malinowski, 2020: 24-25), and the interconnection of these elements as semiotic assemblages, which ‘describe the way things are brought together and function in new ways’ in the spatial dimension (Pennycook, 2017: 276). This focus on interdisciplinarity is eloquently summarised by Massey’s (2007) assertion for specificity, as opposed to context. 

The complex yet highly rewarding act of ensuring that LL studies take into account all salient aspects of the construction of an LL and their interconnection has indeed led to a highly diversified and interdisciplinary spectrum of research focuses and projects. LL research often engages with different elements individually through ‘innovative’ methodologies and theory associated with seemingly separate academics disciplines, ranging from economics and politics to history and education (Barni & Bagna, 2015). Simultaneously, it has also encouraged a broader consensus on the direction of the field’s development, leaning into ‘immense interdisciplinary value’ and ‘encourag[ing] the kaleidoscopic nature’ of LL studies, a quality routinely touted as one of its strongest advantages (cf. Shohamy & Gorter, 2009; Shohamy et al, 2010; Blommaert, 2013; Gorter & Cenoz, 2020). This encouragement of interdisciplinarity is promising, and as the direction of the field has become somewhat more defined, the acknowledgment of the aforementioned unavoidable elements is fast becoming a central and defining feature of LL studies. 
 
It is important at this point to explain my reticence to using the word context when referring to these elements. Following what has already been said about the inseparability of spatiality and temporality in my writing, it is vital that we, as researchers, recognise that certain features cannot be viewed as contextual information. The elements mentioned above are inseparable aspects from the LL, integral to its construction, that cannot be ignored or be left unacknowledged. This inseparability is a concept that has been discussed thus far (cf. Massey, 2005; 2007; Blommaert, 2010; 2013; Pennycook, 2017). Scollon and Scollon (2003: 175) address this particularly well with their concept of ‘semiotic aggregates’, or the interweaving of separate discursive and materialisation processes into one greater social meaning of what happens in that specific spatiality or how particular social identities has been spatialised, a concept not dissimilar to Massey’s (2007) notion of place. Of course, due to the sheer number of features, it would be absurd to expect an in-depth analysis of every feature in a single academic article. 

However, it is important that these features are acknowledged as having influenced the construction of the LL, even if it is not the sole focus of the study at hand. For example, Pavlenko and Mullen (2015) and Moore (2019) both draw attention to the importance of acknowledging temporality through diachronic studies of LL and simultaneously criticise its exclusion from systematic analysis outside of history-specific LL research. Changes to the LL over time are unavoidable. They permeate and affect every part of the process of constructing the LL, from its material construction to perceptions of it by the ‘crowd’, which is explored as a concept later on in greater detail. This demonstrates the gaps in LL theory that researchers regularly run into. Certainly, the aforementioned, and by no means exhaustive, list of unavoidable elements could be something to build on (cf. Scollon & Scollon, 2003; Pennycook, 2017; Malinowski, 2020). How, then, do we ensure a rigorous analysis of the LL?
 
The main focus of Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) framework of geosemiotics postulates that 
‘any and all social actions take place at some intersection of the interaction order (a conversation, a meeting, a walk with a friend in a city park or square or in a shopping mall, a single reading a newspaper in a café) of visual semiotics (the design, layout and production of all signs, pictures, books, newspaper, poster, and other images which are either being used by the interaction order or being ignored by them), and place semiotics (the built environment along with the ‘natural’ landscape within which action takes place)’ (ibid: 8-9; my italicisations).

Place semiotics, in particular, considers both perceptions of the material world as well as social processes that exist within particular spatialities, looking at the ‘emplacement’ of meaning into the spatial dimension, in other words, how social meaning is materially constructed in the public space. As already mentioned, the geosemiotic framework provides a rigorous tool for analysing the LL. However, there are certainly influences from other work that offer interesting and important insights into the analysis and will inform this project.
 
Shohamy et al (2010) propose a four-point system of approaches to LL structural analysis, consisting of the analysis of the power relations between social actors (in)visible in the LL; the analysis of the ‘good reasons’ producers of LL items employ to appeal to public interest; the analysis of the influence that subjective and heterogeneous responses to the LL have on those contributing to the LL and therefore the construction of LL items; and of collective identity markers used to express particular social realities and experiences. Considerations towards the countless social actors involved in the construction of the LL, from producers or authors of the LL to the passers-by or readers of the LL, play a significant role in the conceptualisation of this four-point system, and notions of trajectory from creator to consumer, of human-human and human-space interactions are embedded in the essence of this analytical system. Gorter and Cenoz (2020: 18) propose their own system, namely their ‘model of multilingual inequality in public spaces’, which incorporates various aspects of the construction of the LL, including language and other semiotic resources, such as images, sounds, colour and materials, among others. It follows a similar pattern of ‘policy processes, production of signage, meaning of signs, as well as perception and use’, particularly underscoring the cyclical nature of the processes and, thereby, emphasising the power of the passers-by in their ability to influence the LL. 

It is necessary to clarify that, while we are discussing the cyclical nature of these processes, the processes happening in the LL are far more complex than a single cycle. Rather, they are a complex and intricate web of processes leading to multiples branches setting off their own chain of events. Looking at all three of these approaches to spatial structural analysis, there seem to be two main perspectives, which come to the fore and are therefore of particular note when examining the LL. These perspectives are from a production standpoint and from a reaction standpoint, which I will examine further.

            The first point encompasses the processes of production. Gorter and Cenoz (2020) split this phase into two crucial parts, those being the ‘sign-making processes’ and ‘language policy processes.’ The former refers to the materiality, multimodality and design of the LL item, employing a consideration of the visual semiotics of the LL item (Scollon & Scollon, 2003) and, further to this, incorporating ideas of the locality of craftsmanship and sourcing of materials (Sebastian, 2019). In their model, Gorter and Cenoz (2020: 18) refer primarily to issues of ‘why, how and which languages show up’ in the LL, addressing concerns attached to decisions social actors make surrounding language. However, this can certainly be expanded to include other semiotic resources, be they ideological, power-related or from another perspective entirely (Ben-Rafael et al, 2006; Shohamy, 2015). In addition to this, from the perspective put forth by Shohamy et al’s (2010) system, processes of production, particularly (but not limited to) the language policy processes, also reflect and reinforce certain social relationships. They highlight power relations or (to use a term from a social geography perspective) power geometries (Massey, 2005), as well as incorporate identity markers to ‘[testify] to the special ties binding a priori actors and given categories of clients’ (Shohamy et al, 2010: xix). 
 
A salient example of this is that of the Ha’apala Memorial in Tel Aviv (Shohamy & Waksman, 2009; 2010). A team of local sculptors was commissioned to design a memorial, commemorating a moment in Israeli history in order to (re)construct a particular perception of events from a governmentally-approved perspective. This is demonstrated in, among other decisions, the choice of included and excluded languages in the design of the monument, namely Hebrew and English, and Arabic, respectively. Shohamy and Waksman use this case study to address the persistent themes of ownership and authorship of space and the LL, issues that continue to this day. Shohamy (2015: 155), in her work detailing the beneficial relationship between LL research and research into language policy, draws a direct correlation between ownership and authorship, raising the question of who owns public space and therefore has the ‘right to write’ in it or contribute to it. 

The issue of authorship and ownership is further explored in Lou’s (2010; 2012) work on Washington D.C.’s Chinatown. The ‘corporate-driven gentrification’ of the district has led to limited communicative function and visual presence of Chinese in the LL, while maintaining its symbolic function. Underpinning this shift in the function and presence of Chinese are efforts to blur the line between corporate and community voices in order to trojan-horse corporate-led LL decisions and interests into the community space. By using supposed community voices, corporations attempt to legitimise the LL decisions and interests as representative of the community itself. Here, Lou (2010: 628) makes the point that, even though there is a ‘multiplicity of stories’ in the construction of the Chinatown LL, there are also notable inequalities among the voices and social actors in relation to the extent of their ability to contribute to the construction of the LL. By drawing attention to these inequalities in LL research, one can more accurately understand the ‘complexity of [the] power’ of language in placemaking (ibid: 643), pinpointing different agents and stakeholders, and deeper motivations behind the construction of space.

In this current era of geocultural globalisation, there seem to be actions (whether concerted or laissez-faire) at the government or corporate level that appear to encourage dominant language discourses, such as the linguistic hierarchy or ‘big language’ (often global English) monolingualism, as a path to national unity and the key to accessing international economic relations. These actions are juxtaposed against renewed and mounting pressures for recognition from the sub-government, local level (e.g. regional, local, minority, etc.). This situation often leads to what Johnstone (2016) calls the ‘paradox of globalisation’. In essence, it is the understanding that efforts to unify people under a common cause tend to also divide people who have become increasingly aware of ‘politicized identities, of ethnolinguistic nationalism and of national chauvinism.’ Troublingly, under the “right” circumstances, these divisions may even lead to ‘the rise of the reactionary, racist or fascist right-wing groups’ (Blommaert, 2010: 3), something worryingly familiar at the time of writing. It is not all bad news though.

Barni and Bagna (2015), in their assessment of the ‘critical turn’ in LL studies, assert that anyone has the potential to contribute to the LL when we think of the LL as more than a collection of officially sanctioned signs and monuments (ibid.: 11). Furthermore, addressing issues of authorship and ownership ‘embraces the complexity of semiotic spaces’ (ibid.: 7) by encouraging considerations of the LL as a dynamic and complex system of social processes, rather than a static entity. This has previously also been asserted by Malinowski (2009: 108), who highlights the importance of assessing ‘human agency’ in the LL, labelling it the ‘object of, and background to, unceasing and diverse human activity’ (ibid.). This sentiment is echoed by Shohamy (2015: 158), who designates the LL the setting of ‘linguistic and ideological conflict’ and indeed reconciliation. As we have seen, issues of authorship, ownership and the ability to contribute to the production of the LL incorporate more than a consideration of top-down LL items and contributions. Certainly, it is pertinent at this point to raise issues of transgressive acts on the LL.
 
Shohamy (2015: 158) describes official ‘top-down’ LL items (though this description, from my point of view, should not be limited to just ‘top-down’ items items) as a ‘device to impose the hegemonic national or regional languages especially in areas of linguistic and ideological conflicts’, and therefore a tool to assert and reinforce the dominance of a particular social group, most notably through the imposition of a particular linguistic variety. I contrast this against research by Moriarty (2019: 146), who, in her analysis of ‘refugeescapes’ in Ireland, defines transgressive acts on the LL as a ‘means to expose a hegemonic framework where processes of intentional separation of ‘us’ and ‘them’ is uncovered [sic]’. From this, one can see that perceptions of and, therefore prospective actions towards, what is “hegemonic” and what is “transgressive” are very much in the eye of the beholder. This sentiment is echoed by Scollon and Scollon (2003: 147) in their outline of transgressive semiotics, where they note the influence of culture on a group of American university students’ interpretations of sacred Buddhist public inscriptions in a park in Hong Kong as ‘graffiti’ and transgressive of public indecency. 

Furthermore, this sentiment is supported by anonymous street artist and anti-capitalist social commentator, Banksy (2006: 8) in commentary complementing his catalogue of work. In it, he considers ‘the wall’ as not only a blank canvas, on which to simply ‘publish your work’, but also ‘the weapon of choice’ when disseminating socio-political discourses and ideologies, underscoring the active role materiality plays in the overall construction of space. Sebastian (2019) is one of many LL scholars to point out the use of stickering in the LL to challenge social discourses, and in his study of the interactions between pro-Asturian language activists and the Asturian LL, he draws our attention to a seemingly mass-produced protest sticker featuring the Asturian language. As the production issue is about producing social meaning, it would be equally fair to say that the, in this case, transgressive act of layering one item over another in an effort to ‘deny’ certain social discourses (Scollon & Scollon, 2003) is an interesting consideration to highlight because acts of transgression on the LL can be as much about disrupting the production of social meanings as it is about producing meaning in the first place. The fact these transgressive acts include the act of stickering leads us nicely onto the next point of consideration for examinations of the LL – the interplay between passer-by reactions to the LL and emplacement.
 
As mentioned above, Sebastian (2019) examines the efforts of pro-Asturian language activists to make the language more visible on the LL by stickering and layering over particular “marginalising” elements. Indeed, this leans into notions of the production of meaning. However, it also highlights the role that perceptions of the LL and consequent emplacement of LL items and social discourses into the LL has in the construction of social meaning. Firstly, as these stickers seem to be mass-produced, it is fair to assume that the producer of the stickers and the person emplacing them are not necessarily the same people and yet the act of stickering is no less transgressive or impactful. Secondly, it highlights the power of those who perceive and react to the space, or passers-by, and how emplacement can serve a material extension to perceptions because where and why they emplace LL items can procure as much social meaning as the content of the LL item. 

Moriarty (2019) demonstrates how rewarding it is to consider aspects of emplacement as an extension of passer-by interpretations when analysing the LL. She uses the example of a curator of an art project, the Asylum Archive, to which people with experience of living in Irish detention centres could contribute audio-visual recordings of themselves discussing their experiences. These recordings were then curated into an online archive and into public exhibitions. Although the curator did not produce these items, he played a vital role in their selection, emplacement and the dissemination of the myriad messages they represent. This was done in an effort to give a voice to people, whose reactions to space are often left unheard. What we see here is how emplacement as a particular aspect within, or indeed separate from, the processes of production is a vital consideration in our efforts to analyse LLs with specificity in mind. Shohamy et al’s (2010) assertion of collective identity markering and Ben-Rafael and Ben-Rafael’s (2015; 2016) concept of ‘multiple globalisations’ demonstrate effectively how powerful the relationship between passer-by reaction to the LL and consequent material emplacement can be, particularly within regional or minority ethnic and/or language communities. It is from here that it is necessary to engage in following discussion of the role of the passer-by.

2.4 The role of the passer-by in the construction of space
As we have learned from Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) geosemiotic framework and from complementary work outlined in section 2.3 (cf. Shohamy et al, 2010; Gorter & Cenoz, 2020), social actors interact with spatiality from every perspective, including those using or “passing through” the spatiality. I must begin this section by further unpacking the notion of the passer-by, a term that is prominently used in the remit of this thesis. As simultaneously individuals and a part of ‘the crowd’ or the intended targets of the construction of space (Shohamy et al, 2010: xxiv), passers-by navigate spaces as part of their daily lives and possess feelings, perceptions, and expectations of the spaces they are passing through. In this thesis, passers-by do not necessarily contribute materially to space. The focus of the examination of the passers-by is on how they primarily contribute to the discursive construction of space through their perceptions and discussions of said space. 

In Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) geosemiotic approach to language and space, they state how important all social actors are to the spatial construction of social meaning, as human interaction is marked as a key contributor to the construction of space. For Scollon and Scollon, social meaning is constructed in all directions and, therefore, constitutes a meeting in the middle. Shohamy et al similarly postulate that passers-by or “crowd” reactions are important to the construction of the LL because LL contributors (or actors) ‘aspire to illustrate their individual singularity vis-à-vis their competitors in their struggle for the attention of the ‘crowd’’ (xviii). They also clarify, however, that analysis should be taken from the perspective that it impacts the behaviour of LL actors, therefore, to certain degrees, peripheralising or de-prioritising the agency of the passers-by as contributors to the LL in their own right.
 
Both of these approaches are still markedly different from the approach by Gorter and Cenoz (2020). In their model, Gorter and Cenoz (2020: 18) make a distinction between what passers-by ‘see and read’ and what passers-by ‘think and do’. While it is stated that both are heavily intertwined with each other and do not necessarily follow each other in a linear progression, as perceptions of the LL are not static but rather dynamic and constantly renegotiated social processes, this distinction is not a consistently supported distinction with the field of LL study but is a useful distinction to bear in mind in analysis, if informally.

Let us take three notable examples of how one can investigate reactions of passers-by to the LL and how fruitful these reactions can be. Our first example comes from Garvin (2010), who assesses interactions between passers-by and the LL through the novel methodology of ‘walking tour’ interviews through Memphis, Tennessee in order to ‘collect and analyze the self-reported emotional understandings and visual perceptions’ of the participants in relation to ‘migrant or minority language discourses’ (ibid.: 258). From this, Garvin is able to gauge the social positions, into which the participants placed themselves in relation to the LL and is also able to document the (at least performative aspects of) processes of (re)negotiating social positionality, evidenced by actions such as stopping or examining particular LL items more closely. By centralising the passer-by in the methodological approach of the study, Garvin is able to observe more closely the participant reactions to the space and the role of the passer-by in reinforcing discourses central to the (re)construction of the space.

Our second example comes from Trumper-Hecht (2010), who approaches the issue of the passer-by with another, more traditional methodology of a survey. In the project, she poses questions about the presence of languages on the LL in the ‘mixed city’ of Upper Nazareth in Israel to both Arab and Jewish residents. The perceptions of the Arab and Jewish respondents are then compared to each other to provide deeper insights into differing social realities and conceptions of space and place between different demographics, in this case, those of Jewish-Israelis, Arab-Israelis and Palestinians. Trumper-Hecht brings in the concept of the cognitive map, which is a ‘mental representation’ of an individual’s ‘geographic surrounding […] that enable[s] them to construct a distinct representation of the space they share with another group’ (ibid: 247). This concept allows her to describe the differences in the collective perceptions of Upper Nazareth by the Arab and Jewish resident populations. In this way, Trumper-Hecht foregrounds the importance of discursive contributions of the passer-by to the construction of the space, by demonstrating the co-existence of diametrically opposed perceptions and underscoring the tensions of the space in question.

An appropriate theory to bring in here is that of ‘multiple globalisations’ from Ben-Rafael and Ben-Rafael (2015; 2016), in which they underscore this fundamental idea that globalisation impacts different situations in differing ways and to various extents through an analysis of various spaces in Berlin. This is achieved by drawing a distinction between economic centres, or major ‘downtowns’, and primarily residential neighbourhoods and suburbs, or ‘secondary downtowns’, and analysing the spatialisation of language as a means of constructing identity. In their work on the heterogeneity of the Berlin linguistic landscape, Ben-Rafael and Ben-Rafael (2016: 199) explain that
‘The universalization of Western standards that powerfully forward cultural uniformization takes place conjunctively with the development, in the West, of new cleavages setting culturally contrastive populations face to face.’
Experiences of space, much like experiences of globalising processes such as migration and language, are not uniform because of differences in social trajectories of people because, of course, people are dynamic and influenced by socialisation processes. As different people experience the world around them differently, so too will their interactions with the world around them differ, and in the case of the passer-by, contribute to the discursive construction of the world around them.

Similar to Trumper-Hecht and her discussion of cognitive maps, the third example comes from Bock and Stroud (2019) and their work on ‘zombie landscapes’ in post-apartheid South Africa. In this research, Bock and Stroud conduct focus groups and interviews with young South Africans, many of whom do not have first-hand experience of the formalised state policy of apartheid but who still ‘remember’ apartheid as a ‘mental landscape bounded by time [...] and space’ (ibid: 22). For the participants, apartheid has shifted away from being the politically endorsed and state enforced ‘system of legalised oppression’ to an ‘enduring lens for the racial classification of people’, spaces, places and situations, and an experience which continues to this day (ibid.). In this way, Bock and Stroud centre the passer-by experience through an examination of the ‘imaginary semiotic landscape’ constructed discursively by the participants, further demonstrating the value and inextricability of the passer-by discursive contributions to the LL and the space itself.

Of particular relevance to this thesis, passer-by reactions have come into recent prominence in LL research by way of research into so-called COVID-19 LLs or ‘Covidscapes’ (cf. Zhu, 2020; Lou et al, 2022; Modan & Wells, 2022; Phyak & Sharma, 2022; Theng et al, 2022; Gu, 2024)[footnoteRef:2]. The period of the pandemic became a particular flashpoint for LL research because of the myriad complex social challenges presented by the onset of the virus and the evident inequalities in the responses to those challenges, sociolinguistic and otherwise. Furthermore, the pandemic was a time of rapid social upheaval that ‘changed our behaviours, communication patterns, and mobilities in several ways’ as part of the ‘new normal’, especially in the ways, in which it ‘reconfigured the signs and symbols of our spaces’ (Phyak & Sharma, 2022: 219). In short, the pandemic had a profound and immediate effect on the ways we interacted with and observed the world around us. [2:  For further information on Covid-19 LLs, there is an entire series of articles dedicated to the topic in the Linguistic Landscape journal] 


Interestingly, debates of ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ signage appear to be centralised in the literature surrounding LLs during the pandemic. In their analysis of ‘unofficial or bottom-up [COVID-19] LLs’ in Nepal, documented through photographing public spaces and interviewing creators of LL items, Phyak and Sharma (ibid.) refer to the ‘citizen linguistic landscapes.’ These were constructed by Kathmandu Valley locals, who took on the responsibility of community pandemic outreach in public spaces in response to the perceived ineffective efforts of the authorities to inform the public of public health concerns. Similarly, Theng et al (2022), through their analysis of photographs they took of the Hong Kong LL at the beginning of the pandemic, discuss the choices of different businesses to align with or reject governmental ‘top-down’ messages of solidarity through their ‘bottom-up’ choice of LL items. In both of these examples, ‘bottom-up’ signage is reconceptualised as the material extension of individuals’ reactions to the LL ‘as part of human subjectivities, ideologies, and politics’, centring the ‘agency and awareness of the individuals who create, emplace, and interpret the signs’ (Phyak & Sharma, 2022: 222 – my italicisation). This echoes the distinction between Lefebvre’s (1991) concepts of conceived space and lived space, further exemplifying the extent of the concept of the passer-by. 

Although the data collection for this project took place during the pandemic[footnoteRef:3], I am tentative in my discussion of the pandemic in relation to this project for two reasons. Firstly, the intent of this thesis is not to exceptionalise the period of the pandemic as unprecedented or responsible for the creation of new social behaviours. In fact, on the contrary, the aim of this thesis to gain insights into passer-by interactions with the LL with the understanding that the processes involved in the construction of space long predate the onset of the pandemic, or indeed other major events in history, and have continued long after the end of it. Secondly, in this thesis, the discussion of the literature around LLs during the pandemic centres on the value of the literature in clarifying the concept of the passer-by as an individual who uses and reacts to a space and thereby contributes to the discursive construction of the space. Material contributions to the LL can be conceptualised as extensions of the discursive contributions of passers-by without negating their position as passers-by in ‘lived space’ (Lefebvre, 1991). This is because of the profound and immediately visible changes to social behaviour during the period of the pandemic, during which engagement with the LL became a prominent medium of public outreach and social interaction as face-to-face interactions changed. [3:  For further information on the data collection processes, see Chapter 4: Methodology] 


From these studies, we are able to discern the importance of passer-by reactions to the LL are to the passers-by’s constructions of their place in the world, and also to gaining deeper insights into the possible social discourses that underpin particular spaces and become discursively fixed to those spaces. The common thread through these studies is the enrichment and value placed on the passer-by perspective by centralising their experience and acknowledging their discursive contributions to the LL, which, according to Scollon and Scollon, are and should be considered equally as important to the construction of space and processes of materialisation.
2.5 Summarising remarks
            From everything we have examined thus far it can be effectively summarised in the following way. Firstly, from a sociolinguistic perspective, it is important that we consider the interactions between social processes of globalisation, particularly those of migration, and language when considering how space is constructed, emphasising that these three elements, namely globalisation, language and space, are inextricably linked. Secondly, it is important that we recognise that space is constructed of many parts and is best regarded as the convergence of social actors, social processes and physical materiality. Thirdly, for the purposes of this thesis, a distinction between the concepts of space and place is necessary in order that we have the terminology to discuss the objective physical dimensions and the infinite number of social processes that come together to form the world around us, as well as the highly personalised perception of the world around us, influenced by an individual’s personal social experience. These are best encapsulated in the framework of geosemiotics put forward by Scollon and Scollon (2003). Fourthly, this perspective also provides insights into how space and the world around us is represented through an exploration of LL studies. Analyses of the LL are becoming increasingly more influenced by social geography and other disciplines dealing with spatial theory, leading to more creative and effective studies of the material world around us. When studying the LL (and indeed space as a whole), it is important to recognise the multiple aspects that have contributed to its existence, what we designated the ‘specificity’ of the LL. Finally, it is important to acknowledge the co-existence of the perspectives of social actors who materially contribute to the production of space and those who contribute discursively to the construction of space by passing through. This research focuses on the discursive contributions of the passer-by, highlighting a particular need to foreground the passer-by in LL and spatial research. It is, at this point, necessary to turn our attention to this project’s research site; Kirchberg, Luxembourg City.
Chapter 3:
The Case of Kirchberg, Luxembourg City

            The Kirchberg Plateau (often referred to simply as Kirchberg) is a district within Luxembourg City, the capital of Luxembourg. It has come to be known as the capital’s business and financial district and plays a heavy role in the country’s status as an up-and-coming global financial centre (luxembourg-city.com, 2023), undergoing a period of rapid urbanisation (Weilacher, 2007). A truly modern area of the city, Kirchberg is a nexus point of many contrasting aspects of the imagined Luxembourgish identity. 

In order to appreciate any discussions surrounding the linguistic landscape of Kirchberg and to explore the contrasting aspects in further detail, one must understand the country of Luxembourg as a whole, particularly focusing on its sociolinguistic situation. Furthermore, any discussion of Kirchberg, and indeed Luxembourg, is inseparable from discussions of the European Union (henceforth referred to as the EU), due to its significant presence in and impact on both the country in general and specifically relating to Kirchberg. Therefore, in section 3.1, I begin with a discussion of the EU and processes of Europeanisation. In section 3.2, I discuss the sociolinguistic situation in Luxembourg and the relationship between the country and the EU. Finally, in section 3.3, I explore further considerations of Luxembourg, the sociolinguistic situation and the EU, focusing on the site of the Kirchberg Plateau.

3.1 The European Union and Europeanisation
The EU describes itself as a ‘unique economic and political union between 27 European countries […] created [in 1958] in the aftermath of the Second World War’ (European Commission, 2022: 7). Its goal at its initial conception as the European Economic Community (EEC) were to foster a sense of unity throughout Europe through ‘economic interdependence and [and] cooperation’ between the six founding members Belgium, Germany, France, Italy, Luxembourg and the Netherlands in an attempt to rebuild and stave off further conflict on the continent (ibid.). Since these initial stages, the EU has expanded in terms of size through numerous periods of expansion and its scope has widened from focusing only on economic causes to including social, political and environmental causes (ibid.), in an effort to construct the concept of ‘Europe as a cultural phenomena [sic]’ through the enactment of social processes towards a unifying European identity which transcends national identities and divisions (Delanty, 2005: 406). These processes contributing to the goals of the EU can be defined as processes of Europeanisation.

Europeanisation is a difficult term to define due to the numerous aspects at play regarding Europe and Europeanness, or the European identity (Delanty, 2005). Therefore, it is important to attempt to define the term in order to provide a helpful starting point. Flockhart (2006: 86) summarises this well in her article on the issues facing academic scholarship on the topic, saying that the scholarship is ‘divided between a narrow and broad conception’ of Europeanisation. Those who work with the “narrow” conception, also referred to as EU-isation (ibid.) or European integration (cf. Delanty, 2005; Horner, 2009b), see it as ‘a two-way process, involving the impact of the EU on domestic politics and the influence of member states on the EU’, whereas those working from the “broad” conception see it in much more general terms as ‘a process of cultural, political and organisational change along European lines, within and beyond the borders of Europe’ (Flockhart, 2006: 86). The narrow conception of Europeanisation acknowledges the varying degrees of impact of one of the most economically, politically and socially influential forces in Europe and the world despite a tendency to conflate ‘Europe’ and ‘the EU’ and to construct Europeanness as an EU-centric idea, which does not factor into many European nation-states’ understanding of their own Europeanness (Flenley & Mannin, 2018). Conversely, the broader conception encourages scholars to appreciate that different nation-states construct notions of Europeanness separate to the EU. However, compared to the specific remit of the narrow definition of Europeanisation, the broader conception is perhaps too vague a concept to be useful within the remit of the project. For this reason, attention shall be focussed on the narrow concept of Europeanisation, with the understanding that the EU and Europeanness are not a one-size-fits-all static phenomena, but rather constantly being (re)interpreted differently by different people and in different situations. 
 
When conducting investigations into notions of Europeanisation and Europeanness, much research has exposed many contradictions through considerations of Europeanisation as a process of either interconnectedness or expansion. On the one hand, we see the visa-less freedom of movement between all EU member states reflected in a large spate of changes to citizenship requirements across Europe, especially during post-conflict periods (Horner, 2015a: 363). These changes to citizenship access encourage more “transmigrant” trajectories, in addition to being facilitated by such agreements as the deconstruction of internal border control between certain member states as part of the Schengen Accords and is an enticing bargaining chip with those seeking membership. Furthermore, EU member states are able to pave their own ways from differing autonomous perspectives that have to varying degrees been influenced by the EU and its pledge to protect multicultural and multilingual diversity in Europe as an example of equality, demonstrating that the simultaneous construction and maintenance of both EU and national identities is possible (Siklodi, 2018; Stoicheva, 2018).
 
On the other hand, research done by the European Commission (European Union, 2023) shows us that the highest proportion of EU internal migration trajectories in particular are from southern, central and eastern to western and northern European countries, particularly towards highly urbanised areas. These particular trends in migration trajectories coupled with the current rise in “push-back” politics built on a platform of tightening immigration policies sweeping through Europe (Horner, 2015a) paints a picture of severe inequality where perceptions of national abandonment or overload are a driving force behind domestic protectionism and nationalism. Moreover, these simultaneous identities of ‘EU citizen’ and ‘national citizen’ clash when it comes to the enactment of policy. Certain Europeanising processes (such as migration) may expose disparities between EU and domestic interests. Challenges to the assumed bilateral relationship between the institutions of the EU and its member states may appear, exposing internal struggles with unilateralism and the forced assimilation of EU values (Merheim-Eyre, 2018). Furthermore, these same core EU values are based on particularly Western experiences, thereby forcing some members to undergo significantly greater fundamental domestic changes than other members in order to receive the same or less, at the expense of some domestic multicultural and multilingual diversity as many strive for the perceived European ideal of national unity via EU-supported linguistic models (Flenley & Mannin, 2018). As we can see, the EU is having a profound impact on language at the local level.
 
While there are many language policy initiatives and clear support for multilingualism in the EU, these are not obligatory or vertical mechanisms of Europeanisation transmitted down from the institutional level to the domestic, to which all member states must conform. On the contrary, they are horizontal mechanisms based on emulation of model behaviour from model EU member states and other slower-paced processes of socialisation and value dissemination. These horizontal mechanisms are not there to exert pressure on member states to conform, instead leaving definitive language policy and interpretations of EU encouragements to national governments at the domestic level. As Mar-Molinero and Stevenson (2006: 240) state, ‘it is therefore no surprise that European language policy is developing at different speeds and even in different directions.’
 
It would at this point be fair to designate EU language policy a patchwork of policies as opposed to a uniform one-size-fits-all policy. This, naturally, has its benefits, as it could be perceived as allowing certain countries to control their own linguistic destiny in contrast to oppressive language policies from Europe’s past, but ultimately it does lead us to call into question the EU’s assumed commitment to linguistic diversity. For example, there are 24 official languages of the EU and horizontal policies, such MT+2[footnoteRef:4], suggesting a preservation of European linguistic diversity and encouraging (individual) multilingualism. However, current EU language policies also appear to disproportionately encourage the use of global English for the sake of facilitating “easier” international cooperation, attributed to its perceived status as a neutral linguistic medium (Mar-Molinero & Stevenson, 2006; Phillipson, 2008; Stoicheva, 2018).  [4:  mother tongue + 2 other languages] 


It is important to note, however, that the spread of global English should not be considered neutral nor be conflated with equality (Phillipson 2008: 250-251), despite interpretations of English as the language most synonymous with, and needed for, economic openness, modernisation and cosmopolitanism, to varying extents with regard to differing implementations by nation-states (Stoicheva, 2018).[footnoteRef:5] From this, it may indicate two potential motivations behind horizontal EU language policy processes. It may demonstrate a commitment to linguistic and cultural diversity and a shift towards a more tolerant multilingual EU language policy, as well as a desire to protect and promote smaller autochthonous linguistic varieties. It may also demonstrate the development of a linguistic system of parallel monolingualisms at an EU level, which consequently requires the development of strategies for translation and interpretation and, by extension, excludes certain minority groups from even being able to represent themselves in the conversation at all, therefore encouraging linguistic universalisation, as opposed to diversification (see Phillipson, 2017). With all of this in mind, let us focus more closely on the specific case of Luxembourg. [5:  See also Flenley & Mannin (2018a) for a look into the concepts of ‘thick’ and ‘thin’ Europeanisation.] 


[bookmark: _glz6ys2fmh99]3.2 Luxembourg, language and the European Union
Luxembourg is a small and wealthy western European country, with a geographical area of 2586km2 (Statec.lu, 2023). Its population is approximately 660,800, 47.4% of which are foreign residents, and the majority of these foreign residents are Romanophone, most notably of Portuguese and Italian extraction (ibid.). Luxembourg also possesses the highest GDP per capita in the EU (Eurostat, 2022), of which it is one of the six founding members and within which it possesses a central role despite its small size. In addition to this, the Luxembourgish capital, Luxembourg City, is one of three EU ‘capital’ cities, along with Strasbourg and Brussels, where one can find a number of EU institutions, such as ‘the Court of Justice, the Court of Auditors, the European Investment Bank, the Publications Office, the General Secretariat of the European Parliament and the General Directorate of the European Commission’ (Horner & Weber, 2008; 75). 
Luxembourg’s strong economy can be attributed to its relatively rapid transition towards a ‘flourishing international banking industry […] dependent on foreign capital’ and a particular focus on the service sector, as well as a competitive employment market benefitting from free movement agreements as part of EU membership and participation in the Schengen Agreement (ibid.: 75-6). A significant proportion (approximately 45%) of the workforce in Luxembourg consists of daily border-crossing commuters, or frontaliers, coming in from Belgium (to the northwest), Germany (to the east) and France (to the south), where just over half of frontaliers originate from (Statec.lu, 2023). This highly diverse multinational population and workforce as well as the noteworthy visibility of EU institutions in the area have significant implications on the sociolinguistic situation. Moreover, these implications are exacerbated when considered in conjunction with Luxembourg’s small geographical size as this seems to only intensify the manner, in which people in such a small country experience globalising processes, in particular sociolinguistic issues (Horner & Weber, 2011; ibid, 2015).
 Luxembourg is often described as being at the border between Romance- and Germanic-language communities (Fehlen, 2002). With regard to its geographical location, as well as the long and complex history of its national sovereignty and the country’s relationships with neighbouring countries and political regimes (Horner & Weber, 2008), the sociolinguistic situation in Luxembourg presents some potential challenges to essentialist ideologies connecting language and space, such as ‘one nation, one language’. 

At the institutional level, French, German and Luxembourgish are the officially recognised languages in Luxembourg, ratified in the 1984 language law, in which the three languages have their own function (legilux.lu, 1984). According to this law, all three languages are recognised as administrative and judicial languages (les langues administratives et judiciaires), with French also serving as the legislative language (la langue de la legislation). Furthermore, Luxembourgish is recognised as the national language (la langue nationale). The establishment of this law is in part associated with the rapid increase in the 1970s of Romanophone migration into Luxembourg using French as a lingua franca and the national response seeking official recognition of Luxembourgish as the national language (cf. Kalocsányiová, 2020: 1906; Horner & Weber, 2015: 233). These three languages are often presented together as forming the ‘trilingual ideal’ linguistic model (Horner & Weber, 2008: 87), a ‘strictly defined’ linguistic framework that is perceived to underpin (at least in part) expressions of Luxembourgishness, or feelings of connection to Luxembourgish national and social identities, due to its enshrinement in law.

 Furthermore, the roles of the three languages reflect a commonly held belief regarding a spoken-written distinction, where French and German are perceived as primarily serving written functions, and Luxembourgish as primarily serving spoken functions (Horner & Weber, 2008: 70). This spoken-written distinction, however, belies the fact that there has been a ‘partial inversion’ of these roles with an ‘increasing use of French as a spoken language’ and a ‘more frequent appearance of Luxembourgish as a written language’ (Horner, 2005: 166). Moreover, the presence of migrant languages, such as Portuguese, and the increased use of English in the country underline the dynamic, as opposed to static, nature of the linguistic situation in Luxembourg. In this light, it is important to look beyond the idealised notion of the trilingual Luxembourger to the heterogeneity of Luxembourgish linguistic practices. Luxembourgish can, therefore, be effectively described as a ‘space in which there exist different communities of practice and/or a community of multiple practices’ (Horner & Weber, 2008: 84), highlighting the myriad different perceptions of Luxembourgishness at different levels and from external and internal perspectives. 

At the EU level, Luxembourg tends to be represented as a ‘model for other EU member states’ with regard to the institutionalised multilingualism, which frequently and increasingly encompasses both the Luxembourgish trilingual ideal and global English, the language interlinked with globalising processes and growing in terms of social capital, demand and instrumental functions with Luxembourg (Horner & Weber, 2008: 93). As the EU does not vertically mandate any specific language policies, instead encouraging national governments to implement their own interpretations of horizontal policies, such as MT+2 and the protection of internationally underrepresented ‘small autochthonous languages’ (Horner & Weber, 2015: 250), Luxembourgish multilingualism is often externally represented and perceived as a functional example of the European ideal, with the officially recognised languages (and increasingly English)  presented as serving particular purposes within Luxembourgish society. Multilingualism and Europeanness are often associated with notions of openness, tolerance and being accommodating to foreign workers and residents, qualities perceived by many as central to Luxembourgishness (Hurley, 2019). 
 
These external representations contrast significantly to internal discussions of the language situation, where Luxembourgish finds itself increasingly being promoted by the national government, such as within citizenship testing (Kremer, 2017), as well as serving more social functions, such as foreign integration with support from Luxembourgish nationals and immigrants alike (Kalocsányiová, 2020) and increasingly in news outlets and social media (Belling & de Bres, 2014; Hurley, 2019). This increase in promotion, however, occurs simultaneously with discourses of endangerment that are prominent in internal discussions of Luxembourgish as a small language (Horner, 2015a; Hurley, 2019), as well as to comparisons with European countries and European notions of national linguistic homogeneity (Horner, 2015b: 210). 

The increased promotion of Luxembourgish is also perceived by some as a countermeasure to the significant presence of French, often characterised as a threat to Luxembourgish and further contributing to the aforementioned prevalent endangerment discourses. The position of French in the Luxembourgish language hierarchy, in particular, is complex. Although there are positive associations with education and tolerance, French is also discursively constructed as a foreign (or more accurately non-Luxembourgish) language and often perceived as a barrier to integration and citizenship (cf. Hurley, 2019; Kalocsányiová, 2020; Kremer, 2017), and the increasing use of ‘vernacular French’ as a lingua franca is ‘frequently stigmatised in the public sphere’ (Horner & Weber, 2015: 234) and perceived as ‘less prestigious’ (Kremer, 2017: 27). 
 
This duality is complex, and it is important to highlight that the two prongs (both as individual prongs and as a two-prong system) refer to specific ideals, which are the product of a specifically Luxembourgish perspective and trajectory. On the one hand, Luxembourgish multilingualism does not tend to refer to a flexible notion of general multilingualism but rather to the specific trilingual ideal of French, German and Luxembourgish in equal measures (Horner & Weber, 2008; Hurley, 2019). Languages with a significant presence within the country without officially recognised status, such as Portuguese, are excluded from this multilingual model. However, the increasing presence of English, in particular, in Luxembourg does appear to present a challenge to the trilingual ideal through the increased reference to ‘multilingualism’ instead of ‘trilingualism’ (Horner & Weber, 2008: 93), suggesting a potential expansion of the idealised Luxembourgish linguistic practices.

 On the other hand, discourses of Luxembourgish monolingualism are specifically in reference to the idealisation of Luxembourg as a monolingual Luxembourgish-speaking country without the use of so-called “foreign” languages, with particular negative attention drawn to the perceived domination of French in the country. This monolingual model also tends to incorporate a specific rejection of monolingual French speakers as acceptable in the country because of its negative connotations with disrespect, intolerance and rudeness (Hurley, 2019). From this, one can infer that, while these two ideals are often discursively constructed as competing language ideological frameworks, there are underlying influences of anti-French and anti-foreign sentiment to both frameworks, in which the use of French should either be diluted or simply removed, which suggests that these differences in approach towards language use in Luxembourg are in fact working towards a similar goal.

With this in mind, when it comes to the material and discursive representation(s) of language on the Luxembourgish linguistic landscape (LL), the intricacies of the linguistic situations present potential challenges and opportunities. It is important to be aware that there is no Luxembourgish law enforcing particular protocols with regard to displaying language in public spaces, with the exception the regulation of municipal and street signage (Purschke, 2021). Therefore, decisions regarding representations of language on the LL tend to be made based on case-by-case interpretations of the language situation (Purschke, 2020), which find their roots in the 1984 language law. This suggests that discussions of the Luxembourgish LL are heavily impacted by notions of individual agency. 

While there has been little research done on the Luxembourgish LL, a few salient insights can be (tentatively) drawn from the few studies done. Firstly, it is apparent that French dominates signage from a top-down perspective whereas bottom-up signage tends to demonstrate more ‘multilingual heterogeneity’ (Purschke, 2017[Gilles et al, 2010]: 188). Secondly, the use of Luxembourgish is increasing and can be interpreted as being in the early stages of replacing the use of German in certain domains as literacy in the former continues to grow, most likely due to their linguistic similarities (Purschke, 2017[Heissler, 2008]: 189). Thirdly, monolingual signs (surprisingly) appear to outnumber multilingual signs, suggesting the notion of parallel monolingualisms (Purschke, 2017[Garand, 2011]: 189). These insights provide researchers in this field with a useful foundation, on which to build, suggesting interesting insights about how the language situation has been and is being interpreted by individual social actors and entities, such as passers-by. In this vein, we turn to a closer examination of the research site for this project; the Kirchberg Plateau.

[bookmark: _7yudy69hc6zf]3.3 The Kirchberg Plateau
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The District of Kirchberg (taken from Google Maps  2023)
In this section, the focus will now be drawn to the district of the Kirchberg Plateau (henceforth referred to as simply Kirchberg) in Luxembourg City, the capital of Luxembourg. Located in the northeast of the city, Kirchberg is split into five quarters: Européen Nord, Européen Sud, Quartier du Parc, Quartier du Kiem and Quartier du Grünewald, which ‘align themselves with the Kirchberg ridge running along the Avenue John F. Kennedy for a little over three kilometres’ (Weilacher, 2007: 59). Known for its intentionally distinct European identity and purpose and juxtaposition against other parts of Luxembourg City, Kirchberg is the home of the majority of Luxembourg-based EU institutions (see section 3.2 for a list of which institutions are located in Kirchberg) and is the central business district of Luxembourg City. It is also the site of many cultural institutions, such as Philharmonie Luxembourg (the concert hall designed by French architect, Christian de Portzamparc), MUDAM (the Grand Duke Jean Museum of Modern Art designed by Ieoh Ming Pei, the renowned architect known for creating the glass pyramid at the Louvre) and the RTL Group (the home of the international broadcasting group and a large contributor to Luxembourgish-language print media), among many other institutions, ranging from broadcasting to leisure to retail. This begs the questions: who is the district of Kirchberg for?
 
Weilacher (2007: 58), who discusses Kirchberg from an architectural point of view, states that plans to reinvigorate the district from an ‘essentially rural area’ centred on the coal and steel industry into the ‘new urban district’ we see it as today began in the 1960s. The Fonds d’Urbanisation et d’Aménagement du Plateau de Kirchberg (tr.: ‘Fund for the Urbanisation and Development of the Kirchberg Plateau’), or simply Fonds Kirchberg, was commissioned in 1961 after the area had been scouted to become host to numerous European Community institutions (Fonds Kirchberg, 2021a). The district began to develop into a site to house numerous national and international banking institutions, starting in the 1980s and 1990s with the arrival of mainly German banks, located closer to the airport and away from the EU institutions (Fonds Kirchberg, 2021b). This led to a reassessment of the way, in which Kirchberg as a space was developed towards a more urbanised outlook. To this day, the 365-hectare-sized area is still undergoing significant urban planning projects, such as the recently constructed tram line connecting the Plateau with the central train station, with predictions of large increases in the size of the workforce and resident populations facilitated by such significant construction projects.
            
Hesse (2016: 623) refers to the size of Luxembourg City in terms of ‘borrowed size’ and hails the city as a ‘micro-metropolis’ with increasing global importance on the global economy, of which Kirchberg is an integral part. The government-funded development of the district began with a view to localise EU institutions and financial institutions in Luxembourg[footnoteRef:6], as a way to create an ‘office town, highly accessible for commuters by car’ coming in from the greater region encompassing parts of Belgium, Germany and France (Hesse, 2016: 618). This focus on international commuter accessibility is a continuing influence on the construction of Kirchberg as both a financial district but also a residential area. Evidence of Luxembourg’s highly international population can be characterised as more intense here than in other places, given the nature of the intended function of the area and the ever-developing makeup of demographics of the residents and the workforce. Little data has been made publicly available detailing the demographic breakdown of the workforce in Kirchberg. However, with an estimated resident population of 8746 as of 2022, approximately 74% are resident foreigners (Ville de Luxembourg, 2022). This is just above the resident foreigner population of Luxembourg City (just under 71%), demonstrating the highly diverse workforce in the city and specifically in Kirchberg. [6:  An already impressive portfolio of international banking and investment institutions, expected to expand greatly as a result of Brexit and the mass exodus of high-profile corporations from the area (Stafford, 2020).] 

 
It is here where one can see interesting points of contact between simultaneous constructions of both European and Luxembourgish national identity within the district. As far as original designs are concerned, the district was initially envisioned as a ‘purely European’ area (Weilacher, 2007: 59) as evidenced by the names of spaces within the area, such as Place de l’Europe, Européen Nord and Européen Sud (all notably in French, the language used by Luxembourg at the EU level), and the eclectic mix of European artists and architects commissioned to design aspects of the district. However, perceptions of the space are dynamic and multifaceted. A particularly salient example would be the Pont Grande-Duchesse Charlotte, the bridge designed by German architect, Egon Jux, and constructed to connect Kirchberg Plateau with the neighbouring district of Limpertsberg in the centre of the city in 1963. Even though the bridge has an official name in French, among locals it is known as Rout Bréck or ‘Red Bridge’ due to its colour, an example of the interplay between Europeanness and Luxembourgishness. As suggested thus far, Europeanness and Luxembourgishness are heavily intertwined. Nevertheless, interpretations of Kirchberg suggest that, while particularly European influences have been foregrounded in the construction of the district, facets of the district have also been incorporated into local Luxembourgish constructions of place and local identity.
 
An external view of Luxembourg as an international melting pot with multilingualism at the heart of national identity is contrasted against opposing forces that see Luxembourg as uniquely Luxembourgish where authenticity is predicated on ties to the Luxembourgish language and culture. This contrast is mirrored in the construction of Kirchberg, which has been constructed as a multicultural European-facing place, but which also exists within a space where local constructions of place will, to varying extents, incorporate notions of where Kirchberg fits in the larger picture. Furthermore, the common struggle between perceptions of Luxembourg as a model European state and its identity as an individual country in its own right as opposed to a hybrid of other cultures is mirrored effectively in the construction of Kirchberg. On the one hand, Kirchberg is constructed and presented in such a way as to draw on expressions of Europeanness, while on the other hand, it is incorporated into expressions of local Luxembourgish identity. From this, it is clear that Kirchberg is an ideal site to investigate what it means to be Luxembourgish.






























Chapter 4: 
Methodology

In this section, the methodology of this research will be discussed and will be split into three sections. In section 4.1, qualitative methods and ethnography are introduced, with comparisons between qualitative and quantitative analysis being drawn in section 4.1.1, a discussion of ethnography in section 4.1.2, and discussions of the importance of positionality and reflexivity as well as a discussion of my own researcher positionality taking place in section 4.1.3. Although ethnography does have influences on the way I am approaching this research, it is important to point that I am not conducting a fully-fledged ethnographic study of the district of Kirchberg. I am conducting explicitly LL research with influences taken from ethnography.

[bookmark: _154tws2k1wr2]In section 4.2, the LL research methods used in this project are introduced. This introduction leads into discussions of two methods in two separate sections. Section 4.2.1 consists of a discussion of the spatial documentation methods of photography, videography and ethnographic field notes and their co-ordinated use in this project. Section 4.2.2 is a discussion of interviewing as a research method and thematic analysis as an approach to analysing the data gathered from interviews with participants. In section 4.3, I discuss the limitations of the respective methodological approach taken in the research, as well as more general limitation.

4.1 Qualitative ethnographic methods
This section will focus on the methodological approach taken in this thesis. The discussion in section 4.1.1 focuses on the perceived distinction between qualitative and quantitative methods, with reference to discussions on the notions of subjectivity and objectivity, and how the two pairs of terms often perceived as opposites compare and contrast with each other. This is an important discussion for this thesis because the methods (and indeed theoretical framework) employed in this project could be seen to have both qualitative and quantitative influences and require deeper understandings of objectivity and subjectivity. The focus of section 4.1.2 is an exploration of ethnography as a qualitative approach to research. In section 4.1.3, the fundamental aspects of ethnographic research, reflexivity, and positionality, will be examined. Particular attention will be paid to my positionality as someone coming from a British university and conducting research in Luxembourg in an effort to highlight how my personal experiences may impact the research undertaken. 

[bookmark: _7jynqya58h2w]4.1.1 Qualitative versus quantitative methods
Before providing deeper insights into qualitative research methods, it is necessary to understand how it contrasts with its counterpart, quantitative methods. According to Cooper et al (2012), the line between quantitative and qualitative approaches is blurred and conceptualisations of the quantitative-qualitative distinction have undergone numerous (re)interpretations over the past century. During the early 20th century, the distinction was understood in large part as a difference in methodological approach. However, contemporary reinterpretations have attributed this difference in methodological approach as symptomatic of a fundamental distinction in epistemological and ontological approaches between the two means of enquiry. In other words, the questions asked and the approach to answering them is the fundamental distinction between qualitative and quantitative methods. Cooper et al (ibid.: 6) do, however, state an important caveat. There are, indeed, tendencies in qualitative research to begin from ‘relatively broad and open-ended research problems’ with the aim of developing ‘descriptive and theoretical ideas through the collection and analysis of data’, and tendencies in quantitative research to be influenced by ‘the testing of closely defined hypotheses.’ However, this perceived difference in approach is better perceived as a spectrum from one to the other, where differences are ‘a matter of degree’ (ibid.) and are not fixed in place, as both approaches are to varying extents influenced by each other. 
 
            One of the most often cited distinctions between these two approaches is that of discussions of objectivity and subjectivity. This distinction suggests that quantitative approaches routinely aim to be objective, while qualitative approaches ‘explicitly embrace subjectivity’ (ibid: 7). This distinction, however, is disputed due to the problems with defining these terms because of the understandings of the terms in both schools of thought. From a qualitative perspective, objectivity is often not the aim of research because it is often viewed as the removal of judgement from decision-making, which is viewed as generally not possible (Hammersley, 2012: 33). However, from a quantitative perspective, objectivity is not necessarily viewed this way. Objectivity is often associated with notions of minimising error by ‘following a set of explicit, standard procedures’ (Cooper et al, 2012: 7), a valuable approach not without flaws but certainly an understandable and important research aim. 

Similarly, subjectivity from a qualitative perspective is often (though not always) embraced as inclusive to different social experiences regarding social groups, especially minoritized groups (Hammersley, 2011: 30). However, it is not uncommon for subjectivity to be viewed from a quantitative perspective as synonymous with speculation and personal bias (Hammersley, 2012: 52). These are, of course, simplified understandings, not fixed rules. They should be taken as tendencies among researchers that lie on a spectrum between wholly subjective and wholly objective, with most, if not all, research lying somewhere in between. In the remit of this research, I have opted to take a qualitative approach because this research places significant value in different passer-by perspectives as underpinned differing social experiences, both on the individual and collective levels. The goal of the research is not to seek anything close to objective truth, but rather to provide insights into perceptions of a space from the diverse perspectives of the people who use the space. An interesting qualitative approach to explore in light of this discussion is that of ethnography, which I will now turn to in the following section.

[bookmark: _puw3daxupswe]4.1.2 Ethnographic methods 
Ethnography is an ‘empirical methodology that is devoted to the analysis of research data acquired by means of first-hand interactions with members of a local community over a substantial period of time’ (Mullings, 1999: 337). Interaction, it is important to note, does not necessarily only refer to entering into a dialogue with community members as it can also refer to observing and/or integrating with the community. This is dependent on how involved the researcher wishes to be in cultural practices, which requires a careful reflexive examination of the researcher’s own positionality in relation to the group, in which 
‘all the assumptions, value commitments, feelings, etc., [which] underpin one’s research [are made explicit,] so that readers can understand the path by which [any] conclusions were reached’ as a ‘substitute for objectivity’ (Hammersley, 2011: 32).
It also requires significant and careful attention to be paid to the project objectives and an understanding of how best to achieve these objectives in terms of the extent of their interaction with the group at hand, all of which would be reflected in the thesis. 
 
The definition by Mullings (ibid.) demonstrates effectively what Rampton (2007) points to as the two general principles at the core of ethnographic research. Firstly, it is important to be aware that ‘analysis of the internal organisation of verbal (and other kinds of semiotic) data is essential to understanding its significance and position in the world’ (ibid: 585). In other words, it is argued that insights into the sociocultural practices of a particular social group can only be gained through direct contact with people, institutions and other social actors perceived to represent a unifying sociocultural group identity. This first-hand awareness is considered essential within ethnography as cultural practices are formed and influenced by the specific configuration of socio-cultural issues, such as power and stance. 
 
Prominent methods for ethnographic data collection include myriad different intertwining modes of data collection. Firstly, there is the employment of ethnographic fieldnotes, which are the recording of ‘not only those occurrences and details that are prescribed by tradition, but also the actual actions that are observed as they occur’ (O’Reilly, 2005: 10). Secondly, semi-structured interviews are prominent and tend to be informal in nature, ‘with open-ended questions on topics raised from within the research setting’ and above all are flexible and reactive to the unfolding path of the discussions (ibid.: 74). Thirdly, there is the recording of visual data through photography and videography as another form of ethnographic ‘writing,’ complementing the ethnographic fieldnotes in different ways (ibid.: 103). It is important to note that, while this research in this thesis does take on methodological approaches inspired by these, as will be outline in section 4.2, it is still not appropriate to refer to this research as an ethnography, but rather more simply, as ethnographically inspired.

This leads to the second tenet, which sets out a clear epistemological approach of ethnography, highlighting that particular emphasis is to be placed on the processes of data collection. Rampton (ibid.) outlines that ‘contexts for communication should be investigated rather than assumed.’ This has two implications for the researcher. Firstly, ethnographic methods force the researcher to think critically about and challenge their own pre-conceived beliefs and ideas about the community in question and to compare these beliefs with first-hand ethnographic observations. Secondly, in addition to reflecting on their understanding of who or what is being investigated, the researcher is encouraged to reflect on how they are investigating the subject. This is because different ethnographic methods of interaction, ranging from observational to interactional to integrational, will have an impact on knowledge production and are therefore highly dependent on the research objectives of the project at hand. While the degree to which ethnographers are implicated (or perhaps more appropriately, implicate themselves) in their research is a matter of interpretation of these tenets on the part of the individual ethnographer, there is no doubt that the positionality of the ethnographer will have a significant impact on the research, as will be explored in section 4.1.3.

[bookmark: _4c30a286dvvw]4.1.3 Researcher positionality
It is clear that positionality within ethnographic research is a fundamental part of the approach, particularly within sociolinguistic research (Wells et al, 2019). Mullings (1999: 337) defines positionality as one’s ‘perspective shaped by his/her unique mix of race, class, gender, nationality, sexuality, and other identifiers’ as well as one’s ‘location in time and space’, which influences how one views and interprets the world. Chacko (2004: 52) complements this definition, adding that these identifiers are ‘markers of relational positions in society, rather than intrinsic qualities’ and interwoven with notions of power and social inequalities, echoing Rampton’s (2007) the key aforementioned tenets of ethnographic research. 

Mullings (1999: 340) draws attention to the ‘outsider/insider’ binary, a discussion of whether it is more rewarding for researchers to position themselves as ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ in relation to the group being observed. On the one hand, ‘insiders’ who ‘study the group to whom they belong’ are able to ‘use their knowledge of the group to gain more intimate in- sights into their opinions.’ On the other hand, ‘outsiders’ who do not belong to the group ‘under study’ are ‘more likely to be perceived as neutral and therefore be given information that would not be given to an outsider,’ entering a perceived third space of objectivity. 

According to Mullings, however, this debate is problematic because the insider/outsider binary conceptualises one’s positionality as a fixed attribute, when in reality, it is a dynamic and co-constructed phenomenon that is heavily influenced by time and space. It is therefore important for ethnographers to be acutely aware of their positionality throughout their fieldwork, and that reflexivity is an ongoing process as opposed to pre-determined decision, an aspect that will now be explored with regard to me as the researcher. Though the notion of the insider/outsider binary has its flaws, as outlined by Mullings (1999), it also provides an effective starting point for dissecting my positionality within this project. In fact, Wells et al (2019: 4) reflect on the dynamic nature of the insider/outsider distinction from a sociolinguistic perspective and discuss how scholars approaching a situation from this sociolinguistic perspective often have ‘particularly embodied and voiced relationship[s] to their objects of study’ and are therefore able to occupy a ‘border territory of “inbetweenness”’, which ‘speaks to our hybrid and shifting stance as both insider and outsider’.

As someone who does come from and does not live nor work in Luxembourg, my position as an outside researcher from a British university was certainly of significance to the research. However, the line between insider and outsider was somewhat blurred by my capability of speaking French, German, Luxembourgish in addition to English, and by my extensive knowledge of and interest in Luxembourg. Furthermore, as a dual national of two countries, one inside the EU and one having recently left the EU, this also informed my positionality, both in terms of how I perceived and interpreted the research site of Kirchberg and in terms of how I interacted with people during interviews. According to Mullings (ibid.: 340), ‘no individual can consistently remain an insider and few ever remain complete outsiders’, thus my aim was to avoid positioning myself as entirely one or the other. I shall expand on my positionality later throughout section 4.2.

4.2 Linguistic landscapes research methods
Data collection for this project took place in two phases. In section 4.2.1, the first phase will be discussed, which was an ethnographically influenced approach to documenting language and discourse in public spaces in the district of Kirchberg through the use of photography, with a selection of photographs used as evidentiary support within the thesis. A reflexive diary, inspired by ethnographic fieldnotes, and video recordings were used as secondary modes of documentation and supplementary to photography, in order to aid in the analysis of the space and encourage the consideration of multimodality and information beyond the frame of the photograph. The data collected from the spatial documentation was then analysed with Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) framework of geosemiotics in mind, in particular the semiotic system of place semiotics, incorporating ethnographic considerations of temporality (Massey, 2005; 2007) and multimodality (Thomson, 2014). 

Before data collection began, it should be noted that I sought ethical approval from the university ethics committee, which involved detailing the two phases of data collection and providing relevant documents produced, such as consent forms for interviews (see Appendix B for a full list of submitted documents). This was approved before starting data collection. Ethical considerations continued throughout the data collection phases. During the spatial documentation phase, the main concern was avoiding including people in any pictures of the LL where possible and, as became apparent while documenting Kirchberg, avoiding arousing suspicion from security around many of the buildings, for which I had a letter from university stating my business in Kirchberg in case anything happened.

During the interview phase, there were a few ethical points to consider. Firstly, a consent form was given to every participant before starting the interview to read and sign, which outlined their involvement in the project. It stated (and I reiterated) that they would decide for themselves the extent of their involvement, or even if they wanted to end the interview early. A particular point I reinforced to participants was that they were in charge of their candour during the interview. As language can be a contentious in Luxembourg, I encouraged participants to only say what they were comfortable with saying, but also not to feel that they cannot say something for fear of repercussion. Moreover, feelings of unease were expected due to a culmination of factors, such as the potential contentiousness of the topic, the small size of Kirchberg and Luxembourg as a whole and the positions of some of the participants as foreigners to Luxembourg. These were, however, mitigated through an assertion of privacy on my part, in terms of both identity of the participants and the content of our interviews. This thesis, therefore, only features anonymised snippets of interviews.

In section 4.2.2, the second phase will be discussed, which was a series of semi-structured interviews, with people who live, work and/or socialise in the district. The data collected from interviews was then thematically analysed due to the flexibility of thematic analysis as a ‘tool or technique, unbounded by theoretical commitments’ and its production of ‘rigorous and high-quality analysis’ (Clarke & Braun, 2017: 297), complementing the aforementioned geosemiotic approach to space and ‘‘fit[ting]’ the project’s purpose (Braun & Clarke, 2020: 38).

[bookmark: _4il3si1ifnlg]4.2.1 The spatial documentation phase
Much like general trends in contemporary works in linguistic landscape (LL) research, the first phase of this project took an ethnographically influenced approach to the documentation of public spaces. This approach primarily consisted of the taking of photographs, with video recordings and ethnographic field notes (see Emerson et al, 2011) being used as supplementary secondary methods, in an effort to incorporate the effective inclusion of multimodal data, a staple of contemporary LL research, which I will now discuss in greater detail.

In the weeks running up to the commencement of this first phase of spatial documentation, I engaged in several pilot runs of spatial documentation in my local area, in order to become more comfortable with what I was doing and how best to use my equipment, such as cameras. As a result of this, I decided to use my phone camera, which I felt to be a less intrusive presence in the space than an actual camera and contributed to an easing of my own personal feelings of being intrusive. The spatial documentation phase itself took place over a six-week period in November and December 2021 in Kirchberg. Below is a table outlining the research design of the first phase:


Research design table – spatial documentation phase
	Activity
	Time frame
	Data collected

	Begin the reflexive diary, documenting initial explorations of and reactions to Kirchberg
	Entire duration of time in Luxembourg – 6 weeks, beginning in first week
	67 pages of notes (incl. 2 sketches of signage where I could not take photos)

	Exploring Area 1 (see map below), taking photos of the space
	First half of the second week
	~241 photos (+ 10 videos and supplementary reflexive diary entries)

	Exploring Area 2 (see map below), taking photos of the space
	Second half of the second week
	~146 photos (+ 3 videos and supplementary reflexive diary entries)

	Exploring Area 3 (see map below), taking photos of the space
	First half of the third week
	~160 photos (+ 2 videos and supplementary reflexive diary entries)

	Exploring Area 4 (see map below), taking photos of the space
	Second half of the third week
	~316 photos (+ 5 videos and supplementary reflexive diary entries)

	Exploring Area 5 (see map below), taking photos of the space
	First half of the fourth week
	~205 photos (+ 3 videos and supplementary reflexive diary entries)

	Exploring Area 6 (see map below), taking photos of the space
	Second half of the fourth week
	~75 photos (+ 2 videos and supplementary reflexive diary entries)

	Exploring Area 7 (see map below), taking photos of the space
	First half of the fifth week
	~150 photos (+ 2 videos and supplementary reflexive diary entries)

	Exploring Area 8 (see map below), taking photos of the space
	Second half of the fifth week
	~78 photos (+ 3 videos and supplementary reflexive diary entries)

	Revisiting all 8 areas, plus visiting neighbouring districts to Kirchberg
	Sixth week (the final week)
	~243 photos (+ supplementary reflexive diary entries)




Upon arrival in Luxembourg, my first decision was to begin with a reflexive diary in the first week, inspired by the ethnographic convention of fieldnotes. My decision to do so first was because I felt that initial observation and experience of Kirchberg was needed before I started taking photographs in order to develop my ‘first-hand familiarity’ with the district (Themistocleous, 2020: 162), a fundamental part of LL research. This decision helped me simply explore and experience the space and begin building an idea of where I needed to start taking photographs.
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The District of Kirchberg (taken from Google Maps  2023), labelled with my research divisions

This diary was particularly effective at capturing those elements that cannot be fully captured through photographic or videographic means, such as smells, feelings, and personal interpretations (Thomson, 2014). Taken in coordination with each other, the combined use of photography, videography and a reflexive diary inspired by ethnographic field notes is a methodological framework in line with more recent research into the construction of space, place, and the LL. This combination provides insights into considerations of space as a complex interconnected system of meaning-making processes, as opposed to less contemporaneous research, which viewed signs as a series of disconnected artefacts that can simply be counted (cf. Pütz & Mundt, 2019; Peck et al, 2020). This diary was added to during the entirety of this spatial documentation phase.
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Example extract from one day in the reflexive diary (with dates, times, and locations)

Commencing in the second week, I began taking photographs of Kirchberg and LL items with my phone. This is a core method of LL research and one supported by the geosemiotic framework of analysis (Scollon & Scollon, 2003: 17). The use of photography as a follow-up to a reflexive diary is documented many examples of LL scholarship, such as in Themistocleous (2020), in her examination of the LL of the UN buffer zone in Cyprus and Vilijärvi & Kahn (2020) in their examination of the LL of Nuuk, Greenland. Photography is a central method to LL research because, in addition to providing visual multimodal evidence for what is being discussed in the analysis and aiding in further distribution and dissemination, photographs constitute a data set that can be analysed in its own right. Collins and Durington (2020: 75) stipulate that it is important to understand that photographs should considered as subjective interpretations of their subjects and, when using photography as a method of documentation, the ‘empirical authority of photography [is deceptive and] should never be relied upon completely in its static form’. Consequently, one ought to consider photographs as representations of the social world, heavily influenced by the specific sociocultural perspective of the photographer, and in need of further sociocultural information in order to be analysed effectively. 

Over the course of the five remaining weeks, I had taken approximately 1600 photographs of the entire district using my phone camera. In order to facilitate this, I initially divided the district up into five sections, corresponding the number of weeks to do the photography portion of the fieldwork, using the T1 tramline, which prominently passes through the district, as an anchor.[footnoteRef:7] However, during the initial observation period in the first week, it became apparent that I needed to reassess the way I had divided the space. I decided to redivide the space into seven smaller sections, according to the major roads[footnoteRef:8], in order to make the space more digestible. This also meant changing the amount of time spent in each part of Kirchberg, from exploring one subdivision per week, to exploring two subdivisions per week and the use of my final week to revisit places I felt needed to be revisited or further explored. I also decided to explore the spaces neighbouring Kirchberg during that final week, in order to draw comparisons between Kirchberg and other parts of the city. Because I had taken the photos using my phone, the photos were automatically shared to my laptop. This facilitated in the organisation of the photos because it organised my photos according to where I had taken the photo, geotagging it to exact location, and timestamped every photo with the date and time it was taken. This meant that I was able to search for photos based on (i) where and (ii) when they were taken. [7:  The tramline is located along the bottom red dashed line in the above Google Map.]  [8:  The major roads I refer are the prominent grey lines in the above Google Map.] 
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Screenshot of all photos geotagged	Screenshot example of one photo’s geotagged location and timestamp (at the top)
 
In complement to the photographs, I also recorded a few videos using my phone as well. This is often employed as a method for data collection for two important reasons. Firstly, similarly to photography, videography provides researchers with multimodal information to work with, such as language and images, with the additional benefit of providing further multisensory evidence, such as sound and movement (Cekaite, 2020: 86). Secondly, it documents authentic practices embedded in social life with the understanding that social actions are ‘inextricably interwoven with, and done through, visuality’ (ibid.: 83). Where photography and videography differ is in their primary focus. Taking photographs tends to focus on representing the dynamic social world in a static image. While there are of courses elements of representation to consider when recording video, such as decisions about how, where and in which direction to film, the focus of videography can be primarily seen as an effective tool for the observation of ‘authentic, emergent, and situated occurrences, unarranged by research practices’ (ibid.: 84). While videography was originally intended to play a larger part in the fieldwork, I decided to reassess the need for the videos in the remit of this research. They proved to be more of an unnecessary complication in the field. I, therefore, decided to focus almost exclusively on photography as the method of capture, except in circumstances where a recording of the soundscape, for example, proved relevant for consideration.

	During the second week of the fieldwork and the first week of photographing the space, I had an experience, which forced me to rethink my approach to documenting the space. While photographing the exteriors of one of the EU buildings on the main boulevard in Kirchberg, I was accosted by a security guard, who was alarmed by my presence and began questioning me about what I was doing before and where I was from before ultimately telling me to leave. He spoke to me immediately in French and, in a panic, I tried to explain myself in English in order to feel more comfortable in the situation. However, he refused to speak English to me and forced me to explain myself in French, which I was able to after I relaxed. After I was told to leave the space, I became significantly more aware of my presence in the district, as well as of the plethora of security cameras in the district and significantly more tentative and even hesitant in how I moved about the space and what I took photographs of.

In the initial consideration of the fieldwork, the intention was to analyse the data collected from spatial documentation methods, such as photography, videography and the reflexive diary, using the geosemiotic framework of analysis (Scollon & Scollon, 2003). This, however, did not end up being the case. As the direction of the project moved more towards an examination of the passer-by perspective, my focus for the photographs became more supplementary to the interviews to come. Following the lead of Kallen’s (2010) analysis of ‘spatial frameworks’, underpinned by the principles of thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2020), I decided to informally tease out different spatial frames as themes from the photographs and organise some of the photographs into groups. The thematic spatial frames were selected and grouped in terms of similar locations or part of a wider campaign. These groups were labelled ‘Shopping centre’, ‘Tram stops’ (signs of the tram stop names along the same tramline), ‘Construction sites’, ‘Schools in Kirchberg’, ‘Public transport’ (signs from in around public transport, such as on buses and trams and around the stops), ‘Clothes bank’ (signs from all around one particular clothes in Kirchberg) and ‘COVID signs’ (signs from the same COVID public health campaign)[footnoteRef:9]. These groups were then used as prompts in the interviews for the participants to react to, which I discuss in greater detail in section 4.2.2. [9:  Some of the photographs are discussed and inserted in the body of the thesis, in the analysis chapters. However, refer to Appendix A to see all the photographs used in the interviews but not discussed in the body of the thesis] 
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Screenshot of the 7 photo groupings (highlighted in red) and the photos in the group ‘Shopping centre’

[bookmark: _v6yaz1afpb8a]4.2.2 Interviews and thematic analysis
During the second phase of the fieldwork, I conducted 21 semi-structured interviews using the photographs as prompts. Using the LL as a prompt for discussion in interviews is a popular method, particularly in investigations of passer-by perceptions of the LL. Typically, it is found in the ‘walking tour’ method (Garvin, 2010) or ‘walk-and-talk interviews’ (Grey, 2021), in which the researcher and participants engage in a conversation about the space, through which they are walking, using the perceptions of the LL they see around them as ‘triggers’ for discussion (Phan, 2021: 94). 

In this project, I opted to conduct the interviews in a more traditional way, with me and the participant sitting across from each other at a table and me showing the participant photos of the LL. In her research into perceptions of the Zhuang minority language as part of Chinese LLs, Grey (2021) offers her participants the option of either doing ‘walk-and-talk interviews’ to discuss the LL in person or ‘seated interviews’ to discuss the LL mediated through photos, depending on comfort and ease on the part of the participant. In this way, ‘seated interviews’ are positioned as equivalent to ‘walk-and-talk interviews.’ I would argue for a reconceptualisation of ‘seated interviews’ as simulated walk-and-talk interviews, where participants are guided around Kirchberg by way of photo groupings representing ‘spatial frames’ (Kallen, 2010) with the added benefit of encouraging feelings of informality, putting participants at ease. Furthermore, it allowed me as the researcher to maintain a sharp focus of research objectives. This flexibility in terms of methodology is at the core of LL research because of the inherent interdisciplinarity and innovative nature of LL scholarship (Barni & Bagna, 2015). 

The interviews took place in Kirchberg in person (except for two, which were conducted via videoconferencing because the participants were unable to attend in person at the last minute due to scheduling conflicts). I aimed to conduct the interviews for around 90 minutes. However, some interviews lasted just over an hour and others lasted well over two hours. This was primarily dictated by participants’ availability. As the interviews were semi-structured, I prepared a number of open-ended questions in advance of the interviews[footnoteRef:10] but was also prepared to be flexible and responsive to the development of the interview and the participants (O’Reilly, 2005).  [10:  See Appendix B for interview questions, as well as interview documents, such as information sheet and consent form, all of which were approved via the University Ethics Approval procedure prior to the interviews taking place] 


Qualitative interviewing as a method fits well within the geosemiotic framework because it places high value on the personal experiences of interviewees, positioning them as ‘expert[s] concerning personal experience’, as opposed to looking for right or wrong answers (Brinkmann, 2013: 16). Qualitative interviewing is an appropriate method for this project because it fits with the research goals, which aimed to provide insights into how people construct and interpret space and place and encourages the researcher to step away from relying solely on their own interpretations of spaces and consider ‘insider’ interpretations (cf. Shohamy et al, 2010; Blackwood et al, 2016). Before discussing the participants and the recruitment process, it is necessary to outline the general structure of the interviews and the use of the photographs as prompts.

Research design table – interview (see Appendix B for comprehensive list of questions asked) 
	Order of interview
	General topic of discussion
	Goal of discussion

	Part 1(a)
	Personal linguistic and social backgrounds, migration trajectories to Luxembourg 
	(1) To provide necessary background information of the participant that contributes to understanding discuss
(2) To build rapport between researcher and participant 

	Part 1(b)
	Personal relationship of the participant to Kirchberg
	To establish participant perceptions of Kirchberg before being shown any photos

	Part 2
	Discussions prompted by photos of Kirchberg LL 
	To understand participant perceptions of Kirchberg through (mediated) engagement with the LL



The interviews were organised into two halves. In the first half, the participants were invited to discuss their own personal linguistic and social backgrounds, their migration histories, as well as their initial perceptions of Kirchberg, as I also shared my own personal background. This was done to get to know each other and for me to build rapport with the participants in order to ‘generat[e] trust [and] increase[e] cognitive empathy’ between us (Small & Calarco, 2022: 47). It also provided me with the background information and baseline perceptions of Kirchberg and Luxembourg, which would in some form contribute to participant perceptions. This gave me insights into their perspectives and therefore how to respond appropriately and engage effectively. After this, we then moved on to the second half of the interview. 

In the second half, participants were shown photographs taken during the first phase as prompts on my laptop. The use of visual prompts as a method of ‘facilitat[ing] talk’ is often viewed as ‘drawing out tacit knowledge’ and ‘deeper elements of human consciousness’ (Edwards and Holland, 2013: 59), and to aid in the expressions of topics that are difficult to articulate or taken for granted, as with discussions of language in public spaces. In addition to the photographs, I asked the participants open-ended questions in relation to the photographs, allowing the participants to discuss the photos and use them as evidentiary support in wider discussions. The use of the laptop was important as well because it allowed the participants to interact with the photographs, such as zooming in to clarify smaller or unclear details. The question I started with was a variation of “Can you describe this photo to me?”, and I encouraged the participants to essentially say what they saw and think out loud. 

 The first photograph I showed every participant was the image shown below, labelled Fig. 7[footnoteRef:11]. This was selected as the first photograph prompt to show the participants after I conducted a pilot interview, in order to practise my interview skills and also see which photographs worked as prompts and which did not. The pilot interviewee informed me that Fig. 7 was the photograph they found to be more interesting and easier to describe and talk about because it was a newer sign compared to more established or permanent signs (see Scollon & Scollon’s (2003) discussion of temporariness and permanence of signs for further information). Once the participant had said all they could say about this particular photograph, I then presented the participants with more photographs, organised into the aforementioned thematic spatial frames, as groups of photographs on my laptop. I encouraged them to look through this first group of photographs, consisting of COVID-related signage, and to stop on the photographs that struck them as interesting to discuss. Each particular participant was given the freedom to discuss what they found to be of interest or note to them. [11:  This photograph appears later in the analysis section as fig. 7 therefore I have decided to continue that here for sake of continuity and to avoid confusion later on] 


[image: A sign on a glass door

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]


 



Fig. 7: COVID-19 sign on the door of the Kirchberg-Pfaffenthal transport hub, written in French, German and English

The prompts and initial line of questioning of describing the images were then followed up by more open-ended questions, encouraging the participants to discuss where they thought the signs might be located and even to begin to discuss their personal perceptions of why the signs in the photographs were designed in the way they were. Discussions of certain prompts ended when the participant felt they had nothing more to say, and we simply moved on to another group of photographs. In this way, participants were given significant amounts of freedom to discuss whatever they felt to be most important, which is built on the idea of the responsive interviewer (O’Reilly, 2006). Further to this, the next group of photographs for discussion was selected by me as a response to something the participant had brought up. For example, if the participant started to discuss their experiences of the education system in Luxembourg, I would use this as a pivot towards looking at photographs taken around schools and university buildings. Or if the participant had started to discuss the presence or absence of Portuguese, I would pivot to showing them photographs of signs with Portuguese on them, which were either construction sites or clothes banks. The aim of this flexible interview structure was to allow myself as the interviewer ‘more leeway for following up on whatever angles are deemed important by the interviewee’ while maintaining a level of control over the interviews, guiding them towards discussions of topics relevant to the project (Brinkmann, 2013: 21; cf. DeWalt, 2011). Because the directions of the interviews were highly dependent on the individual participant and how they engaged with the interview process, it is necessary to discuss the participants in more detail.

In the Table of Participants below, I have outlined some key information regarding the participants. The backgrounds of the participants range from Luxembourgish citizens possessing Luxembourgish passports to foreign residents, both long-term and recently immigrated and other complex variations thereof, such as Luxembourgish citizens or nationals with recent migration histories. Among the participants, 15 nationalities were represented, as well as a diverse array of linguistic backgrounds and repertoires. 16 participants were European, 13 of whom were EU citizens and 7 of whom possessed Luxembourgish citizenship or were born and/or raised in Luxembourg. 5 participants were from outside Europe, specifically Oceania and Asia. 12 participants work in Kirchberg, 3 live in Kirchberg, 2 live and work in Kirchberg and 4 only socialise in Kirchberg. Each participant socialises in Kirchberg to varying extents. In other words, the participants in this study can be positioned as insiders (to varying extents with varying experiences), certainly in contrast to me as an outsider, which in this case would be described as someone who does not live, work, or socialise in Kirchberg or the wider Luxembourg. 





Table of Participants
	
	Participant Pseudonym
	Age Range
	Social Background
	Linguistic Repertoire
	Where do they live?
	Where do they work?

	1.
	Amal
	18-30
	South Asian, moved to Luxembourg for work
	Urdu, English, learning French
	Kirchberg
	Kirchberg

	2.
	Amelia
	18-30
	Portuguese, raised in Luxembourg
	Portuguese, Luxembourgish, French, German, English
	Outside Luxembourg City
	Outside Luxembourg City

	3.
	Barney
	31-50
	Southeast Asian,
moved to Luxembourg for work
	Southeast Asian language, English, some French, learning Luxembourgish
	Luxembourg City
	Kirchberg

	4.
	Dean

	31-50
	Oceanian, moved to Luxembourg with partner
	English
	Kirchberg
	n/a

	5.
	Diane

	31-50
	Oceanian, moved to Luxembourg for work
	English, some Oceanian languages, limited French
	Kirchberg
	Kirchberg

	6.
	Émile
	18-30
	Luxembourgish, with Belgian parents
	French, Luxembourgish, English, German
	Outside Luxembourg City
	Kirchberg

	7.
	Gregory
	31-50
	Scottish, moved to Luxembourg for work
	English, learning French
	Outside Luxembourg City
	Kirchberg

	8.
	Hugáceo
	31-50
	Spanish, grew up in Brussels, moved to Luxembourg for work
	Spanish, French
	Luxembourg City
	Kirchberg

	9.
	Jane
	31-50
	British, moved to Luxembourg for work
	English, some French, a little Luxembourgish, learning Dutch
	Luxembourg City
	Kirchberg

	10.
	Joe
	18-30
	Irish, moved to Luxembourg for a relationship
	English
	Kirchberg
	n/a

	11.
	Katarina
	31-50
	Central European,
moved to Luxembourg for work
	English, Central European language, another European language
	Luxembourg City
	Kirchberg

	12.
	Krisztián
	31-50
	Hungarian, moved to Luxembourg for work
	Hungarian, English, some French
	Kirchberg 
	Luxembourg City

	13.
	Lara
	18-30
	Luxembourgish
	Luxembourgish, English, German, French, some Spanish
	Outside Luxembourg City
	Outside Luxembourg City

	14.
	Luc
	31-50
	French, moved to Luxembourg for work
	French, English, some German, a little Luxembourgish
	Outside Luxembourg City
	Kirchberg

	15.
	Marie
	18-30
	Luxembourgish, with Chinese parents
	Luxembourgish, English, German, French, some Chinese
	Outside Luxembourg City
	Kirchberg

	16.
	Nina
	31-50
	Chinese, moved to Luxembourg for work
	Chinese, English, French, Italian, a little Luxembourgish
	Outside Luxembourg City
	Kirchberg

	17.
	Sofia
	18-30
	Luxembourgish, with Albanian parents
	Luxembourgish, English, German, French, Albanian
	Luxembourg City
	n/a

	18.
	Stefan
	31-50
	Luxembourgish
	Luxembourgish, French, German, English
	Luxembourg City
	Kirchberg

	19.
	Tom
	31-50
	British, moved to Luxembourg for work
	English, some German
	Outside Luxembourg City
	Kirchberg

	20.
	Trisha
	18-30
	Luxembourgish
	Luxembourgish, English, German, French
	Outside Luxembourg City 
	Outside Luxembourg City

	21.
	Vittoria
	18-30
	Italian, moved to Luxembourg for work
	Italian, English
	Luxembourg City 
	Kirchberg



It is important to note that some information has been generalised in order to prevent identification and maintain anonymity of participants. Due to their connections with Kirchberg, which is a relatively small space, the ages, social backgrounds, and certain parts of the linguistic repertoire of certain participants have had to recorded in a less specific way because of how identifiable they were, according to demographic statistics from Ville de Luxembourg (2022) and STATEC (2023). Furthermore, where participants lived and worked have been reduced to three different categories, ‘Kirchberg’, ‘Luxembourg City’ and ‘Outside Luxembourg City’, in order to maintain anonymity.

Participants were recruited via internet forums and social networking, namely Reddit, Discord and LinkedIn, and through the snowballing technique, wherein participants were recruited through referrals from other participants (Streeton et al, 2004). According to Streeton et al, snowballing is a particularly effective method of recruitment when researching into potentially sensitive issues as the technique is dependent on referrals from participants who trust the researcher, therefore encouraging positive rapport-building. Before interviews took place, participants were asked to sign a consent form, in English, and read through an information sheet, available in English, French, German and Luxembourgish. This is because these are the languages that I, as the researcher, can speak, and the languages that I expected most participants to speak as well. Participant were given the freedom to choose whichever language version of the information sheet they wanted, in an effort to accommodate participants and encourage their comfort. Potential participants were able to decide at this point whether they wanted to continue with doing an interview. The majority of people who reached out to be interviewed opted to be interviewed, with only a few people ultimately being unable to participate, principally because of COVID.

Since the fieldwork was carried out towards the end of the pandemic during a period of easing of COVID restrictions, participants were given the option to meet in person, following all local and University guidance on maintaining personal safety, or via an online video-conferencing tool (OVCT), such as Google Meet or Zoom, in order to accommodate for personal circumstances, comfort of the participants and time constraints and to mitigate any potential discriminatory recruitment practices (Murthy, 2008). As mentioned previously, while the majority of interviews took place in person in Kirchberg, the interviews with Sofia and Luc took place via OVCT because of unavoidable scheduling problems.

It is important at this point to explore specific relevant aspects of my personal background that were outlined to the participants before or during the interviews, in order to gain insights into how I positioned myself in relation to the aforementioned interview participants and the flexibility thereof. I am a native English speaker and a dual Irish/British citizen, born and raised in the UK. I entered into these interviews with a broad prior knowledge of Luxembourgish society and culture, limited by having not lived in the country itself, and a multilingual repertoire consisting of French, German, Dutch and Luxembourgish, in addition to English. Because of this, I was able to take advantage of the “inbetweenness” position between insider and outsider (Wells et al, 2019) in order to flexibly achieve different goals. 

As such, my relationship with each participant was different. My positionality as interviewer was co-constructed with the participants, depending on a multitude of factors, ranging from personal backgrounds to personality types. This led to interesting differences between interviews, wherein some participants would take on the role of informant and explain to me different aspects of insider knowledge, for example, how the Luxembourgish school system works or how a Luxembourgish workplace functions, particularly linguistically. In these moments, I would ask small questions of clarification, even if I already had knowledge on this topic, in order to encourage the informant participants to continue explaining things to me and to gain insights into their perspective on the matter at hand (DeWalt, 2011). Other participants, however, would take on the role of asking me questions and looking to me for explanations, such as why a sign was in French and not in Luxembourgish, positioning me as the one with (greater) insider knowledge. In these moments, I would explain certain concepts but with limitations, only confirming little details in order to push the conversation forward but never explaining things in detail. Instead, I would remind participants that there is no right or wrong answer and that I am more interested in their personal perceptions (ibid.). Notably and somewhat surprisingly, this did not fall neatly into participants from different demographics consistently taking on similar roles, such as Luxembourgers and foreign residents, as our interviewer-interviewee relationships were dynamic and constantly changing throughout the interview.

One unifying and somewhat surprising feature of every interview, however, was that every participant chose to conduct the interview in English. At the beginning of the interviews, participants were (re)informed of the linguistic flexibility of the interview and were given the option(s) of speaking English, French, German, or Luxembourgish during the interview, with the freedom to switch languages at any point in the process. The choice and freedom of language in interviews is a factor in how participants wish to position themselves and the interviewer in relation to each other, as well as a decision influenced by issues of practicality, such as comfort with the language being used and the mitigation of communicative problems through the use of a common language (Kremer, 2017: 80). Some participants did sometimes use a little Luxembourgish or French for clarification (e.g. Marie asked me what a Plakat was in English – tr. ‘poster’ in Luxembourgish), demonstrating the flexibility of the negotiated linguistic practices between me and the participant, but there were only a handful of instances of this across the interviews.

 The choice of English was rarely discussed with any of the participants. However, there did seem to be many possible reasons behind this choice. In the method of recruitment, the language of initial interaction with potential participants on Reddit, Discord and LinkedIn was English, which is unsurprising due to its position as a prominent lingua franca in internet forums (Belling & de Bres, 2014). With the language of first contact being English, this is likely why some participants continued our in-person discussions in English. Generally speaking, participants spoke English with me out of reasons of convenience. For some, it was the main (or sometimes only) language they spoke in Luxembourg and was the obvious logical linguistic choice for us both. Other participants discussed during the interview how their working language in Kirchberg was English. Because the majority of the interviews took place during or after the working day, these participants continued speaking in English as part of their typical English-speaking working day. For example, before I began my interview with Émile, which took place at the end of his working day, I told him to feel free to speak any language (of the ones I knew) at any point in the interview, to which he replied that he wished to carry on speaking English as he had been doing all day at work. This was one of the only times a participant explicitly stated that they wanted to speak English. In the vast majority of cases, English was simply the default language of the interviews.
	
	Once the interviews had been conducted, the data collected from the interviews went through processes of transcription and thematic analysis. Firstly, the interviews were transcribed using transcription software (in this case, transcribe.wreally.com), wherein pauses were generally marked with a (.), except the long periods of silence while the participants were looking at photographs, which were marked with a [long pause while looking at photos]. Laughing was marked with [laughs] and muffled or unintelligible sound was marked with [xxx]. However, I took a ‘denaturalized approach’ to the transcription (Oliver et al, 2005: 1277), which focuses on writing what has been said and less so on how it has been said. Understandings of accuracy are, therefore, primarily based on ‘the substance of the interview, that is, the meanings and perceptions created and shared during a conversation’. This approach does not, however, preclude the discussion of how something is said and within the remit of this project, how something was said will be discussed if perceived to be necessary for further analysis. 

The interview data was then analysed using a thematic analysis (TA) approach, in which the development and interpretation of themes is a multi-staged, subjective and reflexive process that organically ‘evolve[s] to capture the researcher’s deepening understanding of the data (Braun & Clarke, 2020: 39). This is reflected in Clarke and Braun’s (2018: 108) clarification of how to conceptualise a ‘fully realised’ theme in line with their approach. Themes are defined as
‘active creations of the researcher (rather than just passively ‘emerging’ fully formed from the data) that unite data that at first sight might appear disparate, and often capture implicit meaning beneath the data surface’ (ibid.).

Working from this definition encourages the researcher to engage more closely with the data and produce more in-depth analysis, and to be conscious of their positionality in relation to the data and the influence of their unique social perspective on their interpretation of the data. Since TA as a qualitative analytic approach is flexible in relation to understandings of researcher positionality and reflexivity (Braun & Clarke, 2019), its application of the approach in this thesis was influenced by geosemiotic discussion points, particularly at the initial stages of analysis, as well as by my personal interpretation of worthwhile themes for further discussion informed by my positionality.
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Extract from interview transcription
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Extract from notebook for manual coding of interviews

The interview data was initially intended to be thematically analysed via NVivo. However, I decided to use manual coding of the interview data as the method of analysis (see image above). The coding process involved reading the transcription while listening to the interview. Detailed key points were then recorded with a time stamp (for ease of reference between the notes and the interview data), with additional notes on the key points detailed underneath. Emergent themes within and across interviews were then ‘generated’ from the data (Braun & Clarke, 2019: 593) through several stages of thematic generation, as the focus of the themes became clearer. As in the image of the coding notebook above, the themes were colour-coded. Points highlighted in pink were initial ideas of interest. Points highlighted in orange were connections drawn across interviews in the initial notetaking stage. Symbols highlighted in green referred to different initial workings of themes that were found across interviews in reviews of the notes. For example, as seen in the image above, a square represented discourses of catering to foreigners; a swirl represented discourses of the growth of English; and a circle represented discourses competition between English and French. These initial workings of themes were then put onto the page and organised into more solid themes, as initial thematic ideas came together, split apart or removed altogether. By doing this, I followed advice from Braun and Clarke’s (2019) work – to interpret the data through themes as ‘stories’; to go through several rounds of thematic generation in order to tell the stories coherently; and to underpin each round of thematic generation with reflexivity.

Within the body of the analysis, excerpts from the interviews are cited to demonstrate these themes, with emboldened text to highlight specific key points. These excerpts are, when relevant, accompanied by the photographs referred to in the excerpt. These themes are outlined in the following analysis chapters.

4.3 Limitations
            There are several limitations to the research presented in this thesis, many of which present opportunities for further examination. Firstly, the primary focus of this research is the examination of the linguistic landscape from the perspective of the passer-by. The concept of the ‘passer-by’ is a broad church of considerations and, among LL scholars, is not a one-size-fits-all concept. A fundamental principle of it, however, is to ensure a consideration of the myriad different social actors using any particular space and their contributions to the space in question, whether they be material or discursive. In particular, this needs to be reflected in the participant recruitment process. The ideal outcome of this process is a diversity of perspectives among interview participants, who represent a reasonable cross-section of the demographics of the space in question, in this case Kirchberg. Nevertheless, this is highly dependent on a case-by-case basis, and on the respondents who can be reached as part of the recruitment process.

Secondly, nearly all of the interviews were conducted on site in Kirchberg. The choice of locale was my decision as the researcher. Many potential participants will have been put off or unable to participate because of the specific location of the interview, hence why I focused my recruitment efforts within Kirchberg to mitigate this. However, this had to be somewhat flexible in order to accommodate people’s working schedules and COVID restrictions in place at the time of fieldwork. I conducted the interviews in February 2022, as Luxembourg was relaxing its COVID restrictions. However, people were still being affected by the pandemic and a few potential interviewees were forced to cancel interviews due to contraction and mutual agreement to self-isolate. These were unfortunately interviews that were unable to be rescheduled because of my short stint of 6 weeks in Luxembourg to conduct interviews. Two of my interviews ended up having to be conducted via video conferencing because of last-minute unavoidable work commitments on the part of the participants. While the interviews were successful, I, as the researcher, did have to slightly adapt how I conducted the interviews, which may have affected the outcomes of the interviews.

Thirdly, when engaging with the LL through a discussion of photos in ‘seated interviews’, as opposed to ‘walk-and-talk interviews’ (Grey, 2021), one must acknowledge that participants are engaging with a mediated version of the LL. I, as the researcher, took the photos. I curated them into photo groupings. I guided the discussions by moving from topic to topic. What could be argued is that the participants are ultimately engaging with is my perception of the LL, instead of the LL in itself. While I stand by the choice to conduct ‘seated interviews’ and champion the unquestionable benefits of reconceptualising them as ‘simulated walk-and-talk interviews’, it would have proved fruitful to examine participants’ organic reactions to the LL itself. This would have been logistically more challenging for me as the researcher so I can see how my comfort played a role in the methodological design of this project.

Fourthly, English was fundamental to the recruitment and interview processes. All of the interviews were conducted in English. The decision to speak English was a choice that was left to the participants and not an enforcement on the part of the researcher. During the recruitment process, potential participants were given an information sheet detailing my linguistic repertoire as well as my native language and dual nationalities. Nevertheless, the (potential) use of English in the interviews will have undoubtedly had an effect on the interviews. Prospective participants may have been put off by my being a native English speaker out of concern that English would be the de facto language of the interview and that they may have assessed their own level of English to be insufficient in order to participate. Those who did participate who are not native English speakers may have felt unable to express themselves fully in English but still determined to speak English with me, out of courtesy or personal pressure. 

Furthermore, the use of English as the primary medium of recruitment and interviewing definitely affected whose voices were foregrounded and backgrounded in this project. The majority of participants in this study worked in white-collar positions of power within financial or political institutions and all of the participants lived (somewhat) locally and were able to speak English. Significant efforts were made to reach people of different social experiences, which was certainly achieved to an extent in this thesis, such as meeting both Luxembourgers and foreign residents. However, the perspectives of frontaliers, or border-crossing commuters, an important perspective in sociolinguistic research conducted in Luxembourg, are notably absent from this project because frontaliers were also not able to be reached through the recruitment processes. Of greater concern is the notable absence of the voices of people working in manual jobs, such as cleaning and construction. This absence in particular inadvertently contributes to further marginalisation of working-class voices, ironically through efforts to be linguistically hospitable (see section 7.4 for an exploration of this concept).
















Chapter 5: 
Understanding Kirchberg

During the interviews, the participants discuss the spatiality and placeness of the Kirchberg Plateau, often referred to simply as Kirchberg. They discuss how they perceive and discursively construct the district as an entity in and of itself; in relation to other parts of Luxembourg City; and in relation to their place within Kirchberg. These interconnected social discourses or ‘separate realizations of different semiotic actions’ occurring in the same space ‘fall together’ and produce ‘semiotic aggregates’, or composite meanings of social and spatial realities, which are then read by the passer-by (Scollon & Scollon, 2003: 175; 215). Discussions of passer-by perceptions of the spatiality and placeness of Kirchberg among the participants prove particularly fruitful and highlight key (re)produced discourses in its construction as a district, which underpin understandings of how Kirchberg is or should be.
 
In this chapter, I discuss recurrent themes, raised by participants in relation to Kirchberg as a space and place. In section 5.1, I draw attention the widely held associations between Kirchberg and the working world, with particular attention drawn to discourses of internationalism. In section 5.2, I explore participants’ interpretations of the materiality and urban planning of the district and the connections with discourses of authenticity. In section 5.3, I examine the discursive positioning of Kirchberg in relation to Luxembourg City through discourses of separation and isolation. As a result, I discuss the participant insights into the Kirchberg semiotic aggregate, formed from the perceptions of the district by participants, which will serve as an underpinning for the ensuing analysis of the discussions of signage in Chapters 6 and 7.

[bookmark: _742mhnr69epg]5.1 ‘The Place to Work’      
A commonly held perception of Kirchberg among the participants is that the district is built around work. As opposed to it simply being a place where work happens (which could describe any part of the city), the vibe of Kirchberg is presented as at its core rooted in working, which is ingrained in its urban organisation and spatial identity. For example, in the excerpt below, Amelia, a Portuguese woman raised, living and working in the south of Luxembourg, states that she feels that Kirchberg is the ‘perfect place to work’:
 
Excerpt 5.1/1:	Amelia: Honestly I think it's a perfect place to work
Int: Right ok
Amelia: […] I actually find it really pretty and let's be honest if you work here and you wanna go to lunch for er 12 you have a lot of choices if you're going to do some shopping after work you have er Auchan and you have the commercial stuff centre commercial er 
Int: Er shopping centre 
Amelia: Shopping centre yeah (.) so I think it's perfect and also the transportation here it's good because people work here come from er many places so the transportation is also good 
Int: Right 
Amelia: So for me Kirchberg is the most perfect place to work
 
This association between Kirchberg and work is due to the good public transport connections and how the opening times of amenities in the district are perceived to closely accommodate and mirror the patterns of the working day, such as numerous eateries open for a working lunch and a shopping centre open after the end of the working day. The depiction of the temporality of Kirchberg as reflective of the working day is further echoed by Barney, a Southeast Asian man living in Luxembourg City and working in Kirchberg. In the excerpt below, Barney discusses his perceptions of the district as at its busiest during the working week and ‘quiet’ during the weekend, comparing restaurants in Kirchberg to restaurants in the city centre as his example:
 
Excerpt 5.1/2:	Int: That’s interesting so (.) how does Kirchberg compare to other parts of the city (.) do you think?
Barney: Ok it’s more densely populated more traffic (.) yeah […] yeah so I think (.) a large part is for office space so people obviously don’t live in those spaces (.) the remaining space which is split between erm cultural areas, public areas, residential areas so yeah there are I would say (.) it’s comparable to a suburb because there are less people living here so on a weekend coming here it’s kind of quiet (.) it’s quiet
Int: Is it quieter than other places or generally quiet in the city?
Barney: It’s quieter than the city of Luxembourg itself yeah
Int: What makes you say that?
Barney: Because on the weekends when you go here sometimes when you go to a restaurant there’s plenty of space available (.) in the city it’s crowded 
Int: Right so how come people don’t come here for those things?
Barney: To Kirchberg?
Int: Yeah
Barney: Maybe they kind of view it as a working place and for them to switch to weekend mode (.) they probably don’t want to associate it with ‘ah my place of work I’d like to stay away from that and see other things’
 
A key similarity between Amelia and Barney’s perceptions of Kirchberg as a working district is in the way in which they present discourses of work as fundamental to discussions of the spatiality and temporality of Kirchberg. In the excerpt with Amelia, she presents the spatial and temporal dimensions of work in Kirchberg as symbiotic, with clear influence on each other. In the excerpt with Barney, however, he appears to present the relationship between these two dimensions more deeply, as fundamentally influencing and influenced by each other and inextricably interconnected at the core of the Kirchberg spatial identity and development. 
 
Firstly, Barney presents Kirchberg as spatially divided into a large ‘office space’ and the ‘remaining space’, designated for cultural, public or residential purposes. This description echoes Weilacher’s (2007: 58-59) research on the urban development of Kirchberg, in which he reports that the area of the Kirchberg Plateau was initially ‘compulsorily purchas[ed]’ by the Luxembourgish state in the 1960s as a much-needed site for expansion of office space at the time of the ‘expansion in the European Community’, the precursor to the European Union. Barney’s depiction of the contemporary prominence of discourse of work in Kirchberg as still evident in the district layout suggests that work continues to be the intended primary and dominant function of Kirchberg, with the other functions being positioned as secondary or additional, and peripheralised, both discursively and physically, into leftover space.
 
Barney then makes the connection between the district layout and the quietness of Kirchberg outside of working hours, stating that it is predicated on general passer-by perceptions of Kirchberg as a ‘working place’ incompatible with ‘weekend mode’, or the frame of mind among people away from work in personal time. This can also be seen in the excerpt below with Hugáceo, a Spanish man living in Luxembourg City and working in Kirchberg, who discusses his own personal recollection of his only time socialising in Kirchberg and his subsequent reluctance to return for social purposes because, in his view, it is not designed for recreational activities, explicitly because of its association with working:
 
Excerpt 5.1/3:     	Hugáceo: So it's not like (.) I mean I I I have [come to Kirchberg to socialise at the weekend] but I I didn't repeat but it's not really [laughs] a place to go to er to do a nice er to walk around the city no 
Int: Right  
Hugáceo: I mean I've done it just to try how much is the distance to my office and come back on a Sunday and do some sport but it's not like the most nice scenery or anything I mean it's like a (.) a downtown district that in the weekends is is empty so
 
The participants’ apparent reluctance to frequent Kirchberg outside working hours or to even consider it a space for socialising is indexical of the inextricable processes of discursive and physical spatialisation. In the above excerpts, one can see discourses of work underpinning depictions of Kirchberg as a ‘special use space’ specifically earmarked for work, which, in turn, affect the ways in which passers-by interact with the district (Scollon & Scollon, 2003: 171). Both Hugáceo and Barney refer to Kirchberg as a ‘working place’ when describing these interactions between passer-by and the physical space, which is in line with Scollon and Scollon’s (ibid.) conceptualisation of place as one’s personal experience of a space. This is an example of the complex interplay of discourse and materiality in the construction of both space and place, all of which comes together to (re)produce the spatial identity of Kirchberg as the working district.

            ‘Work’ as an important formative influence in the construction of the district is, in the case of Kirchberg, in specific reference to the prominence of the tertiary sectors of international finance and banking, as well as the presence of European Union (EU) institutions, all of which are well-documented for attracting multinational workforces (cf. Hesse, 2013; Kingsley, 2009; 2013; Weilacher, 2007). This is explored in the following excerpt with Tom, a British man living outside of Luxembourg City and working in Kirchberg, who discusses the limited presence of Luxembourgers and greater presence of an ‘international community’ in Kirchberg:
 
Excerpt 5.1/4:	Tom: Literally as far as I know I guess erm (.) and also the percentage of Luxembourgers who work in Kirchberg I don't think is particularly high  
Int: Oh really? 
Tom: Yeah I don't think so  
Int: Is it quite (.) non-Luxembourgish here? I hate using non-Luxembourgish but 
Tom: In Kirchberg yeah yeah I would say 
Int: Oh really 
Tom: It's quite an international community here
Int: Why is that do you think? 
Tom: (.) I don't know erm (.) maybe the Luxembourgers don't like finance [laughs] 
 Int: Maybe maybe [laughs]
Tom: Although to be fair I mean there's really good jobs to be had if you're Luxembourgish in (.) you know in er maybe local government or things like that
Int: Mm hmm (.) ah right  
Tom: I don't know erm (.) but yeah it's (.) I mean in the office we've only ever had three or four Luxembourgish people in this office 
Int: Right ok 
Tom: In the in the seven years I've been here
Int: Wow
Tom: So and some of them have been like just contract staff 
Int: Right 
Tom: So I think I'm only aware of two members [of the team] that have ever been Luxembourgish 
Int: Really? 
Tom: And one left to go and work for the government and one came from working for the government here [laughs] 
 
Tom attributes the disparity between Luxembourgers and non-Luxembourgers working in Kirchberg to the tendency among Luxembourgers to work long-term in the public sector for the ‘local government’ or state, as opposed to working in the private sector for international financial institutions, which, if done by Luxembourgers, tends to be more temporary. While Luxembourg has a highly diverse resident population and workforce in the country as a whole (Kingsley, 2013), fewer Luxembourgers working in Kirchberg appears to highlight a greater prominence of international workers in the district, contributing to perceptions of Kirchberg as a more international, less Luxembourgish space, and reinforcing perceptions of Kirchberg as a ‘special use space’ for banking and financial work.
 
Starting in the 1980s, Kirchberg rapidly developed from an initially ‘strictly functional, car-friendly administrative city’ for the then-newly expanding European Community into the ‘urban neighbourhood with a strong identity and lively links between housing, work, education and leisure functions’ we see today, as a response to rapid processes of internationalisation and the neo-liberalisation of the formal Luxembourgish economy towards the financial sector (Weilacher, 2007: 59). In the excerpts below, Hugáceo and Jane, a British woman living in Luxembourg City and working in Kirchberg, both describe Kirchberg as the ‘financial centre’ or ‘district’ of Luxembourg, by explicitly compare it to Canary Wharf in London with reference to the similar functions and vibes of the two districts:
 
Excerpt 5.1/5:	Hugáceo: But maybe if I tried to compare [Kirchberg] with Canary Wharf in London which is also a financial centre 
Int: Right yeah
Hugáceo: There erm (.) I would say there it is still a bit more compact and actually there in Canary Wharf you could not do with private transport so I could not have a car or you go (.) to wherever you need to go by public transport by tube whatever [xxx] but then er you just do everything by foot
Int: Right 
Hugáceo: And and it's more a core city centre while Kirchberg is much more spread around no all the buildings 
Int: Right 
Hugáceo: No I would (.) I mean the area is also much bigger than than than Canary Wharf Canary Wharf is much more compact they don't have so much space so all the buildings are closer together no 
Int: Right ok
Hugáceo: Here the buildings from one avenue to another are really far away from one another 
 
Excerpt 5.1/6:  	Int: It's mad (.) it's mad so like (.) let's talk specifically about Kirchberg then because obviously you brought up about the property and everything (.) so (.) how does Kirchberg as a district compare to other parts of Luxembourg City (.) how would you say I know that's a big question so
Jane: Erm (.) I think (.) so here's obviously the financial district so even how it looks is very different to the rest of the city in terms of the tall buildings although we do now have Gasperich which is Kirchberg 2 (.) erm (.) I feel like places like Bonnevoie is more (.) it was more historically working class 
Int: Mm hmm 
Jane: And there's a lot more kind of Portuguese there 
Int: Oh right
Jane: It's a lot more (.) vibey here is (.) somewhat similar to (.) if you used to go to Canary Wharf on a Sunday er (.) I don't know pre-2010 and everything was shut and it was dead
Int: Right
Jane: Erm the restaurants here are actually now busy on a Saturday night and they used to not be or just be closed
 
Both Hugáceo and Jane report having worked in and around Canary Wharf prior to migrating to Luxembourg and coming to work in Kirchberg. Similarly, Luc, a French man living in a village outside Luxembourg City and working in Kirchberg, describes it as a ‘business district’ and draws a comparison between Kirchberg and La Défense in Paris, having previously worked there while living in Paris:
 
Excerpt 5.1/7:	Int: Yeah (.) so if you had to [laughs] I think you've done a good job of describing it already but 
if you had to describe Kirchberg to someone who'd never been before in say 3 words or 3 phrases let's say how would you how would you describe it to someone? 
Luc: I would say it's er (.) it's a business area un quartier d'affaires in French (.) you know French ok (.) erm so that's er for one er then the fact that it's er it's not high skyscrapers like you would have in the er La Défense near Paris for instance it remains not that high also the fact that it still remains quite (.) nice there I mean I prefer by far the Kirchberg to La Défense for instance because erm (.) because the the roads are wide I mean not only er Kennedy Avenue but it's it's very wide you also have trees(.) er in the in the different er different streets it's very easy to circulate by bike er yes I think it's much more than 3 sentences but yeah [laughs]
Int: No that's perfect that sounds er that's really good so how (.) how does it compare to other parts of Luxembourg City then (.) how would you- 
[…]
Luc: […] There is the I think it compares well the Cloche d'Or is the new Kirchberg I would say it's really equivalent but I think they didn't make that I I (.) I prefer Kirchberg than Cloche d'Or  
Int: Oh really  
Luc: Yeah yeah because er (.) because there are more trees basically I'm a big fan of trees and I I I need to see something green in the day otherwise [xxx] so yeah I love this and I think yeah it's (.) they didn't do such a great job there for instance if you see er the Lycée Vauban (.) purely mineral [unnatural] no tree no nothing and I hate it basically
 
All three participants draw on their personal life experiences to illuminate their individual senses of place in Kirchberg through personal perceptions of the district as more focused on white-collar business, as opposed to other districts in Luxembourg City like Bonnevoie, which Jane states as being more ‘traditionally working class.’ Furthermore, Kirchberg is compared to other districts within Luxembourg City, such as Gasperich/Cloche d’Or, an emergent financial hub in the south of Luxembourg City, and outside of Luxembourg in the rest of Europe, namely the financial districts of Canary Wharf and La Défense. The interconnected social discourses of work, banking and finance, and internationalism underpin conceptualisations of Kirchberg and produce a semiotic aggregate apparently familiar to the participants – that of the European financial district (EFD).
 
EFDs are globally interconnected spaces with a significantly high concentration of global economic infrastructures, simultaneously symbolic of the dynamic processes of globalisation, while also being shaped by these processes, into ‘one-dimensional and synchronous’ spaces built and developed as a reflection of global influences (Burdett, 2012). By drawing the comparisons between Kirchberg, Canary Wharf and La Défense as EFDs, it suggests that the participants perceive an intertextuality between these urban spaces, with the semiotic aggregate of the EFD seemingly being (re)produced across multiple locales, with only superficial aesthetic distinctions made between the districts. All of this is perceived to be done at the expense of a certain amount of individuality and organic growth, further contributing to perceptions of Kirchberg as more international and less Luxembourgish.
 
            In summary, passer-by perceptions of the spatial identity of Kirchberg are often founded on discourses of work, which run more deeply than simply being a space where work occurs. Rather, it is a space where discourses of work are central to the construction of its spatial identity, influencing the material and temporal developmental trajectory of the district from conceptualisation to materialisation, as well as passer-by perceptions of the space as a ‘working place.’ Working has been a prominent aspect of Kirchberg’s spatial identity since the initial creation of the district in 1960s during the expansion and early interconnection of the EU, and continues to be to this day, even as the district has changed its initial focus to house globally-focused economic infrastructures.
 
            When one discusses ‘work’ in relation to Kirchberg, it is important to understand that ‘work’ primarily refers specifically to the private sectors of international banking and global financial services, which are heavily interconnected and indexical of globalising economic processes. This definition of ‘work’ invisibilises the prominent sectors of facility and building management, hospitality and healthcare. In this way, comparisons are drawn between Kirchberg and other EFDs, such as Canary Wharf and La Défense, along the lines of their aesthetics, functions and spatial identities, all of which seem to converge with each other to that extent that these spaces feel like replications of each other, as opposed to organically grown, individualised (or national) interpretations of the private financial sector. This leads to perceptions of Kirchberg as a less Luxembourgish and more international space, which is non-specific to Luxembourg, but rather a reproduction of districts found anywhere and everywhere else in Europe.

[bookmark: _6gs128xz13hx]5.2 (In)authenticity in a globalising Kirchberg    
When asked to describe Kirchberg, one of the most common words used is ‘modern’. This is in reference to myriad different aesthetic aspects, such as the materials prominently used, the architecture of the buildings and the urban planning of the district. In the excerpts below, Amelia, a Portuguese woman raised, living and working in the south of Luxembourg, and Lara, a Luxembourgish woman born and raised in the north-east of Luxembourg and working just outside Luxembourg City, both describe Kirchberg as ‘modern’ from contrasting perspectives:
 
Excerpt 5.2/1:       Amelia: When someone tells me I work in Kirchberg I'm a bit jealous 
Int: Oh really why? 
Amelia: Because I feel like I find it really pretty it's modern because it's new it's er it wasn't built that long ago  
Int: Yeah 
Amelia: I have this thing where I hate when they mix the old with modern I like to keep both separate  
Int: Oh really? 
Amelia: Kirchberg is a perfect example of keeping the modern apart from the old […] but yeah for me Kirchberg I really love coming here when I can come here because (.) I feel like you're in a new place it's different er from the rest of Luxembourg I think 
Int: Yeah (.) what is it about Kirchberg that makes you say it's really modern [and different] what is it about Kirchberg? 
Amelia: It's the buildings it's the way they for example this part here it's the first time I've come here I never realised that they have like coffee shops like places to eat I never really realised (.) but the way it was built I find really pretty I think aesthetically speaking Kirchberg is really beautiful
 
Excerpt 5.2/2:     	Int: So how would you say Kirchberg compares to other parts of the city (.) like if you were to 
put them next to each other?
Lara: […] I think maybe the vibe actually erm because I mean the architecture itself already is very different [laughs] 
Int: In what way?
Lara: Well it’s all modern lots of (.) buildings with like glass walls and everything (.) high buildings as well
Int: Are there not high buildings in other parts of Luxembourg City?
Lara: Erm not that many (.) I mean I’m talking about the ones by the bridge [in the city centre] you know the high high ones [laughs] those (.) are some of the only ones that are that high (.) and it feels a bit you know how like there’s just the main street kind of like going all the way past Kirchberg which is where basically the main action happens and then you also have shops and restaurants out of the way but it’s kind of like (.) the easiest way to cross Kirchberg whereas when you’re in the city centre you have all these little alley ways and you have old houses and yeah kind of like hidden places everywhere erm
 
Interestingly, the discussion of the modernness of Kirchberg is in large part centred on its juxtaposition against other parts of Luxembourg City and the ways in which the more modern Kirchberg contrasts aesthetically against the more traditional parts of the city, particularly in the city centre. In the above excerpt, Amelia describes how Kirchberg is an example of ‘keeping the modern apart from the old’, which she finds to be ‘really beautiful’. This separation of modern and traditional aesthetics contributes to Amelia’s perceptions of the spatialisation of newness, which appear to be anchored in her perception that newness is highly concentrated in Kirchberg, as an intentional style decision to contrast it against the rest of the city, forming part of the spatial identity of Kirchberg (cf. Hesse, 2013; 2016).
 
Conversely, Lara appears to be more critical of modern aesthetic elements of Kirchberg. She highlights specific architectural and urban planning features representative of the ‘vibe’ in Kirchberg, such as a high density of tall buildings and the prominent use of materials like glass, as well as the urban organisation of the district focused along a large, centralised boulevard, different aspects of ‘die spezifische modernistische Formensprache’ of Kirchberg (Hesse, 2013: 18 – tr. ‘the specific modernist design language’), often referred to as the ‘International Style’ (Weilacher, 2007: 59). However, she implies that these different design elements come together to produce a space of ‘lifeless architecture’ (Burdett, 2012: 93) that is without the traditional charm of the city centre, with its ‘little alley ways[, old houses and] hidden places everywhere’ and incoherent with the rest of the city. Hesse (2016) describes this incoherence of urban styles as a ‘spatial mismatch’, the result of intentional design decisions to connect Kirchberg to other globalised spaces, at the expense of its connection to neighbouring localised spaces. 
 
By using the description of a ‘spatial mismatch’, it is clear that the juxtaposition of the modernist design language of Kirchberg against the more traditional aesthetics of the city centre is inextricably linked to the criticisms thereof, and both are essential to the construction of passer-by perceptions of the district. While the modern design language elements are presented as indexical of the Kirchberg vibe and continuously reproduced as the district expands materially and in influence, so too are the well-established criticisms of the modern aesthetic (Hesse, 2013: 18) that have existed since the genesis of the construction of Kirchberg. In short, the criticisms of the Kirchberg urban aesthetic are as fundamental to its spatial identity as the urban aesthetic itself.
 
            Furthermore, the discussions of the modernness and newness of Kirchberg are underpinned by a foundational awareness of the historical developmental trajectory of the district from ‘once essentially rural’ agricultural land (Weilacher, 2007: 58) to highly urbanised ‘office town’ where financial services and European institutions are localised (Hesse, 2016: 618), an awareness present among local Luxembourgers as well as newly arrived foreign residents. In the excerpt below, for example, Amal, a South Asian woman living and working in Kirchberg, succinctly lays out this trajectory, demonstrating an awareness of the development of the district, despite only having recently moved to Luxembourg for work:
 
Excerpt 5.2/3:     	Amal: It's confusing right it's it's fairly new I saw these pictures of Kirchberg from a few 
decades ago and it was just green land with cows grazing [laughs] and now you have this [points around her]
 
Amal alludes to the fact that prior to the urbanisation of Kirchberg beginning in the 1960s, there was no urban development on the Plateau, an integral factor in the decision to earmark the area as the site for the expansion of Luxembourg City. In other words, it is widely perceived as a space that has suddenly and inorganically come from nothing with no connection to history or any semblance of a temporal trajectory – a non-place (Augé, 2009). This discourse of Kirchberg coming from nothing can further be seen in the above excerpt with Sofia, who compares it to Belair, another district of Luxembourg City:
 
Excerpt 5.2/4:      	Int: So if you had to describe Kirchberg to someone how would you describe it (.) say if 
you only had three words?
                      	Sofia: Erm (.) I think modern
                      	Int: Modern ok
                     	Sofia: Multicultural and (.) expensive
                        	Int: Ooh ok why expensive?
Sofia: Because of the housing prices [laughs] it gets more people going there and like it’s more attractive now so it gets more expensive
Int: Is it more expensive than other parts of the city?
Sofia: You mean to live there?
Int: Yeah
Sofia: Erm (.) I mean (.) I don’t know I think Kirchberg is probably the part where most new apartments are being built so you see them being sold at super high prices compared to like ok Belair might be an expensive (.) like more expensive to live in but they’re just like mostly houses and the people who live there have been living there most of their entire lives
Int: Right
Sofia: Kirchberg is like still developing and (.) yeah
Int: I never thought about it like that yeah (.) so it’s just like expensive (.) like it always has been expensive whereas other places-
Sofia: I don’t know if it always has been expensive but it’s becoming more and more expensive the more attractive it gets and the more things get built there and there are a lot of international buildings and people (.) you would wanna live there because there’s everything [laughs]
 
Sofia describes the ‘super high prices’ of Kirchberg real estate in comparison to other parts of the city and focuses in on Belair, which is also considered to be an expensive area of Luxembourg City. She presents the difference between the two districts, however, along the lines of the extent to which the spatial identities of the districts are rooted in temporal expressions of Luxembourgishness. For Sofia, Belair has a developed spatial identity as a long-established Luxembourgish residential area, with long-term residents ‘who have been living there most of their entire lives’, implying a generational continuance. 

Contrary to this, Sofia states that Kirchberg is ‘still developing’ in its construction and its spatial identity and is ‘the part [of the city] where most new houses are being built’ in order to attract people to live there. This, in turn, makes the district more expensive, thus creating a seemingly never-ending cycle of urban expansion to more investment to higher property prices to an increase in urban expansion, and so on. This cycle is, however, disconnected from expressions of Luxembourgishness because the desired investment is perceived as new and ‘international’, thereby suggesting that there is the perception that the development of Kirchberg is occurring independently from the development of the rest of the city and at different temporal scales. Sofia and Amal’s perceptions of Kirchberg as lacking an established spatiotemporal trajectory and a connection to senses of local history, culture and environment, as well as Sofia’s implication that the development of Kirchberg is primarily driven by financial gain as opposed to the people-centred establishment of community, makes a compelling case, at least upon initial consideration, that Kirchberg could be perceived as a non-place (Augé, 2009).
 
However, as previously stated, the concept of non-places is perhaps not the most compatible concept with a geosemiotic approach. As an alternative, the discussion of Kirchberg-from-nothingness comes together with the International Style design language and the semiotic aggregate of the European financial district to form the conceptualisation of the ‘instant city’ (Burdett, 2012: 93). Similar to the concept of non-places, these are rapidly constructed spaces ‘insulated and segregated from any sense of temporal or cultural accumulation’ and perceived as inorganic, instead requiring active and immediate large-scale urban planning intervention for the purpose of housing the ‘economic engines of […] global economies’ (ibid.). However, where these two concepts appear to diverge is in the perceived influence of temporality in their construction. While non-places are spaces that are ‘not relational, or historical, or concerned with identity’ (Augé, 2009: 30-31), the more specific ‘instant city’ is understood to be the product of its time. It is a place that feels temporally and spatially separate from the surrounding environment but that still reflects, whether positively or negatively, the time period, in which the place is constructed – a time of deepening global economic and sociocultural integration and interconnection between countries.

In the below extract, Katarina, a Central European woman living in Luxembourg City and working in Kirchberg, draws attention to this idea of the ‘instant city’ in her description of Kirchberg:
 
Excerpt 5.2/5:      	Int: Yeah that's really so (.) visually aesthetically how does this place compare to the rest of the 
city?
Katarina: I mean like one thing is that in the city you still have like some older buildings
Int: Right 
Katarina: So for me it's definitely that the architecture is different (.) here I don't really know the numbers but I know forty years ago I don't think here there was many buildings it was like one tall building (.) and that (.) that is all so this was really built very quickly erm 
Int: Oh yeah yeah
Katarina: So the rest of the city or the city centre was just built (.) before [xxx] long time a long time ago [laughs] so there you kind of find older buildings and stuff […] so I don't really (.) I don't really (.) like it here that much I think yeah I think it should be more (.) I'm like in general I think that erm we just we should just have around a small green I mean like here there's just nothing (.) and every time you see like a tree like that kind of like put in you know just like meh it just you know it makes me sad you know it makes me completely melancholic it's like here you have some nature you know so that you (.) I don't know it just feels like too little 
Int: Why do you think (.) the people who built Kirchberg have done it this way?
Katarina: Ooh I can't tell you
Int: I mean from your perspective I mean you don't have to give me an (.) there's no correct answer or anything
Katarina: Yeah yeah like I don't know obviously anything about it but my feeling is that it was just like really about erm (.) money I think they just wanted to build it er super quickly and er (.) I think the aesthetic part obviously I mean like because you have the institutions and stuff it's not like they were building like anything you know it's got to represent the institutions and the banks and stuff (.) but erm (.) I think the main thing is just to build something where you can put the people where they can work
 
Katarina mentions how Kirchberg was ‘built very quickly’ as means to ‘put people [somewhere] they can work’ and ‘represent the institutions and the banks and stuff’, compared to the rest of Luxembourg City, which is perceived to have developed more organically over a longer period of time, with older buildings from a ‘long time ago’ remaining preserved in the rest of the city as indices of the historical trajectory of the city. This continued juxtaposition of the modern Kirchberg and the traditional city is reminiscent of Hesse’s (2013: 17) discussion of the state-led ‘politische Modernisierungsstrategie’ (tr. – ‘political modernisation strategy’) to economically futureproof Luxembourg. This strategy manifested itself materially in the construction of the Kirchberg Plateau, representing a ‘zukünftweisendes europäisches Stadtmodell’ (tr. – future-oriented European city model), as well as in the establishment of new opportunities for the diversification of the Luxembourgish economy into industries perceived as more modern, such as the tertiary service sector. On the one hand, this illuminates the temporal influences on the construction of Kirchberg and the development of its spatial identity. On the other hand, this further reinforces the perceived disconnect between Kirchberg and other parts of the city by reinforcing, in Katarina’s case, the limited affective emotional quality of the district, which leaves her ‘completely melancholic.’
 
            This limited emotional quality infused in the development and organisation of Kirchberg is, for many of the participants, a fundamental aspect of their perceptions of the modern aesthetic of Kirchberg. In the below excerpt, Hugáceo describes the district as ‘grey’ and ‘cold’:
 
Excerpt 5.2/6:      	Int: Right (.) what about erm aesthetically how would you compare Kirchberg and the rest of 
the city and other parts of the city I should say 
Hugáceo: Yeah I would say it would be more modern but also grey and cold [laughs]  
Int: Oh really  
Hugáceo: Erm (.) yeah I mean because the rest of the city is more like er it looks like the buildings are (.) I mean have more (.) yeah they are more classy let's say 
Int: Yeah  
Hugáceo: I don't know how to describe them (.) while Kirchberg er it looks more like er (.) yeah modern tall towers etc a bit colder  
 
Here, Hugáceo interprets the modernness of Kirchberg as rooted in a lifelessness, similar to earlier discussions of quietness outside of the working day (see section 6.1) and of the decision to use the International architectural Style in its urban organisation. This is a point of discussion raised by Stefan, a Luxembourger born, raised and living in Luxembourg City and working in Kirchberg, who discusses how behind the newness of Kirchberg belies a lack of spatial character:
 
Excerpt 5.2/7:      	Int: So how does it (.) because you said about going to other places (.) how does Kirchberg 
compare to other places like how would you compare them? (.) big question [laughs]
Stefan: Yeah I think in Kirchberg everything is kind of when it comes to bars and restaurants everything is new you know kind of like here [where we did the interview] so it lacks authenticity (.) if you go if you go to the city centre you just have buildings that have had a bar in them maybe not always the same one but at least a bar in the same place for decades you know and that gives the place a sort of atmosphere I think (.) if you go to Vis-à-Vis or even if you go to De Gudde Wëllen or like all those places (.) there’s just always been bars in those places (.) and that’s just different from a place like this that was just built a few years ago and it’s kind of (.) nice enough and shiny but it doesn’t really have character
 
Much like the participants, Stefan juxtaposes Kirchberg against other parts of Luxembourg City in terms of their temporalities. On the one hand, for Stefan, the city centre has an established ‘atmosphere’, which is the product of spatial developments, such as bars, temporally marinating for decades in the same space, contributing to the organic development of the space itself and of passer-by senses of place. On the other hand, Stefan perceives Kirchberg as ‘lacking authenticity’ precisely because it is so new and ‘shiny’ and therefore can only effectively judged at a superficial aesthetic level, further reinforcing perceptions of Kirchberg as an ‘instant city.’ Related the discussion of linguistic authenticity in Chapter 2, wherein the authenticity of linguistic resources is founded in part on appeals to one’s personal connections to them, Stefan’s perception of spatial authenticity appears to similarly be based on personal connections. By outlining his lack of personal emotional connection to Kirchberg, he demonstrates his perception of Kirchberg as fundamentally inauthentic.
 
           To summarise, Kirchberg is often perceived as a modern space because of its aesthetic ‘design language’, the International architectural Style, which involves the construction of tall buildings, the use of more modernist construction materials and urban organisation centred around office buildings. Furthermore, Kirchberg is often juxtaposed against other parts of Luxembourg City, which are perceived to be more traditional and organically developed. This juxtaposition, whether favourable or critical, is an intentional by-product of the ‘spatial mismatch’ between the modern Kirchberg and traditional city, which is the result of a desire to orient the development of Kirchberg more internationally than locally, creating a disconnect between Kirchberg and the city, of which it supposed to be a part.
 
When examined more deeply, it becomes clear that the disconnect has in part contributed to perceptions of the rapid growth of Kirchberg from rural empty space to thriving highly globalised urban space as inorganic. This perceived lack of a historical urban developmental trajectory is presented as justification of perceptions of Kirchberg as lacking authenticity, which is underpinned by lacking emotional connection between people and place. 
As such, perceptions of newness, difference and disconnection from history should not be conflated with actually lacking history or non-placeness. In this way, perceptions of newness, difference and disconnection from history are, in fact, understood as consequences of the emotional relationship between Kirchberg and the passer-by, rather than as evidence of Kirchberg as a non-place. This leads to further emotional disconnect between Kirchberg and local citizens, residents and even the city itself. It is the combination of these factors – the perceived inorganic rapid growth, the perceived newness and lack of history as a district, and the lacking emotional connection to the district – that reinforces perceptions of Kirchberg as a place cut off from the rest of the city, which is explored further in the following section.

[bookmark: _5hb5a782146u]5.3 The ‘Island’ of Kirchberg
       A common emergent theme throughout discussions with the participants is that participants tend to suggest that one needs a specific reason to go to Kirchberg, as opposed to being a place to go to spontaneously. Hugáceo mentions in section 5.1 about how Kirchberg, for him, is not a place ‘to walk around’ in but rather to work and ‘do some sport’ at d’Coque sports centre, and these sentiments are shared by other participants, expressing similar reasonings why they or people in general would or would not go to Kirchberg:

Excerpt 5.3/1:      	Int: Yeah so do you come to qu- (.) start again do you come to Kirchberg often outside of work  
or? 
Luc: No almost never  
Int: Yeah 
Luc: Almost never it's very rare that I go to Kirchberg except for work (.) maybe maybe once yeah from time to time er if er (.) yeah if needing to go to H&M or Zara or something like this for the kids if we don't have the time to do so to go somewhere else but it's really more (.) for convenience rather than pleasure because the er yeah I don't think that the the neighbourhood is very nice in the weekend it's very cold it's very er cold meaning it's er quite mineral [inorganic] and quite empty during the weekend so 

Excerpt 5.3/2:      	Lara: […] I feel like (.) to me Kirchberg still feels like it’s for professionals (.) like it’s where 
people go to socialise after work maybe or where you have business meetings whatever whereas the city to me feels a bit more like (.) you just go there and you see what’s available and you go have fun whereas I feel like with Kirchberg you have a bit more like purpose of where you go (.) maybe that’s just because I don’t know a single person who goes to Kirchberg and is like ‘ok let’s go let’s go see what we can do here today’ whereas I know plenty of people who go to the city centre without a plan and kind of spontaneously what they wanna do whereas like Kirchberg is more like (.) you don’t wanna walk just three blocks with just offices you already kind of need to know where you’re going (.) so yeah
 
Similar to Hugáceo, Luc discusses how he ‘almost never’ goes to Kirchberg outside of work, because of how ‘cold’, ‘mineral [inorganic]’ and ‘empty’ the district is outside of working hours. When he does go, it is only in situations when it is absolutely necessary ‘for convenience rather than pleasure’, such as going to a shop that his children need to go to but have no time to go anywhere else. Lara, in a more general sense, discusses how people would spontaneously ‘go to the city centre without a plan’ and naturally come up with one on the fly, having it develop organically. This is in direct contrast to visiting Kirchberg, which she sees as more purpose-driven and less fun, with people needing to essentially pre-plan going to Kirchberg to justify walking past ‘blocks of offices’, which she does not perceive as something anyone she knows would do. This further highlights perceptions of Kirchberg as a ‘special use space’ (Scollon & Scollon, 2003: 171), actively causing passers-by to avoid the district unless for a particular purpose. It also suggests that these participants’ senses of place in Kirchberg are founded on limited contact with the space and appear to position their place as external to Kirchberg, further demonstrating the physical and discursive disconnect between Kirchberg and the rest of the city.
 
         Interestingly, though many perceptions of Kirchberg tend to be static or fixed, some participants note how Kirchberg is changing in more meaningful ways, aside from aesthetically:
 
Excerpt 5.3/3:      	Int: That's so interesting so […] so if you were to describe Kirchberg in say (.) I usually say 3 
words but people find it hard to stick to 3 so like between like 3 to 5 words to someone who had never been here before and you were having to explain the kind of place that you worked or whatever (.) how what what words would you use?
Jane: I think there'd be two descriptors for the two different years 
Int: Oh that's interesting ok 
Jane: So 2014 would have been soulless (.) quiet and empty 
Int: Really ok
Jane: Yeah (.) and I think now (.) I think you would call it kind of professional you know because it's a lot of offices and people in suits and stuff (.) professional busy (.) and lively it is more lively round here even just walking the streets and you see people it used to just feel like (.) you know (.) everyone's been evacuated 
 
Excerpt 5.3/4:      	Int: Oh (.) so has (.) saying that then has Kirchberg quite a lot?
Nina: Yeah it's changed quite a lot to be honest in substance I think it's changed a lot you can see many new erm residential buildings apartments that were built in the last 10 years and erm (.) I can really see that a lot if you go along the way you can see that many many new apartment buildings so although it's changing (.) yeah I think many people's impression it stays probably like yeah like the past 10 years or so and also of course there are more people more things happening and er still there are already of course in the past there are already people who come to Kirchberg for nightlife (.) er for the movie theatre for the Philharmonie concerts and that is because they are located in Kirchberg erm (.) also the LuxExpo they are very often host to the expo events so people also come there for that (.) er yeah but still you are mainly coming for this reason for this reason only you would not like still come just to come to Kirchberg for a drink for example (.) yeah that's not often in people's minds [xxx] unless it's attached to the work for example after work is more popular here after work drink then coming for dinner in Kirchberg unless you go because it's attached to the theatre 
 
Jane discusses how she would describe Kirchberg in different ways depending on whether she was describing Kirchberg when she first moved to Luxembourg and the current Kirchberg, noting a change in the liveliness of the district. This is similar to the perception of Nina, a Chinese woman living outside Luxembourg City and working in Kirchberg, who says that ‘there are more people [and] more things happening’ in the district than in previous years, suggesting efforts in Kirchberg to appeal to people on a more local scale. Nonetheless, the working aspect of Kirchberg appears to prevail in and dominate passer-by perceptions, leading to little perceived change among passer-by perceptions and ‘impressions’ of the district. In other words, while Kirchberg continues to change and develop ‘in substance’, passer-by senses of place in Kirchberg remain relatively unchanged.
 
These unchanged senses of place are important in understanding perceptions of Kirchberg as a separate entity to the rest of Luxembourg City, such as in the excerpts below with Jane and Amal:
 
Excerpt 5.3/5:       Int: Well not even differ just just kind of compare like (.) does it feel different does it feel like 
its own thing or does it feel part of the city if you know what I mean?
Jane: No I think it definitely feels like its own thing (.) I think you don't come here unless (.) you need to go to the Auchan or you work here (.) erm whereas I feel in other parts you go there because there's a nice restaurant or something and when you look at Luxembourg City (.) Kirchberg is kind of like this bubble on the side that was kind of added on later 
 
Excerpt 5.3/6:	Amal: But definitely not in Kirchberg and then again I'm also confused is Kirchberg a 
commune or is it a part of the city how do you define it I mean like you know Sandweiler is a separate place but is Kirchberg separate? You don't I can't really tell I've never been able to tell I know I've registered in Luxembourg City but is Kirchberg really separate? Or is it just the name of a neighbourhood? 
 
Jane describes Kirchberg as ‘its own thing’ and a ‘bubble on the side’ of the city that one does not go to unless necessary, suggesting two simultaneous realities. Firstly, it suggests that Kirchberg is a space that functions differently to other parts of the city, leading to a divergence in their developmental trajectories. Secondly and somewhat paradoxically, it suggests that, even though it is an extension of the city, Kirchberg is nonetheless still a part of the city, in the same way that an extension to a house still forms part of the house as a whole. This corroborates a fundamental aspect of Kirchberg as a district laid out thus far in this chapter – that Kirchberg exists in direct and intentional opposition to the rest of the city, deriving much of its spatial identity from it being deliberately contrastive to other parts of Luxembourg City.
 
            Amal expresses more outright confusion about how to describe Kirchberg, either as a commune in its own right or a part of Luxembourg City. Even after having registered with Luxembourg City when first arriving in Luxembourg and living in Kirchberg, there is still an uncertainty for Amal about the relationship between Kirchberg and Luxembourg City. This uncertainty can also be seen throughout this chapter, in the inconsistency on the part of participants when naming other spaces, against which Kirchberg is discursively juxtaposed. These spaces are often referred to as ‘the rest of the city’ or specifically spaces parts of the city like ‘the city centre’ or just simply ‘the city’. This demonstrates a tension between discourses of separation underpinning everyday passer-by perceptions of Kirchberg and discourses of (tentative) unity underpinning bureaucratic considerations of Kirchberg. By this, one can consider notions of separateness, when discussing Kirchberg, as a kind of semi-autonomy, positioning Kirchberg as in between independent and interconnected with the Luxembourgish capital.
 
Some participants, however, take these notions of separateness further through discursive constructions of Kirchberg as more isolated than separate from the rest of Luxembourg City. Isolation, in the case of Kirchberg, refers to a more extreme version of separateness, which is demonstrated and influenced by the aforementioned lack of emotional attachment and sense of place in Kirchberg for many people. This leads to the perceived occurrence, whether natural or procured, of two diverging senses of place, that is, one focused on Kirchberg and the other on the rest of Luxembourg City. These two sense of place proceed to grow further and further independent from each other. In the excerpt below, Katarina outlines her distaste for the district in terms of aesthetics and vibe:
 
Excerpt 5.3/7:    	Katarina: I mean so like I really like I'm really interested in (.) ok I really really like I always 
pay attention to buildings 
Int: I feel like me and you are the same person because like honestly architecture is like I love it as well
Katarina: [laughs] I love it too absolutely and also I come from [my hometown] where we have like a lot of nice like Art Nouveau you know kind of like buildings everywhere and stuff
Int: Oh gorgeous yeah
Katarina: So for me Art Nouveau is the best and obviously here there is no Art Nouveau anywhere [laughs] 
Int: Yeah not quite not quite yeah
Katarina: Not many buildings like that (.) and er (.) so this one thing that I don't really like I don't like the I don't like actually how it looks I think it's too much of concrete everywhere like béton like concrete is it concrete?
Int: Yeah concrete yeah yeah
Katarina: And the buildings are just not very nice I think (.) and then erm I also don't like how (.) how (.) the people that work for those institutions and the banks are kind of like put at the spot and have been kind of like excluded from the rest of the (.) from the rest of the city
Int: Oh really?
Katarina: Mm hmm 
Int: So (.) how how does Kirchberg compare to other parts of the city then because that was actually one of my questions was does it feel separate but obviously
Katarina: Oh absolutely I think (.) and I feel like it's also a feeling when you go over the bridge no you go over it and you enter another kind of universe nearly
Int: Ahhh
Katarina: And I think there are many Luxembourgish people that actually don't really work here I mean like yeah [xxx] but even before they were they were in the city centre but it just feels like here is really like all of the international people are concentrated here and like obviously I am also a foreigner so (.) I'm part of I'm one of them but I just really don't like erm (.) in Luxembourg and I'm not really that part of it I think but it's kind of like the vision how Luxembourg is a general it's kind of divided to Luxembourgish people and then all of the foreigners 
 
Katarina describes the ‘feeling when you go over the bridge’ (that is, Rout Bréck, which spans across to the Alzette Valley over to the district of Limpertsberg) as ‘enter[ing] another kind of universe’, which Luxembourgers tend to avoid, and ‘international’ people are highly concentrated and even ‘excluded from the rest of the city’. Her description of Rout Bréck is interesting because it depicts the bridge, traditionally a construct for connecting spaces together, as a division between Kirchberg and Luxembourg City, pinpointing it as the visible spot where passers-by can feel the collision between two different senses of place.

Katarina’s use of the term ‘universe’ is reminiscent of Hesse (2016: 618), who refers the isolation of Kirchberg, describing the district as one of many ‘islands’ in Luxembourg that ‘tend to be well linked to their business partners world-wide, yet […] disconnected from their local environment’. This draws upon the perceived divergence in social trajectories, separated along the line between Luxembourgers and international people because of the global connections fostered and encouraged by Kirchberg. In this way, it is possible to refer to Kirchberg as a ‘special use island’, or a space that is isolated from other, more local spaces until needed for a particular specialist reason.
 
As a foreigner working in Kirchberg, who also feels well-integrated in Luxembourg with personal connections to many Luxembourgers, Katarina positions herself between these two worlds, able to see the problematic division of people, connecting it to wider discourses of division between Luxembourgers and foreigners in Luxembourg as a whole. This is an example of fractal recursivity (Irvine & Gal, 2000), where discursive relationships are reproduced on different scales. In this case, the social divisions between Luxembourgers and international people perceived as country-wide are perceived as being reproduced on the smaller scale of Kirchberg, where the division is particularly prominent in the perceived high concentration of foreigners in the district. Although she perceives the collision between different senses of places, Katarina’s sense of place is not founded on one or the other. In actuality, her acknowledgement highlights the ‘coexisting heterogeneity’ (Massey, 2005: 31) of stories and discourses in a space, and how senses of place are influenced and derived from individual perceptions of those stories and discourses.
 
            Overall, the district of Kirchberg is depicted as an area that requires a specific reason to go there. As opposed to other districts in the city and other parts of the country, where one is perceived to be able to go to without forward planning, Kirchberg is perceived as a place where one must know what one wants to do there before going. In this way, this highlights the perceived disconnect between Kirchberg and the rest of Luxembourg City because of passer-by perceptions of Kirchberg as a ‘special use space’ with little emotional connection. Although Kirchberg, and even some perceptions thereof, are slowly changing, dominant perceptions of Kirchberg as the special use working district continue to inform the majority of people’s senses of place.
 
         The recurrent perceptions among participants of Kirchberg referring to the district as changing suggest a cementing of Kirchberg’s discursive positioning in relation to the rest of Luxembourg City as separate or even isolated. While some participants note how there is still some interconnection between Kirchberg and Luxembourg City, despite a separateness in the functioning and aesthetics of the district, other participants note a deep isolation of Kirchberg from the rest of the city, which one could refer to as its status as a ‘special use island’, formed by the diverging social trajectories of the people who tend to frequent the space and those who tend to avoid it, which is often perceived to be ‘international’ people and Luxembourgers, respectively. This divergence of social trajectories in Kirchberg is fractally recursive of the perceived general division between Luxembourgers and foreigners in the country as a whole.

5.4 Summarising remarks
	To summarise this chapter, perceptions of Kirchberg centre on perceptions of the district as fundamentally different from the rest of the city, in terms of aesthetics, development, and functionality. As a place primarily associated with the internationally interconnected working world, particularly with European Union institutions and the tertiary sector of international banking and financial services, Kirchberg is perceived by many of the participants as separate to the rest of Luxembourg City. This appears to be due to recurrent perceptions of Kirchberg being inorganically purpose-built for the working world.

The discursively constructed separation between Kirchberg and the rest of the city is also perceived in the aesthetics and urban planning of the district, which is interpreted as favouring more modern materials like glass and metal and the International Style architectural influences like tall buildings and wide central boulevards built around offices. This is in juxtaposition with the more traditional aesthetics found in other parts of Luxembourg City. All of these differences come together to characterise Kirchberg as a discursive and physical ‘island’ in stark contrast to the rest of the city, as a place that functions independently and differently with its own rules and expectations. These differences can be seen in many different aspects of Kirchberg, not least in the perceptions of the linguistic design of the district as will be discussed in the following chapter.


















Chapter 6: 
Presence and absence on the Kirchberg Linguistic Landscape 

	In Chapter 6, the focus centres primarily on the perceptions of the presence, and by extension the absence, of linguistic varieties as part of the LL in Kirchberg. This ‘principle of selection’ (Scollon & Scollon, 2003: 205) is a foundational aspect and guiding principle of geosemiotics, wherein social actors through their interactions with the world around them ‘foreground some subsets of meanings and background others.’ In this chapter, I examine the presence and absence of particular linguistic varieties and other LL items, which simultaneously index the foregrounding and backgrounding of particular social discourses. In this way, one cannot truly understand the spatial dimension without concerning oneself with the delicate and inextricable interplay of presence and absence, and the case presented in this thesis of Kirchberg is no different. 

In this chapter, I explore this through the exploration of the perceptions among participants of the presence and absence of different linguistic varieties on the LL, namely French, Luxembourgish and English. While German and Portuguese, as previously detailed, do indeed play roles within the Luxembourgish language situation, the decision has been taken to not include individual discussions of these varieties in the remit of the analysis for this thesis because the discussions of these varieties with participants tended to be limited, infrequent and interwoven into larger discussions of the other languages included. Even though this thesis does not include individual discussions of German and Portuguese in the same way as French, Luxembourgish and English, references to German and Portuguese are routinely made, where appropriate in larger discussions.

In section 6.1, I explore the perceived multiple indexicalities of French regarding its presence on the Kirchberg LL and the simultaneous considerations of it as a language of anonymity and authenticity (Woolard & Frekko, 2013). In section 6.2, I examine perceptions of the presence and absence of Luxembourgish on the Kirchberg LL, drawing attention to the foregrounding of discussions of Luxembourgish and to the underpinning discourses of its presence and absence. In section 6.3, I detail the perceived physical and discursive prominence of English in the Kirchberg LL, examining its deep connections to the district, as well as its growing presence in wider Luxembourgish sociocultural identities.

[bookmark: _4x36zss6jdhh]6.1 The multiple indexicalities of French
	For many of the participants, French is often considered as the language of utility in Luxembourg. On the one hand, it is considered to be widely used for myriad purposes across multiple social settings, ranging from everyday interactions in hospitality and commercial settings, such as restaurants and shops, to administrative purposes, such as correspondences with local government and banks. In this way, it is possible to characterise French as a ubiquitous and highly useful language. These perceptions of high utility in terms of both ubiquity and usefulness can be seen in participant interpretations of the presence of French in LL signage:

Excerpt 6.1/1:	Amal: Erm I don't know why it's er I mean I understand why they went with French because it's a commonly spoken language but erm

Excerpt 6.1/2:	Marie: […] Also like this sign down there also is like only in French because most people understand French in Luxembourg 
Int: Right
Marie: And then here again it's also French because (.) most people speak French I think French is also the most important language yeah […] erm yeah French is basically the most important language in Luxembourg I think since we have so many franc- francophone people here

Excerpt 6.1/3:	Jane: So there's no Luxembourgish on there (.) that's er French most commonly spoken (.) German English (.) er if I were to prioritise in terms of spoken languages I would probably do French English German or English French German 

Excerpt 6.1/4: 	Amelia: Like I'm so used to if you go to a place and you have like instructions everything's in the three languages […] yeah it's very normalised here in Luxembourg I think 
Int: And what three languages would they be in?
Amelia: Mainly French German and English 
Int: Right so why those three?
Amelia: Well that's because most people who speak (.) 99% of the population speaks French  […] it's a statistic I saw I don't know if it's correct or not it's what I read I don't wanna give er fake information to you […] that's what I read once that 99% of the population speaks French (.) erm (.) English it's because I think the tourists come here sometimes and can speak English like I said people who work here come from other countries English is easier for them to speak […] German it's because I think (.) they're our neighbours

Throughout the interviews, there are repeated assertions among the participants to justify the use of French on signage in Luxembourg, as being not only a commonly spoken or understood language but the most commonly spoken and understood language in Luxembourg. Perceptions of the commonness of French are often intertwined with perceptions of French as ‘the most important’ and highly ‘prioritised’ language due to the large presence of Francophone people and a well-educated local population, underscoring how the use of French in Luxembourgish daily life possesses both instrumental and symbolic appeal. Simultaneously, French is considered the useful, accessible and inclusive language of anonymity in Luxembourg, and also the language of authenticity representative of the large Francophone population in the country, similar to what Woolard and Frekko (2013) observe in the shifting linguistic boundaries in Catalonia.

	Of particular note is the connection drawn between the presence of French and the positioning of Kirchberg. As stated in Chapter 5, Kirchberg is often considered somewhat separate to or independent from the rest of Luxembourg City. However, it is evident from the above extracts that a definitive distinction is not necessarily drawn between Kirchberg and the rest of Luxembourg (City). Perceptions of the linguistic anonymity of French appear to be applied to Kirchberg in the same way as they are to the rest of Luxembourg City (and Luxembourg as a whole), suggesting the discursive positioning of Kirchberg as an integrated other part of Luxembourg (City), subject to the same implicit linguistic practices as anywhere else. 

An example of this is the following excerpt with Tom, a British man living outside Luxembourg City and working in Kirchberg, in which he describes the tram stops running through Kirchberg:

Excerpt 6.1/5:	Tom: Erm but (.) the other thing that I always find amusing is on the tram they insist on saying everything in French and Luxembourgish even if it's the same (.) you know the name of the stops (.) so you'll be going along and it'll be like bibliothèque nationale (.) Nationalbibliothéik [laughs] so ok yeah I'm glad you did that because I wouldn't have known where I was going [laughs] 
Int: Why do you think they do that?
Tom: Why?
Int: Yeah
Tom: I think just because (.) it I mean Luxembourgish is we're in Luxembourg so (.) they should really speak Luxembourgish I think it's only right and proper you know (.) then they add the French I don't know most people speak French here (.) I get why they do it because some of the stops are a bit different but [laughs] when they're exactly the same it's just [laughs] it's just in a slightly different accent 
Int: Yeah
Tom: La coque (.) la coque [laughs] 
Int: Yeah [laughs] that is true yeah (.) do you know what I've never even noticed it how mad is that
Tom: If you're on the tram have a listen (.) erm and each stop I think it's a woman who says it in (.) Luxembourgish and a guy says it in French if I remember rightly 
Int: So weird 
Tom: Erm (.) often I've got my headphones in so I'm not really listening but yeah (.) some of that's always amusing all the time roads are first in French and then in Luxembourgish

[image: A sign on a bus stop
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Fig. 1: Tram stop sign ‘Nationalbibliothéik/Bibliothèque nationale’, in Luxembourgish and French

[image: A sign on a pole
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Fig. 2: Tram stop sign ‘Coque’, in French

Prior to this interaction, Tom and I discuss his perceptions of multilingualism in Kirchberg public spaces. Tom then begins to describe his amusement at the audio announcements used on the tram. These announcements tell passengers the name of the next stop on the tram journey, which is also materially inscribed at the stop itself (Figs 1 and 2), reflecting the interconnected multimodality of public transport LLs.[footnoteRef:12] Tom focuses on the use of Luxembourgish and French, where he perceives the use of Luxembourgish as having a localising effect and links with the ideological perception of one-nation-one-language, and the use of French is linked to universal utility because ‘most people speak French here’. The ‘here’ Tom refers to is not just Kirchberg, but Luxembourg City (and even Luxembourg) as a whole, thereby positioning Kirchberg as part of the wider city (and country), where perceived linguistic norms or rules are applicable on multiple scales. [12:  It is important to note here that Tom’s perception of the tram announcements does not reflect what happens with them. Tram announcements simply say the name of the tram as inscribed at the stop itself. Some signs are only in French, some in Luxembourgish and some a mixture of the two, and the audio reflects this. Some stops have a name in Luxembourgish and French like in Fig.1 so the announcement says this, while some stops have only a name in one language and therefore the announcement says this. The tram stop name is then just repeated. ] 

	
	On closer dissection, however, discursive representations of the universal utility of French are not as inclusive as superficial perceptions may appear. More specifically, considerations of social class present a challenge to perceptions of French as the language of anonymity, which locates the value of a language in its perceived neutrality (Woolard and Frekko, 2013: 135). In the following extracts, Hugáceo, a Spanish man living in Luxembourg City and working in Kirchberg, and Stefan, a Luxembourgish man born, raised and living in Luxembourg City and working in Kirchberg, both describe the specific associations they perceive of the use of French and ‘blue-collar’ workers in the sign below (Fig.3):

Excerpt 6.1/6:	Hugáceo: Ok [long pause while looking at photos] so these are French only right (.) port d'un masque and this one [figuring out what he is looking at] ok so the title is in French only but then the instructions are in both in English and French (.) instructions here (.) this is not like the title is in English and French but (.) this one's in the three like the one we saw like er (.) German and the different languages (.) so maybe it's not always got it (.) masque obligatoire French only (.) prévention COVID maybe here (.) yeah I wonder also because this looks like more erm like for for for workers you know that are working in I don't know behind the door or something like that maybe there is a slight difference for the kind of staff that is there
Int: Ok yeah yeah (.) so for the people that work there?
Hugáceo: The people that work there yes so maybe like blue collar or or how do you say blue collar and white collar or something

Excerpt 6.1/7:	Stefan: This sign here (.) yeah I don’t know but I mean this definitely looks like a kind of place where you would have more erm blue-collar workers and (.) immediately I have the sign only in French and you know like some some construction worker I imagine or someone doing something technical and very practical (.) where you probably have to get dirty hands or not use a computer to walk through this kind of door and it’s probably not the right kind of audience to (.) address in English so you have it in French also not in German
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Fig. 3: COVID-19 sign on a worker’s door in the Kirchberg bus station, in French

In the extract with Hugáceo, he is looking through the photos and draws my attention to the photo in Fig.3. It is an image of a COVID sign taped onto a large steel door, featuring icons of people wearing masks and the monolingual French instruction ‘Masque Obligatoire’ underneath. He states that he believes the sign to be on the entrance to a ‘blue-collar’ workplace, due to both the use of French and the sign’s emplacement on a heavy steel door in a seemingly ‘blue-collar’ environment. This is echoed by Stefan, who also refers to this space as ‘blue-collar’, describing his perceived image of the type of person who would work here as someone essentially doing manual labour, such as a construction worker.

This connection between French and blue-collar work is further outlined in the following discussion with Amelia, who discusses the stereotypes about Portuguese people in Luxembourg and their connection to blue-collar work:

Excerpt 6.1/8:	Int: I mean do you know what what about this I think this might be (.) interesting (.) partly interesting
Amelia: I mean you do know the stereotypes of the Portuguese immigrants in Luxembourg 
Int: What are they? (.) I genuinely don't know them
Amelia: Men (.) men work in construction and the women work as cleaning ladies 
Int: Right
Amelia: It's sad like you're in Luxembourg (.) because when the refugees came from Portugal it was in the 60s it was after the revolution (.) the revolution against a dictator […] anyway so it was after him it was in '64 I think the revolution 
Int: Right
Amelia: And many Portuguese erm (.) ran away (.) and I think when they came to Luxembourg (.) the Italians came for the mines and the Portuguese came for construction (.) they have constructed the country 
Int: Right
Amelia: And it became a stereotype
Int: Right and is that why then this is in [French and] Portuguese? Because obviously-
Amelia: Well yes because people work there who are Portuguese maybe so (.) for the construction workers (.) mee in the south when I go through a construction site I just hear Portuguese I hear a lot of Portuguese 
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Description automatically generated]Fig. 4: Noticeboard outside a construction site in Kirchberg, with COVID-19 signage, in French and Portuguese (bottom image is an enlarged version of the COVID-19 signage on the left-hand side of the top image)





After showing her pictures from outside construction sites on Kirchberg, Amelia, a Portuguese woman raised, living and working in southern Luxembourg, immediately begins discussing stereotypes of Portuguese people in Luxembourg, specifically relating to the division of labour along gender lines. The signs are written in French and Portuguese (fig.4), which Amelia suggests is done specifically with the construction workers in mind, and to be representative of the language practices on the site. The use of Portuguese is presented as indexing a particular prominence of Portuguese people in construction work, reproducing the aforementioned stereotype of Portuguese men. However, the use of French here appears to index a generalised imagined workforce composed of Francophone or Romanophone migrant workers, who use French as the working language across national and linguistics backgrounds. From this, it is possible to perceive construction sites as migrant spaces. This further bolstered by the notable absence of Luxembourgish, German and English, which are languages perceived to have localising effects. The presence of Luxembourgish (on its own or in coordination with French and/or German) often defines a space as belonging to Luxembourg, while presence of English likely indexes an emplacement within Kirchberg. In this case, the configuration of French and Portuguese appears to denote a lack of ownership of the construction sites on the part of locals.

This association of French with the working class and employment in more manual physically demanding sectors is influenced in part by the high presence of Francophone frontaliers, or border-crossing commuters, and Romanophone immigrants in Luxembourg from Portugal and Italy. There is often the social perception that Francophone and Romanophone speakers in Luxembourg tend to favour learning and speaking French over Germanic varieties due to its proximity to the Romance languages they already speak. In particular, these speech communities represent more established linguistic communities in Luxembourg, such as many Portuguese and Italian immigrants coming to Luxembourg in the 1960s and 1970s, when they were encouraged by the Luxembourg government to speak French as a language of access to Luxembourgish daily life. Furthermore, Francophone and Romanophone speakers came to Luxembourg, often finding employment in traditionally less well-paid sectors such as hospitality and construction. 

While the tendencies to favour French over Germanic varieties and to find employment in less well-paid sectors continue somewhat to this day but to a much lesser extent, social perceptions of this phenomenon persist and are maintained and reproduced discursively. Recognition of the difference between the tendencies and discursive reproductions is important. Both Hugáceo and Stefan acknowledge and address their perceived connection between French and working-class migrants as highly dependent on stereotypes throughout our discussions.

It is here that one can see the challenge to the universal utility of French. On the one hand, French is portrayed as the language of anonymity that is used by everyone because it is the language that ‘everyone knows.’ On the other hand, when discussed in association with blue-collar work, French is portrayed as a language of authenticity of the stereotypical blue-collar worker, who is often presented as having a migration background as speaking French due to the language’s proximity to other Romance languages, namely Portuguese, as part of the worker’s perceived migration journey. Here, ‘typical’ usage and blue-collar usage of French are differentiated from each other, contributing to an invisibilisation of working-class people in perceptions of the linguistic practices associated with Kirchberg, and bolstering the image of ‘work’ within the specific situation of Kirchberg.

In summary, perceptions of the use of French centre on its utility throughout the city and the country and is justified in Kirchberg through its positioning as just another part of Luxembourg (City). Despite the ubiquity of written French on the LL, perceptions of its presence are not simple, and instead French is perceived to possess multiple intertwined indexicalities, particularly in relation to issues of social class. When reading French-saturated spaces in Kirchberg, it is clear from participant observations that the emplacement of signage contributes significantly to one’s understanding of the function of the materialised language, and in turn to one’s understanding of the space in question.

[bookmark: _po1x2ysqrkz8]6.2 Noticing Luxembourgish is (not) there
Among the participants, the presence and absence of written Luxembourgish on the Kirchberg LL is recurrently noticed and noteworthy. When Luxembourgish is present on signage, the discussions focus on its affective aspect and how its presence makes the participants feel. When absent, the discussions turn towards questioning whether it should be there in the first place. In the following extracts, some of the Luxembourgish participants describe written Luxembourgish on the LL, particularly in Kirchberg, as not necessarily common but unsurprising due to being in Luxembourg:

Excerpt 6.2/1:	Lara: Aw (.) a Luxembourgish one [laughs] with a nice hashtag as well that I’m sure no one’s		gonna use
Int: Why did you react like that when you saw the Luxembourgish?
Lara: I just don’t feel like it’s common [in Kirchberg]

Excerpt 6.2/2:	Trisha: Ahhh they even have it in Luxembourgish nice (.) so I’d say that means it’s a small maybe family-run bar like (.) not really a bar but those you know those pubs a pub so (.) so I guess the chances are high that they do speak Luxembourgish that you could actually approach someone and speak Luxembourgish 
Int: And what makes you say that then?
Trisha: Maybe because they put the Luxembourgish on like the sentence
Int: So you think that having the Luxembourgish there would indicate that the person in that building would speak Luxembourgish (.) do you think there’s that connection?
Trisha: Either that or they do have Luxembourgish guests and they value them maybe

Excerpt 6.2/3:	Stefan: Yeah so there (.) Luxembourgish as a first that’s so interesting the first one you see […] erm (.) and the hashtag they also have in Luxembourgish […] yeah they’ve probably done that in Luxembourgish to kind of show that erm you are in Luxembourg after all
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Fig. 5: COVID-19 sign on a government building for the governmental campaign “Net Ouni Meng Mask” (lit. “Not Without My Mask”), in Luxembourgish
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Fig. 6: Small COVID-19 sign on the door of a restaurant in a Kirchberg residential area, written in Luxembourgish, French, German and English
  
In the discussion with Lara, a Luxembourger from the east of the country near the German border now living near Luxembourg City, she reacts positively yet surprised to see Luxembourgish on the sign in Fig.2, a similar reaction to Trisha, a Luxembourger from northern Luxembourg living near Luxembourg City, when she sees the Luxembourgish on the sign in Fig. 5. These reactions demonstrate the emotional connection and affinity felt by many Luxembourgers when seeing Luxembourgish inscribed as part of the LL, while also demonstrating an undertone of acceptance of its limited role in written functions. 

	Trisha continues, drawing a connection between the presence of Luxembourgish on the sign and the presence of Luxembourgers (or at least Luxembourgish-speakers) in the establishment, to which it is attached. In stark contrast to the multiple indexicalities of French (see section 6.1), Trisha presents Luxembourgish as specifically indexical of Luxembourgishness and the specific demographic of Luxembourgish(-speaking) people. Furthermore, she perceives this presence of Luxembourgish as validating to Luxembourgish patrons and custom, marking the symbolic function of the language.

	Stefan also discusses the symbolic function of Luxembourgish in reference to the hashtag in Fig. 5, in his case highlighting the connection between the language and Luxembourgish locatedness. From his perspective, the use of Luxembourgish on this sign has a localising function, connecting to his concept of place and how the emplacement of Luxembourgish in Kirchberg is a reminder that ‘you are in Luxembourg after all.’ This is an especially important message to convey in an international space such as Kirchberg, which can sometimes feel separate from the rest of the city and indeed the country (see Chapter 5 for further discussion of this).

	This connection between language and locatedness can also be seen among the resident foreigners of the participants, whose reactions fall somewhere between surprised and not surprised, with surprise coming only as initial reactions to the use of Luxembourgish specifically in Kirchberg:

Excerpt 6.2/4:	Tom: So erm (.) but yeah there are definitely places where it's Luxembourgish is (.) the de facto go-to language for a lot of people (.) not that they (.) won't speak the others it's just the day-to-day they don't (.) really need to I guess 
Int: Right right
Tom: Now why that's in Kirchberg I don't know 
Int: I was about to ask that question
Tom: Maybe it's just because they printed loads [laughs] I really don't know 
Int: Do you think it's surprising that it's in Kirchberg?
Tom: Er no (.) no I'm not I'm never surprised when I see something written in Luxembourgish 
Int: Oh that's cool
Tom: Because we're in Luxembourg so that makes sense to me (.) erm (.) I'm sometimes surprised when I see things other than the English Luxembourgish German or French 
Int: Oh really ok like like what?
Tom: Like in an official kind of way

Excerpt 6.2/5:	Jane: Yeah so I like that being in Luxembourgish 
Int: That's nice (.) is it surprising that it's in Kirchberg? (.) That there's a bit of Luxembourgish in Kirchberg?
Jane: Yes (.) er for numerous reasons (.) there's 600,000ish people in Lux (.) er during the day 9 to 5 there's over a million 
Int: Right 
Jane: Because they all travel over from the borders so they might not know what this means it's an inside joke that only people registered in Luxembourg would know

Both Tom and Jane, British people living in Luxembourg, express initial confusion or surprise to the use of Luxembourgish as the slogan they see in Fig. 5. At first glance, the use of Luxembourgish to Tom does not immediately make sense in Kirchberg because he seems to associate other places with Luxembourgish, but not Kirchberg. However, when asked, he perceives the presence of Luxembourgish as a reinforcement that ‘we’re in Luxembourg’ even when in Kirchberg. 

Jane, on the other hand, regards this use of Luxembourgish as surprising because the population makeup of Kirchberg leans more international, especially during the working day as frontaliers come into the country for work. She considers this use of Luxembourgish as the official governmental slogan for the COVID-19 pandemic an ‘inside joke’ among Luxembourgers and foreign residents, all of whom are considered to have at least an awareness of Luxembourgish and of this campaign. Through this, Jane appears to characterise this use of Luxembourgish as simultaneously an inclusive and exclusive tool, inclusive to Luxembourgers and those not considered Luxembourgish but are nonetheless perceived as permanent parts of Luxembourg’s demographic makeup, yet excluding those who are perceived as only temporary economic contributors to the country. The reactions from Tom and Jane regarding the presence of Luxembourgish in Kirchberg suggests an ongoing negotiation as to the extent that the semiotic aggregate of Kirchberg includes Luxembourgish signage.

This perception of Luxembourgish as simultaneously inclusive and exclusive is bolstered by its presence and emplacement in Kirchberg specifically, where the use of Luxembourgish as a localising language is discursively presented as potentially at odds with the perceived image of Kirchberg as international. The presence of Luxembourgish in Kirchberg public spaces can perhaps then be interpreted as indexical of efforts to mark the district from an outward-facing perspective as an explicitly Luxembourgish space to those coming into the country. From an inward-facing perspective, these efforts to present Kirchberg as Luxembourgish may seem in tension with insider perspectives of Kirchberg as an international space, separate to other parts of the city.

	Along with discussing the presence of written Luxembourgish, it is also important to discuss its absence from the LL, which is also a common discussion point. In the following extracts, participants discuss the absence of Luxembourgish on the sign in Fig. 6, which became a recognisable sign during the pandemic in Luxembourg: 

Excerpt 6.2/6:	Trisha: What else do I see (.) the common languages French German English (.) I feel like they should’ve put something Luxembourgish as well but there might be a second sign I don’t know but erm yeah
Int: Why do you say that (.) why do you say there should be something in Luxembourgish? 
Trisha: Because I feel it’s the national language like (.) it’s the the country’s language so we feel like it should be there as well (.) because on some signs you might have well you have something in Luxembourgish sometimes you don’t so it’s a bit you know (.) but yeah obviously French is the first language to go to so yeah

Excerpt 6.2/7:	Luc: And indeed I find honestly strange that it's not er in er in Luxembourgish 
Int: I was gonna ask you about that because you said 
Luc: I think it should be I think it should be it's it's one of the official languages 
Int: Tell me more
Luc: For different reasons (a) it's one of the official languages and (b) just out of respect for Luxembourgish people I mean of course there are over 50% foreigners in Luxembourg but still we are somehow invited here well I consider more than someone who is invited in the country because (.) I purchased my own house and so on and I project myself in the long term but still I know I know that I'm a foreigner and I respect a lot the Luxembourgish people and I think not having Luxembourgish is not respectful

Excerpt 6.2/8:	Int: Do you think they should be there?
Jane: (.) I think they should I think Luxembourgish at least (.) the reason for that is because we are in Luxembourg and also I get to learn (.) a few little words whenever I see these signs […] just a couple of words at a time (.) and if it's you know a poster you walk past a lot it absorbs 
Int: Yeah (.) and do you think that's an important thing?
Jane: (.) I think it is I think you know we are in Luxembourg let's not deny the existence of a language but (.) is it the official language no because nothing is done in Luxembourgish all official stuff is done in French erm (.) but I still think (.) it's cute it's cute for me it's cute to see it it's cute to learn and it (.) acknowledges the existence of (.) an entire demographic that have passports for this actual country (.) that's my view
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Fig. 7: COVID-19 sign on the door of the Kirchberg-Pfaffenthal transport hub, written in French, German and English

Two recurring themes among the participants are that Luxembourgish should have been included on the sign, firstly for reasons of officiality and secondly out of respect for being in Luxembourg and the Luxembourgish people, further emboldening this connection between language, people, and place. On deeper inspection, all three of these participants also express different, more personal reasonings for their support for Luxembourgish visibility.

Trisha finds the visibility of Luxembourgish or ‘the country’s language’ validating and something that Luxembourgers like her want to see more of, using the collective pronoun ‘we’ to emphasise this as a collective desire, as opposed to an individualistic one. Luc, a French man living in Luxembourg, positions himself as a guest in the country, whose support for the visibility of Luxembourgish is a way for him to show his gratitude to the country he is settling in. Jane perceives the absence of Luxembourgish as an omission or even another example of ideological erasure (Irvine & Gal, 2000) equivalent to ‘deny[ing] the existence’ of the language and the people it represents. She perceives the presence of Luxembourgish as a way for her to learn ‘a couple of words at a time’ through immersion in the LL, perceiving language education on the part of the foreigner as a way to combat the perceived erasure and respect the people in the country.

	Despite the reasoning presented in the above extracts supporting the presence of Luxembourgish, there are also many perceived reasons behind its absence, with many participants expressing reasons to explain both its presence and absence in the same discussion. In the following extracts, Jane and Luc, who both express support for a greater presence of written Luxembourgish, also outline their perceptions of why Luxembourgish is absent from the sign in Fig. 6:

Excerpt 6.2/9:	Int: That makes sense that makes total sense so (.) you mentioned a little bit before about you know (.) Luxembourgers can probably speak these languages and more plus
Jane: Yeah 
Int: Do you think that's the reason it's not there?
Jane: Yeah 
Int: Is that the only reason that it's not there?
Jane: Yeah 
Int: Right
Jane: I think you know (.) keep it short and sweet you can always (.) I'd say 90% of people maybe even more can speak one of these three languages (.) and so then you just clutter the sign with an additional (.) language 


Excerpt 6.2/10:	Int: Really (.) why do you think [Luxembourgish] isn't there then?
Luc: Because because of er because if you start having 4 languages it's a bit too much first and then Luxembourgish is so similar to German that there should I guess they consider that German is fine and they had to make a choice for really between Luxembourgish and German (.) and they said ok all Luxembourgish people will understand German whereas all German people will not understand Luxembourgish so let's go for Lux- er for German I guess 

Both Jane and Luc refer to the idea of linguistic clutter on signage, where they express a belief that there is a limit to how multilingual signage can be before the sign becomes unnecessarily complicated, hard to read or counterproductive to the effective transmission of the message of the sign. This is noteworthy because of the way the language choice is presented as being between Luxembourgish and German, Germanic varieties with perceived similarities. The inclusion of German is portrayed as a pragmatic choice that benefits both monolingual German speakers and the idealised multilingual Luxembourger, who is able to understand German. Whereas the inclusion of Luxembourgish on this sign is portrayed as potentially superfluous and not adding any further pragmatic informative value, reinforcing discourses of uselessness regarding written Luxembourgish, and further exemplifying the ideological distinction drawn between spoken and written Luxembourgish.

	As previously mentioned, many perceive Luxembourgish to be indexical of Luxembourgishness, however, from these extracts, it is also evident that the multilingual nature of the sign, particularly this specific linguistic configuration of French, German and (increasingly) English, can also be perceived as indexical of Luxembourgishness. This can be seen in the following extracts as well, in which Trisha and Lara are discussing multilingual signage in general, and they explain how not including Luxembourgish in multilingual signage does not impede the goal of reaching as many people as possible without excluding anyone:

Excerpt 6.2/11:	Int: Why do you think it isn’t there (.) Luxembourgish I mean?
Trisha: Because we speak all the other three languages mentioned so maybe to save space (.) and for the rest (.) I’d say you could assume […] let’s assume a Luxembourgish person speaks French at least one of those languages but if you have some a German coming over here he she whatever might not speak Luxembourgish a French person might not speak Luxembourgish and English person might not speak English or either of the other languages stated a German might not speak French or English you never know (.) a French might not know German or English (.) and Luxembourgish is really it’s not that common so you don’t have all the foreigners speaking the language or (.) if there’s even someone across the border who speaks it maybe just the the basics you know like “hey” how are you?” “yes” “no” “bye” stuff like that so I’d say it’s not necessary to put the Luxembourgish because the (.) yeah yeah because there you have everyone getting it 

Excerpt 6.2/12:	Lara: Yeah so we have French German and English erm (.) it seems (.) I don’t know it just seems very typical to not put Luxembourgish on there [laughs]
Int: Why?
Lara: There’s just so many people who either can’t read it or don’t understand it so I just think well (.) realistically speaking they reach more people with those languages than they would with Luxembourgish (.) I don’t know they could’ve put a fourth languages on there but maybe it was not aesthetically pleasing or maybe it was just kind of not necessary really because if you speak Luxembourgish you’re gonna be proficient in at least one of those anyway (.) also no one knows how to write it like you know except for the people that study it [laughs]

Here, being multilingual can be interpreted as an equally Luxembourgish quality to speaking Luxembourgish, with both Trisha and Lara asserting that being able to speak Luxembourgish guarantees a proficiency in the other languages on the sign, i.e. French, German and increasingly English. Moreover, in contrast to the aforementioned exclusive quality of Luxembourgish, the “uncluttered” multilingual display, composed of languages that both play significant roles in Luxembourgish society and are presented as widely spoken by the international population of Kirchberg, is perceived as a more inclusive linguistic choice because ‘everyone [is] getting it.’ It would appear that these two linguistic designs are perceived as mutually exclusive. This is an important consideration for Kirchberg in particular because of its international population, where a linguistic model perceived as more inclusive and as more reflective of language practices in the district is a more pragmatic choice in the construction of the LL as a medium for the dissemination of information to the public.

In summary, the decision to include Luxembourgish in public signage is presented as requiring significant consideration. While it possesses significant symbolic functions in the country, Luxembourgish, more specifically in its written form, is perceived to possess less instrumental power, especially in comparison with the other frequently used written languages of French, German and English, a direct contrast to the instrumentality often associated with spoken Luxembourgish. 

Furthermore, there is a perception that the presence of Luxembourgish potentially contributes to the exclusion of non-Luxembourgish speakers who are a significant presence in the country, and specifically in Kirchberg, which boasts highly diverse resident and worker populations. It is important to understand, however, the relative absence of Luxembourgish in Kirchberg is sometimes considered to be reflective of dominant language practices in the district, of which Luxembourgish plays a smaller role, and of the curation of the image of Kirchberg as an international space, which can seem at odds with the localising effect of Luxembourgish. That being said, the presence of Luxembourgish in Kirchberg is not perceived as unacceptable because Kirchberg, though somewhat unique compared to other parts of Luxembourg City in terms of language practices, is still considered part of the city, nonetheless.

The discussions surrounding the presence and absence of Luxembourgish in Kirchberg in effect presents an acknowledgement of deeper issues regarding the discursive positioning of the Luxembourgish language and Luxembourgish multilingualism as simultaneously indexical of Luxembourgishness. Though these discourses often form part of general discussions of language in Luxembourg, the site of Kirchberg in particular presents an effective example of the co-dependence and interconnection of these two strands, and how they can be considered alternative paths towards the same goal of constructing inarguably and quintessentially Luxembourgish spaces.

[bookmark: _1h2eebc2iz7l]6.3 The growing presence of English in Kirchberg and beyond
	The presence of English in Luxembourg has in recent years undergone a significant increase, so much so that any discussion of the linguistic situation in Luxembourg and particularly in Kirchberg would be incomplete without this discussion. In this section, it is important to address several different strands regarding the complexity of the presence of English in Kirchberg. In section 6.3.1, I explore the connections between English and Kirchberg, along the lines of connection with outward-looking internationalism and inward-looking Luxembourgishness. In section 6.3.2, I address justifications of the presence of English in Kirchberg through participant perceptions of the officiality of English in Luxembourg. In section 6.3.3, I discuss the increasing presence of English in Kirchberg and in the wider city and country, in order to demonstrate the increasingly complex position occupied by English in the Kirchberg LL and the wider Luxembourgish language situation.
[bookmark: _pa0p675hfkb]6.3.1 Perceptions of role of English in Kirchberg
English plays a significant role in the district of Kirchberg, primarily due to its associations with internationalism and as an ‘ecolinguistic side effect’ of globalisation (Fehlen & Heinz, 2016). In the following extracts, participants clearly illuminate these connections between internationalism, English and Kirchberg, by highlighting the expectation of seeing English in public spaces in Kirchberg and presenting the potential addition of English to a sign as logical:

Excerpt 6.3.1/1:	Sofia: […] Yeah erm (.) can you zoom in to the door like to the right of it where it says something? (.) Ah ok yeah (.) it’s just Luxembourgish and French (.) yeah I don’t know I would have thought that in Kirchberg they would put some (.) they would add some English
Int: Mm hmm why in Kirchberg?
Sofia: Because as I said there are a lot of people coming from all around the world and like a lot of international people working there 

Excerpt 6.3.1/2:	Nina: Mm hmm but because if you if you use that logic of yeah to arrive at more audience then you should put Portuguese then you should also put Italian they should also put Russian Polish whatever language there is (.) so I guess that's not the (.) the purpose right 
Int: Right (.) so it's kind of like a slippery slope?
Nina: Yeah yeah you can put as much as you want you can arrive at 100 languages then if everyone says because yeah because we have an audience here (.) so yeah but er yeah English yeah I guess yeah if you put English I would say yes it's because it's still considered somehow as an international language everyone speaks it I think that's more the reason

Excerpt 6.3.1/3:	Luc: I guess but I'm not sure er (.) and then and also again [French is] one of the official languages so (.) makes sense to to put French but then (.) English is really the international language so if you have to choose one you would put this one that's logical

Sofia, a Luxembourger of eastern European descent born, raised and living in Luxembourg City, and Nina, a Chinese woman living in Luxembourg, both describe English as a language that bridges the linguistic gap between people of different cultures. Furthermore, Sofia, Nina and Luc all use the word ‘international’ to describe English, with its presence being rationalised as efficient or ‘logical’. In particular, English is perceived as a much-needed lingua franca for a highly internationally diverse population, a marked aspect of Kirchberg that is often positioned at the forefront of descriptions of the district.
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Fig. 9: Sign for the government initiative ‘COVID Check’ located in Kinepolis cinema and restaurant complex, in French and English

However, the arguments in favour of the inclusion of English on the Kirchberg LL do not argue for the replacement of multilingual signage with English by itself but rather highlight the benefit of incorporating English into the existing multilingual framework. Sofia, for example, notices that English is absent from the signage on the vaccination centre door front in Fig. 8 and opines that the people creating the signage should ‘add’ English because of its quality to reach more people. Similarly, Luc appears to take for granted the co-existence of French and English in Fig. 9, where the presence of one does not, in his view, appear to detract from presence of the other and are in fact serving different roles and are present for different reasons. When discussing the general problems surrounding linguistically targeting the audience of a sign, Nina suggests that the use of English is an effective placeholder for the languages representing social groups in Luxembourg not represented by the officially recognised languages of French, German and Luxembourgish. 

This idea of the benefits of incorporating English is echoed by Lara, who, in her discussion of the sign in Fig. 6, says that a multilingual space like Kirchberg benefits from the additional use of English:

Excerpt 6.3.1/4:	Int: So you said it’s pretty common to see the French the German the English
Lara: Yeah (.) oh well the English one is I think more recent actually 
Int: Oh really ok
Lara: I wouldn’t say that English would have been included a lot a couple of years but now it does (.) and anyway it kind of makes sense it’s in Kirchberg I suppose Kirchberg is quite multilingual so putting English on there makes sense (.) at least to me 

Lara explicitly describes Kirchberg as ‘multilingual’, but in such a way that appears to discursively construct Kirchberg as multilingual in a different way to other parts of Luxembourg City. According to Lara, the presence of English could be viewed as the result of an acknowledgement and response to a more descriptive or flexible view of multilingualism beyond perhaps the conceptualisations of the officially recognised trilingualism of the state. In other words, Lara seems to suggest that the multilingual practices reflected in signage found in Kirchberg are more reflective of a district with a particularly linguistically diverse population, with English discursively presented as (part of) a linguistic design more appropriate for Kirchberg. This can be interpreted as in contrast to other parts of the city, which are seemingly presented as multilingual in a more Luxembourgish sense, wherein the use of the more rigid trilingual regime of French, German and Luxembourgish is perceived as sufficient and reflective of a potentially more local population. 

It is important to point out here that scholarship on English as a global language documents associations between English and internationalism, globalisation and intercultural communication as often taken for granted (Sergeant, 2012: 15). These beliefs are also reproduced and reinforced regularly among the participants in this research, who pinpoint this instrumental function of English generally without question. These perceptions of English, however, as a neutral instrument run the risk of problematically reinforcing discourses of the supposed neutrality of English and masking the ‘linguistic hegemony’ of English, which is regularly linked to the reinforcement of ‘socio-economic inequalities within and between societies’ (ibid.: 25). In the extract below, Hugáceo outlines his perceptions of English in Luxembourg as connected to internationalism but also materially visible on the ‘big buildings’ of large corporations on the Kirchberg Plateau:

Excerpt 6.3.1/5:	Hugáceo: So I was saying maybe what I was saying maybe if something is more leaning towards like I guess to the airport or to the tram I don't know like these international connections there I would see English I think (.) erm maybe on on big buildings (.) international I mean let's say private corporate I would see also the English (.) er I have not thought but now I am thinking if some of those were taken in Kirchberg in European institutions you have the additional thing that (.) er not us at [my workplace] because we are more a brand new institution we er we work in English but the European institutions they work in the three languages er so

Hugáceo asserts a connection between English and notions of the ‘international, the ‘private’ and the ‘corporate’, all of which are considered part of the lifeblood of Kirchberg, which is the financial district of the country. Here, it is evident that there are further associations of English as a global language indexing deeply entrenched capitalist social structures, such as the prevalence of large multinational private corporations and the continuously growing influence of the private financial sector within more developed economies (Kingsley, 2013), which cannot be viewed as neutral. These associations between Kirchberg, English and deepening global socioeconomic integration contribute to perceptions of Kirchberg as the disconnected island separate from the rest of the city.

	In short, among the participants, English is deeply connected to processes of internationalism and globalisation, in such ways as positioned as the solution to issues arising from populations with highly diverse linguistic backgrounds. In the case of Kirchberg, the presence of English is indicative of the simultaneity of Kirchberg as both an international and Luxembourgish space. On the one hand, English finds significant prominence in Kirchberg, due in large part to the associations of the district with greater global socioeconomic integration as well as its significant embrace of the capitalist social structures, potentially contributing to deepening perceptions of a disconnected Kirchberg. Simultaneously, the reference to multilingual practices including English is also perceived as a reflection of a decidedly Luxembourgish response to the challenge of linguistic inclusion in Kirchberg. 
[bookmark: _ks57oolsmahn]6.3.2 The increase of English in Kirchberg and wider Luxembourg (City)
	According to testimonies from participants discussing the connections between English and Kirchberg, the presence and use of English is presented as having become a more accepted and integrated part of life for those living and working in the district:

Excerpt 6.3.2/1:	Sofia: I think the English thing (.) that’s often not even on there I think mostly it’s French and German on signs (.) at least it used to be
Int: So why do you think the English is on there?
Sofia: Because nowadays there are more visitors (.) more foreign workers and stuff (.) students (.) so yeah English has basically become the universal language  

Excerpt 6.3.2/2:	Stefan: I wonder why this one is only in English (.) so I wonder where that is
Int: That’s in the Kinepolis
Stefan: Oh is it?
Int: In one of the restaurants
Stefan: Really ok (.) yeah that’s also kind of random to be honest because it’s not like you would only have English-speaking people there so (.) yeah yeah that kind of makes me think it’s run by people by someone who is native English speaker who maybe doesn’t speak French and puts up whatever he understands (.) which in a way I can also understand because you don’t want to put up a sign [laughs] when you don’t even know what it says (.) I mean you can assume I don’t know how this worked you know whether they got it in different [languages] you know [then chose which signs to put up]
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Fig. 10: COVID-19 sign on the door of a restaurant in Kinepolis in Kirchberg, in English

Sofia highlights how the use of English on signage in general in Kirchberg has become more typical in recent years as the number of international visitors, residents and workers has increased, so much so that English has become an integral part of the linguistic practices of those in the district. This is echoed by Stefan, who initially expresses a degree of surprise at seeing an English-only sign (Fig. 10), even in Kirchberg, something he is not used to seeing as he has an expectation that people in Luxembourg would not only speak English. Yet, he then thinks about it and concludes that this person is perhaps a native English-speaker who does not speak French, the language commonly considered to be the most useful in Luxembourgish daily life (see section 6.2). This demonstrates how the use of English is a fundamental the semiotic aggregate of discourses in Kirchberg as the initial language of outreach because even Luxembourgers like Stefan are able to surmise that it is an option in the first place. This disruption of the perceived traditional roles and language practice norms of Luxembourg taking place in Kirchberg only further adds to considerations of Kirchberg as different to other parts of the city.

This perceived change in the linguistic situation is perhaps best described by Katarina as ‘a shift in the air’ in Luxembourg, who attributes the growing use and acceptability of English to a fundamental change in the language roles of the country:

Excerpt 6.3.2/3:	Katarina: But maybe this kind of policy is kind of new isn't it so (.) and the tradition is changing English is used more and more and so (.) maybe that's why there is this English yeah […] I think it's just kind of like the time (.) of some change in Luxembourg I suppose that maybe for a long time it was very (.) erm (.) like erm (.) very like yeah before it was just like er German Luxembourgish erm French (.) those three languages form the [xxx] so there's this tradition but now it's changing because here the last years it's just been a lot of people here that actually cannot speak French and cannot speak Luxembourgish and so I think it's just er (.) it's just some kind of (.) shift kind of in the (.) in the air er like language shift I suppose yeah

From Katarina’s statement, a further question arises, the question of whether the growing presence of English is limited to Kirchberg or if it is also being felt in the rest of the city. In the following extract, Stefan discusses how the use of English on the LL specifically in Kirchberg can be perceived as a response to a linguistic need in Kirchberg to communicate with a higher-than-average number of people who use English as their prominent part of their linguistic repertoire and daily communicative practices:

Excerpt 6.3.2/4:	Int: […] What do you think about the languages that are being used?
Stefan: […] This is something that there’s some information that you want to bring across to people because you have a pandemic that you want to stop and there’s some practical information that you want to bring across and I think then those three languages definitely make sense (.) especially here in Kirchberg 
Int: What do you mean especially here?
Stefan: Because er I mean for instance English is not an official language in Luxembourg but yeah we’ve been talking about it a lot now how many people work here in this area (.) yeah it’s maybe the only language they can communicate in here in Luxembourg (.) so it makes sense to include that one (.) I mean if you would not be in Kirchberg (.) in a place like Gare or in a place probably even more so in the south of the country like Esch somewhere in Differdange it probably makes sense to put it in Portuguese there

He presents this need for English in Kirchberg as comparable to a need for Portuguese in city districts like Gare (the area around Luxembourg Central train station), where large Portuguese-speaking communities reside, beyond which it is not necessary to use Portuguese. In other words, he appears to present the need to use English on the LL as perhaps confined to Kirchberg, where there is perceived to be the highest concentration of English-speaking people. Here, Stefan highlights his expectation that linguistic practices in a space should be reflected in the LL. Contrast this with Lara, who presents the presence of English quite differently:

Excerpt 6.3.2/5:	Int: Would you not find the English in other parts of the city (.) or the country?
Lara: Hmm (.) maybe in other parts of the city but I don’t think necessarily in other parts of the country (.) if you go to rural places I don’t think they would have put the English there (.) yeah no I don’t think they would have [laughs] they’re fine with German and French (.) they would probably actually use more Luxembourgish in these rural places as well

Here, Lara asserts that the sign in Fig.6, which includes English, could possibly be found in other parts of the city, but not necessarily in other parts of the country outside of Luxembourg City. These parallel contrasts between district and city and between city and country are illustrated well in the following extracts with Trisha, who discusses the presence of English through comparisons on these two scales:

Excerpt 6.3.2/6:	Trisha: Depending on where you go (.) erm usually let’s say outside of Luxembourg [City] (.) you have most of the restaurants like everything that’s hospitality basically like restaurants bars you know (.) I’d say most of them are French (.) in the north it’s more Luxembourgish I’d say
Int: Oh really that’s cool
Trisha: Yeah yeah I’d say Luxembourgish is more a thing in the north of the country and then the lower you get it’s more French but here in the centre of Luxembourg you have a lot of (.) I don’t know why but a lot of people that speak English (.) so actually if I’d rather go to a bar here in Luxembourg [City] my first language well my first thought would be to speak English
Int: Really?
Trisha: Yeah also French but I don’t know like a lot of bars here you have not necessarily English stuff but international stuff (.) so there’s one place I love to go and most of them speak English 

Excerpt 6.3.2/7:	Int: So you said about how like (.) how it’s got quite a lot of international businesses would you say that Kirchberg is quite international?
Trisha: Yeah
Int: More so than the city or how would you compare it to the city?
Trisha: I don’t know (.) I don’t exactly know what big companies there are in the centre (.) honestly I don’t particularly pay attention to that [laugh] so that’s why I don’t really know but the place I told you about before (.) if you go out for example on a Thursday night even any weekday night you see a lot of (.) you recognise the guys wearing suits you know speaking English together (.) so you do see erm (.) yeah I’d say there you have a lot of English present so because it’s quite international (.) erm I’d say yeah yeah more than the city centre I’d say 

In the first extract, Trisha explains how English is used more so in Luxembourg City than in other parts of the country and, in the second extract, she explains how it is used more in Kirchberg than in other parts of Luxembourg City. This is an example of fractal recursivity (Irvine & Gal, 2000: 38), which is the ‘projection of an opposition, salient at some level of relationship, onto some other level.’ In this case, the perception of Kirchberg as the part of Luxembourg City where one could easily speak and see English is reproduced on a higher level with the perception of Luxembourg City as the part of Luxembourg where one could speak and see English. What this tells us is that perceptions of the otherness or separateness of Kirchberg in relation to the rest of the city (see Chapter 6) can actually be considered reproductions of perceptions of the separateness of Luxembourg City in relation to the rest of the country on a smaller scale.

	To summarise, English is often perceived as becoming more integrated into daily life in Kirchberg, an increasingly acceptable (if still somewhat limited) facet of what is considered ordinary multilingualism in Luxembourg, emphasising the Luxembourgishness of Kirchberg. The interconnectedness of English with Kirchberg could perhaps be considered a symptomatic response to the needs of the district, that is, a need for a lingua franca to facilitate communication between a highly internationally diverse population of people, much like in other districts, such as Gare, which have differing social makeups and therefore linguistic needs. However, this growing presence of English is apparently not limited to Kirchberg, with its influence being felt to varying degrees in other parts of the city, allowing one to consider the perceptions of English in Luxembourg as fractally recursive, being felt on multiple scales and exemplifying the changing role of English in the country.

[bookmark: _opgv1mkbu0g1]6.3.3 English and officiality in Luxembourg
	As previously mentioned by Stefan in section 6.3.2, English is ‘not an official language in Luxembourg but […] it’s maybe the only language [workers in Kirchberg] can communicate in’. Participants generally discussed officiality as pertaining to the enshrined status as an officially recognised language at the Luxembourgish state level, namely French, German and Luxembourgish. Throughout the interviews, several participants routinely made reference to their perceptions of the potential officiality of English and how these contribute to justifications of the presence of English. For example, in the following excerpt with Luc, who is looking at the signs of the different tram stops (see Figs. 1 and 2 as examples) and comes to realise that Luxembourgish and French are present on these signs, but English in particular is not:

Excerpt 6.3.3/1:	Luc: So it's in Luxembourgish and French
Int: Mm hmm
Luc: Er (.) so yeah no (.) no English I would say no English ok because it's that's something very official that the tram (.) about the tram stop's name
Int: Right
Luc: So no English it's not an official language fine er no German er again here (.) for me from my point of view it looks strange that there is no German whereas German is one of the official languages

On the one hand, Luc immediately comments on the absence of English, suggesting an initial expectation that, in Kirchberg, signage would at least contain some English because of aforementioned associations between Kirchberg, English and internationalism. However, he challenges his own initial beliefs by bringing in the consideration of officiality of language and signage. Luc observes the absence of German as ‘one of the official languages’ of Luxembourg, which for him is ‘strange’ of the perceived role of German in more traditional linguistic expressions of Luxembourgishness. He then states that English is ‘not an official language’, much like Stefan, and therefore its absence on the ‘very official’ tram stop signage makes sense, while the absence of German does not. This suggests that, according to Luc, while English has come to have a prominent and expected presence in Kirchberg, the presence of the state-level officially recognised languages of French, Luxembourgish and German is considered more appropriate for situations deemed more ‘official’, such as infrastructure projects sanctioned by or associated with governing bodies like the tram line. At the same time, the absence of languages that are not officially recognised, in this case English, is considered to be understandable, appropriate, and correct, reinforcing a perceived hierarchy of languages in Luxembourg based on the official recognition of a language, even potentially in spite of its prominence. 

This somewhat more pragmatic perception of the officiality of English in accordance with official recognition at the state or governmental level belies, however, a more complex situation. As stated by Hawkey and Horner (2021: 197), ‘declarations of language officiality are shown to have both substantive and symbolic functions’, and this can be seen in further discussions of the proximity of English to officiality in Luxembourg, in which perceptions of the officiality of English are far less clean-cut and not only rooted in discourses of official recognition. In the following extract, Nina discusses the general inclusion of English on COVID-19 signage in Kirchberg during the height of the pandemic, which reminds her of an ongoing social conversation about the potential of recognising English as an ‘official language’ of Luxembourg:

Excerpt 6.3.3/2:	Int: Right ok (.) so why do you think the English is here?
Nina: I guess it's because (.) they know that there are people who don't read any French or German which is very common in Luxembourg (.) and er yeah there's also the discussion of whether they should promote English as a (.) official language 
Int: What do you think?
Nina: I think it's not a bad idea to be honest 
Int: Really?
Nina: I think it's not a bad idea to be honest because in this way (.) there are many benefits for Luxembourg in doing this first (.) you can become you have an even more international image (.) very often very often people don't consider Luxembourg as international as other cities like Dublin London or maybe even Paris (.) erm because in London you know that English works and you know that there are so many people who only speak English work but Luxembourg if you see the reality I don't compare the statistics but I'm pretty sure it's such an international city as well (.) with the amount of people here the nationalities (.) and er I think that was like once I read 156 nationalities in Luxembourg 
Int: Wow ok
Nina: And if you compare the percentage as well then there's a high percentage of Portuguese (.) erm yeah Italian (.) and er French German (.) erm yeah and er so often people meet here and they the only common language is English so very often people communicate with in English so I think the more you (.) English is more like (.) how to say (.) promoted or commonly used and that can attract more people to the city and er which helps always I think if you attract more talent 

The discussion of making English an official language in Luxembourg from Nina’s perspective is centred on the associations between English and international discourses, which she presents as a positive and pragmatic choice. This is not a new discussion in Luxembourg, where Petitions 1414 and 1417 attracted significant media attention in 2019 and early 2020 respectively in their ultimately unsuccessful attempts to ‘formalise the status of English in Luxembourg’ (Petkus, 2019; Werner, 2019). While this formalisation may be presented as good sense, fulfilling at an official level the instrumental role of international lingua franca, unifying the diverse Kirchberg populace, it also indexes the symbolic value of English. English, according to Nina, is central to fostering a ‘more international image’ and promoting Luxembourg City to the same status as international hub cities like Dublin, London and Paris and therefore becoming more attractive to international talent. Simply put, the visual presence of English in and of itself, regardless of instrumental functions, indexes discourses of ‘economic and cultural value associated with globalisation’ and therefore success in a globalising world (Rassool, 2012: 64). Therefore, incorporating English into conceptions of Luxembourgish multilingualism through horizontal processes then officialising it through vertical processes is, in effect, presented as a good opportunity for more success.

	The interplay of the instrumental and symbolic values of English can be seen in the following excerpt with Trisha, in which she discusses the signage on orange containers, found in residential areas all over the city where people can donate their old clothes to non-profit charity organisations for redistribution (Fig. 10), on which she sees Portuguese has been included:

Excerpt 6.3.3/3:	Int: Why do you think there is Portuguese on this [container] (.) and what do you think of there being Portuguese?
Trisha: Erm (.) I assume there are a lot of Portuguese living in that area (.) because it doesn’t make sense to put a Portuguese description on something if there’s no Portuguese people living there (.) let’s say there has to be a reason why they put it so I assume there are a lot of Portuguese living there erm (.) I’d say that basically (.) it makes me feel a bit I don’t know mixed feelings (.) like another language why (.) this is not an official language well English is not an official language either but English is more official than Portuguese 
Int: Right
Trisha: So (.) I mean I accept it I cannot change it I wouldn’t change it but you know
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Fig. 11: Public container for donating and recycling clothes in residential area in Kirchberg, in French, English, German and Portuguese (all three images are from different angles of the same container and the bottom image is a zoom in of the small green sticker on the front)

Here, Trisha explicitly compares the presence of English to the presence of Portuguese, where she states that, while neither are ‘official’ languages, English is ‘more official than Portuguese’. This comparison suggests that there is a hierarchy of languages in Luxembourg that is not limited to the aforementioned delineation between official and unofficial languages, but among the unofficial languages themselves, where English is positioned above Portuguese (and by extension other languages). While expressing an acceptance of English as having a prominent presence in Luxembourg, she asserts limitations to the presence of Portuguese as only indexical of the presence of Portuguese people living in the area, and a significant presence at that. This is a major distinction between English and other unofficial languages, where the presence of other unofficial languages on the LL most often represents the presence of significant communities, such a migrant or heritage communities, while the presence of English is not perceived as representative of a specific community of people, but rather of an ability to communicate across sociocultural and linguistic backgrounds and of an idealised image of Luxembourg as an international space, thereby suggesting English’s position between official and unofficial as flexible for different purposes.

	It is also necessary here to draw attention to Trisha’s emotional reaction to the presence of Portuguese in relation to her response to English. On a more general point, Portuguese was discussed by many of the participants but very rarely as its own topic of discussion. When Portuguese was not present in the photos, participants rarely, if ever, discussed Portuguese without prompting. Rather, it was most often discussed in relation to other languages, such as the case of Trisha in the above interaction. She discusses how she has ‘mixed feelings’ on the inclusion of Portuguese, but ultimately accepts and would potentially even defend its inclusion. The obvious discomfort she is demonstrating in her reaction, however, is worth investigating further. The connection she draws between the visibility of Portuguese on the LL and the presence of the Portuguese speakers in the area is underpinned by a perception that including Portuguese in the LL only serves one specific purpose; that is to inform a Portuguese-speaking audience. 

This is where perceptions of Portuguese and English diverge. On the one hand, English is perceived to be a linguistic resource one can include on a multilingual sign that does not negate, and even bolsters, perceptions of multilingual signage as inclusive. In short, its presence on LL signage is perceived as complementary to Luxembourgish language practices, underscoring perceptions of English as a useful linguistic resource. On the other hand, the presence of Portuguese on multilingual signage (the same multilingual sign, no less) is perceived as undermining the inclusivity of the multilingual design because its perceived audience is a narrow social group, as opposed to the perceived audience of English (and indeed French and German), which is much broader. 

Furthermore, throughout the interview, Trisha is vocal about her desire to see more written Luxembourgish in public spaces and her disappointment at what she perceives as the mistreatment of Luxembourgish in these spaces, that is, its absence or limited presence. This extract is an effective exemplification of how this sentiment affects every aspect of Luxembourgish language debates, such as the inclusion of ‘another language’ like Portuguese and the absence of Luxembourgish being perceived as cause-and-effect. Interestingly, however, this is not seen in her perceptions of English. This draws nuance to the concept of multilingualism and its role in constructing Luxembourgishness. The distinction demonstrates that, including when organising public spaces, Luxembourgish multilingualism indexes a strict configuration of the traditional linguistic resources associated with expressions of Luxembourgishness, namely Luxembourgish, French and German, with an increasing presence of English (Horner & Weber, 2008), as opposed to an all-encompassing system of total linguistic inclusion. Paradoxically, deviations from this strict configuration, such as the inclusion of migrant languages like Portuguese, are perceived as undermining the construction of the idealised multilingual Luxembourger because they no longer perceived to reflect the universal Luxembourgish linguistic experience, even detracting from it, such as through perceptions of the choice to include Portuguese at the expense of Luxembourgish. 

The difference in consideration of English and Portuguese further demonstrates the flexibility and adaptability of the position of English between officiality and unofficiality, and the limitations of Portuguese, and indeed other migrant languages. The position of English could be described as honorary limited officiality, wherein English is informally recognised as an instrumentally and symbolically valuable and privileged linguistic resource (cf. Collins, 2016; de Bres & Lovrits, 2021), fulfilling a role that other officially recognised languages are not perceived as fulfilling, without recognising it in a formal way, thereby maintaining legal enshrinement and protection and officially-influenced considerations of Luxembourgish multilingualism. Simultaneously, the uplifting of English is indicative of the continued marginalisation and avoidance of Portuguese as a linguistic resource and highlights continued efforts to invisibilise certain migrant communities and the continued reluctance to accept material reflections of migration realities on the LL in Kirchberg and the wider Luxembourg.

	To summarise, English is generally considered and understood to not be an officially recognised language at the state level. However, it is uniquely considered to possess certain qualities and affordances, more often associated with the officially recognised languages of French, German and Luxembourgish. This has led to discursive explorations of the flexibility of the position of English, which is perhaps best described as demonstrating honorary limited officiality. I use this term to refer to the sociolinguistic phenomenon of valuing and employing the instrumental and symbolic functions of English and of acknowledging its undeniable global social impact and influence, while simultaneously recognising its limitations in expressing feelings of Luxembourgishness, thereby reasserting an adherence to the cultural importance of the officially recognised Luxembourgish linguistic framework. Furthermore, the inclusion of English simultaneously indexes the continued exclusion of Portuguese and other migrant languages on the Luxembourgish LL.

6.4 Summarising remarks
	In this chapter, analysis of the discussions with participants pertaining to the presence and/or absence of French, Luxembourgish, and English on the Kirchberg LL reveals key differences in the perceptions of the positions and roles that the individual languages occupy in relation to public space in Kirchberg. Firstly, the presence of French in Kirchberg is rarely questioned, if ever, by participants. While initial reactions may present French as the ubiquitous language of anonymity, deeper analysis reveals that it is also perceived as the language of authenticity, when representing the large Francophone community in the country. These dynamic ‘shifting boundaries’ between the anonymous and the authentic (Woolard & Frekko, 2013) outlined in the participant observations intersect heavily with notions of social class and are underpinned by the material emplacement of the language in different environments. 

Secondly, participants routinely make reference to the presence and absence of Luxembourgish in Kirchberg, justifying both its presence and absence depending on what they are shown in the prompts. If there, participants tend to justify the presence of Luxembourgish as tied to expressions of respect, locatedness and the connections between Luxembourgish, expressions of Luxembourgishness. If not there, participants tend to argue its absence is justifiable because superfluous to meaning and one of the contributing factors to linguistic clutter on signage and therefore can be left out, especially in a more internationally-focused space like Kirchberg. This justification is built on the perceptions of a divergence between the spoken and written Luxembourgish, where the former is perceived as more socially valuable than the latter.

	Finally, the presence of English in Kirchberg appears to be expected by the participants due to perceptions of Kirchberg as an international space and perceptions of English as the global lingua franca. However, this is juxtaposed against perceptions of the use of English in Luxembourg City more generally as a typical or ordinary linguistic practise as part of the wider multilingual practices associated with Luxembourg[footnoteRef:13], as part of its growing influence in other parts of the city and contributing to the fractally recursive similarities between the Kirchberg-Luxembourg City relationship and the Luxembourg City-Luxembourg relationship. The increasing acceptance of English in everyday life and linguistic practices also gives way to discussions around the status of English in Luxembourg, where it is generally positioned by the participants below the officially recognised languages of the country, namely French, German and Luxembourgish, but above other not officially recognised languages, such as Portuguese, in a position of honorary limited officiality, simultaneously highlighting the continued marginalisation of Portuguese and other migrant languages. [13:  For further exploration, see section 7.1] 


	At this point, it is necessary to recognise that these three strands of enquiry do not exist parallel to each other, but rather intertwined, interconnected, and inextricable from each other. The following chapter deals with this, focusing on the perceived underpinning motivations behind the construction of the Kirchberg LL.



Chapter 7: 
Motivations behind the construction of the Kirchberg LL

	In Chapter 7, I examine the connections between perceptions of the presence and absence of particular linguistic varieties to wider discourses surrounding issues of language in Luxembourg. I explore the perceived motivations behind linguistic design of the Kirchberg LL, which participants highlight throughout the interviews as ways on interpreting the visual stimuli documenting the space and explaining their perceptions of these visual stimuli. This chapter builds with the exploration in Chapter 6 of the concepts of the ‘principle of selection’ (Scollon & Scollon, 2003) and of presence and absence, bringing together the considerations of individual languages as separate strands and providing insights into the passer-by perceptions of the ideological motivations behind the construction of the Kirchberg LL and public spaces.

This interplay between presence and absence interconnects with Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) concept of ‘interdiscursive dialogicality’. Within the spatial dimension, social discourses underpin decisions regarding the curation of the LL and/or are materialised as LL items. These discourses, while coexisting independently from each other and ‘operat[ing] quite independently semiotically’, also simultaneously influence and are influenced by each other, taking part of their meaning from the co-presence of each other (ibid.: 193). The complex aggregate of discourses, in turn, affect the interpretations of social actors using the space, in the case of this study, the passer-by. In other words, specific emplaced cultural frameworks and perceptions of ‘placeness’ are not simply indexed by the presence or absence of any single discourse or LL item, but also in the convergence and coexistence of these discourses and items operating within the same space. This interdiscursive dialogicality can be observed in the case of the Kirchberg LL, as outlined in this chapter. 

In section 7.1, the widely expressed belief among the participants is explored, wherein perceptions of multilingualism in Luxembourg are founded upon discourses of normalisation of multilingual practices in Luxembourgish society. In section 7.2, the focus centres on the feelings of inclusion and exclusion expressed in participant reactions to the linguistic design of signs in Kirchberg, forming part of the wider discussion of the linguistic design of material signage as a reflection or a reinforcement of perceptions of local linguistic practices, engaging with the complexity of who contributes to the social meaning of public spaces and the construction of the LL. In section 7.3, I demonstrate the importance of linguistic hospitality in the construction of the Kirchberg LL as a fundamental expression of Luxembourgishness. Finally, in section 7.4, I discuss the motivations behind naming practices, as well as the sloganisation of Luxembourgish and English and their role in nation branding in the district of Kirchberg, often perceived as a highly international space.

[bookmark: _j4941cfbvzfd]7.1 Ordinary and extraordinary multilingualism
During the course of the interviews with participants, participants’ perceptions of multilingualism in Luxembourg often centre on the juxtaposition of multilingualism as ‘normal’ or ordinary against multilingualism as ‘special’ or extraordinary. Simultaneously, multilingual practices are often identified as a part of everyday life in Luxembourg, while also as something that sets Luxembourg and those who identify to varying degrees with notions of Luxembourgishness apart from others outside it.
 
Firstly, multilingualism is portrayed as a normal part of being in Luxembourg and of Luxembourgishness, as in Lovrits’ (2022: 10) concept of multilingualism in Luxembourg as a ‘social effect’:
 
Excerpt 7.1/1:       Amelia: As someone from Luxembourg I can speak up to five languages 
Int: Which ones?
Amelia: I have the Portuguese because it's my mother language Luxembourgish German French and English
Int: That is five yes [laughs] I was like is that right five yes I can count ok
Amelia: Which is quite common here in Luxembourg I mean if you know how to speak up to four or five languages, you're still basic because almost everyone who works here knows like two or three 
Int: Really?
Amelia: Yep
 
Excerpt 7.1/2:	Marie: Hmm well (.) I like to learn languages I'm not (.) I'm pretty grateful that I'm actually actually able to learn so many languages here
Int: Yeah
Marie: But I feel like they're also (.) hmm it doesn't really bother me because I grew up like this
 
Amelia was born in Portugal but moved to Luxembourg with her family soon after her birth, growing up in the south of the country. She considers being multilingual ‘quite common’ and even ‘basic’ in Luxembourg because the majority of people in the country are multilingual so one does not stand out for this reason. She positions herself as ‘someone from Luxembourg’ and connects that to the fact that she speaks ‘up to five languages’, portraying a multilingual repertoire as a Luxembourgish quality. Furthermore, she draws a distinction between people from Luxembourg like herself and people who only work in Luxembourg in terms of the degree to which they are multilingual. While she describes herself as speaking five languages, she portrays ‘almost everyone who works’ in Luxembourg as speaking ‘two or three’ languages. By this, she simultaneously portrays the commonness of multilingual repertoires in Luxembourg, while also highlighting people from Luxembourg as being comparatively more multilingual than others and creating the connection between Luxembourgishness and a broader-than-average multilingual repertoire.
 
Marie, on the other hand, was born and raised in southern Luxembourg to Chinese parents. In the above extract, she discusses how she grew up in a multilingual environment and is so used to being multilingual in her daily life that it ‘doesn’t really bother [her]’ and is simply a fact of her life. Similar to Amelia, Marie draws a connection between Luxembourg and multilingualism, expressing how her circumstances, that is, her being and growing up in Luxembourg, have allowed her to ‘learn so many languages.’ It is noteworthy here that Marie portrays being multilingual as something she acquired through learning, emphasising that she grew up learning languages as opposed to being naturally multilingual. By not emphasising multilingualism in and of itself as an innate Luxembourgish quality, Marie instead highlights how Luxembourgish multilingualism is the outcome of normalised practices of language learning in Luxembourgish society.
 
Furthermore, in the above extract with Marie, she also describes how ‘grateful’ she is that she is ‘actually able to learn so many languages here.’ This demonstrates her perception of how the Luxembourgish language situation may diverge from other language situations in other places, where multilingualism may not be considered ‘normal’ or part of everyday life. This distinction in perceptions between multilingual Luxembourg and the non-multilingual places outside of Luxembourg can also be seen in the following excerpt, where Amelia discusses her experiences in Portugal and Luxembourg, and how the multilingualism she experiences in her daily life in Luxembourg, though normal and habitual for her, is not the case for those in Portugal or anywhere outside of Luxembourg:
 
Excerpt 7.1/3:    	Amelia: But then when I go back to Portugal and er or just somewhere else (.) I just hear 
people speak in one language and it's really weird for me
Int: Yeah
Amelia: Because I'm so used to speaking so many languages and hearing so many
Int: Yeah
Amelia: That it's a bit weird for me and I thought it was normal to be like this then I found out that Luxembourg is quite special when it comes to languages 
Int: What do you mean by that?
Amelia: Like in Portugal (.) first when I speak with my friends and even my parents they learn French Spanish and English mostly (.) but I think it was they could choose which language to er to learn
Int: Hmm ok
Amelia: I didn't have that choice I had to speak all those languages 
Int: Right
Amelia: It was mandatory to have those classes and when I speak with a friend from Portugal they just speak like English and Portuguese 
 
Amelia describes hearing ‘people speak in one language’ in everyday life as ‘really weird’ and contrary to what she is used to in Luxembourg, where she speaks and hears many languages throughout the day. She then explains that she ‘found out’ that Luxembourg is ‘quite special’ due to the multilingual nature of the country. This suggests that, seemingly according to people she interacts with, such as family and friends, the normalised multilingualism she experiences in Luxembourg is perceived a deviation from the perceived norm of monolingualism in countries outside it, with the word ‘special’ implying that multilingualism is a beneficial or positive attribute that makes Luxembourg stand out but is nonetheless out of the ordinary.

Lara is a Luxembourger born and raised in a small village near the German border to Luxembourgish parents, now living just outside Luxembourg City. In the excerpt above, Lara echoes two things previously discussed. She echoes the aforementioned lack of choice in knowing or learning languages as well as Marie’s description of growing up multilingual, by describing multilingualism among Luxembourgish people as ‘how you’re raised’ and ‘you don’t really have a choice.’ This further exemplifies the perception of Luxembourgish multilingual practices as ingrained in the fabric of Luxembourgish society and a normal yet obligatory part of Luxembourgish life.
 
This juxtaposition of multilingualism as ordinary and extraordinary is also reflected in the perceptions of participants, who immigrated to Luxembourg as adults. This can be seen in the following excerpts from interviews with Katarina, a Central Europe woman living in Luxembourg City and working in Kirchberg, and Tom, a British man living in Luxembourg and working in Kirchberg:
 
Excerpt 7.1/4:	Katarina: Oh I really love it [in Luxembourg] yeah because (.) and especially because (.) as 
someone who speaks a few languages for me it was just incredible that I could hear so many languages in a day and that I could actually use all of my all of my languages you know
 
Excerpt 7.1/5:    	Tom: Kirchberg erm (.) you hear a lot of different languages one thing I've always been 
impressed with is in the supermarket at the tills they have the little flags with all the languages that the person on the till speaks and I just think do you know like sometimes there's like five flags there and you think if somebody in the UK spoke five languages there's no way they'd be sat at a till in a supermarket [laughs] 
Int: No [laughs]
Tom: So it's quite impressive really
 
Katarina discusses how her love of Luxembourg is tied to her being able to ‘use all of [her] languages’ in her daily life. She prides herself on her broad linguistic repertoire and feels that being in Luxembourg has allowed her to use her repertoire to its fullest potential. Using the verb ‘use’, she compares her linguistic repertoire to a collection of tools and highlights the instrumentality of language as social capital in the country. This verb choice also encompasses the multimodality of the multilingualism she experiences daily, from hearing different languages in public spaces to speaking different languages with her international work colleagues to reading the multilingual signage and other LL items like newspapers. This juxtaposition of her excitement over normalised linguistic practices emphasises the relationship between the discursively constructed ordinariness and the extraordinariness of Luxembourgish multilingualism.
 
            Tom discusses how multilingualism is a fundamental yet ‘impressive’ aspect of daily life in Luxembourg, using the example of how supermarket tills in Luxembourg often display several flags, reflecting the linguistic repertoire of the cashier. Tom describes the ability to speak multiple languages as ‘impressive’ and differentiates between how he perceives the UK and Luxembourg approach the valuation of multilingual repertoires. On the one hand, he perceives that the value of multilingual repertoires in Luxembourg seems to lie in how commonplace and important they are to the running of the country. On the other hand, he perceives the value of multilingual repertoires in the UK tends to be expressed in economic and employment terms. Although multilingualism is still a highly valued skill in economic terms in Luxembourg and certain languages or linguistic repertoires are still perceived as more or less valuable than others, much like in the UK, Tom highlights how multilingual practices are more tangible and ubiquitous in Luxembourg than in the UK, leading to his perception of multilingualism as notable.

	In short, perceptions of multilingualism as simultaneously ordinary and extraordinary appear to be informed by perceptions of internal and external factors. Within the country, multilingual practices are presented as commonplace and part of the fabric of being in Luxembourg for an extended period of time, while perceived monolingual practices are presented as strange or at least unusual. However, when participants compare the situation of Luxembourg to places beyond its borders or experiences originating from outside the country, perceptions of multilingualism as extraordinary are often acknowledged. This is particularly relevant for participants who have immigrated to Luxembourg as adults or who have spent time in other parts of the world, therefore either way have experienced different linguistic paradigms and observed linguistic differences between Luxembourg and elsewhere. 

[bookmark: _cybj37as19nn]7.2 Reflecting and reinforcing linguistic realities
	In contrast to other specific situations (cf. Marten (2010) on Latvia; Pavlenko (2010) on Ukraine; Leimgruber (2020) on Quebec), Luxembourg does not appear to have explicit language policy prescribing linguistic practices in public spaces as part of the LL. In light of this, a recurrent theme in the interviews is the debate as to whether the visible language on the LL is intended to reflect the linguistic practices within a particular space – what is – or to reinforce the linguistic expectations of the space – what should be. For some participants, they sometimes interpret the languages on signage as a reflection of the linguistic practices of the people in the area or building they are emplaced on, as a way of reflecting and embracing the diversity in linguistic practices:

Excerpt 7.2/1: 	Sofia: The languages on the (.) in front of the building could also be like signs like “don’t come in [laughs] if you don’t speak our language” but no I don’t think it’s meant that way like I really think it’s (.) either in a specific language because they know people or that area speak language more or it’s what is spoken inside the building more (.) I don’t think it’s to like I don’t think the purpose is for people not to go inside but I mean (.) it’s their choice it already tells people what to expect so (.) maybe some people just don’t want to deal with speaking French or German or a specific language so it makes it easier in a way for them

Excerpt 7.2/2:	Lara: […] If I wanted to seem a bit less intimidating as an official like government building like I would try to put something in Luxembourgish […] as someone who’s not [laughs] that good at French or not good enough to go to a government place and talk to them in French about important government stuff it would make me feel much more at ease if they like had a sign like that to kind of showcase a bit “listen we also speak other languages” it doesn’t need to be the truth (.) I mean you could still go up to the reception and it would turn out they don’t speak Luxembourgish but it would make me feel like maybe they would speak a language I am more comfortable in so I would have at least one choice if my French absolutely fails me (.) and I wouldn’t have that feeling if it were all said in French because that would kind of give me the feeling (.) “we don’t really expect people to speak other languages and we kind of expect them to know French if they come here” (.) and that would kind of put me on edge because I would not feel as comfortable to go in
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Fig. 12: A wider photo of the vaccination centre outside the Auchan shopping centre, written in French and Luxembourgish 
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Fig. 13: COVID-19 sign outside a government building, in French


Sofia discusses how the languages she sees on the front of the vaccination centre (Figs. 8 and 12) are simply intended as a reflection of the more common languages used inside the building. Interestingly, she acknowledges that the language choice is not a comprehensive display of every possible language spoken in the building, but rather an interpretation of the ‘more’ spoken languages, which also happen to be the three officially recognised languages of Luxembourg and English. This is an effective example of the ideological component involved in constructing material space (Scollon & Scollon, 2003). She believes that this particular linguistic configuration represents what one can expect linguistically upon entering the building, informing the public of these practices, and that people have a choice whether or not to enter the space and engage with the people and practices inside.

	By contrast, Lara discusses how she feels when she sees French-only signs as a native Luxembourgish speaker. She expresses her potential discomfort when seeing the government COVID signs (Fig. 13) are monolingual French and that this would cause her to feel pressured to speak French, a language she does not feel entirely comfortable in, especially when explaining more complex issues that would be discussed in a government building. According to her, seeing more multilingual displays or signage would invoke feelings of comfort by giving her linguistic options, even if it turns out to not necessarily be true. Here, it is clear that linguistic choices on the LL affect Lara’s sense of place in Kirchberg (Scollon & Scollon, 2003). Furthermore, she appears to be idealising multilingual signage, and in turn multilingual practices, for both its practical and symbolic benefits, which allows her to understand and engage with informative functions of language and invokes positive feelings of comfort and preparedness.

	In addition to her perception of multilingual signage, Lara also highlights that language choice can also play a role in the construction of discourses of linguistic expectations. She mentions how the presence of the monolingual French sign could point to both a reflection of personal practices and, by extension, an expectation of interpersonal practices. In other words, the linguistic choices may reveal the languages that the producer or disseminator of the sign is comfortable speaking and also the languages that they want to be spoken to in. This is also evident in the following extract from the same interview with Lara:

Excerpt 7.2/3:	Lara: I feel like there might be a correlation between or in my perception there might be a correlation between (.) erm (.) the languages that people want to showcase that they speak versus the languages that they actually speak so if they put signs out with all different kinds of languages I would feel like I could go in there and speak any of them and they would be able to help with whatever problem I have whereas if they only put one out there I would feel like maybe they wouldn’t really want to speak another language or they don’t really they can’t really do it and then (.) I would feel like oh boy [laughs] erm now I need to communicate and it’s going to be less effective because I don’t actually speak what it looks like they want me to speak so yeah (.) in a way actually in a way now that I’m thinking about it it feels a bit like (.) the language in which they put out these signs (.) in my head is a bit associated with what language they want me to speak to them if I go to them […] or what they speak and what they are most comfortable in and then by extension want me to speak to them in [laughs]

This intersection of ability and expectation can also include reflections of the presumed practices of the passer-by. In my interview with Stefan, we discuss the variety of linguistic configurations on signage and why that may be, as opposed to a uniform one-size-fits-all top-down approach to the creation of signage. He first discusses the aforementioned challenge of representing multilingual diversity in the country and then goes on to state the role of the passer-by who uses and reads the space but who did not create or disseminate the signage:

Excerpt 7.2/4:	Int: So going back to that question that I had before (.) you mentioned about how you need different signs for different contexts with different languages (.) can you kind of elaborate on that? (.) what different contexts would be appropriate for different languages (.) that’s a big question
Stefan: Yeah I mean for different reasons you know (.) just because yeah you have so many people with different language backgrounds (.) to put it in a nutshell it’s that (.) it depends of course on where you are and would encounter more people of certain backgrounds than in others and in some (.) yeah I guess you have some (.) yeah I don’t know the first one I was going to say (.) in something like a train station which is this that’s a place probably where everybody meets and mingles because everybody needs to use public transport at some point so there it makes sense that you would put it in all of [the languages] and keep it kind of simple
Int: So do you think it’s responding to (.) the people who come across it as in like for example a customer is it more for them?
Stefan: I think that’s the idea yeah (.) erm but then it’s obviously not (.) like I mean if I look at the school one it’s not very adapted to the audience (.) that’s what I think
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Fig. 14: COVID-19 notices on the door of a school – top: German, bottom: French and Luxembourgish 


Here, Stefan is referring to the COVID sign outside the public transport hub (Fig. 7) and discusses how the languages used on this sign are intended to be reflective of the linguistic practices of the people using public transport, and therefore needs to appeal to the array of different people who pass through the station on a daily basis. He juxtaposes this against the signage on the door of a school in Kirchberg (Fig. 14), which he believes is not adapted to the passer-by, despite the fact the door facing the public. He explains that he does not believe the sign is well adapted to the audience because it does not seem to be reflective of what he perceives to be the expected linguistic practices of the audience, rather reinforcing the use of French, German and Luxembourgish, the officially recognised languages of the Luxembourgish state, especially German, the language of instruction in Luxembourgish state primary schools. Altogether, this demonstrates the importance of the emplacement of a sign as a contributing factor in passer-by interpretations of said sign.

Thus far, a specific nuance in the interpretation of whose linguistic practices are signs supposed to reflect and reinforce is emerging. From the above extract with Stefan, it could be suggested that this distinction runs along the lines of the distinction between public and private. In the extract with Stefan, the public transport hub is portrayed as a space open to the public and is therefore constructed around and responding to the public’s needs, whereas the school appears to walk the line between public-facing and non-public-facing, exposing a perceived tension between being reflective of the internally enforced linguistic practices in schools reinforced by the government, and being reflective of the linguistic practices of the wider school community in practical informative sense. This is an important and running theme of distinction and can be seen in the following excerpts with Trisha.

	In the following extracts, Trisha points out this same public/private distinction as Stefan, where perceived public and private spaces are perceived to be constructed linguistically according to different functions:

Excerpt 7.2/5:	Int: Is that weird [to have signs in French only]?
Trisha: Well (.) not really to be honest (.) maybe this is I assume this is some sort of company or whatever so maybe for them the main language is French so they don’t necessarily need to put any other language I’d say because if I take [my workplace] for example all the signs are in English 
Int: Oh really
Trisha: Even though there are different languages but everything’s in English so I assume they only (.) use French because it’s important to them (.) but if you take the train sign for example any person can get into that train (.) so just to adapt I’d say to to you know
Int: Yeah makes sense
Trisha: I mean because this is for (.) it’s a public space I’d say so

Excerpt 7.2/6:	Trisha: Here you have English as well English and (.) oh it’s the same place right [laughs]
Int: I think so yeah
Trisha: Erm yeah they just remind you of the procedures you have to to (.) to go through to enter the building or like here instructions you have to (.) maybe this is a public entrance so they put another language 
Int: Oh right ok
Trisha: And the other one was maybe a staff entry I don’t know maybe erm (.) because here you have this sign what you have to do like you have to keep two metres distance and the other one was just you need to wear your mask
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Fig. 15: COVID-19 signs on the door of a business in Kirchberg, all in French (company name blurred out)
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Fig. 16: COVID-19 sign on the door of a business in Kirchberg, all in French and English

In the first extract, she states that the use of monolingual French signs in Fig.9 are perhaps reflective of the importance of French to the workers within the building, onto which the sign is emplaced. She expands on this in the second extract, saying the monolingual French signs could possibly be on the staff entrance due to the content of the signs appearing as a reminder to wear a mask, as well as asking to ‘swipe’ for access to the building. This use of French is then perhaps more reflective of workplace language policy and therefore intended for staff entering the building. She juxtaposes this against the signs in Fig.10, which are on a different side of the same building, stating that the use of both French and English here, along with more in-depth instructions of expectations regarding COVID measures, could indicate that this is a public entrance, all in order to appeal to the passers-by who may be guests to the building and are therefore not necessarily bound by the rules of internal workplace language policy. 

	In summary, one can see here that language use on the LL, while not the only factor, simultaneously plays a role in shaping the functions and language practices associated with a space, while also being shaped by the perceived functions of the space, in a cycle of reflection and reinforcement. It is clear that the linguistic varieties present in the construction of the LL are perceived as being influenced by a number of factors, such as the intended function(s) of the space, the proximity to the public and the careful emplacement and location of the signs, all of which contribute to a passer-by’s understanding of where they are and their senses of places within the district of Kirchberg. It demonstrates how, even within a space such as Kirchberg, of which passers-by regularly express rather concrete perceptions, the LL is not a fixed, consistently uniform arena. In actuality, it reinforces the multifaceted complexity of Kirchberg as a space as a collection of senses of place (cf. Scollon & Scollon, 2003; Massey, 2005; 2007).

[bookmark: _rynexud101fn]7.3 The importance of linguistic hospitality in Kirchberg
	Throughout the interviews, many participants explain the way public signage is designed linguistically from the perspective of appealing to as many people as possible, in particular the highly diverse Kirchberg resident and working population across social, national and linguistic backgrounds. This is particularly relevant to Kirchberg, whose spatial identity is perceived to be built upon this dichotomy of local Luxembourgish and international, or ‘host’ and ‘guest’ (Vigouroux, 2019). As mentioned in section 7.2, one way in which this is achieved is through the use of English, such as in the example in the following excerpt with Luc, who perceives English as a positive part of the Kirchberg LL, drawing from discourses on English as the international lingua franca:

Excerpt 7.3/1:	Luc: So and er well this says er so it's in French German and English 
Int: Yes
Luc: And by the way I think it's a bit incoherent because (.) er (.) because the three official languages from Luxembourg are er French German and Luxembourgish (.) and English is not one of the official languages so I think it's great they put everything in English because there are so many foreigners it's a (.) so I think that's one of the very pragmatic aspects from Luxembourg and I I like it but if you think about it's a bit incoherent
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Fig. 17: COVID-19 sign in a public announcement box on the street in Kirchberg, in French, German and English

Luc, who explicitly positions himself as a foreigner throughout the interview (see excerpt 6.2/7), depicts the use of English in Fig. 17 as ‘pragmatic’ precisely because it appeals to the many foreigners living and working in Kirchberg. Furthermore, Luc presents this pragmatism as more than just a shrewd decision, instead highlighting this approach to decision-making as a fundamental quality of Luxembourgish people and culture. That being said, he also describes the use of English as ‘a bit incoherent’ when considered in relation to what he perceives as the traditional officially recognised language practices. This juxtaposition of pragmatism and incoherence appears to present the use of English as a method of linguistic hospitality at odds with, and even potentially detrimental to, traditional Luxembourgish language practices, such as with the absence of Luxembourgish, one of the ‘three official languages.’ In other words, Luc appears to present the linguistic design of signage like this, which incorporates English alongside selected elements of traditional Luxembourgish language practices, as either appealing to Luxembourgers or foreigners.

This discursive positioning of Luxembourgers versus foreigners, however, is not necessarily how other participants describe the situation. Other participants, by contrast, tend not to view the linguistic design of signs with regard to language choice as favouring foreigners at the expense of Luxembourgers, or vice versa. In fact, the linguistic designs are presented as reasserting a perceived central aspect of Luxembourgishness, that is the fundamental linguistic goal of Luxembourgish people is to communicate. The benefits of English in signage and the benefits of multilingual LL items appear to converge because both are perceived as aiding the public by reaching as many people as comprehensively and efficiently as possible, while also playing into the idealised linguistic capabilities of the everyday Luxembourger, appealing to both Luxembourgers and foreigners, not choosing between them.

	An example of this is in the excerpt below with Marie, who sees a sign entirely in English (Fig. 18) for the first time:

Excerpt 7.3/2:	Marie: But erm (.) that's like the first time I've seen something only in English 
Int: Really?
Marie: Yeah it's always French and English or only in French I never saw something like this before here 
Int: Do you have any idea where it might be?
Marie: Uni
Int: Yeah 
Marie: Ok (.) that's ok that's more logical ok that makes sense basically because like in uni we don't actually have we have a lot of international students here and that's why perhaps and Luxembourgish people (.) almost all Luxembourgish people understand English in a certain to a certain degree so ok that makes sense yeah
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Fig. 18: COVID-19 sign in the window of one of the Université du Luxembourg Kirchberg campus buildings, in English

Marie acknowledges that the presence of monolingual English signs, even in Kirchberg, is highly unusual, if not unheard of as far as she is concerned. However, she rationalises its existence by stating, firstly, that a large part of the student body of the University of Luxembourg are international students and therefore may need to use English as their initial language of communication and, secondly, that ‘almost all Luxembourgers’ can understand some level of English and are therefore not excluded from the communicative function of the sign. In a similar way, Katarina, in the excerpt below, discusses her perception of the motivations behind why ‘big languages’ like English, French and German are present on signage in Kirchberg, while Luxembourgish is not:

Excerpt 7.3/3:	Katarina: [laughs] I think it's maybe the Luxembourg well the Luxembourgish [people] they think about the foreigners or something like this [laughs] 
Int: Oh ok so you think it's for foreign people to understand the sign?
Katarina: Yeah I think so yeah it's like because obviously this is the Luxembourgish state no kind of putting this up so they think “we're going to put it in the big languages so that all of the foreigners understand” (.) and I don't think that someone would understand the Luxembourgish so why would you put [it]
		[…]
Int: Oh right (.) so when you say that the that they're probably looking out for the foreigners so they understand what's going on (.) what about the Luxembourgers how are the Luxembourgers going to understand this?
Katarina: Ah well they would probably because they speak all of those languages 
Int: Right
Katarina: I think they are so used to seeing that so I don't think that they would even (.) they would even er (.) kind of think about it no just say that they understand and yeah

Here, one can see where Marie and Katarina both diverge from Luc’s perception of Luxembourgers versus foreigners, favouring a perspective of inclusive linguistic hospitality. Marie and Katarina seem to perceive a compatibility between the use of English and the expected Luxembourgish multilingual practices, where the choice between Luxembourgers and foreigners is at the very least not as stark as being mutually exclusive because both are catered to communicatively. Furthermore, Katarina indicates that she perceives an active openness as opposed to pragmatism among Luxembourgers to consider the needs of foreigners in an incorporative manner, which she states is reflected at various levels ranging from everyday people to the Luxembourgish state government.

Using English and the other ‘big languages’, while side-lining the use of written Luxembourgish, as a method of ensuring effective visual communication between institutions and foreigners is not perceived as exclusionary to Luxembourgers, who Katarina and Marie describe as innately multilingual as a matter of fact, and therefore unfazed by the multilingual displays, and not generally dependent on written Luxembourgish. In other words, linguistically catering to everyone in the country without alienating either Luxembourgers or foreigners is presented as entirely possible and in fact an everyday occurrence in ordinary Luxembourgish multilingual practices.

	Moreover, Katarina raises an important point about linguistic hospitality and ‘big languages’, which is worth exploring in greater detail. While the increased use of English is often presented as an effective method of linguistic hospitality, it is not the only method. As stated thus far, multilingual practices that are reflective of idealised everyday Luxembourgish language practices are also effective, especially the use of French and Luxembourgish. Beyond their symbolic connections to traditional conceptualisations of Luxembourgishness and nationhood, French and Luxembourgish serve hospitable integrative functions, as seen in the below excerpt with Nina:

Excerpt 7.3/4:	Int: So you mentioned before as well about how […] Portuguese-speaking people I should say erm (.) are maybe like second or third generation that they'll probably be more integrated what for you would be the language of that integration?
Nina: Hmm (.) I guess I think it's they are almost like the local (.) I think it's er Luxembourgish and French 
Int: Luxembourgish and French right 
Nina: Yeah I think they they they are both (.) they should both (.) have mastered those languages (.) and I think usually they follow the Luxembourgish school system so that's the two languages for sure they've mastered then by (.) that means also German then very often because Luxembourgish is very similar to close to German 

In discussion with Nina about the integration of Portuguese-speakers into Luxembourgish society, she states that the languages of their path to integration are most likely French and Luxembourgish, therefore suggesting a need to use these languages on the LL. When examined with her statements on the officiality of English in mind[footnoteRef:14], it is possible to surmise that she presents a differentiation in the role of French and Luxembourgish from the role of English.  [14:  See Chapter 6.3 for further information] 

While English has significant communicative potential particularly in Kirchberg, French and Luxembourgish are presented as languages with deeper and wider-cast roots in the migration trajectories of longer established migrant communities. The Portuguese community (and indeed other Romanophone migrant communities in Luxembourg), for example, has established roots in Luxembourg, where their initial integrative language is more often than not French and whose settling in Luxembourg over several generations is often characterised by an uptake of Luxembourgish (and even German) among post-arrival generations, in part through contact with the state education system. Evidently, the extent of the linguistic hospitality does not appear to extend to Portuguese in the same way it does to English. The burden of expectations is placed on the Portuguese community to speak a language that is still associated with Luxembourgishness, that is, French and/or Luxembourgish, in order to be considered integrated. Although speaking English is not firmly associated with full Luxembourgish integration, a path towards integration has certainly been carved for English speakers, a path that is not extended to Portuguese speakers, despite their deep roots in the country.

Nevertheless, the integrative function of Luxembourgish diverges between spoken and written, with more integrative power and usefulness focused on the former and less so on the latter, especially in Kirchberg compared to other parts of the city and country, with consequences on the usefulness of visual Luxembourgish on the LL. French, on the other hand, continues to be considered a useful language for this communicative function, even in Kirchberg. All of this is highlighted by Marie in following extract, in which she discusses the presence of French and Luxembourgish on school signage (Fig. 14), relating it to her parents’ experiences of moving to Luxembourg from China:

Excerpt 7.3/5:	Marie: As I said there's always like French included it just basically says call this (.) number for when blah blah blah and then it's like in French again it's like Luxembourgish because we're in Luxembourg and then (.) maybe Luxembourgish people will feel more at ease when they see Luxembourgish […]
Int: Ah that makes (.) so like the Luxembourgish would be for Luxembourgers?
Marie: Luxembourgish people and they might feel more at ease when they see all this at least Luxembourgish in Luxembourg and then (.) that's like foreign people because most foreigners here speak a bit of French […] my parents also took French as their first lesson in Luxembourg (.) instead of Luxembourgish
Int: Do they speak Luxembourgish?
Marie: My mum speaks a bit of Luxembourgish she's studying Luxembourgish right now (.) but she learned also French first because if you know French here in Luxembourg you basically can go (.) everywhere (.) but Luxembourgish isn't actually very useful in Luxembourg in my opinion
Int: What do you mean?
Marie: Because in grocery stores or in hospitals (.) like nurses sometimes only speak French
Int: Mm hmm 
Marie: Or they speak French and Luxembourgish it's like French is sometimes like the only option and then if they speak Luxembourgish there's also like the option of speaking French with them

When commenting on the different signs I had shown her, Marie says that the presence of Luxembourgish may be inclusive to Luxembourgers, rather a symbolic gesture to put them ‘at ease’ than an instrumental decision for communicative purposes, but for her it is ultimately presented as ‘not actually very useful’ for foreigners. Interestingly, however, she states that French is always on signage because most foreigners, in addition to the expected Luxembourgers, speak ‘a bit of French’, drawing potential parallels between French and English as lingua francas. 

However, where these parallels start to discursively fade is when Marie describes her parents’ decision to learn French upon arrival in Luxembourg in order to be able to ‘go anywhere’. French is presented as a language one learns in order to facilitate communication, integration in and adaptation to Luxembourg, as a natural steppingstone in one’s migration trajectory towards Luxembourg. This is in stark contrast to how English has thus far been presented, as a language that foreigners often bring with them as part of their linguistic repertoires, to which Luxembourg has in part adapted by incorporating it more into everyday life, such as on the LL. 

This means that, on the one hand, the role of learning and using French in public spaces is perceived as more integral to expressions of adapting to life in Luxembourg than that of English, which is still not considered a facet of expressing Luxembourgishness, merely compatible with it. On the other hand, the role of French is increasingly tied up with the other languages often considered part of Luxembourg’s language tradition, as the amount of English-language interactions in Luxembourg City increases, encroaching in certain circumstances on French as the sole initial integrative language of the country’s capital. It is important to note here that Marie’s parents live outside of Luxembourg City, where French undoubtedly still has significant influence of people’s abilities to participate in everyday life and where the influence of English is still growing and not necessarily the optimal language choice for communication with the public.

In summary, linguistic hospitality is perceived as a central consideration in the linguistic design of public signage on the LL. By some, it is considered a choice to favour foreigners over Luxembourgers by appealing to their linguistic needs at the expense of reflecting language practices associated with Luxembourgishness. By others, it is considered an everyday expression of ordinary Luxembourgish multilingualism, wherein appealing to both Luxembourgers and foreigners is entirely possible because of the perceived innate Luxembourgish quality of wanting to facilitate communication across linguistic backgrounds. 

This linguistic hospitality is not just achieved through the use of English though, rather through a much more holistic approach to linguistic hospitality, in which the needs of the foreigner are considered alongside the needs of the Luxembourger. This often manifests itself as a turn towards an increased use of English, which is often perceived as an international lingua franca, particularly in Kirchberg. However, this use of English does tend to be somewhat limited to Luxembourg City and particularly concentrated in Kirchberg. Outside Kirchberg and certainly beyond the boundaries of the capital, French is perceived to play a significant role in linguistic hospitality as the language often chosen by foreigners to learn upon initial arrival in the country, with Luxembourgish perceived as reflective of longer and deeper integration in Luxembourg. 

Importantly, it should be noted that English is not presented by the participants as an alternative to or replacement of multilingual practices. Instead, it is presented as one cog within the complex framework of multilingual practices as part of the specific Luxembourg situation, limited in certain respects and often to the district of Kirchberg yet still representing the dynamic shifting nature of the linguistic situation in Luxembourg. By contrast, despite its prominence as a language with deep-rooted connections to the largest migrant community in the country, notions of linguistic hospitality do not appear to be extended to Portuguese. This further indicates a limitation in the scope of Luxembourgish multilingualism to a strict configuration of the traditional Luxembourgish languages, with an increasing yet tentative incorporation of English. 
[bookmark: _g9m43cglhamk]7.4 Perspective in naming and branding 
	In this section, I examine the motivations behind naming and branding practices in Kirchberg (and beyond) in an effort to outline the importance of perspective in the reading of space. In section 7.4.1, I explore the tramline in greater detail and the perceptions of the thought processes behind the naming from the perspective of the passer-by. In section 7.4.2, I outline the sloganisation of Luxembourgish and English and perceptions of their symbiosis when applied to functions of nation branding.

[bookmark: _rhg23j849xef]7.4.1 What’s in a name?
	The discussion of the tram stops in Kirchberg is an interesting part of the interviews, highlighting and exemplifying another motivation behind language choice on the Kirchberg LL, that being, how places are named. The tramline, which runs through Kirchberg into other parts of the city and a particularly iconic symbol of connection between Kirchberg and the rest of the city, is comprised of tram stops with names in French and/or Luxembourgish. Beyond the general regulation of municipal and street signage (Purschke, 2021), there appear to be no other formalised rules in terms of language when naming the stops. Some of the stops, such as Nationalbibliothéik/Bibliothèque nationale (Fig. 1), are in both Luxembourgish and French, some are in French only, such as Coque (Fig. 2), and others are in Luxembourgish only, such as Universitéit (Fig. 19). As Hugáceo among others alludes to in the excerpt below, these differences in naming are sometimes perceived as incoherent and unplanned as a perceived consequence of there being no formalised language policy regarding signage, at least from the perspective of the passer-by:

Excerpt 7.4.1/1:	Hugáceo: Ok yeah like (.) yeah it’s not coherent there again like Universitéit in Luxembourgish but then Nationalbibliothéik in Luxembourgish and then in French [laughs] I guess they don’t really have a policy on how they are doing this
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Fig. 19: Tram stop sign “Universitéit”, in Luxembourgish


However, on closer examination, the interpretations of the tram stop names as well as the differences between the interpretations among participants underscore two salient points. Firstly, participants posit potential emergent patterns of why certain tram stops signs in certain places follow certain linguistic designs. Secondly, when presented with the photos of the same place, participant interpretations are not uniform but are heavily informed by personal trajectories and experiences, in this case, proximity to and familiarity with the Kirchberg (and wider Luxembourg) language situation.

	Beginning with Lara, in the following excerpt, she is discussing Rout Bréck, the iconic red bridge connecting Kirchberg to the district of Limpertsberg above the district of Pfaffenthal located in the valley below (Fig. 22), and the tram stop Rout Bréck – Pafendall, located at the Kirchberg end of the bridge (Fig. 20) next to the entrance to the funicular (Fig. 21). She discusses how the name of the stop appears to not follow the rules of the other stops, which in her opinion either have alternative names in different languages or are untranslatable:

Excerpt 7.4.1/2:	Lara: […] Er some part of me wants to say that if you don't understand one you're at least going to understand the other but I don't really understand why they don't do it for that one
Int: For this one? The Rout Bréck – Pafendall?
Lara: Like I mean I don't know if they have like French or German names but I feel like that would be quite easy to translate no?
Int: Obviously like Rout Bréck is the common name for the bridge
Lara: Yeah
Int: Do they say le Pont Rouge ever? (.) Is that a thing?
Lara: I don't know
Int: Because you just call it Rout Bréck right?
Lara: Yeah but then there's like the two other bridges in like the city centre
Int: Which one’s that? Pont Adolphe
Lara: Yeah that one and the one near the cathedral
Int: Oh towards Gare
Lara: Yeah they have like official names like Pont Adolphe and stuff but in Luxembourgish you don’t call it that
Int: What do you call it?
Lara: We just call it the Aal Bréck and the Nei Bréck […] [pointing outside to Rout Bréck] so I feel like this one should have a Pont something something name which would make sense to put here (.) but I don't know if they actually have one but they probably should (.) I mean it would be weird if it was just like yeah Rout Bréck (.) and also Pafendall I don't know if that has a different name but
Int: They have it in German Pfaffenthal
Lara: Then why not put it on there? [laughs] I mean proper names and like […] this is so weird (.) I would understand if it was just proper names that didn't have other official names in that case what can you do? You can just put the proper name but (.) although does it make a difference that this is just like kind of like a bridge and a general area whereas like the the (.) the library is more like a building [laughs] I don't know
Int: Oh wait no that would make sense so do you mean like because Rout Bréck is just the name of a place whereas Nationalbibliothéik is an actual building that you might need translated to understand what it means do you mean like that?
Lara: Yeah like it has an official name as an actual building that needs maybe translation but then again Rout Bréck also kinda needs translation if you don't know Luxembourgish (.) I dunno I mean you could kind of infer it maybe if you see a red bridge so you might not necessarily know that that means this [laughs] it's so weird (.) I mean with the Coque I feel like that's what the building is called you don't (.) I don't know anyone who just calls it differently like everyone just calls it that I suppose they don't really need to put a translation there maybe there was never a translation in the first place and they were just like well (.) this is the only name it goes by
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Fig. 20: Tram stop sign “Rout Bréck – Pafendall”, in Luxembourgish
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Fig. 21: Entrance to Kirchberg funicular, in German
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Fig. 22: Rout Bréck (lit. ‘Red Bridge’)


Lara states that she only knows Rout Bréck by its Luxembourgish name and Pfaffenthal by its Luxembourgish name Pafendall and is unaware (at least initially) of whether they have alternatives in other languages. However, she feels that there must be another name for Rout Bréck because the other major bridges in Luxembourg City have ‘official names’ in French but are only known by their local names of Aal Bréck (lit. “Old Bridge”) and Nei Bréck (lit. “New Bridge”). She expresses confusion at how the name of the stop Rout Bréck – Pafendall appears to be translatable and yet is not translated on the tram sign. Here, she makes a distinction between tram stop place names referring to ‘proper names’ of structures such as the bridge and general areas, where a translation is not necessary to understand what is happening there, and tram stop place names referring to the specific purpose or description of the nearby building, where a translation would shed light on what is happening there (such as Nationalbibliothéik/Bibliothèque nationale). Even with this distinction in mind, however, she still appears unsure of whether Rout Bréck would benefit from a translation.

	Similarly, Luc also draws this distinction between tram stop with ‘proper names’ and tram stop named for purpose-driven buildings nearby, where specific places do not need to be translated because it is simply the name of the place, while what he calls ‘functional buildings’ should be translated because they have a function that needs to be further explained and understood:

Excerpt 7.4.1/3:	Int: What about this one? [shows picture of Rout Bréck - Pafendall]
Luc: Rout Bréck - Pafendall ah that's a funny one yeah it's er it's er yeah I guess I guess it's the same logic then as the one before I think the Rout Bréck so le pont rouge it is also like a full name in itself although people would never say Rout Bréck in French for instance they wouldn't say let's meet near the Rout Bréck they would say let's meet near the red bridge so yeah it's er but again I think it's er one of the specific places in Luxembourg that er as [xxx] the Philharmonie, the Coque, the Rout Bréck - Pafendall so yeah I think that's the reasoning behind this
Int: Mmm so why do you think then erm for example like you just said Coque Rout Bréck and all those other places have only got them in one language but then you have Europaparlament and Nationalbibliothéik in two languages why why is why do you think that is?
Luc: It's because erm (.) it's the name of a location c'est le nom d'un endroit er whereas for the others it's a building it's like er a function er a functional building it's like Rout Bréck is like you would say I don't know erm (.) some things just don't translate like er yeah like er I was going to say le Tour Eiffel but you do translate that one but this is kinda the idea it's a specific location that you wouldn't translate and I think it makes sense like the name of a city you don't translate names of cities even in French too
Int: Yeah makes sense it's interesting it's interesting that (.) you say you wouldn't personally use Rout Bréck if you were to say let's meet there?
Luc: No I would say pont rouge
Int: Do you think it's strange then that le Pont Rouge c'est pas là it's not there?
Luc: I think er well Rout Bréck it depends if er if I tell you ok let's meet at the er Rout Bréck tram stop (.) it's the name of the tram stop whereas we can say ok let's meet near the red bridge but you know not on the side of the tram but on the other side you know this kind of thing so let's meet at the er middle of the bridge alright [...] I would never use the Rout Bréck except to say if I used the tram regularly and if I knew that this is the name of the stop I would say let's stop let's meet at the Rout Bréck tram stop

Interestingly, Luc’s perception of Rout Bréck differs significantly from Lara’s. In contrast to Lara’s perception of Rout Bréck as referring to the bridge and the area around it named after it, Luc discursively constructs Rout Bréck and Pont Rouge as referring to two different things. He uses Pont Rouge to refer specifically to the bridge itself, while Rout Bréck refers to the tram stop and surrounding area. He is clearly aware of the local Luxembourgish name for the bridge and, when discussing it in French (and interestingly also in English), he translates it as though it is a description of the bridge as opposed to a ‘proper name’ for the bridge. This has allowed Rout Bréck to take on a meaning of its own for Luc because it is inscribed on the tram stop sign, effectively giving that tram stop a ‘proper name.’

	On the other side of this, Diane’s perception of Rout Bréck – Pafendall is drastically different from the perception of Lara and Luc. Diane is from Oceania and a native English speaker with limited French and no Luxembourgish, living and working in Kirchberg. With this in mind, her interpretation of the tram stop name proves fascinating:

Excerpt 7.4.1/4:	Int: What about I'm gonna show you this first one this one
Diane: So I always translate this in my head as route break as in like a break in where you're changing
Int: Oh yeah
Diane: Erm I don't think that's necessarily correct but because it's like an interchange where you've got the tram, the bus and the train and I think that like that’s where you break up your route
Int: Oh that makes sense yeah I like that
Diane: That's how I think of it (.) and Pafendall that's spelt differently to the actual suburb isn't it?
Int: Well it depends it depends what you call it because this is the Luxembourgish spelling so Pafendall and then there's Pfaffenthal like the Germanic spelling the German spelling so there's Pfaffenthal and Pafendall
Diane: Right ok so that's the Luxembourgish version?
Int: That's the Luxembourgish version
Diane: [pointing outside to Rout Bréck] erm so I don't know really know what but that sounds more French to me but maybe it's Luxembourgish because they have an element of that
Int: Yeah that's Luxembourgish
Diane: It is?
Int: It means red bridge
Diane: Really?
Int: Yeah Rout Bréck
Diane: 	Really and that's because of the Charlotte bridge? Ok I always thought it was something to do with the train and like the fact that there’s multiple transport types there and I kind of thought it was French and it was like the route breaker where you redirect […] because I’ve used it as literally that sometimes […] oh well that's changed my perception ok (.) because I mean it it does look very much like route break […] and I just assumed because you've got the um what's the the little um (.) the little thing that goes up the hill?
Int: Oh the funicular yeah

Diane explains how she initially assumed Rout Bréck was French for ‘route breaker’ because of its location at a transport interchange, where the tram, the funicular, buses and trains all pass through and, for many commuters, is where one changes the mode of transport for their onward journey – in other words, where one breaks up one’s route. This interpretation is particularly fascinating because of its internal logic that is constructed from spatial, social and cultural clues unrelated to Luxembourgish influences and contact with local channels of information. In fact, her reference to the bridge as ‘Charlotte bridge’, an English translation of its official French name Pont Grand-Duchesse Charlotte, and not knowing the local Luxembourgish name can be interpreted as the result of limited integration in Luxembourg. This is a particularly effective corroboration of the perceptions of Kirchberg as an isolated district separate from the rest of Luxembourg City, in that it would appear that life in Kirchberg is insulated to an extent from outside influence, such as presumed common knowledge regarding the city and its iconic attractions.

	By examining the experiences of Lara, Luc and Diane alongside each other, the geosemiotic distinction between space and place is effectively exemplified (Scollon & Scollon, 2003). All three participants are perceiving the same objective space – a tram stop comprised of a shelter structure, featuring a large metal sign bearing the name of the stop in Luxembourgish, Rout Bréck - Pafendall. All three of them are also aware of where this sign is emplaced in Kirchberg. However, all three of them interpret the space in three different ways, and these interpretations are influenced by their differing social experiences and migration trajectories, their proximity to Luxembourgishness and indeed their linguistic repertoires. In this way, while the ‘objective, physical dimensions’ (ibid: 216) of the space remain the same, the participants’ senses of place differ and affect the ways, in which each of the participants react to and, consequently, interact with the space around them. 

	In teasing apart the concepts of space and place, as well as the differing senses of place, it highlights three key points in the construction of spatialities. Firstly, it emphasises the chaotic complexity of space. On the surface, this may come across as a banal point. However, it is in fact a critical consideration in understanding how space functions. Here, one can see the value of incorporating Massey’s (2005: 31) considerations of space as the ‘sphere […] of coexisting heterogeneity’ and the multiplicity of stories that ‘mingle in harmony, collide, even annihilate each other’ (ibid, 2007: 22; cf. Lou, 2010). It gives nuance to Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) assertion that space is ‘objective’ – not only is space objective in the sense of its material construction, but it is also objective in the sense of the myriad social discourses that underpin its construction. By observing different people’s spatial experiences as simultaneous, individualised semiotic aggregates of specific social discourses underpinned by an individual’s positionality in relation to the world around them (cf. Scollon & Scollon, 2003; Massey, 2005; 2007), one comes to the realisation that a space can be considered a collection of places, which overlay each other to form a larger picture. 

	Secondly, by teasing apart space and place, it underscores the inseparable connection between social actors (in this case, passers-by), discursive processes contributing to passer-by perceptions and senses of place and to the ideological underpinnings of the construction of space and, crucially, materialising processes contributing to the physical construction of the objective space, to which the passers-by are reacting (Scollon & Scollon, 2003). This echoes Lefebvre’s (1991) spatial trialectic of ‘perceived-conceived-lived’ space, particularly the movement between ‘lived’ and ‘perceived’ space, wherein the lived experiences of Lara, Luc and Diane in relation to Rout Bréck are considered individually, and then considered together to provide insights into wider societal ‘spatial practices. One cannot ignore the fact that the participants are reacting to the material space and materialised discourses as part of the LL. Of course, they are drawing connections between the material space and wider social discourses. However, before drawing these connections, reacting to and interacting with a space, there appears to be an observation stage where they ‘see and read’ a material space (Gorter & Cenoz, 2020: 18), bolstering the concept of the passer-by and the value of their contributions to the construction of space.
	
	Thirdly, examining the experiences of Lara, Luc and Diane underscores the undeniable and inseparable role of temporality in the construction of space (Scollon & Scollon, 2003). The participants’ senses of place are evidently informed by their proximity to, or depth of knowledge of, Luxembourgishness and Luxembourgish linguistic practices. These are three vastly different experiences of Rout Bréck; Lara, who is a born-and-raised Luxembourger; Luc, who has lived in Luxembourg for many years but has prior knowledge of the country due to the geographical proximity of Luxembourg and his home country, France; and Diane, who moved to Luxembourg from the other side of the world without any prior knowledge of the country during the pandemic, which presented further challenges to her ability to interact with her new environment. It would appear that the longer the participants have been able to marinade in and engage with Luxembourgishness, the deeper their appreciation for the choices made in the construction of Rout Bréck and the surrounding Kirchberg. That being said, proximity to Luxembourgishness does not correlate to “correct” or “incorrect” interpretations of Rout Bréck. On the contrary, to suggest this would be highly problematic. Differing levels of access to sociocultural resources, such as language practices, local history and cultural traditions, has ultimately not impeded the participants’ ability to navigate or use a space. Evidently, they have all found ways to do so and have developed their own personal senses of place. 

	In summary, the tramline that runs through Kirchberg and connects it to the rest of the city is a point of analytical interest regarding the plurality of perceptions among participants. On the surface, it would appear that there is an inconsistent application of linguistic design to the different tram stop names, which vary in language and structure. However, on further inspection, the motivations behind the naming are perceived as clearer and more understandable. On the one hand, tram stops that are named after ‘proper names’ of areas and structures are most often monolingual French or Luxembourgish because these ‘proper names’ are untranslatable, with translation being unnecessary for understanding. On the other hand, tram stops names after the functions or descriptions of nearby buildings and structures are often in Luxembourgish and French because translations are necessary for understanding the purpose of the place where the stop is located.

Individual interpretation, however, presents a challenge to any sense of perceived clarity of naming practices, as demonstrating in the case of the tram stop Rout Bréck – Pafendall, of which interpretations vary greatly between participants. For Lara, a Luxembourgish woman, Rout Bréck refers to the bridge and the area around it, therefore suggesting that, from her perspective, Rout Bréck treads the line between ‘proper name’ and descriptor. Luc, a French man, demonstrates divergent perceptions of Rout Bréck, the tram stop area, and Pont Rouge/Red Bridge, the bridge itself, based on personally outlined language use. Diane, an Oceanian woman, perceives Rout Bréck as a reference to the ‘route-breaking’ transport interchange, where the tram stop is located, which is internally logical, but also as a potential example of the isolation of monolingual English speakers whose lives are concentrated in Kirchberg and insulated from localised flows of information. In this light, perspective plays a significant role in the examination of the multi-faceted nature of space.

While the clarity of naming practices is affected by individual interpretation, examining these interpretations, or senses of place, together highlights three key aspects of Rout Bréck as a space. Firstly, it reminds us that space is chaotic and complex and formed at the intersection of different senses of place, which are informed by personal social trajectories and engagement with a specific configuration of social discourses, or semiotic aggregate. Secondly, it reinforces the connection and inseparability of social actors, social discourses and materiality in the construction of space. Thirdly, it challenges notions of correctness when it comes to one’s sense of place. Namely, it highlights that there is no one correct way to interpret a space because passers-by always find ways to navigate and make sense of a space, regardless of their proximity to local sociocultural resources. In fact, it is in the consideration of all senses of place together that truly provides insights into spatial identities and how these spaces function.

[bookmark: _lwyt49wtjm0c]7.4.2 Luxembourgish and English, the unlikely marketing duo? 
	During my fieldwork in Luxembourg, which took place during the COVID-19 pandemic, it became apparent that, even though Luxembourgish enjoys a more limited role in Kirchberg than in other parts of Luxembourg City, it often still finds itself occupying the role of the language of slogans, especially when connected with top-down governmental causes like the COVID-19 response. This is a topic of conversation among many participants, who acknowledge this particular use of Luxembourgish slogans. In the following excerpts, both Jane and Hugáceo draw attention to the #NetOuniMengMask (lit. “Not Without My Mask) campaign that was ubiquitous during the pandemic, aimed at promoting the use of face masks in public spaces (Fig. 5 and 6):

Excerpt 7.4.2/1:	Jane: See this (.) we all know what net ouni meng Mask means (.) because this was on the front of all of our pamphlets (.) erm and this net ouni meng Mask is a really in my view a really successful (.) erm
Int: Campaign
Jane: Yeah 
Int: Yeah in what way?
Jane: […] All the people that live here know what that means (.) er because we don't speak anything but we have four words [in Luxembourgish]

Excerpt 7.4.2/2:	Hugáceo: Net ouni meng Mask this is I think this is Luxembourgish right
Int: Yeah 
Hugáceo: This yeah (.) but you see this (.) rings a bell [laughs] so I've seen it advertised maybe in the tram er and that's pure Luxembourgish […] so maybe it's kind of a slogan

As soon as Jane sees the poster in Fig. 5, she immediately begins to explain to me the successes of the campaign in how ubiquitous this campaign slogan has been over the course of the pandemic and how ingrained it has become in the consciousness of everyone living in Luxembourg. These successes are demonstrated in the response from Hugáceo, who recognises the slogan from seeing it somewhere but is unable to precisely pinpoint where he encountered it, the marker of a successful advertising campaign.

	What Jane says after this is particularly noteworthy. She mentions how, despite the fact that she and many others living in the country speak little to no Luxembourgish, everyone in the country knows what the slogan means. This suggests that the slogan transcends any potential language barrier. The use of the collective pronoun ‘we’ and possessive adjective ‘our’ is demonstrative of the presumably intended symbolically unifying effect of the slogan being in Luxembourgish. As a result of her now ‘hav[ing] four words’ in Luxembourgish, Jane appears to feel empowered and included as part of the country, especially important during the period of intense isolation during the pandemic lockdowns.

	As mentioned in section 7.2/2, Luxembourgish is perceived as having a localising function, as indexical of Luxembourgish nationhood and Luxembourgishness. It is, therefore, understandable how this function extends to the unification of people and also to nation branding. In the following excerpt with Luc, for example, he is talking about the tram line and the use of Luxembourgish on the Nationalbibliothéik/Bibliothèque nationale tram stop sign (Fig. 1):

Excerpt 7.4.2/3:	Luc: But I mean that's probably a choice also saying that Nationalbibliothéik (.) it's almost the same in German so (.) it's fine and yeah the biggest one is in er Luxembourgish er which I think is also a matter of trending
Int: Right
Luc: They are they are a trademark I would say

Here, Luc refers to the linguistic design of the sign, on which the name of the tram stop is in both Luxembourgish and French, with the Luxembourgish name on top and in a larger font size. He opines that this was potentially a deliberate decision on the part of the sign-makers in order to contribute to Luxembourgish nation branding, that is, as a country with its own language. Luc’s perception contributes to the reproduction of discourses regarding the function of Luxembourgish being significantly more symbolic than instrumental. By regarding the use of Luxembourgish as a ‘trademark’, it suggests that it is not contributing to the communicative function of the sign, and is simply a visual tokenisation of Luxembourgishness whose reason for visibility lies in simply being present, as opposed to being understood or needed for its content, suggesting a sense of fetishistic commodification of Luxembourgish as a local language for expressing a local identity, institutionally influenced rather than from the ground up.

	Regardless of the function, the importance of Luxembourgish in the creation and materialisation of slogans cannot be denied. Nevertheless, it is not the only important language used for governmental sloganising purposes, with English also playing a significant role. In the following excerpt, Sofia and I are discussing the different prominent governmental slogans in the country, when Sofia illuminates to me that these slogans are almost exclusively in Luxembourgish and English (Figs. 23, 24 and 25):

Excerpt 7.4.2/4:	Int: Yeah you’ve just (.) you’ve just broken my brain a little I’ve never thought about that about the slogans (.) because I’ve only just realised now that a lot of the slogans are in [Luxembourgish and English] like “Let’s Make It Happen” (.) “Lëtzebuerg léisst sech impfen” (.) and whatever the other ones were I can’t remember
Sofia: “Net ouni meng Mask”
Int: “Net ouni meng Mask” yeah (.) so why are the slogans in Luxembourgish and English? (.) I don’t know if there is one in French and German
Sofia: Well yeah because (.) as I said they are marketed towards foreigners (.) people who want to visit Luxembourg and like (.) internationally to show our country (.) you know I don’t think [laughs] they need slogans in French or German because there are already Germans and French people in Luxembourg there’s already this erm (.) community you know (.) so this is directed towards people who are not from here who are just passing by you know (.) in English so they understand
Int: And Luxembourgish (.) why?
Sofia: To show that like we also speak Luxembourgish (.) that’s our language 
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Fig. 23: “Lëtzebuerg léisst sech impfen” (lit. “Luxembourg is getting vaccinated”) COVID-19 campaign slogan outside vaccination centre, in Luxembourgish
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Fig. 24: “Luxembourg Let’s Make It Happen” state slogan on Rout Bréck
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Fig. 25: “Luxembourg Let’s Make It Happen” state slogan on side of tram

Sofia is unsurprised by this and explains to me how compatible and mutually beneficial using these two languages for sloganising purposes actually is. When considered separately, Luxembourgish provides the localising and nation branding functions, while English appeals to an international audience, suggesting a potential clash of motivation. However, when considered together, the motivation is perceived as clearer. Although, on the surface, it may seem that the strength of this language combination lies in the fact that one language is outward-looking (i.e. English) and the other is inward-looking (i.e. Luxembourgish), Sofia presents both of these languages as outward-looking. Using Luxembourgish and English together projects an image of Luxembourg simultaneously as an internationally minded place open to the world that also has a unique and strong national identity and culture, symbolised succinctly by a national language.

	It is important at this point to recognise that this discussion is not specific to Kirchberg. The COVID-19 campaigns, the tramline and the “Let’s Make It Happen” national campaign are all examples of projects that are present throughout the city by design, connecting Kirchberg to the rest of the city. Nonetheless, looking at the projects through a Kirchberg lens is particularly interesting because it provides us with an opportunity to compare local Kirchberg linguistic practices to practices in other parts of the city. In the case of branding, these slogans are seen throughout the city and yet when looked at within the boundaries of Kirchberg, differences appear. For example, the presence of sloganised Luxembourgish in other parts of the city (and indeed the country), where Luxembourgish is spoken and written more, can be interpreted as simply reflective of local practices. However, in Kirchberg, where Luxembourgish is generally spoken and visual incorporated into the LL in a more limited capacity, this sloganisation can be considered, on one end of the spectrum, as localising and a connecting thread between Kirchberg and the rest of the city, and on the other end of the spectrum, tokenistic and at odds with the perceived international image of Kirchberg. Furthermore, in terms of sloganised English, the inverse could be argued, where its presence in Kirchberg can be perceived as simply a local practise, yet its presence outside of Kirchberg can be interpreted as representative of the global integration of Luxembourg but also a tokenistic move at branding the country for an international rather than a local audience.

	In short, Luxembourgish and English are featured prominently in slogans used throughout Luxembourg (City). Luxembourgish is perceived to provide a sense of unity and of nation branding and localising functions, while English is perceived as appealing to a wider, more international audience. Together, however, they outwardly project a carefully constructed image of Luxembourg as an international country with a strong sense of national identity. Even though these campaigns are city- and nationwide, looking at them from a Kirchberg perspective provides us with an opportunity to understand how the same thing present in all parts of the city can be interpreted in different ways.

7.5 Summarising remarks
	In this chapter, analysis of the perceived motivations behind linguistic design choices of the Kirchberg LL reveals several intertwining potential key factors perceived by participants as integral to the construction of the LL. Firstly, the normalisation of multilingual practices in Luxembourgish daily life is a fundamental underpinning of many participants’ perceptions of Luxembourgish space. This normalisation is simultaneously juxtaposed against and interconnected with perceptions of the extraordinariness of Luxembourgish multilingual practices as different to other places. This interplay between perceptions of ordinary and extraordinary multilingualism is presented as a particularly Luxembourgish quality and a key facet in the construction of what could be regarded as a Luxembourgish space. Secondly, the flexibility of multilingual practices in Luxembourg is perceived to be echoed in the LL as demonstrated in the recurrent discussions of the LL as a reflection or a reinforcement of local linguistic practices. It is clear on further examination that an awareness of emplacement and spatial function, as well as notions of public and private, intersect with perceptions of reflection and reinforcement, indicating the dynamic nature of interpretations of space.

	Thirdly, the idea of linguistic hospitality is perceived as an important principle in the construction of the Luxembourgish LL, in that material linguistic choices are often perceived as motivated primarily by a particularly Luxembourgish desire to facilitate communication among a linguistically highly diverse population. In this discussion, one can see a convergence in participant perceptions of both multilingual practices and the use of English because both linguistic models are perceived to have the ability to appeal to as many people as possible, while also highlighting a key development in the linguistic situation in Luxembourg. The addition of English into the linguistic mix is reflective of the diversification of migration trajectories towards Luxembourg, particularly towards Luxembourg City. However, it is important to note that the use of English is not perceived by participants as a replacement for the multilingual model but rather a complement to it. Furthermore, the inclusion of English in efforts to be linguistically hospitable is juxtaposed against the exclusion of Portuguese, the language associated with the largest migrant community in Luxembourg. This demonstrates the limitations of linguistic hospitality in Luxembourg, where integrative expectations and paths of Portuguese people in Luxembourg is expected to be done through French, and in some cases Luxembourgish.

	Finally, considerations of perspective are important when it comes to the interpretation of space and the perception of motivation. In naming practices, it is clear that different participants from different backgrounds and with different connections to their local environment have differing interpretations of the same things, such as Rout Bréck (‘Red Bridge’). While overarching ideas can be drawn as to why certain names have been given to certain places, an understanding that individual passer-by interpretations can potentially be in contrast or in contradiction with each other must also be considered. Regarding branding practices, the local environment, in which one finds a particular LL item, contributes to perceptions of said LL item. In this case, the use of English and Luxembourgish in nation branding is seen throughout the city (and undoubtedly throughout the country), yet participants vocalise their interpretations of this branding in conversations around Kirchberg, which undoubtedly has an effect on how they in turn express these interpretations. Fundamentally, from this analysis, it is clear that it is important to lean into the diversity and complexity of perception in order to develop a clearer, more specific understanding of a given space.










Chapter 8: 
Conclusion

This research has explored the construction of space, place and linguistic landscapes in the Kirchberg Plateau from the perspective of the passer-by. Discursively and physically positioned as an ‘island’ separate from the rest of Luxembourg City, the district of Kirchberg presents a rich area for insights into the spatial and linguistic complexity of Luxembourg and expressions of Luxembourgishness. As a relatively new part of the city with little settlement history, purpose-built on formerly agricultural land in order to house the expansion of the city during Luxembourg’s increasing socioeconomic integration at European level, the construction and development of Kirchberg are representative of tensions that exist between localising and globalising processes. That is to say, the district is representative of the challenges of constructing, maintaining, negotiating and representing local and global identities in Luxembourg. In this way, Kirchberg and the wider Luxembourg is an ideal site for LL and spatial research, in particular from the perspective of the people who use and interact with the space, which has been the focus of this research project. The aim of this research has been to address the overarching question of:
How do passer-by perceptions of the linguistic landscape of Kirchberg contribute to the spatial identity of the district?
In order to investigate this, three further research questions supported the investigation. The research process helped to shape and solidify these questions, particularly during the data collection phases and the thematic analysis of the interview data. The questions are as follows:
· What are the perceptions of Kirchberg as a space by the people who use the space?
· What are the perceptions of language use on signage on the Kirchberg LL by the people who use the space and what significance (or lack thereof) do they attach to the language use they observe?
· How do the passer-by perceptions of space and language in Kirchberg connect to wider social discourses and ideologies, which underpin their own expressions and perceptions of Luxembourgishness? 
These three questions have been addressed in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 respectively, and will serve as a guide to the subsequent discussion of research findings, their implications, contributions and limitations throughout Chapter 8.

	In section 8.1, I will discuss and summarise the findings in line with the above three research questions, as well as tackling the larger overarching research question underpinning the project as a whole. In section 8.2, I will explore the implications of the research findings for Kirchberg and the wider country of Luxembourg, as well as for other research sites beyond the Luxembourgish borders. Although this research takes place within the specificities of Luxembourg as a case study, the findings are relevant to the exploration of other research sites across the globe, as deepening global socioeconomic integration occurs simultaneously to strongly held desires to maintain heterogeneous authentic local identities perceived to be at risk due to homogenising globalising processes. I will also address the implications of the findings in relation to the interpretation and navigation of multilingual spaces by passers-by. These discussions will be of particular interest to urban planners and policymakers. In section 8.3, I will outline theoretical and methodological contributions made by this research to scholarship in the fields of study of linguistic landscapes and multilingualism, as well as the influential fields of social and cultural geographies, ethnography and urban planning. Theoretically, I will contribute to wider discussions of the usefulness of exploring spaces from the perspective of the passer-by, addressing the importance of addressing discursive contributions to perceptions of space, as on par with material contributions. Methodologically, I will discuss the implications of foregrounding interviews as a method of exploring linguistic landscapes through real-time interpretations by passers-by of the space itself. In section 8.4, I will outline the limitations of the research and then posit potential directions for further research.

[bookmark: _55ba5aj0tdvn]8.1 Discussion of findings
It is clear from the analysis of passer-by perspectives of the material LL items found in Kirchberg and of the connections to social discourses underpinning the spatial identity of the district that perceptions of Kirchberg present the district as simultaneously an isolated island separate from yet geographically near the rest of Luxembourg City, yet also an increasingly integrated part of Luxembourg City influenced by and influencing the rest of the city. On the one hand, when asked to describe more generalised perceptions of Kirchberg and its ‘vibe’, participant perceptions tended to be built around the core ideas of internationalism and deeper integration into global socioeconomic structures. This was indexed by repeated references to the modernist International Style architectural and urban planning elements and the particular prominence of English in the district. These core ideas were juxtaposed against the core ideas underpinning their perceptions of the rest of the city, which centred on tradition, authenticity, and feelings of being lived in. 

On the other hand, when shown and asked to discuss photographs of signage in Kirchberg as prompts during the interviews, participants tended to connect particular linguistic choices on the LL not only with discourses underpinning perceptions of Kirchberg, but also with wider discourses of the Luxembourgish linguistic situation, whether those choices pertained to the presence and/or absence of specific languages or to the multilingual configurations visible on signage. This distinction between more general perceptions of Kirchberg as a whole and perceptions of the more specific aspects of the Kirchberg LL can be viewed as evidence of significant and dynamic changes to the spatial identity of Kirchberg as it develops as a district and becomes more integrated into passer-by perceptions of Luxembourg City.

In order to support these assertions, I turn to the aforementioned three supporting research questions. The first question explored in Chapter 5 is:

· What are the perceptions of Kirchberg as a space by the people who use the space?

Before engaging with any meaningful sociolinguistic thematic analysis, it was important to lay a foundation for understanding the district of Kirchberg from the passer-by perspective, as an insight into participant understandings of Kirchberg as a space in and of itself and its vibe. Here, I explored participants’ descriptions of the Kirchberg aesthetic, discussions of what happens in the district and who frequents it and comparisons with other places in and outside Luxembourg City, both in terms of similarities and differences.

	The key findings that emerged from the examination of participant understandings of Kirchberg hinged on the central perception that Kirchberg is aesthetically and functionally different from the rest of Luxembourg City. Firstly, participants highlighted their perception that the district is mainly associated with working - as a place where people go to work in the morning then leave in the evening. Participant perceptions of ‘work’, in relation to Kirchberg, solely referred to the tertiary sector of banking and financial services or work at European institutions, invisibilising the prominent sectors of hospitality, healthcare and building and facility management, such as cleaning. More than just an association, the concept of work was perceived as a central influence on the fabric of the district and its (primary) function as an international business space attracting global talent, drawing comparisons with places like Canary Wharf in London, La Défense in Paris and Cloche d’Or in southern Luxembourg City. Kirchberg’s primary function is juxtaposed against other parts of the city, which many participants perceived as districts where one can work, live and socialise and which generally feel more lived in.

	Secondly, this sense of not being lived in was reflected the perceptions of Kirchberg as inauthentic because of its incongruence with the rest of Luxembourg City. These perceptions of incongruence were attributed to a number of factors, such as the modern architectural and repetitive International Style urban aesthetic of the district at odds with the more traditional architectural features of the rest of the city; perceptions of Kirchberg as coming from nothing and having no history as a district and therefore developing separately from the rest of the city; and Kirchberg’s rapid development from agricultural land to highly urbanised space, as opposed to organic growth over a longer period of time. This was attributed to an emotional connection between the passer-by and Kirchberg, and not evidence of Kirchberg as a non-place (Augé, 2009). This ‘spatial mismatch’ (Hesse, 2016) between Kirchberg and the rest of the city informed many participants’ perceptions of Kirchberg as a less authentically Luxembourgish space. Instead, it was perceived as more of an international or European space seen repeated in multiple places across Europe, such as in the comparisons drawn with Canary Wharf or La Défense.

Thirdly, the associations with work and the perceived inauthenticity of the district came together to underscore the perception of Kirchberg as a separate ‘bubble of the side’ of the city, as stated by Jane (Excerpt 5.3/5). In this separate bubble, the social trajectories of international residents, often attracted to live in the district because of work opportunities, were perceived as diverging from the social trajectories of people living in the rest of the city, who only go to Kirchberg for a specific reason. Building on Hesse’s (2016: 618) assertion of Kirchberg as an ‘island’ interconnected with global business partners but ‘disconnected from [its] local environment’ and on Scollon and Scollon’s (2003: 171) concept of ‘special use spaces’, I discussed how perceptions of Kirchberg among participants demonstrate the potential to designate Kirchberg a ‘special use island’ or a part of a city isolated from the rest of the city until needed for a particular purpose. Furthermore, this perceived separation of Kirchberg and Luxembourg City is a small-scale reproduction of a perceived division between the international population of Luxembourg and Luxembourgish people, as stated by Katarina (Excerpt 5.3/7).

	With this understanding of general perceptions among participants of Kirchberg as a space now established, I then explored the second research question in Chapter 6:

· What are the perceptions of language use on signage on the Kirchberg LL by the people who use the space and what significance (or lack thereof) do they attach to the language use they observe?

In this chapter, I discussed the recurrent perceptions of the presence and absence of different languages in Kirchberg presented among the participants. The languages I focused on in the chapter are French, Luxembourgish and English because they were the languages that participants discussed the most. I made the decision not to include specific discussions around German and Portuguese, two prominent languages in Luxembourg, in the remit of this thesis because they were only discussed by some participants and most often in relation to the other more prominently discussed languages. In this way, my decision to not include these discussions reflected the side-lining of these languages in the interviews, therefore reinforcing their perceived positions as peripheral to the discussion at hand.

	Firstly, the discussion of the presence of French surrounded the universal utility of the language in Luxembourg and its position in Kirchberg. Although often perceived as a district functioning separately from the rest of the city, signage in Kirchberg that included French was perceived by participants as unsurprising and ubiquitous throughout the district and throughout the city at large. Many participants justified the prominent visibility of written French in Kirchberg by positioning it as the language of anonymity (Woolard & Frekko, 2013), which ‘most people speak’ (Tom: Extract 6.1/5) in Luxembourg. By doing so, participants appeared to present Kirchberg as an integrated part of Luxembourg City, subject to the same linguistic rules regarding written French on signage as any other part of the city, which was at odds with the more general perceptions of Kirchberg being separate from the rest of the city.

The perceived ubiquity of French, however, belied a more complex situation regarding the multiple indexicalities of French and social class. Two separate discussions with two participants, Stefan (Excerpt 6.1/6) and Hugáceo (Excerpt 6.1/7), regarding the connection between the use of French and ‘blue-collar workers’ in Kirchberg highlighted that French was also depicted as a language often associated with ‘blue-collar workers’, who are often stereotyped as having Francophone or Romanophone migrant backgrounds. In this scenario, as opposed to being a language of anonymity accessible by all including blue-collar workers, French was depicted as a language authentic to and representative of certain migration experiences. Therefore, the emplacement of French in environments perceived as blue-collar, such as construction sites and a steel door in a bus station, were perceived as indexical of the presence of migrant workers in Kirchberg, rather than symptomatic of a ubiquitous language.

Secondly, analysis of the discussions about Luxembourgish highlighted recurrent discourses regarding its place on the Kirchberg LL, wherein participants tended to demonstrate a hyper-awareness of both the presence and absence of Luxembourgish. When participants noticed the presence of Luxembourgish on signage in Kirchberg, many participants justified its presence as connected to its material emplacement and locatedness in the country of Luxembourg. Many participants expressed an appreciation of seeing Luxembourgish in public spaces as a sign of respect to the local Luxembourgish population and as a reminder that ‘you are in Luxembourg after all’ (Stefan: Excerpt 6.2/3), foregrounding its importance in localisation processes, such as, in this case, the construction of public spaces. Similar to the analysis of discussions of French, Kirchberg was presented as an integrated part of Luxembourg City, a perception once again at odds with general perceptions of the separateness of Kirchberg.
 
The perceived tension between the presence of Luxembourgish, which possesses significant symbolic value and links with expressions of Luxembourgishness, in an international space like Kirchberg, however, illuminated some participant perceptions of the presence of Luxembourgish as simultaneously inclusive and exclusive. On the one hand, using Luxembourgish on public signage in Kirchberg was often interpreted as validating the local Luxembourgish population by giving prominence to written Luxembourgish, which is often perceived as limited in terms of presence and use in general as well as specifically in Kirchberg. Furthermore, the use of Luxembourgish was described as an ‘inside joke’ (Jane: Excerpt 6.2/5), which included Luxembourgers and even permanent foreign residents with a degree of Luxembourgish knowledge. On the other hand, this ‘inside joke’ was perceived as excluding people, who are not expected to possess any knowledge of Luxembourgish, such as frontaliers or newly arrived people, of which there is a significant living and working in Kirchberg. In this light, the presence of Luxembourgish in Kirchberg can be characterised as part of overall attempts to (even partly) claim Kirchberg as a Luxembourgish space yet the manifestations of these attempts are being perceived as, to an extent, out of place and detrimental to social cohesion.

Nevertheless, despite its symbolic value, the findings revealed that many participants were also able to justify the absence of written Luxembourgish as an issue of effective and efficient communication of information. Among the participants, written Luxembourgish was described as limited in its ability to be understood by many people, including Luxembourgers themselves, and therefore unnecessary in transmitting information to an audience made up of people who are either multilingual and therefore not reliant on Luxembourgish or unable to understand Luxembourgish in the first place. Similarly, the choice not to include Luxembourgish was often perceived as a pragmatic choice to avoid linguistic clutter, or having too many languages on a sign that could be unnecessarily complicated and therefore impede effective communication. Interestingly, the conversation of linguistic clutter often boiled down to a perceived choice between Luxembourgish and German, with the former sometimes portrayed as the more symbolic option and the latter as the more pragmatic option. In this way, while many participants discursively positioned Luxembourgish and multilingual practices as key to expressions of Luxembourgishness, they also underscored their perceptions of the one of the main functions of public spaces and signage, that is, to be understood by and to inform the public however possible. Overall, as far as the LL and visible language are concerned, pragmatism appears to be foregrounded as a key factor in perceptions of linguistic selection, while symbolicism is backgrounded yet also appreciated and perceived as having importance.

Thirdly, findings from the analysis of participant perceptions of English in Kirchberg revealed the dynamic complexity of the position of English within the wider Luxembourgish linguistic situation. Primarily, participants were unsurprised to see English in Kirchberg, tending to draw discursive interconnections between English, Kirchberg and the strong and growing global socioeconomic integration of Luxembourg. The presence of English was often depicted as prominent and as an instrument for facilitating communication as the global lingua franca in the highly internationalised space of Kirchberg. As highlighted by Lara (Excerpt 6.3.1/4), English was depicted as a linguistic tool for integrating an increasingly linguistically diverse population highly concentrated in Kirchberg, for whom the use of English is the key to social accessibility as opposed to French, the language arguably more often associated with this role. Interestingly, however, participants did not appear to perceive or present English as a replacement for other languages within the linguistic situation of Luxembourg. Instead, they presented it as an addition to the multilingual practices of the country. As such, the greater prominence of English in Kirchberg than in other parts of the city was often interpreted as a response to the linguistic needs of the Kirchberg population, underscoring the perceived integration of English into multilingual practices associated with Kirchberg.

Furthermore, this prominence of English on the LL was also perceived by participants to be growing within and spreading beyond the borders of Kirchberg to other parts of the city. While English-only signage was perceived to be unusual or atypical anywhere including in Kirchberg, participants pointed out that English on signage, including English-only signage, was representative of the linguistic needs in Kirchberg diverging from linguistic considerations felt in the rest of the city. Moreover, linguistic needs and challenges were also being perceived as changing outside Kirchberg in the rest of the city, where the use of English was also considered by some to be as more present in public spaces. However, the spread of English on the LL was perceived to be contained within Luxembourg City, whereas in the rest of the country, English was not considered an appropriate choice for communication, instead generally pointing to French or Luxembourgish as more appropriate choices. 

Another finding revealed in the interviews was the regular reinforcement that, while English is prominent on the LL and indeed serves an important role, English is not a language with official status like French, German and Luxembourgish. It became clear that participants perceived there to be a linguistic hierarchy in Luxembourg, wherein English occupied a space below the officially recognised languages but above other languages, such as Portuguese, which was regularly perceived as explicitly a migrant or foreign language. While participants generally perceived the roles of most languages to be more or less fixed, perceptions of the role of English were underpinned by discourses of honorary limited officiality, justifying the presence of English in certain more ‘official’ capacities without the official recognition. In this way, the participants demonstrated the increasing acceptance of English as part of Luxembourgish multilingual practices while also highlighting how perceptions of Luxembourgishness do not appear to be challenged by nor do they explicitly include the use of English. 

Analysis further revealed a parallel drawn by participants between two relationships; between Kirchberg and the rest of Luxembourg City, and between Luxembourg City and the rest of Luxembourg, highlighting an example of fractal recursivity (Irvine & Gal, 2000) or the reproduction of ideological relationships across multiple scales (Trisha: Excerpts 6.3.2/6; 6.3.2/7). One of the key differences that was perceived to separate Kirchberg from the rest of the city, namely the prominence of English, was also highlighted as a key difference between Luxembourg City and the rest of the country. Interestingly, this intersects with the discussion from Chapter 5 about the perceived lack of history of Kirchberg as a district, where Kirchberg is perceived as coming from nothing yet is perceived as developing in such a way that is a reproduction of other spatial relationships in Kirchberg. This echoes the sentiment of Pennycook (2010: 128) who asserts that ‘however global a practice may be, it still always happens locally’. This parallel suggests that, while perceptions of the spatial identity of Kirchberg were hinged upon separateness, otherness, and on disconnection from the local dimension, these perceptions were in fact reminiscent of other spatial identities and relationships being perceived within Luxembourg and therefore suggesting a Luxembourgish influence on the development of Kirchberg.

Building on the previous question, I then explored the third research question in Chapter 7, regarding the motivations behind the language choices on the LL:

· How do the passer-by perceptions of space and language in Kirchberg connect to wider social discourses and ideologies, which underpin their own expressions and perceptions of Luxembourgishness? 

In this chapter, I looked beyond language choice and the perceived discourses indexed by the presence or absence of individual languages. Instead, I focused on the participants’ perceptions of potential motivations behind why the Kirchberg LL was constructed in the way it was and the inferred fundamental principles they perceived to underpin the construction of the Kirchberg LL.

	Firstly, in response to the photograph prompts from Kirchberg, participants often explained multilingual signage to be underpinned by perceptions of multilingualism as ordinary in Luxembourg, normalising multilingual practices as part of daily life and thereby normalising the multilingual LL. Multilingualism was perceived as formative to Luxembourgishness, not as a generic innate quality but rather as the result of embedded social structures, such as the education system and daily navigation of public spaces and interactions, which encouraged multilingual practices through normalisation. Furthermore, multilingual practices were not perceived as restricted or limited to only native Luxembourgers, instead including foreign residents and cross-border workers who also exist within the space. Furthermore, perceptions of multilingualism as ordinary were often juxtaposed against perceptions of multilingualism as extraordinary. While multilingualism was perceived as ordinary when observed within the boundaries of Luxembourg, participants would often use their personal experiences of the linguistic situations in other areas, such as in their countries of origin or places they have been to as part of their migration trajectories, to draw attention to the perceived atypicality of Luxembourgish multilingual practices when compared to other places. 

Certain participants, particularly (but not exclusively) the reactions by participants who had moved to Luxembourg as adults, expressed excitement or being impressed at the normalised multilingual practices in everyday life, underscoring the interconnectedness being these two discourses of ordinariness and extraordinariness of Luxembourgish multilingualism. It is also important at this point to recognise that these discourses also shaped my perceptions of the situation and my line of questioning in the interviews. As someone who generally positioned themselves in the interviews as an outsider in order to build rapport and position the participant as an insider, this point of discussion was an important one to unpack in the thesis.

	Secondly, analysis of participant interpretations of the LL revealed the complexity of the debate surrounding whether the LL is a reflection of linguistic practices within a given space or a reinforcement of linguistic expectations for the space. On the one hand, participants often interpreted the signage in one area as reflecting the linguistic practices within a particular space, appealing to and therefore describing the linguistic repertoires of the people using the particular space in order to be as inclusive as possible within a linguistically diverse population, such as transport hubs or public buildings. In turn, this was interpreted as allowing people in public spaces to make informed decisions about whether or not they wish to enter said space and engage in its practices.

	On the other hand, participants highlighted how reflections of linguistic practices within a particular space can also be interpreted as reinforcements of linguistic expectations within said space. Some participants highlighted feelings of linguistic comfort and ease as well as discomfort and pressure in certain situations where the languages visible on the LL in certain spaces procured certain reactions from different swathes of the public. They acknowledged that linguistic design may indeed often be a description of the linguistic capabilities of the people within certain spaces. However, it was simultaneously interpreted as an outlining of linguistic expectations, putting social pressures on individuals to conform to said expectations in order to facilitate interpersonal interactions. These expectations and pressures were described as potentially having unsettling effects for some individuals, instead leading to feelings of unpreparedness of discomfort, all of which is highly dependent on the space itself.

	Upon further examination of this distinction, it became apparent that participant perceptions of the distinction between reflection and reinforcement appeared to coincide with their distinction between perceptions of public and private, a particularly relevant aspect of Kirchberg, whose modernist architecture often blurs the lines between public and private (see McQuire (2008) and his discussion of the politics of transparency). When engaging with prompts located in places with high public use, such as public transport hubs, the LL was interpreted as needing to be constructed as public-facing, therefore appealing to and reflecting linguistic practices of people using the space. When engaging with prompts located in places targeted to specific groups of people, such as workplaces, or associated with state institutions, such as schools, the LL was interpreted as needing to reinforce linguistic practices expected by the companies or institutions through internally mandated language policy. These differences could even be perceived on the same building at different entrances, depending on whether the entrance was for the public or outside visitors or for employees. In this way, the reflection-reinforcement and public-private distinctions were perceived as heavily intertwined with each other and with the concept of emplacement (Scollon & Scollon, 2003), with different parts of the distinction foregrounded and backgrounded in certain situations to procure certain reactions.

	Thirdly, a recurrent discourse underpinning many participants’ interpretations of linguistic design was that of linguistic hospitality (Phipps, 2012; Vigouroux, 2019). While a few participants described perceiving multilingual signage on the LL as appealing to either Luxembourgers or foreigners depending on its linguistic design, most participants did not interpret the use of particular linguistic designs as appealing to one group or the other. Instead, most participants interpreted the differences in linguistic design across different signage as indicative of linguistic hospitality, or the desire for Luxembourgers to employ and materialise multilingual practices on the LL in order to facilitate communication among a linguistically diverse population of composed of both native Luxembourgers, foreign residents, and cross-border workers. Furthermore, this was presented as a quality at the core of expressions of Luxembourgishness. However, attempts to be linguistically hospitable through the use of English alongside traditional Luxembourgish multilingual practices were juxtaposed against the further marginalisation of the use and presence of Portuguese on the LL. In this case, Portuguese was perceived as undermining the intention of linguistic hospitality despite its clear use in communicating with local Portuguese-speaking communities because it was perceived as being at odds with expressions of Luxembourgishness.

Of particular prominence in this discussion in relation to Kirchberg was the use of English as the international lingua franca. As mentioned previously, participants tended to perceive the growing visibility of English as a result of globalising processes and representative of an international outlook, highly concentrated in Kirchberg. However, what became clear from the interviews was that the benefits of using English and multilingual resources on the LL were interpreted as converging because both linguistic frameworks were perceived as pragmatic methods of facilitating communication. Moreover, English was always presented as a part of the larger Luxembourgish linguistic framework alongside other languages, namely French, German and Luxembourgish. In terms of LL design, the presence of English alongside French and German and the absence of Luxembourgish were perceived as contributing to the overall goals of linguistic hospitality through the use of so-called ‘big languages’ or languages with broader communicative appeal.

The increased presence of English was highlighted as one of the signs of significant change happening in the linguistic situation in Luxembourg, particularly regarding its relationship with French, which occupies a significant role within Luxembourg. While English was sometimes presented as in competition with French for certain integrative functions, its perceived usefulness was often highlighted as concentrated within and limited to Kirchberg and, to an extent, Luxembourg City. By contrast, French was perceived as maintaining its role as a key integrative language particularly among newly arrived migrants to the country because of its associations with traditional conceptualisations of Luxembourgishness. Building on this, Luxembourgish was perceived as a language connected to deeper integration into Luxembourg especially among those choosing to lay down permanent roots in the country. English, while generally accepted as a complementary addition to linguistic practices and demonstrative of major changes, was not perceived as central to integration into Luxembourg and expressions of Luxembourgishness, echoing perceptions of the honorary limited officiality of English discussed in Chapter 6.

Finally, a recurring theme in the analysis of participant interviews was the theme of placemaking and branding. An interesting observation became apparent when analysing the differing interpretations among participants of place names in Kirchberg. The choice to use a particular language for place names was perceived to be connected to the function of the space the name was describing. I drew particular attention to the place of Rout Bréck (tr. ‘Red Bridge’) and the associations among the participants with what this name referred to. When shown the photograph of the Rout Bréck tram stop, the Luxembourgish person, Lara, interpreted the tram stop as named after Rout Bréck, the iconic red bridge located at the entrance to Kirchberg. The French person, Luc, felt that Rout Bréck referred to the tram stop specifically because he would refer to the bridge as Pont Rouge, the name translated into his native French. For Diane, the Oceanian woman, who spoke little French and no Luxembourgish, she interpreted the name of the tram stop as a ‘route breaker’ due to its proximity to a transport interchange, calling Rout Bréck ‘Charlotte Bridge’ in reference to its official name as the Grand Duchess Charlotte Bridge. Upon further analysis, the comparison of these three participants’ interpretations of place names were reflections of their personal experiences with the space and the level of access they had to local sociocultural and linguistic resources as a consequence of their time spent in Luxembourg. Furthermore, this comparison highlighted how different proximities to Luxembourgishness did not impede the participants from interacting with the space. Instead, it demonstrated how the participants found different ways to navigate the space and thereby constructing their own senses of place, underscoring the notion of space as a collection of places (cf. Scollon & Scollon, 2003; Massey, 2005; 2007).

With regard to branding, participants regularly highlighted Luxembourgish and English as prominent languages used to brand the country as simultaneously an international country with global connections and a place with a unique local identity. While the examples of branding were noted by the participants as part of larger city- and country-wide campaigns, not just present in Kirchberg, the examination of participant interpretations of them in Kirchberg presented an opportunity to look at how the emplacement of the same signage in different parts of the city can be interpreted differently.

With all of this mind, it is therefore important to tie together these disparate threads in order to answer the overarching research question: 
How do passer-by perceptions of the linguistic landscape of Kirchberg contribute to the spatial identity of the district?
Upon initial analysis of the participant interviews, it was evident that passers-by did in fact contribute discursively to the spatial identity of Kirchberg. Through our discussions, participants reinforced perceptions of Kirchberg as a disconnected island on the edge of Luxembourg City, separate from the rest of the city and more focused on connecting with global partners than with the local population. Interpretations of the Kirchberg LL among participants highlighted key challenges to the traditional conceptualisations of the Luxembourgish linguistic situation and of the traditional understandings of migration trajectories towards Luxembourg and presented Kirchberg as at the centre of these challenges and changes. Participants perceived English to have a prominent role in Kirchberg, rivalling that of French, and perceived the use of Luxembourgish to be somewhat limited due to its localising function at odds with the international image of the district.

	However, on deeper inspection, the situation in Kirchberg, though potentially different in appearance, was perceived to be underpinned by discourses expressing fundamental Luxembourgish qualities. The presence of French and Luxembourgish and multilingual signage in Kirchberg was still perceived as understandable because Kirchberg in certain respects was still considered an integrated part of Luxembourg City and therefore subject to the same linguistic considerations as other parts of the city. The prominence of English was interpreted as one part of the traditional multilingual system that seeks to accommodate all people in the country and facilitate efficient communication among a linguistically diverse population, complementing shifting demographics in light of emergent migration trajectories towards the country while still appealing to traditional Luxembourgish sensibilities. Feelings of disconnect were perceived to be indeed a result of the international image and appeal of Kirchberg but also due to the lack of emotional attachments locals expressed with the area due to it essentially coming from nothing. All of this comes together as an example of fractal recursivity, where the relationship between Kirchberg and the rest of the city is connected to the relationship between Luxembourg City and the rest of the country. Therefore, Kirchberg might feel more international and less local, and what is happening in Kirchberg might feel new, different and disconnected from the local surroundings, but upon closer examination, the situation is more nuanced, with perceptions of Kirchberg becoming increasingly intertwined with perceptions of Luxembourgishness, indicating an increasing integration of Kirchberg into perceptions of Luxembourg City.

[bookmark: _42x8hmytg2bk]8.2 Implications of findings
	After having discussed the findings from this research project, it is necessary to explore the implications of these findings on the situation in Luxembourg and indeed beyond its borders. This project has highlighted the district of Kirchberg as an interesting research site for LL research, which is an often-overlooked district in terms of sociolinguistic study. Research into the Luxembourgish linguistic landscapes has been expertly spearheaded by Purschke (2017; 2020; 2021), and the in-depth exploration of the Kirchberg LL in this thesis serves as a complement to the research conducted by Purschke (and others) and hopefully as a starting point for future research conducted on the Luxembourgish LL. 

These findings will be of use to scholars, conducting research on Kirchberg, the wider Luxembourg, as well as other places around the world. Because a key finding from this research was that the construction of the Kirchberg LL was underpinned by global and local discourses, and particularly discourses that underpin expressions of Luxembourgishness, this may have implications on a shift in perceptions of Kirchberg as a district built on Luxembourgish foundations with an international outlook. This has further implications for researchers investigating issues pertaining to similar globally interconnected spaces, such as other European financial districts (EFDs) or ‘instant cities’ (Burdett, 2012) within and outside of Luxembourg and indeed financial districts located all over the world, where issues of the global and the local are also undoubtedly interconnected.

With regard to the district itself, this thesis offers insights into the perceptions of Kirchberg as a space and of its LL, which may be of interest to many stakeholders beyond academia in the areas of policymaking and urban planning. In particular, the municipal body in charge of the development on the Kirchberg Plateau, Fonds Kirchberg, may be able to take the findings in this thesis into consideration when considering the future direction of the district. Firstly, when making potential further developments of the district, policymakers should consider the greater integration of Kirchberg into the rest of the city as a high priority by making it more of a destination outside of the working week. In this present study, there is evidence to suggest this integration has already started taking place to an extent, as evidenced by the perceptions of the material connections of Rout Bréck, the tramline and the city-wide campaigns of nation branding and of public health regarding COVID, as well as by the perceptions of a few participants, who acknowledged that Kirchberg is becoming a more frequented space. However, these perceptions were outweighed by continued dominant perceptions of Kirchberg as the isolated working district. By making a concerted effort to develop the identity of Kirchberg to incorporate evening and weekend activities, this could contribute to a significant change in perceptions of Kirchberg as a more well-rounded space.

Secondly, this thesis demonstrated that participants responded positively to the presence of Luxembourgish in Kirchberg, while also acknowledging (in some cases begrudgingly) its limitations in the space. In this light, policymakers should make a greater claim of Luxembourgish in Kirchberg by incorporating and using the language more as part of the visible Kirchberg LL. The benefits of a more significant presence of written Luxembourgish would be two-fold; it would strengthen the claim of Kirchberg as a Luxembourgish space, potentially encouraging more people to frequent the space as in any other district in the city; and it would also contribute to challenges to prevalent discourses of the superfluousness or uselessness of written Luxembourgish, instead encouraging and centring its use in the LL.

In order to combat perceptions of exclusion due to the use of Luxembourgish, policymakers should also feel encouraged to continue using English in the district. As indicated by participants, English and Luxembourgish were perceived as complementary languages to each other, particularly in cases of nation branding. Furthermore, the use of English in Kirchberg was perceived as serving a legitimate purpose in contributing to the facilitation of communication among a highly linguistically diverse population, therefore it should continue having a presence in Kirchberg.

Finally, while I am singling out the importance of Luxembourgish and English as points for further consideration, policymakers should regard the importance of these languages in Kirchberg as a response to the linguistic needs of the district and ultimately as cogs in a much larger system of linguistic practices. As contrasted against other situations (cf. Marten, 2010; Pavlenko, 2010; Leimgruber, 2020), there do not appear to be explicit rules or guidelines regarding the prescription of particular linguistic practices in Luxembourg. These decisions are made on a case-by-case basis through committees at the municipal level (Purschke, 2021). In the case of Luxembourg, this should be interpreted as an advantage because it circumvents potentially dogmatic approaches to the construction of the LL, which goes against the current system, which many participants perceived as ad hoc and potentially incoherent yet beneficially responsive to the needs of the local population. In this way, decisions around the use of particular languages or multilingual configurations on signage should considered from a perspective of expressing Luxembourgish qualities, such as the normalisation of multilingual practices or linguistic hospitality.

As such, although I have argued in favour of the specific use of Luxembourgish and English in Kirchberg, I am also arguing for their uses to be complementary or additive to overall linguistic practices, as opposed to replacing or erasing other languages to negative effect. In other words, the presence of Luxembourgish and/or English in Kirchberg should not come at the expense of the presence of other languages, as that appears to go against the perceptions of the participants. The avoidance of linguistic clutter on signage was highlighted by participants as a potential motivation behind certain linguistic designs and as a potential concern, which complicates the idea of addition over replacement. However, in line with Pietikäinen et al’s (2016) view of small languages, this should be seen as an opportunity for creativity on the Kirchberg LL, in order to truly represent the district as an international outward-looking space with roots of influence firmly set in its local environment.

8.3 Theoretical and methodological contributions
	There have been a number of theoretical and methodological contributions proposed by this study, appealing not only to research areas of Luxembourg Studies, multilingualism, and LL studies but also in interrelated research areas of social and cultural geography, ethnography and urban planning.

	This research presents an important theoretical nuance to LL studies by bringing together sociolinguistic considerations of how a space has come into existence by combining Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) geosemiotic approach with considerations by Malinowski (2009; 2020), Gorter and Cenoz (2020) and Järlehed (2017), as well as complementing Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) concept of semiotic aggregates with social geographical considerations of specificity (Massey, 2007) and Blommaert’s (2010) critique of context into one sociolinguistic approach to a particular space. These considerations include human interactional processes with space, temporality, materiality, authorship, among others. These considerations come together in order to provide an understanding of a space as rooted in and inseparable from its diachronic and synchronic development. In particular, by complementing Scollon and Scollon’s (2003: 175) concept of space and place with social geographical perspectives on space and place (cf. Lefebvre, 1991; Massey, 2005; 2007; Soja, 2010), this research emphasises the inextricability of social actors, materialising processes and discursive processes of spatial construction by providing important nuances that maintains the importance of considerations of material space and its ideological underpinnings. In this way, this overall stringing together of complementary considerations proved to be highly useful in analysing both the photographic and interview data as snapshots of a more complex situation.

	In this thesis, the role of English in Luxembourg is also a prominent point of discussion but is overall under-researched in the scholarship around Luxembourg. The work of Collins (2016), de Bres & Lovrits (2021) and Lovrits (2022) stand out as particularly impactful contributions to the discussions of English in Luxembourg, particularly from the perspective of native English speakers and their experiences as an (often monolingual) Anglophone person in the multilingual environment of Luxembourg. This thesis further contributes to this area of research, focusing more on perceptions of written, as opposed to spoken, English and its presence in public spaces and connections to wider discourses of global English in Luxembourg.

Of particular importance in this research is the foregrounding of the passer-by perspective in LL studies. Often, the focus of many LL studies has centred on the material contributions to spatial meaning from the perspective of the creators and emplacers of LL items. Scollon and Scollon (2003) highlight the importance of a distinction between space and place, and the role that the passer-by interpretation of space plays in spatial construction, with Garvin (2010), Trumper-Hecht (2010) and Bock and Stroud (2019), among others, also corroborating the specific importance of passer-by discursive contributions to the construction of space. This research hopefully contributes to this wider movement within LL studies to examine passer-by perspectives, such as in the discussion of Rout Bréck (section 7.4.1) in order to acknowledge the influence of discursive contributions to the construction of space and in order to firmly position the passer-by as an influential, prominent, and legitimate stakeholder in the construction of spatial identity, alongside the material contributors to the LL. To do this, this thesis provides a fleshed-out definition of passer-by as a discursive contributor to the construction of space that is hopefully useful to other LL scholars when teasing out complexities in spatial identities.

	Furthermore, this theoretical foregrounding of the passer-by perspective in this thesis intertwines with a methodological contribution to wider research, regarding the value of conducting interviews with passers-by within LL studies in order to gauge perceptions of space and how they contribute to overall spatial meaning. Theoretically, the value of acknowledging the passer-by perspective highlights the multifaceted and dynamic nature of space in line with the previously mentioned comprehensive list of considerations regarding space, particularly when looking at the prevalence and limitations of certain interpretations. Methodologically, this research highlights the reconceptualisation of ‘seated’ semi-structured interviews with passers-by as ‘simulated walk-and-talk interviews’ using the LL as prompts is an effective method of providing meaningful insights into perceptions of space, and as a way of ensuring participant comfort and maintaining a sharp focus of the data collection objectives. It is evident from this thesis that passers-by are able to engage in meaningful discussions of space, place and language through the use of photos of the LL. Furthermore, this thesis provides insights into the spatial identity of Kirchberg without having to rely on interviews with material contributors. As mentioned previously, material contributors to the LL have often been highly valued in LL studies because of their role in physically emplacing LL items into public spaces. This thesis aims to position passers-by as equally as valued in LL studies.

As the field of LL has developed and hopefully as this project attests, interviews with discursive contributors on the LL through ‘simulated walk-and-talk interviews’ should also be considered of significant value in LL research for two reasons. Firstly, interviews with discursive contributors do not rely on the analysis of official documentation that may be hard if not impossible to find regarding rules and regulations of the LL, as is the case of Luxembourg, where there does not appear to be rules regarding the specific use of linguistic varieties in public spaces. Instead, these interviews place value on perception and interpretation, fundamental to Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) interpretation of the concept of place. Secondly, this approach to interviews allows researchers to cast a large net in terms of recruitment because value is explicitly placed on the variety of perspectives, which is especially helpful in areas where it is perhaps difficult to find participants willing to contribute.

The contribution of this thesis, as sociolinguistic research, to the fields of social and cultural geography and urban planning should also be highlighted here. Research from these fields has bolstered the research in this thesis, which demonstrates the fundamental flexibility and interdisciplinarity of LL research as a growing field of enquiry. My hope is that this thesis, which is explicitly situated as ultimately a piece of sociolinguistic research, serves as a reminder to social and cultural geographers and urban planning researchers that language is an inseparable element in spatial research. Language choices visibilised in material space are important lines of enquiry and evidently contribute significantly to people’s perceptions, understandings and interactions with a space. As such, discussions of language-in-space should be considered a necessary line of enquiry in spatial research.

[bookmark: _pf5nl17ve2v2]8.4 Further directions
	For further research directions, this is a project that is replicable in other parts of Luxembourg City and indeed other research sites and complementary to other LL research methods. Therefore, a desired outcome of this research is a contribution to continued research by other scholars of LLs from the passer-by perspective. Primarily, further avenues of research would ideally focus on deepening our understanding of the passer-by perspective through the exploration of different methods, already established and innovative alike. For the case of Kirchberg specifically, hopefully this contributes to a growing relationship between academic scholars and policymakers in the district, especially in Fonds Kirchberg, in the hope of reflecting an on-the-ground perspective of the district in its future development. Furthermore, in terms of research dissemination, this project lays the groundwork for potential collaborations with Fonds Kirchberg and other public stakeholders, such as Zënter fir d’Lëtzebuerger Sprooch (The Centre for the Luxembourgish Language), in the form of exhibitions and other public engagement activities, a cyclical move presenting Kirchberg back to the passer-by.
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Description automatically generated]Consent Form (only available in English)
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ko Universtty o Seffed i the Unied Kingdom. 1 am curendy conducting my researchprojet o bt
my PAD gualcatonfundd by Whie Rse College of th Arts and Humaniies. You are betn i 0
ke artn s research projct. Plase re s nformaion shet 0 understand what my sy nvobes
and ieas sk e o have anyguestions eore o decide Iy wold e 1o partelpae. naddiion
o Exglc,thisinformaton sheet s avllbl n Lusembourgsh, French and German.

“Thepurpose of my prject i xplor mullingunlis i the public spaces of Kichber n Luxebours
ity and how poople, who live o work n and around Kichberg, percsve th use and ncusion of
Tt languages n i i and n wid Luxeribours. You ave bca chsen 0 paricipate because
youbave  connection o the disic. Your paricipation s enirly vountary and cun b wilhrawn 3 any
point teoughoutour dscssion. 1you do deidsyou would ik o paripat, 1 will ive you s copy of
i inormarion shoe and you will b skod 1 sigh  consentfom,

16y decide you o ket paricpat,we wil engage in s srucured neview i e g
ofyour hoice (Englsh,Luxcrbouegsh, Frenc,anlorGeeman). Theanguagethetrview s conduted
in i your personalprfrenc, and you i s 1o swichlanguages st any pont. This nerview vl st
approimatel ane o 30 minte, duiag which il sk yo  fow open-ended qestionsan cerin
Bemes, butyou will b bl t st the sonverstion ased o what you think i impora. 1 will b
inested i your experieces of iving, working andor socaling in ad round Kizcherg (sd in
Lutmborg ingenra),a wel 5 you percptons o the presence o difsctanguagesin publc saces
ere We il ot dlscuss nythingthat you el uncomioiable dscusing and w ca sop 2 ny e 1
you give your permision, the comersation yill be ecorded nly for e o isten o snd trnscrbe
Rvads By o, f s boped thtyou will el cncouraged 0 provide your isights fom your
o uiquepespeciv o how nguage is ed in Luxcmbourg, 1+ wela ontcibutin o the Centsfor
Lucmbourg Studic” work i brining Luserbourgish nguge and ol o3 widersuience,

Al the informasion cllctd throvghaut e recssch proces will be kept sty confidentl and
anonymisd, 50 you remain usideniTbLe. I you agre o me sharing th information you provde wit
s restarches, youspesonal dtls il nder no ctcumstance b ncuded The datacallcid will b
iy PAD thsis, whi will b published oline, and | will sar s nformasion o confrences, o
e ail o ook publistions

T prject s bn eicaly spprovvia the Urivesity of Shfficd's xhics Review Procdurs,
sdminstersi by th Schol of anguagesand Cultuss. I you would ik mre information, plss contact
me by il st churiey|@shelid ok, o my supervisors, Pot. Kristine Homer, by el
Chorme@shefeld ek or Prot. Nel Bl by emal t bermelshefeldsc k. 1 you have any
srios complants ht st not addesed by Iy Supervisors, you sy contct e unversy Etics and

Intgrity Manager,Lindsay Unin, by ol a Luamuin 00Tl ac .
hank ou orreading his!
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solespa messupervseurs, el contcer l divecic & hiques o g, M
Lindiy Unii, por spl (. unvin2sheffid c ).

et ben dele !
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Bojour i apell lan Hrey e sis doctoanta Cene des e Lisembesrgeoies
1 Unvesit d Shfed au R Uni.J sus e d ffcterdes recherhes dans
care de o docurafnanes par Wik Rse Calla ofhe Ars and s, Vous és
e  ariciper dceprojt de recherche. Pasrie-vous e Ls nformations suvanes 511
o it o comprene mon pojt t poez-mot ds guestions que ous aur: vant
daccepter de pariciper Les nformations cb-dssous snt s dsponiles o cembourgeots
n allomard ot enanglos

L cbl e on projet st exmines I mulfingin dun s asaces publis Kirtberg i
Luscmboury Vil et commeot e gensqui abicscton cavailent o e de Kichberg
pegoivnt s Pinlsion des langus ifrnis dans e gt a oy
Luenbourg nier. Vous av 1 choisic) ' prtiiper s gu vous ez e comnxion
ave e quunir Vi paricpaion st enirement vlontalr c vouspouves b e ot
ponciption ' mporeguandpendant e discussion. S vous diidezgue vous vaudiesy
ponicipr j vous dommera e copie deco nformatons e vous deandea e sgnce .
ol de conspement.

i vons dcide de aricpr, s fetuerons une e sem-sucture dans aangue e
Vot chi (g, uscbounges,allmand st angli). La ague d Penzove st
Vot choipesonne et vous s e de changerde angus ot qand perdant o
@scusion.Cote catevue duces envirn e beurs (4 i) pendan el e vous posea
quelquesquestionsouverissur serain thes, s vouspoarez détoumera dscusson pour
1 concentrsr s choscs gl o ot avis mportante e neser  vos xpériencs
@habie o de vl ouprisde Kirhberg et  Lusesbour engénal), i e vos
perepions d 1 préscncedes ague it dns s spaces pblcs. Nows e discutrons
i i vousrendry nconforal nouspourons et dscussion ' mpore quand 1
vous me dones Pasorisation, I discusson s enegise poue que o puisse o e 1.
rascrie. En paricipant,spie que vous vous stz encourage() 'ffi vt perspctive
g ur e sjt d g de g s Luxembour,iniqus e pariier s rocheches
8 Conre ds rudesLuvembousgeises i promeuta langue e culue lxembourgoise &
o publc plos e

Toute e fomasions g sontellcée pndant e procs d echrche sro tnues
suictement confdnslle t anonymisis s Vs ne sy pas deniE). 1 vous e
permetcs d parager s iformaions e vous e donne avee s chercheus, vos il
pesonncls e sront n i cas nclu. Les données cllenn.sron ilscsdas e cade
1 s de doctoat qisra publie e ligne ¢ paragea s nfomatins o de
contieenes e dns I pblicaton el ou s & aveni

e projt 4 pprounépa 1 rocidre ' aluion dique A 'Unvesi de Shfficld
admiise s Dipartcmentde Langue t ds Cures. 1 vous egiezlus
Finfomations, veuile me contctepar gyl calev @sheTicd e 1), o4 s spervisues
Pro. KstineHoee (. bornrasherTicd o ) ou Prof. Nei Bl

(s e sefTild a ). S vous avezdos plines plus tcses g e pesvent pas e
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aufchmcn o Falle vo Kigen, i v meinen Betever ich et weeden isoen, Kioen
i mit de Managerin o i gt n dee Universih Fra Lindsny Ui
(i @sheTod ac ) Kotat aufchen

Vil Dank i das Lesen!
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‘Hallo 10k e Cla Hrey und ch b Dokorand am Zentrm derLisemburgikan der
Chiverst von Shefieldim Vertigen Koigreth. e bt et Forschun,fir et
Dokiora velches o Whie Rase Colleg for At and Humaies” fnaeirt s St i
erlic bngeloden,a desm Forschungpojel telanehmen. Bite esen St dises
formatonslt drch, un 2 verschen, was el Projels b, und i agen St mich.
e Sicvorlve Telmhmeenscheidiong noch Fogen aben, Zcigichu Desch s dises
Iformatonsia auch ufLuzemburysch,af Fravedtch d uf Exglch erbiich

i meinem Pkt e i e Moisprochghet S Tntichn Riamen f Kichberg i er
St Lvemiuegesuchen,ud e de i e i de e v Kishber wohvenden
e abeenden Lewt die Notzung e Fishesichung der verschiednen Speachen n dicsan
i und dem gnaen L betschien. e sind cngeladen,un daan lzmchmen, weil S
e Bezichung it dem Bk aben, e Telshe it i il o it sich
oderzit wibrend unsere Diskoson urckzihen, e Si e i, werden i
Tiencne Kopie diss Informatnsblts eben nd ih werde i Fagen e
[T ————

WennSisich cnscheiden, ilmchann, werden wi i skt v i dr
‘Sprache e Wal aben Deuch, Luxcauegise, rnatisch udoder Enlsch). Die
‘Sprache dsoteniews v prselche Wabl ud S e ez i Speache wedcl
Dicis Itrvien i etva el Sunden dasen, wienddesca i e pr
ol Fragen  bestimen Thrnn telle. i drfa die Disksion ah daraf rken, suf
v S wichi nden. ohncrssre mich e e Exfshungen dss Woboens s de
Aot i der e von Kiher (ud n Luxcbeg i Allgemcine) s Tee
Waimehmungen der Pris dervrschicdacn Srachn in e R, Wi werden
nichts bespeehen, wasSi icht diskutcren e, und it Kanen ezt ubtren. Ween
i mi e Genehmigunggche, wied diese Diskusion ur i michafgenamncn werden
it e wider it e sl k. Indem S teiachmen, b i, dss
i sich cmutig e, aus e cngaigen Prspktve T Enblicke s Spachméung
in Luxcaburg b, sowie 2 den Bemtungen des Zeneums der Luxesbrgsik
bcimgen, dasdie hxerburgiche Sprache usd Kula n i brires Pl bin:

Al whend ds Fonschungsproses esammneleTformationn werda il e gchlien
and onymisiet werde,danit i idefzisbr s, WennSi i cluben, i
andern Forshen Tt egebenenIfomationn 2 i, werla e Prscnalien s keine
Fallnbegiffon s, Di rusten Daten wedenals Tel eiver Dot verwende, di
online verTendicwind, o ch wende dice aponymisirenInfomtionen Konfeoz,
e n ke Arie oder Buchpublationen el

Dicss Prjek st dch i von dee Sprc-ud Kiltrbillung verlicten eschen
bepefingen sn dor Universike v Shefield skcptit worden. Wenn Sie weiers.
Infomionen mochin, sche ich Iien g per Emal e Vetlung

(e el s ) Sie kben auch it maincn Besaen Pro Kt Hornr
GbornerashelTed a ) odr Prof,Nel Bame . beme el ) Kontakt
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Rekdaatiouncn, i s v mengen Dirckiesen ki glist i, dirt Di  Manaecin fir
ik a g, & Mine Lindsay Unwi (L sy inashfTicld ac ) ucheiven.

Vilmools Mere fr & Lisen!
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Moten Eh ecsche Clan Hirleyanech s Dktorad am Zeterfr ebergesch Suien op
der Uiverstét w Shefeld a Growsbrinnien, E2h maachen am Mot eng Parschug m
Kader vt mengem Dokora dee am "Whie Ruse Collee of e Arsand Hmaniies
mncert g2, D id e, disem Purschungeprofsdetzhuelen List e, 4t
Informatounsia, iz verstocn s wt e a menger Farschunggee asell mir e g, all
Frocn it Dir . ot Dir lchentschee, dec-elen. s nformatonsblt s p
Litabuergesc, Fansich, Dlischan Eglsch diponbel.

D71 v mengem Projet s t, 0 Méiprochegkec n den e R Kirehbiers sn
der St Lot 2 mesihen Ec e mech o, wé 'L, & un e b
Kierhbicg e, shafe e soilsirn, d Gebrah v de verchiddne
‘Sprouchen an dise Quatier b, Dir i gt gion, i un do Fsrschung
dosachulen,wel Di eng Vebindung mam Qustis Kieeber . A Participutionn s
biolt bl it ochderitwilnen s Disusiou zsékzfin. Won i g
ek il i ch loch ng Kopie v s Infomatousblt D g et i cng
Averstindossdelestionn  nneschciven.

Wann i e tschot 2 parcpéeen masch i ng s stk Enzevse n der
‘Spronchvin s Choi (Ltehucgesh,Fransisch,Diseh o Enlesc. D' Sproch
vt dor Enineve s Ar prsinec Profre a Dir s, ezt Spooch 25 wissele,
D v whert ongefir 90 Mintendare,witend i cch lch  pus oppe Foen e
Verchidien Theen sl wi.Di ki & Gespetich e ch ananr Richunge eedn, i
Techwichic i, Feh whet mech i ArEfarunge vim Wannen, e Auebecht afoder e
‘Sczislisorn op dem Kischbicg (1 ch 7 Létzucr sm Allgepngen) ferssir, s
och AsPrspkis vunde Prscn vin o verseiddene Sproochn n e Rain. Mt
‘wherten et heschvize, e wa Dit et el schyiten, i ki och 2l
M aphaen Mat e Acsod 6ich & Gspiich negistiee,sodat nemme ot
e o uscern an rnskbiren, Wan Di pareipin,hofe e, dat Di Lech
Cncosagion 6, mat i Arcgen cgenrc Perspekiven et de Sprochisteach 20
Lt 2 delen, Dist i f Ao v Zer G zehurgesch Stadin
nncrsan,dec Foeschung v 1Eobucrgsch Sprooch 8 Kl uméi ¢ g
Publgus réngt

Al oo 6 s witendde Etevae sanenle g streng confdnil gl an
anonymistr, soudatDi et denizicbr i, Warn Di e b, d T formatouncn -
ancre Fucnchi e delen,weren Ar Personalio et gdec i, Dét ssummegedrocn
Infomtionen witn  engee Doktossboe benoa i, i line publize g4, Ech
whrt meng Furschun och op Kofernaennan ukiafge Publkaounen dece.

D Proet sout vum Departement v de Sprooshens Kl o dee Uivesit v Sheffild
e ceadtiat. Wann Di g i Infomatiounen b, sehickt mr w3 eng E-Mail
(e e e s 1) odor kot o et de i Prot. K Homee
Gborner@shelTied ac ) odr Prof,NelBeme (. bemel@shefTid ac ). Bei
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Interviw preparaton

Resoarch Questons 1o holp mo guido the Inerviews towards my goals)
(1) How i anguage used and represented in the inguistcfandscape of Kirchberg, with
partcuar attotion drawn to the presonce of Englsh?
(2) What are the porcoptions of this anguage uso in Kirchberg by people who use the
space?
(3) How do these language uses and representatins connect t wider discourses and
doclogis on language in Lurembourg?

Itervion quesions.

(I wil stat offwith a oose conversation o get some background informaton about he
participant and t buld inial rapport and comfor]

1. Would you profor to use forma o informal you'?
Protiioz vous utoyor ou vouscyor ?

HittDi éwer duzon oder dierzen?

Mechion Sie duzen or siezen?

2 What' your name?
Tu tappelies comment 7
Wi hoeschs du?

Wio heist du?

3. How old are you?
Tuas quetago 7
Wi al bass du?
Wio at bst du?

4 Where do you ve?
Tu habitos o1 7

Wou wunns du du?
Wo wohnstdu du?

5. Whar do you weork?
Tu travailos o
Wou schafs du

6. What do you do for work?
Questco que t fais commo travail?

Wat méchs du fr dAarbecht? Wou schalls du?
Was hast du fir cinen Berul?

7. Whats your natonally?
Quell osta nationaits ?
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Search Rank

Page Order

Was bomorkst du im Rahmon des Sprachen indiosen Platzon auf dioson Folos 7

10. Dos s surpise you? Why | Wiy not?
Ga tétonne ? Pourquoi / Pourquol pas ?

Ass dat dirwerraschend? Finwat /frwa net?
Istdas dir Gberraschend? Warum / warum nicht?

1. Why is that languago X there? Do you tink t should b there? Why / why not?
Pourquol st-ce que a langue X est 13 2 A ton avi, devraitalle tr 4 ? Pourquoi/ pourguoi
pas?

Firwat ass o Sprooch X do? Soll s/ dengor Masrung no o shn? Firwal/ firwat not?

Warum st dio Sorooch X da? Solto sio doinor Meinung nach da soin? Warum / warum
nicht?

12 Why are these anguages together, do you tink?
Collos languos.i, pourguol es-ce quo olles so rouvent ensomblefTuno ost  cot6 de Fautro
atonavis?

Finwal sinn dés Sproochen zesummeniriewantencen mengs du?

Warum sind deso Sprachen nobanoinandor dorkst du?

13. Do you expect o s0e this? Why (not)?

Est.co quo tu atonds & Iy voir ? Pourquol (pas) 7
Ass dat Zerwaarden? Firmat (net)?

Istdas 20 erwarton? Warum (icht)?

14. Whal abou thelanguages that arent thera? Why aren they there? Shouid they be
there? Why?

Etlos language qui sont pas 4 7 Pourquol ost.co qualles sontpas 1 A ton avis,
dovraiontalls étr

A dh Sproochen, déinet do sinn? Firwat s/ i et do? Sll s do sinn?

Was st mit den Sprachen, die nicht da stehen? Warum stehen sio nicht da? Sallen sie do
stehen?

15. I thre anything about the sign el that trikes you,such as what fs made of of how
its wrten?

Est.co quly a quolquo chaso do la signe olle-mémo quia fai itérossant, par oxemplo los
matériaux ou fdcriuro ?

(Gétt ot eppes Intressantos wert dZoachen setwer, déi der opfl, zum Beispil
dateralr oder d'Schréft?

(Gt s etwas nterossantos Gbor das Zeichen selbst, das di aufilt, zum Boispieldi
Mateialan oder die Schrit?

16. Why o you think tha s? Cauld you explsin that a bitmore?
Pourquoi penses-tu que c'est comme ga ? Tu pouras fexpluer un peu pius ?
Firwat mengs do sou? Kéins du dat weider eriéron?

Warum denkt du s0? Kenntost du das wlte erliren?

17. Who do you thinkthis ign s fo? s I for you? Why do you tink thatis?

La signe, efl estpour quiton avis 2 Tute sens que c'estpour ol ? Pourquoi/ pourauol
pas?

Firwien ass dZeochen mangs du? Ass et i dech? Firwat / frwat net?

Fir wen it das Zeichen denkst du? st es fir dich? Warum /warum nicht?

18. How doas this compare to whera you veiwhere you'e from?
st comment parrapport au o, 0 u habitos/od tu viens ?

Walloosst sech dés Pl domadden verglichen, wou du wunns/ wou du auskénns?
Wio lasst sich dioso Platz damit vorglichen, wo du wohnstiwohar du kommst?.

18. Would you fnd this in ther parts of Luxembourg? Whero and why / why not?
Tulo bouvorais partout ailours au Luxombourg ? O3 of pourquol  pourquol pas ?
(Gt du dat anzwousch anesch zu Létzobuorg fannon? Wou a irwat / frwal net?
Wiicdos du das rgondwo andors in Luxembourg finden? Wo und warum / warum icht?

20, Wha s the iference between this and this?
Quell esta diférence eniro a ot a ?

Wt ass den Ennerschoed téschent dat an dat?

Was st der Unterschied zwischen das und das?

2115 thero anything about hese signs that you would change? If so, wy?
Est.co quly a quolque choso do cos signos quo u changorals ? Pourguoi (pas) ?
(Gétt ot eppes vun désen Zeechen, déidu changéioro g6is? Finwat (net)?

it 0 twas von diosen Zoichen, dio du verandom wirdest? Warum (nicht)?

22, Who do you tink put the sign thre? When did they pu it there,do you tink?
A ton avis, quia mispiacé la signe & ? On Ia mise/acée 14 quand penses-tu ?

Wien hue dat Zeachen do gestall mengs du? Wi huet on dat gemaach mengs du?
Wor ht das Zeichen da gestelt denst du? Wann hat man das gemachtdensk! du?
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Wat ass dong Nationailit?
Was st doine Nationaltét?

8. A0 you from Luxembourg? If ot where are you from? Wharo did you grow up?
Tu viens du Luxembourg ? Si non, ta viens dod ? Tu as grandi o0 7

1Bass du i Lotzobuorg? Wan net, wou ki du aus? Wou bass do opgomuoss?
Kommt du aus Luxomburg? Wonn nicht, wo komms» d her? Wo bist d aufgowachsen?

. Howmany | whatlanguages do you spoak?
Tu pares combion do langues / quolls languos 7
Wi vt/ wal fr Sproocho schwatz du?

Wioviel / welcho Sprachen sprichst du?

10. How often do you use these anguages? Wry?
Tu'to sos do cos langues combion do tomps ? Pourquol ?
Weidacks benotz du dés Sproochen? Firwal?

Wio oft benutzt du deso Sprachen? Warum?

1. Where do you use the languages? Why?
Tuto sors do cos langues ol ? Pourguoi 7
Wou bonotz du dés Sproochen? Finuat?
Wo bonutzt du dis Sprachen? Warum?

12 Whatdo you use them for? Why?
T Pon sers pour quol ? Pourquol ?
Fir wat brotz du hinnen? Firwal?
Wofur bonutzt du dio? Warum?

{10 wil o inroduce a number of photo calections from my fialdwork t the parcipants,
‘oach ropresonting a difeont placo with ot of signage, o.g-schols, consiucton sios,

puble transport (nside the bushram and at he 10ps), healthcare faciles, ec. (sae the
pholo folder).

In each callection, | wilincludo wido establshing shots (fr contex) and cearer lose-up.
pholosof signage. | il ntroduce the selectons of photos by place, one at a me. For
‘oxample, wil st show a clletion of photographsfor shools, then move on to
‘onstrucion s, then publicransport, and so on. Tha ordor il bo diferentfor each
interviow. intend 1 show a fow photos at a tme (1o or four maybe?) n ordor ol them
ook hrough the photos at thei own speod and make comparisons botwoen tham. This is to
facilate conversation more easly.

1 il ask them ganerally simir questions for each colleclon at the beginning and then
follow the load of the participant whie guiding the convarsation 0 tay on track. The
following questions correlas o the diferent componants of place semiolcs of codo.
preerence, emplacement,inscripion and tme and space.

These are notnacessari a defntive order 1l e using them a3 a guide because | want to
give the partcipants as mch oom o exprass themsaves as possibie ]

1.0 you come o Kirchberg aten? I so, what do you do when you come here?
Tu viens souvent & Kirchberg ? S ou, L fas quol quand tu viens ci?

Kens du dacks op do Kerchblerg? Wann jo wal méchs du, wanns du hol Kénns?
Kommt du of auf Kirchborg? Wonn ja, s machs_ o, won du hior ist?

2 Doseribo a typicalday for you in Kichberg
'Déct.moiuno journéo typique 4 Kichborg ?

Kanns du n typeschen Dag op do Kierchbieryfr doch boschroon?
Kannst du oinon typischen Tag in Kirchberg fa dch beschroiben?

3.Can you el me about Kirchborg?
Tu poux mo parerdo Kirchberg ?

Kanns du i oppes awert Korchbiorg sosn?
Kannst du miretwas Gber Kirchberg sagen?

4 How would you doscrbe Kirchberg 1o someona who dossrt know I (n tree words)?
Tu décrrais Kirchberg comment (en trois mots) & quelqu'un quio connait pas ?

Wi g6is du do Kierchbiorg angem boschroiwen, doon ol nel wooss (an drdi Wierder)?
Wio wiidost du Kichborg jomandom boschrolben, der s nicht kennd (i ool Wortorm)?

5. Why those words? Wha about Kirchberg makes you say that?
Pourquoi ces mots ? Tu déerrais Kirchberg comme ¢a pourquol 7

Firwal benotz du dés Wiordor bosonnosch,f do Kirchbierg 20 beschroiwon?
Warum dioso Weror? Was bringtdich dazu, das iber Kichberg 2u sagen?

6. Have you seon this placalhese signs before?
Tu s déja v co flewlces sgnes?

Hues du dés Plazidés Zeeche scho gesinn?

Hast du diose Platz/dieso Zeichen schon gesehen?

7.0 you know whes thase photos were taken? What do you know about hs piace?
Est.co que tu sals o on a ris cos pholos ? Qu'ostco quo tu sais do cofou 7
Waoss do, wou dss Foloo gomaach goufon? Wat weoss du iwwor dés Plaz?

Wit o, wo man deso Folos gomacht hat? Was welt du ibe dioso Platz?

8. Can you el me about these photas? s hera anything you ind interesting abou tham?
Tu poux mo parer do ces photos 7 Est.o quily a quelque chose qu u rouves.
intérossante ?

Kanns do mir oppes hnwer dé Foloo soen? Gt f oppes Intressantos iwwer hinnen?
Kannst du mir etwas Gber dese Fotos orzihien? Gibt s etwas nteressantes Gber de?

. What do you notice about the languages in the places In the pholos?
Questco que tu as remarqué des angues dans es lu dans cos pholos 7
Wat miorks du am Kador vun do Sproochen an déso Plazen op do Foloon?
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