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ABSTRACT 

Indigenous and minority communities around the world are becoming 

increasingly successful in reclaiming their identities as a consequence of being granted 

linguistic human rights, meaning access to both mother tongue and an official language in 

their daily lives (Grin, 2005; Kontra, Phillipson & Skutnabb-Kangas, 1999). In the 

shadow of these developments lie the Roma, an ethnic group whose plight seems little 

changed since they arrived in Europe in the 13th century, living since then in either 

nomadic, forcibly settled, or voluntarily assimilated communities. Their troubled history 

has resulted in a plethora of legal and social issues due to which their status remains 

problematic across Europe today, and in Romania in particular. European Union 

membership since 2007 has brought increased pressure on Romania to facilitate Roma 

“inclusion into mainstream society”, yet most social action-based initiatives to achieve 

this goal seem to have failed to date. As an alternative course of action, then, could the 

Roma’s language, Romani, be instrumental in strengthening their Romanian community? 

Using narrative inquiry as the methodological and epistemological framework for 

this study situated in western Romania, I aimed to investigate the extent to which the 

linguistic human rights of the Roma are acknowledged and granted in Romania in 

national policy and through local institutional practices, and the ways in which Roma and 

non-Roma citizens are experiencing the impact of these policies in their daily lives. My 

data came from national legislation, namely the Romanian Constitution and policies 

aimed specifically at the Roma in Romania; interviews with Romanian and Roma local 

government representatives; and life stories from both Roma and Romanian citizens. My 

analysis revealed that national legislation does grant the Roma their right to live their 
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lives in their own language, and that Romanian governing bodies appear to enact these 

policies as per European Union requirements. However, the use of language for strategic 

ambiguity in national policy, mirrored in the fact that institutions implement local policy 

designed for the Roma only on demand from the Roma community itself, a community 

which is often disenfranchised and disconnected from national and local government, 

ultimately equates to the continued disenfranchisement of the Roma in Romania.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Witches are not born […]  they are made. – The Wyvern Mystery  

1.1. Background to the study 

The issue of minority rights has occupied a central role in European legislation 

over the past few decades. The concept emerged in the late eighteenth century, when 

European states began to question certain principles underlying the relatively recent-born 

existing model for national governance, that of nation-states. Under this model, the 

concept of the unity of the state meant one nation, one language, one culture (Pogany, 

2007). Consequently, allegiance to the language and culture of the political systems ruling 

over any given country prevailed over the historical realities of race, ancestry, and 

religion across Europe. This pledged allegiance translated into a sense of nationalism 

(Malloy, 2005; Pogany, 2007), a concept defined by Gellner (1983) as the “political 

principle that holds that the political and the national unit should be congruent” (p. 1). 

Nationalism entails “the general imposition of a high culture on society, where previously 

low cultures had taken up the lives of the majority (...) of the population” (Gellner, 1983, 

p. 57). This particular approach to ensuring loyalty to the state (Coulombe, 1993; Grin, 

2005) has been criticised for its short history (Anderson, 2006) and its shortcomings in 

creating a cohesive society. Anderson (2006) and Gellner (1983) argued that nationalism 

is unable to take into account all members of any given society living in one particular 

geographical area, their rich interwoven pasts, and the values that have kept them together 

for centuries.  And yet, this principle has now been applied for over two centuries, and 

has resulted in long-lasting political, linguistic and cultural hegemony on the part of 

nation-states (May, 2012). Its logical consequences have seen certain ethnic minority 
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groups disadvantaged socially, economically and politically, and sometimes directly 

oppressed by dominant political, economic and linguistic groups (Skutnabb-Kangas, 

2012); consequently, ethnic and linguistic diversity were viewed as problems rather than 

resources, and perceived to be threats to the unity of the state (Kontra et al., 1999).  

This paradigm has been increasingly challenged across Europe over the past 

century, in the wake of the movement for the recognition of the numerous ethnic groups 

that had historically been part of the fabric of every European society (Kaplan & 

Baldauf., 1997; Phillipson et al., 1994). While the potential of these movements to further 

the cause of Europe’s oppressed was severely impacted by the rapid succession of World 

War I and World War II, post-war Europe has become increasingly aware of the need to 

recognise the linguistic, ethnic, and cultural richness within its territory. Several 

legislative initiatives and international legislative bodies have been created to encourage 

European states to address these issues, the most notable being the European Convention 

on Human Rights (1954), the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages 

(1992), and the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (1998). 

All these organisations and legal frameworks acknowledge the fact that the use of a 

language of choice is an important human right (Grin, 2003; Kaplan & Baldauf, 1999), 

and that understanding the relationship between culture, language and ethnicity is the key 

to understanding and granting minority language rights (Hogan-Brun & Wolff, 2003; 

O’Riagain, 2001; Paz, 2012). Moving on from the notion of minority rights, in the next 

section I briefly overview the field of language policy and planning, emphasising the 

importance of linguistic human rights within this field.  
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1.2. Language planning and linguistic human rights 

Language policy and language planning have been the tools employed by 

European states in the process of granting either minority language rights or support of 

minority and community languages, but also for intervention on the languages themselves 

(Richards & Schmidt, 2010) in accordance with European legislation (Grin, 2003; Kaplan 

& Baldauf, 1997; Phillipson et al., 1994). Language policy and planning involves macro-

level or state decisions regarding the political and societal status of the languages spoken 

within the boundaries of any nation-state. Developments in language planning in Europe 

over the past few decades have facilitated viewing language as a right, based on the 

wider concept of human rights; consequently, Kontra et al. (1999) and Skutnabb-Kangas 

(2000) argued that granting minorities linguistic human rights has the potential to become 

the most relevant tool in creating legislation that would benefit minority groups. They 

defined linguistic human rights as a people’s right to identify with a mother tongue, to 

obtain education through the medium of that tongue, and to have their affiliation with that 

language respected and officially recognised (Phillipson et al., 1994). Despite the 

possibilities held by the application of linguistic human rights in public policy, this 

concept is still widely contested, especially at the level of individual nation-states. 

Nevertheless, several success stories of grassroots language revitalisation stemming from 

this movement can now be identified in Europe, most notably in Wales and Catalonia 

(Fase et al., 1992; May, 2012; O’Riagain, 2001; Schiffman, 1996). These are encouraging 

examples of effective language planning in Europe; however, they concern only 

recognised national minorities in Europe (Hofmann, 1998; Malloy, 2005). Kymlicka 

(2001, cited in Malloy, 2005, p. 19) defines national minorities as “groups who formed 
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functioning societies on their historical homelands prior to being incorporated into a 

larger society”. What, then, of other groups living in Europe, who have not had a 

European homeland, or the historical, political and societal provisions to form such 

“functioning societies” in Europe? A lot has been done officially, yet little has been 

achieved on the ground for migrants and other ethnic minorities across the European 

continent (May, 2011). The group which has benefitted the least from such initiatives are 

the Roma people (Malloy, 2005), whom I introduce below.  

1.3. Rationale for the study 

Having introduced the field within which my inquiry is situated, I now offer both 

theoretical and personal justifications for my engagement with this project. 

1.3.1. Theoretical justification   

Since the creation of the European Union (EU) in 1993, governments of EU 

member states have had to implement supranational legislation created by EU legislative 

bodies concerning the national and minority groups living on their territories (Grin, 2003; 

Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997; Paz, 2014). The Roma have been the focus of many such 

policies, given their particularly challenging status. They are not indigenous to any of the 

EU member states: they came from India and Pakistan and settled on European territory 

in the thirteenth century (Achim, 2004; Goldston, 2010). Their European history has been 

characterised by hardship and plight. They experienced slavery over the course of several 

centuries after their arrival in Europe (Achim, 2004; Burtea, 1994; Goldston, 2002). 

Large numbers of Roma perished in the holocaust during World War II (Kelso & Eglitis, 

2014; Lucero & Collum, 2007; Marushiakova, 2014).  Following World War Two, they 

were victims of strict anti-Roma policies during the communist era in Eastern Europe 
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(Achim, 2004; Goldston, 2002; McGarry, 2013). The result of such trials are decades of 

extreme poverty, lack of education and professional training, high infant mortality rates, 

and generally lower life expectancy among the Roma when compared to general 

European populations (Goldston, 2010; McGarry, 2008; Pogany, 2006). As a 

consequence of their low socio-economic and cultural status, many Roma still lack ID 

documents: this deems them “legally invisible” and legally prevents them from travelling 

to other EU member states (Agarin, 2014; Fekete, 2014; van Selm, 2009). They are still 

victims of ethnic profiling and racial segregation across Europe (Butler & Gheorghiu, 

2010; Gay y Blasco, 2016; McGarry, 2011; Rorke, 2013). Individual European 

governments resist monitoring this racial bias; in turn, historically, the Roma have been 

suspicious of authorities and Roma representatives, and hesitant in regards to actively 

participating in public life and engaging with politics and their own political 

representatives (Makinen, 2013; McGarry, 2008; Tremlett et al., 2014).  

The Roma of Romania have not been spared: their history in this country parallels 

and mirrors their European history more broadly (Butler & Gheorghiu, 2010; McGarry, 

2011). However, under EU directives and following the example of other European 

countries, numerous policy changes and initiatives are currently being developed to 

accommodate and integrate the significantly large group of Roma people currently living 

in Romania, which make up 3.2% of the total Romanian population according to the 2011 

Census (Institutul National de Statistica, 2011). The main goals of these integration 

policies in Romania are granting this group rights to education, housing, healthcare 

(Luches et al., 2016), employment, and travel (Butler & Gheorghiu, 2010; McGarry, 

2011; Rorke, 2013). However, despite the increasingly numerous attempts of the local 
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government, political parties, Roma rights organizations, and educational institutions to 

implement these policies, the Roma communities living in Romania today still 

experiences significant struggles. Poor health, lack of education and employment, low 

levels of literacy, limited mobility within and across Europe (Kreide, 2019; Kotska, 2019; 

Matras & Leggio, 2018), and the lack of identification (and subsequently, lack of political 

representation and property rights) are still an intrinsic part of the fabric of the Roma 

community Romania (Cretan & Light, 2020; Ivasiuc, 2021; McGarry, 2013). 

The failure of Romanian governmental policies to address Roma rights and Roma 

integration effectively to date could perhaps be explained by the fact that these policies 

have consistently overlooked, or underplayed, the role that their language, Romani, has 

played in Roma history. Since the arrival of the Roma in Europe, their language has been 

divided into various dialects across European Roma communities, as well as across any 

given country where Roma people settled (Halwachs, 2005; Hornsby & Agarin, 2012), 

including in Romania (Achim, 2004). As a consequence, there is no standard version of 

Romani today, no tradition of Romani as the language of education, and no tradition of a 

written form of Romani (Hornsby and Agarin, 2012; McGarry, 2008; Pogany, 2006) 

although efforts are being made by Romania’s Ministry of Education to provide Romani 

dictionaries and Roma teacher training for the purpose of delivering Romani-immersion 

education wherever possible, as well as for making the teaching of Romani possible 

(Sarau, 2013; Guvernul Romaniei, 2017; Guvernul Romaniei, 2022). Most integration 

policies in Romania are currently focusing on granting the Roma basic human rights, with 

little focus on their language (McGarry, 2011; O’Nions, 2007; The World Bank Group, 

2014b; Guvernul Romaniei, 2022). The linguistic practices of this community and the 
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impact that these have on their daily lives seem to have long been kept in the shadow of a 

human rights-focus on this community, despite the fact that the current state of Romani 

may be the crucial factor to account for the difficulties that arise from current Roma 

integration attempts initiated at governmental level. As a logical consequence, limited 

research has been carried out in Romania on the legal and de facto status of Romani; the 

same is true regarding official and institutional attitudes towards Romani in both 

Romanian and Roma settings. At the same time, while such a study may yield rich and 

much needed insight into the “official condition” of the Romanian Roma, the picture 

obtained would be incomplete without weighing the official and institutional perspectives 

and practices against the lived experiences of both Roma and Romanian citizens. These 

three dimensions have not yet been investigated simultaneously, despite the fact that such 

a study would generate knowledge on both the relationship between policy and policy 

implementation and on the impact that this relationship has on the Roma community.  

Additionally, the meso and micro levels of language planning are still underrepresented in 

language policy literature, despite the fact that “the impact that language planning and 

policy has depends heavily on meso and micro level involvement and support” (Kaplan & 

Baldauf, 2003, p. 202); therefore, through situating my narrative inquiry at the municipal 

level (Backhaus, 2012), my study aims to illuminate some of the dimensions of meso 

level policy in practice in western Romania, thus contributing to Roma scholarship from a 

variety of perspectives.   

Consequently, this research project has been designed with a view to cover all 

these three crucial aspects regarding Romani and the lived experiences of the Roma in 

Romania. It aims first to determine both the official and the de facto status of Romani in 
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Romania by examining national policy documents and obtaining insight from both Roma 

and Romanian officials on its status. Secondly, it seeks to uncover the attitudes of the 

Romanian Roma towards their language, as this could be the first step towards identifying 

the practices which would effectively foster the development of Romani in Romania. 

Lastly, it aims to explore the evolution of inter-ethnic relationships and the current local 

attitudes that further influence the lives of the Roma in Romania today. The findings of 

the study could be beneficial for the Romanian government in that the perspectives 

obtained from this piece of research could not only serve the Roma community, but it 

could also provide the national government with the basis for developing more effective 

Roma integration strategies. With this theoretical justification as the background to my 

research journey, the following section highlights the personal reasons which have 

influenced my involvement in narrative inquiry in this particular research field and 

research location. 

1.3.2. Personal justification as a(nother) story 

ONCE UPON A TIME… 

…in a faraway land, there lived a girl who from a young age drew sustenance 

from myth, folklore, and stories. Curiosity was her best friend; adventure, her best 

companion. The lives of the people she met in her wanderings were her favourite fairy 

tales – fascinating villains, heroes, an array of struggles, and thrilling journeys to the 

ends of the earth. Little did she know that one day she would be the one touching down at 

the edge of the earth, set to begin her very own magical journey of uncovering coveted 

and much-needed true tales of a rich, storied past.  

But one day…  
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That is how all the best stories begin; that is how the story of this thesis began. I 

am that once-upon-a-time girl. I grew up in Romania, a country shrouded in myth and 

legend: land of Dracula, of witches, fairies and warlocks, a country which discreetly 

planted the seed of what would today become my thesis. I left Romania in 2010, at the 

age of 23, in order to live my adult life in New Zealand, an equally fascinating country of 

elves, orcs, hobbits, and wizards, all of whom together conspired in making that seed 

planted in Romania sprout, grow, and weave a spellbinding tale onto these pages using 

the most magical tool of all – stories.  

My thesis was born (unbeknownst to me for many years to come) during my early 

childhood in rural Romania: a rough, uncut version of the romanticised cottagecore 

image of country life now flooding social media. However, in my vivid imagination 

fuelled by Romanian and Hungarian fairy tales told by my great-grandparents and 

grandparents, the boundary between what was and what could be gradually became 

blurred, fading into a belief that there is magic in the mundane, and that stories truly can 

come to life. One particular story from my childhood, one which my life journey has 

gradually pushed me to bring to life, is the story of the gypsies, the mysterious Roma 

people who appeared to Europeans to be living life according to their own rules, 

regardless of historical or societal ‘realities’. I heard versions of this story my entire life 

growing up in Romania, where given my extremely limited interaction with this group in 

my daily life these stories took on a life of their own, turning their protagonists into living 

legends. After I moved to New Zealand, however, these stories lost their fantastical grip, 

fading, seemingly drowned in the mundane of the first three years of my new daily life in 

New Zealand. In that time of change, and with all my energy channelled towards pursuing 
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higher education in my new country, my former life in Romania quickly turned into more 

of a memory than an intensely lived reality.  

Until that fated day.... 

...when the thread of magic that weaves my life story awakened, still at work. My 

seemingly ordinary New Zealand life steered me back towards those tales from my 

childhood, during those very studies which at that time I believed had robbed me of time 

to daydream and imagine legends come to life. I fell hopelessly in love with the field of 

language policy and planning during my MA degree at the University of Waikato. With 

guidance from Associate Professor Roger Barnard, my language policy lecturer, I decided 

to embark on a quest to collect those tales about the Roma, heard in my childhood and 

young adulthood, with the purpose of collating them into a doctoral thesis, subsequently 

undertaken at the University of Auckland. This was to be no easy task, I knew it, 

particularly for a young female outsider to this community; so why did I embark on this 

colossal journey?  

For the love of storytelling... 

Stories about the Roma abound in Europe in both private life and public discourse, 

ranging in ‘credibility’ and degree of influence on society at large (and on the Roma in 

particular) depending on source. The notion of story, or myth, is central to what 

Schiffman (1996) refers to as (linguistic) culture: national governments tell stories about 

them in national legislation. Public institutions tell stories about them in the wording of 

the policies that they (claim to) enact on behalf of or for the benefit of these communities. 

Society tells stories about them in the myths, legends and tales of individual encounters 

with the Roma. However, the question remains: in what ways do these stories reflect and 
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impact the Roma communities? Most importantly, what about their own stories - in what 

ways do these align with national, institutional and societal narratives on the Roma? As 

an outsider, I knew I couldn’t (and shouldn’t have even attempted to) answer these 

questions on their behalf; but I knew that the Roma can tell their own stories in their own 

words, and change – or at least inform – social reality. Putting the stories that I grew up 

with in Romania into the words of their own protagonists would be the first step towards 

the full-circle Roma storytelling journey that I have always dreamt of, bringing together 

my participants’ lived realities and my personal curiosities and imaginings as a child, 

imaginings which during my educational journey have turned into a realisation of the 

overwhelming complexity of the context surrounding the stories we (still) hear about the 

Roma. This thesis is a very small step towards this goal, but a first step is always the one 

small requirement for any epic journey. Before moving on to a discussion of the research 

question which guides this study, in the next section I draw attention to particularities 

regarding crucial terminology used throughout this study. 

1.4. Clarification of terms 

My inspiration for looking into Roma rights in Europe and Romania comes from 

the New Zealand historical context, the present-day status of the Māori language, and the 

role that it plays in New Zealand society and in the lives of the New Zealand Māori 

community today. However, many of the paradigms and terminology will differ 

significantly between the two contexts. These differences require a clarification of several 

terms used throughout my thesis.  

Firstly, in stark contrast with the New Zealand context where public and political 

discourse would never claim aims to ‘integrate’ minority communities (and especially 
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Indigenous groups (Miron, 2008) into ‘mainstream society’, the terms ‘integration’ and 

‘inclusion’ in relation to the Roma are used extensively Europe-wide, both in policy 

documents and in the public and institutional spheres. Consequently, in my thesis I will 

adhere to these conventions.  

When I refer to minority groups, and to the Roma in Romania in particular, I 

follow May’s definition (2006, p.  255) and view them as “cultural, linguistic, and wider 

social and political rights attributable to minority group members, usually, but not 

exclusively, within the context of nation-states” (p. 255). In keeping with my research 

context and European legal and policy-related practices, I will use the term ‘minority’ to 

refer to the Roma and other minoritized groups in my study: both ‘integration’ and 

‘minority’ are terms used systematically in the Romanian constitution and Romanian 

policy documents which I have consulted in this inquiry (Agentia Nationala Pentru Romi, 

2021; Comisia Europeana, 2021; Constitutia Romaniei, 2022).  

In relation to Indigenousness, I refer to May’s (2019) conceptualisation of 

Indigenous groups as non-dominant groups who are (only partially) integrated into the 

nation-state, who have experienced a history of colonisation which has impressed upon 

them the loss of their lands, culture, and language (as have the Australian Aboriginal 

peoples and the Māori in Aotearoa/New Zealand. 

The word ‘plight’, included in the title of my thesis, is used from the perspective 

of an outsider: this aspect is discussed at length in my methodology chapter (Section 

4.4.1.), where I elaborate on my personal perspective and gaze within the context of this 

study (Smith, 2001; Smith, 2008). My perception may not be aligned with what the 

community itself stories as their experience, which is yet another reason to use narrative 
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inquiry to obtain the story of the Roma from the Roma. For that purpose, I will follow the 

motto “Nothing for us without us” (Ryder et al., 2014; Strobl et al., 2014) in my inquiry, 

allowing the community itself to tie together the loose ends of national policy, 

institutional practice and Roma lived experiences through the act of (their) storytelling. 

1.5. Guiding question and approach to the study 

Having noted the important terminological particularities emphasised above, I 

now introduce my research questions and the way in which I approached this study. 

Given the rich context surrounding the Roma in Romania today, this inquiry aims to 

investigate the role that linguistic human rights may play in unifying and empowering the 

Romanian Roma community. It is, therefore, necessary to investigate whether the 

linguistic human rights of the Roma are incorporated in Romanian legislation, 

implemented among Roma communities by state institutions, and internalised and 

respected by both Roma and non-Roma residents of Romania.  

As such, the overarching question guiding this research project is: 

To what extent are the linguistic human rights of the Roma acknowledged and 

respected in Romania in national policy, through national and local practices, and by 

Roma and non-Roma citizens? 

I aim to answer this complex question through an equally complex approach – 

namely, by using narrative inquiry to investigate language policy and planning 

concerning the Roma in western Romania. This study is situated within the field of 

human sciences, which was one of the first to acknowledge the pervasive nature of 

narratives in every aspect of society, and the first to argue in favour of viewing personal 

stories as a source of scientific data; a variety of disciplines, from law to medicine and 
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education, have recently turned to narrative inquiry (Barkhuizen et al., 2014; Clandinin, 

2013) as a legitimate research methodology (Webster & Mertova, 2007). Working within 

this paradigm, I have chosen to focus on stories, as I acknowledge the paramount role that 

they have played in human history, recording the events and experiences of every society 

since the dawn of human history in songs, poems, artistic depictions, written records, or 

oral legends and accounts (Webster & Mertova, 2007; Wells, 2011). Given the fact that I 

aim to uncover and make sense of the previously untold (and told) (hi)stories of my 

research context and my participants’ lives, I have selected narrative inquiry as the 

methodology best suited for my research goals.  

Narrative inquiry begins with the “use of stories in academic research” (Benson, 

2014, p. 155), yet it is much more than that. It views the telling and recording of these 

stories (or narratives) as a cognitive and social process carried out to generate knowledge 

(Benson, 2014). This action of storytelling is powerful: it has the potential to ripple out, 

generating social change (Zingaro, 2009). This methodology is unique in the field of 

qualitative research because it looks both at people’s stories of lived experiences, and at 

the way in which they make sense of those experiences through the telling of their stories, 

drawing the narrative researcher into this process of meaning-making (Barkhuizen & 

Wette, 2008; Barkhuizen et al., 2014). It tries to capture the “whole story”, pursuing an 

“analytical examination of the underlying insights and assumptions that the story 

illustrates” (Webster & Mertova, 2007, p. 4). In doing so, it takes into account three 

dimensions: the participants, their experiences, and their interactions with others; the time 

during which the story takes place; and the physical setting, or space, in which the story 

takes place (Benson, 2021; Clandinin & Connelly, 2000; Kashiwa & Benson, 2018). 
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Narrative inquiry acknowledges that every story is framed by this three-dimensional 

context, emphasising the need to understand the whole context in order to make meaning 

of the story.  

In keeping with these narrative inquiry principles, I approached my inquiry by 

acknowledging that my participants’ experiences and their stories are central, as they can 

concomitantly shed light on the investigated issue and help me and my participants 

construct and make sense of these stories together (Barkhuizen & Wette, 2008). However, 

I also look beyond the stories told by my participants in interviews: in my thesis I view all 

policy documents, institutional field texts (Connelly & Clandinin, 1999), and life 

narratives examined in my study as stories framed by the people involved in their 

making, and by the time and place in which they unfold. The stories told to me by my 

participants encompass “enduring elements – universal themes and ageless motifs and 

archetypes” (Atkinson, 2007, p. 8) in which time, space and characters play off each other 

as the “foundations of a storied world” where characters “emerge as protagonists versus 

antagonists, as good versus bad, as heroes versus villains … engaging in conflict and 

struggles over these values” (Bamberg, 2004, p. 357). These struggles are additionally 

shaped in my context by institutions which themselves have what Connelly and Clandinin 

(1999) term ‘a storied quality’ (p. 135).  

The universality of stories and their centrality to narrative research has motivated  

my grouping of both my literature review chapters and my findings under these elements 

of story, as follows: In my literature review of historical and current issues impacting on 

the Roma people (Chapter 2), I look at the impacts of language policy and planning on 

the people who live under those policies, highlighting the need for linguistic human rights 
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by interpreting their current legal and sociocultural status as consequences of the myths 

told about them over centuries in policy and in social narratives, myths which have often 

portrayed them as monsters. My overview of the language policy issues impacting the 

lives of my participants (Chapter 3) will involve discussion of the rulers in these stories 

(the policy makers), the temporal dimension (the historical events which led to their 

development and implementation in their current form), and the land (the spatial anchors 

in my stories, the geographical contexts in which these stories unfold).  

These same six story archetypes have also guided me in the process of carrying 

out my data analysis and in developing my findings chapters. In this process, I engaged in 

narrative writing (Benson, 2013), (re)storying my researched world into two distinct 

narratives written based on the themes I identified in my field texts (Connelly & 

Clandinin, 1999), which I have grouped around the same six dimensions outlined above. 

Story 1 (Chapter 6) is the story of the policies and institutional practices which impact the 

lives of the Romanian Roma today, as shaped by time, land, and rulers. Story 2 (Chapter 

7) is the story of the Roma and their current struggles in Romania. The Roma and 

Romanian narrative informants in this story are the people (the subjects of policy and 

policy makers as rulers). The myths in this story are the stories told by Romanian society 

at large over time, through policy and individual storytelling alike, which have led to 

specific perceptions of and attitudes towards the Roma in Romania. An interesting aspect 

which has emerged from my data analysis is that he monsters in this story, as viewed by 

my Roma narrative interview participants, are either the Roma themselves, their own 

political leaders, or the European Union and Romanian and Roma politicians. I have also 

crafted a third story, or – rather - a collection of five stories of experience told to me by 
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my Roma participants who are not involved in the policy-making process, but merely 

experience it; stories which I grouped together in Chapter 8 in order to convey more 

strongly the voices of the Romanian Roma themselves through the medium of this 

narrative study.  

1.6. Thesis outline 

Based on the guiding principles highlighted in the previous section, I organised 

this thesis into nine chapters.  

Chapter 1 is introductory, briefly outlining the historical, geopolitical, social, 

linguistic and methodological dimensions framing my study.  

Chapter 2 introduces the Roma and their history in Europe and Romania, 

concluding with a literature review on their current status and challenges in relation to 

being granted linguistic human rights in Romania. Here I divide my discussion into three 

story-specific elements: people, myths, and monsters, as explained in section 1.5. of this 

introduction. 

 Chapter 3 overviews the historical and geopolitical issues involved in language 

policy and planning. It also explores the concept of linguistic human rights, with a focus 

on the minority groups living within the European context, and groups all these aspects 

into three elements specific to stories, namely land, rulers, and time.  

Chapter 4 gives a theoretical overview of the principles of narrative inquiry that 

frame my research. 

Chapter 5 details the practical procedures involved in my narrative inquiry. It 

introduces my sources of data and my participants; it states critical issues pertaining to 
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my positionality as a researcher; and it overviews the procedures involved in data 

collection, management, analysis, and reporting.  

Chapter 6, organised around the narrative elements of time, land, and rulers, 

offers a legislative and institutional frame of reference for Chapter 7 (my participants’ 

stories of their lived experiences in western Romania), telling the story of Roma rights in 

national policy documents and Romanian and Roma institutional practices. It is the 

narrative analysis of the data stemming from policy documents and semi-structured 

narrative interviews with local institutional representatives, both Romanian and Roma.  

Chapter 7, organised around the narrative elements of myths, people, and 

monsters, contains my narrative analysis of the life stories from Romanian and Roma 

citizens living in western Romania. This narrative analysis is based on the storied 

experiences of language policy and linguistic human rights as told by my participants 

during the extended narrative interviews in which they participated. 

Chapter 8 is a stand-alone collection of the five life stories of my Roma 

participants, purposefully curated as separate from my previous two narrative analysis 

chapters to emphasise how central the voices of the Roma are to this narrative inquiry 

into Roma-related language planning and linguistic human rights in western Romania.  

Chapter 9 concludes this thesis with a discussion of the ways in which national 

policy, institutional practices, and the lived experiences of my participants flow from and 

into one another, illuminating the policy- and participant-narrated status of the linguistic 

human rights of the Roma in western Romania. It also gives an overview of the 

implications and limitations of this study, alongside some recommendations for further 

research on this topic. 
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While compiling of such evidence does not constitute a language policy in itself, 

nor does it provide a road map for devising or evaluating effective policy options, it is a 

necessary component in any serious attempt to influence public policy choices and 

desired outcomes (Ricento, 2006). Based on this notion from Ricento (2006), my thesis, 

while not generating a theory in itself, is a necessary step towards constructing a language 

policy theory based on both empirical evidence collected from my research context, if my 

research is to be viewed as a building block for making recommendations regarding what 

should be done in Romania in terms of Roma-focused language policy and language 

planning. This would be the first dimension of my contribution to the field: that related to 

language policy theory.  

Secondly, my thesis has contributed to knowledge from a range of different 

perspectives. There seems to be little research or focus on Roma language rights to date, 

both in Romania and in Europe. Thus, on the one hand, my thesis has contributed 

knowledge about the Roma community by collecting the life histories and lived 

experiences of Roma in regard to Roma-focused policies in Western Romania today; their 

perception of themselves and their own status in Romania; their attitudes towards their 

language and to whether their language could constitute the basis for Roma homogeneity 

among the Romanian Roma, and lastly, to knowledge about whether this is desired by 

those communities themselves. My thesis also adds to the existing body of knowledge 

about policy and policy implementation impacting the Roma: it highlights the type of 

support available to the Roma communities in western Romania, and it compares the 

official discourse in legislation and public institutions with what this community actually 

experience in their lives. An additional aspect here relates to knowledge about the 
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influence of the European Union on current or recent institutional practices in Romania, 

with a focus on Romanian and Roma implementation of Roma-related policies. 

Additionally, this study adds to the existing body of knowledge about this community by 

contrasting the past of the Roma in Romania with their lived present experiences: a lived 

history of these changes is given by my participants in their life stories.  

This study also contributes to methodology: the novelty is using narrative inquiry 

to investigate language policy, and arguing for the role of storytelling in changing social 

reality. To date, narrative inquiry does not seem to have been a popular research 

methodology in terms of investigating legislation and policy implementation.  

Lastly, in terms of style, my thesis upholds the notion that narrative writing IS 

data analysis, as seen in the way I chose to structure my findings chapters. Additionally, 

structuring both my literature review and findings sections under the narrative or story-

specific elements of time, land, rulers, people, myths, and monsters is a creative touch 

that can enrich traditional data reporting in language policy research. 

1.7. Conclusion   

In this introductory chapter I have briefly highlighted issues involved in language 

policy and planning, minority language rights, and linguistic human rights relevant to my 

research context and my participants, providing clarification of and justification for specific 

terminology used throughout my thesis. I then included a rationale for my choice of 

narrative inquiry as my research methodology, drawing together both personal motivation 

and theoretical aspects of narrative research in this section, before outlining the structure 

of the thesis. In the following two chapters, I provide an extensive review of literature on 

the issues involved in language policy and planning and linguistic human rights mentioned 
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at the beginning of this section, with a focus on the policies affecting the Romanian Roma 

and the current status of their language, Romani, in Romania today.  
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CHAPTER 2. THE ROMA: THE PEOPLE, THE MYTHS, THE ‘MONSTERS’  

Nu știm de când umblăm cu negrele noastre corturi prin lume, 

Nu știm de ce colindăm cu lungile noastre căruțe prin lume, 

Nu credem în ursitori, dar cineva ne-a ursit 

Să fim mereu pe drumuri fără sfârșit. 

Nu credem în soarta haină 

Dar cineva ne-a sortit să n-avem hodină. 

Credem în viață și viața ne este amară, 

Credem în dragoste și dragostea ne omoară. 

Zaharia Stancu – Șatra 

2.1. Introduction 

A number of Indigenous communities around the world have experienced 

wonderful stories of using linguistic human rights to successfully (re)claim their linguistic 

and social standing (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997; May, 2012); the example on which I draw 

in my thesis is that of the Māori in Aotearoa/New Zealand, inspiring me to probe the 

applicability of the grassroots processes through which they succeeded to my own 

research context. To explore that, in this chapter I once again use storytelling elements as 

frames to look at the Roma people, their history in Europe and Romania (their stories on 

the land over time), the myths that have been conducive to forging their ongoing, well-

documented historical plight, and their perception by and of Europe and Romania 

(monsters). I begin with introducing the journey of the Roma in Europe, from arrival until 

now. I then focus my review on the Roma living in Romania, highlighting both historical 

and current struggles, concluding with an overview of the current status of Romani in 

Romania and its role in contemporary Romanian society.  
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2.2. Introducing myths, people, monsters 

Before I begin my review of past and current issues impacting the Roma in 

Europe and in Romania, I justify my way of looking at these three newly introduced 

story-specific elements governing my theoretical and methodological approach to this 

study, namely people, myths, and monsters. Drawing once more on the universality of 

stories in human experience, I view both Romanian and Roma participants in my study as 

the people or characters experiencing this story of policy implementation and practice 

which I aim to tell as a narrative researcher. I view myths as tales and stories told about 

the Roma in both private and public discourse since their arrival and settlement in 

Europe. These myths have, historically, portrayed them as monsters in the collective 

consciousness. These stories of Roma as monsters, explored in more detail in sections 

2.3. and 2.4. of this chapter, still prevail in Europe today, with colossal consequences in 

the daily lives of the Roma. An interesting dimension which I did not expect, but which 

has arisen from the Roma stories of lived experience in my study, is the use of this 

narrative element of monsters by the Roma themselves to refer to governing bodies who 

have failed the Roma communities through practices of policy making and 

implementation that do not meet the needs of the Roma. A detailed account of how this 

was explained to me by my participants can be found in Chapters 7 and 8. Throughout 

this chapter, I will systematically link these three narrative elements with Roma 

scholarship whenever relevant, to connect Roma-focused research with the narrative 

dimension governing my study.  
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2.3. The Roma of Europe 

Before I delve into a history lesson on the European history of the Roma, I need to 

justify my extensive use of Roma scholarship dated from the early 2000s into the early 

2010s in this chapter. Following the fall of communism, large numbers of Central and 

Eastern European Roma flocked to Western Europe, seeking asylum; this exodus drew 

the attention of international media to this nation without a country, caught between a dire 

past and an uncertain future (Guy, 2002), resulting in an unprecedented surge in Roma-

focused scholarship and research during that time: I draw extensively on this initial 

Roma-focused scholarship in this chapter, as I believe its breadth of scope and richness of 

context to be the cornerstone of research into Roma-focused policy as conducted today. 

Additionally, I view this literature as pivotal, as the standard against which to measure the 

progress (or lack, thereof) of legal provisions and institutional practices in western 

Romania in bettering the lives of the Roma community in the region, as narrated by Roma 

citizens themselves. 

The Roma, often referred to as Gypsies, arrived in Europe at the beginning of the 

13th century, and remained slaves there until the 19th century (Achim, 2004). Their name 

derives from the word Rom, which in their language, Romani, means ‘man’. “Roma” is a 

noun which refers to the “plurality of the members of this minority” (Mirga & Gheorghe, 

1997, cited in McGarry, 2008, p. 1); despite the similarity and frequent misuse of terms in 

the media and in society, the noun is in no way connected to the term Romanians¸ which 

refers to the citizens of the Eastern-European country of Romania. The cultural origins of 

this group remained a mystery until about two centuries ago, when linguists discovered 

links between their language and Sanskrit; it is then that their Indian roots were attested. 
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Until then, it was erroneously presumed that they came from Egypt, based on their 

appearance, hence the term gypsies, still in use today (United States Holocaust Memorial 

Museum, n. d.). Their migration to Europe and the reasons behind it remain unexplained 

(Goldston, 2010; Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000), although it is suggested that they may have 

been pushed towards Europe by the Mongol raids of Europe, which began in the 11th 

century; the Roma may have arrived as slaves of the Tatars (Achim, 2004). A detailed 

European Roma history is not the focus of this study; however, key aspects of their stay 

on the territory of Europe will be highlighted in the following section to introduce the 

focus of the study, namely the background behind the current status of the Roma in 

Romania. 

2.3.1. The (hi)story of the Roma in Europe 

The European history of the Roma has always been characterised by plurality and 

internal resistance (McGarry, 2008; Ravnbol, 2010), and by “alienation, prosecution and 

flight” (Goldston, 2010, p. 147). Among the most “hated, misunderstood, and mistreated 

of people…[their] renown as musicians, dancers and palm readers is surpassed only by 

the near-universal belief…that Gypsies are also liars, thieves, and cheats” (Goldston, 

2002, p.  146). Perceptions of the Roma were, and continue to be, largely influenced by 

their culture, which seems to Europeans to be infused with both mistrust and fear of 

strangers. These attitudes, originating in their religious beliefs which divide the world into 

“clean” (or Roma-born) and “unclean” (non-Roma) (Goldston, 2002; Tsekos, 2002), have 

been the basis for constant tensions between them and the citizens of the countries in 

which they lived or to which they travelled (Achim, 2004; McGarry, 2009).  
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In addition to Roma-non-Roma conflicts, a striking feature of their history has 

been internal dichotomy. Roma subgroups appear to show little sense of an inclusive 

Roma identity (McGarry, 2014), are suspicious of one another, display attitudes of 

superiority, and commonly discriminate against other Roma groups on the basis of 

religion, cultural practices, geographical positioning and language or dialects that they 

speak (Pogany, 2006; Tsekos, 2002). Although nomadism has been a centuries-long 

practice amidst the Roma, geopolitical factors have often determined or coerced certain 

groups to settle. Despite such constraints justifying Roma settlement, nomadic groups 

often consider themselves to be superior to established communities (Halwachs, 2005). 

These aspects of internally maintained heterogeneity seem to have consistently hindered 

the formation of cohesive national and international collectives (Achim, 2004; 

Wachsmuth, 2013). Consequently, their contemporary history is characterised by 

disagreement between various international groups, which in turn has resulted in the lack 

of a sense of European Roma identity – or, it could be argued, in a lack of Roma 

nationalism (McGarry, 2008; McGarry, 2011).  

Another factor of division among the European Roma is their language, Romani. 

Perhaps the strongest driving force behind this phenomenon is precisely the lack of Roma 

nationalism, discussed above. The reluctance of the Roma to legally identify as members 

of a particular nation-state, resulting also in a lack of identity documents and political, 

cultural, and linguistic affiliation with the dominant groups in these societies, have 

prevented Romani from being associated with territorial reference (Guibernau, 2013; 

Hornsby & Agarin, 2012; Rooker, 2001). Historically, since there has been little state 

support for their basic and linguistic education, perhaps as a punishment for not 
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conforming sufficiently to the language-nation-state model (Guibernau, 2013), the 

members of this minority have adopted various dialects, influenced by the languages of 

the territories where they have dwelled. As such, their language has evolved into 

heterogeneous varieties with a common lexical and morphological core, but no 

homogenising standard. A written tradition of Romani and a tradition of Romani as the 

language of education (albeit a recent post-nationalism phenomenon, Halwachs, 2005) 

did not begin to be developed until the 1990s, after the fall of communism in Eastern 

Europe; these varieties are largely country-specific (Sarau, n. d.). The lack of a “kin” state 

to provide them with political support, the marginalisation of the Roma people, and, 

consequently, their low economic status, have so far prevented the creation of Europe-

wide cultural centres and organisations that could standardise the language, train teachers, 

and thus build an educational system through the medium of Romani according to legal 

provisions and practices in the various European countries where they reside (Halwachs, 

2005; McGarry, 2009; Pogany, 2006). As such, for the longest time in the history of the 

European Roma, Romani has only been attributed folkloristic value, and until very 

recently it was not considered by nation-states to be an autonomous language (Halwachs, 

2005; Schiffman, 1996). 

Their strong sense of themselves as a distinct group and their reluctance to 

cooperate amongst themselves, together with the linguistic and cultural dichotomy 

between Roma communities in different spaces, have resulted in the Roma being 

marginalised and stigmatised by the nations with which they came to interact, and in 

European governments systematically taking repressive measures against them: one of the 

strongest such measures is the European Roma genocide by the German Nazi Party and 



 

28 

 

its allies during World War II (Kelso, 2013; Kelso & Eglitis, 2014), when it is estimated 

that around 500,000 Roma were murdered. More recently in European history, the 

Communist Era policies in Central and Eastern Europe pushed for segregated education, 

sterilization of Roma women, forced settlement, poverty, unequal opportunities, and the 

suppression of their cultural identity; additionally, communist parties consistently 

furthered scientific racism (Gould, 1996) by spreading propaganda claiming that the 

Roma have a predisposition towards crime, display poor a work ethic, and typically 

possess low levels of intellect (Achim, 2004; Goldston, 2002; McGarry, 2008; Pogany, 

2006; Ravnbol, 2010). Having been victims of negative stereotyping, violence and 

discrimination for centuries, more disadvantaged fractions of this “permanently excluded 

minority” (Lively, 1975, cited in McGarry, 2008, p. 3) still displays an acute tendency to 

try and protect themselves from outsiders – and understandably so. As a consequence, 

problems arise whenever outsiders try to bridge this cultural gap (Tsekos, 2002). For 

example, Roma communities may be reluctant to cooperate with anyone approaching 

them, for fear of a hidden agenda; they trust neither their own political leaders, nor other 

organizations involved in Roma rights movements (McGarry, 2008; Pogany, 2006), and 

they are skeptical of the mainstream education systems of the countries in which they 

reside (Butler & Gheorghiu, 2010). 

These past and present experiences of the Roma in Europe underlie their current 

attitudes towards their host-nations, attitudes which have been extensively documented in 

historical and policy documents as well as in research, particularly in the past two 

decades (Agarin, 2014; McGarry, 2008; McGarry, 2011; Pogany, 2006). This increased 

focus on Roma rights and status has echoed positively with the European forums able to 
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offer help and assistance to this disadvantaged minority (Kostadinova, 2011); to redress 

past wrongs, several European initiatives have been implemented especially since the 

creation of the European Union, since European integration has become the most 

important catalyst for changes in individual government policies regarding the Roma. 

Naturally, these policies still vary greatly across European Union member states. While 

Western European countries such as Germany and Norway recognised the Roma as 

national minorities since the mid-nineties (Minority Rights Group International, 2016), 

Central and Eastern European countries are still struggling to accommodate the large 

numbers of Roma living on their territory by working towards ensuring that their basic 

human rights are respected (McGarry, 2013; O’Nions, 2007).  Numerous European 

institutions, such as the European Roma Rights Centre (2015), the European Union 

Agency for Fundamental Rights (2014) and the Virtual Roma Network, are making 

efforts to acknowledge Roma rights and the need for the preservation of Romani 

(European Roma Rights Centre, 2015) either indirectly, through recommendations and 

treaties, or directly, by supporting various anti-discrimination programmes (Goldston, 

2002; Halwachs, 2005; McGarry, 2008). The Decade of Roma Inclusion (Decade of 

Roma Inclusion Secretariat Foundation, 2014) was one such recent European initiative 

(2005-2015) that aimed to eradicate racial discrimination against the Roma, Europe’s 

most stigmatised group, through international and national legislation in several Balkan 

countries (Curcic et al., 2014; Koldinska, 2011). In addition, Roma media (TV, print, 

radio) has been flourishing over the past two decades in countries such as Hungary, 

Romania, the Czech Republic, Serbia and Slovakia (Goldston, 2002; Kirova, 2007; 

Njegovan, 2011; McGarry, 2008; Pogany, 2006; van Selm, 2009). In 2010, the European 
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Court ruled that language deficiency cannot serve as a pretext for racial segregation (PR 

Newswire Europe, 2010), and the right to “a Gypsy way of life” was granted by the same 

institution in 2012 (Farget, 2012). Another testimony to how far Roma rights recognition 

in Europe has come is the Roma Youth Action plan implemented by the Council of 

Europe since 1995, which culminated in the establishment of the Roma Youth 

Conference that has run yearly since 2011, in both English and Romani (Council of 

Europe, 2015). A brief list of more recent European policies aimed at bettering the lives 

of the Roma includes the provision for the allocation of European Union funds to 

European countries requiring financial aid in promoting Roma equality, inclusion, and 

participation over 2013-2020 (European Commission, 2013; Magazzini et al., 2019); the 

establishment of the Roma Youth Conference (Council of Europe, 2015); and the opening 

of the first Roma Political School in Albania (Council of Europe, 2022b). The Roma 

community itself has also been actively participating in this process of Roma 

empowerment by increasingly participating in ‘[v]ibrant grass-roots activism’ in the last 

decade (Taba, 2020, p. 83), and by increasingly displaying pride in their ethnicity (Law & 

Kovats, 2018; McGarry, 2017; Rostas, 2020). 

When set against the long and violent history of the Roma in Europe, these 

policies and Roma civil society actions seem like a huge leap in redressing the past and 

providing the European Roma with the tools required for ‘normal’ life. However, despite 

the fact that these policies exist, their implementation and the attitudes of the majority of 

the European population towards them – and, implicitly, towards the Roma – continue to 

be marked by either Romaphobia or official attitudes of contempt towards them (Biro & 

Sarosi-Blaga, 2021). While these policies are encouraging, the key to establishing their 
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effectiveness lies not in their numbers, but in how they are implemented locally and 

experienced (or not) by the Roma communities across the continent. The consequences of 

Roma policy implementation in Europe will be explored in the following section.  

2.3.2. The Roma in Europe today 

While Roma-focused action at institutional level appears to be clearly identifiable, 

the Roma of Europe, described by Henrard (2004) as a controversial case of cultural 

diversity, still struggle today, as the social impact of centuries of disenfranchisement, 

oppression and struggle cannot be mediated in merely decades of action of varying or 

questionable success levels. The effectiveness of the implementation of these actions begs 

a separate discussion, in which I will not engage here, as my focus is on the Roma of 

Romania; this overview is simply a preamble to my discussion in Section 2.4. of this 

chapter, which situates Romania within the wider European context impacting on 

Romanian Roma-focused policy implementation. This process of Roma integration into 

mainstream society, attempted by many European countries, has been historically difficult 

and particularly strongly influenced by the decisions of individual governments who have 

the right to regulate the status of the Roma in their own societies (Goldston, 2002; 

Malloy, 2005). A common claim to justify such attitudes is that the Roma are responsible 

for their integration, but they do not want to be integrated (McGarry, 2013). In addition, 

bitter official attitudes towards the Roma in Central and Eastern Europe persist, as 

governments in this part of Europe have long held the view that Roma lifestyles “may 

actually denote cultures of poverty, marginality and deprivation rather than the survival of 

“authentic” Roma traditions and values” (Pogany, 2006, p. 9). European governments 

resist monitoring this racial bias; in turn, many members of this minority group resist 
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identifying themselves as Roma for fear of discrimination (Goldston, 2002; Rostas, 2019) 

and exclusion from political participation (Agarin, 2014). I, then, argue that the policies 

directed towards Roma in Europe fail because policy makers ignore important aspects 

related to Roma identity (Crowe, 2004), including antigypsyism (Rostas, 2019).  

Typically, Roma and Roma-related issues are addressed in the context of poverty and 

social inclusion rather than the more complex context of equality and social justice, 

leading to difficulties in defining the situation of Roma. These difficulties hinder Roma-

focused policy implementation (Matache & Oehle, 2017), rendering the Roma a pariah 

people (Pogany, 2012). 

While Central and Eastern European attitudes towards the Roma are probably the 

most publicised in international media, Western Europe also fears what Goldston (2010) 

referred to as the “Roma problem” (p.  153). This fear has recently resulted in the 

European Union enforcing anti-discrimination legislation on Central and Eastern 

European countries where Roma numbers are large, aiming to improve their lives and 

prevent their migration to the West; the success of this endeavour is questionable 

(McGarry, 2011). Roma children in most European countries still face exclusion, are 

denied equal opportunities, and are granted segregated, second-hand education (Butler & 

Gheorgiu, 2010; Goldston, 2002; Pogany, 2006; Rorke, 2013) – which only proves that 

intellectual racism (Gould, 1996) is still prevalent in European society. Numerous Roma 

still lack identity and property documents, and therefore cannot prove legal residence or 

meet citizenship requirements (Fekete, 2014; Lombardi-Diop, 2009). This in turn deems 

them “legally invisible” (van Selm, 2009, p. 104). As a consequence, they suffer from de 

facto segregation and statelessness (Fidyk, 2013; Pusca, 2010; Ravnbol, 2010); 



 

33 

 

experience political under-representation (McGarry, 2008; McGarry, 2009; McGary, 

2011); and have limited access to healthcare and employment (Goldston, 2002), despite 

employment being crucial to Roma social integration (Guy, 2020). The highest rate of 

infant mortality is recorded amongst the Roma (Arraiza & Ohman, 2009; Makinen, 

2013), and their economic status is up to ten times lower than that of the average 

European citizen (Goldston, 2010; Ringelheim, 2009). Their freedom of movement, 

granted by their legal rights to travel as European citizens, is severely restricted and 

challenged by continuous debates on the issue of their homes, the spaces they inhabit, and 

their rights to move in the absence of identity documentation (Sobotka & Vermeersch, 

2012; van Selm, 2009). Victims of ethnic profiling in Italy in 2010 and of violent 

destruction of their camps in France in 2007, the Roma are perceived by authorities as a 

security problem and a burden on the welfare state, they are still subjected to state-

sponsored deportation and state-organised ethnic isolation (Pogany, 2006; Sobotka & 

Vermeersch, 2012; Tsekos, 2002). Given their poorly defined social and political status, it 

is not surprising that European institutions have been experiencing difficulties in defining 

exactly who the Roma are, and therefore, in recognizing and granting them human and 

linguistic rights (Tremlett et al., 2014). This, in turn, has impeded the creation of 

legislation that could empower the group and enable Roma expression of their identity 

through their language (Halwachs, 2003; Goldston, 2002; Tsekos, 2002). Anti-Roma 

violence, Romaphobia, hate speech, and discrimination are still prevalent in central 

Europe (Guy, 2017; McGarry, 2017). These are the most prevalent obstacles to Roma 

mobilization and participation, resulting in lived limited political representation, anti-
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Roma sentiments, and xenophobia experienced by Roma communities on a daily basis 

(Vermeersch, 2017). 

The continued role and impact of Romaphobia in shaping the lives of the Roma 

today warrants its own discussion. Romaphobia, referring to attitudes of antigypsyism, 

meaning attitudes of discrimination and prejudice against the Roma, is still prevalent in 

all areas of public life throughout Europe. Romaphobia expressed as stereotypes of Roma 

as criminals is ‘so ubiquitous’ that even ‘films from the four corners of Europe stylise and 

foreground, in a self-congratulatory manner, national majorities as ‘white’ as opposed to 

the ‘black [Roma] minority’, with film directors justifying their portrayal of this 

‘conflation of social and ‘ethno-racial’ disparities’ (Mladenova, 2020, p. 2) as necessary 

for dramatic effect. Film is not the only type of media pushing these stereotypes: news 

and television also serve this purpose all too well. When the European Union lifted work 

restrictions for Romanian and Bulgarians in 2013, resulting in an increase in European 

media in negative portrayals of Romanians, the Romanian media blamed those attitudes 

on Europe conflating the images of Romanian and Roma communities as the reason 

(Breazu & Eriksson, 2020). More recently, since in the post-racial [European] society 

open racism is no longer acceptable, television news now use humour to transform the 

ongoing struggles of the Roma into ‘a humorous account of cultural failure, 

incompetence, stupidity and calculated money grabbing’ when portraying Roma beggars 

(Breazu & Machin, 2022, p. 73). In Baltic states, hate speech and Romaphobia are still a 

reality in the legal and political discourse, as well as in the attitudes of these societies 

(Khoma & Kokoriev, 2021). In Italy, discourses on the ‘us’ (Italians) versus ‘them’ (the 

Roma) are still prevalent in politics (Cervi & Tejedor, 2020)., continuing the practice of 
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racializing the Roma (Maestri, 2019). In addition to the Italian context, racialised poverty 

in relation to the Roma is also still visible today in Sweden (Teodorescu & Molina, 2020) 

Greece still fears Roma crime and views the Roma as a ‘socio-cultural threat’ 

(Daskalopoulou et al., 2022). In Bulgaria, Roma children are still excluded from full 

participation in public health, both in terms of influencing the policy-making processes 

and in terms of accessing health services, due to deepening social inequalities (La Parra-

Casado et al., 2021; Larkins et al., 2020), as a consequence of the pervasiveness of 

inequality of opportunity for the Roma (Ichim et al., 2020).  

In terms of European politics, the Roma are still seen as a poor ethnic group and 

worded as such in welfare policy documents in Europe (Kissova, 2021). The movement 

of the Roma throughout Europe is still heavily securitized (van Baar et al., 2019). 

Furthermore, the racialisation of the Roma ‘migrates; with them, particularly in the case 

of Roma from Eastern Europe migrating to western Europe to escape the racialisation of 

their ‘gypsiness’, heavily entrenched in their Eastern European home countries (Grill, 

2017). These labels of ‘gypsiness’ which reinforce the centuries-old practice of 

constructing the Roma/Gypsy identity in Europe by the majority groups, and which are 

still so visible in public and institutional discourse at all levels in Europe, matter deeply 

(Podolinska & Skobla, 2018). McGarry (2017), describing Romaphobia as the last 

acceptable form of racism, further explores this continued positioning of the Roma at the 

fringes of European society, ideologically and spatially, particularly in Eastern Europe, 

despite initiatives and policies aimed at bettering Roma lives appearing to abound lately. 

In his 2021 review of McGarry’s (2017) book on Romaphobia, Atkin (2021) further 

explores what it means to be Roma in Europe today from the perspective of being a Roma 
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living in that space, emphasising that ‘[v]isibility is a high stakes game for any oppressed 

group’. In explaining the difficulties that the European Roma would face in trying to 

overcome Romaphobia by becoming more visible in that space, Atkin (2021) draws on a 

particularly dark time in Roma history in Europe, namely the Porajmos, or Roma 

holocaust, as well as on the history of Roma activism in Europe over the twentieth and 

twenty-first century (Donnert, 2017), and on the recent Decade of Roma Inclusion (2005-

2015), which ‘evidence suggests …has had almost zero impact’, concluding that 

Romaphobia will be particularly difficult to eradicate: ‘[i]t it is not for the want of trying 

on the part of the Roma. It’s not that there have been no past efforts to unhinge 

Romaphobia, it is simply that efforts to unhinge Romaphobia seemed doomed to fail’ (p. 

155). This dire view on the effectiveness of Roma-focused policies in Europe is also 

visible in Kocze’s (2019) review of the Council of Europe policies proposing a 

programme that is also currently implemented in Romania, namely ROMED, aimed at 

reinforcing Roma mediators’ skills to facilitate communication and cooperation between 

Roma and public institution especially schools, health services and employment offices’ 

(Council of Europe, 2022, para. 3). This project’s strong focus on intercultural mediation 

omits to acknowledge the historical causes that have led to the marginalisation of the 

Roma in the first place, raising questions of this project being ‘little more than tokenistic 

measures or even leading to new forms of societal and institutional marginalisation’ 

(Kocze, 2019, p. 186), and resulting in little more that ‘illusionary inclusion’ of the Roma 

(p. 183). In Hungary, Lívia Járóka is not only the Roma representative in Hungarian 

politics but also the vice-president of the European Parliament. Her appointment was at 

first welcomed by the Hungarian Roma community: 
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we welcomed this as no Romani person has held such a high position 

since the existence of the European Union (EU). We were happy and 

wished her a lot of success. However, we have also seen with regret 

in recent years that party loyalty is stronger to her than her Romani 

identity. I find it terrible when instead of meaningful speeches or 

statements, she prefers party propaganda and is an apologist for what 

is happening in Hungary …the reality is that the system as a whole 

tends to push Romani communities downwards on an ethnic or social 

basis. However, it does even more damage in that they have made 

hatred part of the daily political routine to increase prejudice against 

Roma, and to create and maintain a stigmatizing and intimidating 

social climate against Roma as a whole (Rostas, 2020, p. 109). 

This review of current policies and practices impacting the Roma communities in 

Europe has highlighted the negative outcomes of the stigmatisation that the Roma have 

experienced throughout their history on the European continent (Cretan et al., 2021). It is 

no wonder, then, that the Roma have long now internalised discourses of racism and 

negative attitudes towards them, often distancing themselves from their Roma identity in 

an attempt to be accepted by mainstream society; this will become evident in the Roma 

life stories collected for the purpose of this study. In order to move closer to that stage of 

my research, I will now explore the specific research context that I chose to focus on, 

namely the history, status and rights of the Roma of Romania. 
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2.4. The Roma of Romania 

2.4.1. The (hi)story of the Roma in Romania 

Before exploring the history of this particular minority in the territory of this 

particular country, an important distinction needs to be drawn between the name of this 

minority, explained in a previous section, and the term Romanian, which refers to citizens 

of Romania as a country. These two terms are commonly (and mistakenly) used 

interchangeably by most non-Eastern Europeans, partly due to the fact that one is simply 

a foreshortened homonym of the other, and perhaps partly due to misinformation in mass-

media. However, there are no connections between the two terms other than their 

apparent similarity and the fact that some Roma live in Romania.  

With this important distinction emphasised, I now turn to the history of the 

European Roma. The earliest written records of the presence of Roma in the territory of 

modern-day Romania date back to 1385. They presumably arrived as slaves of the Tatars 

(nomadic Turks conquered by Mongols) during the Great Mongol Invasion of Europe, 

which occurred over three centuries starting from 1200 (Achim, 2004). They have always 

occupied a marginal social position in Romania: they transitioned from slavery to Tatars 

to slavery on the estates of rich Romanian boyars (rich landowners) and maintained that 

social position for centuries. At first, they were largely confined to the estates of their 

landlords; however, during the feudal era of the Middle Ages (1,100-1,300 A. D.) 

(Gabegean, 2006; Hitchins, 2014), which coincided with the creation of the three 

Romanian principalities (Wallachia, Moldova ad Transylvania), they were permitted to 

travel the country working as blacksmiths, goldsmiths, coppersmiths, knife, and sword 

makers (Achim, 2004).   
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Throughout the many centuries of their living in Romania, the Roma kept their 

lifestyle and culture separate from those of the Romanian population. This aspect was 

most striking during the Phanariot rule (1711-1821). This regime saw the Ottoman 

Empire, which had by that time taken over a large part of Europe, impose Greek 

governance of Romanian territories. During this time, the Roma shared the position of 

slaves with other very poor Romanians, and yet refused to share in their culture (Achim, 

2004; Burtea, 1994). The Phanariot regime was overthrown in the nineteenth century. As 

a result, the Romanian principalities (Moldavia, Wallachia and Transylvania) gained their 

independence after centuries of being subjected to foreign governance.  

2.4.2. The Roma in modern Romanian history  

Under the rule of Alexandru Ioan Cuza (1859-1866), in 1859 two Romanian 

principalities, Moldova and Tara Romaneasca, became united and created the first version 

of the nation-state of Romania (Costea, 2006). Cuza actively fought to lead the country 

towards modernisation and alignment with other European states (Iacob, 2006). This 

change brought about the legal emancipation of the Roma; however, their legal liberation 

did not equate to their social emancipation. Their status as a separate people was 

maintained, perhaps because of centuries of self-imposed segregation. They however 

gained the right to travel more freely and began crossing the border into other territories 

without being pursued by Romanian authorities (Achim, 2004; Burtea, 1994). 

Cuza was forced to abdicate by a coalition of political parties which did not 

welcome the reforms and changes needed for a modern Romania. His place was taken by 

the German prince Carol Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen, who was appointed in order to 

secure support from Germany in the process of Romania gaining nation-state status. This 

https://ro.wikipedia.org/wiki/Carol_I_al_Rom%C3%A2niei
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goal was achieved in 1881, when Romania finally declared independence from the 

Ottoman Empire. This event paved the way for the creation of the Romanian unitary 

nation-state in 1918, comprising all three Romanian principalities (Transylvania, 

Wallachia, and Moldova) for the first time.  In the new Romania, the Roma gained 

citizenship status (Bolovan, 2006; Salagean, 2006). Between 1918 and the second world 

war, the Roma were the sixth largest population group in the country. The need for their 

craftsmanship gradually disappeared due to industrialisation, which caused the 

disintegration of entire Roma trade communities across the country. Following the First 

World War and the rise of nationalism in the newly created Romania, the authority of 

their leaders decreased, and they lost much of their linguistic and cultural heritage until 

the 1930s. During that decade, they began to affirm themselves in public life as 

merchants, artists, and intellectuals. They aimed to reawaken their cultural identity, and 

although the success of this endeavour was minimal due to their centuries-long 

segregation and ostracization, they managed to awaken the public opinion to the struggles 

of their people. The newspapers of the time reported on their activities, and between the 

two World Wars they were seen as part of mainstream Romanian society (Achim, 2004; 

Burtea, 1994). 

However, this period of Roma affirmation was brief, and the start of World War II 

brought it to a sudden end. During the second world war, Ion Antonescu, the Conducator 

(Leader) of Romania at the time of the war, ordered the deportation of the Romanian 

Roma to Nazi camps in Transnistria (a territory located at the Moldavian-Ukrainian 

border), where it is estimated that 11,000 members of this minority were killed (Achim, 

2004; Weiss-Wendt, 2013). The survivors of the Roma holocaust (in Romani, Porajmos) 
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returned to Romania in 1944; however, their suffering was not over. The year 1946 

marked the rise of the Communist regime headed initially by Gheorghe Gheorghiu Dej 

(1946-1965), and later by Nicolae Ceausescu (1965-1989) (Popa, 2006). This era did not 

spare the Roma either. It is quite difficult to find information on their fate during the 

Communist era. What is known is that they experienced segregation, which also 

prevented them from accessing basic education and resulted in high rates of Roma 

illiteracy (Achim, 2007); Roma women underwent forced sterilization (Lucero & Collum, 

2007); and identification as Roma or any other minority were punished (Stone, 2006; 

Weiss-Wendt, 2013). An interesting development was that Roma men were recruited and 

hired by the militia and other government organisations as part of Communist policies 

aiming to integrate poorer social classes. On the surface, this may have appeared to be 

one of the very few policies in the history of the Roma in Romania that had potential for 

positive outcomes and was less aggressive than what the Roma were subjected to during 

slavery or World War II. Closer examination of the outcomes, however, reveals that this 

policy was not meant to be inclusive as much as it intended to further force loss of Roma 

national identity and expression in order for them to blend into the mass of Romanian 

citizens, which was one of Ceausescu’s most important goals relating to minorities 

(Achim, 2004).  

December 1989 brought with it the Romanian Revolution. Its outcome was the 

removal of Ceausescu and the communist regime, and a turn to what Romanians then 

hoped would be democracy; however, the first two years of “democracy” were marked by 

dissidence, power struggles among different political organizations and parties, and 

mistrust of the newly established Ion Iliescu government. During this time, there was no 
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room for special attention to the Roma, nor was there an existing structure that would 

allow for amendments and restorative justice as compensation for their trials during the 

communist era. In light of the events leading to and connected with the Romanian 

revolution, the main desire of the mainstream Romanian population at that time was to 

break all ties with the former Soviet Union. When it became known that Iliescu’s 

dissidence and role in the revolution had in fact been backed by the Soviets, a series of 

cabinet changes and governments followed, all aiming to see Romania accepted by the 

Western European nations and protected by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

(NATO). The former goal was achieved in 1993, when Romania signed the association 

treaty with the European Communities; the Partnership for Peace was signed with NATO 

in 1994. This period saw a shift in Romanian attitudes and policies towards the 

recognition and inclusion of minorities, most notably Roma and Hungarians; yet 

incoherences in government and continuing political instability gradually led to a rise in 

Romanian nationalism in 2000. This, in turn, impacted negatively on the legal status and 

provisions regarding minorities living in Romania; former action plans conceived with 

this purpose were abandoned in the hopes of achieving recognition of Romania based on 

this newly emerged Romanian identity which tried hard to distance itself from pre-

revolution ties with the Soviet power. Contrary to these expectations, the growth of 

nationalist sentiments over the next few years was not welcomed by Brussels and the 

major European Union member-states (Popa, 2006). This disapproval prompted 

significant social, political, and legislative change: the year 2004 marked the end of post-

communism. Traian Basescu was elected president. Backed by the “Justice and Truth” 

coalition, he furthered Romania’s efforts towards acceptance into the European Union 
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(Popa, 2006). Romania finally became a member-state of the European Union in 2007, 

and, under international pressure, the national government made Roma inclusion into 

mainstream Romanian society a priority, as per EU requirements (Butler & Gheorghiu, 

2010), yet Roma participation remains problematic Rostas et al., 2015; Rostas, 2019) due 

to governments exerting manipulation and citizen control on the Roma, rather than 

encouraging active Roma citizenship and engagement (Rostas, 2019).  

2.4.3. The Roma in Romania today 

Today, Romania is a democratic state led by an elected president; the form of 

government in the country is established by the Romanian Constitution, adopted in 1991 

and amended most recently in 2003. Legislative power is vested in a bicameral parliament 

comprised of the Senate and the Chamber of Deputies; at present, national minorities in 

Romania hold 18 seats in the Chamber of Deputies, with Manea Catalin-Zamfir as the 

Roma elite representing the Roma Party Pro-Europa (Camera Deputatilor, n.d.); this is the 

only seat occupied by a Roma representative in the current Parliament. Romania has been 

a member-state of the United Nations since 1955; it joined the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO) in 1994; and acceded to the European Union in 2007; as such, it is 

governed by both national and supranational human rights treaties. 

Currently, the Romanian Roma minority has access to three main types of legal 

structures allowing them to demand and access their rights, namely organisations 

affiliated with the Council of Europe, such as the European Roma and Traveller Forum 

previously fronted by Florin Cioabă, the self-proclaimed Romanian Bulibaşă, or “King of 

the Gypsies”; Roma elites such as Nicolae Păun, who  in 1992 established the Roma Party 

Pro-Europe, which is the leading Romani political organisation in Romania; and over 200 
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non-governmental organisations that support Roma rights (McGarry, 2008); however, the 

true extent of their impacts on the lives of local, national and European Roma is open to 

scrutiny (as, indeed, it is in this study), particularly from the perspective of the Roma 

community itself (as is the purpose of this study). 

Despite European Union membership status since 2007, the consequences of 

centuries of oppression, Romaphobia, and dichotomy are still felt by the Roma of 

Romania today. According to the most recent census, in 2011, there were 619, 007 Roma 

currently living in Romania. These official figures show that the Roma made up 3.2% of 

the total population (Institutul Naţional de Statistică, 2011); however, it is estimated that 

the real number exceeds 2 million, but the Roma refuse to identify as such in national 

census and polls (The World Bank Group, 2014a). Their living standards are much lower 

than those of the average Romanian: the “at-risk-of-poverty rate of Romanian Roma, at 

84%, is almost 3 times higher than among neighbouring non-Roma” (The World Bank 

Group, 2014a, p. 5); similarly dire statistics accompany the status of health and education 

among the Roma: 29% of Roma live in slums, in contrast with 5% of non-Roma, and 

90% live in severe economic deprivation, compared to 54% of their non-Roma 

neighbours. Their risk of chronic disease is higher (54% for Roma aged over 55) than that 

of their non-Roma neighbours in Romania (40% for those aged over 55). Only 32% of 

Roma children are enrolled in preschools, compared to 77% in the general population, 

and only 10% of Roma aged 25-64 have completed secondary education, in contrast with 

58% of non-Roma. Low employment rates (42% of Roma men and 19% of Roma women 

are employed in formal and informal settings) have also led to lower labour earnings: the 

wages of working age Roma men and women total only approximately 20% and 12% of 
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what the general population earns, respectively. Given their lack of professional skills 

suited for the current economic market needs, this community is experiencing increased 

difficulties in accessing the labour market in particular, and consequently in improving 

their overall status (The World Bank Group, 2014a). The social isolation of the Roma 

(which seems to have transcended centuries of political and ideological shifts) also 

impedes their access to and trust in political representation (McGarry, 2008). Moreover, 

many Roma in Romania lack identity documents, which further prevents them from 

voting and gaining political representation in any way (Rorke, 2013). To complicate 

Roma-related matters, after the 2008 economic crisis, the government had to decrease 

employee wages and suspend many social benefits. This had a serious impact on the 

overall life standards of the general population, who viewed further economic aid 

targeting only the Roma as threatening (McGarry, 2008; McGarry, 2013). Additionally, 

despite an increased focus on Roma policy in Romania, its implementation is still poor, 

resulting in (continued) sub-par living and working conditions amongst the Roma even 

today (Lancione, 2019; Matache & Oehlke, 2017; Teodorescu & Molina, 2020). Racism 

against the Roma is still rife in Romanian news and media, albeit often disguised as 

humor (Breazu & Ericsson. 2021; Breazu & Machin, 2022), and even in healthcare, as 

revealed by the Covid-19-induced strict lockdown measures which exacerbated internal 

tensions with the Roma community (Cretan & Light, 2020).  

Recently, Rostas (2019), likening the process of Roma policy implementation to a 

task for Sisyphus, claims that despite increasing policy implementation efforts across 

Europe, and, implicitly, in Romania, the position of the Roma in Europe is continually 

worsening: this is a worrying trajectory for a population already bearing the burden of 
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centuries of political oppression and daily strife. This state of affairs is aggravated by the 

fact that social policies introduced with the purpose of bettering the lives of the Roma 

inevitably stigmatise and further segregate this community by singling it out (Law & 

Kovats, 2020). In terms of implementing these policies in Romania, Popoviciu & 

Tileaga’s recent (2019) analysis of Romanian government documents promoting Roma 

inclusion has revealed that obstacles to Roma inclusion are still present, despite these 

documents claiming progressive goals, in the form of associating Roma people with 

crime and criminality, and uncritically implying that Roma ethnicity is associated with 

problematic behaviours, particularly in justice-focused government strategy documents. A 

possible cause for this state of affairs in Romania, as Turda (2015) suggests, could be the 

Romanian ethnic nationalist discourse which has dominated public discourse in the past 

century, since Romania as a country was born. Kende et al. (2020) further add to this 

idea, citing ongoing Romaphobia and anti-gypsyism as obstacles to effective Roma 

integration: in East-Central European countries, ‘Roma integration strategies may be 

primarily rejected on the basis of morally framed stereotypes about criminality and 

laziness’ (p. 404). Cretan et al. (2021) also emphasise the ongoing Roma racialisation 

practices in Romania as a finding of their study of perceptions of stigmatization among 

Roma and non-Roma in south-western Romania, which revealed that ‘[t]he realization of 

their categorization as a member of a maligned, inferior group that is largely at the urban 

margins and often at the bottom of the social hierarchy in the distribution of material 

resources affects Roma in very different ways’ (p. 97). To conclude this section on Roma 

policies and the ways in which they impact the Romanian Roma community, I will draw 

on a very recent and highly relevant study conducted by Biro & Sarosi-Blaga (2021) in 
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Szeklerland, Romania: in investigating the attitudes of rural elites towards the Roma, this 

study uncovered two crucial points telling the story of this process in present-day 

Romania.  Firstly, elites in the region view any positive changes coming from the Roma 

community itself in this process of inclusion as a rare exception, and not as a norm 

desired by the Roma communities; and secondly, they apply blanket characteristics of 

Roma individuals whom they know personally to the entire Roma community, 

indiscriminately (Biro & Sarosi-Blaga, 2021). With such attitudes held by those 

accountable for implementing Roma-focused policies in Romania, it is easy to see why 

any social initiatives aimed at bettering the lives of the Roma are stalled, not only in 

Romania, but Europe-wide.  

2.5. Romani and its role in contemporary Romanian society 

In addition to these challenging social aspects related to the current status of the 

Roma in Romania, the role of Romani must also be examined as crucial context to my 

study. Since the Roma were not recognised as a national minority in Romania until very 

recently, their language and, consequently, history and culture, were historically given 

little attention in policy making in Romania (The World Bank Group, 2014a). By 

overlooking their language, policy makers would confine Romani to the private realm 

(May, 2012), further limiting their access to effective engagement with the public or civic 

realm (Kymlicka 2001, cited in May, 2011), where Romanian as the official language of 

Romania dominates. After centuries of (linguistic) discrimination against the Roma in 

Romania (Skutnabb-Kangas & Phillipson, 1995), work in Roma language rights has been 

carried out seemingly extensively in Romania since 1990, when the first efforts to train 

future Roma teachers to work in Roma schools were made, and the first classes of 
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Romani as a mother tongue began to be taught. That was the year the Romanian Ministry 

of Education recognised and introduced an official “Roma alphabet” in schools where the 

Romani language was taught. In 1992, the “positive discrimination programme” at 

tertiary education level was implemented, granting a quota of 10 spots for Romani 

students in humanities departments in universities in Bucharest, Cluj, Iasi, and Timisoara. 

However, involvement and support from the Ministry of Education was minimal and 

remained minimal during that decade (Sarau, n. d.). The greatest advancements in 

Romani education and the education of the Roma have been implemented in Romania 

since 1998, in what Sarau (2013) terms the “revolution in Roma Education” (p. 12): it 

was then that the Ministry of Education began working with Roma leaders and non-

governmental organisations (both Roma and non-Roma) towards delivering nuanced 

educational reforms and programmes, as per community demand, resulting in the 

implementation (as per local demand) of a wide range of resources such as the training of 

both Roma and Romanian staff to work with Roma children in Roma schools; the training 

of Roma teachers of Romani; formal communication to schools, requesting the 

desegregation of Roma in national education; the creation of Roma education mediator 

positions in Roma schools, to act as liaison between Roma pupils, their communities, and 

the schools; and the creation of educational materials for the Roma classrooms (Sarau, 

2013). These initiatives are embedded in current provisions for the education of the Roma 

in Romania, such as the Strategy of the Government of Romania for the Inclusion of 

Romanian Citizens Belonging to Roma Minority for 2015-2020 (European Commission, 

2022), and the Government Decision for Approving the Romanian Government Strategy 

for the integration of Romanian Roma citizens for 2021-2027 (Agentia Nationala Pentru 
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Romi, 2022), which I used in this study as policy guidelines against which to evaluate the 

effectiveness of Roma education-focused initiatives in western Romania, as storied by 

local Romanian and Roma communities. 

Some developments, then, do exist in Romania in relation to the linguistic human 

rights of the Roma. However, as concluded by Sarau (2013, p. 36), “despite all these … 

accomplishments…[and]given the high number of Romanian Roma (potentially two and 

a half million…, much work is still needed”, as only approximately 2-3% of Roma high 

school students identify as Roma in Romania; secondary school attendance among the 

Roma drops from 13-16% in primary school to only 9-12% in years V-VIII;  less than 

10% of pre-schoolers in Romania are Roma; education in Romania is still segregated; 

schools still exhibit attitudes of discrimination towards Roma educators and their 

involvement in educational institutions; and Romanian society still needs to learn to 

promote cultural, linguistic and ethnic diversity (Sarau, 2013). This reality reflects what 

Spolsky (2021, p. 197) identifies as ‘[t]he fundamental problem in language policy … the 

lack of resources for education’. 

As illustrated in his overview of the context of Roma school attendance in 

Romania, the extent of success with Romani and Roma education-focused initiatives 

within local communities is determined by the complexity of the wider Romanian context 

framing the plight of the Roma, which has warranted more attention being paid to the 

social and economic conditions in which the Romanian Roma live their lives (Goldston, 

2010; McGarry, 2008; Pogany, 2006; Guy, 2017). As such, limited attention, by 

comparison, seems to be given to their language, despite this direction being the one 

which seems to be missing in Roma-focused policy across Europe. Systemic racism, 
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ongoing social and political discrimination, and the exclusion of Roma language and 

culture from public life, have contributed to shaping a community which lacks 

homogeneity, and have created a climate in which Roma organisations are failing to find 

a way to adequately represent the Roma voice in Romania (Council of Europe, 2012; 

Koulish, 2003; McGarry, 2008; McGarry, 2009; Pogany, 2006; Rostas, 2019). The term 

‘homogeneity’ warrants unpacking: the Council of Europe use the term “Roma” as an 

umbrella term that includes Roma, Sinti, Travellers, Ashkali, Manush, Jenische, 

Kaldaresh and Kalé and covers the wide diversity of the groups concerned, “including 

persons who identify themselves as Gypsies” (2022a); yet Tremlett et al. (2017) recognise 

and emphasise the diversity found among Roma communities. Ultimately, whether a 

homogenous community is something for which the Roma communities strive for - or 

desire - remains to be investigated, but most importantly, decided on by Roma 

communities themselves. I attempt to provide some insight into this aspect through this 

study, as well as to identify whether language policy could be the means through which to 

achieve this - if it indeed is a goal for this ethnic group.  

Consequently, this study suggests an alternative, or, rather, an addition to the 

efforts of the Romania government to accommodate the needs of the Roma community: 

an increased focus on the linguistic human rights of the Roma, from community to 

governmental levels. I believe that recognising the huge transformational power that such 

initiatives have had for example in the Aotearoa/New Zealand context, at both grassroots 

and governmental levels, could be the path to unifying and integrating the Roma of 

Romania: active community engagement with policy seems to have been the only 

successful model in similar contexts. Indeed, the failures of implementing Roma policy in 
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Romania stem from “the lack of a proactive approach at national, regional, and local 

levels” (Mirga, 2017, p. 121) and Roma disengagement with citizenship (Guy, 2013), 

despite the year 2000 marking what seemed to be shaping up to be an “era of promise for 

Roma” (Matache & Oehlke, p. 97), which at the time seemed to be ushering in Roma 

integration (Cretan & Turnock, 2009) in Roma policy and praxis; as such, a multi-layered 

investigation such as the one I propose in this study, covering national policy, 

institutional implementation of policy, and lived experiences of policy within local 

communities, would provide valuable insight into what hinders engagement with Roma 

policy in my selected research context.  

2.6. Conclusion 

In this chapter I first examined the history of the European Roma, highlighting the 

past and current struggles of this community in light of their troubled history on the 

continent since their arrival in Europe eight centuries ago, through centuries of slavery, 

genocide during World War II and the communist era, and disenfranchisement and 

discrimination across Europe in recent years. I then explored their history and current 

legal status in Romania, from slavery until the 18th century to societal marginalisation and 

(continued) extreme poverty in some local Roma communities today, even under (or 

despite) European Union directives. I also outlined some of the most significant 

challenges that this community still grapples with in daily life, including access to basic 

housing, healthcare, education, identity, citizenship, and the lack of (adequate) political 

representation. Finally, I proposed an alternative approach to Roma rights and Roma 

wrongs (Goldston, 2002), namely shifting the focus onto the language of the Roma, 

highlighting the positive changes that such an approach can bring to the Romanian Roma 
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community, stimulating active engagement between the community and policy makers 

and enactors. In the next chapter I will position my study within the field of language 

policy and planning, introducing linguistic human rights as the concept at the heart of my 

inquiry into the lives of the Roma.  
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CHAPTER 3.  LANGUAGE POLICY AND PLANNING AND LINGUISTIC 

HUMAN RIGHTS: THE RULERS, THE LAND, THE TEMPORAL DIMENSION 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter positions my study within the field of language policy and planning, 

framing its crucial theoretical underpinnings within the narrative elements of land, time, 

and rulers. I begin by drawing on theoretical and research-based conceptualisations of 

how this field has developed since the end of World War II, moving on to current 

political, social, and theoretical paradigms that inform language policy and planning 

research today. I then review historical and current issues regarding the status of minority 

and national languages across the world, and the influence of top-down and bottom-up 

language planning on language, minority communities, and societies at large, citing 

stories of success from New Zealand and Europe. Next, I provide an overview of the 

concept of linguistic human rights, which was the foundation to this study and my 

inspiration in designing this investigation into the linguistic practices of the Roma 

community in Romania. I conclude this chapter with a discussion on differing views on 

linguistic human rights, ultimately establishing its relevance for my own research project 

through its potential for sparking positive change within this community, and within 

Romanian society at large.  

3.2. Land, time, and rulers framing language policy and planning 

I begin my overview of issues in language policy and planning relevant to my 

narrative inquiry by clarifying my use of the narrative elements which frame this chapter, 

namely land, time, and rulers. As explained in the introduction to my thesis, I propose a 

narrative exploration of language policy and planning impacting the Roma of Romania. 
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Narrative inquiry has narrative (or story) at its core; it elicits stories of lived experiences 

form the research participants (Chase, 2018; Connelly & Clandinin, 1990). Story is 

defined by Toolan (2001) as a recounting of spatiotemporally framed events. In exploring 

the stories of both my Romanian and Roma narrative inquiry participants I systematically 

draw on the interconnectedness between land and time with the language policy-related 

aspects I explore throughout this chapter, with the purpose of sustaining a connection 

between the theoretical and methodological dimensions of my research. In my research 

context land refers either to Europe or Romania as the home of my participants’ stories 

unfolding at specific points in time (Benson, 2014). The temporal dimension I rely upon 

in this theoretical overview of research into language policy begins post-World War II. 

However, in my participants’ stories, this will vary, as they have control over how much 

of their past they wish to explore, or what future predictions or wishes they may express 

in their accounts.  

I also mention in my introduction the story-specific element of rulers. In stories, 

rulers play crucial roles in how the experiences of the story characters unfold; depending 

on their actions, they are portrayed as either benefactors or tyrants. In language politics, 

the rulers are typically political elites who thrive on language conflict, using it for their 

personal political gain with no interest in engaging meaningfully in policy-induced 

conflict-solving (Bucken-Knapp, 2004). Within my study, I view European and 

Romanian legislation documents, legislative bodies, policymakers, and institutional actors 

involved in policy implementation as the rulers governing the stories of lived policy 

experiences of Roma which I have collected. A specific example of a ruler connected in 

practice to my Romanian Roma participants, mentioned in Chapter 3 in the context of 
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Roma representation in Romania, is Nicolae Paun, the founder of the Roma Party Pro-

Europa. As I identify and refer to rulers in my overview of language policy impacting my 

research context, I must clarify an important point: my role as the narrative researcher is 

not to qualify them, but simply to pinpoint their contributions in policy making and policy 

enactment.  As per principles of the methodological frame of my research into language 

policy and language rights in Romania, namely narrative inquiry, it is my participants’ 

prerogative to characterise the performances of governance displayed by the rulers which 

they have identified as having a direct impact on their lives. These characterisations will 

become visible through their stories, or narrative knowledging journeys of making sense 

of their life stories (Barkhuizen, 2011). 

Having introduced the elements of story, spatiotemporality, and governance 

involved in narrative inquiry into language policy and language rights, I now introduce 

the field of language policy and planning within which my narrative inquiry is situated. 

3.3. The field of language policy and planning  

In this chapter my aim is to argue that despite the heated philosophical, political 

theory-oriented, and national- and social-level debates surrounding linguistic human 

rights, they are at the heart of the process of language policy, and (should be) applicable 

to my research context; but what is language policy, and how does it relate to the 

implementation of linguistic human rights? I examine this field with a focus on the three 

levels identified in my research question, namely: (supra)national legislation; institutional 

practices; and the impact of both on the people living out the consequences of policy 

implementation.  
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Spolsky (2021) situates language policy at the heart of human life in all its 

dimensions, and explores it as shaped by geography, demographics, progress, historical 

disasters, globalisation and (corrupt) politics, proposing a definition of language policy 

as consisting of three interrelated but independent 

components. These were language practice (the choices of language 

variety made by speakers in a community), language beliefs and 

ideology (what people think should be the language of the 

community) and language management (efforts by people or 

institutions inside or outside a community to modify the beliefs and 

practices of members of the community)  

(Spolsky, 2004, cited in Spolsky, 2021, p. 9). This framework is a space in which the 

story-specific elements of land, time, and rulers are situated on par with the people 

(Burckhardt et al., 2021). Indeed, the importance of individual involvement in and desire 

for language policy as a starting point, or indeed, the concept of agency in language 

policy and planning (Glasgow & Bouchard, 2018; Liddicoat &Taylor-Leech, 2021) is 

also emphasised by Spolsky (2021), the alternative being that ‘any attempt at language 

management is doomed’ (p. 15) or completely in control of the nation-state, which will 

establish and reinforce ‘public monolingualism’ (May, 2020, p. 1).  

Today, language policy inhabits the space between mobility and inclusion, with 

either of these two dimensions growing to the detriment of the other, posing particularly 

challenging language policy and planning implementation issues in Europe, which is such 

a varied multilinguistic and multicultural environment (Grin et al., 2022). In such a 

context, Grin (2022) calls for an integrated model in which the promotion and 
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implementation of any minority language must occur concomitantly in multiple public 

spheres: education in that language must be accompanied by the visibility of that 

language in the public space. Naturally, as seen in my overview of Roma history, 

language, and current status in Europe as well as in Romania, this is not a reality for the 

Roma, warranting further discussion on the land and time in which rulers implement 

language policy in relation to the Roma, which have had no land throughout their time 

under various rulers in Europe. The ways in which these rulers implement policies is 

defined by Andrews (2018, p. 39) as language planning, a term which  

refers primarily to premeditated or planned attempts by governments 

and by officially-sanctioned private or semi-private entities, such as 

Language Commissions and Language Councils, to control language 

situations that arise in a speech community or nation-state either 

naturally—i.e. as result of the natural processes of language change 

and evolution—or artificially, i.e. as result of previous language-

planning activities, in ways that the language planners regard as 

serving the good of that speech community or nation-state. 

Language policy and language planning, then, coexists within the sphere of 

political theory, which provides a “crucial lens for the examination of the wider 

sociohistorical and socio-political contexts within which language policy is inevitably 

situated” (May, 2015, p. 45), influenced by all forms of governance: selected, accepted or 

imposed, as seen throughout the history of imperialism, colonialism, and in the process of 

nation-state formation (Spolsky, 2021). Historically, political theory was concerned with 

granting rights to citizens of nation-states, a process shaped by (hi)stories and ideologies 



 

58 

 

of identity, language and citizenship (Blommaert, 199l; Lo Bianco, 2008; May, 2015). 

Consequently, at the heart of language policy lies the historical struggle between 

language, nation and nationalism (Wright, 2012), and power (Millar, 2006). This struggle 

shapes the conceptualisation of a national identity (Blommaert, 2006); poses questions of 

equality (Phillipson, 2000) and inequality of class among individuals (Block, 2018) and 

of languages in legislation and in the community (Kamusella, 2018; Tollefson, 1991); and 

prompts interdisciplinary and theoretical discussions on territorialism, regional autonomy 

(Williams, 2012), and the influence of political power on socio-economic, linguistic, and 

democratic participation in society (Dunbar, 2013; Hall, 2012).  

The field of language policy, then, with formal roots in large-scale decolonisation 

across the globe in the 1950s and 1960s which resulted in the formation of numerous new 

nation-states, is (or, rather, aims to be) “a systematic, technical, and even a scientific 

enterprise … [in which] experts and expertise would guide … rational, planned and 

mechanistic approaches to the roles and functions of languages in multilingual societies” 

(Lo Bianco, 2010, p. 37). Burckhardt et al. (2021) further argue that the issue at the heart 

of examining language policy is the way in which nation-states ‘respond to the 

demography and geography of linguistic diversity’ (p. 134). Indeed, the centrality of 

language (an ideologically charged concept) to language policy has posed many 

challenges to the real-life application of language planning processes, as in it are 

embedded issues of ethnicity (Garcia, 2012); (language) group dynamics conditioned by 

power struggles (May, 2019); linguistic culture (Schiffmann, 1996); and the (often 

negative) influence of elites on the process of granting minority groups language rights 
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(Baldauf, 2005), making the process of language policy implementation challenging 

(Spolsky, 2021). 

However, participants to the language policy process “inhabit a stratified and 

inequitable communicative order” (Lo Bianco, 2020) shaped by linguistic culture, or “the 

sum totality of ideas, values, beliefs, attitudes, prejudices, religious strictures, and all the 

other cultural ‘baggage’ that speakers bring to their dealings with language from their 

background” (Schiffman, 1996, p. 266), with language as the “main vehicle for the 

replication, construction and transmission of culture itself” (Schiffman, 1996.). In this 

inequitable order, language policy and minority rights are interconnected (May, 2006) in 

spaces influenced by globalisation (Wright, 2003); (linguistic) genocide (Skutnabb-

Kangas, 2000); and repression (May, 2018a), which do not accurately reflect and do not 

foster the development of the diverse cultural and linguistic values encountered in local 

communities (Canagarajah, 2001).  

The tensions within these spaces often lead to failure of language policy due to 

governments not implementing and monitoring it consistently and systematically, as was 

recently the case in South Africa in the context of poorly implementing the South African 

National Language Policy Framework in South African Universities, while still 

reinforcing the supremacy of English in tertiary education (Cele, 2021). 

To mitigate these discrepancies, a focus on (particularly minority) language rights 

has been suggested and promoted by language policy theorists in order to address the 

disastrous outcomes of the development of nation-states on minority and indigenous 

groups that co-inhabit the territories of these states (May, 2018a; May, 2019). Language 

rights have been the “Cinderella of human rights in the post-Second World War era; a 
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“bastard stepchild” in the wider family of human rights, roundly rejected as problematic 

and/or regularly ignored at worst, reluctantly acknowledged and desultorily implemented 

at best” (May, 2011, p. 267). A particularly interesting movement in this direction has 

been the rise in advocacy for linguistic human rights (Kontra et al., 1999; Phillipson, 

2003; Skutnabb-Kangas, 1998, 2000, 2002; Skutnabb-Kangas & Phillipson, 1995; May, 

2003), which I introduce and argue for as a crucial tool for my own research context 

below. 

3.4. Linguistic human rights as a language policy and planning outcome 

In this section I argue that linguistic human rights should be the default outcome 

of language policy and planning, and I investigate this claim in the context of language 

policy implementation in Romania. I first offer a theoretical overview of the concept of 

linguistic human rights before moving towards an examination of their implementation in 

Romania, my research context. Linguistic human rights are viewed by Kymlicka & Patten 

(2003) as having “impressive normative and political [power]” (p. 33) for any political 

regime which views language rights as an integral component of human rights. Phillipson 

(1998), who views them as an alternative to linguistic imperialism (or the imposition of a 

(national language) on speakers of other languages) , defines them as “a set of ideas and 

principles that are ascribed universal validity, and interlinked with democracy, freedom, 

and popular representation in the political process” (p. 102). 

As a point of distinction from language rights, linguistic human rights are built on 

two pillars: firstly, on necessary individual rights to both language related-identity and a 

mother tongue; and secondly, on necessary collective rights granting minority and 

Indigenous peoples the “right to exist…as distinct groups, with their own languages and 
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cultures” (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000, p. 498). In other words, linguistic human rights, 

which are (or should be) built upon and embedded in language rights, should be a 

(fundamental) component of language policy in any state (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2006). 

The need for the conceptualisation and implementation of linguistic human rights 

was advocated by Skutnabb-Kangas (2000) in the absence of a clear, binding 

international framework for collective linguistic rights which, arguing that such a 

framework should be created; that it should cover Indigenousness and minority status; 

that it should be ratified through human rights instruments; and that it should be based on 

(at a minimum) bilingual education incorporating an official language and a mother-

tongue, crucial to both personal and group identity-building, in order to enable the full 

democratic participation of both Indigenous and minority groups in public life (also in 

Phillipson et al., 1995; Phillipson & Skutnabb-Kangas, 1997; Skutnabb-Kangas, 2010). 

As a tool for minorities living on the territories of nation-states, linguistic human rights 

can offer the support which these minorities may need in order to overcome linguistic 

discrimination (Skutnabb-Kangas & Phillipson, 1994). 

Given the complexities involved in language policy creation and implementation, 

this concept has not gone unchallenged. Firstly, at policy and political theory level, 

linguistic human rights are often viewed as limiting individual integration into 

mainstream society and conducive to “wilful … communal ghettoization” (Skutnabb-

Kangas & May, 2017, p. 12); these arguments often stem from a lack of engagement with 

the extensive body of sociolinguistics research on the numerous multilingual contexts in 

which linguistic human rights exist and co-exist within frameworks of language status, 

language rights, language use, and linguistic identity. At policy making level, hostile and 
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uninformed attitudes towards linguistic human rights often result in flawed language 

status planning decisions which often blatantly overlook evidence from research or make 

these decisions based on ‘false information’ instead (ibid., p. 13). And finally, at practical 

policy implementation level, linguistic human rights are often at the ‘mercy’ (or largesse, 

May, 2019, p. 380) of political leaders as rulers who ignore human rights, or remain in the 

shadow of larger, national level struggles for the choice of language in public 

administration, higher education, or media (Kymlicka & Patten, 2003).  

3.5. Framing this study from a linguistic human rights perspective: A justification  

Despite these theoretical and practical challenges, I approach this study with the 

view that linguistic human rights are crucial in building the (hi)stories of minoritised 

peoples, as evidenced in the (hi)story of success of the Māori in Aotearoa/New Zealand, 

who in what May (2012, p. 30) refers to as a “tale of two ethnicities”, have offered a 

“model of harmonious ‘race’ relations; a rare success story of colonization” following 

grassroots revitalisation movements aimed at restoring the Māori language, started in the 

1970s by a “generation of young, urban and educated Māori”. Subsequent sustained 

engagement with this process from both the Māori community and (later) by the New 

Zealand government have resulted in a model bicultural state to which the linguistic 

human rights of the Māori are central. 

While their struggles continue (May, 2018b), their sustained grassroots 

movements towards education in their mother tongue, even if isolated and unsupported by 

the Aotearoa/New Zealand government at the time their story began, have now secured 

the status of Māori as an official language in Aotearoa/New Zealand, closing crucial gaps 

in terms of holding rulers accountable for their practices of (language) policy 
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implementation, and setting an example for international language policy-focused 

practices everywhere by illustrating the enormous power that mother tongue education 

has in reshaping the (hi)stories of Indigenous and minoritized people. 

3.6. Minority language policy and planning in Romania 

With this personal justification for my research approach to my research context, 

and having given a theoretical overview of the key aspects involved in language policy 

and linguistic human rights, I now shift my focus onto the practice of language policy 

making and language policy implementation concerning the Roma in Romania. In this 

section, after overviewing relevant legislation impacting this context, I look at two groups 

living out language policy design and implementation in Romania, namely the Hungarian 

and Roma populations., investigating the extent to which each of them is granted 

accommodation in relation to their language, given the existing power relationships 

between them and the Romanian national government (Craith, 2007).  

The decision to include the Hungarian community in Romania in this section 

stems from its unique history on that territory, history which strongly influences the 

practice of policy making and policy implementation in the country.  

I begin examining language policy implementation with both Romanian and 

Roma communities in Romania with an overview of the legislation governing this 

process. It is important to note first that in Romania, minority language use is 

administered by two distinct types of public institutions: at state level, by the presidency, 

government, and specialised institutions such as the institution of the prefect as the county 

representative of the government; and at local level, by institutions such as local councils. 

These institutions operate under specific legal frameworks, reinforced at international 
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level by the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages of the Council of 

Europe, which Romania signed in 1995 and ratified in 2008. The 1991 Romanian 

Constitution (amended in 2003) is the main legal framework on which all other legal 

initiatives are based at national level (Constitutia Romaniei, 2022).  The constitution 

states that the official language in Romania is Romanian (Article 13) yet guarantees all its 

citizens within or outside Romania (Article 7), regardless of ethnic origins and language 

(Article 4), the right to maintaining, developing and expressing their ethnic, cultural, 

linguistic and religious identity (Article 6 (1), Constitutia Romaniei, 2022). In addition to 

the Romanian Constitution, since as early as 1999, Romanian legislation has granted 

national minorities the rights to instruction in their mother tongue at all educational levels 

‘where there is an appropriate request’ in groups, classes or school units (Lege nr. 

151/1999 art. 118 (Ro)). This can be amended to include the teaching, as school subjects, 

of literature and the history and traditions of the minority group, in the students’ mother 

tongue and (Lege nr. 151/1999 art. 121 (Ro)). The distribution of television programmes 

in the mother tongues of local minorities is also guaranteed in localities where a minority 

group exceeds 20% of the population in said locality, with public TV and radio also 

broadcasting programmes in the languages of the largest minority groups (Legea 

audiovizualului 54/2002 art. 82 (Ro)). Article 19 of Lege 215/2001 (Ro) supports the 

rights of citizens belonging to national minorities to use their mother tongue in 

administrative institutions in localities where a minority group exceeds 20% of the 

population, article 9 of the same document (Lege 215/2001) stipulates that administrative-

territorial public institutions may deliver official ceremonies in the mother tongue of local 

minorities if a local minority exceeds 20% of the total population. Article 79 of Lege 
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360/2002 also grants language provisions in terms of local minorities interacting with the 

police force: in localities where a minority group exceeds 20% of the population, the 

police department in those localities shall hire policepersons who speak the language of 

that minority group. These legal provisions shed light on the types of language policy 

implemented in Romania. In order to classify them, I draw on Kymlicka & Patten’s 

(2003) overview of approaches to language rights (p. 26); they distinguish between: 

(1) tolerance vs promotion-oriented rights;  

(2) norm-and-accommodation vs official-languages rights regimes;  

(3) personality vs territoriality rights regimes; and  

(4) individual vs collective rights regimes. 

In relation to the first dimension of tolerance vs promotion-oriented rights, both 

categories are present in Romanian language policy. By granting minority groups 

unrestricted rights to language in their private lives (Constitutia Romaniei, 2022, Articles 

6(1) and 7), the Romanian government enacts tolerance rights, which refer to protections 

against government interference in the private language choices of the speakers; yet in 

certain circumstances, public institutions also use minority languages in public 

institutions, partially and circumstantially aligning with a promotion-oriented approach to 

language policy as well, conditioned by minority presence in the region. Concerning the 

second dimension of norm-and-accommodation vs official-languages rights regimes 

(Kymlicka & Patten, 2003), Romanian language policy aligns with the first dimension, 

that of norm-and-accommodation, whereby “unless some special circumstance arises”, 

“some normal language of public communication is used” (p. 28). It is clear from the 

legislation examined above that the predominance of Romanian as the norm in most 
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jurisdictions, conditioned by demand from a minority community for the use of their own 

mother tongue, comes closest to this dimension of language policy, which is also 

connected with the concept of personality rights regimes where “citizens enjoy the same 

set of (official) language rights no matter where they are in the country: (p. 29). While 

there are territoriality variations in Romania, in particular in relation to the Hungarian 

minority in Transylvania (discussed later in this section), this exception does not have a 

wide enough impact to remove language policy in Romania as a whole country from an 

association with the notion of a personality rights regime. Lastly, in the debate between 

individual and collective rights, Romania appears to have created policies whereby access 

to distinct language rights is conditioned by demand from a group that must constitute at 

least 20% of the population – under this conception, the balance would lean towards 

collective rights language policy; however, Kymlicka & Patten (2003) contend that 

individual and collective rights are, in fact, placed on a continuum in which they interplay 

off each other; I argue here that language policy in Romania is partially fluid along this 

continuum, depending on context: since Romania ultimately allows for the “individual 

[to] exercises the[ir] right” (Kymlicka & Patten, 2003, p. 31) to language, and since these 

individuals can then come together as a collective to demanding their language rights, 

which Romania then grants as per legal provisions, both individuality and the collective 

find a place in Romanian language policy. 

In light of these legal provisions allowing for such a diverse range of services 

available to national minorities in their mother tongue, it may seem that the 

implementation of language policy in Romania views minority language rights and 

linguistic human rights as priorities at all levels of public life, particularly since 
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Romania’s EU accession in 2007, which prompted a higher focus on minority language 

rights in Romanian than ever before (Maracz, 2017). However, Toro (2020) notes that 

there is a lack of “clear guidelines and tools for accountability” (p. 5) relevant to the legal 

(en)actors of these policies; therefore, “despite the pluralizing shift in policy, language 

practices and underlying language ideologies of the majority do not change” (p. 6), 

resulting in “serious deficiencies” (Maracz, 2017, p. 28) in policy implementation, 

particularly in what concerns the Romanian Roma. Consequently, minority empowerment 

is not synonymous with the implementation of language rights and linguistic human 

rights in Romania, which is problematic (Balazs & Schwellnus, 2014; Maracz, 2017). At 

a central administrative level, the focus is on ‘symbolic legislation” aimed to bring 

legitimacy to political elites as rulers; at local level, the practical implementation of 

language policy and, consequently, of linguistic human rights in education, is done at the 

discretion of local administrators, depending exclusively on their agendas and actions. 

This distinction, referred to as “decoupling” by Balazs and Schwellnus (2014), would (in 

theory) have the potential to spark local change, as it “enables a wide variety of 

implementation strategies at the local level” (p. 114); yet this is not always the practical 

outcome of policy implementation in Romania. Indeed, following this inquiry into 

minority language use in public administration in Romania on behalf of the Romanian 

Institute for Research on National Minorities, Horvath (2009) concluded that language 

policy implementation rests on how large a minority group is in each region; that in such 

regions oral communication trumps written communication in the mother tongue in local 

councils; and that despite the unquestionable advancements in language policy in 

Romania since 1990, language ideology in Romania is marked by “neutral (but relatively 
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barren) political correctness” because implementation of language policy in Romania “is 

not on the political agenda of the majority elites” [or, in my conceptualisation of this 

narrative study, rulers] (pp. 212-213; Kymlicka & Patten, 2003). Therefore, I conclude 

that despite some progress in Romania in the process of implementing linguistic human 

rights, flawed and unregulated implementation processes influenced by rulers who pursue 

their own political agendas hinder true advancement in granting minority groups in 

Romania their linguistic human rights (Kymlicka & Patten, 2003). 

Having offered a generic overview of Romanian language policy and linguistic 

human rights implementation, informed by national legislation and research into the 

practices of policy implementation in this context, I now move to a discussion on 

language policy concerning the Hungarian and Roma minorities. The discrepancies in the 

status and political power between these two ethnic groups are stark and were mentioned 

repeatedly by my Romanian and Roma participants. I focus on Hungarian due to its 

historic particularities: Transylvania, the historic and geographical ‘heart’ of Romania, 

was part of the former Hungarian Kingdom in the Middle Ages, and later, between 1867 

and the 1920s, it belonged to Austria-Hungary. Transylvania was only ceded to Romania 

in 1920 as a consequence of territorial divisions which followed World War I (Beno & 

Szilagy, 2005). However, parts of Transylvania continued to belong to Hungary until 

1940, albeit not without sustained strong opposition from Romanian nationalist groups 

(Szilagy, 2020; Vagnini, 2018).  

The strength of the Hungarian minority in Romania lies both in numbers, and in 

its privileged political, social and cultural history on the territory of Romania. It is no 

surprise, then, that this community has been the most successful in demanding and being 
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granted language rights in Romania (Horvath, 2009). The rich background to this success 

must not be ignored whenever a comparison is drawn in relation to policy between the 

Hungarian and Romanian minorities in Romania; and this comparison is drawn 

repeatedly in my participants’ narrative interviews. The Romanian Roma community has 

held no status and no power in Romania throughout their history in the region. Having 

lived through hundreds of years of discrimination, marginalisation and 

disenfranchisement, they have not had (and consequently, could not have) access to a 

platform similar to that of the Hungarian ethnics in Romania from which to demand 

similar rights, or based upon which to be granted equal status in policy making with the 

Hungarian community today. I argue that this is a natural continuation of what Szilagy 

(2020) termed ‘competing nationality politics’ (p. 71) in his article focusing on the years 

immediately after World War I in western Romania.  

Looking at more recent Romanian history, since 1989, when the communist 

regime fell in Romania, ‘Romania ‘witnessed only a few attempts at the planning and 

launching of programmes aimed at the Roma population’s social integration’ (Biro & 

Sarosi-Blaga, 2021, p. 116). To add to this issue, Biro & Sarosi-Blaga (2021) also 

describe the attitudes of Hungarian communities towards the Roma in Romania as 

discriminatory, with ‘degradation, expulsion, and depreciation [as] decisive factors in the 

attitudes of the majority to the Roma population, while the social barrier between the two 

ethnic groups is virtually insurmountable’ (p. 120). Consequently, there is a notable 

absence of Hungarian-Roma marriages, particularly in the Hungarian heart of Romania, 

in the counties of Harghita and Covasna, termed ‘Szeklerland’ by the Hungarian majority 

inhabiting them. Additionally, the Hungarian majority in Romania purposefully seeks 
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isolation from their Roma neighbours, stigmatising them based on language as well, and 

othering them in public discourse (Biro & Sarosi-Blaga, 2021), as also seen in my 

interviews with representatives of Romanian public institutions. How, then, do these 

privileged experiences of the Hungarian community compare to the lived experiences of 

the Roma in Romania in relation to being granted language rights? The consequences of 

this history are lived out by the Roma in Western Romania today, and visible in my 

participants’ stories remarking upon the Hungarian privilege in Romania in terms of 

political power, superior social status, ethnic pride, and wealth. An ethnic group that once 

ruled a territory (in this story, the Hungarian minority in Romania) will continue to hold 

power, particularly in comparison with the Roma communities in the region, despite 

shifts of power and the rise of Romanian nationalism in Romania after World War II. Kis 

(2018) also links the power of this particular ethnicity to history: particularly, to the 

history of how interethnic relationships have evolved throughout the history of Romania, 

attributing present inequalities to the way in which the nation-state has shaped institutions 

and their power, reiterating that ‘all the burdens of linguistic and cultural integration and 

accommodation are incumbent on the minority group’ (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000, cited in 

Kiss, 2018, p. 452).  

With a history of ethnic homogeneity and joint efforts in preserving its language 

and culture in the region, the Hungarian minority visibly hold this power in ensuring that 

their linguistic human rights in Romania are protected today and shape policy and the 

process of language provision in Romania.  Indeed, today, the Hungarian people are the 

second largest ethnic and linguistic group in Romania today, after Romanians, and 

therefore feature at the forefront of in language policy implementation in Romania (Toro, 
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2020). Consequently, a focus on the Hungarian language featured prominently in 

language policy and implementation in Romania from as early as 2005, taking centre 

stage in any policy implementation processes in Romania (Beno & Szilagy, 2005; Sandor, 

2005). Toro (2020) conducts an overview of the ways in which the language rights 

granted in national legislation to ethnic minorities are implemented in relation to 

Hungarian. While that particular study does note challenges and shortcomings in 

language policy implementation in relation to Hungarian in smaller communities, it also 

notes some successes that the Roma community is far from experiencing. For example, in 

places where the Hungarian minority holds political majority, language implementation is 

implicit, meaning it happens without conscious effort on the part of the Hungarian 

authorities: ‘the lack of implementation can be explained by the perceived nature of 

language rights … as specific minority rights, which are not an issue of importance in 

settlements where Hungarians are in a dominant position’ (p. 27). However, this state of 

affairs indicates privilege: no Roma community benefits from such political power or the 

ability to only make certain ‘language-related issues…salient’ (idem.), regardless of the 

size of the community.  

Today, there are several Hungarian colleges, high schools and even a Hungarian 

University (the Sapientia – Hungarian University of Transylvania) currently operating in 

Romania; in contrast, no Roma universities exist in Romania, and Romani primary 

schools only have a very recent history in the country. Additionally, the Roma in 

Romania have notoriously suffered educational segregation for decades (Hodne, 2022; 

Rostas, 2012), whereas Hungarian-language educational institutions are a symbol of the 

social and political status of Hungarian in Romania. This marks an important distinction 
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between the Hungarian minority – previously a ruling group, now struggling to establish 

an ethnic identity in public policy, and the Roma, a ‘marginal people’ coming from and 

still inhabiting ‘marginal places’ in Romania (Preda, 2020, p. 101). In politics, as part of 

Romania’s bicameral parliament, the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania 

consists of 20 members in the Chamber of Deputies, whereas the Roma Part Pro-Europa 

has only one member listed (Camera Deputatilor, n.d.a). In the Romanian Senate, the 

Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania consists of nine members, with no Roma 

representatives listed (Camera Deputatilor, n.d.b): the political imbalance between these 

two communities is stark. 

 Such a strong presence of Hungarian in education, language policy, and public 

discourse in Romania seems to indicate that this country has shifted its focus from 

Romanian cultural and linguistic hegemony during communism to a more pluralistic 

approach. However, the question remains: does this state of affairs in relation to minority 

rights in Romania also extend to language policy, education and public life where Romani 

is concerned? The Roma are now also officially recognised as a national minority in 

Romania as a consequence of the ratification of the European Charter for Regional or 

Minority Languages in 1995; as such, their language, Romani, is also officially 

recognised as a minority language and included in the education system as per the legal 

frameworks I outlined above in relation to access to education in a mother tongue. The 

Romanian Government Report (2013, p. 6) estimates that the Roma population in 

Romania is between 1.2 and 2.5 million, with the number of speakers of Romani 

potentially ranging from 500,000 to a possible 2.5 million speakers (Saramandu and 

Nevaci, 2009, p. 56). This high estimate of the number of Romani speakers in Romania 
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appears promising to the future of Romani language policy and linguistic human rights in 

Romania, in line with Padure & Adamou’s (2021) argument that the past three decades 

have shaped Romani-related language ideologies in a positive way by supporting Romani 

language revitalisation through the promotion of formal education to the Roma 

communities in Romania. Following the fall of communism, Gheorghe Sarau, the leading 

Romani linguist in Romania, affiliated with the national Ministry of Education, has 

fronted tremendous Romani education initiatives over the past three decades. A detailed 

historical overview of these initiatives is given in Padure and Adamou’s (2021) account 

of Romani revitalisation in Romania: from it, I highlight the employment of Roma and 

non-Roma school mediators to facilitate the success of Romani school students in 

Romanian-medium  classrooms (Szasz and Csesznek 2019); the provision  by the 

Ministry of Education of Romani language teacher training at university level;  the 

promotion of  Roma culture in the public life by the National Roma Culture Centre; and 

the provision of a syllabus and teaching materials created by the Ministry of Education 

using a variation of a Romani dialect (which, due to variations in Romani explored in 

more detail Section 3.3. of the next chapter, have stirred (inevitable) public debate among 

the Roma in regards to the dialect and alphabet used in these materials, but are still being 

used in Romani education in Romania today).  

These are indisputably valuable contributions to the lives of this community, both 

in terms of policy and in terms of policy implementation (Matache & Oelhke, 2017). This 

is encouraging to see, particularly in light of the brutal history of the Roma in Europe and 

Romania introduced in Chapter 3 of my thesis. This increasing focus on educating 

bilingual Roma children in Romania seems to align with the underlying requirement for 
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equitable democratic participation to life in Romania, namely bilingual education with a 

focus on mother tongue, which is crucial in the conceptualisation of linguistic human 

rights (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000). However, Horvath & Kiss (2017) have noted a worrying 

trend: young Roma communities orient increasingly towards the use of Romanian in their 

daily lives or, in the case of Transylvania, to Hungarian as the main languages used in 

public life, enacting what is termed in language policy research as language shift (May, 

2000; May, 2006). What are the implications of this additional complication to the 

process of linguistic human rights implementation? Identifying the extent to which 

specific communities of Roma engage with their own cultural and linguistic identity in 

Romania is crucial to any further discussions on policies and Roma (linguistic human) 

rights (Backhaus, (2012); this is the underlying motivation for this study in which I begin 

this inquiry at the municipal level.  

3.7. Conclusion 

This second literature review chapter has examined crucial dimensions involved in 

language policy and planning, incorporating the three narrative dimensions that I have 

selected as a frame: land, time, and rulers as determiners of the extent to which a nation 

might access their language rights. I offered a brief historical overview of the 

development of the field, emphasising the role of policy makers in granting minority 

groups their language rights; I then introduced the concept of linguistic human rights as 

the rights of indigenous groups and national minorities to be educated in their own 

language and live their lives in both a national language and their mother tongue, and I 

discussed controversies surrounding this concept before justifying its relevance to and my 

reliance on it in this study. I concluded this chapter with an overview of the status of 
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language policy and planning in Romania, linking it to the concept of linguistic human 

rights. To investigate the extent to which this approach may be more relevant in Romania 

than what has previously been done, I designed a language policy study framed 

methodologically by narrative inquiry: I outline the theoretical and practical 

methodological frameworks for this study in the next two chapters. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY, PART I: THEORETICAL 

UNDERPINNINGS 

“We were the people who were not in the papers.   

We lived in the blank white spaces at the edges of print. It gave us more freedom. 

We lived in the gaps between the stories.”  

― Margaret Atwood, The Handmaid's Tale 

4.1. Introduction 

In the previous two chapters I offered a theoretical background to the concepts 

which frame my study. I now introduce a discussion of the theory underpinning my 

research methodology, beginning with an overview of narrative inquiry and its place in 

language policy and planning research.  In this study I investigate the extent to which the 

linguistic human rights of the Roma in Romania are incorporated into national legislation, 

implemented in institutional practice, and respected by both Roma and non-Roma citizens 

living in western Romania today by examining issues of nationality, ethnicity, and 

language politics on all levels, starting from national legislation, then looking towards 

institutional policy implementation, and placing the most emphasis on the impact that 

national policy and local institutional practices have on the daily lives of both Roma and 

Romanian citizens. My top-down investigation of minority language rights comes under 

the scope of language policy and planning research. I begin this chapter with an 

examination of the principles shaping research on language planning and language policy, 

principles on which I based the process of developing a working methodological 

framework for my inquiry. I then justify approaching my language policy study through a 

qualitative research lens and introduce the constructivist-interpretive/critical research 

https://www.goodreads.com/author/show/3472.Margaret_Atwood
https://www.goodreads.com/work/quotes/1119185
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paradigms informing my investigation before engaging in a discussion on my 

positionality as a researcher, crucial in the context of doing research with a disadvantaged 

community. A discussion on narratives and narrative research follows, covering 

epistemological, methodological and practical facets involved in narrative inquiry.  

4.2. My search for ‘truth’: The research approach 

The quest for making sense of one’s environment and the phenomena that shape it 

is a defining human trait. Mouly (1978) identifies three ways through which this goal can 

be achieved, namely experience, reasoning, and research. Complementary, overlapping, 

and ever evolving, both in the lives of individuals and culturally across time, each of 

these three ways plays its own part in the process of constructing knowledge; their inter-

relatedness is most clear when complex problems require solving. Personal experience 

gives rise to questions; reasoning can help suggest and develop hypotheses and interpret 

and synthesise findings; and research combines both in order to discover the realities of 

the research context.  Research can be defined, then, as the systematic, empirical, critical, 

and controlled process of investigating both the natural world and the complex human 

dynamics of the social world (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018).  

My own truth-seeking journey explores issues of nationality, ethnicity and 

language status in Romania, an Eastern-European country. Informed by principles of 

constructivism and post-modern critical theory, my investigation aims to uncover issues 

of power relations and minority language rights in my selected context – admittedly, an 

ambitious goal for a first research journey. Baldauf (2005) suggests that ethnography is 

perhaps the most appropriate method of investigation in language policy and planning 

research into the real lives of non-elites experiencing decisions made by self-interested 



 

78 

 

rulers in diverse linguistic landscapes (Blommaert, 2013; Blommaert, 2016; Blommaert 

& Jie, 2020). This approach is also suggested in Perez-Milans & Tolleffson (2018). I was 

not able to conduct an ethnographic study in my selected context, due to the limitations of 

time, space, and personal safety outlined in chapters 5 and 9. However, in order to carry 

out this investigation, I designed a qualitative study situated within the constructivist-

interpretive and critical research paradigms, deciding on a narrative inquiry-based 

methodology informed by principles of LPP research. Narrative inquiry offers access to 

extended narratives of lived experiences which, I contend, are the most suitable for an in-

depth exploration of language policy impacts at the meso-level of my study, given the 

constraints under which I carried out my investigation. In selecting a heavily story-

focused methodology to guide my inquiry, I took inspiration from Balzac’s notion of the 

poetry of creative truth seeking in the first part of his Illusions perdues. I offer below a 

research-supported rationale for each of my methodological decisions shaping this 

language policy study.  

4.3. Principles of language policy and planning research 

Language policy and planning research is a field where a multitude of theories and 

methods from a variety of disciplines, from political theory to sociolinguistics, converge 

around issues of language (Halliday, 2001; Ricento, 2006) and political participation is 

connected to policy making (Saukko, 2008) and issues of power and resistance (Squire et 

al., 2014). The aim of researchers engaging with this field is to draw on these disciplines 

in order to “develop practical plans to modify language practices and beliefs” and to 

investigate policy processes empirically (Spolsky, 2003, cited in Hult and Johnson, 2015, 

p. 1). An “evolving theoretical and methodological terrain” (Hornberger, 2015, p. 10), 
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language policy and planning research followed the accelerated journey from the 

reshaping of nation-states post-World War II towards a new era of globalisation and 

mass-immigration. These unprecedented geo-political shifts added growing complexities 

and dynamic dimensions to the relationships between politics, power, identity and 

language (Blommaert, 2005; May, 2012; Skutnabb-Kangas, 2006). Hence, research into 

these aspects consequently became increasingly interdisciplinary, particularly over the 

past three decades, developing over time from “large-scale national census […] to more 

ethnographic on-the-ground methods directed toward illuminating the complexities of 

enacting language policy in local contexts” (Hornberger, 2015, p. 10). It now incorporates 

methodologies pertaining to various fields with the aim of carrying out problem-centred 

research (Hult & Johnson, 2015; Johnson, 2018). Examples of such methodologies 

include narrative inquiry and ethnography: “[b]ecause language ideologies are highly 

variable and context-dependent, data gathered via the analysis of narratives, ethnographic 

approaches, and historically sensitive comparisons […] all came to be considered relevant 

to the study of [language policy and planning]” (Wee, 2011, p. 17). Consequently, 

commonly used data collection instruments in language policy and planning research are 

(narrative) interviews, observation, and documentary analysis (Moore & Wiley, 2015); 

however, one of the challenges for researchers engaging in this field is the very absence 

of a general theoretically driven disciplinary methodology; as such, selecting and shaping 

the methodology most appropriate for their inquiry is entirely their responsibility 

(Hornberger, 2015). A guide in this task, particularly daunting for a novice researcher, is 

to weigh that selection against a set of “methodological rich points” of reflection 

(Hornberger, 2015, p. 9) which ought to be considered at all stages of the project in order 
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to ensure that the selected methodology most adequately answers the research questions 

(Silverman, 2010). These points add rigour to the investigation, as they encourage 

consistently revisiting issues around who researches whom, and why; what is being 

researched, and where; and how data is collected, analysed, and reported (Hornberger, 

2015; Barkhuizen & Consoli, 2021). I begin addressing this demand for a personal 

justification framing my selection of narrative inquiry as the methodology which most 

adequately frames my language policy study in the next section, where I unpack these 

methodological rich points of reflection from a theoretical perspective. I then follow this 

up in the next chapter (Chapter 5) with a rich description of the practical ways in which I 

systematically drew on these questions in my practice of narrative data analysis. 

4.3.1. Approaching my language policy and planning research project through a 

qualitative lens 

Research in social sciences initially drew on the quantitative methodologies used 

in the natural sciences, which sought to observe and quantify natural phenomena 

objectively and in a way that could be replicated by other scientists. Auguste Comte, the 

nineteenth century philosopher who gave birth to sociology as a discipline in its own 

right, contended that the basis of genuine knowledge ought to be experience obtained by 

means of experiment and observation (Beck, 1979). However, as science increasingly 

moved towards the investigation of human nature in all its complexity, natural sciences 

methods were challenged and gradually adapted in order to reflect the subjective, multiple 

and socially constructed nature of social reality (Cohen et al., 2011; Lincoln & Guba, 

2000). Qualitative research expanded on the quantitative dimension and, by also taking 

into account the multi-layered facets of social reality and interpreting people and their 
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communities holistically (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005), it became a field of inquiry in its 

own right, spanning a variety of disciplines and traditions, and incorporating a variety of 

research methodologies. Denzin & Lincoln (2011, p. 3) define it as “a situated activity 

that locates the observer in the world”, consisting of “a set of interpretive, material 

practices that make the world visible”, transforming it in the process. The qualitative 

researcher attempts to “make sense of or interpret phenomena in terms of the meaning 

people bring to them” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 3). That was precisely my goal in 

travelling to Romania and weighing national policy and institutional practice against 

people’s lived experiences in their own context. Together with my participants, I wanted 

to make their world visible by uncovering their experiences of policy and the meaning 

policy has in their daily lives; a qualitative research frame offered the tools to achieve 

those goals. My decision to approach my study through a qualitative lens was reinforced 

by the fact that language policy and planning research and qualitative research largely 

share similar principles, methodologies and data collection methods and interpretation 

practices (Hornberger, 2015; Miron, 2008; Wee, 2011). My journey towards selecting the 

most appropriate methodology for my study began with consideration of the principles 

that frame my study: I discuss these below.  

4.3.2. The research paradigm 

The research process is governed by paradigms - belief systems, ways of looking 

at the world and carrying out research processes (Kuhn, 1962; Denzin & Lincoln, 2011) 

which inform the methodological approach to the issue being researched. Paradigms are 

constructed around ontological beliefs, concerned with the nature of reality; 

epistemological beliefs, related to the relationship between the inquirer and what is 
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known; and methodological considerations, which transform these ontological and 

epistemological principles into guidelines on how to carry out the research process 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). 

Research paradigms have shifted over time in order to mirror the ever-evolving 

nature of both knowledge and conceptions of reality within the research community. 

Today, paradigms have come to “interbreed” as scientific genres are increasingly 

influencing each other in what Lincoln et al. (2018, p. 109) term a “blurring” of genres. 

There currently exist several field-dependent classifications of research paradigms, or 

“disciplines of inquiry” (Lin, 2015, p. 24). For the purpose of this study, I follow the 

classification by Lincoln et al. (2018), which identifies five different research paradigms: 

positivist, post-positivist, critical theory, constructivist-interpretive, and participatory. In 

the following figure (Figure 1) list some of the ontological, epistemological and 

methodological aspects of the positivist, post-positivist and participatory paradigms 

before examining those governing my study in more detail. 

Figure 1: Positivist, post-positivist and participatory paradigms: An overview (Adapted from Lincoln et 

al., 2018) 

 Positivism Post-positivism Participatory 

Ontology Single, measurable truth 

 

Single reality; 

however, there are 

hidden variables 

influencing it 

 

Subjective-

objective reality, 

co-created by mind 

and universe 

through 

participation; 
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values self-other 

relation  

Epistemology Aim: total objectivity, 

scientific rigour 

 

No need for interaction 

between researcher and 

those being researched 

 

Aim: to 

approximate nature 

 

 

Minimum 

interaction with 

research subjects 

Aims: to link truth 

and interpretation; 

to understand how 

knowledge is 

created, and in 

relation to what  

Methodology Scientific method 

 

Scientific method + 

statistics + use of 

the hypothetical- 

deductive method  

Democratic 

dialogue created 

between co-

researchers and co-

subjects  

Describing the researcher as a theoretical bricoleur who uses the most appropriate 

methodological tools at their disposal (Kincheloe, 2004) in order to create montages 

which highlight human experiences by drawing on a multitude of sources, Denzin & 

Lincoln (2018) indicate that researchers work within a multiplicity of overlapping 

paradigms; I explain here those pertinent to my research. Firstly, my study of a minority 

group and their linguistic rights in relation to both national and local policy relies 

primarily on the ontological belief that various groups co-exist within a context shaped by 

power struggles, and will experience either privilege or oppression in their lives in 

accordance with their position on the power hierarchy (May, 2012). Epistemologically, 
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my research examines social structures and their impact on the Roma, which are a 

disadvantaged group in Romania, hoping that making their world known in their own 

words will lead to their empowerment; in this sense, language policy research and 

narrative inquiry epistemologies converge in my study (Malloy, 2014). In order to 

accurately convey my participants’ voices, I needed to select a methodology which would 

allow them to actively participate in the process of knowledge-making (Barkhuizen, 

2011). These considerations pertain to the critical research paradigm. 

In addition to placing my participants at the centre of the study and ‘transcribing’ 

their voices and stories from their narrative interviews, I also wanted to investigate the 

elements that shaped their stories over time, based on the ontological belief that multiple 

realities exist and are based on the individual and their experiences in specific contexts 

(Guba, 1990). Epistemologically, I wanted to co-create my findings together with my 

participants; to engage in dialogue, understanding that the ways in which we as 

researchers are shaped by our own experiences will be reflected in the way in which we 

generate research knowledge (Lincoln et al., 2018). Reflecting on these aspects, I needed 

to rely on naturalistic methods of interviewing and text analysis that would allow me to 

interpret and construct a meaningful reality through an adequate dialogue with my 

participants (Angen, 2000; Barkhuizen, 2015). These principles align with the 

constructivist-interpretive paradigm in which the researcher is an active participant, rather 

than a passive recipient of stories. Consequently, the role of the researcher within this 

epistemology must be elaborated on. I do so in the following section.  
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4.4. Researcher positionality and objectivity  

4.4.1. The researcher as the Outsider: Treading on tricky ground  

“The term “research” is inextricably linked to European imperialism and colonialism. The word 

itself, “research,” is probably one of the dirtiest words in the indigenous world’s vocabulary” (Smith, 

1999, p. 1). 

In this section I aim to explain, rather than just state (Barkhuizen & Consoli, 

2021), critical issues of researcher positionality in doing research with minorities, from 

both personal and theoretical perspectives. Indeed, as an interpretive bricoleur, the 

researcher should acknowledge and be able to explain the impact of their personal life 

history, gender, positionality in relation to the study context, and issues of race and class 

which compete within the context of their study (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018). As such, any 

discussion on researcher positionality involves critical questions on researcher 

involvement in the study, from awareness of their contribution in the (co) construction 

and (re)presentation of data, to their own influence on the participants and study 

methodology (Barkhuizen & Consoli, 2021).   

My research within the Roma community involves approaching and engaging 

with a minority that has “witnessed, been excluded from, and … survived modernity and 

imperialism [in] the modern historical period” (Smith, 2008, p. 114). Doing research 

within such communities inevitably raises ethical questions (Battiste, 2014) of 

indigenousness under the “gaze of Western science” (p. 116), with such science(s) 

historically aiming to study the Other and create “expert knowledge of the Other” (p. 

116). This also questions who owns the narrative once researchers have collected stories 

from minoritized peoples (Bishop, 2020). Navigating this context, described by Smith 
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(2008) as tricky ground, is challenging, yet necessary for (re)claiming stories of language, 

culture, and knowledge: suspending the connection between research and minorities or 

indigenous communities, the Roma being “stuck” in the middle of this divide, would 

reinforce the “colonial approach to education as divisive and destructive” (Smith, 2008, p. 

117). Including minority voices, however, by placing the community at the heart of the 

research process (McCracken, 2020), would contribute to the development of what Smith 

(2008) refers to as “grand narratives of the silenced” (p. 121). My purpose as a novice 

researcher can hardly be described as intending to generate such grand narratives; 

nevertheless, this study focuses on narratives of lived experiences which can ultimately 

contribute to a better understanding of my research topic within the research community. 

As such, I argue for the necessity of my involvement in this research, even though I 

myself am not part of Roma community. In approaching this topic that has long interested 

me from these theoretically- and methodologically-informed perspectives, and by 

highlighting the epistemological and methodological frameworks that have informed the 

collection and manipulation of my data, together with its representation “back to the 

West” (Smith, 1999, p. 1), I argue that I avoid romanticising fantastic stories and myths 

(Smith, 2021) about the Roma (stories and myths which still prevail in public life), 

contributing instead to a more institutionalised and accountable Roma STORY, or the 

“broader socio-political context in which my participants” stories unfold (Barkhuizen, 

2007, p. 235).  

Keeping these crucial aspects in mind at all times throughout the research process, 

I came to this project with the understanding that my gender, ethnicity and lived 

experiences will inevitably influence my research practice, as “[t]here is no way in which 
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we can escape the social world in order to study it” (Atkinson & Hammersley, 2007, p. 

16). I acknowledge that, to a certain degree, it was impossible for me to be completely 

objective and neutral as a researcher, particularly in what concerns the interpretive 

dimension of this study, since “any gaze is always filtered through the lens of language, 

gender, social class, race and ethnicity” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000, p. 19). Moreover, the 

narrative dimension to my study transformed me into someone “intimately implicated in 

[my] research activities” (Barkhuizen, 2011, p. 393). Since both my identity and those of 

my participants came to influence each other in the shared research space which we co-

created (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000), I need to make some more detailed observations 

here on my positionality as a researcher.  

I am a young Romanian female with limited experience in what concerns the 

politics shaping the lives of the Roma in Romania, even though I lived in Romania for the 

first 23 years of my life. My experience with Roma people is limited: I worked as a 

volunteer for a Christian foundation throughout high school, spending time with Roma 

children housed in group homes for orphans where I would help them with their 

homework or coordinate play activities. I also taught Roma children enrolled in a school 

for children with special educational needs, located in one of the Roma quarters of my 

hometown, as part of the practical component to my BA in Psychology and Special 

Education. Apart from these instances, my interactions with the Roma community were 

extremely limited. I have also had limited experience with all public institutions and their 

practices: I had no contact with them, apart from applying for passports and national 

identity documents, or paying family taxes.  When I commenced my fieldwork journey, I 

knew as much about policy and practices in Romanian public institutions as any average 
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citizen; in what concerns the Roma party, I knew only what I could research online prior 

to my departure for Romania. I was, thus, largely an ‘outsider’ in what concerns my 

Roma participants and the institutional dimension of this study.  

I am not an outsider in all regards, though. My life in Romania and my passion for 

Romanian history and culture fuelled the idea of this project. I have not lost contact with 

the social, cultural and political dimensions of life in Romania since moving to 

Aotearoa/New Zealand, as most of my family and friends still live there. I chose to return 

to the region in which I grew up as I was most familiar with that particular social, 

economic and political context, and I was confident that the experience would not 

interfere with my safety as a female conducting research overseas on her own. I speak 

Romanian, as do all my participants; I am still a Romanian citizen, as were all my 

participants. In brief, I was an insider in terms of culture, language, nationality, and in 

what concerns more than half my participants, even ethnicity; and the attitudes and 

ideologies related to both Roma and Romanian lives and realities, embedded in my mind, 

have influenced to a certain extent the way in which I interacted with my research 

participants and my data.  

Despite this familiarity, however, certain factors helped weigh my involvement 

with my research against certain standards of objectivity. Firstly, my obligation to the 

research community (McCracken, 2020) has guided me in ensuring that I operated within 

standards and ethical codes imposed by the educational provider through which I 

conducted the study, as well as in keeping with the policies and procedures in place in all 

approached institutions. Secondly, my research design, practices, reporting of the data 

and the formulation of my findings were consistent with and weighed against theoretical 
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concepts throughout all stages of the project (Cohen et al., 2011; Hornberger, 2015; 

Benson, 2018). Thirdly, I approached institutions and participants to whom I was a 

complete stranger before I introduced myself and before they accepted to participate in 

my study. Because I met most of my participants for the first time during the interviews, 

this excluded any notions of familiarity, shared preconceptions with my participants, or 

manipulation of their answers in any form: our rapport was strictly professional; their 

stories in what concerns institutional rules, codes of conduct, and practices, were mostly 

objective. 

In short, as a non-Roma Romanian citizen, I had some prior knowledge of notions 

relating to citizenship, minority status and rights in Romania, and I was familiar with 

certain particularities of Roma life in Romania prior to designing and carrying out this 

project. While that prior knowledge did shape the conceptualisation of my study, the 

process did not lack objectivity in terms of conducting the study and interpreting and 

reporting on the data, due to the theoretical and methodological components involved in 

my research. 

4.4.2. The researcher ‘other’ within the study: Finding a way in 

After explaining my positionality as a researcher within the context of my study, I 

now address crucial issues of researcher engagement summarised in Barkhuizen and 

Consoli (2021), to justify finding a way into my study from the position of the ‘other’ in 

relation to my research participants via the specific approach I opted for in collecting and 

presenting my stories from the field, namely narrative inquiry. In line with the 

paradigmatic principles framing my study, I selected narrative inquiry as the methodology 

best suited for my research goals. My aim in my study was to illuminate the top-down 
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language policies affecting the Roma in Romania today and their impact on my 

participants’ lived experiences of policy and linguistic human rights in my context – a 

standard goal in language policy and planning research (Hornberger, 2015). My starting 

point was Connelly and Clandinin’s (1999) view of the study of narratives as “a way of 

characterizing the phenomena of human experience and its study”; they classify this 

particular methodology as “appropriate to many social science fields” (p. 132) including, 

I argue, the field of language policy and planning research. This position is supported also 

in Barkhuizen (2008), where narrative inquiry is described as an approach which enables 

the researcher to simultaneously explore specific local contexts and the policies that 

frame them, and the socio-political aspects that have shaped both the policies and the 

context under examination. Indeed, for my own research goals, narrative inquiry seemed 

the most adequate methodological framework to take into account the language 

ideologies and discourses of the historical, political, social and economic contexts in 

which my collected stories unfold (Pavlenko, 2007). This methodological approach, then, 

adequately addresses my research question and its three dimensions: policy, institutional 

practice, and lived experiences. Its selection for my study also had a deeply personal 

component, as highlighted also in the introduction to my thesis (Section 1.3.2.):  I grew 

up surrounded by stories of real and fictional places and people, and yet, there was one 

thing missing in terms of the stories I had access to growing up: although stories about 

the Roma abound in Europe, Roma stories or stories by the Roma were completely 

absent from the range of resources I had access to. My personal interest in discovering the 

missing stories of the Roma grew after I moved to Aotearoa/New Zealand and found 

myself avidly following news from and about Romania. Particularly in the foreign press, 
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stories about the Romanian Roma suddenly seemed to multiply mid-2010s, but the world 

they would display was entirely different from everything I had imagined or, indeed, 

experienced or witnessed during my life in Romania. In a way, I found I had more access 

to Romanian news from far away; and what I saw regarding the Roma in Romania 

intrigued me further. That is how I decided to collect my own stories from the Roma 

themselves, and not just out of personal interest. I wanted those stories to matter; I wanted 

to find out from the Roma community itself how accurate national and international news 

reports on their community truly were. This project was my vehicle towards my goal to 

illuminate the Roma reality, a reality dwelling at the periphery of storytelling, at least in 

Romania, and find out where this reality sits politically, socially and culturally. While this 

new, broader research goal took me away from my childhood aspiration of discovering 

Roma myths and legends, I believe it opened a much larger and heavier door into the life 

of the Romanian Roma community. While my initial selection of this topic was deeply 

personal and subjective, this evolution of my interest in the lives of the Roma throughout 

time motivated my selection of narrative inquiry as the most appropriate lens through 

which I would be able to uncover these hidden stories while also making them matter.  

In addition to providing a justification for the choice of a particular methodology, 

revealing the tools and resources available to me during the research process is another 

critical dimension involved in researcher engagement, as stressed in Barkhuizen & 

Consoli (2021). In my case, these tools were multiple and varied. Firstly, I had a common 

language, Romanian (my mother-tongue) to share with my participants: they were all 

native or competent speakers of Romanian. This facilitated data collection, restorying, 

interpretation, and most importantly, negotiating the final story of each interview with my 
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participants, thus ensuring I represent their experiences in the most accurate way at my 

disposal. A second tool that has enabled my collection of narratives was the familiarity 

that my participants and I all had with the context in which I conducted my research, as 

all of us live (or, in my case, have lived) in Romania. Having a shared language and a 

lived experience of the research setting (with individual limitations, of course) has 

facilitated this investigation through storytelling. Lastly, I see narrative inquiry itself as 

the essential tool which informed and guided my research process, producing these stories 

through a shared experience of storytelling between myself and my participants. 

Following from these reflections on researcher engagement, in the next section I explore 

the theoretical and methodological principles of narrative inquiry into language policy 

and planning research. 

4.5. Research methodology: Theoretical and epistemological underpinnings of my 

narrative inquiry into language policy and planning 

After having positioned my study and clarified issues pertaining to my own 

engagement with this study as the researcher by revealing the tools at my disposal in 

carrying out this study (Barkhuizen & Consoli, 2021), I will now explore narrative 

inquiry as a methodology, elaborating on its appropriateness in the study of language 

policy and planning (Lyons, 2007). In doing so, and in keeping with two particular 

recommendations in Barkhuizen and Consoli (2021, p. 2), in this following section I aim 

to make clear ‘how’ and ‘why’ this study is a narrative inquiry, while also framing this 

research clearly within a narrative epistemology (Barkhuizen, 2013). I will then, in the 

following chapter, clarify how I produced, used, and analysed the stories that I have 
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created as the field texts (Connelly & Clandinin, 1999) employed in my analysis through 

the process of narrative writing. 

4.5.1. Narrative and story: Life stories as narratives 

“We dream in narrative, daydream in narrative, remember, anticipate, hope, despair, 

plan, revise, criticize, gossip, learn, hate and love by narrative”. (Hardy, 1968, p. 5) 

A chapter on narrative inquiry cannot begin without highlighting the concept of 

narrative and outlining its conceptualisation within this study, as the centrality of 

narrative to human experience cannot be contested. Stanley & Temple (2008, p. 276) 

contend that generally there is “little shared sense of core concerns, of approach, and even 

of what narrative is seen as”. This is not an isolated stance (Barkhuizen, 2013; De Fina & 

Georgakopolou, 2013): narrative seems to elude being defined. However, attempts have 

been made to pin down this elusive concept. Connelly and Clandinin (1999) note the 

interconnectedness of narrative and storytelling, referring to them as “two intimately 

related terms” (p. 132). Toolan (2001) defines narrative as “a recounting of things 

spatiotemporally distant; here’s the present teller, seemingly close to the addressee 

(reader or listener), and there at a distance is the tale and its topic” (Toolan, 2001, p. 1). 

Pavlenko (2002) sees narrative as “stories people tell about their lives” (p. 213), stories 

which are central to humans in the process of adding meaning to their lived experiences 

(Kramp, 2004) and which, therefore, have become central to the formal exploration of 

issues in a variety of research fields.  

Narratives are “simply there, like life itself” (Barthes, n.d., cited in Riessman, 

2008, p. 11): they go hand in hand with the storytelling creatures that we are and have 

been since the beginning of human history, helping us interpret and internalise the 
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meaning of our lived experiences throughout our life journeys (Clandinin & Connelly, 

2006). The distinguishing feature of a story (or tale), in opposition with a simple list of 

facts or events, is the storytelling action which Polkinghorne (1995) calls emplotment: the 

teller collates selected recalled or perceived facts (Hendy, 2008), actions, and events by 

using a plot, thus ordering these “reconstructions of [their] life … shaped by lifelong 

personal and community narratives” (Webster & Mertova, 2007, p. 2) and linking them 

with the elements of time and space in which the action of the tale unfolds (Benson, 2018; 

Chase, 2005). Identity construction is central to narrative: through storytelling, the teller 

constructs both who they are, and how they “want to be known” (Riessman, 2008, p. 7), 

highlighting connections between teller and listener, as well as between teller and their 

community and context, because stories “do not exist in a vacuum but are shaped by 

lifelong personal and community narratives” (Webster & Mertova, 2007, p. 2). Benson 

(2018) further emphasises the importance of context in narrative, drawing on Baynham 

(2015, p. 120): space has a crucial, “constitutive, indeed performative, role … in 

narrative”. The link between identity and identity construction, time, space, and 

interlocutors in a narrative is further emphasised by Pavlenko (2007, p. 180):  

[narratives] are co-constructed for us and with us by our 

interlocutors, real or imagined, by the time and place in history in which 

the events portrayed have taken place and the time and place in which 

they are told, by the language we choose for the telling, and by the 

cultural conventions of the speech community in which the narrative is 

located. 
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Barkhuizen (2013) also builds on this notion of narrative as a socially 

situated activity, further emphasising the cognitive (or meaning-making) quality of 

storytelling reflected in the teller’s crafting of their story, during which they assign 

identities to “both the characters who appear in … narratives and to … 

interlocutors” (Menard-Warwick, 2011, p. 565) in the process of understanding and 

processing their own lived experiences.  

In light of these theoretical frames around narrative and story, I will now 

clarify what narrative means in my study. My narratives come from my tellers, who 

are, firstly, the policy documents that I investigated (Bowen, 2009), as they were 

shaped by people playing out their (policy making) identities at a particular time in 

Romanian history; and secondly, my participants. As the creator of the stories 

which I present in this thesis in Chapters 6-8, stories created through the practice of 

narrative writing, I am also the teller of this final tale of policy implementation and 

lived policy experience (Chase, 2005): I explore my researcher positionality and the 

ways in which I narrated these stories at length in Chapter 5.  

4.5.2. The narrative turn in social sciences 

Having overviewed the concept of narrative and its centrality to human 

experience, I now introduce a (brief) history of how narratives became central to social 

sciences as valid sources of data in research. I begin with an important observation 

pertaining to the nature of narrative and storytelling: while stories are useful in processing 

life events (Barkhuizen, 2013), they are merely “a rendition of how life is perceived’ 

(Webster & Mertova, 2007, p. 3) which ‘spring[s] from the imagination” (Daiute, 2014) 

rather than objective, factual truth: they change in relation to the listener, the context, and 



 

96 

 

the time in which they are told. Their style and content are dependent upon the “power of 

memory to remember, forget, neglect, and amplify moments in the stream of experience” 

(Riessman, 2008, p. 29), as well as on the listener, storytelling purpose, setting, and time 

(Chase, 2005), raising methodological questions of how relevant the use of personal 

stories is in research, and of how much factual value they have in research. Additionally, 

historically, stories were not perceived as very reliable sources of information 

(Polkinghorne, 1995).  

With such significant issues attached to narratives, how have they become such 

valued research components in such a broad range of disciplines today? I already touched 

briefly upon this in Section 4.3.2. of this chapter, where I introduced the different 

research paradigms: with the gradual turn away from naturalistic methods of inquiry and 

towards more critical theory and constructivist research ontologies and epistemologies in 

the 1980s (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018; Guba, 1990),  the rapid growth and evolution of the 

field of narrative research owes much to an ever-increasing focus on stories of lived 

experience, particularly over the past two decades (Barkhuizen & Consoli, 2021; Benson, 

2013; Benson, 2018; Craig, 2009; Pavlenko, 2002; Riessmann, 2008). As such, narratives 

are of interest in a wide range of disciplines today (Chase, 2018), from nursing and 

psychology to education (and hopefully, increasingly, to the field of language policy and 

planning), as they have the potential to facilitate both personal and social change (Chase, 

2013): regardless of discipline, they often bring to light the experiences of marginalised 

people, “changing our perception of them” (Chase, 2018, p. 553), and even have the 

power to challenge and reshape institutional practices. The practices and procedures 

involved in narrative research vary according to field (Riessman & Speedy, 2006); 
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however, the use of narratives in research is now a legitimate research methodology in its 

own right (Barkhuizen et al., 2014). In the following section I explore what narrative 

research entails, covering theoretical, epistemological, and methodological aspects 

pertaining to this method of inquiry. 

4.6. Narrative inquiry: What and how? 

4.6.1. What is narrative inquiry? 

Marking the difference between narrative as story and narrative as methodology is 

the first step in attempting to define narrative inquiry, which – much like the concept of 

narrative - is notoriously hard to define (Riessman, 2008); however, for the purpose of 

this study, I follow Barkhuizen’s (2013) differentiation between these concepts: he views 

narrative (or story) as form, and narrative inquiry as the research methodology making 

use of this form. Narrative inquiry as a research methodology has rapidly developed in 

the last decade, transitioning from a field still in the making (Chase, 2011) to a field of 

theoretical and methodological maturity (Chase, 2018). Narrative inquiry is an important 

way of constructing knowledge … and of becoming cognizant of one’s knowledge’ 

(Pulvermacher & Lefstein, 2016, p. 264): in short, “stories lived and told” (Clandinin & 

Connelly, 2000). Participants in the enquiry gain “enriched, deepened meaning” of their 

lived and narrated experiences (Johnson & Golombek, 2002, p. 6), since the focus of 

narrative inquiry is on both reflection on lived experiences, and on co-constructed 

meaning (or what Barkhuizen (2011) terms narrative knowledging) between and for both 

the narrative researcher and the research participants (Barkhuizen, 2019; Ochs & Capps, 

2001).  
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Moving on from these definitions, I now situate narrative inquiry within the field 

of qualitative research. Chase (2013) refers to it as a “subtype of qualitative inquiry … a 

distinct form of discourse” (p. 56) distinguished from generic qualitative research by the 

fact that it incorporates elements of biography, history, and society. Riessman (2008) 

adds to this the element of centrality of story in narrative research: not only are stories 

collected in narrative inquiry, but they are at the heart of the inquiry as the research texts 

to further be constructed into stories of lived experiences as the outcome of the research 

(Clandinin & Connelly, 2000).  In his overview of narrative inquiry, Barkhuizen (2019) 

ideentifies five core dimensions of narrative inquiry, five continua along which a 

narrative study may ‘glide’: I will not offer extensive overviews of these, but I will 

mention the two extremes of each continuum, identifying which is representative for my 

study. As a first dimension (Figure 1), Barkhuizen (2019, p. 191) distinguishes between 

narrative inquiry and narrative study:  

Figure 1: Narrative study and narrative inquiry 

 

He views the former as research focused on investigating the lived experiences of 

the research participants, differentiating it from narrative studies which instead 

investigate the language and structure of research texts. As I collect, describe, and write 

narratives of experience (Connelly & Clandinin, 1990) from Romanian and Roma 

participants in my particular research context, under this classification my research is, 

then, narrative inquiry.  
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A second core dimension relevant to my study revolves around interaction (Figure 

3): the stories-as-interaction approach to analysis focuses on the “collaborative, co-

constructed performance of the stories” (Barkhuizen, 2019, p. 192) common in discourse 

analysis, whereas (as is the case in my own study) a focus on stories from interaction, 

while also paying attention to the language and structure of the analysed narratives, 

mainly relies on data extracted from the stories themselves. 

Figure 2: Narrative and interaction 

 

The next dimension identified in Barkhuizen (2019, p. 193) relates to the extent to 

which a researcher is engaged with and in the research project and participants (Figure 2). 

In my case, as detailed in Section 4.4., my engagement with the lives of my participants 

was limited, as was my interaction with them; as such, my study would lean towards the 

left side of this dimension. 

Figure 3: Narrative research and researcher engagement 

 

A fourth dimension (Barkhuizen, 2019, p. 194) regards the extent to which data is 

in story form (Figure 4): in my study, the selection of methodology, the field texts and the 

research texts are all heavily storied; the story form is prevalent and evident, situating my 

narrative inquiry towards the right side of this continuum.   

Figure 4: Storied data 
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The final dimension (Figure 5) identified by Barkhuizen (2019) relies on 

Polkinghorne’s (1995) distinction between conventional thematic analysis in qualitative 

research (labelled analysis of narratives) and the configuration of data into a “coherent 

storied whole” (Barkhuizen, 2019, p. 195), labelled in Polkinghorne (1995) as narrative 

analysis: 

Figure 5: Analysis of narrative and narrative analysis 

 

I elaborate on data analysis in narrative inquiry (below), and again in section 

5.10.2. of Chapter 5, where I detail the specific steps I took in the process of narrative 

analysis, offering a detailed theoretical justification as to why and how my study is a mix 

of these two approaches.   

4.6.2. ‘Data’ analysis in narrative inquiry 

In this section I move from theory to process in relation to narrative inquiry, 

adopting Connelly and Clandinin’s (1999) conceptualisation of the ‘matters’ involved in 

narrative research, namely the field, the field texts, and the “research texts … which 

represent those issues of social significance that justify the research” (p. 134). Firstly, in 

relation to the field, Connelly and Clandinin (1999) note that the research experience of 

narrative inquirers in the field need not be framed by traditional methodologies arguing 

for a distance between researcher and participant; rather, following a process of reflecting 
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upon and documenting the consequences, narrative researchers can negotiate a mutually 

agreed upon degree of closeness with their participants. Secondly, they suggest using the 

alternative term field texts for what is traditionally viewed in research as the data 

stemming from the inquiry, as they have a narrative quality which emerged from a 

process of jointly selecting and interpreting the participants’ stories of lived experiences; 

and lastly, they refer to research texts as outcome of the process of systematically 

interacting with the data in order to produce a final story, as opposed to referring to this 

outcome as findings (Connelly & Clandinin, 1999). Here, they note that the researcher’s 

presence “needs to be acknowledged, understood, and written into the final research 

account” (p. 138) as a way to strengthen the researcher’s commitment to narrative 

epistemology (also emphasised in Barkhuizen, 2013).  

How are these field texts and research texts created? What must the narrative 

researcher include, and how can they report on the narrative data in their research texts?  

Daiute and Lightfoot (2004) highlight the complexities involved in conceptualising the 

“storied nature of human development” (p. x), mirroring the difficulties involved in trying 

to generalise concepts and steps involved in the analysis stage of narrative inquiry. In my 

study I conceptualise the process of constructing field texts into research texts using 

Polkinghorne’s (1995) distinction between the analysis of narratives and narrative 

analysis: he defines narrative analysis as “the procedure through which the researcher 

organises the data elements into a coherent … account” (p. 15), and distinguishes 

between paradigmatic and narrative cognition, which he correlates to paradigmatic and 

narrative reasoning, respectively. Paradigmatic analysis yields “descriptions of themes … 

across the stories…[of] characters and settings”, whereas narrative analysis organises 
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“descriptions of events and happenings” (Polkinghorne, 1995, p. 12) which are then 

configured via a plot into a unified story. Both Pavlenko (2007) and Riessman (2008) 

emphasise that both dimensions are important in the configuration of data (as noted also 

in Barkhuizen, 2019): neither must be omitted, as the way in which stories are told often 

adds significance to the content of the final narrative text.  

There is no consensus in the literature as to a unified approach and process 

towards data analysis in narrative inquiry; however, I have developed my own approach 

to interacting with and reporting on my field texts, supporting each of my choices with 

relevant literature; I outline this approach in detail in Section 5.10. of Chapter 5. As such, 

I conclude here my discussion on analysis in narrative inquiry with a very brief reflection 

on my own experience in relation to my field, my field texts, and my narrative texts. My 

experience in the field was brief and often rushed, constrained by time restrictions in 

relation to how long I could be in Romania, and dependent upon my participants’ 

schedules. Consequently, I had little opportunity to negotiate degrees of closeness with 

my participants: I met each of them once when I introduced myself and my project, once 

for the interviews, and one final time to confirm their approval of my restoried versions of 

their narrative interviews (our co-constructed field texts). Regarding terminology, I use 

the terms story, narrative texts, and research texts interchangeably, depending on the 

section of the thesis. In my two narrative inquiry chapters (Chapters 4 and 5), I mostly use 

the terms Story 1, Story 2, and Story 3 to refer to the texts that I have created as a result of 

my narrative inquiry, as these are the titles of the chapters which draw all my field texts 

together.  In terms of my epistemological commitment to narrative research, I incorporate 

in Chapter 5 issues of my presence and voice within my narrative text, as suggested in 
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Connelly & Clandinin (1999) and Barkhuizen (2013). Lastly, in relation to 

Polkinghorne’s distinction between narrative analysis and analysis of narratives, I employ 

both in the process of writing my narrative texts: my initial interactions with the data 

involve analysis of narratives, involving grouping concepts and ideas by theme, whereas 

the final research texts constitute narrative analysis, or the creation of “a coherent whole” 

(Barkhuizen, 2013, p. 12), as explained in detail in Section 5.10.2. of Chapter 5. 

4.6.3. Reflections on narrative epistemology and methodology 

After my exploration of narrative inquiry from a theoretical perspective in the 

previous section, I now discuss two crucial issues, namely narrative epistemology and 

methodology, offering an explanation of the ways in which I adhere to these in the 

conceptualisation, implementation and analysis stages of my own narrative inquiry.  

Barkhuizen (2013) emphasises the pitfalls of engaging in narrative inquiry without a 

commitment to both narrative epistemology and methodology. Firstly, in relation to 

narrative epistemology, narrative researchers (should) view narrative as a legitimate way 

of knowing about the world, as a “mode of thought, communication and apprehension of 

reality” (De Fina & Georgakopolou, 2019, p. 15). Barkhuizen (2013) views narrative 

epistemology as central to narrative inquiry, articulating the need for researchers 

engaging in narrative inquiry to display in their work ‘their beliefs about the world, about 

how people live and make sense of their lives in that world, and how researchers can 

learn about their meaning making’ (p. 7). Riessman (2008) further builds on this idea by 

stating that a study lacking an explanation of how it is narrative renders it meaningless. 

This position is also mirrored in De Fina and Georgakopolou (2015, p. 19), who add that 

narrative should become “much more than a set of techniques and tools for collecting and 
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analysing data … a particular way of constructing knowledge requiring [commitment] … 

from the researcher in addition to political stance”. Failing to demonstrate this 

commitment to narrative epistemology by treating data collected in narrative-like 

interviews (Chase, 2003) as “regular qualitative data” organised thematically rather than 

into stories (Barkhuizen, 2013, p. 8) would ultimately remove the narrative quality of the 

study.  

I was cautious to follow these epistemological guidelines in my own study at both 

data collection and data analysis stages: an extensive overview of how I engaged with a 

narrative epistemology is given in Chapter 5; in brief, I used narrative data collection 

methods (two distinct types of narrative interviews); I engaged in narrative writing and 

produced narrative texts as my research outcomes; and I systematically reflected on my 

positionality in relation to my research context (Chapters 4 and 5), as well as on my 

participants’ ways of making meaning of their own experiences in the process of storying 

the narratives which they contributed to this study (Chapters 6-8). 

4.7. Conclusion 

This chapter offered an overview of the theoretical and methodological 

considerations guiding my research. I began by positioning my study under language 

policy and planning research principles, offering a justification for approaching it through 

a qualitative lens. I located the study within the constructivist-interpretive and critical 

research paradigms and drew all these principles together under the umbrella of narrative 

inquiry as the methodology guiding my research journey. In doing so, I examined the 

distinction between narrative and narrative research, emphasising the centrality of 

narrative or story to both human experience and narrative research. I continued with a 
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theoretical overview of the field of narrative inquiry, followed by a discussion on 

narrative epistemology and narrative methodology. Finally, I overviewed the process of 

narrative analysis, focusing primarily on theoretical guidelines. In the next chapter I 

describe in detail all the processes involved in my narrative inquiry into language policy 

in Romania, offering further theory-backed explanations as necessary. 

  



 

106 

 

CHAPTER 5. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY, PART II: PROCEDURES AND 

PROCESSES 

5.1. Introduction 

After describing the theoretical aspects related to the epistemological and 

methodological dimensions framing this study in the previous chapter, I now give an 

overview of the practical procedures and processes involved in collecting, interpreting, 

and reporting on my narrative field texts. This chapter details the ethical procedures, data 

collection sites, data sources, information about my participants, theoretical background 

and practical procedures involved in the analysis of my field texts, and it concludes with 

the three criteria I propose for evaluating this study. 

5.2. Ethical procedures 

I begin this chapter by offering an overview of the ethical procedures that frame 

this study. The initial application made to the University of Auckland Human Participants 

Ethics Committee (UAHPEC) was approved on 25 December 2015, for a period of three 

years. In that application I requested and was granted permission to approach two public 

institutions – one Romanian, one Roma, from City 1 in western Romania (details on 

research locations and public administration participants can be found in Appendices 3 

and 4), hoping to find 10 policy informants from each of them. Subsequent amendments 

were then sought from the committee and obtained on 19 September 2016, as the 

conditions in the field were different from what I had anticipated prior to my departure 

for Romania. The Roma party in that city had only one member at the time I first 

approached it (May 2016), and the situation was identical in terms of the regional 

Romanian administrative institution to which I was initially hoping to gain access: I 
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found out on site that they employ only one Roma expert. I then applied for an 

amendment to my ethics application (Appendix 1, reference number: 016444) requesting 

permission to reach out to several public institutions with various profiles, located in 

different cities within the targeted western region. Both applications, as well as the way I 

subsequently approached and interacted with my participants, followed all the 

requirements and guidelines set out by the University of Auckland in relation to 

conducting research with human participants, as outlined in the university’s Guiding 

Principles for conducting research with human participants.  

To protect the confidentiality of the participants, I have not, at any point in 

reporting the data, mentioned the location of my study; I have only identified the setting 

as “the western part of Romania”.  My participants all have pseudonyms, which they 

allowed me to choose, in order to ensure that the identity of these organizations and 

individuals is not easily identifiable.  Any information I received from the informants that 

may cause damage to the institutions or participants’ image, as well as any culturally 

sensitive information shared by my participants, has remained confidential. No special 

circumstances were anticipated in terms of the time I spent in Romania for the purpose of 

collecting data, as I am a Romanian citizen who is familiar with the Romanian code of 

conduct and values. Contact with the participants was made and maintained in Romanian: 

all Roma citizens of Romania speak Romanian, as this is the official language of the 

country, and it is expected that all residents of Romania speak it. Minority groups from 

Romania are all competent in using Romanian.  

The interview recordings and interview summaries were stored on my personal 

password-protected computer, in folders named after each participant’s pseudonym. The 
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only people who had access to my data were my two supervisors. In order to maintain the 

confidentiality of my participants, as well as the privacy of the institutions which they 

represented, I chose to identify the cities by codes, and the participants – by pseudonyms 

selected by me, as they left it to me to select code names.  

5.3. The research sites  

Following on from ethical considerations, this section introduces the research sites 

involved in this study. The interview data was collected from three cities in Western 

Romania, located within the same county and selected based on accessibility to me during 

my fieldwork: they were all relatively close to each other, and relatively close to where I 

lived during my data collection trip to Romania. City 1 was the main location, as that was 

where most of my policy informants, namely the Romanian public administration and 

Roma party members in my study, were living and working. I was also able to access 

participants in Cities 2 and 3, two much smaller localities near City 1. This was my first 

time travelling to these two locations, despite having lived nearby for the 23 years that I 

lived in Romania, so I was therefore unfamiliar with both the institutional and the cultural 

settings of my interviews in these two additional research locations. To situate my study 

within a geo-political and socio-economic context, I offer some brief descriptions of each 

of these cities below.  

5.3.1. City 1 

The capital of one of Romania’s western counties and a hub of culture in the area, 

with a centuries-long history of Jewish, Hungarian, Roma, Bulgarian, Romanian and 

German groups coexisting harmoniously, City 1 was the perfect location to explore the 

evolution of inter-cultural relations in the area, which was one of my main research goals 
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in terms of uncovering language policy in action and the impact of linguistic human rights 

in western Romania. City 1 was part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire during the 

nineteenth century; consequently, today it boasts a rich cultural and architectural heritage. 

It was one of the cities where I completed part of my education, and a city in which I have 

an established social network. These were the reasons underpinning my choice of City 1 

as my main research site, despite my lack of familiarity with its public institutions and 

Roma community and political representation. The 2011 census indicates a very small 

Roma population (1.71% of the total population of nearly 160,000, Institutul National de 

Statistica, 2011). However, these figures might be misleading, as explained in my 

literature review on the Roma people in Europe and Romania (see Chapter 3). I 

nevertheless viewed it as a relevant research location, given its status as the county’s 

main city and administrative hub. I was fortunate in terms of my research into 

institutional policy implementation in this location: a total of five institutions opened their 

doors to me as research sites, allowing access to nine policy informants from the local 

city council, prefecture, police department, educational authority, and social services. 

5.3.2. City 2 

City 2 is located approximately 50 kilometres from City 1. It was recommended to 

me by one of my institutional participants in City 1 as one of the locations in the county 

which had a vibrant Roma community totalling 5.1% of its population, according to the 

2011 census (Institutul National de Statistica, 2011). Like all places in western Romania, 

it is also home to an ethnically diverse population, with a rich Slovak history mirrored in 

its demographic makeup: nearly 44% of its population of just over 7,000 identified as 

Slovak in the 2011 census. City 2 was a suitable research location in that it had a 
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completely different social dynamic due to its distinct demographic; I knew this would 

yield a rich and meaningful language policy implementation story when compared with 

City 1. I was granted access here to one public policy informant working for the local 

(Romanian) council. 

5.3.3. City 3 

A representative of the Roma Party and the Romanian principal of the Roma 

school in City 3 were recommended to me by the Roma Party president of City 1. City 3, 

located only 10 kilometres from City 1, is located on the Hungarian border; surprisingly 

however, its Roma population is much larger than its Hungarian population: just over 9% 

of its approximately 6,000 inhabitants are Roma, and only 3% identified as Hungarians in 

the 2011 census (Institutul National de Statistica, 2011).  

With such significant Roma populations in Cities 2 and 3, these two additional 

research sites provided valuable insights into policy implementation, Roma rights, the 

language status of Romani, and the history behind the current social dynamic in this 

region. 

5.4. Sources of data 

After situating my study within Romania, in this section I detail the three sources 

of data on which my research relies, namely: public policy; semi-structured narrative 

interviews with Romanian institutional representatives and Roma Party members and 

leaders; and extended narrative interviews (or stories of lived experiences) from 

Romanian and Roma citizens living in western Romania. My data came from: 
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5.4.1. Policy documents 

In my investigation, I look at three policy documents relevant to my research 

context. The first is the Romanian Constitution, selected as the overarching legal 

framework for the rights of minority groups in Romania. The second source of policy 

data is Annex 1: Strategy of the Government of Romania for the Inclusion of Romanian 

Citizens Belonging to Roma Minority for 2015-2020 (European Commission, 2022), 

selected as the working Roma-focused policy over the duration of my study, offering 

insight into recent history in terms of Roma policies in Romania. Lastly, I examined 

Proiectul Hotărârii Guvernului pentru aprobarea Strategiei Guvernului României de 

incluziune a cetățenilor români aparținând minorității rome pentru perioada 2021—2027 

(The Government Decision for Approving the Romanian Government Strategy for the 

integration of Romanian Roma citizens for 2021-2027, Agentia Nationala Pentru Romi, 

2022), to look at the future of Roma (language) policy in Romania. 
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5.4.2. Policy implementation stories from Romanian and Roma institutional 

representatives 

5.4.2.1. Romanian institutions. I was granted access to a total of nine Romanian 

public administration employees from five different institutions in City 1 – public order, 

education, social services, and the regional council, as well as to one Roma expert 

working for the local council in City 2. The majority of the public administration 

employees who agreed to participate in the interviews were males, with only two 

exceptions; their ages ranged from 35 to 65. They all participated in face-to-face, 30-

minute, semi-structured narrative interviews in Romanian, our shared mother-tongue, 

recorded on a voice recorder. All interviews were followed by e-mail or face-to-face 

interview confirmation checks. Two of them requested and were offered a copy of the 

interview schedules ahead of the interview. A brief overview of this category of 

participants can be found in Table 1. 

Table 1: Policy informants from Romanian public institutions  

Participant Romanian institution 
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Luke 

Maddox  

Adrienne 

Lily 

Claude 

Clark 

Nick 

Stan 

Stephen 

City 1 Institution of the Prefect 

City 1 County Police Department  

City 1 Social Services Department  

City 1 Social Services Department  

City 1 Social Services Department  

City 1 Social Services Department  

City 1 Ministry of Education 

branch 

City 1 Council 

City 2 Council 

5.4.2.2.  Roma institutions. I interviewed three Roma party members from two 

cities, all males aged 35-65. They all took part in face-to-face, 30-minute, semi-structured 

narrative interviews in Romanian, our shared mother-tongue, recorded on a voice 

recorder. Chris was the only Roma Party interviewee in my study who did not speak 

Romani. All interviews were followed by e-mail or face-to-face interview confirmation 

checks. All three Roma policy informants requested and were offered copies of the 

interview schedules ahead of the interviews. 

Table 2: Policy informants from Roma Parties in the region 

Participant Roma Party branch and location 

Novak 

Chris 

John 

City 1 Roma Party president 

City 1 Roma Party secretary 

City 3 Roma Party president 
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5.4.3. Stories of lived experiences from Romanian and Roma citizens  

5.4.3.1. Stories from Roma citizens. I interviewed five Roma citizens (all males) 

aged 45-65. They each participated in a one-hour recorded interview and were contacted 

post-interview either by email or in person to confirm the interview data. In Table 3 I 

include whether or not they speak Romani, as this will be crucial in my analysis of their 

life stories coming in Chapter 7: in brief, out of the five Roma citizens I interviewed, only 

Simon and Peter speak Romani, to various degrees of proficiency.   

Table 3: Roma participants in extended narrative interviews  (life stories) 

Participant Speaker of Romani 

Simon 

Peter 

Rolf 

Anton 

Steve 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

5.4.3.2. Stories from Romanian citizens. I interviewed five Romanian citizens 

(three females, two males) aged 25-65. In Table 4 I include their age groups; this will be 

relevant to the analysis of their stories of experience and interaction with the Roma in the 

region (Chapter 8), as their stories of intercultural experiences vary greatly depending on 

whether they lived under the communist regime in Romania pre-1989. They each 

participated in a one-hour recorded interview in Romanian, our shared mother-tongue, 

and were contacted post-interview either by email or in person to confirm the interview 

data.  

Table 4: Romanian participants in extended narrative interviews  (life stories) 
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Participant Age 

Sanda 

Mia 

Red 

Michaela 

Gabe 

35-45 

25-35 

35-45 

55-65 

35-45 

5.5. Data collection instruments  

After describing the research location and the sources of data in this study 

(Sections 5.3., 5.4.), I now move on to discussing how I collected my data for this study. 

The instruments which I used as the tools to form my “bricolage” (Kincheloe, 2004), or 

the final story, were; analysis of public policy documents; semi-structured narrative 

interviews with Romanian and Roma policy informants from a variety of public 

institutions in the region; and extended narrative interviews with my Romanian and Roma 

participants. I opted for these methods because together they can reveal the historical, 

social and cultural facets (Denzin & Lincoln, 2013; Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2011) 

concerning the role and status of Romani in Romanian society today. In addition, 

employing this variety of data collection instruments ensured that both key policy 

informants and subjects who are normally left out of traditional research (Roma and 

Romanian nationals who are not involved in politics and policy making) would be given a 

chance to voice their knowledge, opinions, experiences and beliefs during the narrative 

interviews (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2011; Howe, 2004). 
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5.5.1. Analysis of policy documents  

Documents constitute a valuable source of knowledge in qualitative and language 

policy research (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000). They can supplement other sources of data 

in order to shed light on what shaped policy implementation in a particular context.  

Documentary analysis fits well within narrative inquiry: it allows for stories lived and 

told to be linked both to the past, and to those who have shaped the contexts in which 

storytellers live (Moore & Wiley, 2015). I chose to analyse documents written at various 

points since the fall of communism in Romania (1989) in order to gain perspective into 

how current policy relating to the Romanian Roma came to be shaped over time (Cohen 

et al., 2018), and what it focuses on in the near future.  

In examining national documents, my aims were to understand how current policy 

defines and frames the functions and status of Romani in Romanian society, and whose 

voices were included or left out (Hunter, 2009; Morgan-Flemming et al, 2007). With this 

goal in mind, I looked at three pieces of publicly available policy documents, all written 

in Romanian, which I accessed online. The Romanian Constitution was the overarching 

piece of legislation I examined. I then moved on to include more recent Roma-focused 

policy, namely the Strategy of the Government of Romania for the inclusion of the 

Romanian citizens belonging to Roma minority for 2015-2020, a report of the Romanian 

Government on the current status of Roma-focused policy implementation. I also looked 

to the future of Roma-focused policy by examining Proiectul Hotărârii Guvernului 

pentru aprobarea Strategiei Guvernului României de incluziune a cetățenilor români 

aparținând minorității rome pentru perioada 2021—2027 (Agentia Nationala pentru 

Romi, 2021), a document which outlines the strategy of the Romanian government for the 
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inclusion of Romanian Roma citizens for 2021-2027. By shedding light on both past, 

present and future developments in terms of policies relating to the Roma minority, 

documentary analysis contributed to my understanding of the context (the land and 

temporal dimension) in which my participants’ stories unfolded. It also allowed me to 

determine the extent to which my participants are aware of their language rights, and 

whether they experience these rights in their daily lives. 

5.5.2. Narrative interviews: An overview 

Documentary analysis alone, while a useful starting point and supplement to 

interview data (Moore & Wiley, 2015), cannot “write” a story about and of the Roma in 

Romania on its own. I chose to conduct this top-down exploration of language planning 

and policy using narrative inquiry for a variety of reasons. Benson (2021) highlights that 

“one of the main strengths of narrative inquiry … is its capacity to tap into development 

and change over time”, bringing to light “areas of experience … that would otherwise be 

inaccessible to research” (p. 1). Access to insights into both Roma policy-making and 

Roma experiences of policy is, indeed, notoriously challenging; however, now that my 

research project is completed, opting for narrative inquiry into my methodology of 

choice, despite it nor being commonly used in language policy research, has yielded deep 

and personal insight into the ways in which the Romanian Roma both contribute to and 

experience policy implementation. For this purpose, I engaged my participants in two 

distinct types of narrative interviews, depending on their backgrounds (detailed in 

sections 5.5.2.1.-5.5.2.2. and sections 5.5.2.3-5.5.2.4.), and I then compared interview 

data with documentary evidence of policy changes and the current status of the Romani 

language.  
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Narrative interviews are “more than just telling stories” in a recorded interview 

(Bell, 2002, p. 207): the stories told during narrative interviews, and their centrality to the 

process of narrative analysis, have bearing on real-life issues that concern specific 

communities of practice (Benson, 2018), facilitating social change by “bring[ing] to light 

marginalized people’s experiences, changing our perceptions of them” (Chase, 2018, p. 

553).  Indeed, in carrying out narrative interviews with my participants, I regarded my 

interviewees as my conversational partners (Moore & Wiley, 2015): the main purpose of 

my interviews was to elicit stories (Barkhuizen et al., 2014), stories which I wanted to 

jointly construct with my participants (Riessman, 2008). I particularly wished to give my 

Roma and Romanian citizens a voice. Paradoxically, while they live out the 

implementation of top-down language policies, they are the ones most often excluded 

from discussion on policy making and implementation, as well as from research on 

language policy in Romania, despite the fact their voices could add such meaningful and 

rich dimensions to language policy and planning research data. While my interview 

schedules for the public authority representatives did comprise a set of ten questions 

(Appendix 5), the interviews themselves were more conversational than scripted. My goal 

was to “draw” the speakers out, to build knowledge together with them (Yanow, 2007), 

especially since I anticipated that I might meet them for the first time during the 

interviews as per public institution guidelines and codes of practice when it comes to 

approving research involving their staff. This feature was even more prominent in the 

narrative interviews conducted with my Romanian and Roma citizens, where I did not use 

pre-designed interview schedules at all, but instead allowed my participants to speak 

freely while guiding them when/if needed through a set of five themes (Appendix 6), 
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covering issues of inter-ethnic relationships and minority rights in the region. In the 

following section I describe the two distinct types on narrative interviews I opted for in 

more detail, offering a theoretical justification for each choice. 
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5.5.2.1. Type 1: Semi-structured narrative interviews with policy informants 

(representatives of Romanian and Roma local authorities). The first type of narrative 

interviews that I employed were semi-structured narrative interviews with my nine 

Romanian policy informants (Section 5.4.2.1.) and three Roma Party representatives 

(Section 5.4.2.2.). Brinkmann and Kvalle (2015) offer a definition of semi-structured 

interviews which seamlessly segues into a discussion of the relationship between semi-

structured interviews and narrative inquiry: they are interviews “with the purpose of 

obtaining descriptions of the life world of the interviewee” (p. 6). What gives these 

descriptions of life worlds a narrative quality is this emphasis on stories of lived 

experience, which are central to narrative inquiry as a discipline. Semi-structured 

interviews can be used with different categories of participants in order to enable the 

systematic and comprehensive interviewing of different groups of people (Connelly, 

2003), while also “allowing for different experiences to be articulated” (Pepper & Wildly, 

2009, p. 19). An important point of distinction from generic qualitative research is that in 

narrative inquiry, the data collected through semi-structured interviews constitutes much 

more than a source of codes and themes: the stories themselves become the focus of the 

data analysis process (Riessman, 2003; Benson, 2018), and can be further reconstructed 

into other stories through the process of narrative writing (Benson, 2013; Ishihara & 

Menard-Warwick, 2018), as I have done in my study (Section 5.10 of this chapter). 

The process of carrying out the semi-structured narrative interviews in this study 

was straightforward: each of my policy informants engaged in the project took part in a 

30-60-minute voice-recorded semi-structured narrative interview comprising 10 

questions. I used this format so that I would be allowed to establish the general direction 
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of the information exchange, while also allowing my participants to elaborate, expand on, 

and explore the characteristics of their setting in more depth (Brinkmann, 2018). The full 

interview schedules are provided in Appendices 5 and 6:  in brief, they covered issues 

regarding Roma language promotion in the public space, Romanian-Roma institutional 

cooperation, political relations between Roma and Romanian parties in the region, and 

specific Roma-rights focused initiatives put forward by each type of institution. I did not 

want the interview questions to be too prescriptive: I gave space for spontaneity in the 

participants’ answers, hoping this would generate unique information about the way in 

which the interviewees view and construct the social realities around them. All policy-

related interviews took place in offices or meeting rooms booked by the managers of each 

institution to ensure that the interviews would be private, and the interview participants 

would be comfortable with the interview setting.  and of their staff. Unfortunately, in the 

case of both my Romanian public institution representatives and Roma Party members, I 

had little opportunity to establish a formal acquaintance with them prior to the interviews. 

Most of my interviews occurred at the time, date and place communicated to me by the 

management staff who evaluated my request to approach participants. The only 

exceptions were the Roma Party president in City 1, the Roma expert working for the 

local council in City 1, the Roma expert working for the local council in City 2, and the 

Roma Party president in City 3, as they were management (the latter three were also the 

only members of their respective departments). In those cases, I was able to negotiate the 

interview time, date and place of their convenience; they all selected meeting rooms in 

their respective institutions as the interview location. Apart from those instances, I had no 

control over the setting. However, I did pay attention to the level of comfort of my 



 

122 

 

participants: they were informed that they could ask for the recording to be stopped at any 

point, should they experience any kind of discomfort or reticence, and that they had the 

option to withdraw from the project within two weeks from the recording of the 

interviews (none withdrew).  All communication with my participants was carried out in 

Romanian, my mother-tongue, and all interviews were recorded in Romanian. Both my 

Romanian public administration informants and my Roma Party interviewees were 

speakers of Romanian; the language of my planned interview questions posed no issues. 

They took the longest talking turns during the interviews, with interventions on my part 

only when I felt further clarification or detail was needed. There were no instances in 

which I was asked to stop the recording, and no signs of discomfort on their part at any 

stage of the interviews. Each of my participants moved beyond narrating institutional 

practices external to them; they included themselves and gave examples of their personal 

participation in projects and policy enactment. They were all very considerate and helpful 

and made me feel welcome, despite the fact that in most cases that interview was our first 

and only meeting. Communication regarding their confirmation of interview data (process 

detailed in one of the following sections) largely occurred via e-mail, with the exception 

of my participants aged 55-65, who preferred printed out summaries which they could 

read and return signed by hand.  

5.5.2.2. Type 2: Stories of lived experiences - Extended narrative interviews 

with Roma and Romanian citizens. In addition to stories of policy obtained via semi-

structured narrative interviews with both Romanian and Roma policy informants, I also 

collected extended narrative interviews (or life stories) from citizens not typically 

involved in policy making and implementation, to illuminate the ways in which they live 
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out top-down language policies, and to illustrate their lived experiences of linguistic 

human rights in my research context. Life stories are a great vehicle to examine 

individual identity within a specific sociocultural context (Baddeley & Singer, 2007); as 

such, this data collection instrument fits seamlessly within the scope of answering my 

research questions. Atkinson (2007, p. 2) describes the life story interview as a ‘bridge’ in 

narrative inquiry, providing a pathway into the storyteller’s inner world(s). The stories I 

collected from my five Romanian and five Roma citizens have provided this bridge 

between language legislation, institutional stories of policy implementation, and the 

impact that these have on the people whom they impact in my particular research context. 

Extended narrative interviews, or stories of lived experiences collected from my five 

Roma citizens (Section 5.4.2.3.) and five Romanian citizens (Section 5.4.2.4.), were 

selected to explore my participants’ experiences of policy implementation, as well as their 

experiences regarding the evolution of Romanian-Roma relationships in daily life. I 

settled on these relatively small numbers of life stories as narrative inquiry typically 

involves a small number of participants, especially when life stories are concerned 

(Barkhuizen & Wette, 2008), given the rich data likely to stem from the stories. An 

additional reason for selecting small groups of participants for these extended narrative 

interviews was that they aim to give a voice to previously unheard groups or individuals, 

such as minorities or regular citizens (Chase, 2005), which was my goal in my language 

policy study.   

Topics covered during these interviews included childhood and school 

experiences with children of other ethnicities, and personal experiences of cultural 

benefits that came from living in a multi-ethnic society. Most narrative interviews took 
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place in cafes selected by my participants, as I wanted them to feel at ease in a setting that 

they would find comfortable. There were only two exceptions: one of my Romanian 

interviewees, a female, graciously invited me into her home; and the principal of the 

Roma school on City 3 invited me to the visit the school prior to the recording of the 

interview on the school premises. Each Romanian narrative informant was invited to tell 

their life story, with a focus on their experiences with and of the Roma and their culture; 

similarly, my Roma participants shared their life stories, discussing their experiences 

of/with Romanians and Romanian culture. I had no pre-defined sets of questions; the 

narratives were largely freely constructed by the participants, with some guiding on my 

part in relation to my five themes. The narrative themes I drew on to elicit both Romanian 

and Roma stories relate to childhood experiences living in their respective communities; 

educational experiences; the evolution and current status of inter-ethnic relations in the 

region; and experiences within or with the Roma community and culture in the region. 

These can also be found in more detail in Appendices 5 and 6. The interviews typically 

lasted for about an hour each. All communication with my participants was carried out in 

Romanian, and all interviews were recorded in Romanian. In the case of the extended life 

story narratives, I had more freedom and time to develop a rapport and become 

acquainted with my participants. I first established an acquaintance with them prior to the 

interviews, as their participation was voluntary and followed my introduction over the 

phone as the first step, with a mention of the policy informant who recommended them. 

This was followed by a meeting during which I had the chance to also introduce both 

myself and the project personally. My familiarity with life in Romania, particularly 
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shared with my Romanian narrative participants, guided my interview process in terms of 

the themes I selected for framing the Romanian narratives. 

5.6. Research participants: Selection and recruitment process  

For my study I decided on a non-probability sample through purposive, 

reputational case sampling: a “non- probability sample derives from the researcher 

targeting a particular group, in the full knowledge that it does not represent the wider 

population; it simply represents itself” (Cohen et al., 2018, p. 217). This is the case with 

my research: to tie this process in with the elements guiding my narrative research, I 

aimed to explore policy implementation by both Romanian and Roma institutions in my 

particular research location (touching on the dimensions of land and time in my story), 

and to weigh the accounts from policy informants (the rulers) on how this is carried out 

against the stories of lived experiences from Romanian and Roma citizens (the people 

telling stories about myths and monsters) inhabiting my research space at that particular 

time in Romanian history. A non-probability sample cohort can be assembled through 

purposive, reputational case sampling, which is used to access people with a reputation, 

knowledge, experience, power, or social networks relevant to the areas that interest the 

researcher (Ball, 1990), particularly in the case of groups that are difficult to access, such 

as minorities or marginalised populations. The main issue with this type of sampling, as 

noted by Cohen et al. (2018), is that “even if access is gained, truthful responses may not 

be forthcoming as participants may deliberately conceal the truth in order to protect 

themselves” (p. 220); however, while I extensively acknowledge the ethical issues 

involved in researching such groups in this chapter (Sections 5.2., 5.6.), as an outsider in 
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relation to my research participants and setting, this was the only avenue available to me 

in finding participants for my study (Saumure & Given, 2008a).  

The process of recruiting a non-probability sample through purposive, reputational 

case sampling typically begins with contacting a small number of relevant informants and 

requesting help with identifying and putting the researcher in contact with others that may 

have valuable input into the research project (Cohen et al., 2018): this is the approach I 

took with my participant selection process. My participants were selected at the 

recommendation of key informants, namely staff working in relevant institutions, based 

on a prior recommendation from a Roma scholar. This was the most interesting aspect 

regarding the way in which I found my participants: it was a process which began in 

Aotearoa/New Zealand, continued in Hungary, and ultimately narrowed down towards 

western Romania. Prior to heading to Romania, I informally contacted a Romanian Roma 

researcher involved in Roma research at a university in Budapest. I introduced myself and 

the project via e-mail, and he agreed to see me and offer some advice regarding the 

process of locating participants suited for my research purposes. We met in Budapest; he 

was the one who forwarded to me the contact details of the Roma party president in City 

1, the main location for my study, and suggested I begin my inquiry there. In order to 

explore both Roma and non-Roma perspectives to the same extent, I was initially hoping 

for the percentage of the participants belonging to each ethnicity and type of institution to 

be equal. However, once in the field, I discovered that this would not be possible. I have 

already given an overview of the final participant categories and numbers (Sections 5.4.2. 

and 5.4.3.), together with details on their institutional affiliations, earlier in this chapter. 

All procedures involved in co-opting participants, conducting the interviews, storing and 
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confirming the data with my participants, together with my interview schedules and 

narrative themes explored during the interviews, were approved prior to my departure 

from Aotearoa/New Zealand by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics 

Committee (Appendix 1).  

Once I arrived in the field, branching out to a relatively high number of public 

institutions (a total of six Romanian administrative institutions and two Roma parties, 

spanning 3 different cities) was a completely different process from what I had previously 

anticipated. I had initially hoped that I would work with ten Romanian participants who 

would come from the same local governing body, and ten Roma representatives from the 

same Roma party branch. I wished to keep the number of my semi-structured interview 

participants from both Romanian administrative institutions and Roma parties relatively 

small, keeping in mind that I also wanted to follow them up with in-depth narrative 

interviews with five more Romanian and five more Roma citizens. Once in Romania, I 

discovered that the institutions I initially intended to approach had only one Roma rights 

expert each; hence the need to amend my ethics application (Appendix 1) and reach out to 

several institutions from three cities in the area. However, once I found out which 

institutions would be able to provide expert informants, gaining access to the participants 

was, to my surprise, rather easy. Beginning in April 2016, I approached each institution 

by ringing the numbers listed on their respective websites (with the exception of the local 

Roma party leader in City 1, whose details I had obtained prior to travelling to Romania). 

I requested appointments with the heads of staff or institution managers from each of the 

governing bodies I approached: none of the institutions I approached rejected my request. 

During the meetings with the respective managers, I introduced myself and the project, 
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and provided them with an institution-tailored project information sheet offering details 

about every aspect of the study (Appendices 2 and 3). These sheets also outlined their role 

in recruiting staff qualified to answer questions on institutional policy implementation. I 

requested formal institutional permission and asked them to introduce the project to their 

staff. I also left separate staff-tailored participant information sheets for the managers to 

pass on to their teams (Appendix 3) to ensure that the interview participants would be 

able to make an informed decision about whether they would be interested in taking part 

in the project. It took, on average, one week per institution to contact me regarding staff 

participation; the interviews, however, did not follow equally swiftly. Firstly, reaching 

out to all six institutions in City 1 and receiving suggestions on contacting their 

counterparts in Cities 2 and 3 took a few months. Secondly, most Romanian public 

service employees take their annual leave over the summer, which meant that my research 

was delayed and most of my public policy interviews didn’t take place until September-

December 2016. Once I was introduced to the participants, I handed each of them a 

consent form (Appendix 4) which they had to sign within a week if willing to participate, 

and we decided on the interview date, time and location together. All forms given to the 

participants had the approval of the UAHPEC. In total, I interviewed 12 policy 

informants: nine from Romanian administrative institutions, and three from local Roma 

Party branches. Stan and Stephen (in bold in Table 5 below) were the only Roma policy 

informants from my cohort working for two different Romanian institutions: they acted as 

experts on Roma issues within the local councils in City 1 and City 2. An overview of all 

my policy informants and the types of institutions they worked for (Romanian or Roma) 

follows in Table 5; I chose to include here whether they speak Romani as an accessible 
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way to gage the extent to which the use of Romani is prevalent in Romania in general, but 

also among my Roma participants.  

Table 5: Combined Policy Informants  

Pseudonym City Institution 

type 

Background 

and age 

Gender Romani 

speaker? 

Luke 

Maddox 

Adrienne  

Lily 

Claude 

Clark 

Stan 

Nick 

Novak 

Chris 

Stephen 

John  

City 

1 

City 

1 

City 

1 

City 

1 

City 

1 

City 

1 

City 

1 

City 

1 

City 

1 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Roma 

Roma 

Romanian 

Roma 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Roma 

Romanian 

Roma 

Roma 

Roma 

Roma 

M 

M 

F 

F 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
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City 

1 

City 

2 

City 

3 

My semi-structured narrative interviews with Romanian public institution 

representatives and Roma party members led to the next step: they helped with recruiting 

participants in the next stage of my inquiry, namely in the in-depth narrative interviews 

(or life stories) which I aimed to collect in order to see the extent to which national 

legislation and policy implementation is reflected in the lived experiences of Romanian 

and Roma citizens in western Romania.  Managers and staff from the institutions 

approached (Romanian and Roma) were asked to recommend acquaintances or friends 

who would be willing to give a more in-depth account of their lived experiences in 

relation to policy implementation and inter-ethnic relationships in the region. The 

procedure was the same – I left participant information sheets tailored for my narrative 

participants (Appendix 4), contacted participants whose details were forwarded to me by 

my policy informants, provided participants with consent forms for them to sign, and 

scheduled the interviews in such a way as to suit the participants. Due to the more in-

depth investigation that I had planned in relation to the life stories of regular citizens, I 

opted for five narrative informants from each of the two groups involved in my study. It 

is a small number; however, this is common practice in narrative inquiry, which aims to 

give a voice to previously unheard groups or individuals, such as minorities or regular 
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citizens (Chase, 2005), particularly when life stories are concerned (Barkhuizen & Wette, 

2008), given the rich data likely to stem from the stories. With this goal and this 

theoretical justification in mind, I proceeded with collecting this relatively small number 

of life stories, would enable me to interact with my data in more meaningful ways. Table 

6 contains more details about my ten combined extended narrative interview participants.  

Table 6: Combined extended narrative interview participants  

Pseudony

m 

Cit

y 

Backgroun

d 

Gende

r 

Speake

r of Romani? 

Sanda 

Mia 

Michaela  

Gabe 

Simon 

Peter 

Rolf 

Anton 

Steve 

Red 

City 1 

City 1 

City 1 

City 1 

City 3 

City 1 

City 1 

City 1 

City 1 

City 2 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian 

Romanian  

Roma 

Roma 

Roma 

Roma 

Roma 

F 

F 

F 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

5.7. Introducing my research participants: Short individual stories 

In this section I briefly describe my four categories of research participants, 

namely: Roma Party representatives (Section 5.7.1.); Roma citizens (Section 5.7.2.); 

Romanian institutional representatives (Section 5.7.3.); and Romanian citizens (Section 

5.7.4.), to the extent to which I got to know (about) them during our limited interactions. 

To construct the descriptions, I engaged in the first stage of narrative writing involved in 
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this study: I listened to each interview repeatedly in order to extract relevant personal 

information provided by my interviewees. I begin my presentation of my participants 

with the category which I believe to be most informed about and most involved in the 

shaping and implementation of Roma-related policies in Romania, namely the 

representatives of the Roma Party in Romania. In my brief introduction of each 

participant, I occasionally use the direct quotations which most reflect their connection to 

or insight into issues that affect the Romanian Roma today. To maintain thesis 

readability, in chapters 6 and 7 I only include quotes in English, unless a very particular 

term in Romanian or Romani is used by my interviewees. These quotes will be indented 

and centred. In Chapter 8, however, which showcases five stories of Roma lived 

experiences, I view quotes in both Romanian and English as crucial. Therefore, I follow 

the same procedure throughout this chapter, whenever direct quotes from my participants 

are involved: I provide the English translation first, for reader accessibility, followed by 

the original quote in italics. Shorter quotes will be embedded in the text, followed by their 

translation in italics, in brackets; longer quotes (also followed by their translation in 

italics) will be indented and centred. 

I must note here some essential aspects involved in translation: I am Romanian-

born and raised. I lived in Romania until the age of 23, attending school and completing 

my undergraduate university studies in Romanian; Romanian is my mother-tongue. I am 

also an expert user of English; therefore, I conducted all translations involved in this 

research project myself. I have not had help or someone to check my translations, which 

may be construed as a limitation. However, I mediate that by including a Romanian 

version of all quotations in English, as well as by including sample restoried interviews 
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with one of my Roma participants, Simon, in both the English (Appendix 9) and 

Romanian (Appendix 10). This allows for transparency in regards to my translation 

process and style, as well as for accountability, should issues about the translation process 

or accuracy be raised.   

5.7.1. Roma Party representatives 

Novak 

At the time of this interview, Novak was the president of the Roma Party in City 

1. He was a Romani-speaking Roma national aged in his mid-forties; he explained that 

his legal professional background was what determined him to take up his role as a Roma 

Party leader: “my professional background [is] legal counsel, but that is why I chose this 

position and accepted it, to help citizens belonging to the Roma ethnicity, which is also 

my ethnicity” ( “[sunt] de meserie jurist, dar …de aceea am ales aceasta functie si am 

acceptat-o … pentru a ajuta cetatenii de etnie Roma, ceea ce ma declar si eu”). He was 

one of the Roma participants who requested and was given a copy of the interview 

schedule beforehand. 

Chris 

Chris was the Roma Party secretary of the party branch in City 1. He was also in 

his mid-forties. He identified as Roma and indicated that he did not speak Romani. He 

offered very little personal information, focusing instead on providing information on 

Roma-relevant policies and practices implemented by the Roma party.   

John 

John was the president of the Roma Party branch in City 3. Aged in his fifties, he 

was a Roma national and a speaker of Romani. In his interview, he was very passionate 
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about Roma education and the education of the Roma children in Romani in City 3. In 

fact, he chose the local Roma school as the location of the interview, and he spent a large 

proportion of the interview enthusiastically talking about recent achievements in 

education within the local Roma community: “Avem o scoala pregatita, avem profesori 

[…],  invatatori pregatiti, […] care invata copiii limba Romani, si ne bucuram pentru ca 

avem scoala aceasta pentru copii” (We have a well-equipped school, we have well-

prepared primary and secondary teachers […] who teach the [Roma] children the Romani 

language, and we are glad to have this school for the children”). 

5.7.2. Roma citizens 

Simon  

Simon was a primary school teacher at the local Roma school in City 1. He 

identified as a member of the Roma community; he was aged in his late forties, and he 

spoke Romani. His story focused on growing up in a multi-ethnic community, 

emphasising in his life story his joy of discovering his Roma identity in his late teenage 

years. 

Peter 

Peter, aged in his fifties and a speaker of Romani, is a political science and 

international relations graduate who at the time of the interview was teaching Romani at 

the same school as Simon. The privileged status of the Hungarian community in Romania 

featured heavily in his story.  

Rolf 

Rolf is a Romanian Roma citizen aged in his forties. He was not born in City 1, 

but after having spent the first few years of his life in an orphanage in a nearby town, he 
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was raised by his Roma great-grandmother in one of the Roma quarters in City 1. He 

explained that the majority of the Roma in that quarter, including himself, do not speak 

Romani. An interesting dimension in his story was that he focused on respect and values 

within the Roma community, which he portrays as superior to the family practices of the 

Romanian population.  

Anton 

Anton was a Romanian Roma national in his forties who did not speak Romani. 

His story focused on his personal experience with Roma discrimination in mainstream 

education, and on the positive impact of neo-protestant churches in the lives of the Roma 

communities in Romania.  

Steve 

Steve was a Romanian Roma citizen aged in his forties, who did not speak 

Romani. He grew up in the same Roma quarter as Anton; they both shared stories of self-

discovery by doing sports rather than staying in mainstream education. While Anton 

played basketball, Steve was an international medal-winning wrestling champion. He 

attributes the absence of Romani within the Roma community to communist policies of 

discrimination and forced assimilation, and similarly to Rolf, valued the contribution of 

neo-protestant churches to Roma communities, and explained that Roma family values 

are superior to those of the Romanian community. 

5.7.3. Romanian institutional representatives 

Luke 

Luke participated in the interview as the representative of the local prefecture in 

City 1. He is a Romanian citizen who at the time of the interview was in his early thirties. 



 

136 

 

His story of local policy implementation aimed at the Roma population in City 1 focused 

on European and Romanian legislation implemented by the prefecture, emphasising the 

work of a mixed working group within this institution that is made up of Romanian and 

Roma employees who work together to address any request that may come from the 

Roma community in the region. He also outlined both stories of success and institutional 

and legal challenges involved in implementing policy aimed specifically at Roma 

communities, touching on issues such as education, the use of Romani in the public 

space, and the challenges that stem from Romani being a language lacking territorial 

reference.  

Stephen 

Stephen participated in the interview as the representative of the local Romanian 

council in City 2, which has a large Roma population. He is a Roma himself, and he 

works as the Roma expert in the institution, liaising with the Roma community and 

representing them within the local Romanian authority. He also speaks and teaches 

Romani in the local school. In his narrative he chose to focus more on the story of the 

Roma community in City 2 than on policy implementation, emphasising the link between 

language and identity in the choices made by the local Roma community in their daily 

lives. He also gives an overview of Romani immersion education in Romania, portraying 

it as desirable. 

Maddox 

Maddox was the representative of the police department in City 1. A Romanian 

citizen in his mid-thirties at the time of the interview, his story focused on the cooperation 

between the institution for which he works and the Roma Party in the city, as well as on 
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police presence and maintenance of public order in the region. He mentions that the 

Romanian Police Service constantly trains police officers to work with Roma 

communities; this includes providing Romani language education to the police force in 

the interest of efficient and effective work with and within the Roma community, when 

needed.  

Clark 

Clark participated in this research as the head of the Social Services department in 

City 1. He had been working in this capacity for the past 20 years. His story focuses on 

several ways in which the department promotes Roma integration into mainstream 

society, namely, through European and Romania-led projects targeting issues of social 

housing, by providing identity documents to the Roma citizens in the region, and through 

the provision of translators and interpreters to the Roma community when approaching 

the Social Services department. 

Stan 

Stan was a Roma national working as a Roma councillor within the local council 

in City 1. He is also a speaker of Romani. In this capacity he was able to offer valuable 

insight into Romani-focused policy in the region, painting a positive picture of not only 

Roma life, but also of positive policy implementation for this community in western 

Romania since the fall of communism in 1989. 

Nick 

Nick, a Romanian citizen, took part in the interview as the representative of the 

local education authority in City 1. His position allowed him to offer detailed insight into 

the history of Roma and mainstream education in City 1 and the region, as well as 
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Ministry of Education policies governing Romanian education in general. Non-segregated 

education was emphasised as the overall educational goal of the Ministry, as a reaction to 

past segregation policies; however, Roma representation within the institution is 

available: each public institution in Romania has Roma translators available to assist 

Roma citizens in communicating with the authorities, if needed. He also highlighted that 

collaboration exists between the education authority and the local Roma Party, promoting 

Roma culture in mainstream society.  The responsibility of the Ministry of Education in 

relation to providing “linguistic and educational support” to the Roma community (“Pana 

cand e nevoie de suport lingvistic si educational pentru ei”) was also emphasised:  “our 

calling is to offer this support” (“noi suntem chemati sa oferim acest support”).  

Lily 

Lily had worked for the local Social Services department since 1998; she is a 

representative of the service in a suburb of City 1. She highlighted the difficulties 

involved in establishing the exact numbers of Roma citizens in City 1, stemming from 

reluctance to identify as Roma in the official census. Her story focused on the social 

challenges concerning the Roma community in the region, covering issues of legal 

identity, education, housing, the provision of a Roma expert position for a Roma citizen 

within the service, and school segregation. 

Claude 

Claude was a colleague of Lily’s. At the time of the interview, he worked within 

the Social Services department as one of the officers responsible for granting various 

types of social benefits to the local community. He mentioned the same childhood centre 

established by the Social Services department and he aimed at helping Romani children 
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with their school homework after school hours; he also touched on the use of Romani in 

society and in schools.  

Adrienne  

Adrienne, a Romanian citizen in her fifties, had been working for the Social 

Services department for 21 years at the time the interview was recorded. Her work within 

the service includes assistance provided to community members who live with 

disabilities. Her story addressed issues of positive discrimination aimed at the Roma in 

the local community; Roma struggles, poverty, and housing challenges; collaboration 

between the service and Roma rights foundations in the region; the promotion of Roma 

culture as a consequence of initiatives implemented by the department; Roma education; 

and the local promotion of Roma culture in the public sphere. 

5.7.4. Romanian Citizens 

Michaela 

Aged in her late fifties, Michela was a Romanian citizen born in western 

Romania. Her personal story is an equal mix of positive and challenging experiences with 

the Roma community. She portrays inter-ethnic relationships in the region as positive 

during communism, yet as taking a negative turn due to post-communist politics. She also 

portrays Romania as a poor country with both a tragic history and a tragic present, 

describing the effects of poverty on the entire country at length in her life story.  

Gabe 

A Romanian history teacher in a Romanian high school, Gabe was aged in his 

early forties at the time of the interview. He was not born in City 1, even though that is 

where the interview took place, but in a small town nearby. His life story emphasised 
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positive inter-ethnic relationships between the communities in his hometown, as 

highlighted (surprisingly) in the following story of conflict which I selected as the best 

example: 

Saturday night discos always ended in scuffles. We [my clique] 

were the “Romanians” … we were in actuality three Romanians, three 

Serbians, and four gypsies … The “gypsies”, a clique of ten [the 

rivalling clique]: among them there were always three or four 

Romanians, but they were [known as] the Roma [clique].  

(Sambata discoteca se incheia cu incaierare generala. Noi eram 

“romanii” […] eram in fond trei romani, trei sarbi, si patru tigani” […] 

“Tiganii” [,,,] o trupa de zece: printre ei erau mereu doi sau trei romani, 

insa ei erau rromii). 

Red 

Red, a Romanian citizen in his early forties, was born and raised in City 1. He was 

the principal of a Roma school in City 3, but his story did not focus on his career path; 

instead, he gave a brief overview of the history of the region, and he talked about the 

education of Roma children in Romania, contrasting the behaviour and personality traits 

of Romanian and Roma children in his analysis of his professional experience as an 

educator in Romania. 

Mia 

Mia was a Romanian citizen in her late twenties, born in a different county in 

western Romania. Her life (hi)story was fascinating: it included her family running away 

from Romania and living in different countries in Eastern Europe to escape the Roma 
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mafia which her father had angered in his job as international customs officer. Her 

childhood was marked by terror, extreme poverty, and domestic violence. Her family 

moved to City 1 when she was 7 years old. Her struggles as a child and her experiences 

with the Roma community, and especially Roma girls, feature heavily in her life story. 

She attributes her current career path to her positive experience with volunteering as part 

of neo-protestant communities which organised summer camps and events aimed at 

supporting Roma children. She now heads a massive volunteer organisation providing 

education and care to underprivileged children in the region. In her life story, when 

narrating her experiences with educating Roma children through her volunteer 

organisation, she also portrays Roma values as more positive than Romanian values, and 

she also describes Roma children in a similar way to Red’s perception of these children; 

as better behaved, more grateful, more willing to please their teachers and mentors. An 

evaluation of the Hungarian minority as more reserved when it comes to interacting with 

non-Hungarians features in her story as well. 

Sanda 

Sanda is a Romanian citizen who was in her late thirties at the time of the 

interview. She was born in a German town in western Romania, but she had limited 

interactions with German or Roma people growing up. She works for a local authority 

involved in public order in City 1, so her life story featured many anecdotes of her 

encounters and interactions with the underprivileged Roma community to which this local 

authority aims to offer assistance. As such, many of these anecdotes describe the issues 

arising from within this community in terms of housing, medical care, social 

participation, and education.  
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5.8. Messy data collection: Reflections on the process  

After introducing my research context, participants, and data collection methods, I 

now offer some important reflections on the (messy) process of data collection. I was 

drawn to Denzin and Lincoln’s (2000) view of the qualitative researcher as a bricoleur or 

filmmaker who “assembles images into montages” by relying on a variety of sources and 

materials that “describe routine and problematic moments and meanings in individual’s 

lives” (p. 5). Indeed, I feel this view validates the metaphor I used earlier in this chapter – 

that of qualitative research being the “lens” through which I investigated my setting and 

participants in order to eventually join them all together into one final ‘montage’.  This 

montage was created through restorying (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000) stories from three 

categories of sources (Section 5.4): national policy documents, introduced in Section 

5.4.1.; Romanian and Roma authorities, as explained in Section 5.4.2; and Romanian and 

Roma narrative informants, overviewed in Section 5.4.3. All communication with my 

participants was carried out in Romanian, my mother tongue and the mother tongue of my 

participants. 

Here I need to acknowledge that data collection was a messy process (Barkhuizen 

& Consoli, 2021). I conducted my research during the height of the refugee crisis in 

Europe, following the war in Syria in the mid-2010s: this limited my mobility and 

accessibility to research sites and participants, as for the sake of safety I opted to restrict 

my research to an area with which I was familiar and where I had family and friends. I 

came to the field with no prior familiarity with the research setting, hoping for equal 

numbers of participants from each type of institution and cultural background. This did 

not materialise at all: I found and interviewed my last (and only third) Roma Party 
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representative only a few days prior to my return to Aotearoa/New Zealand. Data 

collection was stalled for reasons out of my control – most notably, the fact that I was 

barely able to find anyone available during the summer holiday; as such, I had to navigate 

recording, restorying, negotiating and adjusting most of my interview stories within a 

very short time frame, namely between the months of September and December. 

Additionally, the low number of Roma policy informants in my study is in stark contrast 

with the number of Romanian representatives – nine in total. I was also not prepared for 

the complete underrepresentation of female voices in my inquiry: of the 22 participants, 

only five are women, and none of the women are Roma. Another notable limitation is that 

as a largely foreign researcher (the Outsider coming from Aotearoa/New Zealand to 

research Romanian issues), limited by time constraints and participant availability, I am 

unable to offer the narrative inquiry-specific (and much-needed) rich description of the 

institutions and settings in which my interviews took place. I did not know my 

participants prior to approaching them, and I had little opportunity to get to know them. I 

am unable to provide a very detailed description of the institutional and social settings in 

which I interacted with my narrative interview participants, which will be a challenge in 

my presentation of my data. However, issues of access and Otherness in research with 

minority or disadvantaged (racial) communities are not uncommon (Miron, 2008; Smith, 

2001; Smith, 2008). Throughout my thesis I aim to mitigate these shortcomings and to 

bridge this gap by providing extensive reflections on researcher positionality and 

reflexivity, as well as by highlighting the complex issues involved in “researching the 

native” (Smith, 2008), in an attempt to justify my initial naïveté in approaching such an 

ambitious study as a novice researcher (which, upon reflection, I now equate to what 
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Dylan Thomas described as “going gentle into that good night”, unheeding his poetic 

advice).  Lastly, a final, but crucial disruption in writing up my research was the global 

COVID pandemic, which has put a strain on my ability to carry out work as usual, 

resulting in a longer thesis submission frame than previously anticipated. With this 

reflection on my research process, and after introducing my research setting, data sources, 

and data collection instruments, I next give a theoretical justification for the processes 

involved in selecting and recruiting my participants.  

5.9. (Messy) data analysis and representation  

After introducing all four categories of my interview participants, in the next 

section I provide an overview of the practicalities and challenges involved in my data 

analysis. 

Chapter 2 situated my study within the field of language policy and planning. 

Chapter 3 offered epistemological and methodological justifications for approaching this 

study through a qualitative inquiry lens, employing narrative inquiry to conduct my 

language policy study in my complex and challenging research context. In discussing 

language policy data analysis, interpretation and representation using narrative 

knowledging (Barkhuizen, 2015) and the process of restorying (Clandinin & Connelly, 

2000; Polkinghorne, 2007), I need to also take into account the interpretive paradigm 

framing my study, and to reflect on producing interpretive policy analysis which accounts 

for “meaning making around top-down policies” (Moore & Wiley, 2015, p. 156) which 

shape the life stories of my narrative research participants. Interpretive policy analysis 

can take a variety of methodological forms, including unscripted interviews (Moore & 

Wiley, 2015) -or in my case, life stories- as the basis for interpretation. Furthermore, this 
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process of storytelling analysis (Moore & Wiley, 2015), which aims to explain the ways 

in which research participants may be affected by language policies and which is central 

to my narrative inquiry, is also a component within the practice of interpretive policy 

research. Therefore, narrative methods of data analysis would suit my inquiry (Yanow, 

2000), since co-constructed meaning-making in narrative interviews is compatible with 

principles of interpretive policy analysis, as noted by Yanow (1995). An additional 

theoretical justification of using narratives in language policy and planning research 

comes from Wee (2011, p. 17), who emphasises that “because language ideologies are 

highly variable and context-dependent, data gathered via the analysis of narratives, 

ethnographic approaches, and historically sensitive comparisons … all came to be 

considered relevant to the study of language policy and planning”. Consequently, in the 

next section I will illustrate my practical approach to reconciling interpretive policy 

analysis principles with qualitative research and narrative inquiry in my data analysis. 

Before outlining the processes involved in data analysis and representation, I need 

to acknowledge once more, as suggested in Barkhuizen and Consoli (2021), that this, too, 

was a ‘messy’ process: I collected a total of 22 or interviews, which is a relatively large 

number. This has resulted in reflections relating to the nature of narrative inquiry and the 

centrality of restorying to this methodology (Polkinghorne, 2005) as the main distinction 

from generic qualitative research, which interprets data thematically (Liu & Xu, 2011). In 

the context of this particular inquiry these reflections have led me to make the decision to 

merge restorying and thematic analysis, and as a consequence, to include three types of 

chapters in my data analysis. The structuring of these chapters was not a simple process, 

as it involved merging two different methods of analysing narrative data. I had to avoid 
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relying exclusively on thematic analysis based on pre-determined codes, as this could 

have left out crucial issues relating to differences between individuals informing the same 

data sets (Charmaz, 2013) and to the context which shaped these stories (Moore & Wiley, 

2015) in terms of providing a holistic overview of “what they are about; what was told; 

and why, when, where, and by whom” (Barkhuizen, 2011, p. 401). I therefore draw (but 

not rely exclusively) on grounded theory principles in order to “construct theories 

‘grounded’ in the data themselves” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 2). Grounded analysis entails 

deconstructing the data inductively, firstly by coding it, and then by looking for themes 

and sub-themes in order to build up a theory that is grounded in the data (Barkhuizen et 

al., 2014; Charmaz, 2013; Charmaz et al., 2018; Hunter, 2010). Drawing on principles of 

grounded theory is also compatible with interpretive policy analysis and the field of 

language policy research, as data analysis anchored in grounded theory does not claim to 

offer an accurate picture of the studied world, but instead an interpretation of it 

(Charmaz, 2006). In my aim to offer an interpretation of the data under investigation, I 

adopted grounded theory principles for my own study in order to complement my data 

analysis process. However, unlike in grounded theory, my codes were not exclusively 

generated by thematic analysis: I only used principles of grounded theory to help me 

expand on my initial selection of the six narrative elements which mediated my 

engagement with my five data sets at all stages of data analysis. In doing so, I avoided 

reliance solely on my initial codes, which may have resulted in restricting my 

participants’ voices and omitting crucial temporal, spatial and contextual aspects of their 

stories in the process. With these notes on the complexity of my data analysis and 

representation, I now continue with the practical steps that have guided the grouping of 
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my data into my three stories of experience of language policy and linguistic human 

rights in Romania.  

5.10. Narrative writing as data analysis: Theoretical justification and overview 

In narrative inquiry, the process of narrative analysis investigates the stories 

themselves (Riessman, 1993). To investigate the stories revealed to me by legislation, 

stories of institutional practices, and lived experiences in my own research context, I 

merged the process of thematic analysis with narrative writing (Benson, 2013; Benson, 

2018, also referred to as research strategy in Pepper & Wildly, 2009) as my analytical 

methodology (Barkhuizen et al., 2014). This approach is particularly useful in studies that 

feature a larger number of different stories told by a variety of participants, as it allows 

comparison between data sets, resulting in the discovery of shared themes across these 

sets (Barkhuizen et al., 2014; Riessman, 2008).  

This was also my approach to storytelling in Chapters 6 and 7: I wrote my 

findings as new stories, based on a thematic analysis process developed for this particular 

study (the process of which I will introduce in the next section), bringing my participants’ 

voices into these two new stories throughout, in the form of direct quotes. The outcome of 

my process of narrative writing was the reorganisation of my restoried interviews into 

two new and distinct stories of land, rulers, and temporal dimensions in my policy and 

institutional practice field texts, and people, myths, and monsters as emergent from my 

five Romanian and five Roma participants’ life stories.  

Additionally, since this study aims to uncover Roma representation and lived 

experiences, I made the decision to also present the five restoried Roma life narrative 

interviews separately in chapter 8, as an extension of what Ishihara and Menard-Warwick 
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did in their 2018 study, focusing on the five individual Roma stories as the final data 

analysis texts. In doing so, I followed and adapted the procedures outlined in Chik and 

Benson (2008) and particularly Benson (2013), who offers a detailed step-by-step process 

for narrative data analysis through narrative writing in the restorying of a single 

participant’s life story. 

In relation to how narrative writing is carried out, Clough (2002, p. 6) explains 

that “how I write a story will not be a matter of method as such, but of personal, moral 

and ethical response to research experiences … What I am offering here is not a model to 

be followed but an example to be reflected upon”. Indeed, when engaging with narratives 

in my own inquiry, I did so informed by theoretical, methodological and ethical 

considerations involved in researching marginalised groups, with the aim of showcasing 

primarily the lived experiences of my research participants, but also my experiences 

engaging with narrative inquiry as a novice researcher. My aim is not to claim that my 

research processes or the stories that stem from them can be generalisable; rather, in 

detailing the specific steps involved in my own narrative writing process in the following 

section towards the creation of my research stories (Chapters 6-8) and, indeed, these 

research stories themselves, I merely offer an example that would prompt reader 

reflection on my context, my stories, and the processes which has shaped those stories. I 

detail those processes in the next section of this chapter. 

5.10.1. Engaging with my narrative interviews and policy documents 

My main purpose in the process of narrative analysis was to create trustworthy 

narratives which represented my participants’ voices, narratives which they would 

endorse. This was a lengthy process: I began engaging with my interviews by 
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systematically returning to the data to gain a sense of “who [the participants were] and 

what [they were] trying to say” (Benson, 2013, p. 258). Given the high number of 

interviews I obtained from all four categories of participants, the task of transcribing each 

interview would have been close to impossible, especially given my two-fold time 

constraints: I had only two weeks to get back to each participant with their interview 

summaries, and my data collection journey to Romania was only approved by the 

University of Auckland for a limited period. Most of the interviews took place within a 

three-month time span, with more than one interview per week at times. As such, I 

decided against transcripts, and opted for interview summaries in the form of stories 

instead. This was the stage where, as in Benson 2013), I eliminated data which did not 

relate to the research question and highlighted the sections where they addressed the 

issues at the core of this study. I then turned my interview data into narrative accounts 

(Pepper & Wildly, 2009), producing a restoried summary of each of them in Romanian by 

repeatedly listening to them and organising the information into stories of experience that 

would be relevant to my interview questions.  

While working with the summaries rather than transcripts, I did go back to the 

recordings at all stages of narrative writing, to minimise the risk of leaving out relevant 

information. After each interview, the participants had two weeks to decide on whether 

they wanted to withdraw, without giving a reason. None of my participants chose to do 

so. After this two-week period, I contacted my participants again either via e-mail or in 

person, to provide them with copies of my restoried versions of their interviews. They had 

five days to read these and make as many comments or suggestions as they felt were 

needed, comments which I would then address and send back for confirmation as often as 
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required. Most of the participants found the first version of their interview summaries 

satisfactory; only three made some notes and requested changes, each of them once only; 

I mention these in my analysis. An example is included in Image 1: 

Image 1: Feedback from a Romanian institutional representative on my restoried narrative of her 

interview1 

 

Once they signed the final version of these texts which we restoried and 

reinterpreted jointly at this stage of the inquiry (Riessmann, 2008), engaging in what 

                                                            

 

1 My text: “I am not qualified to inform on the legal and de facto status of the Romani language in Romania; 

however, many of the Roma community members declare that they do not speak the language. At present we 

have no projects aimed at promoting the rights of the Roma to use their language in the public sphere, although 

there is a Roma children-focused educational after-school partnership in development with the local council 

– however, the project is in its early stages only. [Social Services] are not responsible for promoting the use 

of Romani in the public sphere; however, when a Roma community member approaches Social Services 

requesting access in Romani, our institution can offer assistance in Romani through employees that have 

these responsibilities.  

Correction: the local administration could offer assistance in Romani through Roma councillors to whom 

such responsibilities might be assigned  
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Barkhuizen (2011, 2013) terms narrative knowledging, I translated the participant-

confirmed summaries from Romanian into English, as I am a proficient user of both 

languages. The English versions were used in the process of data analysis; however, 

direct quotes were also included in their original form, in Romanian, in chapter 8, to give 

transparency to my Romanian-to-English translation process. In taking this approach, I 

acknowledge that I lend my “signature” (Connelly & Clandinin, 1999, p. 138) to my 

narrative research texts in this study when restorying; however, I attempted to mediate 

this by engaging my participants in the editing of my research texts by accepting all their 

comments and amendments of their restoried interviews. Sample restoried interview 

summaries from Romanian policy informants, Roma authorities, and Roma citizens can 

be found in Appendices 7-10. 

After obtaining my participants’ approval of this initial stage of restorying, I 

grouped data extracts together coherently what “would eventually appear as thematically 

structured paragraphs” (Benson, 2013, p. 258) based on my six pre-determined narrative 

dimensions of land, time, rulers, people, myths, and monsters, corresponding to the ways 

in which I decided to group my literature review chapter (Section 5.10).  I then moved 

these paragraphs around for the purpose of creating coherent stories in which my words 

and my participants’ words were merged, including direct quotations to the maximum 

possible extent. Indeed, in narrative inquiry, data such as interview transcripts or relevant 

extracts from these transcripts can be converted into subsequent narratives (Barkhuizen et 

al., 2014) or stories (Polkinghorne, 1995) supported by quotes in the participants’ own 

words (Cohen et al., 2018). Ollerenshaw and Creswell (2002) described restorying as the 

“process of gathering stories, analyzing them for key elements of the story (e.g., time, 
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place, plot, and scene), and then rewriting the story to place it within a chronological 

sequence” (p. 332). These edited narrative summaries, together with the relevant quotes 

to support them, can then become the data which the researcher submits to final analysis 

(Barkhuizen et al., 2014; Benson, 2013; Benson, 2018; Ishihara & Menard-Warwick, 

2018): that was the case in my study. Consequently, in Story 1 (Chapter 6) and Story 2 

(Chapter 7), I organised my research stories  as per by my six pre-determined narrative 

dimensions, but also chronologically, to the extent to which the data permitted this, while 

taking care to keep my participants’ original wording in each section of the story in order 

to convey as much of their knowledge, experience, thoughts and feelings as possible 

(Ollerenshaw & Creswell, 2002; Riessman, 2003; Riessman, 2008). This approach 

allowed me to turn each interview recording into stories which “unit[e] and give[s] 

meaning to the data as contributors to a [research] goal or purpose” (Polkinghorne, 1995, 

p. 15).  

In addition to the stories of policy implementation and experience of policy which 

I collected from my research participants, I also engaged with the policy documents that I 

have selected. However, I did not restory the legislation that I examined; I simply cited 

and quoted articles from each policy document as the documentary equivalent to my 

participants’ quotes, weaving them into Story 1 (Chapter 6) to illustrate they ways in 

which these policy documents reflected the story-specific elements that I employed in 

guiding my enquiry. However, despite not restorying legislation, I did not exclude it, 

since narrative analysis of data such as legislation can still “reveal a collective … story” 

(Charmaz, 2013, p. 301); here, a story of how time, rulers and land have influenced and 

continue to influence the lived experiences of my participants. 
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In keeping with these theoretical aspects of narrative analysis, in what Benson 

(2013) terms "the crucial [decision] (p. 258), I chose to reconstruct my participants’ 

narratives into three stories which address my research question in all three of my ‘data 

analysis’ chapters (6 to 8), rather than just telling them on my participants' behalf, thus 

creating what are already research texts: under this approach, my practice of narrative 

writing has created stories which are already the result of data analysis for the purpose of 

answering the research question, or texts into which my research 'findings' are already 

embedded. Since “much of our narrative research is to provide a sense of how other 

people experience life” (Ely, 2007, p. 574), Benson (2013) argues that any further 

analysis by going beyond the recreation of these stories through the process of narrative 

writing would defy the purpose of “inviting our readers to make sense rather than telling 

them what to think” (p. 260). Guided by Ishihara and Menard-Warwick’s (2018) study on 

second/foreign language teachers’ translingual identity development, my aim with this 

narrative inquiry is “to come to a deeper understanding” of my research context and the 

experiences that it shapes, and of “how [these experiences] unfold and develop over time 

in the particular contexts of [my] participant[s]” (p. 259.)  As such, I take the same view 

as Benson (2013) in my study: I offer no further interpretation to the stories in Chapters 

6-7 in this study, as they are already representations of my data analysis. I make a final 

point of distinction here in relation to methodology and the structure of Chapter 8: the 

five Roma stories included here will have already been incorporated into the narrative 

texts in chapters 6 and 7, where their content will have been weighed against the 

experiences of others as well as against relevant theory framing this inquiry. As such, 

Chapter 8 will simply be a collage of the voices of my five Roma participants. 
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During the process of writing these stories through narrative writing, which in 

itself is narrative data analysis in narrative inquiry, I had to take into account the issue of 

narrative formatting (Benson, 2013), which related to the voice in which each of these 

final stories would be written. I eventually made the following decisions: in Story 1 and 

Story 2 (Chapters 6 and 7), I followed the process described in Chik and Benson (2008): 

the stories are written in third person, with the participants’ quotes kept as they were 

(written in first person). Chapter 8, however, as a collection of Roma stories, comprises of 

a collage of five stories told to me in the first person. I have kept this style and 

represented the restoried interviews in first person, as they were told to me. The specific 

steps involved in my narrative writing process are outlined in the next section. 

5.10.2. Doing narrative writing: Exploring, coding, and analysing my data  

In this first stage of narrative writing, I engaged in what Polkinghorne (1995) 

terms analysis of narratives: I made sense of my data by grouping it according to 

categories, thus engaging in a way of knowing (Barkhuizen, 2013) which Bruner (2006) 

referred to as paradigmatic cognition.  After familiarising myself with my narrative 

interviews by listening to them extensively in the process of restorying, I decided against 

using software for the initial coding of my data; I had already planned on grouping my 

data under the six story-specific elements (or codes) of land, rulers, time, people, myths, 

and monsters. To highlight the connections between my restoried interviews and these 

codes, I used my printed restoried interviews and a simple word processor on my personal 

computer. For each of my five data sets coming from policy documents, Romanian policy 

informants, Roma policy informants, Romanian citizens, and Roma citizens, respectively, 

I created a separate table of findings that collated relevant concepts identified in either the 
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policy documents themselves, or my restoried interviews. I identified and marked these 

directly on the printed versions of my restoried interviews first, using a pen (Image 2). 

Image 2: Concepts on paper: Romanian policy informant sample 

 

Each of these concepts encompassed several ideas, for instance: under the concept 

of local attitudes, several ideas were identified by my Romanian policy informants; 

among them: fear or unwillingness among the Roma to assume their own ethnic identity; 

and consequently, the negative impact this has on their knowledge of and attachment to 

their language, Romani (Image 3). In red are the ideas that are either unique or different 

from what other participants focused on, or the quotes which contrast with what other 

participants have said on the same topics.    

Image 3: Concepts, ideas and quotes in table 2: Romanian policy informants 
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I marked these on paper first, before placing them in in the left-hand columns of 

the relevant tables. I then supported each of these broader concepts and ideas with quotes 

from my participants (also identified and marked on paper first): in my tables, I labelled 

these supporting quotes with a Q, followed by the number of the quote included in each 

participant’s restoried interview (Image 4).  

Image 4: Quotes identified in my data 

 

After creating these five different tables based on my five data sets, I started 

looking across my data, and I compiled the final two tables that would constitute the basis 
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for my two narratives of analysis in Chapters 6 and 7. For example, to construct Story 2 

(Chapter 7), I simply merged my table of concepts and quotes from policy documents 

with my table of concepts and quotes from Romanian policy informants, keeping the 

same style of markings and colours as illustrated in Images   2-4 above. I then engaged in 

the final stage of storying, which Bruner (2006) calls narrative cognition, and which 

corresponds to Polkinghorne’s (1995) conceptualisation of narrative analysis whereby 

data is (re)configured into coherent wholes (Stories 1 and 2) accompanied by “context 

sensitive and particular” observations (Bruner, 2006, p. 116).  

Finally, to construct Chapter 8 (the five individual stories from my Roma 

participants), I created a separate table for each participant in this group. Following the 

same procedures from my previous data sets, in my analysis of narratives phase 

(Polkinghorne, 1995), I marked their concepts and quotes on their printed interviews first, 

subsequently importing the concepts and quotes from each of my Roma participants into 

their corresponding tables, under the following categories: human rights vs language 

rights; gaps between policy and policy implementation; and lived experiences, further 

linking them with their corresponding six guiding narrative dimensions of land, time, 

rulers, people, myths, and monsters. I then created eight individual coherent narratives 

telling the experiences of my Roma participants by engaging in the narrative analysis 

stage of my narrative writing (Polkinghorne, 1995). This overview of the practical steps I 

used in the process of narrative analysis concludes this section; I continue the chapter 

with a discussion on evaluating this study.  
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5.11. Evaluating the study: Proposed criteria  

The previous section detailed my process of analysing the narratives collected for 

the purpose of my study; however, a discussion on theoretical and practical aspects 

involved in narrative research cannot conclude without an overview of study evaluation 

criteria. I begin that overview here. Unlike in conventional research, where the research 

findings are objective statements “backed by statistical significance” (Barkhuizen et al., 

2014, p. 88), narrative inquiry “findings” are intrinsically subjective and interpretive at all 

stages of the research process. Therefore, traditional criteria for judging the inquiry, such 

as replicability or reliability, cannot be applied to a narrative inquiry study: replicating the 

unique data sets and each researcher’s unique interpretation of the data is not feasible 

(Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005; Dornyei, 2007). That is not to say that in narrative inquiry, 

researchers mustn’t worry about issues of validity, objectivity or reliability, because they 

do (Polkinghorne, 2007), regardless of how difficult such a discussion would be; 

however, the terminology used to articulate the criteria in this context would be different. 

Indeed, an example can be found in Lincoln & Guba (1985), who propose credibility, 

dependability, confirmability, and transferability as alternative terms. For the purpose of 

this inquiry, however, I have employed the framework proposed in Barkhuizen et al. 

(2014), which suggests discussing rigour, trustworthiness, and generalizability in the 

context of narrative inquiry. In my overview of these three criteria in the coming sections, 

I also show their relationship with their more traditional counterparts. 

5.11.1. Rigour  

Rigorous research is research that applies the appropriate research tools to meet 

the stated objectives of the investigation, which can be achieved through rich description 

http://atlasti.com/research-tools/
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of the steps involved in designing and carrying out the inquiry (Saumure & Given, 

2008b). Kincheloe (2004) writes about the role of bricolage in constructing a “more 

rigorous mode of knowledge about education” (p. 1). I have already mentioned bricolage 

and the role of the researcher as a bricoleur earlier in this chapter (Section 5.5.), where I 

explained the variety of data collection instruments that I have opted for in an attempt to 

make meaning in and of my research context (Barkhuizen, 2013). Rigour in the research 

process comes from a researcher’s understanding of the many ontological and 

epistemological frames impacting on their research, and from their realisation of both 

“the discursive practices in which self or text is embedded and the context in which the 

self or text operates” (Kincheloe, 2004, p. 6). Rigour is achieved in educational research 

through a systematic analysis in regards to “both the coverage of the data and the 

application of analytical procedures” (Barkhuizen et al., 2014, p. 89). In this chapter I 

have provided a rich description of all the processes I employed in data management, 

analysis, restorying, and reporting on my research texts (Connelly & Clandinin, 1999), 

building my research journey on the notion of reflexivity of my position in relation to my 

study context and my role in retelling the stories I uncovered (Saumure & Given, 2008b). 

As mentioned in Chapter 4, Section 4.3., my systematic reflection on myself as the 

researcher, on the research process, the research context and my research participants, or 

what Hornberger (2015) terms “methodological rich points”, aims to demonstrate rigour 

in my research journey.  

5.11.2. Trustworthiness 

To demonstrate the trustworthiness of a study, a narrative researcher must “show 

that … the constructions…that have been arrived at via the inquiry are credible to the 
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constructors of the original multiple realities” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, cited in Webster 

& Mertova, 2007, p. 99). Barkhuizen et al. (2014, p. 90) further explain trustworthiness as 

the “rather complex question of the relationship between the findings of narrative inquiry 

studies and the underlying realities they purport to represent”. My positionality as a non-

Roma outsider has been discussed at length in this chapter; this was a significant 

challenge in relation to my credibility or ‘trustworthiness’ in my research journey. One of 

the crucial tests regarding the trustworthiness of my research was whether my participants 

would confirm (and they have confirmed) what I reported as stories of their lived 

experiences through the process of restorying that I have employed in transforming my 

interview recordings into field texts (Webster & Mertova, 2007). Telling my participants’ 

stories with fidelity (Riessman, 2008) was my main aim, considering the restrictions that 

have prevented me from being present in the field over an extended period of time.  In an 

attempt to obtain their confirmation on the accuracy of my representing their voices, I 

have followed the procedures outlined in the section of this proposal related to ethical 

procedures guiding my research process (Section 5.2. of this chapter): I invited all my 

interview participants to edit the restoried interviews as often as they felt it needed within 

the two weeks after I provided these to them, as I wished to convey their voices as 

accurately as possible. Unfortunately, since my participants are based Romania, and some 

do not have access to electronic communication, I was unable to explicitly involve my 

participants at different stages of the research, although this could have strengthened this 

aspect of the study. However, I will use my informants’ comments as a final stage of data 

analysis in an attempt to bridge this gap (Barkhuizen et al., 2014) when needed (they have 

provided very limited comments on my restoried interview data; however, to further 
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demonstrate trustworthiness in my research process, I did acknowledge that this has 

happened, and I included an example in section 5.10.1. of this chapter).  

5.11.3. Generalisabiliy versus transferability 

Lastly, the issue of generalisability needs to be addressed. This is quite difficult to 

achieve in narrative research (Chase, 2005) due to the high degree of personal investment 

of the researcher when it comes to the subject under investigation (Barkhuizen et al., 

2014). I do not intend to make claims at generalisability: my data is collected from a very 

specific context; my participants come from a very specific background; and the 

relationships between myself and my participants is unique. While the purpose of this 

research was not generalisability, I argue that my rich descriptions of my research 

context, my participants, and my research process could constitute the basis for 

transferability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), allowing the readers of this study to determine 

the extent to which they can take a similar research path within a similar context. My 

research outcomes, while culturally specific to a large extent, have “characteristics and 

knowledge outcomes which can […] transcend [this] particular culture[s]” (Letherby et 

al., 2013, p. 60): they could, to a certain extent and in the very least, be of value to Roma 

and Romanian communities in other parts of Romania, or indeed, within other similar 

communities in Europe and beyond, without claiming that my research process or 

outcome should or could be generalised. 

5.12. Conclusion 

In this chapter I introduced my research setting, participants, and data collection 

methods and instruments. Specifically, I conducted research in three cities in the western 

part of Romania. I employed three data sources in my study, namely: national policy 
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documents; information on both Romanian and Roma institutional policy implementation 

in my research space from both Romanian and Roma representatives; and stories of lived 

experiences from both Romanian and Roma citizens.  I also explained the theory-

informed ethical and practical procedures involved in collecting, analysing and 

interpreting my data, detailing the process of narrative analysis which has generated three 

stories which I explore in the following three chapters. The chapter concluded with a set 

of proposed criteria for evaluating this study, namely rigour, trustworthiness, and 

generalisability vs transferability. In the next chapter I present Story 1, an overview of 

linguistic human rights in national legislation and institutional practices, exploring the 

narrative dimensions of rulers, land, and temporal dimension which have shaped policy 

making and policy implementation in relation to granting the Romanian Roma their 

linguistic human rights in western Romania.  
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CHAPTER 6. STORY 1: LINGUISTIC HUMAN RIGHTS IN STORIES OF 

NATIONAL LEGISLATION AND INSTITUTIONAL PRACTICES 

6.1. Introduction 

Chapters 6, 7 and 8 are at the heart of this narrative inquiry into language policy 

and the linguistic human rights as experienced by the Roma minority living in the western 

part of Romania today.  These three chapters are the narrative texts (Connelly & 

Clandinin, 1999) I created through the process of narrative writing (Benson, 2013; 

Benson, 2018), collating my stories based on my predetermined narrative elements of 

land, time, and rulers in chapter 6, and myths, people, and monsters in chapter 7. 

In this chapter I tell the story of the linguistic human rights of the Roma living in 

western Romania (the land dimension in this narrative study), as narrated by three 

national policy documents spanning the past three decades (the time element in my 

narrative study) and by several Romanian and Roma regional institutional (en)actors as 

the rulers in this story. I begin by giving an overview of minority-related provisions in the 

Romanian Constitution, which dates in its current form since 1991, and which marks the 

beginning of post-communist minority (language) rights in Romania. I then look at a 

policy document which outlines the most recent Romanian Government strategies for 

integrating Romanian Roma citizens into mainstream Romanian society between 2015 

and 2020 (European Commission, 2022), and I weigh these recent strategies against 

future-focused Roma policy as planned by the Romanian government for 2021-2027 

(Agentia Nationala Pentru Romi, 2022). Moving from policy to public institutions, I then 

offer an overview of crucial issues of (language) policy implemented at the meso (county) 

level in western Romania, as narrated to me by representatives of two branches of the 
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Roma Party and five different types of Romanian public institutions in the area, namely: 

the Institution of the Prefect; two different regional city councils, and the Social Services 

Department attached to the largest of the two; the County Police Department; and the 

local branch of the Ministry of Education.  

I make an important distinction from here on between stories about policy and 

institutional practices, which are the focus of this chapter, and stories of policy and 

institutional practices. The former, namely the stories told in policy documents and by 

public institution representatives, are legislative claims and political rhetoric about what 

is being done for the Romanian Roma; however, the true test of their scope and impact is 

reflected in the stories of lived experiences of policy and policy implementation told to 

me by the Romanian and Roma citizens who participated in this study, stories which will 

be reflected in my narrative analysis in Chapter 7.  

6.2. The story of linguistic human rights in national legislation  

I begin the story of linguistic human rights in national Romanian legislation with 

constitutional provisions that have impacted national minorities (including the Roma) 

over the past three decades. The Romanian Constitution grants blanket minority rights to 

national unity among its citizens, “regardless of race, nationality, ethnic origins, language, 

religion, gender, political affiliation, social status and origin” (Art 4, Const. Ro.), 

guaranteeing national minorities the right to “keeping, developing, and expressing their 

ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious identity” (Art. 6, Const. Ro.), as well as rights to 

education in both Romanian, the national language (Art. 32(1), Const. Ro.), and in their 

mother tongue:  “persons belonging to a national minority [have the right] to learn their 

mother tongue and [have] the right to be instructed in this mother tongue” in accordance 
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with current legal provisions (Art. 32(3), Const. Ro.; Constitutia Romaniei, 2022). This 

article in relation to the right to mother-tongue education of minority groups seems in 

perfect alignment with the concept of linguistic human rights as theorised by Kontra et al. 

(1999), Phillipson et al. (1994), and Skutnabb-Kangas (2000), which entails the right of a 

minority group to education in their mother tongue, in addition to education in the official 

language, as well as their right to choose the language of communication in private or in 

public life; however, the question of how minority mother tongue education can be and is 

implemented in Romania today remains, requiring further examination.  

To begin telling the legislative story of the linguistic human rights of the Roma 

today, I looked first at Annex 1: Strategy of the Government of Romania for the Inclusion 

of Romanian Citizens Belonging to Roma Minority for 2015-2020 (European 

Commission, 2022) as the working guideline for Roma-focused policy over the duration 

of my study. In terms of Roma culture and its place in Romanian society, the strategy 

identified the following priority in relation to this group:  

6) Preserving, developing and affirming the cultural identity 

(language, customs, heritage) of the Roma minority, in correlation with 

respect for human rights and legislation in force (European 

Commission, 2021, p. 18)  

through the initiation of cultural projects aimed at preserving, developing, and 

promoting Roma cultural heritage in Romania, with a focus on the Roma youth. 

Directions for action in this respect, prioritised by the strategy, included organising 

thematic exhibitions with a focus on Roma history and the lives of the Roma in Romania; 

supporting Roma cultural events showcasing Roma folklore, dance, music, theatre, and 
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cinema in the Romani language; and fostering “inter-cultural research and cultural-

scientific works on the Roma minority” (European Commission, 2021, p. 27). 

In terms of Roma mother tongue education, the strategy claims increased focus 

between 2015 and 2020 on   

[e]nsuring and extending the study of the Romany language and, 

if necessary, of Roma history and traditions at all educational levels, 

where there is sufficient demand (Objective 7, European Commission, 

2022, p. 20) [by] [c]ontinuing to implement training programmes for 

teachers working in education establishments with children belonging to 

the Roma minority, for those teaching Roma history and culture 

(Direction for action 9, European Commission, 2022, p. 21) [and by] 

[c]ontinuing to implement training programmes for school mediators 

and improving their employment in the education system. Training 

Roma school mediators (especially high school graduates with a high 

school diploma; for traditional communities, persons coming from the 

respective community and fluent in Romany (Direction for action 10, 

European Commission, 2022, p. 21). 

These provisions for Romani education seem aligned with constitutional 

provisions (Constitutia Romaniei, 2022) related to granting the Roma linguistic human 

rights in Romania, in terms obtaining education in their own mother-tongue and living out 

their culture in their daily lives in Romania (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000; 2006; 2010; 

Skutnabb-Kangas & May, 2017). However, they represented only a small proportion of 

the directions for action concerning the Roma in Romania, as outlined in this strategy. 
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While an extensive discussion on these discrepancies between legislation, institutional 

rhetoric and lived experiences is not the focus of this story and will be examined in more 

detail in Chapter 9, an important observation must be made here. The claims in this 

governmental strategy (European Commission, 2022) were nestled amid a plethora of far 

more pressing dimensions of Roma integration pertaining to education, employment, 

health, housing and infrastructure, and social services, which, in accordance with research 

on current struggles concerning both European and Roma communities, tell a (different) 

story of just how far the Romanian Roma are from being granted even basic human 

rights. The issues identified here as the focus for intervention were consistent with both 

Romanian and European Roma-focused scholarship on hardships faced by Roma 

communities in their daily lives. To illustrate this point, this example related to basic 

access to housing in Image 5 (European Commission, 2022, p. 16) will suffice for now 

(before the more detailed discussion to follow in Chapter 9): 

Image 5: Roma housing issues in Romania in 2020 
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These basic housing issues are neither unique, nor isolated to the Romanian 

context. Struggles regarding Roma housing were noted by Lancione (2019) in Bucharest, 

the capital city of Romania, where Roma are often evicted from nationalised housing and 

forced into homelessness as a consequence of policies under which “some citizens are 

considered morally worthy of housing, while others are not” (p. 189). In their study on 

housing conditions affecting Romanian Roma who migrated to Sweden in search of a 

better life, Teodorescu and Molina (2020) find that these conditions remained the norm 

once the Roma migrated to Sweden, due to institutional discrimination and poverty in the 

host-country as well (Lind & Persdotter, 2017, cited in Teodorescu & Molina, 2020, p. 

405). These “extremely pauperised living conditions […] due to the lack of responsibility 

from the Romanian state, both at the central and at the local level” (Teodorescu & 

Molina, 2020, p. 413) are still the norm in the context of the past few decades of Roma 

struggles for basic human rights in Europe and Romania. With some Roma communities 

in Romania still struggling for humane living conditions, in the hierarchy of Roma rights 

needs in Romania, language rights seem to be less of a priority and much more of a 

challenge, despite the positive language of legislation promising guaranteed mother 

tongue education. 

In this complicated context, then, how does the Romanian government aim to 

bridge this staggering gap between Romanian Roma and other European citizens in terms 

of delivering to the Romanian Roma adequate settings in which they can engage in 

mother tongue education and cultural identity promotion in mainstream society? What is 

the story of Roma linguistic human rights in future policy in Romania? Hoping to answer 

these questions, I looked at the Romanian Government Strategy for the integration of 
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Romanian Roma citizens for 2021-2027 (Agentia Nationala Pentru Romi, 2022) to 

identify ways in which the Romanian government aims to close (linguistic) human rights 

gaps that are still a challenge today, gaps still present in spite of past and present 

constitutional and strategic action plans aimed at improving the lives of the Roma in 

Romania. Unsurprisingly, the strategy continues to look extensively at the future of Roma 

housing, infrastructure, healthcare, hate speech, and discrimination against the Roma, as it 

seems to estimate that these basic human rights will continue to be unmet. I will not focus 

on these here, as they were discussed at length in section 2.4.3. of Chapter 2. I will only 

look at Romani education, in relation to which the 2021-2027 strategy sets out a series of 

actions aimed specifically at granting linguistic human rights to Roma children in the near 

future. These actions include the opening of bilingual kindergartens and childcare centres 

in Roma communities (Item 1.2.1, Agentia Nationala Pentru Romi, 2022, p. 2); the 

continued development of the teaching of Romani as a language, together with the 

teaching of Romani literature and culture, of Roma history and traditions, and of music in 

the Romani language (Item 1.5.2, Agentia Nationala Pentru Romi, 2022, p. 5); and the 

continued education of Roma teachers to deliver Romani language and literature and 

Roma history and traditions as school subjects at all educational levels, including in 

universities (Item 1.5.3, Agentia Nationala Pentru Romi, 2022, p. 5).  

These past, current, and future initiatives outlined in national legislation, while 

worded in a way that shows continued commitment to bettering the lives of the Romanian 

Roma, have little meaning in the absence of a comparison with their practical 

implementation in Roma community settings in Romania. I aim to complete their story in 
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the next section of this chapter, where I look at institutional tales of (language) policy 

implementation in relation to Roma communities living in western Romania. 

6.3. The story of linguistic human rights in institutional practices 

By engaging in narrative writing, which is a narrative-inquiry-specific method of 

data analysis (Benson, 2013; Benson, 2018), I compiled two stories of (linguistic) human 

rights of the Roma in western Romania as told to me by a total of 12 representatives of 

both Romanian and Roma institutions from my research context. Table 7 sums up my 

participants and the types of institutions which they represented at the time the interviews 

were collected.  

Table 7: Combined institutional informants 

Participant Roma Party branch and location 

Novak 

Chris 

John 

City 1 Roma Party president 

City 1 Roma Party secretary 

City 3 Roma Party president 

Participant Romanian institution 

Luke 

Maddox  

Adrienne 

Lily 

Claude 

Clark 

Nick 

Stan (Roma expert) 

City 1 Institution of the Prefect 

City 1 County Police Department  

City 1 Social Services Department  

City 1 Social Services Department  

City 1 Social Services Department  

City 1 Social Services Department  

City 1 Ministry of Education 

branch 
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Stephen (Roma expert) City 1 Council 

City 2 Council 

 

6.3.1. Stories from the Roma Party  

My first story of institutional practices which foster the development of linguistic 

human rights in my research context comes from the Roma Party Pro-Europa, which was 

founded in the 1990s “so that we would do things … for the Roma, seeking to do all we 

can so that they can be prepared and educated” (John). The Roma Party plays an 

important part in the social integration of the Roma, particularly since Romania’s 

accession to the European Union, seen by Chris as the starting point of Roma integration 

initiatives in Romania; these initiatives have seen the western Romanian Roma 

community “rejoice, rejoice, rejoice” (John). The inclusion of the Roma in all European 

Union member-states   

is one of Europe’s most urgent social issues, [requiring] a 

change in thinking among both majority groups and the Roma 

community itself [and] sustained dialogue with Roma representatives 

[as well as] firm actions…at both national and European levels …, 

dialogue which I believe exists also in the Romanian Parliament 

[through Nicolae Paun, Roma elite (as ruler in my story) and founder of 

the Roma Party Pro Europa] (Novak). 

Novak explained that implementing policy for the Roma is challenging due to 

their history and current challenges in Romania, but also in Europe. At European level, 

the Roma are the largest minority group, with an estimated population of 6 million. 
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Despite anti-discrimination legislation in both the European and Romanian contexts, the 

European Union admits that “the Roma continue to be victims of prejudice and social 

exclusion”, and consequently, the efforts made by the European Union towards 

acquainting the Roma with their own language fall far behind their efforts in granting the 

Roma basic human rights. This, indeed, was an observation I have also made earlier in 

this chapter, when discussing the ratio of policies for basic human rights in contrast with 

those related to linguistic human rights (as seen in the Strategy of the Government of 

Romania for the Inclusion of Romanian Citizens Belonging to Roma Minority for 2015-

2020, European Commission, 2022). Regardless, this was identified by Novak as a start, 

and as one of the more positive consequences of Romania joining the European Union: 

with travel into Europe now a possibility of which the Roma took full advantage, “the 

Roma would see the rights of other people, and they began to demand their own rights”, 

which are guaranteed to them under the Romanian Constitution. This was a welcome 

change within the community, contrasting with past fears and the negation of their Roma 

identity as a consequence of centuries of discrimination and oppression which had 

disconnected the Roma from their language and community. Today, “just like other 

Romanian citizens”, the Roma are legally free to identify as members of this community, 

as well as to express themselves in their mother tongue without any restrictions (Novak), 

as per Article 6 of the Romanian Constitution, which guarantees Roma rights to keeping 

and expressing their linguistic identity (Art. 6, Const. Ro.). Identification as Roma must 

be respected by public institutions (Chris, Novak), in accordance with both Art. 6 (Const. 

Ro.) and with Priority 6 of the Strategy of the Government of Romania for the Inclusion 

of Romanian Citizens Belonging to Roma Minority for 2015-2020 (European 
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Commission, 2022), which emphasises the rights of the Romanian Roma to affirm their 

cultural identity and be met with respect in the process. 

This overview of the European Roma community was followed by the story of the 

Romanian Roma in the stories of the Roma Party representatives: the Roma minority was 

subjected to slavery in Romania until the 18th century. It is still facing a wide range of 

challenges today:  

poverty, lack of education, health issues, lack of identity 

documents, lack of housing, unemployment and discrimination … 

[moreover,] the Roma hold back when it comes to identifying as Roma 

due to fear, 

leading to increased reliance on social assistance programmes among the Roma 

(Novak). These intense and continued struggles can lead to aggravated social struggles 

amid this community, potentially generating “psychological problems” which can result 

in a series of “deviant behaviours and, later, delinquency [among the Romanian Roma]” 

(Novak).  

What, then, is the Roma party doing in addressing these stringent needs of the 

Roma communities in the region, in light of national legislation governing their actions? 

The Roma Party is a “social organisation, not a political party…we cannot yet talk about 

a political dimension [to our party]” (Chris). As such, its main role in the wider context of 

Romanian politics is to collaborate with national institutions across the country, such as 

the Police Force, the Ministry of Education, and the Public Health Department (Novak) as 

its primary partners in Roma-focused policy implementation (Chris), with the purpose of 

bridging gaps in social (in)equality (Novak) and granting the Roma access to basic human 
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rights and education (John). In fact, the Ministry of Health is one of the most significant 

collaborators of the Roma Party:  

they pose no obstacles; the Ministry [of Health] has never 

refused funding for the creation of health mediator positions within 

Roma communities; [in contrast,] we do come across some difficulties 

in our collaboration with the Ministry of Education, [which does not 

fund the creation of Roma educational mediator positions in schools, 

probably due to the fact that] it runs a pretty tight budget (Chris).  

In addition to these governmental organisations, the Roma Party in Romania also 

collaborates with various non-governmental organisations; the main focus of these 

collaborations is the education of Roma children. The story of these education-focused 

Roma institutional practices facilitated by the two Roma Party branches involved in my 

study is guided by legal provisions for the education of the Roma in Romania, as per 

Objective 7 (European Commission, 2022, p. 20), which places emphasis on ensuring that 

Romani is taught where there is sufficient demand. One positive outcome of such 

collaborations is the opening of after-school educational centres for Roma children in the 

region. Another initiative fronted by the Roma Party was the implementation of 

educational and health programmes that would see Roma health and education mediators 

trained and sent into Roma communities to act as liaison between the communities 

themselves and educational institutions or local public administration institutions, in 

accordance with Direction for action 10 (European Commission, 2022, p. 21), which 

emphasises the need to focus on training [health and education] mediators to work in 

Roma settings. 
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Indeed, the richest, most detailed stories told by my Roma Party representatives 

were in relation to both the education of the Roma and to education in Romani, which are 

two distinct components of Roma-focused education in Romania.  In relation to the 

education of the Roma, Chris mentioned a special program aimed at adult Roma who had 

to abandon school: as a result of a collaboration between the Roma Party, the Ministry of 

Education, and various non-governmental organisations, City 1 now has the required 

framework for implementing “Sansa a doua” (“The Second Chance”), a programme 

which gives Roma of any age the possibility to complete their (abandoned) primary or 

secondary education (“at the moment, these courses are not running – we must have a 

certain number of enrolments to start the course…at the moment we are planning for it” 

(Chris).  

Regarding the education of Roma children in schools, Chris credited the success 

of the teaching of Romani in Romanian schools where Roma pupil numbers are high to 

community initiatives regarding the preservation of Romani: “once they have learned the 

language at home, we can teach the correct way to speak Romani in schools”. Novak also 

highlighted the teaching of Romani and of Roma history in schools where Roma student 

numbers are high as positive, and he emphasised the importance of Roma mediators in 

schools to engage both the students and their families and community with the 

educational process, attempting to prevent Roma pupils from dropping out of school. 

Similarly, John was very proud of the Roma school in City 3, built by the local Roma 

Party in cooperation with the local city council: “even the Romanians [in our city] were 

happy that this school was built”. The school is mixed: both Romanian and Roma 

children study there together. It “is close [to the Roma quarter], it is close [and 
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convenient] for the children to attend daily”. They have Roma teachers teaching Romani 

and Roma history and culture as additional subjects to the national curriculum. 

However, Romani immersion education was not seen as the goal by Roma Party 

representatives: “this form of educational segregation would be discrimination 

perpetrated by the Roma community in Romania, and we [the Roma] fight against 

discrimination” (John). John saw no need for this, as according to him, there is no 

discrimination against Roma children in mainstream Romanian schools anyway, and 

therefore, no need for segregated Romani-immersion schools. “It would not work” for the 

language of education to change to Romani in Roma schools in the future, as “there is no 

point, the children wouldn’t cope anymore” when they would leave school: “you need … 

to speak Romanian and not just the gypsy language, because you meet all kinds of people, 

not just gypsies”. Following from John’s statement on Romani immersion education 

potentially being construed as discrimination, Chris also viewed Romani immersion 

education as discriminatory and undesirable, or even as something that would impede 

Roma integration into mainstream society: while he praised the success of Romani classes 

taught in Romani schools at the initiative of the Roma Party, he claimed that  

we … agree with mixed education where Roma and Romanian 

children learn together to get to know each other better…if we 

requested segregated education for the … Roma, this would probably be 

considered discrimination…it is not a goal [of ours] to introduce 

Romani immersion education, because…after all, the mother tongue is 

Romanian. They must speak [it]…so no one is stopping them from 

speaking Romani, but they are Romanian citizens, and they must learn 
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Romanian, and the school subjects must be taught in Romanian. So 

Romani is optional; this is the consensus among the Roma community 

in this regard (Chris). 

To conclude the Roma Party narrative, with the exception of collaborating with 

the Ministry of Education and non-governmental organisations in the region to implement 

Romani language education in schools with high Roma pupil numbers, no further 

accounts of other projects between these two branches of the Roma Party and other local 

institutions were given by the three Roma Party representatives involved in my study.  

This local story of the role of the Roma Party in the lives of the Roma 

communities in western Romania has featured some of the legal provisions for granting 

the Roma minority linguistic human rights discussed at the beginning of this chapter, 

mainly in the context of teaching their mother tongue in school (although this doesn’t 

extend in western Romania to Romani immersion education). I have identified these links 

throughout this section, when relevant. In order to also highlight Romanian institutional 

involvement in granting the Roma in western Romania linguistic human rights, I move on 

to their stories in the next part of this chapter. 

6.3.2. Stories from Romanian institutions 

In keeping with the major theme of Roma education as the focus of Roma Party 

branches in western Romania, the story of Romanian institutional involvement in the 

implementation of Roma-focused national legislation begins with the local Ministry of 

Education branch, which, along with other Romanian institutions, has taken “less 

declamatory, more procedure-focused” steps towards Roma integration under pressure 

and guidance from the European Union (Nick). The first step has been to integrate the 
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Roma children in the education system: in Nick’s words, they are “possibly the best 

opportunity for us to invest in the future [of the Roma community], and thus, in our 

collective future”. The Ministry of Education acknowledges the right of the Roma 

community to speak its mother tongue, which can be used in the official curriculum in 

schools where Roma pupil numbers are high. The local branch of the Romanian Ministry 

of Education implements educational directives based on local demand: their focus is on 

drawing Roma children towards schooling and ensuring they do not drop out. In areas of 

high Roma population density, the Ministry implements the teaching of Romani and of 

Roma history and culture as distinct school subjects, as can indeed be seen in City 3, in 

the local school talked about with such pride by John as part of the story of Roma Party 

involvement in and cooperation towards the education of Roma children. 

Similarly to Roma Party members in the area, Nick also emphasises that Roma 

education should be promoted without a focus on Romani-immersion education: such 

classes would be a form of segregation, which, based on the history of the Roma in 

Romania (and, indeed, in Europe), is no longer desirable. However, should there be a 

request from the local Roma community for Romani-immersion education in the region, 

Nick acknowledged that “it would be my responsibility to take all necessary steps to 

facilitate it”, despite a lack of Romani speaking teachers who would also have the training 

to deliver full curricula in Romani, in keeping with Article 32(3) of the Romanian 

Constitution and with European Commission directives (2022) which respectively grant 

and emphasise the right of “persons belonging to a national minority to learn their mother 

tongue and the right to be instructed in this mother tongue” in accordance with current 

legal provisions, as shown in the beginning of this chapter.  



 

179 

 

Part of the ministry’s responsibility is to provide quotas for Roma students in 

national educational institutions: at the time of the interview, every high school in 

Romania was “practising positive discrimination” by guaranteeing two spots for Roma 

pupils in every class, which those children could access “without being evaluated [in 

relation to educational achievements] against the performances the majority [of the 

student body]” (Nick).  Going beyond Romani education, over the past 15-20 years, in 

collaboration with the local Roma Party branch and the local Institution of the Prefect, the 

local branch of the Ministry of Education was also involved in oganising cultural events 

across the county which showcase the Roma culture and the Romani language (for 

example, on April 8, when International Roma Day is celebrated yearly in Romania). 

Festivities and celebrations on this day are organised around Roma dances, traditions and 

“other forms of cultural expression specific to the community” (Luke, Nick). 

The role of the local Institution of the Prefect in promoting Roma culture in the 

region was already mentioned by Nick in the context of cultural celebrations organised 

yearly in partnership with local Roma Party branches; however, it extends far beyond just 

that. In discussing the role of the local Institution of the Prefect in more detail, Luke also 

referred to an additional piece of legislation which sets out further language-related 

provisions in relation to Roma community access to Romanian institutions.  According to 

Hotarare 18/2015 (Ministerul Investitiilor si Proiectelor Europene, 2022), each branch of 

the institution across the country must create a local mixed work group for the Roma, as 

well a county-level mixed working group for the Roma, each made up of three experts 

who are the representatives of institutions like the local Ministry of Education branch, the 

County Employment Agency, or the Police department. The provisions of this piece of 
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legislation are applied differently from county to county [according to Roma population 

numbers and needs]. As a practical example, in the case of the institution represented by 

Luke, collaboration with the local Roma Party was maintained to the extent to which the 

party approached the institution. This cooperation was not particularly strong in City 1, as 

the Roma community “is not represented [homogenously] by a single [Roma] 

representative” (Luke). The mixed working group in City 1 was described by Luke as 

open to any invitation to assist or get involved in projects to the 

extent of the legal provisions in existence; we support any initiative, we 

have take part in and supported International Roma Day [festivities] on 

April 8th…We visited the city of …, and attended festivities organised 

by their Roma school […] Last year, at the request of the Association 

“Together”, a non-governmental organisation (NGO), we organised 

here – in this room - an informative session with representatives of city 

council representatives from across the county, from cities where Roma 

numbers are high, regarding European funding that can be obtained for 

the purpose of developing infrastructure in Roma communities; 

moreover, we participate whenever we are invited […] we offer support 

for any other type of initiative. 

In relation to specific provisions related to Romani, as outlined in Hotarare 

18/2015 (Ministerul Investitiilor si Proiectelor Europene, 2022), Luke explained that 

Romani (a minority language) “enjoys the same […] rights and privileges as Hungarian 

or German”. Furthermore, according to the same legislation, the members of the local 

Roma community also  
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have the right to an intermediary or translator in what concerns 

approaching [local] public institutions. There are, of course, Romani 

immersion schools in Romania; people can use Romani in public 

institutions with the assistance of the Roma representatives employed 

there; it has [..] a normal status; I don’t see a problem here, I don’t 

believe we have to improve the current status of Romani.  

Facilitating this line of communication is an indirect task of the prefecture: at 

present,  

we are promoting within these localities with high Roma 

numbers the employment of health mediators and educational mediators 

to create cooperation between the Roma and the authorities, through 

means such as using Romani, 

although in relation to Romani-immersion education, “institutions are making 

efforts to not segregate schools”, even though they promote the teaching of Romani in 

these schools. “In the city of … alone we have four Romani teachers, and there is 

teaching in Romani in schools with high Roma pupil numbers”. In short, “Romani-

medium education exists [and] is being used, even though the tendency is to desegregate 

schools”, in accordance with Article 32(3) of the Romanian Constitution which grants 

“persons belonging to a national minority [the right] to learn their mother tongue and 

[have] the right to be instructed in this mother tongue” in accordance with current legal 

provisions (Art. 32(3), Const. Ro). 

The impact of Hotarare 18/2015 (Ministerul Investitiilor si Proiectelor Europene, 

2022) as a practical list of guidelines for the implementation of Roma rights to 
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supplement Article 6 of the Romanian Constitution, which guarantees national minorities 

the right to “keeping, developing, and expressing their ethnic, cultural, linguistic and 

religious identity” (Art. 6, Const. Ro.), was also highlighted by Stan and Stephen, my 

participants acting as Roma experts within the local city councils in cities 1 and 2, 

respectively. Similarly to Luke, Stan emphasised that Roma citizens of Romania have the 

right to approach local institutions by using their own mother tongue; these institutions 

have the right to provide translators, if requested. In terms of the involvement of the local 

council in City 1, Stan adds: “great things have been done in [City 1] …housing for the 

Roma…great numbers of [Roma] children attend schools, we collaborate really well with 

[a local university]”, which offers the Roma quotas” in higher education which are filled 

every year (and even exceeded in terms of how many Roma students enrol in higher 

education locally). Both Stan and Stephen mention the involvement of local councils in 

promoting Roma culture in public life during public celebrations such as International 

Roma Day, observing the rights of the Roma minority to express their identity in 

accordance with Article 6 of the Romanian Constitution. Stephen also emphasised the 

role of the Ministry of Education in training Romani teachers to support the rights of the 

Roma to learn their mother tongue, as per Article 32(1) of the Romanian Constitution:  

I have personally received strong support from the local school 

principal, as well as by [the former local Ministry of Education 

representative], in the process of obtaining my Romani teaching 

qualifications…thanks to them, it was easier for me to obtain a Romani 

language teaching position in the local school, so if we were to talk 

discrimination, this would be an instance of positive discrimination.  
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The practical outcome of this example of cooperation between a local council and 

the Ministry of Education also aligns perfectly with Objective 7 of the Strategy of the 

Government of Romania for the Inclusion of Romanian Citizens Belonging to Roma 

Minority for 2015-2020 (European Commission, 2022), which claimed increased focus on 

the implementation of teacher training programmes to facilitate the study of Romani 

“where there is sufficient demand” (p. 20) – which was the case of City 2, where Stan 

worked both for the local council and within the local school.  

In relation to the role of the County Police Department in the life of the local 

Roma community, Maddox explained that there is a protocol that the County Police has 

signed with the local Roma Party in City 1, however “we don’t face enough problems to 

make it necessary to interact with them all the time, because our activity…is carried out 

in relation to the entire city, not just the Roma Party”. This protocol states that the Roma 

Party is to provide assistance to the police force, should they “need to interact specifically 

with the Roma community”. As per Hotarare 18/2015 (Ministerul Investitiilor si 

Proiectelor Europene, 2022), an additional contribution from the Romanian Police 

Service towards facilitating dialogue with the Roma community when police presence is 

required is the training of police officers who speak Romani in interacting with this 

community, however in City 1 there have never been instances when a Roma national 

would require translation services when approaching the police department. 

In contrast with these institutions, the stories from the Social Services Department 

attached to the local council in City 1 focus mainly on the department’s work towards 

granting the Roma in the region basic human rights, with much less said about Roma 

education and the Romani language – this, however, is not surprising, as this is their role 



 

184 

 

within the council. The main areas of community development targeted by the Social 

Services Department are the provision of social housing, sometimes in collaboration with 

non-governmental Roma rights organisations in the region (Adrienne, Clark); assisting 

the Roma in obtaining identity documents (Lily) and property documents (Clark); 

granting them a minimum guaranteed income (Claude); providing the services of Roma 

inspectors whose role within Roma communities is to inform them of their rights to social 

assistance (Clark). This is not to say that the Department plays no role in promoting the 

rights of Roma children to education in their mother tongue: this role is most evident in 

the provision of an after-school centre in City 1, founded by the Department of Social 

Services, where Roma children are given meals, benefit from after-school educational and 

entertainment programmes, and receive Romani language and Roma culture and music 

classes (Clark) and perform Roma dances and songs as part of city-wide and international 

cultural events (Adrienne, Claude). This centre also offers literacy classes to Roma adults 

(Lily), in keeping with the focus on “[e]nsuring and extending the study of the Romany 

language and, if necessary, of Roma history and traditions at all educational levels, where 

there is sufficient demand”, as per Objective 7 of the Strategy of the Government of 

Romania for the Inclusion of Romanian Citizens Belonging to Roma Minority for 2015-

2020 (European Commission, 2021, p. 20). 

Similarly to the stories from local Roma parties, explored in Section 6.3.1. of this 

chapter, it appears that Romanian institutions in western Romania do cooperate and focus 

on granting the Roma communities in the region linguistic human rights to education and 

the expression of their cultural identity in public life, with the goal of allowing this 

community full participation in the democratic processes involved in daily life in 
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Romania (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000), in accordance with the constitutional and other 

legislative provisions I drew on throughout this chapter for the purpose of this discussion. 

This seems to be a positive development amid the many challenges still faced by this 

community Europe- and Romania-wide, but is this legislative and institutional rhetoric 

reflected in the daily lives of the local Roma communities? My Romanian and Roma 

participants who shared their life stories with me will answer that question in the next 

chapter. 

6.4. Conclusion 

This chapter was the story of language policy and planning implementation in 

western Romania, with a focus on the symbiosis between legislation and local 

institutional practices shaping the loves of the local Roma communities. In the land of 

Western Romania, over the past three decades, both Roma and Romanian rulers claim to 

have cooperated in bettering the lives of the Roma in the region, following national 

legislation provisions born as a consequence of Romania becoming part of the European 

community after the fall of communism in Eastern Europe in 1989. The rulers in this 

story claim have overseen the implementation of numerous social and educational 

initiatives benefiting the Roma, albeit not without having to face enormous challenges in 

even basic human rights-focused initiatives, challenges which stem from the troubled 

history of the Roma in Europe and Romania. One particular area of focus stood out in 

stories shared by a number of Romanian and Roma institutions in relation to the provision 

of linguistic human rights among the Roma communities in the region: the increased 

focus on and provision of education to the Roma community (Roma children, in 

particular), with the Romani language and Roma history and culture taught as stand-alone 
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subjects in schools with high numbers of Romani pupils. This was delivered with 

assistance from Roma educational mediators whose role is to enhance cooperation 

between the Roma communities and the local schools, as well as to help Roma children 

learn better in the classroom (Constitutia Romaniei, 2022; European Commission, 2022). 

These legal initiatives and projects are set to extend into the future as well (Agentia 

Nationala Pentru Romi, 2022), seemingly continuing the quest of the rulers in my story 

for the empowerment of Romanian Roma communities at social and educational levels. 

The effectiveness and true impact of these legislative claims and political rhetoric, 

weighed against the stories of lived experience which follow in Chapter 7, will be 

discussed in Chapter 9 of my thesis. 
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CHAPTER 7. STORY 2: LIVED EXPERIENCES OF LANGUAGE POLICY AND 

LINGUISTIC HUMAN RIGHTS 

The marginalisation of the Roma has been carried out for a long time, it is carved […] 

into the blood of the majority [of the Romanian population]”. 

Simon (Romanian Roma participant)  

7.1. Introduction 

While chapter 6 introduced legislative and institutional myths about the lives of 

the Romanian Roma, as narrated by national policy documents and institutional 

representatives, chapters 7 and 8 are the true measure of how this population lives out 

these stories of language policy implementation in their daily lives. Following from the 

previous chapter, in which macro (national) level legislative discourse and meso (county) 

level institutional myths about policy implementation in the lives of the Romanian Roma 

in western Romania held centre stage, this chapter first introduces myths about the Roma 

perpetuated in Romanian society, as narrated by five Romanian and five Roma citizens 

who shared their life stories with me for the purpose of this study. The lasting impacts of 

these myths on both Roma and Romanian people in the region are explored next through 

their stories, leading into a discussion of whom they construe as the monsters in this story 

of lived linguistic human rights in Romania. An overview of the ten participants lending 

their voices to this chapter is included in Table 8. Their ages were mentioned as relevant 

to their experiences with (language) policy implementation in the region in relation to the 

most important historic event in recent Romanian history: the fall of communism in 1989. 
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Table 8: Participants in life story interviews 

Roma participants Age group 

Simon 

Peter 

Rolf 

Anton 

Steve 

45-55 

55-65 

35-45 

35-45 

35-45 

Romanian participants Age group 

Sanda 

Mia 

Red 

Michaela 

Gabe 

35-45 

25-35 

35-45 

55-65 

35-45 

 

7.2. Myths about the Roma in Romanian society 

The story of linguistic human rights in western Romania begins with the lasting 

impact of historical myths about the Roma in Romanian society, myths which the Roma 

in Romania have internalised, as evidenced in their narrated lived experiences. Rolf 

explained that no matter how good you are as a person, no matter how good your values, 

in Romania 

you are still just a gypsy … I think this will never ever change, 

just like with the Jews … these perceptions will never, ever change … 
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the Roma are regarded today in the same way as the Jews once were, 

unfortunately. 

His story traced this perception of the Roma in Romanian society to just after 

World War II, when the Roma became “marginalised, they were the gypsies, the gypsies, 

the gypsies”. Things did not change for the better over time, and adults and children are 

described as holding similar views towards the Roma communities in western Romania: 

this marginalisation by children, based on Roma identity alone, is also narrated by Steve, 

who, remembering his outdoor childhood games in the 1990s, recalled that “Romanian 

children would notice us [the Roma children on the playground], they would turn against 

us, following us around and screaming <<gypsy, gypsy, gypsy>>!”. 

Anton’s story of his school years in the 1990s was no different: 

we were so marginalised that even first graders knew that if you 

were Roma, if you were a gypsy, you were a bad person … <<we want 

nothing to do with you>> even their parents would threaten them 

[Romanian children] with <<don’t be naughty, or the gypsy will come 

and take you away>> …the children were truly traumatised by this, and 

passed this trauma onto us. 

Simon’s experience was similar: 

…[f]rom infancy children are told by their parents <<don’t get 

into conflicts or friendships with the Roma, because they might  come 

and kidnap you>>, and that’s how the rumours about the gypsies who 

steal children to do who-knows-what with them have started…I 

[constantly] come across racist messages  online, racist messages…and 
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I realise that we are regarded as pariah [people]…who should not be 

mixing with the people [in mainstream society]”. 

The role of Romanian (and Hungarian) parents in perpetuating these myths is 

emphasised by Rolf in his recollection of his school years in the Roma quarter of City 1: 

“I attended the local school until the age of 14, so the majority of my school peers were 

Roma, although we also had Romanian and Hungarian children in our class; there were 

occasionally conflicts, fights among the children, which would also draw the parents in, 

who would say [things like] <<here’s what the gypsy’s child did>>.” 

These attitudes persist today among Romanian adults, as illustrated in another 

example by Rolf: “For example, I personally helped a 45-year-old citizen … someone 

who  

was illiterate but had worked hard in his lifetime and had a 

home, property documents, and he went to pay his taxes, like any 

citizen. And just because he needed some paperwork, the lady from the 

counter picked on him saying “yes, all of you gypsies live off our 

money, off our work, you’re not capable of pulling your own weight” 

and belittled that man … in the worst possible way. 

These myths are also present in the life stories of Romanian citizens who took part 

in my study. Red also remembered childhood stories of the Roma from Romanian parents 

who would “scare us: <<if you don’t behave, the gypsies will come and stuff you in a 

sack>>”. Mia, a young Romanian woman who runs a non-governmental organisation 

focusing on bettering the lives of Roma children, remembered stories she had heard about 

the Roma throughout her life: “they are confined to quarters from which Romanians are 
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advised to stay away” <<don’t go to [that] street, there’s so many gypsies there>>”. She 

adds: “We were being permanently instructed not to spend time with them ... also in 

school”, where the Roma “had 0% chances to succeed, because this was the mentality [of 

the teachers and of the wider society]”. Gabe added that “the marginalisation of the 

Romanian Roma has historical roots”, with the media continuing to portray the Roma as a 

community which “brings shame upon us [Romania as a country] overseas”. 

7.3. The Romanian and Roma people  

Such deeply entrenched societal attitudes of discrimination against the Roma have 

left a lasting imprint on the lives and language practices of Roma communities in 

Romania today. I explore the current (political) consequences of these attitudes in this 

section, as narrated by my ten participants in life story interviews, after framing them 

within the historical and geographical context in which they have unfolded since World 

War II. 

7.3.1. Societal attitudes before communism 

The history of Romania has seen a multitude of cultural and linguistic groups 

intermingle and influence each other over time, with both positive and challenging stories 

of inter-ethnic cooperation (or lack of cooperation, thereof). Western Romania is, 

consequently, a part of this land of many languages and of many backgrounds, a land in 

which not all stories of intercultural practices and societal relationships have marked the 

Roma as outsiders: positive interethnic attitudes in western Romania are not uncommon. 

Rolf recalls such positive stories in relation to the Roma community in the region, dating 

as far back as the second world war, told to him by Roma elders: the local German 

population protested publicly against the deportation of the Roma, with whom they 
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worked closely back then: “the Roma were hard working…the [Roma] women were 

employed by German families … of course they were defended”.  

7.3.2. Political vs societal attitudes during communism 

During communism, however, Romania changed for the worse, and the local 

community went through challenging times – not because of wider society, in which 

interethnic relationships were seen as positive and cherished by the population, but 

because of the brutal political regime which saw both Romanian and Roma citizens 

endure abuse and discrimination. Sanda, a Romanian citizen, remembered stories from 

her grandmother about the Roma during communism: “it was forbidden for the gypsies to 

enter the city”: they lived at the edge of town, in makeshift homes. Simon recalled that 

during those times the Roma were also denied cultural or linguistic expression in public 

life: “it was forbidden to speak [Romani] in public”. While he was still in school, he 

recalls a Roma riot against communist oppression:  

The Roma got sick […] and rebelled against their poverty and 

their very poor living standards”. The community took to the streets and 

“protested peacefully, wanting to march toward the city hall”. Police 

reinforcements were called in from other towns too on that day, the 

different groups clashed, they arrested about twenty people – “beaten, 

beaten to death and imprisoned for 10-15 years” – those who managed 

to get away on that day were arrested in their own homes the next day. 

We (the children) took part in those riots too. Those over the age of 16 

were taken “to youth correctional facilities”. Of course, these riots were 

not presented in the news. 
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He emphasised that these attitudes did not come from the community: “the 

community was tightly knit […] we had a café where [all] would gather together”. This 

view was also shared by Romanian interviewees. Red reminisced: “as a child I saw no 

difference between nationalities…we did have Hungarian, gypsy, German schoolmates, 

and we were all treated the same”. Michaela added that all nationalities in the city where 

she grew up during communism coexisted in harmony, despite “having felt humiliated” 

by the [communist] regime. She recalled her friendships with young women of different 

nationalities and remembered how all minority groups in the region rejoiced together in 

small life events such as weddings: “in that town, whatever happened, we would all join 

in, regardless of ethnicity”. Peter added that “before ’89…there were no segregated 

classrooms, all ethnicities learned together in school…nobody felt marginalised, we all 

had the same starting point and equal opportunities”. 

7.3.3. Post-communist societal attitudes  

Post-1989, things changed for both minorities in that new (and first) age of 

Romanian democracy. Without a regime that would legislate and (brutally) enforce 

cultural and linguistic homogeneity, each community would go through its own struggles, 

but also through its own triumphs. Simon told one such story of Roma triumphs, both 

cultural and linguistic:  

After the revolution, all of us were able to showcase our own 

culture. I joined a Romani dance group, and in 1994 we won first place 

at a national dance competition in B. (a city in the eastern part of 

Romania). We gained freedom of expression and the right to speak 

Romani. Since 1990, schools in [my hometown] teach the Romani 
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language and the history of Roma culture and traditions, at the initiative 

of one of my uncles who was then the county president of the Roma 

Party; his initiative was approved by the government at the time. Since 

then, things have evolved in a positive way: today we have gotten to the 

point where we can train teachers of Romani language, Roma history 

and Roma culture in universities across the country. The relationships 

between ethnicities have also improved: for example, my Romani dance 

group started being invited to perform alongside Hungarian or German 

folk ensembles during all public holidays, events and celebrations in 

[my hometown].  

However, younger participants from both backgrounds had more challenging 

experiences after communism. Steve remembered his experiences in school: teachers 

“differentiated between us back then [in the 1990s]”. Anton’s story is the strongest 

testimony to the discrimination of the Roma children in schools in the 1990s, by pupils 

and teachers alike:  

I remember … once in gym class a classmate refused to pass me 

the ball, <<because you’re a gypsy>>. All classmates started laughing 

at me, and I felt hurt…My classmates refused to hang out with me … 

The teachers were also behaving badly, I had a [female] teacher who 

would make fun of me…I eventually left school [at the age of 14]. 

Rolf remembered that even parents took part in discriminating against 

Roma children in school: “parents would get involved [sometimes] in our 

conflicts, saying <<look what the gypsy’s child did!>>”. Peter added that 
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discrimination against Roma children in schools persists: “I am stunned by the 

things that are happening today in schools, high schools – there is discrimination 

… even segregation…although there is a law (137) which outlaws 

[discrimination]…but nothing is being done about it”. 

However, Simon saw the positive aspects involved in the education of the Roma 

since the fall of communism:  

We gained freedom of expression and the right to speak 

Romani. Since 1990, schools in [my hometown] teach the Romani 

language and the history of Roma culture and traditions, at the initiative 

of one of my uncles who was then the county president of the Roma 

Party; his initiative was approved by the government at the time. Since 

then, things have evolved in a positive way: today we have gotten to the 

point where we can train teachers of Romani language, Roma history 

and Roma culture in universities across the country.  

His was the only Roma story of lived experience (out of the five collected and 

explored in this chapter) aligning with the legislative and institutional narratives explored 

in chapter 6, which maintain that Roma children in areas of high Roma population density 

in Romania are granted Romani classes and Romani history and culture as a separate 

school subject (as explained by Nick, the local representative of the Ministry of Education 

in City 1, and as seen in Article 32(3) of the Romanian Constitution, which states that 

“persons belonging to a national minority [have the right] to learn their mother tongue 

and [have] the right to be instructed in this mother tongue” in accordance with current 

legal provisions (Art 32(3), Const. Ro.).   
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Outside of school, Stephen remembered playing on the playground in the 1990s 

with his Roma friends and being harassed by Romanian children who would “yell 

<<gypsy, gypsy, gypsy>> at us”. Romanian stories are similar: Mia, a young Romanian 

woman who grew up around Roma children, saw them  

rejected, unwanted, [portrayed by Romanian society as] useless, 

as criminals who cannot be integrated…they reacted violently towards 

us…rejected us, cursed at us, chased us, threatened us because we 

would run away from them or would make fun of them. 

Red, the Romanian principal of a Roma school, also mentioned the way in which 

the wider Romanian society saw Roma children between 1989 and 2007, when Romania 

joined the European Union (covering the same time as in Stephen and Mia’s stories 

above):  

the [Roma] children were ragged, barefoot, if they came to 

school the entire classroom would have an unpleasant smell that would 

make it impossible to be in it…[but] after [European Union accession] 

the children started coming to school cleaner after returning to Romania 

from abroad [where many Roma would travel once they became 

citizens of the European Union]. On their return I saw them nicely 

dressed, civilised. 

As indicated by Red, the story of the Roma in the new Romania, the Romania 

accepted by the European Union as a member state, took a new turn. Many positive 

developments were identified in my participants’ stories since then. Today, the Roma in 

western Romania are present in public life culturally, linguistically and intellectually. 
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Touching on poverty in Romania, Red viewed both Romanian and Roma communities as 

having gotten richer since 2007. Politically, Anton described institutional involvement in 

the lives of the local communities as positive: the Roma Party president in City 1 

approached the local council, demanding political representation for the Roma 

community, which he was granted; consequently, Anton became the first Roma 

representative in the local council of City 1 over 2012-2016. Since then, the local council 

became involved in the life of the Roma community living in an (in)famous quarter in 

City 1, using European funds to improve the infrastructure in that neighbourhood. He 

describes the current situation in City 1 as  

consistently improving. Roma communities are being supported 

by authorities, local councils working actively towards improving the 

lives of these communities where needed. Public institutions are very 

open to assisting Roma integration …Roma employees [in these 

institutions] are there to assist [illiterate Roma] whenever they may 

need help pr representation before the authorities.  

Peter told a similar story of institutional support for the local Roma: “supported by 

local authorities, I have personally organised programmes and projects …they granted me 

these opportunities” to showcase Roma culture (the flag, the anthem, the dances, our 

poetry) before the wider community. The local community “rejoices and lives out this joy 

alongside our community, and this is a wonderful thing”. Indeed, as a consequence of 

these politics-related developments, Roma culture is now part of public life in the region. 

Gabe mentioned the 2016 Roma Gala in City 1, where  
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Roma intellectuals held a series of speeches; [between the 

speeches,] …young Roma performed [their] traditional dances to 

traditional music…  

Mia also described the Roma children as present in Romanian public life through 

their cultural performances. According to Red, “these children are very good performers, 

they sing, act and dance beautifully”. Rolf said: “the local council has come as far as to 

celebrate Roma Holocaust Day, not just International Roma Day”, and explained that the 

local Romanian community is open to these celebrations: “Romanians, professors, 

intellectuals” attend these celebrations. 

7.3.4. Internalised negative attitudes 

While the merit of these developments in Romania cannot be downplayed, and 

neither can be their positive impact on the local Roma communities, as portrayed in my 

participants’ accounts, the lengthy history of negative attitudes towards the Roma in 

Romania is still embedded in both Romanian and Roma discourse. In terms of Roma 

perspectives, Anton described his personal experiences with the Romanian community as 

follows:  

I have never been “a gypsy in a hat and a moustache”, and today 

most of my friends are Romanian. Even my wife is Romanian, and we 

live with my [Romanian] in-laws.  

Rolf’s life story also exhibited traces of internalised racism towards the Roma:  

I did not experience discrimination because my behaviour didn’t 

warrant it, I didn’t have the culture of a Roma; I am more of a 
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Romanian-ised Roma, in that I do not have a [Roma] culture, a 

traditional [Roma] dress, a [Roma] tradition that I live by.  

This aspect was also visible in Peter’s life story: 

I am not proud of my Roma heritage, but I also don’t discard it. I 

have often been categorised by people as a “non-ethnic” [a non-Roma], 

[because I didn’t] speak in syllables, in broken [Romanian]. 

Anton’s story also highlights this:  

[My classmate’s discrimination based on my ethnicity] hurt me, 

because my family and I were “more similar to Romanians”, and my 

parents had always strived to “help me be as close [to Romanians] as 

possible, so that I wouldn’t experience this distinction [made by 

society], so that I would have good quality school supplies, and a well-

developed, beautiful [Romanian-like] linguistic [repertoire]”…I 

eventually dropped out of school [due to being called a <<gypsy>> and 

discriminated against in school]: “if I’m a gypsy, then I will remain an 

uneducated gypsy!”. 

7.3.5. Current political and social struggles 

In addition to these internalised negative attitudes towards the Roma, and despite 

some progress in society in regards to Roma integration, many issues are yet to be 

addressed in regards to the status of the Roma in Romania. Rolf described European-

Union funded initiatives towards the Roma as failing the Roma communities:  

The substantial funds allocated to Roma projects have been 

“gobbled up by others”. Half of the funds involved in these projects are 
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wasted on bureaucracy, on paperwork. What was your contribution? 

“You took some courses, and took some children to camp, and poverty 

is over?”. 

Peter explained that institutional support for the Roma stops at a certain threshold 

“which they cannot cross”: 

We have never had a Roma school inspector in our county, even 

though someone from the Roma community “sees things differently and 

could promote [Roma education] differently”. Romanian school 

inspectors have “diminished the number of Romani classes, the number 

of classes on Roma history and traditions”; it is all political, based on 

who the inspector is.  

In terms of involvement from Roma representatives, Stephen explained: “if only 

they had come … here, to get involved, <<look, I’m this person, how can I help you? 

What do you need?>> But no one has come, absolutely no one… there is no involvement 

[from the Roma Party or the local council], except during elections, when sometimes they 

come”. Simon was the most adamant in relation to the support received from the 

European Union by the Roma of Romania:  

Ethnic conflicts have escalated in western Romania. These 

conflicts are “permitted by the state …because those who govern know 

where to get their daily bread. The European Union does not truly 

involve itself in the issues that affect the Roma, because if it really 

wanted to, it would send commissions to evaluate the true situation. In 

contrast, if we look at the Aboriginal people of Australia, in 50 years, 
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they [were] made doctors, and they are integrated … to the extent that 

you can no longer tell which is which. Why, then, nothing could be 

done for the Roma over hundreds of years, as they were, with their 

qualities and shortcomings? Why? Because these measures were shaped 

in such a way as to fail. 

This comparison with the Aboriginal people of Australia is relevant to my study, 

as the entire premise of this narrative inquiry was that a(nother) successful example of 

indigenous community empowerment might serve as a model in the empowerment of the 

Roma of Romania. I began this study by looking at Aotearoa/New Zealand as a positive 

example of a country ‘at the frontiers of public policy innovations’ (Berman & 

Karacaoglu, 2020, p. 1). I posited that these public policies might serve as a model for 

countries that seek to empower indigenous communities with a similar history of 

oppression (in my study, the non-indigenous Roma in Romania), despite shortcomings in 

policy that have resulted in ongoing struggles at all societal levels for the Māori 

community today (Bartoszko, 2022; Fitzpatrick & May, 2022; Ruckstuhl, 2018; Rutter & 

Walker, 2021).  However, the Australian context also seems very important in Simon’s 

story, as it shows awareness of the fact that minority and indigenous communities have a 

shared history of oppression and trauma, but some have risen above and seem to be an 

example to the world. The Australian context is, naturally, vastly different from what is 

happening in Romania now, and a comparison of language policy practices in these two 

contexts would be “a problematic exercise” (Lo Bianco, 2007, p. 78); however, 

historically, both Australia and Romania have treated minority languages that have not 

threatened the unity of the state (such as Romani) with “benign neglect” (Lo Bianco, 
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2007, p. 86) - although in Romania applying this adjective would be a stretch, as strong 

opposition to Romani during communism was followed by neglect disguised as 

ambiguous policy often open to interpretation, which the state had to create after its 

accession to the European Union in 2007. In contrast, as noted by Simon, Indigenous 

language revitalisation in Australia has been “strong in … [c]ommunities, through 

language centres and programs in schools, local halls and homes” (Truscott & Malcolm, 

2010, p. 7) for decades. Their presence and voices are now positively embedded in the 

fabric of Australian society at all levels (Reconciliation Australia, unlike the case of the 

Romanian Roma as described by my participants. And yet, the Aboriginal example is far 

from perfect – as is the contemporary story of the Māori people in Aotearoa/New 

Zealand. Reconciliation Australia (2022b) paints a positive picture of the present trying to 

make peace and make up for the past: this Australian Government initiative, aimed at 

‘strengthening relationships between Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples and 

non-indigenous peoples’ [para. 1] aims to ensure that the wrongs of history be replaced 

with ‘a reconciled Australia…where our rights as First Australians are not just respected 

but championed in all the places that matter’ [para. 4]. This initiative aims to reconcile 

Australians and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders based on the five dimensions of 

race, equality and equity, institutional integrity, unity, and historical acceptance. Support 

for reconciliation in Australia has increased with a better understanding of the painful 

effects of colonialism on Aboriginal communities. However, the state of reconciliation in 

Australia is far from the idealised version expressed by Peter. ‘[I]nstances in which the 

rights of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples are ignored, denied, or reduced’ 

(Reconciliation Australia, 2022a, para. 6) are still the reality for many first peoples living 
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in Australia. The prolonged history of trauma inflicted upon indigenous Australian 

communities via forced loss of land, language, and forced removal based on their race 

(McMillan & Rigney, 2018) are still sending ripples throughout these communities in the 

form of lower literacy rates, higher imprisonment rates, shorter life expectancy, and 

higher child mortality when compared to non-indigenous groups in Australia (McIntosh, 

2014). According to the latest report on the state of reconciliation in Australia, an 

overwhelming majority of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Island people believe the 

government must do more in all departments in order to close the continued gaps in 

health, education, employment, and justice services provided to indigenous Australians 

(Reconciliation Australia, 2021). Despite all that is yet to be achieved in this context, 

Peter sees this community as a beacon, as an ideal for the Roma of Romania. This begs 

the question: how telling is this in terms of what the Roma still have to go through in 

Romania? 

Further building upon that comparison with the Australian context, Simon viewed 

the discrimination of the Roma as not societal, but political:  

The Roma people have not changed at all […] because they live 

in the same crumbling houses, the same clay houses, the level of social 

assistance [offered to the Roma] is inadequate, even the [involvement of 

the] state [in helping the Roma] – it is known – is inadequate. Someone 

from the higher circles [of government] really wants the Roma ethnicity 

to be left in this state because that gives them [the government] an 

advantage. All projects developed for the Roma are developed in a way 

that would allow for an investigation into the projects to penalise those 
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who developed and implemented them, but that would mean no more 

projects for the Roma in the future and so many of the people involved 

in these projects would lose their jobs. Of course, we need thieves, we 

need people who are ill, we need stupid people, we need illiterate 

people, because large numbers of such people create jobs…he health 

system needs people with unhealthy lifestyles; the justice system needs 

“thieves”. It is well known in every country that those “up there” [in 

positions of power] know how to succeed, and through projects, through 

aid […] they have their own ways of integrating the Roma into 

[mainstream] society. In our case [in Romania] this has never been a 

desirable goal […] so that the Roma person can be manipulated. Even 

in politics I can tell you that for a kilo of sugar or one litre of oil you 

can manipulate that stupid Roma […] into giving you his vote. In 

Romania it has happened before – and it is still happening – “naïve” 

people would vote influenced by the people from the polling places in 

exchange for some oil or sugar, knowing that nothing would change in 

politics, but taking advantage of being offered those goods. [T]hose 

who know what to do, how to manipulate, contact the Roma leaders, of 

course these leaders are also paid in a way that would make them 

influence [the Roma] every four years during the elections.  

Peter agreed that “the problem which led to [the discrimination of the Roma] has 

been political”:  
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What I would like for the Roma ethnicity is for it to be allowed 

to choose…Roma people as representatives in public institutions, to 

promote the needs of our community in accordance with the 

[Romanian] constitution… [Those amongst us who have risen to power] 

forget our community…and that is why the poor will remain poor.  

Rolf also identified issues in the political representation of the Romanian 

Roma: 

the impact of European Union accession has been positive, but 

“unfortunately…the Roma leaders were just a way to manipulate the 

masses…they called upon these [unsuspecting] leaders to gather 100 

Roma for one day and parade them as they do, to take 2-3 pictures to 

show that 100 gypsies were gathered together…because they were told 

<<if you gather 100 gypsies, we will give you 10 million [Romanian lei, 

old currency]>> and that was that in terms of European projects for the 

Romanian Roma communities”. 

To further complicate Roma access to political representation, poverty in Romania 

is still a constant in the lives of all Romanian citizens. Michaela explained that  

the Roma problem is not the only one that Romanian society 

struggles with; far from it. Our country is a poor country, and that is 

because over the past three decades its resources were not exploited to 

the benefit of the nation. Our industry was shattered, our capable people 

have emigrated…whose fault is it? The politicians at the top [are 

responsible] …and so, now, decades later, there aren’t enough jobs, 
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housing is not affordable, and the wages….250 euros a month for a 

teacher, these young [people] will never be able to afford their own 

homes… 

Poverty is rife in Roma suburbs as well, as Rolf described it: “many [homes] do 

not exist in official city planning documentation”. He further explained that “[Romanian] 

people are sick of charity cases…because …. Romanians are a poor people. Life 

standards in Romania are low; the level of the entire country is low, so we are talking 

about the majority of the population living in poverty”. Steve also mentioned the poverty 

that many Roma who live in Roma quarters still live in:  

It really hurts to see those children as they are; “you see them in 

the streets…many do not attend school…maybe because they cannot 

afford it, maybe because they have irresponsible parents”. In our 

neighbourhood we have many such children, and our population as a 

whole, many “who cannot even write their own names”.  

Sanda, who is involved in many projects aimed at improving the lives of the local 

Roma communities, gave further details about the living conditions in one of the Roma 

neighbourhoods in city 1:  

In this suburb, the Roma have built….” huts would be an 

exaggeration – it’s appalling, from cardboard, from bricks…they live in 

squalor”.  

7.3.6. The Roma - Hungarian dichotomy 

A final topic of interest that came out of both my Roma and my Romanian 

participants’ stories is the Roma-vs-Hungarian dichotomy, with the Hungarian minority 



 

207 

 

perceived by the Romanian Roma as more privileged. Peter explained that the Hungarian 

community was the only one able to showcase an identity which was not Romanian 

during communism: “you could travel to several counties across the country, and they 

would be speaking Hungarian”. He elaborated: 

The Hungarian Democratic Union of Romania 

(UDMR)…benefits from all rights… they have been like a spider in 

Romanian society…they have a strong presence in [local and regional] 

public administration…they integrated very well, have a [strong] 

cultural identity…and they were encouraged in this sense by Romanian 

society…to the point that they now demand territorial rights on 

Romanian land which go against our constitution…ok, we get it, we 

[the Roma] do not have the same rights [as the Hungarians in Romania] 

… 

The only minority [in Romania] that has risen [historically] 

above [discrimination and poverty] has been the Hungarian minority. 

who, according to Red, kept to themselves as a distinct ethnic group 

“because of their education, maybe they segregated us [Romanians] … they had 

their own customs, they spoke only Hungarian, they made friends only with 

Hungarians”.  

Mia noticed the same thing in relation to this group:  

I was unable to build friendships with Hungarian [people] 

because maybe “Hungarians have certain whims and they do not build 
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relationships [as we do] … they are more [preoccupied with] <<our 

home, our family, our little square>>”. 

7.4. Who are the monsters in Roma stories?  

All stories feature monsters; the story of the Roma in Romania, with its rich 

history and complex social dynamics, can be no exception. But who are the monsters in 

this story, and in whose perspective?  

A first monster identified by my participants in their stories was the Romanian 

government, at various points in Romanian history. Firstly, during World War II, the 

Romanian government behaved as a monster when it deported the Roma, as narrated by 

Rolf in his story of the Germans (the heroes) in the area who protested against the 

deportation of the Roma in those times:  

you cannot take our Roma, who would we work with [if you do]? 

Later, the communist government and its secret police force also behaved like 

monsters in Simon’s story: they would  

often arrest the Roma and take them to do forced labour in 

droves. When our local Roma community protested, they were crushed 

by the police, “struck, beaten to death, and put in jail for 10-15 years”. 

We [the children] also took part in those protests: those of us over 16 

were taken to youth correctional facilities. 

Steve’s story also portrays the communist secret police as monsters towards the 

Roma: 

My father was taken in by the security services and beaten for 

no reason, together with my uncle, simply because they were walking 
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down the street, joking around [in Romani]; they were taken in and 

charged with stealing something, but they were innocent. The true 

culprits were indeed found, but only after [my father and his brother] 

were beaten by the police for an entire night. 

The presence of monsters in politics is not, however, confined to the past in my 

participants’ stories. The European Union and its policy of non-involvement, as described 

by Simon, is one such present-day monster: “The European Union does not truly involve 

itself in the issues that affect the Roma”. This has devastating impacts on the 

representation of the Roma in Romanian politics, with my Roma participants describing 

Roma political representatives as mere pawns in the political games dealt at European 

level (for example, in Rolf’s story of how Roma leaders are manipulated, or in Simon’s 

story on corrupt Roma representatives, explored in detail in section 7.3.5. of this chapter). 

In more recent Roma life stories, the monsters took on a less institutionalised, 

more mainstream form: they were school children, schoolteachers, and parents of non-

Roma school children, as in the stories told by Anton, Rolf, and Peter; or institutional 

representatives such as the female employee who berated and belittled a Roma, as seen 

also in Rolf’s story. 

Interestingly, in addition to Romanian politicians and institutional representatives, 

Roma elites and political representatives and Roma citizens who “forget their 

community” also take on this monster-like quality in my Roma participants’ live 

narratives: in Peter’s story,  

many [Roma] intellectuals [elites] with whom I interact have not 

acknowledged their Roma identity; I have acknowledged mine…To 
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some I am a threat… if I ran [as a candidate for the elections], more 

Romanians would vote for me than Roma…the problem is at the top, 

that is where the power games are dealt…Assimilation is a danger. 

There are some [Roma] who assimilate [to the wider Romanian 

community], attend university, get a job….and forget about the [Roma] 

community…and so the poor remain poor”. 

In Simon’s story this is also evident:  

[T]hose who know what to do, how to manipulate, contact the 

Roma leaders, of course these leaders are also paid in a way that would 

make them influence [the Roma] every four years during the elections. 

[O]f course our leaders are corrupt too, they are corrupt, you 

know that corruption exists, there is an image that the corrupt have been 

arrested, and those proven to be corrupt […] were put in prison and 

released after a month or two […] and they walk free. Of course, they 

prefer going to jail for a profit of hundreds of millions of euros – you do 

five months or a year and then […] <<I have served my time, yes, I 

have been released, it’s OK>>. And then they get to keep the money, 

and of course they would accept prison time in exchange  

An interesting hero, or saviour, as perceived by the Roma themselves, could be 

the [neo-protestant] church, as explained by Anton:  

I do not believe that public administration institutions could ever 

be successful in integrating the Roma. I believe this can only be done 

through the church: “what the police and magistrates could not achieve, 
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the church can”. Churches have an enormously beneficial impact on 

Roma lives: by accepting them, they help turn their lives around, 

because church is synonymous not only with love, but also with 

brotherly discipline…  

Steve also emphasised the transformative power of the neo-protestant 

church in changing the lives of Roma communities for the better: 

if I hadn’t found the church, I don’t know what would have 

happened to me, because back in the hood there are many cliques and 

you see many youths who even if they … have no [money] … they do 

drugs, drink, and so on.  

7.5. Linguistic human rights in Romania 

This chapter has so far explored the plethora of challenges and hardships which 

the Roma in Romania encounter in their daily lives in their continued struggles for basic 

human rights; but what about linguistic human rights in these stories of lived 

experiences? How much emphasis were they given, in comparison with all these other 

dimensions? None of my Romanian participants spoke Romani or had had any experience 

with it. Out of the five Roma citizens who shared their life stories, only Simon and Peter 

spoke Romani. Peter was also teaching Romani in a local Roma school: he described his 

struggles in trying to promote the teaching of Romani and the obstacles posed by the 

Ministry of Education in the process, as educational inspectors have cut down the number 

of Romani language and Roma history and culture classes in City 1: 

I collected signatures from the [Roma] community showing their 

wish for the teaching of Romani in school [in accordance with 
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Objective 7 of the Strategy of the Government of Romania for the 

Inclusion of Romanian Citizens Belonging to Roma Minority for 2015-

2020, which refers to [e]nsuring and extending the study of the Romany 

language and, if necessary, of Roma history and traditions at all 

educational levels, where there is sufficient demand (European 

Commission, 2022, p. 20)], but not all school principals have accepted 

this…they only monitor the number of Roma children when they need 

to do so for certain projects. Even in [our county], in schools with Roma 

children as the majority, the teaching of Romani is optional … if there 

had been a concise law to govern this aspect, things would be better [the 

current Strategy is open to interpretation]. 

Simon, who is also a speaker and was a teacher of Romani in a local Roma school 

at the time of the interview, emphasised the importance of language to ethnic identity:  

I encourage my students to claim their identity, and I wish to 

forward the knowledge of the Romani language because “a people 

without a language is akin to a people without a history, and a people 

without a history does not exist!”. Someone really wished for the Roma 

not to exist. There were no documents left about the time the Roma 

arrived [in Romania], there are no official [historical] sources, all we 

have is a few … entries into … church [archives], but based on these it 

is impossible to tell exactly when the Roma people arrived here. 
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Anton, who doesn’t speak Romani, explained that “there are many kinds of 

gypsies…there are gypsies who speak Romani, and gypsies who do not…in City 1 the 

majority of the Roma do not speak Romani”. 

Remembering his childhood, Rolf mentioned that he attended a local Roma school 

in the 1990s, but back then he had only one Roma teacher; the Ministry of Education was 

not yet offering Romani language classes; and there were no Roma mediators in schools 

to help connect the children with their teachers and with their language. Consequently, he 

is one of the Roma in Anton’s story who does not speak Romani. Similarly, neither Steve 

nor his family members are Romani speakers: “we didn’t learn the language from our 

parents because of the times that we have lived through [namely, communism, when 

Roma identity was supressed]”. 

7.6. Conclusion 

This chapter was based on accounts of lived experiences from five Romanian and 

five Roma citizens living in a county located in the western part of Romania, accounts 

which I wrote narratively into a unified story highlighting crucial language policy issues 

reflected in the lives of my participants. The chapter was organised around the narrative 

elements of myths, people, and monsters, and it followed their interplay in my 

participants’ narrated accounts of (language) policy and linguistic human rights impacting 

their lives today.  

The story of the Roma in Romania, as told by my narrative interview participants, 

spans decades of oppression and struggles for even basic human rights: from facing 

deportation in World War II to being persecuted for displaying their cultural and 

linguistic identities during the communist regime in Romania, the Roma have faced (and 
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still face) racism, discrimination, poverty, and lack of adequate political representation, 

despite European Union Influence in Romania since 2007. Consequently, their language 

rights have also suffered: today, many Roma living in western Romania do not speak 

Romani, and their access to learning Romani in schools is still hindered by ambiguous 

(and arbitrarily implemented) policies and the individual interests of both Romanian and 

Roma institutional representatives who should be implementing these policies. 

While this account of both Romanian and Roma lived experiences is crucial in 

terms of giving context to my narrative inquiry into the language rights of the Romanian 

Roma living in the western part of Romania, it is not as complete as it could and should 

be: the goal at the heart of my thesis was to highlight the lived experiences of the 

Romanian Roma themselves, as reflected in their daily lives in my research context. As 

such, to amplify their voices, I dedicate the next chapter solely to them – to my five Roma 

narrative interview participants. Chapter 8 will, therefore, be a collection of their life 

stories, in their own words – or, more accurately in the context of narrative inquiry as a 

research methodology, in the wording which they chose to share with me, the narrative 

language policy researcher, an outsider in relation to their community.  
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CHAPTER 8: FIVE ROMA LIFE (HI)STORIES 

8.1. Introduction 

In this chapter I collate five Roma stories of lived experience from western 

Romania, produced through narrative writing and written in first person, as they were told 

to me by my participants. My aim with this chapter is to tell the story of how people from 

the Roma community have lived out language policy and linguistic human rights in that 

region in their own voice; this story includes their tales of their ancestors and their lived 

experiences during World War II and the communist era, as well as reflections from the 

members of this community on the future of the Romanian Roma.  The stories themselves 

represent the outcome of my narrative data analysis (Benson, 2014, as justified in Chapter 

5); therefore, no further interpretation or analysis be given here. I will, however, explore 

the implications of these narrated experiences in Chapter 9, drawing on theoretical 

aspects framing the field of language policy and planning and the provision of linguistic 

human rights to marginalised communities. 

8.2. Stories from Romanian Roma citizens 

Table 9 contains information about the five Roma citizens who shared their life 

stories with me which will be relevant to my discussion of the implications of my 

narrative texts to my research question; whether they speak Romani will be crucial to my 

analysis in Chapter 9. 

Table 9: Overview of my Roma participants: Life stories 
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Peter 

Rolf 

Anton 

Steve 

Simon 

City 
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City 

1 

City 

1 

City 

1 

City 

3 

Roma 

Roma 

Roma 

Roma 

Roma 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

8.2.1. Peter’s (re)story 

I have a BA in international relations and European studies, and a master’s in 

educational management, and I currently teach Romani in a school in one of the Roma 

quarters in our city. I have always wanted to support the underprivileged Roma 

community. While I try my best to support the education of Roma children, they face 

many difficulties from the national and local branches of the ministry [of education]. In 

our county we have never had an inspector of Roma origins; I believe the involvement 

with our community would improve greatly if we did. Romanian educational inspectors 

are reducing the focus on education in Romani, and reducing the number of Roma classes 

that our children have access to. Despite my organising a petition to request increased 

support for Romani education, the ministry was not able to offer a clear framework that 

would allow for the implementation of something like this.  

In my personal life, I never felt discriminated against until after 1989. Before that 

all ethnicities were schooled together; and no one was belittled or treated badly due to 
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their ethnicity. The level of discrimination happening against the Roma in schools today 

is staggering: there are laws against this, but they never get implemented.  

Roma discrimination is not a social issue; it stems from politics. We have always 

been in the shadow of UDMR (The Hungarian Union of Romania, the largest national 

minority party in the country): they are granted all the rights they desire, they  

have been like a spider in Romanian society 

au fost ca un paianjan in societatea romaneasca: 

they have integrated really well; they behave in an orderly fashion; adhere strictly 

to their culture; and the Romanian majority has encouraged them in this direction. They 

now demand territorial autonomy in Transylvania, the heart of the country, which is 

unacceptable according to our constitution; you will never hear about a Bulgarian 

minority demanding this on the territory of this country! We simply want collaboration, 

social dialogue, a right to healthcare, and some key policy actors who are Roma and who 

know our history and our struggles well.  

The biggest problem in policy implementation for the Roma is at the top: the die 

has already been cast, we couldn’t change anything even if we sent someone from our 

own community to represent the Roma in the elections.  

In communism we had no rights to our mother tongue; you could speak Romani in 

public without any issues, but there was no framework that would allow you to learn the 

language. What I wish on behalf of my community is to be granted a choice, a candidate 

to represent us politically, according to our rights in the constitution. I am against 

assimilation of the Roma into mainstream society; it is dangerous. Those among us who 

have managed to get into politics forget about us, and so  
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the poor remain poor, they will remain ignorant 

cei saraci vor ramane tot saraci, vor ramane in nestiinta lor 

because we [the national government] do not allow someone from our Roma 

community to represent us in public life.  

8.2.2. Rolf’s (re)story 

I was born in [a different land], but not too far from this city where I now live. I 

spent the first two years of my life an orphanage, after which my grandmother became my 

foster parent. We have since lived in the Roma quarter in this city, home to a Roma 

community, although  

of course, in this quarter the majority of the population are not Roma 

speakers 

bineinteles acest cartier in majoritate nu este de vorbitori de limba 

romani. 

Back then, the area looked “pretty ugly” (destul de urata”): to walk around, you 

had to  

wear gum boots: the streets were not paved, they were muddy, 

there was no sewage, electricity in many homes. Many were built from 

mud …and without legal paperwork [or property documents] 

trebuia sa intri cu cizme de guma: strazile erau neasfaltate, era 

noroi, era neracordate la canalizare, la energie electrica multe 

locuinte. Multe locuinte erau construite din chirpici…erau construite 

fara forme legale 

or using authorisations dating back to communist times.  
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This problem has not gone away: many of the homes in this quarter cannot be 

found in local zoning archives. Some of these streets feature in local archives as housing 

three homes,  

but in fact, there are 90 homes on that street, which have by now 

been upgraded [by their owners] 

dar de fapt pe strada sunt 90 de locuinte care astazi sunt 

renovate [de catre proprietari].  

Indeed, now the infrastructure has improved in the area: the streets have been 

paved, and today many homes are hooked up to the sewage and electricity networks,  

and many families have installed bathrooms and kitchens into 

their homes 

multe familii si-au facut bai in casa, bucatarii. 

I lived in poverty during my childhood. My grandmother had lived a challenging 

life, going through World War II, which has impacted negatively on people’s ability to 

access education: she was “illiterate and unschooled” (“fiind si analfabeta, fara scoala”). 

She was already 70 when she adopted me, which has resulted in “additional difficulties 

for me in terms of my integration among other families with children” (“a fost grea si 

integrarea cu alte familii, cu alti copii”). I attended the local school until the age of 14, so 

the majority of my school peers were Roma, although we also had Romanian and 

Hungarian children in our class; there were occasionally conflicts, fights among the 

children, which would also draw the parents in,  

who would say <<here’s what the gypsy’s child 

did>>. [Today] many parents from this neighbourhood who 
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are Romanians and Hungarians somehow stopped sending 

their children to that school  

si spuneau ca <<uite, copilu’ lu’ tigan ce-o 

facut>>.[Azi] foarte multi parinti care au copii si sunt 

majoritar romani sau unguri cumva nu i-au mai lasat inspre 

acea scoala.   

My education was negatively impacted by the frequent change in teachers during 

my school years:  

teachers disliked teaching in those schools, because they would say 

the living standards were low in the area. Indeed, the children were not very 

emancipated and educated, but that school trained world champions [in sports 

like wrestling or boxing] 

 profesorilor nu le-a placut sa stea la acele scoli pentru ca ziceau ca 

era un nivel de trai scazut in zona. Intr-adevar copiii nu erau asa emancipati 

si asa cultivati, dar acea scoala a scos campioni mondiali [la sporturi precum 

luptele greco-romane, sau box] 

The young teachers  

could not understand that setting, they couldn’t adapt to those 

conditions, and so they would leave [the school] 

nu puteau sa inteleaga acel mediu, nu puteau sa se adapteze la 

acele conditii, si atuncea sigur ca nu stateau.  

I had only one Roma teacher, a music teacher, but back in those times the 

authorities were not involved by offering Romani teacher or educational mediator 
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positions. My time in high school was difficult, I had to study twice as hard as other 

students: “I learned the four cardinal points in ninth grade” (“Eu in clasa a IX-a am 

invatat punctele cardinale”).  

I didn’t personally experience discrimination during my schooling year, because  

my behaviour [wouldn’t encourage it; I didn’t internalise that 

kind of Roma culture; I am more of a Romanian-ised Roma, in the 

sense that I do not have a [Roma] culture, Roma attire, I do not carry 

that tradition within me; I have always been “sociable, integrated, 

integration into a community comes easy to me 

 

nu a fost comportamentul meu, nu am avut un fel de cultura de rom; 

mai degraba eu sunt un rom romanizat, in sensul ca nu am o cultura, nu 

am un port, nu am o traditie in spate; [sunt] o persoana care a fost 

sociabila, integrate, ma integrez usor intre…in comunitate). 

Consequently, I did not feel discriminated against, even though I did have a richer 

kid in my class in high school who would wear designer clothes and he once asked me: 

”why do you walk around wearing that?” (“tu de ce vii asa imbracat?”) [and put me] “in 

an inferior position” (“intr-o pozitie inferioara”) before our schoolmates.  

I used to volunteer in orphanages, churches, homes for the elderly, and thus had 

many positive experiences. I strived to teach others what it meant to live a simple life. 

During my lifetime I engaged with authorities, dignitaries, even with members of the 

senate, and I tried to explain to them that the lives of the Roma are challenging:  
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there is no point in going to tell someone to go get a job, if you 

don’t support that person until he gets his first salary. You hired him, 

but what will he live off for a month? And he has four children at home   

degeaba ma duc sa ii vorbesc la un om sa se angajeze, sa se 

bage la un loc de munca, daca tu nu il sustii pe omul ala pana primeste 

primul salar. L-ai angajat, si o luna de zile din ce traieste? Si acasa are 

patru copii.  

These are not isolated circumstances in poor communities: society often demands 

of these people to be employed, but the circumstances surrounding this process are tricky. 

Additionally, the Roma encounter discrimination from the very representatives of local 

authorities. For example, I personally helped a 45-year-old citizen who had a hernia, 

someone who  

was illiterate but had worked hard in his lifetime and had a 

home, property documents, and he went to pay his taxes, like any 

citizen. And just because he needed some paperwork, the lady from the 

counter picked on him saying <<yes, all of you gypsies live off our 

money, off our work, you’re not capable of pulling your own weight>> 

and belittled that man … in the worst possible way 

 un om nestiitor de carte dar un om care a muncit la viata lui, a 

avut o casa, a avut acte pe spatiu, si a mers ca orice cetatean sa-si 

plateasca impozitul. Si pentru faptul ca-i trebuia o adeverinta, acea 

doamna de la finante luandu-l si spunand <<da, ca voi toti tiganii traiti 
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pe banii nostri, pe spatele nostru, ca nu sunteti in stare sa lucrati>> si 

l-a ponegrit pe omul ala […] in ultimul hal. 

I interfered and asked to speak with the manager; he penalised that behaviour, 

which we frequently encounter in our daily lives. 

I cannot say that I necessarily had a negative perception of Romanians, or they – 

of me; I had a successful life, I went to university, I have a home, and I believe that I may 

have opportunities to enter the political sphere, but that is not currently my goal. I do, 

however, wish to enact positive social change, because “at times we [the Roma] are being 

discriminated against” (“uneori sunt discriminati romii”), sometimes due to our own 

behaviours, because  

let’s face it, this is the truth. Sometimes the Roma wallow in 

their [less than ideal] circumstances 

haideti sa recunoastem, asta este adevarul. Uneori si 

comunitatile de romi […] se lasa ei in situatia aia [mai putin placuta].  

Another personal example: I am now working with a group of Roma youth born in 

different counties, who need their educational certificates to get jobs. I once helped 

someone get that documentation; I even helped him obtain ID, signed him up for a 

general practitioner [doctor], got him a job with a good salary, but he quit, giving it all up.  

In this case we cannot say that he is being discriminated against 

… but if you walk into the community tomorrow and run into that 

person, he will still complain to you that he is helpless … but … you 

know that I helped him …but he will still complain that he has had no 

help …[and will ask for help] … and them some nice people out of pity 
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… get tricked into helping them, but unfortunately there are many who 

profit from this [the goodness of others] 

Atunci nu putem sa spunem ca aceasta persoana este 

discriminate, dar maine … mergeti dumneavoastra in comunitate si-l 

veti intalni pe acel om, omul acela tot se va plange catre 

dumneavoastra ca-i un om neajutat [si va cere ajutor] … unele 

persoane din mila … pica si-i ajuta, dar sunt din pacate care din 

situatia asta fac un profit. 

The opposite can also be true: often illiterate people are being exploited at work, 

and being treated with superiority. Another personal example: my great grandfather was a 

well-off man, he worked as a foreman in a mine, but after his death unfortunately  

my grandfather and his brothers … started drinking, families 

broken up …  and his generation, his children’s generation, his 

grandchildren’s generation and unfortunately even his great-

grandchildren’s generation had to suffer 

bunicul meu si fratii lui s-au tras in jos, s-au dat pe bautura, 

familii despartite, si […] a avut de suferit generatia lui, generatia 

copiilor lui, si are de suferit generatia nepotilor lui, si din pacate si 

generatia stranepotilor lui. 

Unfortunately, not all families have the strength to rise up from such low 

circumstances, and often you are marginalised or you are forced to “kneel before the 

state” (“statul te ingenuncheaza”). 
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The help that the Roma benefit from today did not exist in the times of my 

grandfathers, but back then the Roma were  

hard working, they worked; they worked in factories, they were 

respected 

erau muncitori, lucrau; lucrau in fabrici, erau respectati. 

I heard stories about the deportation of the Roma from our elders: the Germans in 

the area protested against the deportation of the Roma in World War II:  

you cannot take our Roma, who would we work with [if you do]? 

cum sa ne luati Romii, si noi cu cine mai lucram? 

Back then the Roma women would work as hired help in the homes of German 

women and were well-respected – of course they were defended at that point in history!  

Of course, before we judge someone for doing something bad, we must ask 

ourselves why they did that. Often, we must also think about prevention; unfortunately 

following the war, the Roma became  

marginalised, they were the gypsies, the gypsies, the gypsies 

erau marginalizati, erau tiganii, tiganii, tiganii 

which shows today: no matter how good you are as a person, no matter how good 

your values, 

you are still just a gypsy … I think this will never ever change, 

just like with the Jews … these perceptions will never, ever change … 

the Roma are regarded today in the same way as the Jews once were, 

unfortunately. 
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ramai tot tigan … asta nu cred ca se va schimba niciodata, ca 

exact ca si la evrei … perceptiile astea nu se vor schimba niciodata, dar 

niciodata … exact asa cum erau si evreii alta data priviti in istorie, asa 

sunt priviti si astazi si romii, din pacate.  

Negative attitudes toward the Roma stem from the fact that some of them are 

always demanding something from the state. This is taxing on the Romanian people, a 

poor people, because the life standards in Romania are low, so the majority of the 

population of the country lives in poverty. People are ill, at 30 they already suffer from 

neurological and heart health issues: such parents will also have sickly children. Poverty 

doesn’t magically disappear if you send some kids to camp: poverty begins in the home. 

There is no point in trying to integrate a child who spends 8 hours at school and 16 in a 

home where there is fighting, violence, and illness; many young Roma suffer from kidney 

failure, heart disease, and stress-induced diabetes. These diseases go untreated and 

become chronic illnesses. A child who grows up in such an environment will go off and 

do illegal things in order to push through, since the impact of European projects for the 

Roma has been minimal. The funds that the state granted us after accession to the 

European Union were “gobbled up by others” (“mancate de altii”); some Roma focused 

projects do get implemented, but half of these funds are spent on bureaucracy, on just 

paper, so how can you help the Roma with only half the resources? Roma leaders were 

just a front for manipulating the community into unwittingly taking part in political 

photo-ops and campaigns with no real impact in the community; over 60% of these 

initiatives were wasted before they could reach the Roma. 
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I have had both good and bad experiences growing up among Romanians. From 

what I can tell, 90% of Romanians have lost their respect for their elders, shutting them 

up in homes for the elderly; there is no decency left in Romanian families, whereas in a 

Roma family, Roma children frequently visit their grandparents; modesty is prized; we 

refrain from public displays of affection; and we value advice from our elders.  

I feel that the inter-ethnic relations between Roma in Romania in this region are 

positive; the city hall celebrates Roma holocaust day in addition to National Roma Day, 

which are attended by large numbers of Romanians, which is a good thing. The future of 

the Roma will be different: these new generations have befriended Romanians, they 

frequently socialise on Facebook, which is different from the way in which we [the older 

generations] live.  

8.2.3. Anton’s (re)story 

I was born in the Roma quarter of this city. From very early in my school life I felt 

that I was a Roma in the eyes of my school peers; their behaviours towards me were so 

appalling that I quit school at the age of 14 because of it. I had attempted to quit earlier as 

well, but my parents managed to deter me until that point. Back then [early 90s] we were  

so marginalised that even first graders knew that if you were 

Roma, if you were a gypsy, you were a bad person … <<we want 

nothing to do with you>> even their parents would threaten them 

[Romanian children] with <<don’t be naughty, or the gypsy will come 

and take you away>> …the children were truly traumatised by this, and 

passed this trauma onto us 
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eram atat de marginalizati incat si un copil de clasa I stia ca 

daca esti de etnie roma, daca esti tigan, esti un om rau … chiar parintii 

spuneau copiilor lor <<sa nu faci prostii, ca vine tiganu’ si te ia 

tiganu’…copiii erau traumatizati, trauma pe care ne au transmis-o si 

noua. 

I was the only Roma in my class, and there weren’t many of us attending that high 

school. I even had a teacher who would mock me just to get the class to laugh at me. That 

is why I quit school:  

if I’m a gypsy, then I will remain an uneducated gypsy! 

daca sunt tigan, atunci sa raman tigan, fara scoala! 

After school I started to play sports and I became good friends with a Romanian 

boy whose father encouraged and supported me greatly, “like a true father…he raised me 

up” (“ca un adevarat tata… m-a ajutat sa ma ridic”).  

Over time I came to realise that it was a big mistake to give up on my education, 

as education is very important, but it often is the reason for Roma missing out on a good 

life. I blame societal attitudes towards us, because they won’t allow us to integrate. 

Bureaucracy is another big impediment to Roma integration: we have to jump through so 

many hoops. The Roma community is never informed on any initiatives that they may 

have access to within local administrative authorities. Unless you know the law, no one 

will come and tell you what you must do to access your rights. I do not believe that public 

administration institutions could ever be successful in integrating the Roma. I believe this 

can only be done through the church: “what the police and magistrates could not achieve, 

the church can”. Churches have an enormously beneficial impact on Roma lives: by 
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accepting them, they help turn their lives around, because church is synonymous not only 

with love, but also with brotherly discipline. Second to churches, education has the 

greatest potential to impact Roma communities in positive ways; fortunately, this new 

generation of Roma youth are taking control of their own education, accessing the free 

education opportunities provided by the Ministry of Education.  

My grandparents’ lives were difficult: back then they were not accepted: the 

situation was much worse than it is now. Money is the only instrument that can grant us 

the approval of the mainstream community. Some of us do speak Romani; through the 

language we are closer to tradition, to  

what the Roma culture means … [thus maintaining] this identity 

mai aproape de ceeea ce inseamna cultura Roma…[pastrand] 

identitatea aceasta. 

Personally, I do not speak Romani, and I have never been a Roma “with a hat and 

a moustache” (“cu palarie si mustata”). If provided with good leadership, we are a 

disciplined people; but we need a leader to guide us towards an education, a better life, 

and a correct integration into mainstream society. We do have some such leaders both in 

this region and in the country. I myself was the first Roma representative to local council 

in our city, despite having received no training for the position. Our local council is 

involved in our lives, supporting cultural celebrations that showcase Roma identity, such 

as International Roma Day. We have a Roma representative working within the local 

council now, helping those in the Roma community who cannot read or write, and 

representing them before the local authorities. Our local administration is always open to 

us, supporting our community and aiding the needy [Roma]. 
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My wife is Romanian, as are most of my friends; and we live with my Romanian 

in-laws. That man who was like a father to me supported me in proposing to my wife, 

helped me financially after the wedding, and through him my life changed for the better; 

after abandoning school, my interaction with the Romanian community improved.  

8.2.4. Steve’s (re)story 

I was a multiple wrestling champion. 

I grew up in that poorer neighbourhood of this city, in a Roma family where only 

my father worked. Both my parents had difficult childhoods because their parents were 

working in public markets, helping the merchants, and raising their family on that 

income. My father was taken in by the security services and beaten for no reason, 

together with my uncle, simply because they were walking down the street, joking around 

[in Romani]; they were taken in and charged with stealing something, but they were 

innocent. All our neighbours were Roma. I started working in my childhood to help my 

parents, chopping wood, transporting water. Back then the suburb was in a terrible state, 

we had no running water, no sewage. I went to school in my suburb, with children of 

different ethnicities. When we would go out to play sports and the Romanian children 

would notice us, they would turn against us, following us around and screaming <<gypsy, 

gypsy, gypsy>> (“tigan, tigan, tigan”) and we would yell right back at them. Back then, 

our teachers differentiated between us and the other pupils. I didn’t care much for school, 

but I was into sports, doing wrestling beginning in 3rd grade  

to make money, to get my family out of trouble 

sa fac bani, sa-mi scot familia din probleme. 
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My trainer was Romanian; he helped me get into this special high school I made 

national champion four or five times, I was in the national wrestling team for four years, 

traveling around Europe as well. My happiest moment was when we toured around 

France and I heard the Romanian anthem. I believe sport is the only way through which 

Romania can prove something [to the world]. 

I no longer do wrestling; I instead attend a church:  

if I hadn’t found the church, I don’t know what would have 

happened to me, because back in the hood there are many cliques and 

you see many youths who even if they … have no [money] … they do 

drugs, drink, and so on.  

daca nu as fi gasit biserica, nu stiu ce s-ar fi intamplat …cu 

mine, fiidca sunt mult anturaje in viata de acolo din cartier, si vezi 

multi tineri care chiar daca …n-au [posibilitati materiale]… se 

drogheaza, beau, si asa mai departe. 

I got married at 18, straight out of high school; in Roma culture, our love for our 

family is greater than anything, the most sacred thing. There aren’t many divorces among 

us. We have three children. My father speaks Romani, but he didn’t teach us, to save us 

from grief in communist times. When one of us does something [bad],  

we are blamed collectively, we all fall for one 

suntem invinuiti toti…toti cadem pentru unul singur 

My father grew up within both Serbian and Romanian communities; there was 

greater understanding between the Serbians and the Roma than with the Romanians. 

Antigypsyism is prevalent in public life, and also online. Romanians are the most averse 
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to us. You will not find unity and love among the Roma as great as in the west, no matter 

where you go in Romania.  

Challenges in our lives include the lack of money and resources. Employment 

conditions are worse for the Roma than for other ethnicities, resulting in more challenging 

circumstances among the Roma. Many Roma children make your heart break when you 

see them wandering the streets, who don’t go to school – maybe they can’t even afford it. 

We have many such children in our suburb – many are illiterate. Neither the Roma Party 

nor the local council have come [to visit the Roma community]: there is no involvement. 

Richer Roma also do not care about the poor. Our local administration does invest in 

developments for our communities, but “they could do more” (“ar putea mai mult”). In 

our city there is only one Roma councillor – I wish he would come to visit the suburb, get 

involved…but no one has come, absolutely no one. At least since Romania joined the EU, 

we receive financial help, which we didn’t have during communism. 

Social interactions in our city are less warm; people have become less open. Back 

when I was younger people used to look after one another much better.  

8.2.5. Simon’s (re)story 

I am a primary school teacher of Romani in City 1, but I was born in another town 

with a culturally diverse population of Germans, Romanians, Hungarians, and even 

Slovaks in a nearby town. We all studied together in school. My parents were not 

wealthy, but they always struggled to provide me with what I needed to attend school. 

Both my parents worked, so my childhood was “a bit happier” (“un pic mai fericita”.) I 

was able to integrate within any group as a child, I had friends of all ethnicities and we 

would also spend time together after school, playing football. Most of the quarrels among 
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us, growing up, happened because of girls – but these were minor and did not impact our 

friendships. After high school I became part of a [Roma] community that helped me  

find pleasure in getting to know the Roma community, [today 

feeling] proud to be a part of it 

mi-am regasit placerea de a cunoaste etnia roma, etnia mea de 

fapt, [azi fiind] mandru ca fac parte din ea 

I joined this non-governmental organisation, taking part in cultural events, being 

part of dance and sports groups, singing and dancing all over the country. Later I moved 

overseas: it is there that I found “my true identity” (adevarata mea identitate), because 

there I met other Roma from other countries. They encouraged me to  

search up my history …find …stories and documentaries [about 

us] from both official and unofficial sources. I now realise that the 

marginalisation of the Roma has been in the making for a long time, it 

is carved into the blood of the majority communities…[f]rom infancy 

children are told by their parents <<don’t get into conflicts or 

friendships with the Roma, because they might  come and kidnap 

you>>, and that’s how the rumours about the gypsies who steal children 

to do who-knows-what with them have started…I [constantly] come 

across racist messages  online, racist messages…and I realise that we 

are regarded as pariah [people]…who should not be mixing with the 

people [in mainstream society] 

sa-mi caut istoria …, sa aflu … istorioare si documentare din 

surse oficiale si nu numai. [A]cuma imi dau seama ca marginalizarea 
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romilor e facuta de mult timp, e batuta … in sangele 

majoritarilor…[c]opiilor de mici li se spune de catre parinti <<nu 

intrati in conflicte, in anturaje cu romii pentru ca s-ar putea sa va ia sa 

va fure>>, si de-acolo a pornit ca tiganul ar fi fost un om care fura 

copii si nu stiu ce ar fi facut cu ei … si astazi citesc pe internet mesajele 

si au mesaje rasiste … in care imi dau seama ca … suntem priviti ca o 

parie .. care n-are ce sa caute intre oameni. 

The marginalisation of the Roma by mainstream society had not changed across 

time until 30 years ago, when  

I realised that we live […] together with many other ethnicities. 

The Roma people have not changed at all […] because they live in the 

same crumbling houses, the same clay houses, the level of social 

assistance [offered to the Roma] is inadequate, even the [involvement of 

the] state [in helping the Roma] – it is known – is inadequate. Someone 

from the higher circles [of government] really wants the Roma ethnicity 

to be left in this state because that gives them [the government] an 

advantage. All projects developed for the Roma are developed in a way 

that would allow for an investigation into the projects to penalise those 

who developed and implemented them, but that would mean no more 

projects for the Roma in the future and so many of the people involved 

in these projects would lose their jobs. Of course, we need thieves, we 

need people who are ill, we need stupid people, we need illiterate 

people, because large numbers of such people create jobs…he health 
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system needs people with unhealthy lifestyles; the justice system needs 

“thieves”. It is well known in every country that those “up there” [in 

positions of power] know how to succeed, and through projects, through 

aid […] they have their own ways of integrating the Roma into 

[mainstream] society. In our case [in Romania] this has never been a 

desirable goal […] so that the Roma person can be manipulated. Even 

in politics I can tell you that for a kilo of sugar or one litre of oil you 

can manipulate that stupid Roma […] into giving you his vote. In 

Romania it has happened before – and it is still happening – “naïve” 

people would vote influenced by the people from the polling places in 

exchange for some oil or sugar, knowing that nothing would change in 

politics, but taking advantage of being offered those goods. [T]hose 

who know what to do, how to manipulate, contact the Roma leaders, of 

course these leaders are also paid in a way that would make them 

influence [the Roma] every four years during the elections.  

eu mi-am dat seama ca traim […] impreuna cu mai multe etnii. 

Etnia roma nu s-a schimbat deloc […] pentru ca locuiesc in aceleasi 

case darapanate, aceleasi case de chirpici, asistenta sociala lasa de 

dorit, pana si statul se stie –sigur- ca lasa de dorit. Cineva chiar de sus 

intentioneaza ca etnia roma sa fie lasata asa din cauza ca ei au un 

avantaj. Toate proiectele care se fac pe seama romilor se fac in asa fel 

incat daca chiar ar vrea cineva sa-i puna la punct, i-ar pune, dar dupa 

aia nu se mai fac proiecte si s-ar pierde atatea locuri de munca. Sigur, 
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avem nevoie de hoti, avem nevoie de bolnavi, avem nevoie de prosti, 

avem nevoie de analfabeti, pentru ca acestia intr-un numar mare fac in 

asa fel incat sa avem locuri de munca”. Sistemul de sanatate are nevoie 

de bolnavi cu un stil de viata nesanatos, sistemul judiciar are nevoie de 

“hoti”. “In toate tarile se stie ca cineva de sus stie cum sa faca si prin 

proiecte, prin ajutoare […] au ei sursele lor cum sa-i integreze pe romi 

in societate. La noi nu s-a dorit asta de cand se stie […] pentru ca acel 

cineva sa poata fi manipulat chiar si in politica pot sa spun pentru un 

kilogram de zahar sau un litru de ulei il poti manipula pe acel prost 

rom […] sa-ti dea votul lui”. In Romania s-a intamplat, si se intampla 

si astazi, ca oamenii “naivi” sa voteze influentati de cei de la sectia de 

votare in schimbul a niste ulei sau zahar, stiind ca nu se va schimba 

nimic in politica, dar profitand de aceste bunuri oferite. “[C]ei care 

stiu sa faca, stiu sa manipuleze, iau legatura cu liderii romilor, 

bineinteles ca si liderii romilor sunt platiti cu o oarecare masura incat 

sa-i manipuleze [pe romi] la fiecare patru ani la alegeri.  

I have attended university and I now teach Romani in this school. I 

encourage cultural identity affiliation among my pupils, and I wish to teach them 

our language because a people cannot exist without a language.  

There are no official records on the arrival of the Roma in Romania. During 

communism our cultural and linguistic identities were repressed in public life. We did 

speak Romani, but we couldn’t speak it in public. Our Roma community was close knit, 

and we weren’t discriminated against by our entourages, however we were forced to only 
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take part in Romanian displays of culture such as dances. The Roma were often arrested 

and taken to do forced labour in droves. When our local Roma community protested, they 

were crushed by the police, “struck, beaten to death, and put in jail for 10-15 years” 

(“batuti, omorati in bataie si pusi in puscarii cate 10-15 ani”). We [the children] also 

took part in those protests: those of us over 16 were taken to youth correctional facilities.  

These restrictions were lifted when communism fell. I joined a Roma dance group 

and started travelling around the country, even winning first prize in a national 

competition. Our cultural history and language have been taught in schools since 1990; 

things got gradually better and better, and today we can train Romani language and 

history teachers at university level. Inter-ethnic relations also improved; culturally diverse 

dance groups began performing together during public celebrations. However, these 

relationships vary in Romania according to region; for example, in Oltenia [southern 

Romania] Romanians are more open towards the Roma; but here in the west we are being 

marginalised and excluded. Before the revolution [Romanians] “wouldn’t look at us 

because we were poor” (“n-aveau ochi sa-i vada ca erau saraci”). Now that many of us 

have made our fortunes overseas, there is a lot of envy towards us from the Romanian 

community because “we have more than they do” (“au mai mult ca ei”). There is a lot 

more racism towards the Roma here in the west, perhaps because in other parts of 

Romania there are a higher number of mixed [Romanian-Roma] marriages, or perhaps 

here in the west we value our language moor, thus becoming othered based on our mother 

tongue. In other parts of Romania the Roma have never identified as Roma, they lost their 

mother tongue, and are seen as a sort of poorer Romanian group. Inter-ethnic conflicts in 

this region have definitely escalated since 1989. The European Union does not truly 
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engage with the Roma community and the issues it faces, because if they were really 

interested, they could send delegates to evaluate the true status of our community. In 

contrast, if we look at the Australian Aboriginal people,  

in 50 years, they [were] made doctors, and they are integrated … 

to the extent that you can no longer tell which is which. Why, then, 

nothing could be done for the Roma over hundreds of years, as they 

were, with their qualities and shortcomings? Why? Because these 

measures were shaped in such a way as to fail. Chaos was unleashed 

with all their projects, and even now they flaunt million euros worth of 

projects – of course our leaders are also corrupt, they are corrupt, 

corruption is real … many politicians are being arrested… they would 

put them in jail for a month or two only to get them right back out in a 

month or two …and they’re free. Of course it suits them to go to jail for 

hundreds of millions of euros for five months or a year and then <<I 

have paid my dues, yes, I have been acquitted, it’s ok>>. And then you 

are left with the money. Of course they accept even jail [in exchange]. 

in 50 de an i-a[u] facut doctori, si sunt incadrati […] ca nu mai 

stii care-i ala, care-i ala. Si atuncea romii de ce de sute de ani n-au 

putut fi incadrati in societate asa cu bune, cu rele, cum au fost? De ce? 

Pentru ca masurile au fost asa facute […] incat sa nu se ajuga la nici 

un punct comun […] la nici un rezultat. S-a facut un haos cu toate 

proiectele lor, si-acuma la ora actuala proiecte mari de milioane de 

euro –bineinteles ca si liderii nostri sunt corupti, sunt corupti, coruptia 



 

239 

 

stiti ca exista, imaginea ca sunt arestati multi guvernanti, si cei care-au 

fost corupti […] ii baga la puscarie si-i scoate dupa o luna sau doua 

luni […] si-au iesit. Sigur ca le convine sa faci o puscarie pentru sute 

de milioane de euro- faci 5 luni sau un an de zile si apoi […] <<mi-am 

facut pedeapsa, da, sunt achitat, e ok>>. Si atunci ramai cu banii, si 

sigur ca ei accepta si asta, si puscaria.. 

8.3. Conclusion  

This chapter collated five Roma life stories unfolding western Romania; stories 

shaped by time, beginning with World War II and looking into the future of the Roma 

community in Romania; by rulers (the European Union, Romanian and Roma 

authorities); and by myths about the Roma which still influence perception of the Roma 

in Romania today. In these five life stories, the Roma people who participated in my 

study grapple with complex issues involving political (under-)representation, corruption, 

educational challenges, poverty, racism, discrimination, and struggles regarding language 

and identity. This chapter marks the end of the three stories which I aimed to tell in my 

research; in the next and final chapter I sum up my research journey and narrative texts, 

identifying directions for change and limitations of the study, and I conclude the thesis 

with a series of theoretical and personal reflections. 
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CHAPTER 9. THE STORY OF WHAT WAS, WHAT IS, AND WHAT COULD BE 

“What I would want for the Roma community is for it to be allowed to choose, to 

influence the empowerment of this ethnicity; I would want for the Roma to be elected as 

representatives [of this community] in public institutions” (Peter). 

9.1. Introduction 

This narrative inquiry into minority language rights and policy implementation 

with a focus on the Roma in western Romania was built around the most pervasive tool in 

the history of humanity: the story. Using narrative inquiry as the methodology to frame 

my language policy and planning study, I investigated national policy documents, stories 

of both Romanian and Roma institutional practices, and accounts of lived experiences 

from both Roma and Romanian citizens, in an attempt to paint as full a picture as possible 

of the extent to which the Roma are granted linguistic human rights in their daily lives in 

a county located in the western part of Romania. Engaging in narrative writing as my data 

analysis method of choice, I collated all this information into three stories (or research 

narratives) framed by the story-specific elements of land, rulers, time, myths, people, and 

monsters, distinguishing between the stories of macro level policy ‘told’ by national 

legislation, the meso level policy implementation stories from local institutional 

representatives, and the stories of micro level lived experiences shared by my 

participants. In this concluding chapter, I briefly overview my three research narratives, 

identifying major themes impacting the lives of the Roma as a consequence of (language) 

policy and (linguistic) human rights implementation in the region. I then discuss the 

implications of the current status of language policy in Romania at both meso (county) 

and macro (national) levels, and I suggest some directions for both future action and for 
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future research after outlining the limitations of my study. I end this chapter with a series 

of theoretical and personal reflections on my research context and my research journey, 

respectively. 

9.2. Brief overview: The final story 

Once upon a time, many centuries ago, there arrived in the mythical land of 

Romania a people with a distinct way of life. For centuries they lived alongside many 

other ethnicities, toiling alongside them, being accepted or rejected, depending on the 

times. In the stories of their descendants, who have lived out the more recent history of 

this land, communist era policies against the Roma were brutal, as was the way in which 

the police and secret services dealt with the Roma – supressing the expression of their 

linguistic and cultural identities and displaying police brutality towards their community. 

The fall of communism brought further struggles for the impoverished nation and 

its minorities: attitudes of political and social discrimination were born out of the freedom 

of the Roma to speak their language in public in public institutions, schools, and 

playgrounds. Positive changes also occurred at societal level: the Roma gained the right 

to gather, to sing, to dance, and later, when Romania was accepted into the European 

community, to travel to and from Europe. The European Union was instrumental in the 

enactment of some positive change in Romania: poverty was reduced in the country as a 

result of people’s rights to travel and work in the European Union; and the Romanian 

Roma became aware of their rights and began to demand them. However, the history of 

Romania (and of the Roma in Romania) meant that no mechanisms for granting the Roma 

basic and linguistic human rights were in place across the country. While this aspect is 

slowly improving under the direction of the European Union, the Roma who shared their 
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stories with me in this narrative study have pinpointed significant gaps in terms of what 

the state claims it is doing for the Roma in national policy and stories of institutional 

practices, and what it is actually doing for the Roma, who still personally experience 

extreme poverty, institutional, educational, and societal discrimination. In my journey as 

a narrative researcher, I collected and (re)wrote these stories of and about the Roma in 

chapters 6-8 of my thesis. Through these stories I have identified three major gaps 

between (empty) national and institutional rhetoric and the lived experiences of policy 

amid the Roma community living in a county in western Romania in relation to granting 

the Romanian Roma their linguistic human rights; I explore the implications of these gaps 

in the next section, later using my participants’ stories of lived experiences to make 

recommendations related to practical ways in which these gaps could be closed so as to 

benefit the local Roma community. 

I return to my research question to conclude this final story: 

To what extent are the linguistic human rights of the Roma acknowledged and 

respected in Romania in national policy, through national and local practices, and by 

Roma and non-Roma citizens? 

National policy in Romania does include legal provisions and guaranteed rights to 

language, identity, and cultural expression, as outlined in the Romanian Constitution: 

Article 6 guarantees national minorities the right to “keeping, developing, and expressing 

their ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious identity” (Art. 6, Const. Ro.); the 

constitution also guarantees national minorities rights to education in both Romanian, the 

national language (Art. 32(1), Const. Ro.), and in their mother tongue: “persons 

belonging to a national minority [have the right] to learn their mother tongue and [have] 
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the right to be instructed in this mother tongue” in accordance with current legal 

provisions (Art. 32(3), Const. Ro.). Additional rights to education in mother tongue are 

listed as objectives and priorities in both Strategy of the Government of Romania for the 

Inclusion of Romanian Citizens Belonging to Roma Minority for 2015-2020 (European 

Commission, 2022), which prioritizes  

6) Preserving, developing and affirming the cultural identity 

(language, customs, heritage) of the Roma minority, in correlation with 

respect for human rights and legislation in force (European 

Commission, 2021, p. 18)  

and fostering “inter-cultural research and cultural-scientific works on the Roma 

minority” (European Commission, 2021, p. 27). Increased focus is claimed by the 

strategy on [e]nsuring and extending the study of the Romany language and, if necessary, 

of Roma history and traditions at all educational levels, where there is sufficient demand 

(Objective 7, European Commission, 2022, p. 20) [by] [c]ontinuing to implement training 

programmes for teachers working in education establishments with children belonging to 

the Roma minority, for those teaching Roma history and culture (Direction for action 9, 

European Commission, 2022, p. 21) [and by] [c]ontinuing to implement training 

programmes for school mediators and improving their employment in the education 

system. Training Roma school mediators (especially high school graduates with a high 

school diploma; for traditional communities, persons coming from the respective 

community and fluent in Romany (Direction for action 10, European Commission, 2022, 

p. 21). 
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However, the implementation of these provisions by institutions in western 

Romania is problematic. The stories of institutional policy implementation were 

impressive and declamatory. Roma Party members claimed active involvement in the 

education of Roma children in Roma schools, and in ensuring the provision of Romani 

and Roma culture lessons in schools where the numbers of Roma children were high. 

Romanian institutions claimed close liaison with Roma Parties, Roma communities, and 

the Ministry of Education in order to deliver to the Roma communities both basic and 

linguistic human rights. However, the true measure of the effectiveness of both national 

policy and institutional stories claiming to implement this policy was reflected in the 

personal life stories from my Romanian and Roma participants, which were stories of 

oppression, of racism, and of challenges in accessing both basic human rights and 

linguistic human rights within their communities. Despite some progress since Romania 

joined the European Union in 2007, institutional representation of the Roma was 

portrayed as still inadequate in the life stories of both Romanian and Roma citizens; 

institutional and societal racism were still regularly encountered by Roma in the region; 

and the provision and experience of linguistic human rights in both schools and in the 

individual lives of my participants were limited by problematic institutional 

representation and practices.  

9.3. Implications  

Three major ongoing gaps and discrepancies still impact my Roma participants in 

this narrative study in their current context in western Romania, as illustrated in the final 

story above.  
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9.3.1. Gaps between human rights and language rights in national policy and 

institutional rhetoric 

In the stories told by the two Roma-focused (language) policy documents I 

examined in addition to the Romanian Constitution (namely, European Commission, 

2022; Agentia Nationala Pentru Romi, 2022), there was an unequal focus on basic human 

rights in comparison with the language rights of the Romanian Roma, the latter being 

largely overshadowed by the former in terms of how much attention it was given. In both 

policy documents, the provisions for linguistic human rights were nestled amid an 

overwhelming focus on Roma community struggles regarding their access to housing, 

healthcare, social services, infrastructure, and employment. In contrast, in institutional 

rhetoric, the stories told by policy enactors from both Romanian and Roma institutions 

were centred on institutional practices that would foster the development of linguistic 

human rights in western Romania, with a focus on Roma education and the provision of 

Romani language and Roma history and culture classes; in both, language rights and 

human rights were portrayed as separate from each other, when (in fact) they are 

inseparable in the broader field of minority rights (Kymlicka, 2001).  

9.3.2. Gaps between political rhetoric and policy implementation 

When analysing stories of lived experiences from my Romanian and Roma 

narrative interview participants against the public rhetoric on (language) policy 

implementation in the region, gaps between policy implementation claims and regular 

citizens’ experiences of policy implementation became immediately evident, with a 

significant difference in practice between rhetoric and the realities narrated by my 

participants, or between the public discourse on policy and my participants’ experience of 
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policy. Institutional representatives emphasised their involvement in Roma language 

education in all public institutions. However, most of my participants’ life stories centred 

around their attempts to approach these institutions in order to be granted their basic 

human rights, a process described by them as still problematic in Romania today. In short, 

in my Roma participants’ stories of lived experiences, if and when they were able to 

access their rights in institutional settings, it would not be to ask for language rights, as 

they have to deal with more urgent challenges. Additionally, institutional involvement 

was more often than not questioned in the Roma narratives I collected, with Roma 

political representatives described as completely disengaged and absent from the local 

communities.  

9.3.3. Roma internalisation of negative attitudes: On the consequences of Romaphobia 

I have never been “a gypsy in a hat and a moustache” (Anton) 

I did not experience discrimination because my behaviour didn’t warrant it, I 

didn’t have the culture of a Roma; I am more of a Romanian-ised Roma (Rolf) 

I am not proud of my Roma heritage, but I also don’t discard it. I have often been 

categorised by people as a “non-ethnic” [a non-Roma], [because I didn’t] speak in 

syllables, in broken [Romanian]. (Peter) 

These self-descriptions of the Roma storytellers in my study are consequences of 

the myths told in and by Romanian society about the Roma over time. They unveil a 

dangerous, yet prevalent outcome of systematic oppression and discrimination against 

minority groups, namely internalised racism, when “... the oppressed [often] feel an 

irresistible attraction toward the oppressor and his way of life. Sharing this way of life 

becomes an overpowering aspiration” (Freire (1970, p. 52). Internalised racism is an 
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outcome of the takeover and (linguistic) genocide of minority groups by more powerful 

nations (Hwang, 2021; Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000). It works by “silently fragmenting 

communities, creating division within groups, decreasing their power, and leading them 

to fight among themselves in an effort to fit in and not be at the bottom. Consequently, 

victims of oppression often try to identify with the oppressor by internalizing their 

problematic worldviews, beliefs, and values, while inferiorizing their own people—often 

without knowing it.” (Hwang, 2021, p. 597). 

Internalised racism in my participants’ stories of lived experiences was not limited 

to my participants’ descriptions of themselves and of their own behaviours: they also 

extended to the Roma as a group. This aspect was most prevalent in my Roma Party 

leaders’ stories of Roma education, particularly in reference to Romani-immersion 

education, which they saw as discrimination perpetrated by the Roma against the wider 

[Romanian] community: “this form of educational segregation would be discrimination 

perpetrated by the Roma community in Romania, and we [the Roma] fight against 

discrimination” (John). Chris also viewed Romani immersion education as discriminatory 

and undesirable, or even as something that would impede Roma integration into 

mainstream society:  

we … agree with mixed education where Roma and Romanian 

children learn together to get to know each other better…if we 

requested segregated education for the … Roma, this would probably be 

considered discrimination…it is not a goal [of ours] to introduce 

Romani immersion education, because…after all, the mother tongue is 
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Romanian ...So Romani is optional; this is the consensus among the 

Roma community in this regard.  

I believe this attitude stems from the many comparisons that my participants drew 

between the Roma and Hungarian minorities in Romania, where the Hungarian minority 

was portrayed as closed off, keeping to itself, practising (linguistic) discrimination against 

other minority groups in Romania (particularly the Roma, as storied by my participants), 

and demanding territorial autonomy in the heart of Romania (which was viewed by my 

Roma participants as unacceptable in a multicultural context and within the territory of a 

foreign country). I discussed the unique historical, social, cultural and political factors 

framing the status of the Hungarian community in Romania in section 3.6 of my thesis, so 

I will not launch here into a discussion of why this community may have served as the 

model for what my Roma participants see as linguistic discrimination through the use of 

their mother tongue in Romania. I will, however, briefly touch on an aspect which I 

explore in more depth in section 9.4.3. below, namely addressing the internalised racism 

visible in the discourse of my Roma participants (including their discourse on Romani-

medium education). The most effective way to educate the Roma on the positive and 

empowering nature of bilingualism in society would be the promotion of information 

among Roma school communities from the Ministry of Education, who could teach 

stories of successful bilingualism and flourishing linguistic human rights in places such as 

New Zealand and Hawaii, to show that the education of minority groups in their mother 

tongue truly has  the potential to enable the Roma (and any minority) to participate in 

Romanian society fully (May, 2012; Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000; Truscott & Malcolm, 

2010). 
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A final manifestation of internalised racism in my Roma participants’ life story 

concerns their use of Romani: most of them do not speak it; their families and local 

community do not speak it; and Romani education in schools is still viewed as 

problematic today. This phenomenon is a common outcome of systematic oppression in 

minoritized communities; this is a result of cultural and linguistic genocide (Skutnabb-

Kangas, 2000) perpetrated towards the Roma across Europe, and, specifically, in 

Romania until only 30 years ago, and a(nother) reflection of internalised discrimination: 

“We [white people] tell them [minorities] that, in order for them to be successful, they 

have to turn off and deny a large part of themselves... At school, they're required to park 

their informal, undervalued, 'home' language at the door, in exchange for the 

unequivocally better, formal, 'White' standard. Then we weigh them down with the 

burden of conforming to this standard” (Young et al., 2014, p. 89). 

9.4. Recommendations 

In light of these attitudes of internalised racism and the (significant) existing gaps 

between policy and practice in the process of granting the Romanian Roma their 

linguistic human rights in (western) Romania, much still needs to be done for this 

community at both macro (national) and meso (local) levels; my recommendations will be 

based on the words and stories of my Roma participants themselves, as they touch on 

both these levels in their reflections on what the Roma community in Romania needs.  

9.4.1. Macro level recommendations 

At macro (political representation) level, as indicated by both Peter and Simon, 

allowing Roma participation in policy making would have a beneficial impact on the 

development of policies that would have a real impact in Roma communities, as opposed 
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to the failures of the Romanian government in this respect, as explained by my Roma 

participants: 

It is well known in every country that those “up there” [in 

positions of power] know how to succeed, and through projects, through 

aid […] they have their own ways of integrating the Roma into 

[mainstream] society. In our case [Romania] this has never been a 

desirable goal […] so that the Roma person can be manipulated (Simon) 

What I would want for the Roma community is for it to be 

allowed to choose, to influence the empowerment of this ethnicity; I 

would want for the Roma to be elected as representatives [of this 

community] in public institutions (Peter). 

Secondly, at macro (national policy) level, Peter identified an important issue: the  

Strategy of the Government of Romania for the Inclusion of Romanian Citizens 

Belonging to Roma Minority for 2015-2020 (European Commission, 2022), lists 

“[e]nsuring and extending the study of the Romany language and, if necessary, of Roma 

history and traditions at all educational levels, where there is sufficient demand” as an 

objective (Objective 7, European Commission, 2022, p. 20). However, Peter explained 

that  

[the law] is not applied [in schools with high numbers of Roma 

students…the law remains open to interpretation…in accordance with 

the [educational interests and] position of the inspector [from the 

Ministry of Education] … [Romani language education and Roma 
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culture and history classes would be implemented in schools] if there 

existed a clear law to regulate this”. 

As such, at the macro level, rather than an annex to a government strategy, 

embedding Objective 7 of this strategy (European Commission, 2022) in formal 

legislation could address this gap between policy and policy implementation across the 

country, making Roma language policy “more than empty rhetoric” across the country 

(Truscott & Malcolm, 2010, p. 6), as this is unlikely to be a local issue (Sarau, 2013). An 

additional benefit to such a process would be consolidating the status of language rights 

as equally important to basic human rights, thus closing the gap between these two 

inseparable aspects of minority language rights (Kymlicka, 2001) and elevating the 

language rights of the Roma above the ‘Cinderella’ status (May, 2011) currently assigned 

to them in national policy in Romania, where they are given much less attention in 

comparison with basic human rights. 

9.4.2. Meso level recommendations 

Following from the previous recommendation regarding a stronger legislative 

framework for implementing Romani and Roma culture as school subjects in Roma 

schools, a first step in terms of granting the Roma these (linguistic) human rights at meso 

(county) educational level would be increased pressure from Roma Parties and Roma 

communities on the Ministry of Education in terms of implementing this objective as law. 

If, indeed, Roma educational policy is developed as a result of a collaboration between 

the Roma communities, the Roma Party, and Roma rights organisations, as noted in Sarau 

(2013), it would be incumbent upon these factions collectively to lobby the Ministry of 

Education with the purpose of implementing this (new) law in local contexts. Language 
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policy “is an organized form of normative political action [which] invokes aware action 

as solidarity and knowledge among human groups to contest and repudiate alienating 

forms of representation and governance” (Lo Bianco, 2020, p. 36) which, when “applied 

to language problems, … constitutes a kind of language policy activism, e.g. policy as 

discourse, directed to change attitudes and disrupt hegemony; and policy as argument, 

directed to persuade public officials to allocate resources to projects of language” (Lo 

Bianco & Wickert, 2001, cited in Lo Bianco, 2020, p. 37). Such collaboration between 

these levels of Roma representation in Romania could persuade the Ministry of Education 

to change its view of linguistic human rights implementation in Roma schools as optional, 

potentially resulting in the allocation of resources towards formulating and implementing 

policy that would benefit the Roma communities in the real world. 

A second recommendation related to delivering linguistic human rights to the 

Roma in education at county level concerns Roma youth. I make this recommendation 

based on the success story of Aotearoa/New Zealand, which inspired my study: as noted 

by May (2012), the positive change that has led to an increasingly bicultural and bilingual 

country in which the Māori people enjoy their linguistic human rights, from local 

community level and through all stages of formal education, was sparked by “a 

generation of young, urban and educated Māori” (p. 30). As such, Roma elites, the Roma 

Party, and Roma rights organisations should concentrate their efforts locally towards 

involving the young generation of Roma in the process of Roma language policy 

implementation in schools. Anton sees this as the hope of the Roma community: 

“fortunately, this new generation of Roma youth are taking control of their own 

education, accessing the free education opportunities provided by the Ministry of 
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Education”; pursuing this avenue in connecting Roma youth with their language could be 

an important step on the path to empowering the Romanian Roma communities. 

Finally, moving away from educational settings and into the wider Roma 

community, there is a need for increased presence and involvement with the local Roma 

communities on behalf of the Roma Party and of the Roma experts working in local 

councils, as this involvement seems to be missing altogether in my research context 

outside elections: 

 if only they had come … here, to get involved, <<look, I’m this 

person, how can I help you? What do you need?>> But no one has 

come, absolutely no one… there is no involvement [from the Roma 

Party or the local council], except during elections, when sometimes 

they come (Steven). 

This is a dimension of Roma political representation that must be enforced more 

strictly from national/governmental levels, but monitored by the Roma community as 

well – which is a challenge with respect to Roma communities across Europe as well, 

given the disengagement from politics that still prevails in Romanian Roma communities 

today. 

Lastly, in addressing internalised racism among the Romanian Roma 

communities, education is the key, and I base this recommendation on two concepts 

highlighted by Anton and Simon in their stories:  

In addition to churches, education is the most powerful 

instrument for the integration of the Roma in society (Anton). 
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But what kind of education, specifically, would address internalised racism in this 

community? As a Roma educator and an educated Roma, I believe Simon has the key. He 

draws an interesting parallel between Aboriginal Australians, whom he views as 

empowered, and the Roma, whom he sees as left behind by policy makers:  

in 50 years, they [were] made doctors, and they are integrated … 

to the extent that you can no longer tell which is which. Why, then, 

nothing could be done for the Roma over hundreds of years, as they 

were, with their qualities and shortcomings? 

However, this parallel could be the positive example that can be disseminated in 

Roma communities and schools by Roma representatives, Roma educators, and 

organisations involved in the promotion of Roma rights throughout the process of 

collaborative policy making and implementation which Sarau (2013) claims to be at the 

heart of delivering linguistic human rights through Roma focused education to the 

Romanian Roma.  

9.4.3. Micro level recommendations 

I begin this section with three stories from both Romanian and Roma citizens. In 

Mia’s story, she highlights the powerful impact that non-governmental efforts have on 

disenfranchised (and politically ignored and forgotten) Roma communities: her continued 

efforts to run what was an initially small volunteering organisation delivering aid to 

marginalised Roma communities has bloomed into a local council-backed organisation 

that collaborates with local and national institutions: “we have grown so, so much…we 

came to run projects of an unprecedented scale in the Romanian context”. Similarly, the 

organisation for which Sanda works is also involved in assisting City 1’s poorest and 



 

255 

 

most disenfranchised Roma community: throughout the year “we collect donations [and 

deliver them to this suburb] …it gladdens me to see how the [Roma children] rejoice”. 

While some of these efforts may seem small, sustained community involvement (as 

illustrated in Mia’s story) could ripple, eventually echoing at national level and having a 

tremendous positive impact on local communities. 

In addition to volunteering and community engagement through local institutions 

and non-governmental organisations, the role of neo-protestant churches in bettering 

Roma lives is worth further examination, as both Steve and Anton (two Roma 

participants) highly praise the effects that these institutions have on Roma lives. As Anton 

put it, “I am convinced that the church is the best Roma integration instrument. Similarly, 

Steve added that the church has a positive impact on the lives of Roma youth who 

otherwise “do drugs, drink, and so on”. Consequently, a closer collaboration between 

local Roma representatives, Romanian and Roma non-governmental organisations, and 

local churches might spark the change that Romanian national policy (open to 

interpretation) and local institutional practices (driven by the interests of those enacting 

policies in the region) were not able to spark. Involvement in the church, which sends a 

positive message, might also mediate the negative attitudes which the Roma have 

internalised during centuries of marginalisation in Romanian society. 

9.5. Limitations of the study 

This narrative inquiry into language policy and planning concerning the Romanian 

Roma and their linguistic human rights in western Romania was conducted under certain 

limitations and constraints, as is always the case with qualitative research. The first 

important limitation to mention is time: having travelled from Aotearoa/New Zealand to 
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Romania, and in keeping with doctoral study policies and procedures, time was the first 

important constraint. I did not have the time to develop a deeper rapport with my 

participants. As described in my methodology chapter, I met each participant in person 

three times only: once, to introduce myself and the study, and to provide them with 

consent forms and research information; once, to record the interviews; and finally, one 

more time, to discuss any feedback on the restoried interviews. This, in turn, may have 

influenced the stories that they were willing to share with me since we had not had the 

opportunity to develop a closer rapport. Secondly, space constraints must also be noted: 

the Syrian refugee crisis during which I conducted my fieldwork limited my mobility, 

resulting in my having to carry out my research in a more local context. I was unable to 

travel more extensively to Budapest or Bucharest, as I had planned to do prior to my field 

trip, to interview lead Roma experts in Romania and Eastern Europe. However, in 

retrospect, I view this as a positive outcome: this has allowed me instead to produce 

detailed stories of a specific community, highlighting the plight and current struggles of 

the Romanian Roma in the region in much more depth, while also allowing for a more 

detailed inquiry into Romanian policy implementation in the region. This adheres closely 

to the scope of narrative inquiry, which enables participants to give deeper meaning of 

both their lived and narrated experiences (Barkhuizen, 2011; Barkhuizen, 2019; Johnson 

& Golombek, 2002). 

Additionally, despite restricting my research to one Romanian county only, which 

should have facilitated the development of more in-depth rapport with my participants, I 

must acknowledge here that the time constraints relating to their availability, associated 

with my fieldtrip timeline, means that with only a brief encounter with me, they likely 
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knew “more than they [could] tell [me] under these circumstances” (Altheide & Johnson, 

2013, p. 405). However, I argue that the time spent in the field was sufficient to collect 

meaningful stories for the purpose of this initial top-down and on-the-ground study of 

policy making and policy implementation, even though I acknowledge that an extended 

time frame for my fieldwork and the opportunity to get to know my participants better 

may have yielded more (personal) data.  

A further notable aspect related to my participants’ willingness to share stories 

(and, indeed, their choice of what stories to share) is my positionality as a researcher: as 

an outsider in relation to all my Roma participants and policy informants, the stories told 

to me may have been influenced by my participants’ perceptions of my researcher 

persona. The same observation can be extended to my position as an outsider in relation 

to my Roma interviewees. This positionality may have also resulted in personal bias, 

influencing my selection of the data to report on, and, consequently, my analysis. 

However, as highlighted in my methodology chapter, I extensively acknowledged these 

positionality issues and I employed a variety of methodological procedures to mediate 

this possible bias on my part, such as co-constructing my initial research texts (my 

restoried interviews) together with my participants, incorporating their feedback when 

needed, and providing rich descriptions of my research context and data collection and 

analysis procedures. 

I also experienced a previously unanticipated issue related to representation 

among my participants: there are no voices of Roma women in my study. Since my 

participants were recommended to me by those already willing to take part in the study, I 

was only given access to male Roma participants. In contrast, I did have (limited) access 
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to Romanian women (be it a small number) and their stories both of policy 

implementation and of citizenship. As such, this study provides no insight into the lived 

experiences of Roma women in western Romania, despite previous empirical studies 

suggesting additional challenges in the daily lives of these women in Europe and 

Romania, when compared to non-Roma women in the same region (Andreassen et al., 

2018; Houston, 2010; Nunes & Broz, 2019; Remacha et al., 2018; Vozmediano et al., 

2021). In line with the narrative inquiry principles relating to stories of lived policy in my 

research, I find this “silence” worrisome on personal, narrative knowledging, and policy 

levels; for that reason, I see it as the most important direction for further research. 

Another voice missing from my study, due to the same reasons, is that of Roma youth: 

this could be researched in order to identify how/whether Roma youth participate in 

Roma citizenship in Romania, as the future of language policy in terms of Romani is in 

their hands. Drawing out the voices of Roma youth could add an interesting and little-

explored (to date) dimension to Roma-focused language policy and planning research 

(Vermeersch, 2021). 

Lastly, the stories which have resulted from my engagement in narrative writing 

are specific to the geographical, political and social context in which I conducted my 

inquiry. They are unlikely to reflect Roma-focused policy and its implications for Roma 

linguistic human rights in other parts of Romania, for a variety of reasons. Firstly, the 

cultural makeup of each region in Romania is varied; as such, interethnic relationships 

and attitudes towards and of the Roma will vary in accordance with the history and social 

dynamics specific to each county or region. Secondly, I have no data on the extent to 

which Roma are represented by the Roma Party across Romania; as such, the relevance of 
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any stories related to the role and practices of the Roma Party is restricted to my 

particular context. With these limitations highlighted here, I now conclude the chapter 

(and, indeed, the study) with some final theoretical, methodological and personal thoughts 

and reflections that have emerged from my personal narrative inquiry journey. 

If we as researchers are to write a meaningful Roma-focused story of lived 

language policy, this overview of the implications of my research stories needs to be 

followed by a discussion of what more could be done in the future: I open that discussion 

up in the following section. 

9.6. Directions for further research 

In my study, I have provided stories of policy making and implementation and 

their influence on linguistic human rights in a culturally and linguistically diverse context 

(as indeed is the case in any European setting). However, several directions for further 

study have emerged from my inquiry. The first is methodological: in light of the time 

limitation constraining my study, an ethnographic study, as suggested also in the practice 

of language policy research by Wee (2011), or - at the very least - an extended narrative 

inquiry of the lives of the Roma in the region could provide invaluable, in-depth insight 

into lived policy in the life of this community, addressing the need for more time in the 

field as a way to elicit more meaningful stories. Such a study, be it ethnographic or 

narrative, if conducted over a longer timeframe, would enable the development of a 

deeper rapport between researcher and storytellers, yielding richer descriptions of the 

influence of time, space and rulers on the daily lives of the people. This could further be 

replicated in other parts of Romania (or, indeed, Europe) as the basis for a comparison of 

these issues within the wider Romanian/European context, extending the understanding of 
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lived policy in the lives of Romanian and Roma communities across the country and/or 

the continent (Hammersley, 2002). This dimension is missing to date from European and 

Romanian Roma scholarship, although it would provide “greater clarity and transparency 

of the policy making and policy-implementation process” (Altheide & Johnson, 2013, p. 

386), as well as a more in-depth story of what it means to be a Roma citizen in Romania 

today. 

To build on that concept of what it means to be a Roma today, there is a lack of 

Roma youth voices in my study, despite Roma youth life stories being the most accurate 

indicator of how this current generation is experiencing Romani in education and Roma 

educational policies in Romania today. A similar narrative inquiry into the life stories of 

the Roma youth, with a focus on the role of their language (education) on how/whether 

they live out their Roma identity in Romania, would be a much more accurate tool in 

gauging the extent to which linguistic human rights are granted to this community in 

Romania today. 

A final (and dearest to me) possible (and pivotal) direction could be adapting the 

methodology used in this study to explore narratives of experience of Roma women in the 

same region, contrasting them with those of my Roma male participants in order to build 

upon the meaning-making that has emerged from my study and allow for the 

representation in research of a wider array of Roma voices. This could then be extended 

beyond the three cities where my narrative data was collected, allowing insight into what 

it means to be a Roma woman in Romania today. 
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9.7. Concluding remarks 

9.7.1. Theoretical and methodological concluding thoughts  

This narrative inquiry into language planning and policy and linguistic human 

rights within Romanian society and the lived experiences of the Roma aimed to 

illuminate supranational, national, political, social, and historical aspects involved in the 

fabric of daily life in western Romania, with a focus on the impact of language planning 

and policy on linguistic human rights in the lives of Romanian and Roma citizens in the 

region. This study has made several key contributions to Roma scholarship, both in 

Europe and Romania, by using narrative inquiry-specific methodologies to carry out 

language planning research, thus weaving together a methodologically novel approach to 

language policy studies and dimensions of language policy unexplored simultaneously to 

date in the field of Roma studies and, indeed, of language policy.  

9.7.2. Personal concluding thoughts 

This study has challenged multiple identities that coexist within me, beginning 

with my identity as a Romanian citizen, challenging my personal views of life in 

Romania, where I lived until young adulthood, largely unaware of the circumstances, 

policies, and politics impacting the lives of those around me. The complexity of all the 

processes involved in designing and implementing language policies within superdiverse 

contexts, complexity which I had to explore using theoretical, political, historical, and 

social tools which I had never navigated or employed prior to beginning this novice 

researcher journey, has been overwhelming at times. Despite this, I value the impact that 

this has had on my identity as a novice researcher, and I am grateful for all the new 

personal life stories that I have gathered along the journey. This narrative inquiry study, 
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and the legislative, institutional and personal stories that it relied upon, have also 

awakened me to a harsh truth: the myths and legends about the magical lives of the 

Roma, myths and legends embedded in the Romanian society, have had (and still have) 

drastic consequences for the lives of the communities around which they are woven. I am 

thus glad that the initial “curiosity” with which I approached this study has evolved into a 

new view of citizenship and responsibility, a view which I am hoping to carry with me 

into my own personal future life stories and in my future identities as a researcher and a 

more responsible citizen of the world. 
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 Appendix 2: Sample project information sheet submitted to local institutions 

MARIA ANA TARAU 

ETHICS APPLICATION ATTACHMENT 2 

REFERENCE NUMBER: 016444 

 

 

 

Faculty of Education and Social Work 

74 Epsom Avenue 

+6409-623 8899 

The University of Auckland 

Private Bag 92019 

Auckland 1142 

New Zealand 

Project Information Sheet– Request to access participants (invitation to participate / to 

approach Romanian public administration staff, Romanian narrative informants) 

Project title: 

The plight of the Romanian Roma: Linguistic human rights in national legislation, 

institutional practices, and local attitudes 

Name of researcher: Maria Ana Tarau 

Name of supervisors: Prof. Stephen May, Prof. Gary Barkhuizen 

Researcher introduction 

My name is Maria Ana Tarau. I am a doctoral student at the University of Auckland, Faculty 

of Education and Social Work. I am also currently a tutor in the Applied Linguistics 
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department at the University of Waikato, as well as a casual ESL teacher at Waikato 

Pathways College, the University of Waikato. My main supervisor is Prof. Stephen May; my 

co-supervisor is Prof. Gary Barkhuizen. 

 

This project 

Rationale 

The reason why I’m doing this research is to pay tribute to my upbringing as a citizen of 

Romania, as well as to identify practices which may contribute positively to the lives of the 

members of the Roma minority living in Romania. 

Aims 

The research goal is to gather information on national legislation, institutional practices, and 

local attitudes regarding the Roma community living in Romania, with a particular emphasis 

on the role their language plays in strengthening their community and empowering the 

members of this group.  

Duration 

This project will continue for two years. 

Benefits 

I expect that the results from this project will shed light on the strengths and struggles of 

Romanian policy makers in terms of benefiting the Roma community living in this country. 

In addition, I expect that these results will also highlight positive Roma initiatives, as well as 

struggles, in terms of developing and strengthening their own community in Romania. I also 

anticipate that my research will highlight the positive role that the language of the Roma, 

Romani, plays in empowering this community. 
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Risks 

I have identified the risk associated with this research, namely the fact that it is of a sensitive 

nature (both in terms of people’s personal experiences and in terms of the cultures explored 

by this research and the relationships between them). For you as a participant / for your staff / 

your acquaintances, this means that asking you / them to reflect on personal aspects of your 

lives may cause you / them emotional discomfort. To manage this risk, care will be taken 

during the interview to monitor all participants’ emotions and ensure that they are 

comfortable at all times. The interview will be paused or stopped, as necessary. 

Funding 

No special funding was available from the faculty for this particular research project.  

Other people 

Other people who will have access to or use the data and results are my doctoral supervisors, 

Prof. Stephen May and Prof. Gary Barkhuizen. 

Invitation to participate 

Why 

You are invited to participate in this research because, as a leader of this institution, you can 

provide valuable insight into its policies and practices aimed at and designed for the Roma 

minority. In addition, in your position, you can recommend other participants who are 

familiar with these policies, and thus help expand the database that will be analysed for the 

purpose of this study. Moreover, I believe you and your staff are in a position to recommend 

participants of Romanian background who could share their experience of having lived in a 
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multi-ethnic community with me, so that I can obtain a wider picture of inter-ethnic attitudes 

and practices towards the Roma living in this particular city. 

How 

I would appreciate it if after considering the information I have given you on the project, you 

could approach members of your staff who are familiar with legislation and policies 

regarding the Roma people living in Romania, with a focus on the Roma living in this 

community and ask them whether they would be interested in sharing this information with 

me.  

In addition, I would appreciate it if you and your staff who wish to participate in this project 

would also approach five of your Romanian acquaintances (family members, friends) and ask 

them whether they would agree to share their lived experiences of having lived in a multi-

ethnic community with me, so that I can understand the development and evolution of 

Romanian-Roma relationships in this particular community. 

Voluntary participation 

Your participation is voluntary, and you may decline this invitation to participate without 

penalty. If you choose to withdraw, you may do so for up to one week after you have 

received the interview summary for editing. The same rules apply to all participants that you 

will approach / refer to me.  

Compensation: If you choose to participate, you will be invited for drinks (tea, coffee) by the 

researcher; alternatively, the researcher might provide refreshments (drinks, snacks) during 

the interview. 

 

Project Procedures 
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You will need to confirm with your staff that participation or nonparticipation will not affect 

the staff’s employment or relationship with their employer. If you / your staff choose to 

participate, I would like, with your permission, to record a semi-structured interview with you 

/ your staff, individually. You / Your staff have the right to stop the recording device at any 

time, without giving a reason. All these participants will answer the same 10 questions 

regarding policies aimed at the Roma community in this city. The interviews will last 

between 30 minutes and one hour. The interviews will be used to gather information on 

Romanian legislation and policies aimed at the Roma community in this city.  A summary of 

the interview will be sent to you up to two weeks after the interview takes place, and you are 

welcome to edit it and resend it to me five days after receiving it, as many times as you feel 

necessary. I will address your comments accordingly. The interview will last for one hour; 

each editing session is expected to additionally require a maximum of one hour of your time.  

Your acquaintances / friends / family members who agree to share their lived experiences 

with me would each participate in an interview of about one hour, covering the same five 

questions on inter-ethnic relationships in the community with a focus on the development of 

Romanian-Roma relationships. The time commitment requirement for this participant 

category is the same as for the interview participants. These participants also have the right to 

stop the recording at any time without giving a reason. 

You and any participants approached by you who initially agree to participate in this research 

project can choose to withdraw from participation at any time up to a period of two weeks 

after I record the interview.  
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Data storage, retention, destruction, and future use 

How 

I will collect the data by using semi-structured interviews comprising ten questions about 

legislation and policy regarding the Roma minority in this city. The interviews will be 

recorded, and all participants will have the chance to check the interview summaries which I 

will send up to two weeks after the interviews and recommend changes (up to five days after 

receiving the summaries) as many times as they feel necessary so that their voice is 

accurately conveyed. The participants engaging in narratives will discuss their experiences of 

living in a multiethnic community, as well as their experience of the evolution of Romanian-

Roma relationships, based on the same five questions. The editing procedures for this 

participant group will be the same as for you / your staff.  

Purpose 

• The data will be used in the PhD publication, journal articles, conference 

presentations, book chapters.  

Where 

The collected data will be stored as an electronic copy on a password-protected computer at 

the Faculty of Education and Social Work, Epsom Campus, Auckland, New Zealand. A 

physical copy of the data will be stored on campus as well, in a locked drawer whose key will 

only be available to me and my supervisors. 

How long 

The data will be stored as indicated for a period of six years 

Destruction 
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After the minimum storage time has elapsed, the physical copy of the data will be shredded, 

and the electronic copy will be permanently deleted from the computer. 

Right to withdraw from participation 

You, your staff and your acquaintances have the right to withdraw from the interview at any 

time without giving a reason, and you can withdraw your interview data up to two weeks 

after the recording of the interview. 

Confidentiality 

The preservation of confidentiality is paramount. The private information you / your 

colleagues / your acquaintances share with me will remain confidential. Details which may be 

used to identify you, your staff, your institution or your acquaintances will not be made 

public or shared with third parties.   

Confidentiality will be ensured by identifying you/ your staff / your acquaintances solely with 

a code, and your institution solely in reference to the wider Western Romanian region, 

although there may be a slight risk that other institutions that you collaborate with / other 

participants who know you may identify you / your institution. However, if the information 

you provide is reported/published, this will be done in a way that does not identify you / your 

staff / your acquaintances as its source. 

A summary of the research findings will be made available to you, if you wish, via e-mail / 

mail. Please indicate whether you would like to receive this by filling in the appropriate 

section of the Consent Form which will be provided to you for signing before the interview. 

 

CONTACT DETAILS AND APPROVAL 
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Please feel free to contact any of the people on this list with any questions/concerns before 

the deadline for your withdrawal. 

Student researcher name 

and contact details 

 

Supervisor name and 

contact details 

Head of Department 

name and contact details 

Maria Ana Tarau 

 

mtar274@aucklanduni.ac.nz 

 

Stephen May, main 

supervisor 

 

Te Puna Wananga, Faculty of 

Education and Social Work,  

University of Auckland  

 

s.may@auckland.ac.nz 

 

+64 09 373 7599 ext 48410 

 

 

 

Gary Barkhuizen, co-

supervisor 

 

Dr Te Kawehau Clea 

Hoskins 

Te Puna Wananga, Faculty 

of Education and Social 

Work,  

University of Auckland  

 

tk.hoskins@auckland.ac.nz 

 

+64 9 923 4213 

 

 

mailto:s.may@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:tk.hoskins@auckland.ac.nz
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 Head of School of 

Cultures, Languages and 

Linguistics, ARTS 1 - 

Bldg 206 

Level 5, Room 517 

14A SYMONDS ST 

AUCKLAND 1010 

New Zealand 

 

 g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz 

 

 +64 9 923 8197 

 

For any queries regarding ethical concerns, you may contact the Chair, The University of 

Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, The University of Auckland, Research 

Office, Private Bag 92019, Auckland 1142. Telephone +64 09 373-7599 ext. 83711.  

Email: ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz.  

Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 23 

December 2015 for three years. Reference Number 016444. 

  

mailto:g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz
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Appendix 3: Sample participant information sheet – Extended narrative interview 

participants 

 

Faculty of Education and Social Work 

74 Epsom Avenue 

+6409-623 8899 

The University of Auckland 

Private Bag 92019 

Auckland 1142 

New Zealand 

Participant Information Sheet – Roma participants - Narratives 

Project title 

The plight of the Romanian Roma: Linguistic human rights in national legislation, 

institutional practices, and local attitudes 

Name of researcher: Maria Ana Tarau 

Name of supervisors: Prof. Stephen May, Prof. Gary Barkhuizen 

Researcher introduction: My name is Maria Ana Tarau. I am a doctoral student at the 

University of Auckland, Faculty of Education and Social Work. I am also currently a tutor in 

the Applied Linguistics department at the University of Waikato, as well as a casual ESL 

teacher at Waikato Pathways College, the University of Waikato. My main supervisor is Prof. 

Stephen May; my co-supervisor is Prof. Gary Barkhuizen. 

This project 
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Rationale 

The reason why I’m doing this research is to pay tribute to my upbringing as a citizen of 

Romania, as well as to identify practices which may contribute positively to the lives of the 

members of the Roma minority living in Romania. 

Aims 

The research goal is to gather information on national legislation, institutional practices, and 

local attitudes regarding the Roma community living in Romania, with a particular emphasis 

on the role their language plays in strengthening their community and empowering the 

members of this group.  

Duration 

This project will continue for two years. 

Benefits 

I expect that the results from this project will shed light on the strengths and struggles of 

Romanian policy makers in terms of benefiting the Roma community living in this country. 

In addition, I expect that these results will also highlight positive Roma initiatives, as well as 

struggles, in terms of developing and strengthening their own community in Romania. I also 

anticipate that my research will highlight the positive role that the language of the Roma, 

Romani, plays in empowering this community. 

Risks 

I have identified the risk associated with this research, namely the fact that it is of a sensitive 

nature (both in terms of people’s personal experiences and in terms of the cultures explored 

by this research and the relationships between them). For you as a participant, this means that 

asking you to reflect on personal aspects of your lives may cause you emotional discomfort. 
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To manage this risk, care will be taken during the interview to monitor your emotions and 

ensure that you are comfortable at all times. The interview will be paused or stopped, as 

necessary. 

Funding 

No special funding was available from the faculty for this particular research project.  

Other people 

Other people who will have access to or use the data and results are my doctoral supervisors, 

Prof. Stephen May and Prof. Gary Barkhuizen.  

Invitation to participate 

Why 

You are invited to participate in this research because, as a member of the Romanian Roma 

community, you can provide valuable insight into Romanian attitudes towards the Roma 

minority, from the perspective of your life experiences. In addition, in your position, you can 

also comment on whether there have been any shifts in the way in which Romanians and 

other ethnicities living in Romania (particularly the Roma) have interacted with each other 

throughout time.   

How 

To find potential participants, like you, I have personally contacted the head of staff of the 

Roma party in this city, giving information on the project and requesting participation from 

his acquaintances / family members / friends. 

Voluntary participation 
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Your participation is voluntary, and you may decline this invitation to participate without 

penalty. If you choose to withdraw, you may do so for up to one week after you have 

received the interview summary for editing. 

Compensation 

If you choose to participate, you will be invited for drinks (tea, coffee) by the researcher; 

alternatively, the researcher might provide refreshments (drinks, snacks) during the interview. 

Project Procedures 

If you choose to participate, I would like, with your permission, to record an interview with 

you. You have the right to stop the recording at any time without giving a reason. You will 

discuss your experience of having lived in a multi-ethnic community in Romania, as well as 

your experience of the development / evolution of Romanian / Roma relationships in this 

community. The interview will last approximately one hour. A summary of the interview will 

be sent to you up to two weeks after the interview, and you are welcome to edit it up to five 

days after that and resend it to me as many times as you feel necessary. I will address your 

comments accordingly. The interview will last for one hour; each editing session is expected 

to additionally require a maximum of one hour of your time.  

You can choose to withdraw from participation at any time up to a period of two weeks after 

I record the interview.  

Data storage, retention, destruction and future use 

How 

I will collect the data by using an interview comprising five questions about your experience 

of living in a multi-ethnic society, with a particular focus on Romanian-Roma 
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relationships.The interview will be recorded, and you will have time to edit its summary as 

many times as you feel necessary so that your voice is accurately conveyed.  

Purpose 

The data will be used for in the PhD publication, journal articles, conference presentations, 

book chapters.  

Where 

The collected data will be stored as an electronic copy on a password-protected computer at 

the Faculty of Education and Social Work, Epsom Campus, Auckland, New Zealand. A 

physical copy of the data will be stored on campus as well, in a locked drawer whose key will 

only be available to me and my supervisors. 

How long 

The data will be stored as indicated for a period of six years. 

Destruction 

After the minimum storage time has elapsed, the physical copy of the data will be shredded, 

and the electronic copy will be permanently deleted from the computer. 

Right to withdraw from participation 

You have the right to withdraw from the interview at any time without giving a reason, and 

you can withdraw your interview data up to two weeks after the recording of the interview. 

Confidentiality 

The preservation of confidentiality is paramount. The private information you share with me 

will remain confidential. Details which may be used to identify you, your staff or your 

institution will not be made public or shared with third parties.   
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Confidentiality will be ensured by identifying you solely with a code, and solely in reference 

to the wider Western Romanian region, although there may be a slight risk that other 

institutions that you collaborate with / other participants who know you may identify you. 

However, if the information you provide is reported/published, this will be done in a way that 

does not identify you / your acquaintances involved in this project as its source. 

A copy of the research findings will be made available to you, if you wish, via e-mail. Please 

indicate whether you would like to receive this by filling in your email address on the 

Consent Form which will be provided to you for signing before the interview. 

CONTACT DETAILS AND APPROVAL 

Please feel free to contact any of the people on this list with any questions/concerns before 

the deadline for your withdrawal. 

 

Student researcher name 

and contact details 

 

Supervisor name and contact 

details 

Head of Department name 

and contact details 

Maria Ana Tarau 

 

mtar274@aucklanduni.ac.nz 

 

Stephen May, main 

supervisor 

 

Te Puna Wananga, Faculty of 

Education and Social Work,  

University of Auckland  

 

s.may@auckland.ac.nz 

Dr Te Kawehau Clea 

Hoskins 

 

Te Puna Wananga, Faculty 

of Education and Social 

Work,  

University of Auckland  

 

mailto:s.may@auckland.ac.nz
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+64 09 373 7599 ext 48410 

 

 

 

Gary Barkhuizen, co-

supervisor 

 

 Head of School of 

Cultures, Languages and 

Linguistics, ARTS 1 - 

Bldg 206 

Level 5, Room 517 

14A SYMONDS ST 

AUCKLAND 1010 

New Zealand 

 g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz 

 +64 9 923 8197 

 

tk.hoskins@auckland.ac.nz 

 

+64 9 923 4213 

 

 

For any queries regarding ethical concerns, you may contact the Chair, The University of 

Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, The University of Auckland, Research 

Office, Private Bag 92019, Auckland 1142. Telephone +64 09 373-7599 ext. 83711.  

mailto:g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:tk.hoskins@auckland.ac.nz
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Email: ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz.  

Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 23 

December 2015 for three years. Reference Number 016444.  
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Appendix 4: Sample consent form – Semi-structured interviews - institutional 

participants 

CONSENT FORM  

THIS FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF 6 YEARS 

 

Project title: The plight of the Romanian Roma: Linguistic human rights in national 

legislation, institutional practices, and local attitudes 

Name(s) of researcher(s):  

Doctoral student: Maria Ana Tarau  

Supervisors: Prof. Stephen May, Prof. Gary Barkhuizen 

Contact email address for researcher(s):  

Maria Ana Tarau: mtar273@aucklanduni.ac.nz 

Prof. Stephen May: s.may@auckland.ac.nz 

Prof. Gary Barkhuizen: g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz 

 

I have read the Participant Information Sheet, and I have understood the nature of the 

research and why I have been selected. I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have 

them answered to my satisfaction.  

• I agree to take part in this research.  

• My participation is voluntary.  

• My manager gave me three days to consider whether I wished to participate in this 

research project. 

mailto:mtar273@aucklanduni.ac.nz
mailto:s.may@auckland.ac.nz
mailto:g.barkhuizen@auckland.ac.nz
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• I understand that I will participate in an interview and answer questions about policies and 

practices of the institution for which I work regarding the Roma minority living in this city. 

• I understand that the interview will last up to one hour, and the data will be used in 

the PhD publication, journal articles, conference presentations, book chapters.  

• I understand that the researcher will record the interviews with me using a voice recorder; 

summarise it; translate it into English; send me the information for revision (if need be) up to 

two weeks after the interviews, with revisions expected up to five days after I receive the 

interview summaries, keep it for a period of 6 years, and use the data in publications and for 

presentations on this topic.    

• I understand that I am free to withdraw participation at any time without giving a reason, 

and to withdraw any data traceable to me up to one week after having received the summary 

for editing. 

• I understand that I can have the recording device turned off at any time without giving 

a reason. 

• I agree not to disclose any information that may endanger or impact negatively on the Roma 

minority or my institution.  

• I understand that data will be kept for 6 years, after which time any data will be destroyed.  

• I understand that my name or the institution for which I work will not be revealed at any 

time; that I will be identified solely by a code; and that the institution and city in which I 

work will not be named. However, I understand that there is a remote chance that the identity 

of this institution could be guessed by close partner institutions in the region, and that my 

identity could be guessed by other participants who know me. 
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• I confirm that my manager has provided an explicit assurance that participation or 

nonparticipation will not affect my employment or relationship with my employer. 

• I do not wish to receive a summary of the findings. / I wish to receive a summary of the 

findings, which can be emailed to me at this email address: ___________________________ 

or mailed to me at this address: 

___________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________.  

 

Name: ___________________________  

Signature ___________________________ Date _________________  

 

Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 23 

December 2015 for three years. Reference number 016444. 
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Appendix 5: Semi-structured narrative interview schedules  

Roma Party Leader / Party Members  

1. What motivated the creation of this party? 

2. What are the values that it represents? 

3. How does your party integrate into the Romanian political landscape? *(Describe its 

relationship with non-Roma parties in the region.). 

4. Describe the relationship between your party and other Roma parties and Roma non-

governmental organisations in the region. 

5. What was the reaction of the general public (non-Roma citizens) to policies regarding 

Roma integration into mainstream society as a consequence of EU integration?  

6. What was the impact of the integration of Romania into the European Union on the 

rights of the Roma to use their language in Romania?  

7. What is the current legal and de facto status of Romani in Romania? 

8. What are some recent Roma language rights initiatives put forward by your party? 

*(What might be the reasons behind their success/failure?). 

9. Could Romani become the language in education in Roma schools in the future?*(What 

type of support (governmental, international) would be required in order for this 

objective to be achieved?). 

10. Discuss the possibility of the creation of schools exclusively for Roma children in 

Romania the future. 

* Questions marked with an * are potential follow-up questions 
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Romanian Public Administration Staff 

1. What percentage of the population of this city is made up of members of the Roma 

community? 

2. What was the reaction of the general public (non-Roma citizens) to policies regarding 

Roma integration into mainstream society as a consequence of EU integration?  

3. What was the impact of the integration of Romania into the European Union on the 

rights of the Roma to use their language in Romania?  

4. How are cooperation and Roma integration into mainstream society currently promoted 

by this institution? 

5. What are some ways in which this institution collaborates with Roma rights 

organisations promoting Roma culture in the region? *(What are some 

cultural/educational advantages stemming from this collaboration?  

6. What is the current legal and de facto status of Romani in Romania? 

7. What are some recent Roma language rights initiatives put forward by your institution?    

*(What might be the reasons behind their success/failure?). 

8. Under what circumstances could the use of Romani in the public sphere be promoted 

by this institution? 

9. Could Romani become the language in education in Roma schools in the future?   

*(What type of support (governmental, international) would be required in order for 

this objective to be achieved?). 

10. Discuss the possibility of the creation of schools exclusively for Roma children in 

Romania the future. 

* Questions marked with an * are potential follow-up questions 
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Appendix 6: Themes in extended narrative interviews (life stories) 

Romanian participants 

Because of the nature of these interviews, there will not be a set interview schedule; however, 

the following topics will be covered: 

1. Childhood and school experiences with children of other ethnicities 

2. Personal experiences of cultural benefits that came from living in a multi-ethnic 

society 

3. Experience of interactions between the Romanian and Roma community in that 

region 

4. Experience with Roma culture / the Roma people living in the region 

5. Shifts in Romanian-Roma relationships over time 

Roma participants 

Because of the nature of these interviews, there will not be a set interview schedule; however, 

the following topics will be covered: 

1. Childhood and school experiences with children of other ethnicities 

2. Personal experiences of cultural benefits that came from living in a multi-ethnic 

society 

3. Experience of interactions between the Romanian and Roma community in that 

region 

4. Experience with Romanian culture /the Romanian people living in the region 

5. Shifts in Romanian-Roma relationships over time 
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Appendix 7: Sample interview summary – English translation – Roma Party leader 

Novak, City 1 

The Roma Party Pro Europa was founded to assist the Roma citizens in Romania, the 

country’s second largest ethnic minority (after the Hungarian minority. Like the other 

institutions for minorities in Romania, the Roma Party is responsible for creating a centralised 

database which sums up the country-wide situation of our minority group, after compiling 

general information about the community in accordance with data received from national 

institutions from across the nation.  Our database facilitates contacting the institutions that 

represent our group, as well as the leaders of these institutions, and aims to “develop 

[congenial] inter-ethnic relationships between the minority groups […] in Romania” 

(“dezvoltarea relatiilor interetnice [armonioase] in randul minoritatilor […] din Romania”). 

The Roma Party collaborates excellently with national institutions across the country. 

We have signed protocols with the Police Force [civil law enforcement group], local 

representatives of the Ministry of Education, the Gendarmerie Service [military law 

enforcement group], the Land Registry Office, the Public Health Department and so on. 

Moreover, Roma youth have taken part in the writing of the successful European project 

“Youth for the Future”2. Furthermore, the Future of the Roma Association3 “has signed 

                                                            

 

2 Voluntari pentru Viitor is a 2010-implemented programme based in Baia Mare, a county in 
the north of Romania, aimed at actively involving the youth in the life of the community; web 
page: http://2ve.ro/despre/scop-si-obiective/ 
3 Asociatia “Viitorul Romilor” is a non-governmental organisation in Constanta, a county in 
eastern Romania. It was founded in 2006; its aim is to improve the life of the local Roma 
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agreements with ten public institutions and non-governmental organisations (NGOs). These 

agreements support the implementation of social and educational programmes in Roma 

communities across Romania (“asociatia “Viitorul Romilor” a incheiat acorduri cu 10 institutii 

publice si ONG-uri, prin care se doreste implementarea unor programe social-educationale”).  

The status of the Romanian Roma community and the rights of this minority “are 

outlined by the European Commision in a legislative frame created by the Commission in 2011. 

This frame outlines national Roma inclusion strategies for European Union (EU) countries until 

2020 [“un cadru UE pentru strategiile nationale de incluziune a rromilor pana in 2020”]. The 

inclusion of Roma ethnics throughout the European Union “is one Europe’s most stringent 

social issues” [“este unul dintre cele mai stringente aspecte sociale din Europa”], with public 

authorities naturally bearing the primary responsibility for Roma inclusion in society. This 

process is a challenge “necessitating an important change not only in the mentality of majority 

groups, but also in the mentality of the Roma community” [“presupune o schimbare importanta 

atat in mentalitatea majoritatii, cat si in mentalitatea rromilor”]. The achievement of the 

inclusion goal requires “an active dialogue with Roma representatives” [“dialog activ cu 

reprezentantii rromilor”], as well as “firm actions […] at both national and European levels” 

[“actiuni ferme […] atat la nivel national, cat si la nivel european], dialogue which in my 

                                                            

 

community and to promote the integration of Roma citizens into mainstream Romanian 
society (https://viitorulromilor.jimdo.com/) 
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opinion exists [in Romania] at parliament level (Nicolae Paun is the Roma representative in 

the Romanian Parliament).  

The Roma minority, which was subjected to slavery in Romania until the 18th century, 

is still facing a range of challenges today: “poverty, lack of education, health problems, lack of 

identity documents, lack of housing, unemployment and discrimination” [“saracia, lipsa 

educatiei, probleme de sanatate, lipsa actelor de identitate, lipsa locuintelor, somajul si 

discriminarea”]. Moreover, the Roma hold back when t comes to identifying as Roma, “due to 

fear” [“din cauza fricii”]. Of course, psychological problems also exist, and they are a result of 

these struggles; if amplified, these can generate a series of “deviant behaviour and later 

delinquency” [“comportamente deviante si ulterior infractiuni”]. Together with other citizens 

who for various reasons end up benefiting from or even becoming dependent upon social 

assistance, the Roma also need help with their integration in society. 

At EU level, the Roma are the largest minority (six million Roma live in the European 

Union, and there are 12 million Roma worldwide). Despite the fact that discrimination is 

forbidden in European and national legislation, the EU admits that many Roma are “victims of 

prejudice and social exclusion” [“victime ale prejudecatilor si excluziunii sociale”]. As an 

example of how discrimination is shown at societal level, a recent survey shows that over 60%-

70% of the majority population “would not marry their children to a Roma national” [“nu si-ar 

casatori copiii in etnia rroma”]. Regarding the rights of the Roma to use their mother tongue in 

their daily lives in Romania post-EU integration, the EU efforts in acquainting them with their 

language fall behind the efforts towards acquainting the Roma with their rights; the accent is 

on social rights, and not on linguistic rights. As EU integration opened up travel within the EU, 

“the Roma would see the rights of other people, and they began to demand their own rights” 
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[“rromii vedeau drepturile altor oameni, si au inceput sa isi ceara si ei drepturile”]. Their history 

of slavery has resulted in “fear”, a negation of their identity because of this fear, and a lack of 

familiarity with their rights within the Roma community. Consequently, their knowledge of the 

Romani language and the community’s attachment to it are also suffering. 

Just like other Romanian citizens, the Roma are legally free to identify as members of 

this community, as well as to express themselves in their mother tongue without any 

restrictions, Identification as a Roma must be respected by public institutions. “The state 

recognises and guarantees members belonging to national minorities the right to preserve, 

develop and express their ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious identity” [“Statul recunoaste 

si garanteaza persoanelor apartinand minoritatilor nationale dreptul la pastrarea, la dezvoltarea 

si exprimarea identitatilor etnice, culturale, lingvistice si religioase”]. 

Education is the medium in which we can most clearly observe the initiatives aimed at 

promoting Romani, initiatives stemming from the activity of the Roma Party in collaboration 

with various NGOs and institutions. An important initiative is the hiring of educational 

intermediaries in educational institutions where Roma children numbers are high. In these 

schools the Romani language is taught, together with the history of the Roma, as separate 

school subjects. 

Opening schools exclusively for Roma pupils would result in “many parents [who] 

wouldn’t allow their children to learn Romani” [foarte multi parinti [care] nu ar lasa copiii lor 

sa invete limba romani”]. There are some schools in Romania where Roma pupil numbers are 

high, but the school subjects are still taught in Romanian. In these schools, Romani is taught 

in years 1-8 (many secondary schools however “do not accept to teach this subject” [multe 

scoli generale “nu accepta acest post”]. This is where educational mediators come into play, 
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assisting the schoolteachers by teaching Romani history. I do not believe that Romani could 

become the official language of teaching in potential Roma-only schools; this form of 

educational segregation would be discrimination perpetrated by the Roma community in 

Romania, “and we fight [against discrimination]. “Creating Romani-only schools, I would say 

this is where discrimination would begin” [“iar noi luptam [impotriva discriminarii]”. “Facand 

doar scoli pentru copiii rromi, eu as spune ca de aici ar incepe discriminarea”. Still, tertiary 

education institutions recognise the need for education amid the Roma community and offer 

special quotas for those who belong to this ethnicity and wish to obtain tertiary degrees. At 

national level, however, Roma education is integrated, and not segregated. 

I confirm that this summary accurately reflects the information I provided during the 

interview that took place on July 25, 2016. 

Name:                                                 Signed: _____________________________  
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Appendix 8: Sample interview summary – English translation - Romanian 

prefecture 

Luke, City 1 

According to the HG18/2015 [Government ordinance], each prefecture across the 

country must create a local mixed work group for the Roma, as well one county-level prefecture 

mixed working group for the Roma,  made up of three experts. The mixed working group in 

this city is made up of representatives of institutions like the local Ministry of Education 

branch, the County Employment Agency, the Police. HG 18/2015 and its predecessor, 

HG1121/2011, regulate a governmental-level strategy for the inclusion of the Roma 

population. They also regulate the general activity of the mixed working groups. The provisions 

of these pieces of legislation are applied differently from county to county [according to Roma 

population numbers and needs].  The Prefecture of this city collaborates with institutions like 

the Roma Party, to the extent to which the party approaches our institution. Our cooperation is 

not particularly strong, as the Roma community is not represented [homogenously] by a single 

[Roma] representative. 

According to the 2011 census, the city of … (140,000 inhabitants) has a Roma 

population of approximately 2,500 people. It is well known to those who compiled the census 
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data 4, as well as to those who work with the Roma community, that during the census some 

Roma identified as Hungarians or Romanians, depending on the language they speak. 

Joining the European Union (EU) has not brought issues regarding the attitudes of the 

people of this city towards the Roma – there have been no discrimination incidents. Although 

it is possible that EU integration has helped, “there are no inter-ethnic conflicts in …., this city 

is a cosmopolitan city; Romanians, Hungarians, Roma” [“nu sunt conflicte inter-etnice, … este 

un oras cosmopolit: sunt romani, unguri, rromi”], germans, jews inhabit the city together, “so 

we didn’t see the emergence of any [inter-ethnic cohabitation] problems” [“deci nu am resimtit 

nici o problema din acest punct de vedere”]. Even though “reactions in debating [racial issues]” 

might be present, these “do not materialise, so “there haven’t been any visible discrimination 

attitudes exhibited”, even though in the past “this might have been a problematic issue” [Chiar 

daca mai exista “reactii in discutii”, ele “nu se concretizeaza, deci nu au fost atitudini fatise de 

discriminare”, desi e posibil ca in trecut sa fi fost “mai rau din acest punct de vedere”]. 

However, the press has been instrumental in influencing the public in developing certain social 

attitudes. One example is the most recent scandal in Arges county: the media exposed the fact 

that some Roma families in the town of *** were slave owners. They “would recruit poor 

people, force them to perform various labours for their families, and then keep them in a state 

[…] similar to that of slaves in the past – in chains, and […] it is said that they would even brag 

                                                            

 

4 Census data in Romania is collected by groups of inspectors who visit each home and note 
down the ethnicity declared by each family 
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about being slave owners” for several years, until “someone managed to escape and went to 

the police”. The ethnicity of these people “is not relevant, however when it is indicated, of 

course it will strengthen the stereotypes” [Acestia “racolau persoane sarace, le obligau sa faca 

diferite munci pentru respectivele familii, si le tineau apoi efectiv in niste conditii […] 

asemanatore conditiilor in care erau tinuti sclavii mai demult – in lanturi, si […] se spune ca 

efectiv se laudau ca sunt proprietari de sclavi” timp de cativa ani, pana cand “cineva a reusit sa 

scape si sa ajunga la un post de politie”. Etnia acestor indivizi “nu este relevanta, insa in 

momentul in care ea se precizeaza, bineinteles ca stereotipul […] se intareste”].  

Although I am not up to date with Romanian and European legislation [regarding the 

political representation of minorities in public institutions], the “European spirit” legal 

provisions that precede the inclusion of Romania in the EU legislate that minorities such as the 

Hungarians would have the right to their own representative in their city council. This 

representative’s role is to facilitate communication between the members of that minority and 

the local [Romanian] city council representatives. Joining the European community 

emphasised this role in facilitating access [to representation] and communication between 

ethnicities.  

The Prefecture works towards Roma integration in Romanian society through our 

mixed working group. “We are open to any invitation to assist or get involved in projects to 

the extent of the legal provisions in existence; we support any initiative, we have taken part in 

and supported International Roma Day [festivities] on April 8th…We visited the city of …, and 

attended festivities organised by their Roma school […] Last year, at the request of the 

Association “Together”, a non-governmental organisation (NGO), we organised here – in this 

room- an informative session with representatives of city council representatives from across 
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the county, from cities where Roma numbers are high, regarding European funding that can be 

obtained for the purpose of developing infrastructure in Roma communities; moreover, we 

participate whenever we are invited […] we offer support for any other type of initiative” 

“Suntem deschisi oricarei invitatii de a asista sau de a ne implica in masura posibilitatilor legale 

in proiecte, sprijinim orice initiativa, am asistat si am sprijinit [cu] ocazia Zilei Internationale 

a Rromilor in 8 Aprilie… Am fost la …, la niste spectacole ale scolilor unde invata copii 

rromi…Anul trecut, la solicitarea unui ONG care se numeste Asociatia “Impreuna, am 

organizat aici – in aceasta Gabe – o sesiune de informare cu reprezentantii primariilor unde 

exista rromi privind fondurile europene care se pot … obtine pentru dezvoltare infrastructurii 

in comunitatile de rromi, si de asemenea participam oricand suntem chemati […] ne oferim 

suportul pentru orice alta initiativa”]. 

“We respond to specific requests, and assist them [Roma communities], promote their 

initiatives to the full extent of our legal attributions, and beyond – to the extent that each 

member of our mixed working group is able to do so according to their respective attributions” 

[“In masura in care avem solicitari punctuale, noi le dam un raspuns, si in masura in care noi 

avem atributii, ii ajutam, promovam ceea ce doresc sa faca, si mai departe sigur in masura in 

care fiecare membru al grupului se poate implica pe activitatea sa”].  For example, the local 

education inspector5 gets involved in schools to the extent that he can offer feedback and help, 

                                                            

 

5 The local representative of the Ministry of Education 
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or he can help teachers in their projects related to the pupils. “As long as the Roma population 

continues to be in a certain position of inferiority” [“In momentul in care populatia rroma in 

continuare este intr-o oarecare inferioritate”] when compared to the majority, having 

institutions and initiatives that “offer support and are open to their problems” [“ofera suport si 

ofera deschidere fata de problemele lor”] constitutes an advantage for this community. When 

NGOs collaborate with our institutions in preserving and promoting Roma culture in a 

favourable legal structure, “these advantages are felt” [“se resimt aceste avantaje”], as the 

Roma population must not forget its traditions, “they don’t have to go through this process of 

denying their own identity, and so they must feel at peace with this identity. I believe that the 

Roma community perceives this as a positive aspect” [“nu trebuie sa treaca prin acel process 

de negare a propriei identitati, si atunci trebuie sa se simta impacati cu propria identitate. Cred 

ca este un lucru pozitiv receptat la ivelul comunitatilor de rromi”]. The advantages cross over 

to the Romanian community: the culture of the Roma “maybe is not very accessible, in its 

depth, to Romanians, given the fact that the Romanian population comes in contact daily with 

certain […] aspects that strengthen certain stereotypes [about the Roma]” [cultura rroma “poate 

nu este foarte accesibila asa, in profunzimea ei, pentru populatia majoritara, in conditiile in 

care zi de zi populatia majoritara intra in contact cu niste […] aspecte care intaresc anumite 

stereotipii”]. 

According to the aforementioned government decision, Romani (a minority language) 

“enjoys the same […] rights and privileges as Hungarian or German. There are, of course, 

Romani immersion schools in Romania; people can use Romani in public institutions with the 

assistance of the Roma representatives employed there; it has [..] a normal status; I don’t see a 

problem here, I don’t believe we have to improve the current status of Romani” [“se bucura de 
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aceleasi […] drepturi sau privilegii de care se bucura si limba maghiara sau limba germana. 

Exista scoli unde se preda in limba romani, bineinteles; se poate folosi limba romani in 

institutiile publice prin intermediul acestor reprezentanti rromi; exista […] un statut normal; nu 

vad o problema, nu cred ca trebuie imbunatatit acest statut al limbii romani”], even though it 

is notable that Roma leaders and Romani teachers have this task to create a standardised version 

of Romani before Romani can possess “the same force” [“aceeasi forta”] as that of Hungarian, 

for example.  

Our institution has not worked directly towards promoting the rights of the Roma to use 

their mother tongue. However, the Prefecture operates within the legal boundaries in what 

concerns promoting Romani in Romania: even though all official documents are created n 

Romanian, there is a government ordinance in existence which specifies that any minority 

community whose population exceeds 20% of the total local population has the right to their 

own representative within the local city council. The exception is Romani, which is not 

associated to a particular geographic state. Thus, its [linguistic] register does not necessarily 

have an equivalent/correspondent in Romanian, and that is why the members of this community 

have the right to an intermediary in what concerns the [local] administration field. Facilitating 

this line of communication is an indirect task of the prefecture: at present, we are promoting 

within these localities with high Roma numbers the employment of health mediators and 

educational mediators to “create cooperation between the Roma and the authorities, through 

means such as using Romani” [pentru a “crea acest intermediar intre rromi si autoritati, inclusiv 

prin folosirea limbi rrome”]. While there are no restrictions in using Romani in the public 

space, this [having an intermediary in what concerns administration] is important, because 

some Roma do better in Romani or trust the Roma intermediaries/mediators/experts more. That 
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is why at present we encourage “mother tongue expression whenever this is how people 

manage to express themselves and state […] what it is they want” [“exprimarea in limba 

materna in conditiile in care oamenii reusesc sa se exprime mai bine si sa spuna …ceea ce 

doresc”]. 

Rearding the possibility of opening schools exclusively for Roma children, Professor 

…. (leading Roma expert and linguist) and the Ministry of Education maintain the idea of 

avoiding segregated schools/classes in Romania, to specifically promote understanding and co-

constructed knowledge among children of all ethnicities. Naturally, due to certain geographic 

and demographic restrictions, there are some areas in the country where the population is 

predominantly Roma. “Institutions are making efforts to not segregate schools” [“Se fac 

eforturi institutionale de a nu segrega scolile”], even though they promote the teaching of 

Romani in schools where Roma pupil numbers are high. In the city of … alone we have four 

Romani teachers, and there is teaching in Romani in schools with high Roma pupil numbers; 

in short, “Romani-medium education exists [and] is being used, even though the tendency is to 

desegregate schools” [“educatie in limba romani exista [si] se foloseste, desi tendinta este de a 

desegrega scolile”].  

I confirm that this summary accurately reflects the information I shared during the 

interview that took place on 25 July 2016. 

Name: 

Signature: _______ 
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Appendix 9: Sample interview summary – Roma life story 

Simon’s interview: English translation 

My name is …... I am a primary school teacher at a school in City 1, where I teach 

Romani. I was born in …., a city in the ……… county. The city has a population of over 10,000 

– Romanians, Hungarians, Roma, Germans, and even Slovaks in a nearby town. During my 

school years “we were together”, and during my childhood “I didn’t always have all that I 

wanted, all that I would need for school”; however, my parents did all they could so that I can 

get an education. Both my parents worked, so my childhood was “a bit happier”. I was a child 

that could “fit in with any group”; my friends belonged to all ethnicities, and our time together 

exceeded school hours, as we used to play soccer together and do all kinds of extra-curricular 

activities together. “Of course, there were [issues amongst us children], this happens 

everywhere”. Growing up, these issues were tied to girls: “arguments and fights between boys 

would break out mostly over girls, but in time these issues did not escalate”. I attended high 

school alongside my childhood friends. After graduating from high school, I became part of a 

community in which “I discovered the pleasure of becoming acquainted with the Roma 

ethnicity, which in actual fact is my own ethnicity”, and today “I am proud to be a part of [this 

ethnicity]”. I then joined a non-governmental organisation, taking part in cultural activities, 

being part of Romani dance groups and sports events, singing and dancing [traditional Romani 

songs and dances] throughout the country. I later left the country, and it was overseas that I 

discovered “my true identity” because that was where I met people of other ethnicities, and 

Roma people from other countries. They made me true identity”, because there I met other 

Roma from other countries. They prompted me to “search up my history”, to “find …stories 

and documentaries [about us] from both official and unofficial sources. “I now realise that the 
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marginalisation of the Roma has been in the making for a long time, it is carved into the blood 

of the majority communities”. From infancy children are told by their parents <<don’t get into 

conflicts or friendships with the Roma, because they might steal from you, and that’s how the 

rumours about the gypsies who steal children to do who-knows-what to them have started…I 

[constantly] come across racist messages  online, racist messages…and I realise that we are 

regarded as pariah…who should not be mixing with the people”. 

The marginalisation of the Roma by mainstream society had not changed across time 

until 30 years ago, when “I realised that we live […] together with many other ethnicities. The 

Roma people have not changed at all […] because they live in the same crumbling houses, the 

same clay houses, the level of social assistance [offered to the Roma] is inadequate, even the 

[involvement of the] state [in helping the Roma] – it is known – is inadequate. Someone from 

the higher circles [of government] really wants the Roma ethnicity to be left in this state 

because that gives them [the government] an advantage. All projects developed for the Roma 

are developed in a way that would allow for an investigation into the projects to penalise those 

who developed and implemented them, but that would mean no more projects for the Roma in 

the future and so many of the people involved in these projects would lose their jobs. Of course, 

we need thieves, we need people who are ill, we need stupid people, we need illiterate people, 

because large numbers of such people create jobs”. The health system needs people with 

unhealthy lifestyles; the justice system needs “thieves”. “It is well known in every country that 

those “up there” [in positions of power] know how to succeed, and through projects, through 

aid […] they have their own ways of integrating the Roma into [mainstream] society. In our 

case [Romania] this has never been a desirable goal […] so that the Roma person can be 

manipulated. Even in politics I can tell you that for a kilo of sugar or one litre of oil you can 
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manipulate that stupid Roma […] into giving you his vote”. In Romania it has happened before 

– and it is still happening – “naïve” people would vote influenced by the people from the polling 

places in exchange for some oil or sugar, knowing that nothing would change in politics, but 

taking advantage of being offered those goods. “[T]hose who know what to do, how to 

manipulate, contact the Roma leaders, of course these leaders are also paid in a way that would 

make them influence [the Roma] every four years during the elections”. 

Later I was guided towards enrolling in tertiary study, and today I work as a Romani 

teacher in this school. I encourage my students to claim their identity, and I wish to forward 

the knowledge of the Romani language because “a people without a language are akin to a 

people without a history, and a people without a history does not exist! Someone really wished 

for the Roma not to exist. There were no documents left about the time the Roma arrived [in 

Romania], there are no official [historical] sources, all we have is a few […] entries into […] 

church [archives]” but based on these it is impossible to tell exactly when the Roma people 

arrived here. 

Regarding the life of the Roma community in my birth town, during communism the 

Roma were not able to demand “something cultural or artistic, or public [cultural] displays 

anywhere”. We, the Roma of that town, were speaking Romani, “but it was forbidden to speak 

it in public”. We would however go to the cinema together with people of other ethnicities: 

“the community was tightly knitted together […] we had a café where [all] would gather 

together”. The Roma were not discriminated against based on ethnicity by the community 

amongst which they lived. However, the members of cultural ensembles (I was one of them), 

regardless of their ethnicity, were dancing traditional Romanian dances and were showcasing 

Romanian traditions. Moreover, the Roma were arrested and forced to do labour [for the 
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government/community]. I was still in school when this happened. The Roma community “got 

sick […] and rebelled against their poverty and their very poor living standards”. The 

community took to the streets and “protested peacefully, wanting to march toward the city 

hall”. Police reinforcements were called in from other towns too on that day, the different 

groups clashed, they arrested about twenty people – “beaten, beaten to death and imprisoned 

for 10-15 years” – those who managed to get away on that day were arrested in their own homes 

the next day. Us children took part in those riots too. Those over the age of 16 were taken “to 

correction facilities”. “Of course, these riots were not presented in the news”. A similar 

situation took place in Brasov [city in Transylvania], where the Roma marched out of the 

factories to protest the poor working conditions that the Roma in particular had to endure, and 

this happened in other places too, but the riots were crushed [by the government].  

After the revolution, all of us were able to showcase our own culture. I joined a Romani 

dance group, and in 1994 we won first place at a national dance competition in Botosani 

[Eastern Romania]. We had gained freedom of expression and the right to speak Romani. Since 

1990, schools in Sandana teach the Romani language and the history of Roma culture and 

traditions, at the initiative of one of my uncles who was then the county president of the Roma 

Party; his initiative was approved by the government at the time. Since then things have 

evolved in a positive way: today we have gotten to the point where we can train teachers of 

Romani language, Roma history and Roma culture in universities across the country. The 

relationships between ethnicities have also improved: for example, my Romani dance group 

began to be invited to perform alongside Hungarian or German folk ensembles during all public 

holidays, events and celebrations in Sandana. Currently, relationships between ethnicities vary 

according to region in Romania. For example, “the Olteni [in Southern Romania] are more 
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open, more brotherly towards the Roma, [and so are] the Moldoveni [North-East of the 

country]. The people in Bucharest and all others”, while “strangely, us, the West […] allowed 

to travel overseas [more openly even during communism] […] wish to marginalise the Roma, 

they do not wish to enter into business with the Roma […] no one knows why, you simply […] 

can tell the difference in how they treat you [a Roma]”. Before the revolution, when the Roma 

were poor, “they [people in Western Romania] could not stand them because the Roma were 

poor”. Now many Roma have lived in Europe and returned to improve their life standards and 

“have [a good living standard], they are envied because they have more than them [Romanians 

in Western Romania]”.  “Overall, the West is more racist that southerners and than the 

Moldoveni and the people from Bucharest”. This might be due to the fact that “there aremore 

mixt families in the south, north and Bucharest […] than there are here in the West […] or 

maybe the [Roma of the] West have preserved their language better […] and wish to identify 

as Roma, and then you can see the difference [between them and other ethnicities]”. The Roma 

in the Southern part of the country “never claim their ethnicity and identity […] they have lost 

their language […] are seen as poorer Romanians” – and this phenomenon began after the 

revolution – “conflicts have aggravated [in the West]”. These conflicts are “permitted by the 

state and the state projects [for the Roma], because […] those who govern know where to get 

their daily bread from”. The European Union does not truly involve itself in the issues that 

affect the Roma, because if it really wished to, it would send commissions to evaluate the true 

state of things. In contrast, if we take the Aborigines of Australia, “in fifty years they made 

them into doctors, and they are so integrated [into mainstream society] that you don’t know 

anymore which is which. And then, why after hundreds of years the Roma were not integrated 

into society, with their good side and bad side, as they were? Why? Because all measures were 
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taken […] so that it would be impossible to reach common ground, […] to get any results. All 

their projects turned to chaos, and now huge, million-dollar projects – of curse our leaders are 

corrupt too, they are corrupt, you know that corruption exists, there is an image that the corrupt 

have been arrested, and those proven to be corrupt […] were put in prison and released after a 

month or two […] and they walk free. Of course, they prefer going to jail for a profit of 

hundreds of millions of Euros – you do five months or a year and then […] <<I have served 

my time, yes, I have been released, it’s OK>>. And then they get to keep the money, and of 

course they would accept prison time in exchange”.  

I confirm that this summary accurately reflects the information I provided during the 

interview recorded on October 3, 2016.   

Name 

Signature: ________________________ 
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Appendix 10: Sample interview summary – Roma life story 

Simon’s interview: Original Romanian version 

Numele meu este... Sunt institutor invatamant primar la o scoala din…, unde predau 

limba romani. M-am nascut in orasul …, judetul …. Orasul are o populatie de peste 10,000 

locuitori – romani, maghiari, romi, germani/svabi, si chiar slovaci intr-o localitate apropiata. 

La scoala “eram toti impreuna”, iar in copilarie “nu de fiecare data am avut ceea ce-mi doream, 

[…] ceea ce-mi trebuia la scoala”, insa parintii mei au reusit sa faca in asa fel incat sa pot merge 

la scoala. Ei amandoi lucrau, si astfel copilaria mea a fost “un pic mai fericita”. Am fost un 

copil “care puteam sa ma integrez in orice grup”, avand prieteni de toate etniile si petrecand 

timpul cu ei si dupa scoala, jucand fotbal si participand in alte activitati extrascolare. “Sigur ca 

existau [probleme intre noi, copiii], ca peste tot”. Crescand, aceste probleme se datorau fetelor: 

“pentru fete erau mai mult discutiile si certurile asa intre baieti, dar astea pe parcurs nu s-au 

degenerat”. La liceu am invatat tot impreuna cu prietenii din copilarie. La terminarea liceului 

am intrat intr-o comunitate in care “mi-am regasit placerea de a cunoaste etnia roma, etnia mea 

de fapt”, azi fiind “mandru ca fac parte din ea”. M-am alaturat mai apoi unei organizatii non-

guvernamentale, participand in manifestari culturale, participand la dansuri si activitati 

sportive, cantand si dansand in diferite zone ale tarii. Mai tarziu am plecat in strainatate, reusind 

sa cunosc acolo “adevarata mea identitate” fiinca acolo am intalnit alte etnii, alti romi din alte 

tari. Ei m-au facut “sa-mi caut istoria […], sa aflu […] istorioare si documentare” din surse 

oficiale si nu numai. “[A]cuma imi dau seama ca marginalizarea romilor e facuta de mult timp, 

e batuta […] in sangele majoritarilor”. Copiilor de mici li se spune de catre parinti “nu intrati 

in conflicte, in anturaje cu romii pentru ca s-ar putea sa va ia sa va fure, si de-acolo a pornit ca 

tiganul ar fi fost un om care fura copii si nu stiu ce ar fi facut cu ei […] si astazi citesc pe 



 

348 

 

internet mesajele si au mesaje rasiste […] in care imi dau seama ca […] suntem priviti ca o 

parie […] care n-are ce sa caute intre oameni”. Marginalizarea romilor de catre societate nu s-

a schimbat in timp in societate pana acum 30 de ani, cand “eu mi-am dat seama ca traim […] 

impreuna cu mai multe etnii. Etnia roma nu s-a schimbat deloc […] pentru ca locuiesc in 

aceleasi case darapanate, aceleasi case de chirpici, asistenta sociala lasa de dorit, pana si statul 

se stie –sigur- ca lasa de dorit. Cineva chiar de sus intentioneaza ca etnia roma sa fie lasata asa 

din cauza ca ei au un avantaj. Toate proiectele care se fac pe seama romilor se fac in asa fel 

incat daca chiar ar vrea cineva sa-i puna la punct, i-ar pune, dar dupa aia nu se mai fac proiecte 

si s-ar pierde atatea locuri de munca. Sigur, avem nevoie de hoti, avem nevoie de bolnavi, avem 

nevoie de prosti, avem nevoie de analfabeti, pentru ca acestia intr-un numar mare fac in asa fel 

incat sa avem locuri de munca”. Sistemul de sanatate are nevoie de bolnavi cu un stil de viata 

nesanatos, sistemul judiciar are nevoie de “hoti”. “In toate tarile se stie ca cineva de sus stie 

cum sa faca si prin proiecte, prin ajutoare […] au ei sursele lor cum sa-i integreze pe romi in 

societate. La noi nu s-a dorit asta de cand se stie […] pentru ca acel cineva sa poata fi manipulat 

chiar si in politica pot sa spun pentru un kilogram de zahar sau un litru de ulei il poti manipula 

pe acel prost rom […] sa-ti dea votul lui”. In Romania s-a intamplat, si se intampla si astazi, ca 

oamenii “naivi” sa voteze influentati de cei de la sectia de votare in schimbul a niste ulei sau 

zahar, stiind ca nu se va schimba nimic in politica, dar profitand de aceste bunuri oferite. “[C]ei 

care stiu sa faca, stiu sa manipuleze, iau legatura cu liderii romilor, bineinteles ca si liderii 

romilor sunt platiti cu o oarecare masura incat sa-i manipuleze [pe romi] la fiecare patru ani la 

alegeri”.  

Am fost indrumat mai tarziu sa urmez o facultate, astazi lucrand ca institutor si profesor 

de limba romani in aceasta scoala. Imi incurajez elevii sa isi asume identitatea, si doresc sa 
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transmit mai departe limba romani, pentru ca “un popor fara limba e ca si un popor fara istorie, 

un popor fara istorie inseamna ca nu exista! Cineva chiar vrea ca romii sa nu existe. N-au fost 

lasat[e] documente cum ca romii ar fi venit in anul cutare, nu avem surse oficiale, doar cateva 

[…] inscrise in […] biserici”, insa pe baza acestora nici nu putem spune cu exactitate cand au 

venit romii in aceasta zona.  

In ce priveste viata comunitatii rome din …, pe vremea comunismului romii nu au putut 

cere “ceva cultural sau artistic, manifestatii undeva”. Noi, romii din …, vorbeam limba romani, 

“dar era interzis sa vorbim in locuri publice”. Mergeam insa impreuna cu celelalte etnii la 

cinema, “comunitatea era stransa, […] am avut si o cofetarie in care se strangeau [toti]”. Romii 

nu erau discriminati pe criterii entice de catre oamenii obisnuiti alaturi de care traiau. Totusi, 

toti membrii ansamblurilor culturale (si eu fiind printre ei), indiferent de etnii, practicau dansuri 

romanesti si propagau traditiile culturale romanesti. Mai mult, romii erau arestati si dusi la 

munca fortata in grupuri. Eu eram la scoala pe vremea aceea. Comunitatea roma s-a “saturat 

[…] s-a revoltat pentru toate neajunsurile si traiul de zi cu zi foarte rau”. Comunitatea a iesit in 

strada “si s-a manifestat pasnic, voind sa mearga inspre primarie”. Au fost chemate echipaje 

de politie si din alte parti, au avut loc ciocniri intre grupuri, au arestat vreo 20 de persoane – 

“batuti, omorati in bataie si pusi in puscarii cate 10-15 ani” – cei care au reusit sa fuga in ziua 

aceea au fost ridicati a doua zi chiar din casele lor. Si noi copiii am participat la aceste revolte. 

Cei de peste 16 ani au fost dusi “la corectie”. “Bineinteles ca nu s-a mediatizat aceasta revolta”. 

O situatie similara s-a intamplat si la Brasov [a city in Transilvania, unrelated to my research 

setting], unde romii au iesit din fabrici sa protesteze impotriva conditiilor rele de munca la care 

erau supusi romii in particular, si si in alte zone, insa revoltele au fost inabusite.  
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Dupa revolutie noi toti am putut sa ne manifestam cultura. M-am alaturat unui ansamblu 

de dansuri romani, si in 1994 la Botosani [a city in eastern Romania, unrelated to my research 

setting] am castigat locul 1 la o competitie nationala. Libertatea de exprimare, dreptul de a 

vorbi limba romani au crescut. Din 1990 incoace la …. se preda la scoala istoria culturii rome 

si a traditiilor rome, precum si limba romani, la initiativa unui unchi de-al meu (pe atunci 

presedinte al partied romilor pe judet), initiativa aprobata de guvern. De atunci situatia a 

evoluat pozitiv, si astazi am ajuns sa putem pregati in facultati profesori de limba, istorie si 

cultura romani. S-a armonizat si relatia intre etnii, spre exemplu ansamblul de dansuri romani 

din care faceam parte era chemat alaturi de maghiari sau germani sa danseze la toate 

manifestatiile, ceremoniile si sarbatorile publice din ... Relatia actuala intre etnii variaza functie 

de regiuni, spre exemplu “oltenii sunt mai deschisi cu romii, sunt mai infratiti […] [la fel si] 

moldovenii, bucurestenii si toti ceilalti”, pe cand “culmea, la noi, vestul […] lasat “afara” […] 

vor sa marginalizeze romii, nu vor sa intre in afaceri cu romii […] nu se stie de ce, pur si simplu 

[…] se vede diferenta cum te trateaza”. Inainte de revolutie, cand romii erau saraci, “n-aveau 

ochi sa-i vada ca erau saraci”. Acum ca multi romi au plecat in Europa si s-au intors pentru a-

si imbunatati conditiile de viata si “au [situatii material foarte bune], sunt invidiati din cauza 

ca au mai mult ca ei”. “In masa, vestul e mai rasist decat sudistii si decat moldovenii si […] 

bucurestenii”. Acest lucru poate se datoreaza faptului ca “familii mixte exista mai mult in 

partea de sud si nord si in bucuresti […] decat la noi aici in vest” […] sau poate ca […] vestul 

[romii dn vest] sunt mai pastratori de limba […] si vor sa se identifice ca romi, si atunci se vede 

diferenta [intre ei si celelalte etnii]”. Cei din sud “niciodata nu-si asuma etnia si identitatea […] 

si-au pierdut si limba […] sunt vazuti cumva un fel de romani mai saraci” – si acesta e un 

fenomen care a luat nastere dupa revolutie – “conflictele s-au agravat [in vest]”. Aceste 



 

351 

 

conflicte sunt lasate de stat si de proiectele statului, pentru ca […] guvernantii stiu ei de unde 

ie[s]e painea lor”. Uniunea Europeana nu se implica cu adevarat in problemele romilor, pentru 

ca daca ar vrea, ar trimite comisii care sa evalueze situatia adevarata. In contrast, daca ne uitam 

de exemplu la aborigenii din Australia, “in 50 de an i-a[u] facut doctori, si sunt incadrati […] 

ca nu mai stii care-i ala, care-i ala. Si atuncea romii de ce de sute de ani n-au putut fi incadrati 

in societate asa cu bune, cu rele, cum au fost? De ce? Pentru ca masurile au fost asa facute […] 

incat sa nu se ajuga la nici un punct comun […] la nici un rezultat. S-a facut un haos cu toate 

proiectele lor, si-acuma la ora actuala proiecte mari de milioane de euro –bineinteles ca si liderii 

nostri sunt corupti, sunt corupti, coruptia stiti ca exista, imaginea ca sunt arestati multi 

guvernanti, si cei care-au fost corupti […] ii baga la puscarie si-i scoate dupa o luna sau doua 

luni […] si-au iesit. Sigur ca le convine sa faci o puscarie pentru sute de milioane de euro- faci 

5 luni sau un an de zile si apoi […] <<mi-am facut pedeapsa, da, sunt achitat, e ok>>. Si atunci 

ramai cu banii, si sigur ca ei accepta si asta, si puscaria”.  

Confirm ca acest rezumat reflecta cu acuratete informatiile furnizate in cadrul 

interviului desfasurat in data de 3 OCTOMBRIE 2016. 

Nume: 

Semnatura: ___________________________________________
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