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Abstract: Romanian immigration in Spain reached its peak towards the end of the 2000’s
putting the Romanians on the first place amongst the immigrant communities in Spain and
thus creating the proper environment for language contact between Romanian and Spanish.
This linguistic reality has been studied only recently but conclusions arising from this
research already account for the existence of a new variety of Romanian, lately referred to as
Rumariol.

According to the first studies that dealt with the topic, Rumariol was a mixed variety used by
Romanian immigrants living in Spain and characterised by linguistic interferences. However,
some recent papers have shown that from a quantitative point of view this is highly debatable
since the amount of interference seems to be very low.

The present paper combines this quantitative criterion with a sociological view, by firstly
investigating the degree to which Romanian immigrants might be aware of Rumariiol as a
distinct variety of Romanian, and secondly by aiming at identifying any possible correlation
between the awareness level and the amount of interference present in their discourse.

Keywords: sociolinguistics, language contact, linguistic interference, Rumariol, identity.

1. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to discuss the validity of the newly coined term Rumariol
as an identity marker used by the Romanian immigrants living in Spain by analysing the
degree in which immigrants are aware of the existence of the concept and/or use it to identify
the Romanian variety that they speak. The sociological data consists of the answers of 92
informants from 6 areas in Spain to the questions “Have you ever heard the word Rumanol?”’
and “What is, in your opinion, Rumariol?” These two questions were the last ones to be asked
in a series of guided conversations that were used to gather linguistic data on the Romanian-
Spanish language contact.

2. Romanian immigration in Spain and the term Rumaiiol

Presently, there are approximately one million Romanian immigrants living in Spain
and one of the aspects in which these people feel most strongly the cultural contact with the
Spanish society is their day to day communication. This situation is, undoubtedly, due to the
growth of Romanian immigration in Spain during the last twenty years. Romanian presence in
Spain can be tracked back to earlier dates but it used to be so low that Romanians did not even
show up in the statistics and it was only at the beginning of the 2000’s when it became more
evident. Following the political regime change in Romania and a series of immigrant friendly
laws that were passed in Spain, Romanian immigration in Spain started to grow constantly
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during the second half of the 90°s and reached a boom during the 2000°s*. The figures offered
by the National Institute of Statistics in Spain are extremely relevant. Back in 1999 there were
about 3.000 Romanians in Spain, which meant 0,4% of the total number of foreigners in the
country and thus, Romanian community was not even among the first 30 ethnic minorities. At
the beginning of 2008 the number of registered Romanian immigrants was 731.806 and the
Romanian community became the largest in Spain (Viruela Martinez 2006: 159). Around
these dates, when the effects of the economic crisis started to be felt in Spain as well, the
rhythm of immigration slows down and some of the immigrants even decide to move back to
Romania (Tamames 2008: 69-79). Nevertheless, the overall number has continued to grow
and has presently got to 925.140 which represent 16% of the total number of immigrants in
Spain, according to the figures offered by the General Secretary for Immigration and
Emigration, within the Ministry of Labor and Social Security in Spain?.

The term Rumariol started to be used to designate the way in which Romanian
immigrants speak in Spain in 2005 when the Spanish journal EI Mundo published in its
Sunday supplement an article written by the Spanish journalist of Romanian origin Alexandru
Emil Petrescu, in which the author used this term to refer to the mix of Romanian and Spanish
that he considered to be the jargon (jerga in Spanish) of the second generation of Romanian
immigrants (Petrescu 2005). The concept appeared afterwards several times in the media,
mostly in newspaper, radio and TV programs in different versions: romaniola (Mihalcea
2007), rumaniola (ziare.ro 2009), rumaniol (Dinu 2009) or romariol (Mateas, 2010). In most
of these cases, the linguistic reality designated by these terms was mostly perceived
negatively and it was considered a badly spoken Romanian. It is also worth mentioning the
fact that in 2007 the Romanian government decided to implement a project by which classes
of Romanian language, culture and civilization started to be taught in schools where
Romanian Kids are learning (Mae.ro 2012). This confirms and validates somehow the purist
attitudes of Romanian media. However, there were also several attempts to legitimize the
concept done by different Romanian associations in Spain such as the organization in
Torrelaguna of a debate on the topic, titled “Copilul tiu in ce limbi viseaza?>” in July, 2009,
with the participation of the Romanian Cultural Institute (ICR). It was the first time when
opinions about Rumariol that have previously appeared only in media met with the more
cautious and more documented ideas of some scholars, some of them linguists who were
working on the Romanian-Spanish language contact, such as Ofelia Mariana Uta Burcea, PhD
student at Universidad Complutense de Madrid or Diego Mufioz Carrobles, researcher at the
same university. In spite of these efforts, the term Rumariol and the linguistic reality it refers
to are still the object of controversy. On one hand linguists do not share the radical ideas that
have appeared in the media according to which Rumariol would be a new language (Mihalcea
2007) or a new dialect of Romanian (Dinu 2009, Tercero 2010). On the other hand, there is no
agreement between those linguists who have written on the topic either.

! More details on Romanian immigration to Spain in Caeiro Garcia 2010, Marcu 2009, Pajares Alonso 2008,
Roesler 2007, Sandu 2009, Tamames 2008, Viruela Martinez 2006 y 2010.

2 Latest figures reflect the situation as of June, 30, 2013 and can be consulted on the official webpage: Ministerio
de Empleo y Seguridad Social - http://extranjeros.empleo.gob.es/es/estadisticas/operaciones/con-
certificado/index.html

% In what language does your kid dream?
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There are not too many studies which deal with the Romanian-Spanish language
contact and those which do, use the concept with different meanings and do not manage to
clarify what it refers to. Thus, Munteanu Colan refers in an article from 2011 to the discourse
of Romanian immigrants by calling it a new linguistic means marked by Spanish interferences
which represent, in the author’s opinion, “early signs, but very likely to continue to the extent
that radical changes might take place in this variety, that can go as far as becoming another
type of pidgin, the so called rumariol, as it is jocularly and fondly referred to, distinct from the
variety spoken in Romania” (Munteanu Colan 2011: 34). A more extended study, that of
loana Jieanu, states that Rumariol is the sociolect of Romanian immigrants in Spain,
characterized by cases of linguistic interference (Jieanu 2011: 191 — 199). Other papers have
the same approach, presenting and classifying the interferences that can be identified in the
Romanian oral (Roesler 2007; Schulte 2012; Branza 2012) and written (Uta Burcea 2010;
Duta 2012) discourse. However, most of them use the term Rumariol to name this linguistic
reality without investigating if this reality has indeed the characteristics of a new variety that
could be called differently and some papers even make some statements that, in our opinion,
are not demonstrated. Jieanu, for example, after making a detailed presentation of the
different cases of interference that can be found in the corpus she used, says that Rumariol can
be considered a Romanian sociolect because those cases can be found in the discourse of most
Romanian immigrants in Spain, and that most of them are aware of the fact that they speak a
different variety then that which is used in Romania and they call it Rumariol (Jieanu 2012:
195). That would mean that most of the Romanians use the term as an identity marker. We
believe that this is not entirely correct and will try to show in the next few chapters why.

3. Awareness of Rumarsiel among the Romanian immigrants in Spain

We have stated in previous papers (Buzilda 2013b; Buzila 2013c) that the similitude
between various immigrant discourses is highly debatable as the quantitative data we analysed
revealed important differences in the amount of interference (ranging from 0,51% to 7,89%)
between various informants depending on the social variables involved. That is normal
because any language variety present a certain degree of variation but it also means that in
order to consider Rumariol a sociolect, we need to take into account the social variables
involved and better describe the possible Rumariol speaker. Identifying this with all Romanian
immigrants in Spain is too vague and premature.

On the other hand, the amount of interference in the discourse of the immigrants is
very low overall (1,49 at group level) and therefore it can be argued that the variety spoken by
the Romanian immigrants in Spain does not deviate so much from the standard as previous
studies suggest (Buzila 2013c). The quantitative data comes from only a small sample out of a
larger corpus we gathered in order to analyse the language contact situation and these figures
would need to be confirmed by analysing the whole corpus.

However, even if this proves to be right, it is still possible to consider Rumariol a
strong concept if we can prove that the term is used by the Romanian immigrant community
as an identity marker. In other words, it is not necessary that the new variety be so different
from the standard one as long as the speakers feel it like that and use a different name to refer
to the way they speak and if, at the same time, they use this name to individualize themselves
as a group. Without going into the details related to the different attitudes the immigrants
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might have towards this new variety (some may feel it natural, some may reject it etc.) the
first step towards using the concept as an identity marker would be knowing it. Our intention
was to check if Jieanu’s assumption was right and if, indeed, most of the Romanians in Spain
use this term. In order to do that, we decided to ask at the end of the 92 guided conversations
we used to gather linguistic data, the following two questions: “Have you ever heard the word
Rumaniol?” and “What does Rumariol mean, in your opinion?” If Jieanu’s assumption iS
correct we would expect to get a lot of “Yes” answers for the first one. The second one is used
as a control question in order to make sure that the informants use the concept with the
meaning we have described. Figure 1 reflects the answers received for the first question and
shows the fact that the situation is rather different.

Have you ever heard the word "Rumanol"?

8,70%

B YES
®NO

91.30%
Figure 1 — Awareness of Rumariol

It is evident that most of the informants have not heard the word before as 84
informants have answered NO to this question and therefore don’t know what it may refer to.
Of the 8 informants who answered YES, 7 said that it refers to the mixture of Romanian and
Spanish and one informant used relatively precise linguistic terminology saying that it refers
to the linguistic interference phenomenon taking place in the Romanian communities due to
the fact that this informant was a PhD student in Humanities. The high percentage of
informants who are not aware of the concept nor of its meaning, points to the conclusion that
the fact that Romanian immigrants consider Rumariol a linguistic variety that define them as a
social group and differentiate them from the speakers in Romania is highly debatable. We are
dealing with a small sample, of course, but with a high degree of diversity (as it can be seen
from chapter 4) so we consider the results relevant.

However, the percentage of YES answers is higher than 0 so, even if at a group level
we cannot consider this new variety something that the immigrants identify themselves with,
it would be interesting to find out which are the social variables that contribute to Rumariol
being recognized and considered an identity label. By analysing the social variables involved
we intend to understand what social groups are more likely to acknowledge and use this
concept.
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4. Awareness of Rumariol vs. social variables

There are seven social variables that were observed and analysed in order to determine
which are the relevant characteristics that favour the use of Rumariol as an identity marker by
the Romanian immigrants in Spain. Figure 2 present these variables and the respective scales.

Social variable|Scale
Men
Women
5-14
15-24
25-34
Age|35-44
45-54
55-64
64+
Dobruja
Moldavia
Origin | Transylvania
(Region in Romania)|Walachia
Romania(?) - Cannot remember
Spain - born in Spain
Alicante
Badajoz
Residence|Castellon

(Spanish province)|Madrid
Malaga
Tarragona
Completed in Romania

- Gimnaziu (Middle school)

- Liceu (Highschool)

- Invatamant superior (Higher education)
Attending in Spain

- CEIP (Primary school)

- ESO (Secondary school)

- Educacion superior (Higher education)
Less then 5 years (<5)
Time spent in Spain |Between 5 and 10 years (5-10)
More then 10 years (>10)
Late bilingualism
Early bilingualism

Figure 2 — Social variables and scales

Sexo

Studies

Type of billingualism

These scales were used to calculate the awareness level for each group configured by the
social variables. The next sections present the result of this analysis.
4.1. Sex a0

30 N0

mYES

Mo of informins

Waomen Men

Figure 3 — Awareness vs. Sex

The split between YES and NO answers for this variable can be seen in Figure 3. YES
answers represent 8,16% in the case of women and 9,30% in the case of men. Although
women discourse tend to present a higher amount of interference (Buzila 2013b), women
informants don’t seem to be more aware then men of the fact that they speak a different
variety. Judging by the similar percentages we can draw the conclusion that sex is not a

277

BDD-V488 © 2013 Arhipelag XXI Press
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.29 (2026-03-09 17:53:06 UTC)



SECTION: LANGUAGE AND DISCOURSE LDMD I

relevant variable in acknowledging Rumariol as a different linguistic variety and in using it as

an identity marker.
;- sNO
15 » YES
i
e

4.2. Age
5-14  15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+

Figure 4 — Awareness vs. Age

of imfommrts

No.

Informants were divided in seven groups according to the variable “Age” variable, starting
from the lowest age considered in this study (5 years old) and going by decades. The results can be
seen in Figure 4. It can be noticed that the concept is not known at all by kids (5 — 14) nor by senior
informants (55 +). YES answers were only recorded in what could be called the active population
(25 — 54) with one exception in the 15 — 24 group. This is probably due to the fact that language
awareness in general does not usually appear at very early ages so awareness of a variety is even
less probable to appear in a kid. As for the 55+ informants, there are several aspects that have to be
mentioned here. First of all, more than 90% of the Romanian immigrants can be included in age
groups <54 (Tamames 2008: 30) so there are relatively few older immigrants in the first place.
Secondly, those who are older than 54 are in general less interested in dealing with the details of the
language contact situation triggered by the social contact. They are not “active’” workers who plan to
spend a significant time in Spain but people who are about to retire (and most of them decide to go
back to Romania) or grandparents who have just moved to Spain to take care of other members of
their family and do not even speak Spanish. Besides being far fewer than those belonging to other
age groups senior immigrants are also the people that are least probable to debate on identity

matters.
«
¥
15 aNO
10 *YES
% l
) m i
> > > \ A &
v‘p\\ ¢ F g & -7'5:.\\

4.3. Origin

of informants
Z I S

Na

R &
o &

\«"“; &
Figure 5 — Awareness vs. Origin

As mentioned in Figure 1, it was the historical-geographic regions in Romania where
the informants come from that were taken into account under this variable. However, as we
can already talk about an emerging second generation of immigrants, we had to account for
two more groups: those who were not born in Romania and those who were born in Romania
but left the country at very early ages so that they cannot remember where they come from.
We called these groups “Spain” and “Romania(?)”.
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The results (Figure 5) are somewhat surprising. The only two groups where we got
YES answers are Transylvania (75% of those who heard about Rumariol) and Wallachia
(25%). If it’s normal not to get any YES answer in the last two groups, as they are mostly
made of kids under 15, it is somewhat surprising to have the same negative result for the
Dobruja and Moldavia groups. On one hand the total number of informants from these two
regions is lower but another possible explanation is related to the way that most of the
Romanians immigrated: through social networks (Tamames 2008: 31 — 35). These networks,
which at the beginning, are made of people from the same region in Romania, are very strong,
and besides being an infrastructure for mutual help, it also facilitates the flow of information.
Most of this is related to job opportunities and everyday needs but sometimes it can refer to
other aspects like language and identity. If a certain small group begin to be interested in such
aspects it is very probable that soon there will be more members of their social network
knowing about it. However, in order to be able to claim that a Transylvanian origin implies a
higher probability that a certain person use Rumariol to identify themselves, more informants
from other areas should be included in the analysis.
4.4. Residence
' Romanians live all over the Spanish territory but for the
present paper we have interviewed immigrants living in
six different provinces. Figure 6 shows the results

§ = according to the variable “Residence”. There are two
| & = NO R . o
10 I I «ves | i1solated cases of informants who know what Rumariol
g N -
\\‘v_\&’ & 4 _\5\\ : .\-'-"’;;‘ o o )‘rF)

I nfoemants

N

refers to (both of them PhD students) from Alicante
and Tarragona and the rest of those who answered YES
o L are from Madrid. It can be assumed that this is because
Figure 6 — Awareness vs. Residence  Madrid acts as a centre from various points of view
and it is also the place where information flow has the
highest level, so regardless of social networks (or exactly because Madrid is an important
node in most of the social networks) someone living in Madrid is more likely to have
heard about other issues regarding the immigrant’s life than someone living in a small

village.

4.5. Education

A preliminary distinction needs to be made for this
variable. A considerable number of informants
have not concluded yet their formal education
.xo | Which means that they are currently receiving it in
=¥== | Spanish. Some of them started school in Romania
and are continuing it in Spain while others started
it directly in Spain. We identify this group as ESP.

4=
=

of nformnnls

P,
bt

EsP ROM | On the other side, there is the big group of those
Figure 7 — Awareness vs. Education who concluded their education in Romania before
(country) immigrating. We refer to them as ROM.

Therefore, a first comparison was done between
these two groups (Figure 7) showing that with only one exception, those who talk about
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Rumariol are members of the later which is not very surprising taking into account the fact
that ESP group is mostly made of kids under 15 years old and we have already seen in 4.2.
that this age group has no YES answer. Actually, the one exception mentioned above is a
young university student who graduated high school in Romania, prior to immigration
experience and, after a several years break, decided to continue go for a university degree as
well. This is one of the reasons for which we decided to look further only into the different
education levels that we can identify in the ROM group. The other reason is the fact that
education level works as a social variable only if education is concluded, if not, it is the
variable age that is relevant, like in the case of kids, and not the school level they are currently
attending. Therefore, Figure 8 presents the results of the analysis only for those informants
who graduated a school in Romania. The data suggests that the probability that immigrants
might be aware of the concept of Rumariol is directly proportional with the number of formal
education years attended. That’s why no informant
having graduated only secondary school knows about
5 Rumariol, but 2 high school graduates and 5
st informants with Higher Education have heard of it
.vs | and know what it refers to. If we consider the

of iformunt s

No

: . percentages these numbers represent, the trend is even

0 more obvious. The 2 high school graduates represent
oo 6,89% of all the informants in their group the 5

» Figure 8 — Awareness vs. Education University graduates represent 27,7%. It is, therefore,
(level) obvious that knowing and talking about Rumaiiol as a

different Romanian variety and considering it an identity mark are issues that tend to be
related to immigrants with higher education.

4.6. Time spent in Spain
[ o ' This variable is usually a relevant one when
analysing language contact situations as it influences
the amount and type of interference that appear in the
«x0 | discourse of Romanian immigrants. It is, therefore,
“Y& | interesting to check if it also influences the level of
10 l I linguistic awareness. The results presented in Figure 9
) seem to point to the conclusion that it is less probable

of informunts

No.
"

<5 yeass 510 years 10 years
Figure 9 — Awareness vs. Time spent that an immigrant having lived less than 5 years in
in Spain Spain could have heard about Rumariol whereas any

period greater than that favours this kind of
awareness. This can be explained by the fact that “newcomers” usually spend some time in
acquiring the local language, even if Romanians learn Spanish earlier than immigrants of
other origins (Tamames 2008: 89 — 88), and only after that, the newly acquired language
begins to influence their Romanian. On the other hand, they usually deal with several other
problems at the beginning such as finding a job and a home, doing the necessary paperwork,
and they focus their efforts on finding information about those burning issues rather than
abstract discussions about how the language they speak changes or not.
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4.7. Type of bilingualism

This variable is used to account for the differences that exist between what could be called
generational groups. However, we avoid using the term generation because there is actually no
second generation of Romanian immigrants in Spain in proper sociolinguistic terms, but rather an
emerging one, as most of the members of this group are still under 15 years old. However, there is
a noticeable higher amount of interference that can be recorded in this second group and in order
to account for it a variable had to be used. From this linguistic point of view, the differences
. between “generations” are actually linked to the way
and the moment in which the two languages that are in
contact are acquired. Therefore, it is relevant to make
the distinction between those who acquired Romanian
first and, then, as adults, immigrated and acquired
Spanish as a second language and those who were born
10 in or moved to Spain at an early age and acquired
Romanian and Spanish at the same time. We will use

o0

%0

&NO

s VES

No. ol inforrmanls

Late bilingualism Early bikngualism

* Figure 10 — Awareness vs. Type of  the terms late and early bilingualism*. The data

bilingualism presented in Figure 10 reveals a clear tendency of those
immigrants with early bilingualism to not be aware of the concept of Rumariol as there is only one
informant in this group who has heard of it. It is relevant the fact that this exception is due to a
young university student (different from the one mentioned in 4.5). That shows that, rather than
one social variable, we should consider a mix of several such variables if we want to understand
which elements favour the linguistic awareness of Rumariol. Among them, age and education
seems to play an important role.

By putting together data from sections 4.1. — 4.7. and by looking at the factors that favour
awareness of Rumariol as a distinct linguistic variety, we can construct a composite profile of the
Romanian immigrant most likely to have heard of and use Rumariol to refer to the way he/she
speaks. Thus we will see that there is a higher probability that a Romanian immigrant uses this
term as an identity marker if he or she (sex proved to be irrelevant) is at an active age (25 — 54), is
original from Transylvania, leaves in Madrid, has graduated a higher education institution, spent
more than 5 years in Spain and present a late bilingualism, that is, belongs to the first generation
of immigrants. Figure 11 summarizes this data.

Sex Irrelevant
Age| Active age (25 - 54)
Origin Transilvania
Residence Madrid
Education| Higher Education (ROM)
Time spent in Spain >5
Type of Billingualism Late

Figure 11 — Composite profile of a Romanian immigrant aware of the concept Rumariol

4 Myers-Scotton, from whom we took the definitions of the two concepts, use the terms late and child
bilingualism (Myers-Scotton 2005: 324-325).
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Some final remarks need to be made here as the analysis that has just been presented
might create the impression that Rumariol is indeed an identity label for the group of people
who match the description above. We believe it is not entirely so and that’s why we repeat
that someone having the features presented in Figure 11 is more likely but not sure to have
heard of and use the term Rumariol. Actually, in the case of each variable we could see that
the percentage of people answering YES is rather low even in those groups that we use for the
composite. Moreover, we considered relevant the fact that some of the groups that had the
most YES answers (e.g. Higher Education; Late bilingualism) seems to be the same groups
that proved to have the discourse with the lowest amount of interference as resulting from
another study (Buzila 2013b). Therefore we decided to calculate the total amount of

TET————— . interference for the two groups, those who answered

T " Rumaiiol"? YES and those who answered NO, regardless of the
social variables involved. If Rumariol is indeed an
identity marker for those who speak it we would

G expect to find a correlation between YES answers and
= NO a high amount of interference. As the linguistic data
that was recorded for each informant has not yet been
transliterated in totality we could only calculate this
for the first 16 informants. By recalculating the

-Figure 12 — Awareness of Rumaiiol :n YESINO split (Figure 12) only for those 16
a smaller sample used to calculate  informants we can notice a higher percentage of YES

the amount of interference answers compared to the results presented in chapter
3 but most of them are still those who answered NO
so the trend is the same. By calculating the amount of interference® for the two groups, we get
a somehow surprising result (Figure 13). The discourse of the 25% of informants who know
the concept and use it to refer to a way of talking by mixing Spanish and Romanian has only a
0,65% of linguistic interference while the discourse of the 75% of informants who have never
heard of Rumariol present a higher amount of interference, that is 2,35%. Apart from the fact
that the amount of interference is very low in both cases, the one thing that stands out is the
fact that Rumariol seems to be more suitable to describe the discourse of those who have
never heard of it while those who use it to individualize their have a discourse that hardly
deviates from the standard. From this point of view Rumariol, as a concept, seems to be more
of a fancy abstraction created by educated first generation immigrants, mostly from Madrid
who, wishing to individualize themselves, turn to linguistics in order to find a concept that
might offer some weight to their effort. The true linguistic reality —the true Rumariol- is
actually present more in the discourse of those who have never heard of it and it takes the
form of a linguistic variety only slightly deviated from the standard one and marked by a
rather low amount of linguistic interference.

® The methodology used for calculating the amount of interference is presented in Buzild 2013b
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YES NO
% of Informants 25% 5%
Amount of interference 0,65% 2,35%

Figure 13 — Awareness of Rumariol vs. Amount of linguistic interference

5. Conclusions

In this paper we discussed the validity of the term Rumariol used as an identity marker
and the extent to which the concept is used by the Romanian immigrants living in Spain by
analysing the degree in which immigrants are aware of the existence of the concept. The data
gathered from 92 informants who live in six different regions in Spain point to the fact that
this concept is only known by a minority of immigrants. The analysis of the social variables
involved helped us identify the characteristics of the members of this minority and construct a
composite profile of such a Romanian immigrant who is aware of the concept. Finally, by
correlating this analysis with the amount of interference that the discourse of the informants in
the two groups present, we argued that Rumariol can be seen either as a false identity marker
as it has no real corespondence in the linguistic reality of the minority who use the term or as
a linguistic variety only slightly different from standard Romanian but which is not used as
identity marker by those who speak it. The last group si also the majority.

References

Branza, M. 2012. , Transferencias lingiiisticas en el habla de los rumanos residentes en
Espana”, Catalina Iliescu Gheorghiu (editor), Traduccion y (A)Culturacion en la era global,
Editorial Agua Clara, Alicante.

Buzila, P. 2013a. ,,Remarks on the study of the Romanian-Spanish language contact”, 15th
Annual Conference of The English Department, University of Bucharest, 6-8 June, 2013, to
be published.

Buzila, P. 2013b. ,,;Existe el rumafiol? Un analisis cuantitativo de la interferencia lingiiistica
en el habla de los inmigrantes rumanos de Espafia”, Conferinta “Noi directii In cercetarea
textelor si discursurilor romanesti, Universitatea Stefan cel Mare”, Suceava, 27-28 septembrie
2013, to be published.

Buzila, P. 2013c. “Rumaiiol — The adaptation of Romanian to the Spanish linguistic context”,
Adaptation Unbounded: New Directions, New Agendas International Interdisciplinary
Conference, Universitatea “Alexandru Ioan Cuza”, Iasi, 31 October — 2 November, 2013, to

be published.
Caeiro Garcia, J.L. 2010. ,La inmigraciéon rumana reciente en el ayuntamiento de Coslada”,
Migraciones & Exilios. Cuadernos AEMIC, no. 11/2010, p. 83 - 106,

http://www.aemic.org/assets/articulos/200/original/Jos%C3%A9_Luis_
Caeiro_Garc%C3%ADa._Migraciones_Exilios_11-2010.pdf?1314465532, ultima  consulta:
27.12.2012.

Edwards J. 2009. Language and ldentity: An Introduction. Key topics in sociolinguistics,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge UK

Jieanu, 1. 2012. Interferente lingvistice romdno-spaniole, lasi, Lumen.

283

BDD-V488 © 2013 Arhipelag XXI Press
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.29 (2026-03-09 17:53:06 UTC)



SECTION: LANGUAGE AND DISCOURSE LDMD I

Jieanu, 1. 2012. ,Interferente lingvistice romano-spaniole in comunicarea virtuald”,
Simpozionul International de Lingvistica, Editia a V-a, 27-28 septembrie 2013, Institutul de
Lingvistica ,,Jorgu lordan — Al. Rosetti” al Academiei Romane.

MAE.RO (2012), ,Proiectul privind predarea cursului de Limba, cultura si civilizatie
romaneascd in unitati de Invatdmant din Spania”, Pagina Ambasadei Romaniei in Regatul
Spaniei, http://madrid.mae.ro/node/798, ultima accesare: 26.12.2012.

Marcu, S. 2009. ,,Del Este al Oeste. La migracién de rumanos en la Union Europea: evolucion
y caracteristicas”, Migraciones Internacionales, vol.16, El Colegio de la Frontera Norte
México, http://www2.colef. mx/ migracionesinternacionales/revistas/M116/n16-155-191.pdf ,
ultima consulta: 13.01.2013

Moreno Fernandez F. 1998. Principios de sociolingiiistica y sociologia del lenguaje, Ariel,
Barcelona, 4-a edicion, 2009.

Munteanu Colan, D. 2011. ,,Can the Romanian spoken in Spain become a new linguistiC
means?”’, Analele Universitatii din Bucuregti. Limbi si literaturi straine, LX (1), p. 19 — 36.
Myers-Scotton, C. 2005. Multiple Voices. An Introduction to Bilingualism, Blackwell
Publishing, Oxford.

OPI 2012. ,Extranjeros residentes en Espana a 30 de septiembre de 2012” - Resultados
Generales,  Informe del  Observatorio  Permanente de la  Inmigracion,
http://extranjeros.empleo.gob.es/es/estadisticas/operaciones/con-
certificado/201209/Principales_resultados 30092012.pdf, Gltima consulta: 26.12.2012.
Pajares Alonso, M. 2008. Comunidades inmigradas de la Europa del Este. El caso del
colectivo rumano en Espafia, REVISTA CIDOB d'AFERS INTERNACIONALS, no. 84:
Migraciones y redes transnacionales: Comunidades inmigradas de Europa Central y del Este
en Espaia.

Roesler, P. 2007. La integracion lingiiistica de inmigrantes rumanos en Alicante, RedELE
Revista  electronica de didactica / espaiol lengua  extranjera, No. 11,
http://www.educacion.gob.es/dctm/redele/Material RedELE/Revista/2007_11/

2007 redELE 11 O8roesler.pdf, ultima consulta: 27.12.2012.

Sala, M. 1997. Limbi in contact, Univers Enciclopedic, Bucuresti.

Sandu, D. (ed.) 2009. Comunidades rumanas en Espana, http://fedrom.org/ statics/
uploads/SOROS.pdf, Gltima consulta: 3.01.2013.

Schmidt, U. 2008. Language Loss and the Ethnic Identity of Minorities, European Center for
Minority Issues, Flensburg.

Schulte, K. 2012. La aparicion de nuevas variedades romances: el contacto lingiiistico entre
rumano, castellano y valenciano en Castellon de la Plana, Catélina Iliescu Gheorghiu (ed.),
Traduccion y (A)Culturacion en la era global, Editorial Agua Clara, Alicante.

Tamames, R. (ed.) 2008. Saatchi & Saatchi - Estudio sobre la inmigracion rumana en
Espaiia, Madrid, Castellana Cien, http://fedrom.org/statics/uploads/Estudio Saatchi.pdf,
ultima consulta 27.12.2012.

Uta Burcea, O.M. 2012. El habla de los rumanos de Espana. Trazos de espafiol en el rumano
escrito. La construccion creativa: El rumafol, Prodan, Delia y Catalina Iliescu Gheorghiu
(eds.), El papel de la traduccion en el discurso de la rumanidad desde una perspectiva
diasporica, Alicante: Aguaclara. p. 95-110.

284

BDD-V488 © 2013 Arhipelag XXI Press
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.29 (2026-03-09 17:53:06 UTC)



SECTION: LANGUAGE AND DISCOURSE LDMD I

Viruela Martinez, R. 2006. Inmigrantes rumanos en Espafa: aspectos territoriales y procesos
de sustitucion laboral, Scripta Nova. Revista de Electronica de Geografia y Ciencias Sociales,
Vol. X, nr. 222, Universidad de Barcelona, http://www.ub.edu/geocrit/sn/sn-222.htm, altima
consulta: 5.09.2011.

Viruela Martinez, R. 2010. Movilidad geografica de los rumanos (Estructura territorial de las
migraciones interiors en Espafia), Empiria. Revista de Metodologia de ciencias sociales, no.
19/2010, enero-junio, Universidad Nacional de Educacion a Distancia, p. 157 — 181,
http://www.colectivoioe.org/ uploads/ d70e92469ea5d534c31d5b25acaf48ae0c593b25.pdf,
ultima consulta: 28.12.2012.

Ziare.ro. 2009. “Rumaniola, noua limba a romanilor din Spania”, ziare.ro, 27 februarie, 2009,
http://www.ziare.com/diaspora/romani-spania/rumaniola-noua-limba-a-romanilor-din-spania-
683505, ultima accesare: 7.01.2013.

285

BDD-V488 © 2013 Arhipelag XXI Press
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.216.29 (2026-03-09 17:53:06 UTC)


http://www.tcpdf.org

