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EMPHASIS	OF	PUBLIC	COMMUNICATION	IN	THE	
CONTEXT	OF	THE	ECONOMICAL	CRISIS	
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Abstract		
Transformed	 into	 a	 common	place	 in	 the	 contemporary	history	 of	 the	world,	 the	
economical	crisis	phenomenon	appears	without	notice	and	leaves	deep	scars	in	the	
individual	and	collective	memory,	in	the	social	(political,	military)	projects	à	la	long	
in	 the	 inter‐human	 relationships…	 As	 much	 as	 it	 is	 not	 recognized,	 nobody	 is	
definitely	vaccinated	against	“the	bacillus	of	the	crisis”;	each	person	remains	mark‐
ed	 (for	 a	 while,	 forever,	 sensitive,	 fundamental);	 some	 take	 delight	 in	 moments,	
happenings,	 friends,	 conflicts,	 journeys,	 love	 affairs,	 money,	 egos	 with	 the	 des‐
peration	 of	 the	 last	 day	 of	 existence;	 others	 fight	 with	 obstinacy	 to	 survive	 and	
prove	to	themselves	the	power	of	winning	despite	all	obstacles;	some	take	comfort,	
lacking	 the	energy	of	 the	young	 life	days,	 of	 the	new	beginning,	of	a	new	miracle	
such	as	“What	would	be	if	?”	The	professionals	of	communication,	together	with	the	
people	who	stopped	by	in	this	field	by	accident	(we	refer	here	mainly	to	politicians	
who	do	not	have	the	slightest	talent	in	this	sense)	adapt	(strategically?	intuitively?)	
their	 speech	meant	 for	 the	 public	 space	 and	 offer	 a	mixed	 theatrical	 season,	 just	
perfect	 to	be	studied	 in	matters	such	as	“The	constitution”,	 “Civic	culture“,	 “PR	 in	
the	 NGOs”,	 etc.	 The	 emphasis	 discovered	 by	 researchers	 keep	 the	 mass‐media	
agenda	fresh	and	provide	work	to	the	citizens	that	have	some	concerns	regarding	
the	normality	of	the	society	where	they	“happen”	to	be…	
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Deeply	 attached	 to	 a	 modern	 life,	 marked	 by	 the	 increase	 of	 pre‐

fabricated	 ”pseudo‐events”	 and	 by	 the	 exacerbation	 of	 the	 citizen–
consumer`s	 (Debord	1992,	p.	192)	role	of	hungry	spectator,	 the	social	
players	 are	 being	 aware	 of	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 pseudo‐sensational	 is	
emphasized	within	the	process	of	communication	from	the	last	decades,	
but	 they	 indulge	 in	 this	 comfortable,	 protector	 and	 fashionable	 pat‐
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terns…	Justifying	itself	through	the	”entertainment	communication”,	the	
society	 (where	 we	 find	 a	 ”waterfall	 of	 hierarchical	 signs”	 –	 Debord	
1992,	pp.	194‐195)	shall	lightly	accept	the	name	“spectacle”,	even	with	
the	risk	that	the	critical	concept	spectacle	might	grow	vulgar	or	the	risk	
brought	 by	 the	 real	 destructuring	 attempts	 of	 the	 spectacle	 society.	
Considered	by	G.	Debord	as	being	an	 ideology	by	definition,	 the	social	
spectacle	 proves	 to	 be	 “the	 expression	 of	 separation	 and	 alienation	
between	 man	 and	 man”	 (Debord	 1992,	 p.	 205).	 As	 an	 eraser	 of	 the	
limits	between	individual	and	the	world,	the	spectacle	gains	the	power	
to	cancel	the	boarders	of	true	and	false,	by	“repressing	the	entire	truth	
placed	under	the	real	presence	of	falsity	that	ensure	the	organization	of	
appearance”,	 believes	 the	 author	 of	The	 society	 of	 the	 spectacle.	 He	 is	
also	the	one	who,	possessed	by	the	“pathologic”	of	Gabel,	considers	an	
abnormal	need	of	representation,	even	 if	 it	has	 the	gift	 to	compensate	
the	“torturing	feeling	of	being	at	the	margin	of	existence”.	The	primacy	
of	 actuality,	 says	 Debord,	 who	 may	 recognize	 the	 will	 of	 immediate	
efficacy,	could	explain,	in	our	opinion,	the	slipping	into	a	“clinic	picture	
of	social	schizophrenia”	(following	Gabel),	where	even	consciousness	is	
an	immovable	spectator	“defended”	by	a	screen	of	the	spectacle,	behind	
which	 there	 are	 only	 fictional	 companions,	 interested	 in	 their	 own	
“existential	market”	(Debord	1992,	p.	207).	
In	 such	a	 social	 construction,	where	 a	hallucinatory	 fact	 (G.	Debord)	

occurs	–	“the	illusion	of	recognition”	of	each	one	by	the	others	–	we	are	
not	surprised	by	the	dictatorship	of	the	snapshot,	of	the	immediate,	of	the	
now	with	any	price,	where	the	drama	means	more	than	the	repetitive	we	
have	got	 comfortable	with	 (Goffman	2003,	 p.	 27).	We	apprehend,	 from	
Goffman`s	theory	of	the	theatrical	performance	in	the	ordinary	life,	that	
we	 assume	 the	 representation	 of	 some	 real	 things,	 but	 not	 enough	
repeated,	unlike	the	scene	that	proposes	some	appearances	played	by	the	
actors	 –	 characters	 in	 front	 of	 some	watchers	 –	 the	 characters.	 It	 is	 of	
interest	the	fact	that,	 in	«life	as	 life	»,	we	deal	with	only	two	interpreta‐
tive	elements:	the	role	of	the	discursive	individual	adapted	to	the	roles	of	
others	(the	audience)	–	Goffman	2003,	p.	28.		
The	 Introduction	 to	 The	 daily	 life	 as	 a	 spectacle	 reminds	 us	 that,	

essential	 for	 the	 audience,	 is	 the	profile	 of	 the	 “promising”	 intervener	
(socio‐economical	 status,	 self	 esteem,	 the	 attitude	 towards	 the	 other	
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speakers,	 competence,	 whether	 he	 is	 trustworthy	 etc.)	 in	 order	 to	
calculate	his	expectations/answers	desired	by	the	listeners).	When	he	is	
an	unprecedented	character,	the	speaker	shows	himself	by	attitude	and	
looks,	 both	 functioning	 as	 analogies	 with	 similar	 proponents,	 already	
known	to	the	audience.	E.	Goffman	warns	that	the	significant	facts	take	
place	 in	 the	place	and	 the	 time	of	 the	 interaction	between	proponent‐
audience;	sometimes	they	hide	in	the	mechanism	of	communication,	as	
it	happens	with	the	„real”,	„true”	attitudes,	or	with	the	emotions	and	the	
personal	 beliefs	 that	 can	 be	 detected	 only	 indirectly,	 through	 its	 con‐
fessions	 or	 through	 what	 it	 seems	 to	 be	 an	 involuntary	 expressive	
behavior”,	what	engages	to	expression	(of	the	self)	and	to	impression	(of	
those	 who	 witness	 the	 public	 speech)	 –	 Goffman	 2003,	 p.	 30.	 Giving	
priority	to	impressions	and	expressivity,	Erving	Goffman	promotes	the	
“paradox	 of	 search”,	 by	 reason	 of	 which	 it	 is	 required	 to	 have	 an	
increased	attention	on	appearances,	given	the	unavailability	of	reality;	
the	expressivity	of	the	gestures,	the	symbols	of	the	status,	other	clues	of	
the	 true	 face	 of	 the	 intervener	 prove	 to	 be	 sufficient	 for	 the	 desired	
impressions	 (and	 of	 such	 importance	 in	 Goffman`s	 drama	 work),	
including	 the	matter	 of	 diverging	 from	 the	moral	 standards	:	“as	 per‐
formers,	 the	 individuals	 are	 now	 concerned	with	 the	moral	matter	 of	
producing	 that	 convincing	 impression	 according	 to	 which	 these	
standards	are	achieved”.	In	other	words,	superficially	analyzing	the	“of‐
fered	expression”,	at	the	intersection	of	verbal	and	non‐verbal	commu‐
nication,	the	appearance	takes	the	place	of	depth	in	the	strategy	of	the	
interveners	eager	 to	evade	 the	memory	of	 the	audience	 regarding	 the	
communicational	background	of	the	proponents	(knowing	that	it	would	
be	in	the	disadvantage	of	those	with	a	not	so	immaculate	past,	of	those	
interested	to	hide	“details”	ready	to	discomfort	their	career,	etc.)	
The	sociology	of	the	social	actor	regards	communicational	competen‐

ce	 as	 being	 a	 component	 of	 the	 language	acts	 performance	 studied	 by	
pragmatics	 in	 their	 strategic	and	drama	dimension	 (Beciu	 2011,	 p.	 29).	
Placing	 itself	 in	 a	 relation	with	 the	 communicated	message	 and,	 in	 the	
same	 time,	 with	 its	 recipients,	 the	 performers	 delivered	 to	 the	 drama	
model,	 in	 their	 trial	 to	contrive	an	 identity	and	a	speech	projected	 into	
the	 public	 space,	 are	 classified	 also	 beyond	 the	 usage	 of	 a	 certain	
language:	the	social	status	of	the	speaker	circumcised	to	an	influence	is	
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able	to	provide	a	position	(a	placing,	a	role,	a	precedent).	The	example	
of	 power	 acquired	 by	 journalists	 in	 their	 own	 professional	 field	 is	
illustrative	 for	 the	 invocated	discussion:	 the	 confirmation	 of	 a	market	
logics,	 identifying	some	effects	on	 the	cultural	production,	 the	priority	
of	the	commercial	pole,	giving	a	huge	symbolic	power	to	the	authorities	
of	the	state,	and	so	on	(Bourdieu	2007,	pp.	115‐126).	The	parents	of	the	
pertinence	theory	and	the	founders	of	cognitive	pragmatics,	D.	Sperber	
and	D.	Wilson	“decree”	that	the	act	of	communication	is,	before	every‐
thing	 else,	 a	 cognitive	process,	 as	 long	 as	 the	 circulated	messages	 are	
submitted	 to	 the	 interpretation	 conditioned	 by	 the	 thought	 mecha‐
nisms:	 inference,	 representation,	 computation	 (Beciu	 2011,	 p.	 30).	 In	
other	words,	 to	 be	 able	 to	 conclude	 regarding	 the	“complicity”	 of	 the	
text‐context	 by	 explaining	 the	message,	 to	 be	 capable	 of	 identifying	 a	
“pertinent	 context”	 towards	 the	 easier	 interpretation	 of	 the	 content,	
and	 finally,	 to	 reach	 the	 climax	 of	 connecting	 the	 statement	 to	 the	
context.	 The	 three	 moments	 would	 assign	 social	 communication	 the	
adequacy	 at	 the	 context	 and/or	 the	 orientation	 towards	 pertinence		
(C.	Beciu),	overcoming	the	“thresholds”	like	:	status	and	social	practices,	
codes	 and	strategies,	but	 in	no	way	 they	provide	 “key”	 to	decrypt	 the	
communicational	 acts	 as	 interest	 of	 transmitting	 impression	 of	 perti‐
nence	at	the	level	of	the	speakers	(Beciu	2011,	p.	30).	
The	social	dynamics	of	the	past	decades,	between	whose	marks	one	

can	easily	find	the	augmentation	of	civic	culture	(Loghin	2012,	p.	7),	has	
confirmed	 the	 success	 of	 the	 couple	 persuasive	 speaker	 ‐	 charismatic	
leader,	a	fact	that	offers	opportunities	to	our	undertaking	of	“screening”	
the	main	emphasis	of	the	public	communication	consumed	in	the	turbid	
times	 of	 the	 ultra‐propagated	 through	 the	 media	 economical	 crisis	
(source,	pretext,	engine	–	alike	invocated,	implied	in	the	political	“calen‐
dar”	of	 the	 last	months).	According	 to	S.	Moscovici,	 the	 intellectual	re‐
mains	 indifferent	to	the	 labor	of	the	social	players	to	build	a	name	for	
themselves,	but	 the	emotion	 is	a	sure	victim,	because	of	 the	 invocated	
effort	 „It	 is	 a	 security	 policy	 with	 regards	 to	 remaining	 on	 top	 –	 the	
glory	or	the	immortality‐	and	is	the	most	concrete	sign	that	the	leader	
has	the	power,	that	he	acts	on	the	others.	That	he	became	their	model,	
their	 target	 [...],	 that	 he	 penetrated	 in	 their	 selves,	 and	 now	 he	 rules	
over	 the	 kingdom	 of	 their	 imagination”	 (Moscovici	 2001,	 p.	 173).	 Po‐
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aching	R.	Michels	 –	 a	 constant	 disciple	 of	 the	Tardian	 theories	 on	 the	
masses‐	 the	 pillar	 of	 social	 psychology	 from	 the	 Hexagon	 concludes:	
„These	people	 (the	 leaders	 of	 the	parties	 –	n.a.)	who,	 not	 a	 few	 times	
have	 acquired	 a	 sort	 of	 aureole	 of	 saints	 and	martyrs,	 ask	 only	 for	 a	
reward	in	the	exchange	of	some	provided	services:	recognition	(Michels	
1971,	p.	57).	Respecting	the	principle	“Admire	yourself	and	the	crowd	
shall	 admire	 you”	 (S.	Moscovici),	 the	 leaders	 of	 parties,	 of	 opinion,	 of	
countries,	seem	to	endlessly	exercise,	in	a	live	mirror	–	but	being	a	prey	
to	discursive	seduction	–	the	role	of	the	worshiped	deserver…	And	they	
end	up	believing!	
The	summer	of	2012	can	be	an	analysis	support,	 from	the	perspec‐

tive	 of	 the	 identified	 emphasis	 on	 public	 communication	 practiced	 by	
the	intellectual	politicians,	journalists	and	publicists,	the	study	highligh‐
ting	the	various	states	of	the	speech:	accuser,	adumbrative,	ironic,	self‐
protector,	 self‐victimizing,	 threatening,	 insolent,	 justiciary,	 peace‐
making,	worrying…	The	appearances,	not	few	–	as	we	have	accustomed‐	
of	the	politicians	from	all	directions,	in	order	to	persuade	the	Romanian	
audience	 (but	 also	 the	 one	 “assigned”	 to	 the	 European	 Union),	 have	
revealed	elements	of	accusing	type,	as	it	was	observed	in	the	meeting	of	
the	 reunited	 Chambers	 of	 the	 Romanian	 Parliament,	 from	 the	 6th	 of	
July,	a	meeting	forerunning	the	vote	for	the	referendum	to	dismiss	the	
president.	 C.	 Antonescu,	 the	 president	 of	 the	 Senate,	 reiterating	 the	
strategy	with	which	T.	Băsescu	has	won,	psychologically	speaking,	 the	
confrontation	 (transmitted	 live	 on	 the	 national	 television	 station,	 in	
December	2004)	with	A.	Năstase,	has	addressed	to	the	acting	president	
(himself	being	a	participant	to	the	reunion	of	the	Parliament	members):	
“Mr.	President	of	Romania,	there	is	at	least	one	thing	that	unites	us	two:	
the	fact	that	we	miss	Emil	Boc.	For	you,	because	it	was	good	to	have	a	
party	president	as	E.	Boc,	and	for	me	–	who	thought	it`s	not	possible	to	
have	 things	worse	 than	with	Boc	–	 I	 see	 that	 it	 is	possible!”	The	same	
intervener,	 wishing	 to	 highlight	 the	 “presidential	 abandonment”,	
thunders	from	the	Parliament`s	tribune:	“Mr.	President	Traian	Băsescu	
[…],	 in	 fact,	 you	 (s.a.),	 have	 suspended	 yourself	 long	 time	 ago	 […],	
because	 Romania	 did	 not	 have	 in	 you	 a	 guarantor	 (only	 political	 ca‐
marilla),	because	it	did	not	have	a	mediator	(you	have	considered	to	be	
the	chief	of	state,	meaning	the	chief	of	all	institutions	and	citizens)”.	In	
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his	 turn,	 D.	 Șova	 (P.S.	 D.)	 says,	 targeting	 the	 behaviour	 of	 T.	 Băsescu:	
”The	president	has	cheated	the	people	[…],	has	desired	the	separation	of	
the	 population	 between	 those	who	 like	Băsescu	 and	 those	who	do	 not	
want	him	anymore	[…],	has	caused	the	poverty	of	the	Romanian	people.”	
Commenting	on	the	result	of	the	Parliament	members`	votes	(256/114),	
Toader	Paleologu	(P.D.L.)	says	that	„It	is	a	victory	à	la	Phyrus”	(the	losses	
of	 the	two	armies	are	equal),	but	T.	Băsescu	„is	a	remarkable	campaign	
animal”;	 we	 observe	 here	 the	 admirative	 emphasis	 of	 the	 politician,	
former	Minister	of	Culture.	
In	the	category	self‐protector/self‐victimizing,	we	can	include:	a)	the	

speech	of	C.	Antonescu,	during	the	press	conference	from	the	6th	of	July	
evening,	when	he	already	knows	 that,	 for	a	while,	he	 shall	occupy	 the	
supreme	 position	 of	 the	 state	 (“I	 shall	 do	 only	 what	 I	 must	 do	 as	 a	
Interim	President,	not	as	with	the	authority	provided	by	the	elections;	I	
shall	suspend	myself,	temporarily,	from	the	P.N.L.”);	b)	the	testimony	of	
V.	Ponta	:	“my	family	was	threatened.	I	have	asked	for	its	protection	[…].	
Daily,	I	have	a	dialogue	with	the	European	deciders,	to	explain	the	fact	
that	it	is	a	matter	of	internal	politics	and	the	position	of	Romania	must	
not	be	endangered	 in	 the	European	Council”;	 c)	 appealing	 to	art.	 146,	
letter	 „e”	 from	 the	 Constitution	 T.	 Băsescu	 justifies	 the	 request	 to	 re‐
solve	 the	 „legal	 conflict	 of	 constitutional	 nature”	 with	 the	 Romanian	
Parliament,	 like	 this:	 „I	have	 the	obligation,	as	 the	acting	President,	 to	
use	all	constitutional	ways	(resources)	in	the	conflict	with	the	political	
majority	 that	 has	 suspended	 the	 President	 [...],	 to	 protect	 the	 chief	 of	
state	position,	the	president.	Not	for	Traian	Băsescu	(I	am	ephemeral),	
but	 for	 the	 institution	 of	 the	 Romanian	 President.	 Otherwise,	 it	 could	
concluded,	 that	 the	 president	 who	 does	 not	 have	 majority	 in	 the	
Parliament	must	be	dismissed”.	
In	the	category	ironic	speech,	the	same	character	replaces	the	exam‐

ple.	Therefore,	in	the	press	conference	subsequent	to	the	ascertainment	
of	the	sufficient	number	of	votes	for	the	electoral	gesture	from	the	29th	
of	 July	 2012,	 T.Băsescu	 announces:	 „In	 conclusion,	we	 go	 to	 the	 refe‐
rendum!	 I	 observe	 a	 quality	 leap	 of	 the	 political	 class:	 in	 2007,	 there	
were	322	votes	for	suspension,	and	today	only	256”;	and	yet:	„The	great	
argument	of	the	ones	who	promote	the	suspension	its	hat	I	do	not	have	
popularity	 anymore	 […].	 If	 you	 undertake,	 together	with	 the	 country,	
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the	 passing	 through	 the	 crisis,	 it	 is	 hard	 to	 remain	 to	 the	 51%	 trust	
quota.	 Remember	 G.	 Bush,	 who	 has	 decreased	 with	 regards	 to	 the	
credibility	 quota	 and	 nobody	 thought	 of	 suspending	 him	 […].	 In	 the	
Constitution	it	 is	written	that	a	president	can	be	dismissed	for	serious	
deeds.	 It	 is	 not	my	 case;	 I	 have	 heard	 only	 accusations	 regarding	 the	
statements,	not	serious	deeds.	An	elected	president	cannot	be	mute!	He	
must	 undertake	 the	 responsibility	 to	 be	 a	 communicator,	 having	 the	
right	for	this	when	no	one	else	had	the	courage	to	do	it	[...].	Past	the	fact	
that	 I	 have	 never	 lied,	 never	with	 intention.	 Maybe	 I	 had	 poor	 infor‐
mation…”	Originating	from	the	same	impulse,	either	in	the	discussions	
with	 the	 journalists	 (“Oh,	 you	people	now!	 I	 become	a	 private	person	
and	you	have	no	right	to	intrude	in	my	life…”)	either	with	reference	to	
the	 prime‐minister	 („From	 the	 order	 of	 the	 prime‐minister,	 I	was	 not	
able	 to	go	 to	Brussels”),	 the	President	 threatened	with	 the	suspension	
in	midsummer	 finds	 resources	 to	preserve	his	 self‐esteem,	much	as	 it	
was	 not	 liked	 by	 the	 political	 opponents,	 either	 worthy	 to	 be	 ap‐
proached	 in	 the	 specialized	 studies	 and	 articles.	 Threatening,	 not	 just	
once,	the	so	much	exercised	T.	Băsescu	will	display	oppositions	against	
everyone:	 „If,	 after	 the	 referendum,	 I	 still	 find	him	at	 the	Government	
(V.	Ponta‐	n.a.),	I	will	never	give	him	a	prime‐minister	mandate…”;	„I	am	
no	 longer	at	 the	beginning	of	 the	campaign	to	be	 in	a	 fluster.	 I	 look	at	
things	 in	 a	 cold	way”	 (6th	of	 July);	 a	week	 later,	 he	 „decreed”:	 „It	 is	 a	
terrifying	signal	for	Romania	the	fact	that,	neither	the	president	of	the	
European	 Council,	 nor	 the	 president	 of	 the	 European	 Union	 Commis‐
sion	did	not	have	a	 common	press	 conference,	 together	with	V.	Ponta	
[...].	I	am	not	a	man	who	hides	under	a	ridge”.	(To	remark	also	the	presi‐
dential	undertaking	from	the	16th	of	July,	addressed	to	the	politicians	in	
power:	„They	have	sacrificed	Romania	for	their	political	games.	This	is	
too	 much!	 As	 much	 as	 they	 are	 liked	 by	 the	 electorate,	 they	 cannot	
sacrifice	Romania	for	their	low	political	level”).	
In	 the	 threatening	 category	 we	 can	 include	 also	 the	 discursive	

interventions	 of	 Angela	 Merkel	 and	 of	 the	 socialists`	 leader	 from	 the	
Bundestag	(the	chancellor	has	criticized	the	attack	of	 the	U.S.L.	on	 the	
state	 institutions,	 on	 which	 occasion	 she	 has	 compulsory	 requested	
from	 the	Ponta	Government	 to	 re‐establish	 the	 „trust	 in	 the	 country”;	
Franck‐Walter	 Steinmeier	 has	 stated	 that	 „It	 is	 unacceptable	 to	 cut	 in	
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just	a	few	days	the	authorities	of	the	Constitutional	Court	and	to	change	
the	 Parliament`s	 procedures	 so	 that	 they	 match	 your	 interests”),	 the	
president	of	the	European	Parliament,	Martin	Schultz	(„A	prime‐minis‐
ter	that	has	a	large	majority	can	change	the	Constitution	of	its	country,	
but	cannot	take	measures	that	contradict	our	rules	and	values	[...].	The	
rapid	 replacements	 that	 took	 place	 at	 the	 top	 of	 several	 institutions	
from	Romania	are	shocking	at	least.	The	same	is	with	the	attempt	[...]	to	
dismiss	 the	President	T.	Băsescu.	 It	 is	 very	 suspicious	 from	a	political	
point	of	view,	but	it	is	legal”).	A	day	full	of	public	threatening	appearan‐
ces	 from	 the	discursive	point	was	 the	21st	of	 July:	 first,	 the	president	
was	 proposed	 to	 be	 dismissed	 („I	 have	 the	 conviction	 that	 the	
Romanian	people	shall	give	a	terrible	lesson	to	the	political	class	on	the	
29th	of	July,	and	this	shall	be	the	salvation	of	Romania	[...].	You	are	the	
masters	here,	not	 the	parties.	Go	 to	vote	and	say	«	No»	and	save	your	
country	 from	 isolation	 [...].	 Say	 «	 No»	 to	 those	 who	 love	 possible	 jail	
time	doers”);	as	a	reply,	the	prime‐minister:	„I	tell	T.	Băsescu,	who	stays	
frightened	and	rabid	as	a	scorpion,	I	tell	him	that	this	summer	his	white	
colour	 is	 not	 trendy,	 what	 is	 trendy	 is	 the	 tricolor	 of	 Romania”,	 and	
finally,	the	interim	president	(„On	this	fight	depends	the	fate	of	us	and	
of	our	children.	Come	to	vote	with	all	 the	suffering	you	have	gathered	
all	these	years,	with	all	the	humility	you	have	suffered,	with	all	the	hope	
you	 have	 left.”)	 On	 a	 threatening	 note	 we	 also	 decrypt	 the	 political	
statements	of	the	23rd	of	July,	regardless	they	come	from	the	president	
of	 the	 group	 „the	 European	 populars”,	 J.	 Daul,	 urging	 the	 European	
Commission	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	 European	 values	 and	 the	 fundamental	
rights	are	respected	in	Romania	(„I	am	terrified!	I	cannot	believe	that	in	
an	EU	state	member,	after	more	than	20	years	after	the	fall	of	the	com‐
munism,	the	freedom	of	expression	is	threatened	again	[…].	The	recent	
history	has	showed	that	all	forms	of	totalitarianism	begin	with	political	
repression	and	with	the	limitation	of	the	right	to	opinion”)	either	from	
the	 Romanian	 (with	 reference	 to	 the	 owner	 of	 the	 media	 company	
Intact	–	“the	programme	to	suspend	the	president	[…]	was	discussed	in	
Greece,	with	the	occasion	of	the	1st	of	May	free	days.	They	went	to	the	
length	 of	 discussing	 right	 there	 on	 the	 beach,	 at	 the	 hotel…”;	 In	 that	
place	 there	 is	 also	 a	 descendant	 of	 Vântu,	 there	 the	 owner	 is	 also	 a	
gentleman	 who	 lives	 from	 the	 public	 money	 and	 makes	 politics	 to	
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blackmail	the	political.	This	individual,	who	is	the	owner	of	România	TV	
had	the	audacity	[…]	to	send	me	an	e‐mail,	to	have	a	discussion	with	me.	
Since	when	do	I	have	discussions	with	a	blackmailer,	an	owner	of	a	TV	
company?	This	 is	where	 this	kind	of	 individuals	got	 to,	when	they	put	
their	hands	on	a	television	station…”)	
Insolent,	without	any	doubt,	was	the	undertaking	of	V.	Ponta	(on	the	

9th	of	 July),	wanting	 to	be	a	 reply	 to	 the	position	of	 the	German	chan‐
cellor	(“…it	will	not	be	Angela	Merkel	that	shall	vote	on	the	29th	of	July	
referendum!”),	 but	 also	 of	 the	 suspended	 president,	 who	 was	 stating	
(on	 the	24th	of	 July)	 that	 “he	does	not	keep	anyone	at	home”,	but	 that	
democracy	can	be	attested	also	through	the	vote	against	suspension:	“It	
is	a	fact	that	I	have	not	asked	any	vote	for	myself.	I	have	won	my	5	years	
mandate	 in	 2009.	 The	 ones	 who	want	 to	 interrupt	 the	 constitutional	
mandate	also	have	the	responsibility	to	convince	the	Romanian	people	
to	go	vote.	It	is	the	obligation	of	those	who	approved	the	referendum	to	
prove	it	with	the	necessary	votes”.	
During	 the	 month	 of	 July,	 the	 Romanian	 politicians	 and	 the	 EU	

exponents	have	shown	a	peacemaking	discursive	attitude.	For	example,	
V.	 Ponta	 (on	 the	 11th	 of	 July)	 promises,	 at	 Brussels,	 warned	 by	 the	
President	of	 the	European	Parliament,	a	member	 in	 the	same	political	
family	as	our	prime‐minister,	 that	“the	Referendum	shall	be	organized	
according	to	the	C.C.R.	decision”.	Equally,	T.	Băsescu	states	(on	the	23rd	
of	 July)	 a	 “deep	 regret”	 for	 saying	 publicly	 “what	 he	 thinks	 of	 King	
Mihai”,	considering	that:	“this	shows	me	that,	sometimes,	it	is	better	for	
politicians,	at	least	in	very	sensitive	matters,	to	not	say	what	they	think”	
(In	a	sincerity	moment,	T.	Băsescu	has	answered	the	question	regarding	
the	King`s	silence	to	the	insults	uttered	by	the	president:	„This	is	what	a	
King	must	do!”).	A	week	 later,	 the	Romanian	prime‐minister	shall	 „re‐
pent”,	 looking	 into	 the	eyes	of	 the	western	press,	on	 the	 land	of	Brus‐
sels,	saying	he	has	learned	the	lesson	of	the	political	crisis	that	affected	
Romania,	 has	 recognized	 that	 „the	 image	 of	Romania,	 at	 international	
level,	was	damaged”	and	has	promised	that	he	shall	not	 look	 for	„con‐
frontations”	with	T.	Băsescu.	On	the	same	day,	the	president	of	the	Par‐
liamentary	 assembly	 of	 the	 European	 Council,	 Jean‐Claude	 Mignon,	
urges	our	political	 leaders	 to	 overcome	 the	 conflictual	matters	 and	 to	
cooperate,	 „showing	 the	 mutual	 respect	 without	 which	 democracy	
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would	be	just	a	set	of	official	rules”.	Hannes	Swoboda	(the	president	of	
the	socialists	and	democrats	group	from	the	European	Parliament)	will	
admit:	„There	are	no	winners	in	the	referendum	from	Romania.	Now,	all	
political	parties	must	ensure	that	Romania	is	not	losing”.	
We	have	classified	as	a	justiciary	speech	what,	on	the	9th	and	the	10th	

of	 July,	 was	 communicated	 by	 the	 Constitutional	 Court	 of	 Romania,	
ruling	 that	 the	 procedure	 of	 suspending	 T.	 Băsescu	 from	 his	 position	
was	 respected,	 that	 the	 elected	 president`s	 request	 to	 resolve	 the	
conflict	with	 the	Parliament	 is	unacceptable,	 that	 it	 rejects	 the	notices	
expressed	 by	 the	 P.D.L.	 regarding	 the	 exclusion	 from	 the	 constitutio‐
nality	control	of	the	Parliament`s	decisions,	that	it	postpones	the	debate	
of	the	notices	regarding	the	non‐constitutionality	of	the	Law	for	amend‐
ing	the	referendum	and	of	the	decision	of	the	Parliament	regarding	the	
dismissal	of	Gh.	 Iancu	 from	the	position	of	 the	Ombudsman;	 the	C.C.R.	
decides	 that	 the	 law	used	 for	making	 the	amendments	 to	Article	10	of	
the	Referendum	Law	is	constitutional,	 in	 the	extent	 that	 it	ensures	the	
participation	 to	 the	voting	procedure	of	 at	 least	 a	half	plus	one	of	 the	
number	of	people	enrolled	in	the	permanent	electoral	lists.		
The	 emphasis	 identified	 in	 the	 speech	 of	 the	 journalists	 can	 be	

classified	 as:	 accusing	 and	 peacemaking.	 From	 the	 first	 category,	 we	
bring	 to	 attention	 the	 comments	 of	 the	 people	 present	 on	 the	 sets	 of	
Realitatea	TV	station,	right	after	the	elected	President	made	his	speech	
in	the	Parliament.	From	appreciations	such	as	the	come	back	to	the	nor‐
mal	person	that	he	used	to	be,	knowing	how	to	salute	and	to	communi‐
cate	with	 the	 citizens,	 to	 observing	 the	 collection	 of	 several	mistakes	
made	by	the	suspended	president,	noticed	now	“when	T.	Băsescu	is	no	
longer	 sad,	 or	 gay;	 he	 is	 ready”,	 when	 „he	 wants	 to	 give	 everything	
today”.	Also	on	the	6th	of	 July,	after	 the	press	conference	of	the	presi‐
dent	suspended	with	256	to	114	votes	in	the	Parliament,	we	have	con‐
sumed	 the	 assessment	 of	 a	 journalist	 „suspected”	 of	 professionalism	
(Emil	 Hurezeanu):	 „If	 the	 post‐factum	 speech	 (with	 excuses,	with	 hu‐
man	 notes,	 with	 smiles…)	 would	 have	 been	 supported	 in	 the	 Parlia‐
ment,	 things	 would	 have	 been	 different.	 I	 believe	 that	 T.	 Băsescu	 is	
deceiving	himself	by	believing	that	justice	is	the	priority	problem	of	the	
Romanian	 people.	 Now,	 the	 social	 state	 is	 the	 one	 of	 interest.”	 The	
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accusers	are	Mircea	Dinescu	and	Stelian	Tănase,	Radu	Tudor,	Le	Figaro,	
El	Pais,	New	York	Times,	Wall	Street	Journal	.	
The	one	who,	in	order	to	win	the	first	mandate	of	President	Băsescu,	

performed	an	assiduous	campaign,	states:	„I	argue	against	E.	Hurezea‐
nu.	I	am	afraid	of	T.	Băsescu`s	smile.	It	is	not	possible	to	be	in	a	dramatic	
situation	 and	 smile.	 The	 smile	 is	 from	 another	 film…	 What	 normal	
person,	 going	 through	 a	 drama,	 would	 smile	 «	 hă,	 hă,	 hă»	 ?	 It	 is	 so	
shameful	to	be	suspended	twice!	It	is	horrible…He	is	a	jinxer.	He	has	not	
done	 anything	 for	 the	 people…”	 The	 lampooner	 is	 approved	 by	 the	
politologist:	“Mircea	is	right,	you	can`t	laugh…He	seemed	quite	nervous	
to	me	(the	president	–	n.a.),	eager	to	straight	some	things	out,	eager	to	
give	some	lessons.	He	is	out	of	the	tracks.	He	shall	fall‐back	during	the	
campaign,	 when	 he	 will	 speak	 with	 the	 people	 […],	 when	 he	 will	 go	
throughout	the	country.	Băsescu	is	«	a	political	animal»	powerful	in	the	
campaigns.	The	Parliament	is	not	his	area”.	According	to	the	journalist	
who	 has	 juridical	 studies	 and	 western	 experience	 at	 Europa	 Liberă,	
„The	President	 can	be	accused	once	more	 that	he	violated	 the	Consti‐
tution,	 after	 admitting	 that	 «no	 one	 else	 had	 the	 right	 to	 tell	 the	 Ro‐
manian	people	about	 the	austerity	measures».	He	can	also	be	accused	
that	 he	wanted	 to	 assist	 the	 country	 through	 the	 crisis	 all	 by	 himself,	
especially	 that	 he	 did	 not	 assist	 it.	 T.	 Băsescu	 says	 that	 he	 did	 not	
discuss	with	anyone	from	abroad	about	the	suspension.	Well,	then	this	
is	serious	matter,	if	he	did	not	have	anyone	to	call	and	if,	after	8	years	of	
Băsescu	mandate,	he	does	not	receive	any	call	to	be	asked	what	is	going	
on,	how	could	he	be	helped…”	
The	 famous	Western	 European	 publications	 are	 acid.	 In	 an	 article	

from	the	14th	of	July,	from	the	New	York	Times,	Kim	Lane	Schepele	says	
that	 „these	 actions	 of	 the	 Ponta	Government	 combine	 polarized	 party	
politics	 with	 a	 revolution	 for	 destroying	 the	 Constitution”,	 fact	 that	
happened	after	just	one	or	two	days	ago	El	Pais	was	writing	about	„The	
new	 black	 sheep	 of	 Europe”,	 referring	 to	 the	 „onset	 of	 the	 prime‐
minister	 Ponta	 to	 lay	 hands	 on	 the	 power	 in	 Romania”,	 a	 fact	 that	
„worries	regarding	a	democratic	downfall	 in	 the	South‐Eastern	part	of	
the	 continent”.	 Le	 Figaro	 announces:	 „Romania:	 justice	 shall	 slice	 the	
war	 of	 the	 leaders”,	 after	 the	 positions	 of	 Hillary	 Clinton	 and	 Angela	
Merkel	 have	 determined	 the	 European	 „machinery”	 to	 go	 and	 take	
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action.	According	 to	 the	Wall	Street	 Journal,	 our	prime‐minister	 fights	
„dirty,	even	according	to	the	Romanian	standards”.	The	bitterness	of	the	
first	 day	 after	 the	 referendum	 is	 „stressed”	 by	R.	 Tudor	 (Intact),	 con‐
cluding:	„The	U.S.L.	does	not	have	too	many	excuses	for	the	fact	that	it	
has	not	obtained	50%	plus	one	votes	at	this	election.	If,	even	when	you	
have	 2300	mayors	 and	 38	 presidents	 of	 county	 councils	 you	 are	 not	
able	to	rally	the	people,	then	there	is	no	point	of	discussing	this	matter	
any	further.	The	elections	were	lost	in	Moldova...”.		
The	way	 in	which	 those	 of	 the	 intellectuals	 concerned	 to	 „confess”	

their	convictions	 to	the	necessary	recipients	 for	structuring	 the	public	
opinion	 have	 intervened	 in	 the	 public	 communication	 space,	 can	 be	 a	
hybrid	 that	 we	 have	 „baptized”	 worrying‐ironic.	 For	 example,	 in	 the	
article	 „Balamuc”	 (”Madhouse”)	 –	Teodorovici	2012,	 in	Suplimentul	de	
Cultură	 of	Ziarul	de	 Iași,	nr.	362/July	6	–	L.	D.	Teodorovici	warns	 that	
„Romania	 has	 gone	 crazy	 [...],	 the	 teeth	 grinding	 and	 the	 nervous	
outbursts	have	spoiled	the	friendships	[...],	justice,	at	least	in	politics,	is	
a	 concept	 more	 than	 relative	 [...].	 We	 have	 absolutely	 rejected	 each	
others,	 casting	 away	 old	 friendships,	 sometimes	 in	 the	 name	 of	 an	
insane	 politics	 that	 we	 judge,	 on	 both	 sides,	 in	 terms	 of	 a	 personal	
value”.	The	fear	of	the	writer	is	the	fact	that	„the	truth	itself,	among	so	
many	arrests	and	spectacles	of	other	nature,	was	 insensibly	 locked	up	
into	the	madhouse”.	
The	 same	style	 is	maintained	 in	 the	 text	poached	by	 the	 Iași	News‐

paper	(from	the	24th	of	July),	signed	by	the	fine	ironist	Andrei	Pleșu	and	
named	 flat	 „Open	 letter	 to	Mrs.	 Ecaterina	Andronescu”.	 The	 author	 of	
the	Treaty	about	angels	reveals	his	admiration	towards	a	minster	who	
travels	 driving	 his	 own	 car,	 who	 can	 handle	 a	 „reasonable	 dialogue”,	
who	„has	dared”	(s.a.)	 to	discuss	the	legal	grounds	of	a	private	univer‐
sity	with	a	disgraced	reputation”	(„Spiru	Haret”	–	n.a.),	but	who	avoids	
the	 answer	 expected	 by	 the	 academic	 environment	 and	 by	 the	 civil	
society:	 „did	Mr.	 Ponta	 plagiarized?	And	 if	 he	 did,	 like	 common	 sense	
and	two	out	of	three	commissions	are	saying,	then	who	endangers	the	
prestige	of	the	academic	life?	And	how	can	you	sponsor,	with	serenity,	
such	a	disgraceful	matter?”.	A.	Pleșu,	with	all	respect,	considers	E.	An‐
dronescu	to	be	„a	part	of	this	nefarious	dishonor”,	explaining	that	here	
lies	 „the	 fundamental	 dishonesty	of	 a	 prime‐minister	 [...]	 and	of	 some	
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university	professors	who	have	agreed	to	cover	this	 fraud”,	 the	conse‐
quences	being	noticed	not	only	in	the	assessment	of	a	person,	of	a	party,	
but	 of	 the	 Romanian	 education	 system	 and	 of	 the	 entire	 country,	
unfortunately…	Discussing	with	the	readers	of	hot	news.ro	(on	the	27th	
of	 July),	 Pleșu	 at	 least	 has	 the	 same	 honesty	 as	 he	 has	 with	 himself,	
stating:	 „I	see	no	reason	to	replace	a	ram	with	 two	gooses”	(he	meant	
the	 suspension	 of	 the	 president	 for	 the	 immediate	 benefit	 of	 the	
previous	 speakers,	 Antonescu	 and	 Ponta).	 In	 the	 same	 context,	 the	
publicist	signals	the	existence	of	some	doubts	regarding	the	legitimacy	
of	 the	political	 gesture	 („The	document	 that	 argued	 the	 suspension	of	
the	president,	seemed	to	me,	 from	a	 legal	point	of	view,	unconvincing.	
The	 Constitutional	 Court	 does	 not	 speak	 anywhere	 about	 «serious	
violations	of	the	Constitution»”).	
In	the	page	intended	for	Opinions,	F.	Lăzărescu	„calls	out”	his	indigna‐

tion	towards	the	confiscation	and	the	defence,	„with	the	ax	in	hand”,	of	
the	 ideas	 concerning	 democracy,	 intellectuality,	 intelligence,	 ration,	
justice…He	publicly	recognizes:	„I	go	and	vote	his	dismissal.	This	is	my	
sincere	 opinion,	 without	 any	 political	 affiliations.	 I	 am	 just	 against	
Băsescu.	Regarding	the	acting	power,	I	have	no	other	opinion	so	far	but	
that	they	offer	me	a	small	chance	to	get	rid	of	him,	as	I	have	appreciated	
Băsescu	because	he	offered	me	the	chance	to	get	rid	of	Năstase”.	 (The	
reasons	behind	the	choice	of	the	„poor	writer”,	„filthy”,	„stinking	uslas”,	
„brain	 washed	 by	 the	 Antene”...,	 as	 it	 was	 treated	 in	 the	 comments,	
unveils	him	easily:	with	a	guarantor	of	 justice	as	T.	Băsescu,	„Romania	
would	 not	 even	 deserve	 to	 be	 saved”;	 „the	 anointing”	 of	 the	 Euro	
parliamentary	 daughter	 was	 done	 in	 the	 purest	 phanariot	 style;	 the	
encroachment,	 for	 three	 years,	 of	 the	 prime‐minister	 role	 is	 not	
accepted	 in	 a	 democracy;	 a	 normal	 president	 cannot	 be	 the	 one	who	
„distributes	wine	bottles	and	other	awards	live	on	OTV”).	Maybe,	more	
than	 the	 argument	 of	 the	 litterateur	 (with	 the	 implied	 subjectivity),	
what	is	important	is	the	final	message:	„…I	do	not	urge	anyone	to	go	and	
vote.	I	just	want	to	say	to	the	Băsescu`s	fans	that	I	am	frightened	of	their	
intolerance	and	of	 the	feeling	they	give	me,	 that	 they	refuse	to	ask	 for	
just	one	second	«What	 if	 I	 am	wrong?»”	 (Lăzărescu	2012,	 in	Ziarul	de	
Iași/July	27).	
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With	 its	 symbolic	 tools,	 the	 civil	 society	has	 reclaimed	 the	drifts	 in	
the	 democratic	mechanism.	 Therefore,	 the	 ProDemocrația	 Association	
has	made	a	notice	to	The	Public	Prosecutor's	Office	attached	to	the	High	
Court	 of	 Cassation	 and	 Justice	 regarding	 the	 text	 messages	 with	
electoral	 content	 sends	 to	 the	 Romanian	 citizen	 as	 an	 urge	 to	 go	 and	
vote.	 From	 „I	 do	 not	 sleep	 during	 the	 summer.	 On	 the	 29th	 I	 cannot	
sleep”	 to	 „I	vote	at	 the	referendum,	because	 I	matter”,	 to	 „they	cannot	
boycott	as	much	as	we	can	vote”	and	„Come	on,	Train,	let`s	have	a	beer	
to	say	goodbye”,	the	motivational	messages	occupied	the	informational	
technical	universe	and	the	sky	of	the	country,	in	the	literal	sense:	above	
Constanța,	 a	 sightseeing	 plane	 was	 grooving	 the	 clear	 sky	 with	 the	
writing	„Come	to	the	referendum”.	
The	 day	 that	 closes	 the	 month	 of	 July	 offers	 two	 causes	 for	

meditation,	 in	 the	 context	 of	 the	 suggested	 analysis.	 From	 the	 article	
„Vox	populi”	(Onofrei	2012,	in	Ziarul	de	Iași/July	31)	we	conclude	that	
everyone	 came	 out	 defeated	 from	 the	 useless	war	 of	 the	 referendum	
(the	politicians	–	because	they	did	not	suceed	too	much,	the	electors	–	
because	 they	 were	 not	 „abused”	 with	 solutions	 to	 cast	 out	 the	
economical	 crisis).	 The	question	 „What	 is	 the	 point	 of	 replacing	 some	
lunatics	with	other	lunatics?”	has	a	certain	legitimacy,	especially	among	
those	„too	grossed	out	by	the	politics	from	the	Dâmbovița	area”.	On	the	
other	hand,	from	the	Critical	Point,	B.	Crețu	envisions	the	„crash	of	the	
political	 class”,	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 referendum.	 The	 fact	 that	 the	
politicians	have	lost,	is	no	big	loss,	but	Romania	is	being	widowed,	being	
in	 a	 large	 moral	 crisis	 (”one	 that	 could	 not	 have	 been	 ended	 just	 by	
dismissing	president	Băsescu”).	 The	 rhetoric	 of	 the	 defeat	 contains	 in	
equal	share,	the	evilness	of	the	politicians	and	the	disorientation	of	the	
electorate,	the	absence	of	the	fair	play	in	public	conflicts,	but	also	of	that	
„glowing,	 fair,	 trustworthy	 character	 who	 can	 attract	 the	 adhesion	 of	
the	elites”,	 in	the	end,	the	dignity	and	the	honor	(Crețu	2012,	in	Ziarul	
de	Iași/July	31).	
The	 three	 sources	 of	 public	 speech:	 politicians,	 journalists,	

intellectual‐publicists	 were	 not	 preferred	 by	 chance.	 They	 report	 the	
reformations	of	public	space	in	the	post‐modern	version,	the	chronical	
need	of	what	we	call	deliberative	communication.	Giving	a	deliberative	
dimension	 to	 the	media	 speech	 (by	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 press	 is	 hosting	
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various	 points	 of	 view	 needed	 for	 interpretation;	 regarding	 a	 large	
interest	due	 to	 the	media	debates;	 facilitating	 the	access	 to	 the	public	
space;	 arbitrating	 different	 positions	 between	 the	 social	 players	 with	
different	interests)	generates	a	complete	understanding	of	the	role	that	
the	press	honors	 in	 a	 culture	 „subordinated”	 to	democracy.	Having	as	
bench‐mark	what	 C.	 Beciu	 calls	 the	 analysis	 of	 the	media	 propaganda	
practices	 of	 the	political	 players	 and	of	 the	political	 agenda,	we	easily	
reach	 the	 interpellative,	 compassionate	device,	 the	 social	 rally,	 etc.	 The	
author	 of	 the	 Sociology	 of	 communication	 and	 of	 the	 public	 space	
identifies	 a	 distinction	 between	 „us”	 (the	 public	 opinion,	 journalists,	
commentators,	analysts)	and	„them”	(politicians,	decision	makers).	The	
styles	 of	 traditional	 intercession	 (authoritarian	 and	 „laissez‐faire”)	 are	
completed	 with	 inspiration	 by	 the	 ironic‐critical	 speech	 and	 by	 the	
interpellator	speech,	ready	to	calm	down	the	claim	of	the	journalists	to	
intercession,	but	highlighting	„a	statuary	player	who	rallies	a	normative	
vision	 about	 the	 significance	 of	 events	 (the	 civic,	 justiciary,	 ludic	
journalist	player	etc.)	–	Beciu	2011,	pp.	216‐226.	
We	 believe	 that	 this	 interpellation	 is	 the	 key‐concept	 of	 the	

suggested	 study,	 completely	 recognizing	 its	 role	 in	 producing	 „the	
critical	 thinking”	 (part	 of	 the	 deliberative	 communication,	 of	 the	
„deliberative	public	space”)	–	Beciu	2011,	p.	217.	The	extensive	propa‐
gation	 of	 political	 life	 (through	 the	 media),	 the	 „media	 populism”	 (C.	
Beciu),	 a	 hybrid	 status	 of	 the	 journalist,	 a	 symbolic	 frontier	 between	
„us”	and	„them”,	all	of	these	foreshadow	a	standardization	of	the	public	
speech	(political,	 journalistic,	belonging	to	the	intellectuals)	–	common	
denominator	putting	 in	 civic	difficulty	 the	main	disadvantaged,	 vulne‐
rable	groups	–,	 in	 touch	 lines	 „betraying”	 the	 interpellator	 stake,	 after	
the	western	model,	with	 autochthonous	 emphasis,	 but,	we	hope,	with	
beneficial	long	term	effects…	

Acknowledgement	

This	 paper	was	made	within	 the	 project	 POSDRU/89/1.5/S/56815	
Society	 Based	 on	 Knowledge	 –	 research,	 debates,	 perspectives,	 co‐
financed	by	 the	European	Union	and	 the	Romanian	Government	 from	



JOURNAL	OF	SOCIAL	ECONOMY	

Vol.	III	•	Nr.	3/2013	 143	
	

the	Social	European	Fund	through	the	Sectorial	Operational	Programme	
for	the	Development	of	Human	Resources	2007‐2013.	

References	

1. Beciu,	 C.	 (2011).	 Sociologia	 comunicării	 și	 a	 spațiului	 public.		
Ed.	Polirom,	Iasi.	
2. Bourdieu,	 P.	 (2007).	 Despre	 televiziune.	 Grup	 editorial	 Art,	

Bucharest.	
3. Crețu,	B.	(2012).	Cine	a	câștigat	 la	referendum?	Falimentul	clasei	

politice.	Ziarul	de	Iași/31	iulie.	
4. Debord,	G.	(1992).	La	Société	du	Spectacle.	Gallimard,	Paris.	
5. Goffman,	 E.	 (2003).	 Viața	 cotidiană	 ca	 spectacol.	 Ed.	 Comu‐

nicare.ro,	Bucharest.	
6. Lăzărescu,	F.	(2012).	Să	fie	limpede.	Ziarul	de	Iași/27	iulie.	
7. Loghin,	D.	 (2012).	Democrația	participativă	–	precondiție	pentru	

economia	 socială.	 Revista	 de	 Economie	 Socială	 (Journal	 of	 Social	 Eco‐
nomy),	Nr.	5/2012,	vol.	II,	pp.	3‐29.	Ed.	Hamangiu,	Bucharest.	
8. Michels,	R.	(1971).	Les	partis	politiques.	Flammarion,	Paris.	
9. Moscovici,	S.	(2001).	Epoca	maselor.	Ed.	Institutul	European,	Iasi.	
10. Onofrei,	C.	(2012).	Vox	populi.	Ziarul	de	Iași/31	iulie.	
11. Teodorovici,	 L.D.	 (2012).	 Balamuc.	 Suplimentul	 de	 cultură	 al	

Ziarului	de	Iași,	nr.	362/6	iulie.	
 
 

 

	




