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Abstract
This article adopts the Critical and Ethnographic Language Policy approach (McCarty ed., 2011; Johnson and Ricento, 2013) to unveil the family language policy adopted by first and second generation Romanian parents in a diasporic context, Castelló de la Plana, the capital city of the Castelló province (Spain). The study focuses particularly in parents´ language ideologies and practices towards the acquisition and use of Spanish, Catalan and Romanian. The analysis of parental policies is pursued through 15 semi-directed interviews about life experiences produced in ethnographic research. By drawing on biographical narratives, I examine in detail how parents ground their position regarding language choices, transmission or interruption of the home language and how multilingualism is perceived and valued by different generations. I conclude that first and second generation migrant[endnoteRef:1] parents mobilize different language ideologies in relation to the use of the heritage language and the translingual practices they deploy. I also report the tensions migrant families experiment regarding languages in this neoliberal economic governmentality (Martín Rojo, 2019) and how language policy at the family level sometimes support and reproduce the institutional discourses and hegemonic nation-states policies and other times challenge them instead.  [1:  I am aware that the term ‘second generation migrant’ is misleading and fuzzy. As indicated by Schneider Schneider, Chávez, De Sipio, Waters and Belonging (2012), some of the descendants of persons who migrated did it at a very young age and most of them were already born in the host countries. Consequently, the label ‘migrant’ is inappropriate to refer to people who do not have the migratory experience. However, the unification of parents and children under the common categorization of ‘migrants’ reveal a previous distinction with far-reaching sociopolitical and economic consequences, the perpetuation of hierarchical power relations between autochthonous and allochthonous people and languages, a crucial question with reference to the transmission of Romanian as a heritage language. Consequently, following the mainstream tendency in Family Language Policy studies, I resort to the label ‘first generation migrants’ to refer to foreign-born individuals that migrate to another country, and ‘second generation migrants’ for individuals born in the relocated country with one or two foreign-born parents, and also individuals who arrived to the host country in  their early years.] 
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1	Introduction: Family Language Policy among transnational migrant families
The intensiveness of flows of capital, media, services, information and population as well as the global-local interconnection of late-capitalism has impacted everywhere, including social routines, family relationships and people´s ideologies and practices in relation to languages (Heller, 2007). Mobility has arisen a crucial criterion in the description of many contemporary postmodern societies and, within this context, it is especially interesting to pay attention to transnational migrant families, whose habitus and structures cross borders and are embedded in different places and social orders (Bourdieu, 1991; Vertovec, 2009). Their multilingual and hybrid repertoires clearly reflect their idiosyncrasies in life experiences, a heteroglossic competence which challenge nation-state ideologies of monolingualism, territoriality, stability and identity developed within positivist epistemologies (Blommaert, 2010; Duchêne and Heller eds., 2012). Indeed, the nationalist idea of pertaining to a single, homogeneous, sociopolitical and cultural community is defied by the emergence of a transnational belonging by which migrant families usually maintain close family relations and involvement with their home country and at the same time socialize their children in the host community (Zhu Hua and Li Wei, 2016). In this respect, the exploration of the sociolinguistic regimes established at home is of utmost importance to reveal (1) how migration impacts the preservation of the home language in contexts of minorization? (2) What are the roles of the heritage and societal languages in the construction of identity in the diaspora; (3) What does transnational mobility entail for the management of multilingualism and translingual practices among the different family members? 
Within this context, this paper is particularly devoted to the intersection between Family Language Policy (FLP) and migration. I adopt a critical and ethnographic perspective to focus on the enactment of grassroots language policies by Romanian parents in the home domain. I am particularly interested in analyzing parents´ language ideologies regarding heritage language maintenance, the children´s use of the societal languages (Spanish and Catalan/Valencian), and the translanguaging practices among the family members. It is very well known that the family is a first and decisive domain in the socialization of the individual and in the intergenerational transmission of both linguistic and cultural heritage (Schieffelin and Ochs, 1986; Lanza, 2007). As Critical Language Policy research has emphasized (Tollefson and Pérez Milans, 2018), I foreground the microlinguistic dimension and explore grassroots language agency to assess the de facto language policies in the home domain, unveil the ideological underpinnings of everyday language practices, and discuss the linkages between power, inequality and language in family interactions. Foucault´s concept of language governmentality (1991) precisely emphasizes the power that social actors, in this case parents, can also exercise regimenting language practices at home, acting as policymakers (Nandi, 2018).
In this context, it must be taken into account that transnational families´ experiences are very complex. While most parents expect children to speak their language of origin and to be fluent in the societal language, the negotiation of the linguistic regime at the household is not an easy task, as I will show. The success rate of home language maintenance among migrant populations is very different depending on several factors such as the languages involved, parents´ migration background or the contact among different migrant generations. Families´ socioeconomic status and level of education as well as families´ migratory trajectories and expectations or parents´ mastery of the societal language also exert considerable influence (De Houwer, 2007). Since these external forces affecting families´ language choices and practices vary greatly, so do the language policies that families deploy (Caldas, 2012: 351), as I will address later on. 
Although in the early years of FLP studies special attention was paid to the different strategies bilingual families employ to rear their children — the one parent-one language policy (OPOL); a code-switching solution between the language of origin and the societal language; flexible language use among parents, etc. (De Houwer, 2007; Curdt-Cristiansen, 2009), the field has undoubtedly expanded to focus not only on bilingual or multilingual upbringing between high-status European languages but also between minoritized, endangered, and migrant languages in very different geopolitical scenarios (Smith-Christmas, 2016; Curdt-Christiansen, 2018: 426). This is, precisely, the focus of the present study: the explanation of the diverse socio-historical, political, cultural and economic conditions that play a role in Romanian migrant parents´ decision-making processes concerning language use at home. As pointed out by Fishman (1991: 399), the passing on of a language from one generation to the other is essential to reverse language shift to the dominant language and to identity construction. Both explicit, conscious efforts and implicit and unplanned interventions should be considered key forces in the promotion or demise of minority, endangered and heritage languages and cultures. The Romanian diaspora case study in Castelló offers a good example of the multifaceted character of family language policies. It depicts the complexities and diverse motivations migrant communities face in their daily lives to both engage with the maintenance of their linguistic and cultural heritage and provide their children with the linguistic requirements set out in the current global market.
FLP studies have also considered these three interrelated dimensions of the language policy framework (Spolsky, 2012): language management, ideologies and practices at home. Hence, FLP responds to “what families actually do with language in day-to-day interactions; their beliefs and ideologies about language and language use; and their goals and efforts to shape language use and learning outcomes” (King, Fogle and Logan-Terry, 2008: 909). Thus, parental language management is profoundly related to parents´ ideologies, which influence language behaviour with their children (Lanza, 2007; King and Fogle, 2013; Piller and Gerber, 2018, etc.). “Language ideologies are intrinsically implicated in all language socialization processes and vice versa” (Riley, 2012: 493) and link language practice to social structures. In the family domain we can observe the relevance and the impact of sociopolitical and economic forces that are central to the support or abandonment of a heritage language. Likewise, as different family language policy case studies have shown (Curdt-Cristiansen, 2009; Zhu Hua and Li Wei, 2016; Moustaoui, Prego and Zas, 2019; Moustaoui, 2020), the home environment functions in most cases as a resistant space to avoid linguistic assimilation and confront the misrecognition and decapitalization that migrant languages and speakers generally suffer. Owing to the scarcity of studies devoted to the Romanian community in Spain, this paper is devoted to analyze the value attached to the Romanian language among different migrant generations in a transnational context. 
The article is divided into the following sections. In Section 2 I present the sociolinguistic context, Castelló de la Plana, where the notable presence of Romanian population, apart from its bilingual (Spanish/Catalan) condition, makes it a particularly well suited location for the proposed research. I briefly explain the main features regarding Romanian migration in the region so as to contextualize the data gathered. In Section 3 I frame the paper within the Critical and Ethnographic Language Policy studies. By drawing on biographical-experiential interviews I delve into parents´ beliefs and ideas about the value of the different languages in contact (Spanish, Catalan, Romania) and the different patterns of language maintenance in the diaspora. Section 4 offers the analysis of data proceeding from the narrative interviews and field notes taken during the inquiry to complement the interview data. I have selected the excerpts of parents´ narratives that enable me to both depict the complexities and nuances of home language maintenance and relate families´ language ideologies and practices to the broader sociolinguistic, cultural and political situation. Finally, I conclude arguing for critical and ethnographic approaches to family language policy that illuminate the linguistic and cultural pressures parents experiment to maintain the heritage language in a region where other languages, especially Spanish, has more sociopolitical, economic and educational capital.

[bookmark: _Hlk13416480]2	Romanian migration in Castelló de la Plana: sociolinguistic background 
Estimates say that almost 20% of Romania’s population is in the diaspora, although Romanian migration has hardly been studied from a sociolinguistic point of view (cf; Sanz, 2010; Muñoz Carrobles, 2010; Vigers, 2012); hence, there are not in-depth qualitative studies devoted to the intergenerational transmission of Romanian in Spain and the role the heritage language plays in children´ socialization and maintenance of transnational ties. This work aims to contribute to filling this gap focusing on Romanian migrants in Castelló de la Plana, where 6,5% of its inhabitants are of Romanian origin (ca. 38,347 registered people, according to the data supplied by the Permanent Immigration Observatory, 2020). 
In fact, the Romanian community in the Castelló province ranks third in Spain in absolute terms —at a great distance from Madrid and very close to Valencia— and first in relative terms. The Castelló province as a whole and particularly its capital city, Castelló de la Plana, became an attractive destination for migration because of the technological and industrial development and dynamism which characterizes this part of Spain, above all in the ceramics and building sectors. Most of Romanian migrants who migrated to the Castelló province came from the city of Târgoviște and its surroundings (Dâmbovita province). The general profile of first-generation migrants in the 1990s was typical of the so-called family migrations, i.e. young couples wanted to settle down in another country on a long-term or permanent basis and rear their children in the host community. Exactly as it happened in other migration destinations of the Romanian community, the first migrants who arrived in Castelló were Adventists, in whose church can be found the beginning of the networks that made it possible to emigrate to this location, even though Romania’s largest religious group is formed by Orthodox Christians (cf. Pajares 2007). 
As informants´ life stories reveal, religious networks were crucial social agents in the migration process of first-generation Romanians, not only in terms of the choice of the place of settlement but also in facilitating the reception and integration into the host community. Churches continue nowadays playing a decisive role in the process of capitalization and maintenance of Romanian as a heritage language, offering free lessons for literacy during the weekends and celebrating the liturgy in Romanian. In reference to the provision of Romanian language education, the Official Language School in Castelló de la Plana includes Romanian within its offer and some schools and high schools in the province participate in the Romanian Language, Culture and Civilization courses (LCCR for their initials in Spanish). These are taught since 2008 by an agreement reached between the Romanian Language Institute in Bucharest and the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs and are organized as extracurricular activities open to any minors. This initiative has encouraged lots of parents to enroll their children in formal heritage language teaching. As these LCCR courses are also attended by some same-aged peers without background migration, they contribute to the prestige planning of Romanian and its capitalization in the academic domain. 
While on arriving Romanian migrants mainly worked in the construction industry, in farming and in domestic service —the most deregulated work environments—, since the beginning of the 2000s, especially with the acquisition of European citizenship, they progressively legalized their administrative and labor situation and accessed skilled and better-paid, traditionally restricted to Spaniards (Pajares, 2007: 180--181). Even though the social networks of the Romanian group in the first-generation diaspora were small, dense, hardly scattered and with strong links between their members, this has changed to a great extent among second-generation members who, as they reflect in the narratives, usually establish much more disperse social networks which include large numbers of autochthonous people.  The linguistic proximity provided by their status as Romance language speakers and the cultural affinity between the migrant and the host community, as well as their good labor reputation, justify the desire —especially second-generation families—to remain in Castelló, where they report a high degree of rootedness (cf. Viruela 2013). 
As mentioned previously, setting the research in Castelló de la Plana offers also the possibility of exploring how Romanian migrants position themselves regarding the Valencian (Catalan) and Spanish official bilingualism in the region. The fact that Castelló has historically been a bilingual territory and the educational system includes the teaching of Catalan/Valencian, the minoritized language—either in a monolingual and immersion program or in a bilingual scheme with Spanish as the core language— has undoubtedly impacted on migrant family language ideologies and policies. In this sense, it must be stressed that Catalan holds a more subordinate position and less social capital in the capital city of Castelló — and in the País Valencià region as a whole—, than in Catalonia.

3. Methodology and data collection: narrative ethnographic interviewing 
Following critical studies in language policy that advocate for more democratic policies that bring social justice, this paper relies on ethnographic interviewing (Curdt-Cristiansen, 2009; King and Haboud, 2011; Codó, 2018) as a transformative, action-oriented method to explore Romanian migrant family language policies. Due to the deeply contextualized and reflexive perspective I adopt, I frame the research within the Ethnography of Language Policy framework (Ricento and Hornberger, 1996; Canagarajah, 2006) that empowers local agents and communities and considers language policy as part of ‘an integrated (if often messy and contested) sociocultural system’ (McCarty, 2015: 82). Drawing from 15 life-stories gathered in semi-structured interviews and field notes taken meanwhile, I focus on how parental ideologies and practices regarding heritage language transmission are influenced by hierarchical and power relations and how management of multilingualism at home relates to macro socio-historical, political and economic conditions[endnoteRef:2]. [2:  This paper is based on the analysis of 15 semi-structured narrative interviews and participant observation produced in a 3 months ethnographic research in the province of Castelló (Spain), a larger project that contains multiple data collection (participant observation in high schools, linguistic landscape signs; regular visits to the Romanian Language Institute and Consulate in Castelló de la Plana; visit to Romanian parish churches in Benicàssim, Castelló de la Plana and Vila- Real, as well as field notes and recorded videos of interactions at home of two Romanian families).´] 

With an ethnographic lens I try to uncover the embedded ideologies, intended and unintended consequences of Romanian parents´ initiatives of language regimentation decision and control in the family domain. The use of semi-structure but flexible narrative interviews, carried out in an informal spontaneous and conversational way, allows me to document the activities and practices reported by parents to foster the maintenance of Romanian and its relevance to the construction and negotiation of identity in the diaspora. Narratives of personal experience have become one of the most important qualitative and ethnographic tools to describe language socialization processes and are particularly useful to describe identity struggles of migrants and transnational individuals (Baynham and De Fina, 2005). 
On the one hand, as situated social practices, narratives turn migrants into socially active agents who construct reality and negotiate identities by positioning themselves not only in their life-story but also towards institutional and wider macro processes in which narratives are embedded (Patiño-Santos, 2018: 2). On the other hand, the narrative interview enables me to explore how Romanian parents manifest themselves in relation to the heritage and societal languages and cultures, finding articulations between the local and the global levels of social actions and relationships. As I am a member of the host community and have some Romanian friends –indeed some interviewees are friends and acquaintances–, apart from the fact that I took Romanian lessons, the participants felt my closeness, empathy and commitment. This was very positive for their engagement and involvement in a symmetrical interaction in which I also took part telling my own story and experience with bilingualism Spanish/Catalan at home and school, and was asked about my interest in Romanian language and culture. First and second generation Romanian parents were interviewed individually in Spanish about their attitudes, values and expectations with respect to the maintenance of Romanian as the family´s heritage language; the regimentation of multilingual competence at home; the reasons for the decisions and practices they exercise in the family, etc. It is especially interesting to include Romanian parents from different generations due to the attested diverse involvement in intergenerational heritage language transmission (cf. Polinsky, 2017).
The fifteen semi-structured, open-ended narrative interviews were conducted from November 2019 to February 2020. They were carried out in cafeterias, parks, in the Romanian Language Institute, the Romanian Consulate and in two Romanian Orthodox churches in Castelló de la Plana. I recorded and transcribed them and use thematic analysis to identify, count and codify patterns (themes) (Charmaz, 2006; Curdt-Christiansen, 2009) that emerged from the data gathered in the interviews. The way to access the interviewees consisted in linked or snowball contacts (Viruela, 2013). Below can be found a figure with the participants´ sociolinguistic profiles. Their diverse occupations reflect the varying socioeconomic and educational background of the Romanian community in Castelló de la Plana (see Section 2). Informants´ names have been anonymized and only the initials are given:

Table 1. First and second- generation Romanian migrants interviewed
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	Age
	Sex
	Gener.
	Years of diaspora
	Occupation

	1. MF
	29
	M
	2nd 
	16
	Student 

	2. MP
	47
	M
	1st
	13
	Politician

	3. LN
	54
	F
	1st
	8
	Seller

	4. MT
	56
	F
	1st
	22
	Administrative clerk

	5. LT
	62
	F
	1st
	12
	Translator 
Teacher

	6. AC
	35
	F
	2nd
	Born in Benicàssim
	LCCR Teacher 

	7. CJ
	48
	F
	1st
	17
	House cleaner

	8. EV
	36
	M
	2nd
	15
	Phd Student

	9. NV
	32
	F
	2nd
	Born in CS
	Seller 

	10. FJ
	37
	M
	2nd
	Born in CS
	Supermarket cashier

	11. IM
	46
	M
	1st
	18
	Farmer

	12. DJ
	49
	F
	1st
	22
	Self-employed worker

	13. LM
	38
	M
	2nd
	34
	Bank clerk

	14. JR
	41
	M
	2nd
	27
	Mason

	15. CC
	53
	F
	1st
	31
	Self-employed worker (commerce)



All the participants lived or worked in Castelló de la Plana (Spain) and had children enrolled in different educational levels: nursery, primary school, secondary education and university. Informants were all fluent Spanish language speakers; nine of them —mainly second generation parents—also had competence in Valencian/Catalan. Although 13 of them reported understanding Valencian/Catalan, only 4 were able to speak the language. There were only two mother (LT and CC) who were part of a mixed Romanian-Catalan and Romanian-Spanish couple, respectively. The rest of the parents have intermarried with other Romanians, a condition which also impacts positively the transmission of Romanian as a heritage language.

4. Data analysis: Parental language policy among first and second generation Romanian families
Drawing from the data assembled, 4 main topics were identified and coded respectively: engagement with the intergenerational transmission of Romanian (RHL); parental language ideologies and choices regarding societal languages (SL); Identity construction in the diaspora (IDE); values in relation to the deployment of translanguaging practices (TRANS).
In order to shed light on the social significance of the narratives deployed in the interviews, I have selected the most illuminating extracts revelatory of parental language ideologies and practices, in which first and second generation Romanians parents ground their position towards the aforementioned topics. I foreground the arguments put forward by different generations and discuss how Romanian migrants´ linguistic regimes at home and parents´ positioning towards their offspring´ learning and use of the two co-official languages (Spanish and Catalan) respond to the sociopolitical, historical and economic macroweights.
Let us start considering parental narratives in relation to the relevance of transmitting Romanian to their children. In his life-story account IM (extract 1) strives to make sure that their children speak Romanian so as to communicate with relatives they usually visit during holiday periods and are monolingual Romanian speakers. This pragmatic argument for the intergenerational transmission is brought about by most first generation migrant parents. For them, the emotional ties are established with the extended family members and the home country through the heritage language. The socialization in Romanian is presented as fundamental for parents, who show a lot of interest in offering their children the possibility to enrich their heritage repertoire by taking Romanian lessons in the LCCR program (IM, AC, CJ) or in the Orthodox churches (MP, CC). 

(1) They [Grandparents] lived in Târgoviste and we usually go there during summer holidays. It is very important for them to see that PT goes to Romania and speak Romanian… Imagine we go there and PT cannot talk with his cousins, grandparents… (IM´s narrative, RHL)

Indeed, religion exerts a notable influence in Romanian parents´ support to pass down their native language. As I observed in St Nicholas church in Castelló de la Plana, the liturgy is conducted in Romanian and priests continue to exercise considerable authority among parishioners, impacting also in parents´ language choices and management. In this sense, IM has clearly prioritized the use of the heritage language in the household providing their children with Romanian linguistic and cultural resources (Romanian TV programs and news; books, etc.) so as to foster a balanced bilingualism between the home language and the majority dominant language of Castelló de la Plana, i.e. Spanish. In fact, family language policies among first generation migrant communities usually establish the minoritized heritage language as the primary language of socialization and the default choice at home. Encouraging the child to speak the target language is undoubtedly effective in the process of capitalization of Romanian at the family domain and reversing ideologies of deficit associated with minoritized and endangered languages. Home is conceived by first generation Romanian migrants as one of the only spaces for heritage language usage and literacy, where their language is given prestige, counterforcing hegemonic nation-state ideologies that prevail in other more formalized, public and institutionalized spaces such as work or school. Heritage language management is crucial to prevent its shift to the societal languages of the region, especially the dominant and state privileged one, Spanish, the majority academic language in Castelló de la Plana. However, the majority of Romanian parents interviewed do not report having followed a consciously family language policy at home, but insist on that their language practices have rather been guided by their own migrant circumstances and trajectories, such as CC describes (excerpt 2) (cf. also excerpt 4). 
AC´s life-story (excerpt 3) is particularly illuminating in highlighting the pressures parents experimented on arriving to guarantee social and economic stability for the family and their worries regarding host society´s perception of heritage speakers as outsiders who refuse to integrate into mainstream culture and society. 

(2) Of course we speak Romanian at home… His father and I always speak our language at home…. Though we have not thought very much about it. It is just something… normal… you know… (CC´s narrative; RHL)

(3) [Romanian] parents came looking for work, and they tried so hard to enter this world…in the local circle that …they very often speak to their children in Spanish […] 
     When I live home, I try to speak Romanian, but…of course the same happens to me as to my students´ parents. I start speaking in Romanian and the older one [referring to his son] begins to talk in Spanish, and I also change to Spanish. (AC´s narrative; RHL) 

It is particularly interesting to reflect on the uncertainties and self-contradictions AC reports. As a second generation migrant mother and a LCCR teacher, she depicts the lack of guidance she felt regarding the management of family multilingualism and regrets the difficulties she experimented trying to stick to Romanian at home and to Spanish outside the family domain. Talking to her I could easily appreciate the complexities Romanian migrant parents face when trying to guarantee the intergenerational transmission of the home language, while simultaneously making an effort to ensure that their offspring could quickly acquire a good command of Spanish, the language that secures a successful socialization in the host community and improves job and economic prospects. 
Moreover, it is worth highlighting that AC relates having adopted a different language policy strategy with their two children. With her older son she and her husband decided to implement an OPOL policy and AC only spoke Spanish to the child. Nevertheless, when her second child was born and her husband started working in the wholesale market, AC spent much more time looking after the children, so she decided to use both languages with her younger one so as to offer him a more balanced language input: Romanian at home and Spanish elsewhere. During the interview I became really aware of the importance she conferred upon the attainment of bilingualism and her active role as a policymaker (cf. Nandi 2018). Although AC presents herself as successful in rearing well-balanced Spanish-Romanian bilingual children, she feels burdened with too much responsibility to enforce a successful private language policy that would assure the learning and maintenance of Romanian and at the same time do not hinder their children´s command of the majority language of the host community. Spanish is the highest capitalized language in Castelló de la Plana and the relevance of socioeconomic pressures cannot be undermined in parents´ language decisions to avoid their kids being racialized. DJ confesses to having been reprimanded by other Romanians in this passage:

(4) I only, only speak it [Romanian] with my husband, because I mean… you are not patriotic… you don’t want your son to speak Romanian… it’s not that, I speak in Romanian with my husband, but when my son was born… It was not the case that I did not want him to speak Romanian but I didn´t know how to do it. I did not have time. I had to worry about our everyday life (finding a job, sending money home. (DJ´s narrative, RHL/IDE)

Drawing from the vast majority of first generation parents´ (IM, CC, MP, DJ) biographical experiences, one quickly perceives the relevance they confer to the use of their home language not only for instrumental reasons (see excerpt 1) but also as a symbol of Romanian identity. This is the main motivation for their strong involvement in Romanian intergenerational transmission, which they regard as a moral duty. In this respect, CJ´s following extract shows that Romanian language is constructed as an essential aspect of the Romanian identity by first generation parents. Their maintenance is seen as crucial to define who they are and what defines the cultural values of the homeland. Likewise, many first-generation parents are very skeptic with the survival of Romanian among the third generation and, like CJ does (excerpt 5), they blame the bilingual second-generation for not instantiating sufficiently the use of the heritage language among their offspring. CJ suggests negotiating an only Romanian language policy at home to guarantee its maintenance in a transnational context, acknowledging the hegemony of Spanish in the Castelló province and the importance of peers´ influence in the linguistic assimilation processes among second-generation migrants. 
 
(5) Romanian will surely remain in our generation, the generation that has grown up here no longer… this is clear, right? Because my son keeps his Romanian so that he can communicate with his grandparents, but his children will not maintain it, simply because their grandparents already speak Spanish, […] The truth is they [second generation Romanian migrants] have lost, they have lost not only the language but also the roots… and who actually don’t consider themselves Romanians… they are leaving aside their mother tongue, their roots. (CJ´s, narrative, RHL/IDE)

Further in this regard, one cannot lose sight of the fact that communicative habits of first and second generation parents are very different. Just as Sanz observed in Alcalá de Henares (2010) or Muñoz Carrobles (2011) did in Madrid, the language behavior of first-generation Romanian migrants in Castelló resemble those which are typical of diglossic situations (cf. Roesler 2007). Contrary to second-generation migrant parents, for first generation migrants Spanish and Romanian are intended for different communicative purposes and situations: the former for distance, formality and interactions with autochthonous population; the latter, for household, intimate and private environments. We cannot underestimate that first generation Romanians usually establish dense social networks in the host society —with few Spaniards involved—, unlike second generation individuals like JR, AC, MF, NV or FJ. Within second-generation migrants, parental agency to assure the Romanian language transmission is, by far, less intense owing to the fact that they are balanced bilingual speakers for whom Spanish is already a language that they identify with, which they have been socialized into from an early age and not considered foreign. Accordingly, as LM´s displays (excerpt 7), they use Spanish both amongst friends and in formal domains and consider it to be part of their transnational and hybrid identity. Spanish is not only an instrumental language they resort to when indexing their sociolinguistic integration in the Spanish society, but it is also internalized as a language to convey intimate feelings and emotions. Second generation migrants are used to switching between languages in their daily lives to achieve different communicative aims and to adjust to sociopragmatic requirements. In fact, LM expresses a clear satisfaction with the cultural referents from the receiving community together with the legacy of their homeland. He takes pride in his bilingual Romanian-Spanish condition and in the building of a transnational, mixed identity. 

(6) Well, we mostly speak Romanian with my parents and my parents-in-law […] Me and my partner, who have been raised here, we have studied here, yes… we alternate both languages and at home… Romanian-Spanish… we keep alternating ... Spanish is also our language, our own language. I think this is because we were born here and we do not have these memories from Romania. (LM´s narrative interview; DHL/SL) 

		It cannot be denied that second generation migrant parents, like JR, are well aware of the linguistic displacement process that is taking place and manifest their fears of parents interrupting the intergenerational transmission to their offspring, but also foregrounds the priority of learning Spanish in Castelló de la Plana. He justifies his stance not only by appealing to the need for social inclusion but also to keep up with the demands of the educational and economic system. JR acknowledges that their children prioritize the language of their peers and, especially when there are siblings at home, parents lose control over their children´s language practices at home. 

(7) I am much more deeply rooted here than in Romania […] I mean… we, the sons and daughters who have studied or were born here… The fact is that there is so much pressure at school, I don´t know, in general to adapt to the new society, and also to learn the new language quickly, that we do not assign the same importance to our mother tongue, do we? (JR´s narrative; RHL/IDE)

Therefore, I can affirm that both first and second generation Romanian parents have internalized the official hegemonic identity discourses regarding the need to acquire the national language, Spanish, for a successful integration in the host community, where not only is the heritage language decapitalized but also the regional minority one, Catalan/Valencian. The neoliberal governmentality (Martín Rojo, 2019) has forced some parents either to accept the linguistic shift of their children towards the dominant and national language without much resistance or to consciously or unconsciously promote it themselves. Furthermore, like LT´s life stories exhibit, the bilingual condition of the territory is presented by some Romanian parents (FJ, MP, EV, NV) as an obstacle to preserve their heritage language and prevent the acquisition of complete communicative competence in Spanish. Whereas Valencian is the region’s lengua propia and the law regulating the use and teaching of Valencian in the territory was implemented more than thirty-five years ago, the situation in Castelló is still that of diglossia rather than symmetrical and normalized bilingualism. In terms of symbolic and social capital (Bourdieu, 1991), Spanish in Castelló dominates through a much larger linguistic market in terms of space and use. Even though Castelló is the province of the Valencian region in which more people report passive and active language competence in Catalan/Valencian (59% and 34%, respectively) (Generalitat Valenciana, 2015), Catalan has not the socioeconomic and educational presence, value and status it gets in Catalonia. This situation explains its decapitalization among Romanian migrants in Castelló de la Plana and should be born in mind in analyzing LT´s following positioning in this respect as far as the linguistic capital is distributed at home:

(8) When I brought her [her daughter] from the hospital… her father started to speak to her in Catalan right away… because he is from Lleida, you know… This girl is Catalan and has to speak Catalan… and me… well, what am I supposed to do?… I mean... with only 2-3 years of age, she only spoke Catalan and I… found it strange to talk to her in another language too, at such a young age. What I wanted was to make sure that she learned Spanish…. which was… she was going to need it more than any other in Castelló… And Romanian… Well you know… in the last place. (LT´s narrative; RHL/SL)

LT is part of a mixed Catalan-Romanian couple. Hher linguistic choices and discourses reproduce top-down language policies that naturalize power relations between speakers and perpetuate the hierarchy between subordinate and dominant languages. However, their language management strategy emerges as a response to the socio-cultural, political and linguistic macro-situation described above. In the specific and located context of Castelló de la Plana, LT, as some other parents do (CJ, CC, EV, JR, MF), considers only Spanish —not Catalan—, an asset, due to its economic and political value (Heller 2007). For most first generation Romanian parents Spanish´ preeminence as the national language is legitimized and constructed discursively as ‘inevitable’. While the superordinate position of Spanish in Castelló de la Plana is acquiesced by both autochthonous and allochthonous groups, language planning measures around the minoritized language (Catalan/Valencian) are rejected, criticized and even considered an imposition[endnoteRef:3], as FJ´s narrative points to. Despite sociolinguistic, psychological and sociological research supporting the benefits of multilingualism, parents continue to experience doubts and uncertainties about the feasibility and desirability of promoting multilingualism, especially given the challenges of implementing it in a diasporic context. [3:  It would be very interesting to compare the value attached to the Catalan language by the Romanian group in other rural or semi-urban regions of País Valencià, where Valencian has a higher symbolic capital as the first language of the majority of its inhabitants. At the same time, it is expected that in Catalonia, where Catalan has both identitary and socioeconomic value, migrant communities would show much more allegiance towards the region’s lengua propia, like its socioeconomic and cultural elites.
] 


(9) In the small towns… since the Valencian language is very widely spoken and residents are, so to speak, forced to learn Valencian, it also makes them leave aside their mother tongue… (FJ´s narrative interview; SL)

Against this background, there is a striking difference regarding first and second Romanian parents´ perceptions and values in reference to the home language in the process of identity building. While discourses of most first generation migrant parents are still wedged in the essentialist perspective about language, identity and territory — see also excerpt 11 in relation to the linking between speaking Catalan and Catalan identity— this is not the case for the vast majority of second generation Romanian migrants. While the Romanian language is framed by first generation parents as intrinsically tied to a single, static Romanian identity, located in a fixed and closed territory, this nationalist monolingual ‘one state-one nation-one language’ ideology is defied by their children.    Second-generation Romanian migrants do not seem to conceive identity as a binary and exclusionary category. They especially shape their transnational belonging through translanguaging practices (García and Li Wei, 2014), by which both Spanish and Romanian form mixed repertoires. Translanguaging challenges essentialist views of languages and identities as bounded and close entities and may constitute a strategy of construction and negotiation of migrants' transnational identity in their everyday interaction (cf. Márquez-Reiter and Martín Rojo, 2019). In my view, the deployment of hybrid linguistic practices, especially practised by second-generation Romanians, is in fact a marker of transnational identity, reflecting how they construct their sense of belonging from a wide range of symbolic spaces of reference in both the home and host societies. Second generation Romanian parents — FJ, NV, LM and MF, particularly—affirm resorting to Rumañol practices as the everyday norm in the home domain and do not stigmatize them. They clearly naturalize their heteroglossic practices and are much more used to accommodating linguistically than the first generation as I could observe.  

(10) We just alternate and mix them [Romanian and Spanish]... as you have seen, [smile]. It´s our way of speaking but I don’t think there is a dominant language at home. We also use Rumañol among friends. (MF´s narrative interview; TRANS)

On the contrary, the majority of first generation Romanian parents proscribe the heteroglossic repertoires of their children, who associate Rumañol with a lack of heritage language competence. The undervaluation and misrecognition of the translingual repertoire and its practitioners is evident in MP´s following excerpt. In fact, top-down monoglot and monolingual ideologies, that still prevail in most occidental societies, have also been adopted by transnational families, clearly reinforced by the ideology of language standardization at schools and most public institutions. What cannot be ignored is that the downgrading of language mixing appears, however, in direct contrast with both first and second generation Romanian parents´ language practices, as their interaction reveals. In fact, translanguaging appears as the most dominant language pattern when first and second Romanian members communicate as I witnessed during the interviews in parks and cafeterias. By drawing on heritage and societal languages repertoires, second generation Romanian migrants are legitimizing its use at home while blurring ethnolinguistic boundaries (cf. Smith-Christmas, 2016).


(11) And the Romanian children who speak it [Romanian]… they speak, they speak badly, they speak a mixed language… they use that language, Rumañol, because there are actually few children… very few of them who speak Romanian very well and, normally, those who do, it is because they have some grandparent who can’t speak Spanish... the others, either they mix it or I ask them in Romanian and they answer me in Spanish. (MP´s narrative; TRANS)

Conclusions 
This paper has stressed the need to focus on micro governance levels of language policy, particularly on the parental agency in the home domain. To grasp the bottom up policies exerted by Romanian parents in the family, biographical-narrative interviews were undertaken in an ethnographic study in Castelló de la Plana. The aim was to examine deeply and critically the way Romanian first and second generation parents make sense and rationalize family language policies. In this respect, the ethnographic approach has proven very useful to unravel the ideologies and discourses generated around language knowledge and learning for economic and social mobility. I have discussed the diversity of conditions that shape first and second migrant generations´ language ideologies and practices, especially regarding the heritage language transmission and management of multilingualism.
 The analysis of fifteen narrative interviews and participant observation has allowed me to identify the factors which influence parents´ linguistic choices at home, their link with the different values and ideologies attached to the societal languages (Spanish and Catalan) and their relevance in identity building. A careful exploration of migrants’ life stories has shown the importance of the preservation of Romanian as a heritage language, especially among first generation migrants, who showed a much more implication in relation to the intergenerational language transmission, an aspect they strongly relate to the maintenance of a Romanian identity. Biographical narratives provided evidence of the parental fears and doubts regarding the enforcement of a bilingual policy at home and their anxieties about children’s proficiency in Spanish, the societally dominant language, directly linked to integration in the host community. Both first and second generation Romanian´s life-stories revealed the replication of hegemonic discourses regarding the ‘inevitable’ preeminence of Spanish over Catalan/Valencian in the territory. Unlike what has been identified in other migrant groups, like Moroccans (Moustaoui, 2020), such strong bottom-up resistance policies against linguistic assimilation practices is not found among second generation Romanian parents in Castelló de la Plana.
 In relation to the translingual practices at home, it must be pointed out that, although Rumañol is especially indexical of second-generation Romanian migrants´ agency to construct a singular hybrid ethnolinguistic identity in the diaspora, language mixing came into play as the default option for the majority of interactions among Romanian members of both first and second migrant generations. Indeed, translanguaging in Rumañol, strongly stigmatized by first generation Romanians, constitutes an evidence of the way transnational second generation Romanians negotiate identities in mobility in response to different socio-political, economic and cultural factors in the late modern period. Heteroglossia and hybridization that families enact at home can effectively counter hegemonic and nation-state ideologies of deficit in monolingual institutional and public contexts and enhance the value of heterogeneity and diversity in current societies. 
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