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Abstract

One of the less examined species of the Romanidiampantary discourse is tlepologia
(a self-defence discourse) which resorts to varidetorical strategies in order to promote a
positive self-image of a politician and to rejestaccusation. In this article, we offer the caselst
of Varujan Vosganian’s plead delivered to the Romararliament on the 2f February 2015
in response to the"®round of charges made by the Public Prosecutionic®e(Departamentul
National Anticorupie), i.e. establishment of organized crime grolquse in office, complicity to
embezzlement. Our analysis, based on the methogloloignage repair rhetoric (Ware/Linkugel
1973; Benoit 1995) and the pragma-stylistics ofalisse, will focus on the speakesgnce and
on several reformative and transformative rhetbriteategies, such as thenscendencethe
appeal to motives / good intentigrike minimization of injurytheattack of the accusethe
self-victimizationetc

Keywords: discourse of self-defence (apologiajance reformative and transformative
rhetorical strategies.

1. Research Goals and Corpus

The goals of our research are threefold: (a) tdyamatheself-defence
rhetorical strategiesn a Romanian parliamentary discourse (based oasa ¢
study); (b) to describe thspeech acts“set” of self-defenceas part of the
parliamentary discursive practices; (c) to analfrsepragmatic and stylistic

! Oana Chelaru-Murirus is appointed as associate professor at the Departrof

Linguistics of the Faculty of Letters, UniversitiyBucharest. She is the author of three books:
Nichita Stinescu — the Lyrical Subjectivity. The Poetics afirisiation(2000); Stereotypy
and Expressivness: from Spoken Language to Pd@0Q7); Specialized Languages,
Texts and Contex{®017), and of several articles in the field odigma-sylistics, poetics,
rhetoric and discourse analysis; e-mail: oana.mig@gmail.com

2 We use John Searle 1969, 1975, 1976 for theifitagion of speech acts.

BDD-A28511 © 2018 Editura Universitatii din Bucuresti
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.86 (2026-07-08 22:49:48 UTC)
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features of parliamentary apologiahat are responsible for an efficient
management of the positive self-image of the actpsétician.

Our corpus consists of Varujan Vosganian's parlistawy speech
delivered to the Romanian Parliament on th® d2February 2015, in response
to the 2° round of charges made by the Public Prosecutioni@®e(PPS; in
Romanian: Departamentul Nenal Anticorupie)’. Varujan Vosganian, a
former member of th&lational Liberal Party, which he left for thelliance of
Liberals and Democrat§ALDE) in February 2015, was charged twice (in
October 2013 and February 2015) with establishnoérdn organized crime
group, abuse in office (as former minister of eaoph complicity to
embezzlement by the Public Prosecution Service, hedaddressed his
colleagues MPs on the “IDf February 2015 in order to persuade them to
maintain the point of view they had expressed ia®thamely to reject the
initiation of a criminal investigation in his cad#lith a view to the stylistics of
his parliamentary discourse, mention should be ntlaaleVarujan Vosganian is
also a gifted Romanian writer of Armenian origihe tauthor of a notorious
novel entitledThe Book of Whispel@009), which won several literary awards
by the time of its publication.

2. The Image Repair Rhetoric — a Theoretical Overeaw

In a renowned article, B.L.WageWil.A.Linkugel (1973) approached the
rhetoric of the so-called discourse of self-deferfapologig, which they
considered a genre in its own right:

"We believe that apologetical discourses constitutgistinct form of public address, a
family of speeches with sufficient elements in coonnso as to warrant legitimately
generic status” (1973: 273).

When the ethos of a public person is attacked amesoto be doubted
(character, actions, merits, credibility), (s)hel$eobliged to defend her/his cause
by a public speech appealing to a number of limitegtorical strategies, but
whose combination and display illustrate the unjogisonal gifts of the speaker.

The image repair theory of Ware and Linkugel issasn a speaker-centered
approach and identifies four categories of seledeé strategies and four
rhetorical stances:

(1) Denial of fact/of intent is considered a psychologicaltgformative
strategy in that the defendant tries to revise aodifg the cognitive

3 Source: https://www.senat.ro/FisaSenator.aspkfffantarlD=380ccd4e-1089-408a-beOf
-871fa564c3af
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representations of the public regarding the inaratéd act. The speaker does
not deny the act or its wrongful character, but ddoet admit his/her
participation in the event, or simply denies his/mealicious intention. A
frequent topic of denial is the invokgudbtting against the accused, a strategy
that enables him/her to appeal to various formsedtvictimization

(2) Bolstering is also a psychologicallyeformative strategy through
which the defendant seeks to attenuate the negatjwession made by his/her
incriminated act. The accused guides the attergifothe public towards the
positive actions (s)he performed in the past, timgwinto light his/her own
unquestionable qualities. The presupposition «f thetorical strategy is that a
person with a clean and honorable past could ne¢ Baffered such a radical
transformation in the present (Gold 1978: 308).

(3) Differentiation is a psychologicallyransformativestrategy that aims to
change the public perception on the very naturdefwrongful act. The accused
admits the incriminated act, but (s)he tries toivaté it and to describe it from
a new, positive perspective. A special case ofediffitiation is the so-called
regeneration strategyhrough which the accused throws into relief hisspnt
moral transformation and asks to be reassessed.

(4) Transcendenceis also a psychologicallyransformative strategy,
which places the wrongful act in a wider contexbider to change the public
view on its nature and to divert attention from details of the case.

The defendant can use a single rhetorical strabegyore, so that the
public would be persuaded in the desired direci@na result, due to the specific
combination of reformative and transformative sqj@s, the speakers can adopt
four postures of verbal defence, according to VeackeLinkugel's classification:

(1) The absolutive speechresorts to denial of fact and/or differentiation
because the accused strives to be acquitted/alsiobra guilt.

(2) The favourite strategies of tiwindicative speechare transcendence,
bolstering and self-victimization, which enable thecused to divert the
attention of the public towards general aspectstandsist upon his/her own
merits and reputation.

(3) Theexplanative speeclis based on bolstering and differentiation; the
accused is hoping that the public will be more @emonce that his/her
motivations have been understood.

(4) The justificative speech frequently selects denial of malicious
intentions, bolstering and transcendence as pegfestrategies because the
accused seeks understanding and approval.

In his famous bookiccounts, Excuses and Apologies. A Theory of Image
Restauration StrategiedVilliam L. Benoit (1995) expanded and refined the

BDD-A28511 © 2018 Editura Universitatii din Bucuresti
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.86 (2026-07-08 22:49:48 UTC)



6 OANA CHELARU-MURARUS

image repair theory, offering a more complex taxopoof the rhetorical
strategies of self-defence:

(1) Denial displays two variants: the accused denies the viubagt per
seor the accused denies (s)he committed the wroagtul

(2) Evading responsibility is another image restauration strategy that
aims to change the negative perception of the aadiwith regard to the author
of the wrongful act. It has four variants:

(a) Scapegoating/provocatiothe accused shifts the blame to another
person/to others or claims that the act was peddrin response
to another wrongful act so that (s)he could beiggrtabsolved
from guilt.

(c) Accidents the accused pretends (s)he takes no respongsitailit
the offensive act because it was produced by actide

(b) Defeasibility the accused pleads that the lack of information o
control over some factors in the situation gendrtite wrongful act
and therefore (s)he should not be considered lgntisponsible for it.

(d) Motives/intentionsthe accused denies the evil intentions in doing
the wrongful act and (s)he asks not to be blamed.

(3) Reducing offensivenesss one of the main goals of an apologetic
discourse, and it is based on six tactics:

(a) Bolstering the accused attempts to mitigate the negativeresfiof
the incriminated act laying stress on his/her pasitraits and
positive actions in the past.

(b) Minimization: the accused tries to restore his/her image by
minimizing the negative effects of the wrongful.act

(c) Differentiation the accused compares his case with some wrongful
acts committed by others in the past in order tkenibappear less
offensive to the audience.

(d) Transcendencdhe accused tries to improve his/her reputation by
placing the wrongful act in a different, broadentxt in order to
motivate it.

(e) Attacking the accuserthe defendant attempts to reduce the
credibility of the source of accusations so as imimsh the
damage to his/her own image.

(f) Compensationthe accused reimburses the victim in order to
reduce the moral prejudice produced through thengftd act.

(4) Corrective action the accused tries to restore the unpleasant
situation generated by the wrongful act and (s)teenjses to avoid the same
error in the future.

(5) Mortification : the accused admits the guilt and asks forgiveness
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At the end of this theoretical overview, we woulshclude that there is
an organic link between the accusation discourse K&egoria,accusation”)
and the defence discourse (&pologia,defence discourse”, Ryan 1982: 254-255).
Kategoria performs a set of assertive speech acts in oodéuild a negative
image of a person, whereapologia resorts to correction and self-image
restoration strategie\pologia is just one species of the field of apologetic
rhetoric, which covers a wider range of dicoursees; such as self-defence
discourses, excuses and accounts or moral apabegysgssing guilt recognition
and repentance) (Towner 2009: 431; 436; 445).

3. Rhetorical Strategies of Self-Defence in VarujaWosganian’s
Parliamentary Speech

The main rhetorical goals of a parliamentary disselare to express the
MPs’ ideas and political beliefs, to plead a pofiti cause, to promote the
legislative initiatives, and to build a positivelfamage of the politician (van
Dijk 2010; llie 2003a, 2003b, 2010). The last gtiek at the centre of an
apologia a species entirely focused on self-image restoratrategies.

Varujan Vosganian's parliamentary speech deliveoed the 18 of
February 2015 starts with preterition, a rhetorical trope which consists in
speaking about a topic, but professing to omit it:

(1) 1 amnottoday in front of youo plead my innocente

After this initial preparatory movement, which isckssical part of the
exordium, the defendant approaches the transformative nibatcstrategy of
transcendencea means of setting the incriminated act intogater context in
order to motivate it. The key-arguments are stiatdly placed at the beginning
(2)-(5), in the middle (21), and by the end (38))(8f the discourse:

(2) Reflections on thékomanian Constitutignthe Senate has a political and moral
responsibilitywhen approving the initiation of a criminal invigsttion;

(3) Thewill of the Senatés not a procedural detail; tf8enate is not a public institution
obliged to give approvalsver the counter

(4) Thepolitical decisionsare part of the political responsibility;

(5) Thecriminal procedureshould not be used against political adversaries.

Because of the limited space of this article, wi @nly summarize the ideas of the
original paragraphs of Vosganian’s discourse. Taesiation into English, the underlines,
as well as the numbering of the paragraphs belong.t

In classical rhetoric, thexordiumis known as the opening part of an oration in Wwhfe
speaker lays out the purpose of his discourse aepapes the audience to favourably
listen to his arguments.
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In this part of theexordium the speaker consolidates hstance
(Englebretson (ed.) 2007; Vasilescu 2010) by makimegabove-mentioned set
of assertions on the constitutional role of theaenand on the political nature
of his decision as former minister of economy, dieci which should be, in
principle, free of a criminal charge. In fact, tpelitician’s assertions perform
the indirect speech act of suggesting or even mipgethe colleagues MPs to
take a moral responsibility when voting his casd tnmreject the groundless
charge. Moreover, Vosganian’s remark on the pdggilihat such charges were
used against political adversaries generates frben dtart the pragmatic
implicature “I am such a victim”.

The speaker keeps on extensively using the strateggnscendencand
performs the representative speech acts of exptpiand insisting on the
grounds of his incriminated decision taken as fermmister of economy:

(21) My economic decisiotaken in 2008 (a discount for chemical fertilizersorder to
sustain the Romanian agriculturelas not criticizedby UE or by the National
Agency for Energy Regulationit was sustainedoy the Governmentl was not
warned by other institutions of the Romanian state regardoossible dangers,
nobodyelsein chargewvas warnedi.e. The Romanian Secret Service).

Symmetrically, he resumes the same strategy byiideof his discourse
when he invokes general issues like the lack gbaeisfor human rights (38)
and the abuses of the anti-corruption fight in Roiag39).

The next rhetorical step of Vosganian's speech aitgptiefeasibility a
subtype of the strategy for avoiding responsibil#gcording to Benoit's
classification. Defeasibility is based on justifiea arguments, which can explain
the incriminated decision and diminish the peragivesponsibility for the
failure event. Consequently, the politician invokes following objective economic
and social factors that led him to his decisiofoasier minister of economy:

(8) The 2008 economic context (the highest pricesitural gas after thd2wWw); the
imminent collapse of chemical fertilizers produstithe subsequent crisis of agriculture;
the protests of the trade unions; the pressureeptess and of the public opinion.

The appeal tomotives or intentionds part of the same strategy of
avoiding responsibility. The accused denies anyiaials intent of doing a
wrongful act, (5) (22) (28), in order to reviseaonend the cognition of the audience:

(5) There was no intentioof personal financial profit;

(22) The accusation that | only pretended to supgha development of agriculture and
that | favoured the chemical fertilizers enterpsisasteadis so absurd that it's
worthless to comment it

(28) Both charges of PPS (2013, 2015) remeasuspicion of corruptian
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Minimization as part of the rhetorical strategy of reducing méfeeness,
reinforces the previous discursive movementdtives and intentionsThe
accused does not use this tactic in order to dénypdrticipation in the event,
but to change the cognitive representations ofatidience on the nature of the
wrongful act. In this regard, the orator reintetpthie nature of the incriminated
act/rejects the criminal nature of the act, (1) f8)the same time, he highlights
the positive effects of his decision and of thaqyobf the government, (9) (10)
(11) (12)-(20) (22), providing plenty of argumebtssed on facts, concentrated
at the very heart of his speech, over 13 paragraphs

(1) My actions in 2008 were political, beaw criminal responsibility

(6) Political decisionsin the economic field, taken with the consenth& Government,
can not have a criminal dimensiocannot be labelled as criminal acts, can not be
the basis for a criminal investigation

(9) All the parties respected the economic agreemeirigithe approved 6 months period;

(10)-(11)The discount was extended more than 6 manthe request of the minister of

agriculture, with the consent of the Prime-Minister
(12)-(20)Enumeration of the economic positive effects ofithepted policy (facts and figures);
(22)The positive financial results of the Romanian Gowegnt policy in 2008.

Bolstering furnishes further sustain to the argumentativedepat The
orator underlines his positive traits and actianshie past (patriotism, sense of
responsibility) in order to mitigate the negativieets of the incriminated act. If
the previous part of the discourse had appealediynts logos (rational
arguments, facts and figures), now the speakes tiarpathos and performs the
direct and indirect expressive speech act of s@dfsting in order to strengthen
his discursive power and credibility:

(22)My duty wasgo offer jobs to Romanians, not to let them down;

(24) In other countries, it is just normal to sugpthe national economyn Romania,
people are afraid to be patrigts

(37) ... the country where | was born anflich | love...

Differentiation belongs to the same class of tactics focused ducireg
offensiveness. The politician performs the expkessict of complaining for
being unjustly charged by the prosecutors in coisparwith other persons (21).
At the same time, he attempts to distinguish tleginmnated act from other
similar acts so that it may appear less offensivii¢ audience (23):

(21) Vosganian enumerates a few persons who bspomsibility for the
same matter (the former Prime-ministers: CaRcBanu, Dacian Cioky Emil
Boc; the Presidents of the two chambers of thedPagint; the former President
of Romania, Traian &escu), buhe by contrastis the only one prosecuted

(23) Vosganian invokes a number of economic dissister which
nobody was prosecutetisaved an industry from disappearing, but now | am
considered the underminer!
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The strategy oéttacking the accusds placed mostly in the second half

of Vosganian’s discourse. This rhetorical movenfetibws logically after an
extensive part of the speech in which the speastdrclonvincingly presented a
wide range of arguments based on facts and figimese laid the foundation of
this sort of argumentation, the politician takedugher rhetorical step by
attacking the accuser, a more aggressive stratdgyn@ing to reduce the
credibility of the source of accusations. The &tecgiven a large discursive
space, namely 9 paragraphs:

(7) The prosecutdgnores the political dimensioof my economic decision;

(21)The PPS published onlgonvenient fragmentsrom the shorthand text of the
Government meeting;

(29)No legal basis for a"request of PPS regarding the same daiedb(s in idery

(30)The 2" request of PPS (201&)nores all the proofthat absolve me of guilt;

(31) I was not requested to testify as witnes$;hi&d testified my file could not have
been invented;

(32)The PPS documemtoes not specifthat the economic decision was extended at the
request of the minister for agriculture, not mine.

(33) The documerdoes not start from facts towards a conclusion,fbah a pre-settled
conclusion, and selects, interprets and misintetpthe factsn order to validate
the conclusion.

(38)The anticorruption fightshould not be a pretext for abusesshbuld not become
sort offolk festival(“Festivalul Cantarea Romaniei”);

(39) Theexcesses of anticorruption fighte not welcome; they have negative effects on
the administration and the political class.

The self-victimizatiorrhetorical strategy is intimately linked to theaakt

of the accuser. Therefore, in a rhetorical cressebsganian appeals now
insistently to pathos, because he seeks to gaiertpmathy of the audience at
the end of his speech:

(27)1 waspermanently harassdaly PPS;

(34)I1 realized thathey did not want to find out the trytbut something else. Why the
truth Varujan Vosganian knows is useful only ifi@rosecuted?

(35) Theformer presidenfBasesculinitiated a conspiracygainst me ..a real butchery
... a purgatory hard to endure

(36)In Romania acrime prosecution is similar to a convictiogoing to PPSs not a
symposidor finding out the truth;

(37)And then | askWho wants to throw meut of the public lifé Who wants to
compromiseme, usingcalumny misinterpretationof facts andabus® Who wants me
covered bysocial stigma&

(38) | refuseto be acollateral victim.. | refuseto bea bit-player in a media show
directed by an unknown person for unknown purposes

The politician gradually passes from expressing atieg emotions

(performing the expressive speech act of complg)nto a more powerful
discursive stance, from self-victimization to anedvprotest against what he
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considers to be an unjust prosecution system.isnréispect, he effectively uses
some typical rhetorical devices, such as thpeated rhetorical questions
emphasizing his victim status (37) andhetorically performedefusal (38),
intended to defy the accusers and to assert ttakasps personal dignity.

In order to convincingly plead his cause and petsuhis audience,
Vosganian resorts to an efficient management optreon deixis systerihe
1* person deictic pronour($, me are almost missing from the discourse. The
deictic subjectivity is not emphasizdakcause the speaker prefers to create the
stylistic appearance of an objective discoursegdbasn facts and rational
arguments 10go9. Instead, we notice the use of th& Berson markers in
self-reference, which is a self-dramatizing techeig.e. seeing and presenting
oneself as an important or dramatic figure:

(34) Why the truth known byosganians not useful.? Who benefits fronVosganian’s
prosecution..?

It is also worth mentioning that the only exceptioegarding the
expression of deictic subjectivity is placed at &ral of the speech (40), in a
contrastive pairl{Youplural). The speaker addresses his fellow MPs fiaica
to face manner, reducing the communicational digtan

| am the sameYou,the voters, are the same. The deeds are the sameoied (in 2013)
according to your consciouness

The rhetor continues haptatioof the audience in an emotional manner,
using the I person pronouns of solidarity (the so-called issle WE) as a
final ingredient of his persuasive strategy:

(40) President lohannis is right when he says weanheed gowerful ParliamentBut a
powerful Parliamentis free to take decision®\ powerful Parliamentcannot be
compared with diring squad.. WE should not acceptertain requests unconditionally.
... The Parliamenshould not become the passive weapbmanother power of the
state...WE have hoped together, we have suffered togétfehave shared our joy

4. Conclusion

Vosganian’'s parliamentary speech is typical of d@pelogetic genrelt
comprises severahetorical strategiesand achain of discrete speech acts
combined in a specific manner according to the conicative goals of the speaker.

The politician uses almosil the reformative and transformative strategies
from the inventory of apologetic discourse. Tlaascendencéhemotives / intentions
the minimizationof the injury,the attack of the accusethe self-victimization
are mainly exploited, having a large textual extenswhereaslenial bolstering
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and differentiationplay a secondary role. He also resorts to sevepatsentative
speech actsespecially in the first part of his speech (tgea to inform, to
explain, to deny, etc.), where he lays the arguatim@ foundation. They are
followed by expressive speech actBat sustain his positive and negative
emotions, gradually increasing towards the endb@imst, to complain, to lament /
to express self-victimization, to refuse, to disagrto protest, etc.).

The rhetor chooses pustificative rhetorical posture of self-defence
because he tries to preserve his reputation andasks not only for
understanding, but also for approval.

The structure of the discourse \isry well-balancedfrom a rhetorical
point of view. The defendant is a mature and erpeed rhetor who pays
attention to the order of the arguments, to the@dgtion and to an adequate
proportion betweerlogos and pathos (the f' part of the speech appeals
predominantly to rational arguments, facts andréguthe 2 part to emotion,
elicitation of empathy, etc).

The rhetorical effect of Vosganian's discourse pbuwo be positive,
since the MPs voted in favour of his claims andraahe request of the Public
Prosecution Service.

ANNEX

Varujan Vosganian, Discurs de agirare in Senat, 12 februarie 2015

Stimai colegi,

(1) Nu sunt asizi in faa dumneavoadtrpentru a-mi pleda nevinatla. Am ficut acest
lucru n luna octombrie 2013, atunci cand DIICOTodic#tat, pentru prima o&r Tncuviinarea
declanirii cercetirii penale. Argumentele mele v-au convins, astfetéf, cu o majoritate
coplssitoare (aproape 85% din voturi) dumneavaasti considerat £ agiunile mele din anul
2008, legate de stiserea industriei de Tnggaminte chimice din Romania, au fost indeplinite in
virtutea responsabititilor mele de ministru al Economigi nu poari vreo &ispundere de natur
penadi. Cu atat mai mult cu cét ele nu cuprindeau faptecdegie.

(2) Tn Romania, potrivit prevederilor constjionale, dreptul exclusiv de a cere udrirea
penad a unui senator, membru al Guvernului, pentru faptérsite in exercitarea funiei, revine
Senatului. Aceasta face ca Senalldiba nu numai puterea de decizie Tn materie,stlsi poarte,
pe deplin, &spunderea politic si morak pentru cererile de uririre. Soldia constitsionak
actuali nu este o inov&® a legiuitorului constituant post-comunist, ciee® permanga in
Constitdile democratice romage, ea regsindu-se in Constitia din 1866, precungi in Constittia
din 1923. n plus, nu este nici o ingiearomaneass caracterul special, derogatoriu de la dreptul
comun, al &spunderii penale a membrilor Guvernului, pentrutdagivarsite in exercitarea
mandatului ministerial, régindu-sesi in celelalte sisteme constitonale democratice actuale.

(3) Este fundamental gsiga exprimarea &£ Senatul, Tn mod neconitinat ar trebui, pe
bandi rulant, si accepte toate cererile Parchetului. Actul de ydcah Senatului nu este un simplu
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detaliu procedural, Senatul nu este uryaghicare & un aviz obligatoriu pozitiv, &Ti atunci tradia
constituionaki nu ar fi oferit Senatului niciun rol. Autoiifle politice direct reprezentative sunt
cele care decid pe deplin ddormuleaz sau nu cererea de utrite penai. A pretinde & ele ar

fi chemate & dea un avizi acela strict pozitiv semnificuzurparea puterii lor constitanale.

(4) Aceast chestiune constituie, Tn prezent, o proecupaniregii Europe. La 28 iunie 2013,
Adunarea Parlamentara Consiliului Europei a adoptat Rezidu 1950 privind Meftinerea
separate aaspunderii politicesi penale. Parag. 1 din Rezgkiconsidex ci democréa si statul
de drept reclathca oamenii politici & fie protejai in mod efectiv de acurapenale bazate pe
deciziile lor politice. Deciziile politice trebuisi fie subiect numai alaspunderii politice,
judeatorii ultimi fiind alegatorii.

(5) Conform parag. 3.1., procedurile penale nu trebtiigate pentru a penaliza divergen
politice. lar paragrafele urittoare solicit ca in evaluareaspunderii, 8 se aild Tn vedere inclusiv
criterii precum intetia de cétig personal. Ceea ce, precum ugdeu este cazul in sittia mea.

(6) Tn concret, faptele care sunttireite in sarcina mea prin referatul procurorului
constituie exclusiv decizii politice in domeniulogomic, potrivit atribtiilor mele de la acea dat
de ministru al Economiai Finanelor. Acele decizii au fost politice, luate cu uerea integral
a Guvernuluigi, prin urmare, indiferent daar fi fost corecte sau eronate, ele nu au nideude
dimensiune penal nu pot fi calificate infraguni si, in conseciti, nu pot constitui temei pentru o
cerere de uriirire penal. lata ce spunea primul-ministru de atuncgli@ Popescu Triceanu la
dezbaterile din Senat, din 7 octombrie 20d3imt & este obligda mea nu numai moraJ dar si
politica, si intervin pe acest subiect, pentrd aveam calitatea degef al Guvernului, cand
actualul ministru — la vremea respeectj\tot ministru al economiei — a luat deciziile castizi i
se impui de citre Parchet. Evidentdera un subiect care @dut obiectul unei disgii in sedirya
de Guverndi, fara niciun fel de ezitare, la vremea respegtiam aprobat nota pe care ministrul
Vosganian a supus-o at@i Guvernului, pe bazadceia a luat deciziile care se impuneau pe
cale de consecii, decizii care, dorescassubliniez, erayi atunci consideratesi astzzi, decizii
de politicz economig, nimic altceva ».

(7) Referatul procurorului omite tocmai dimensiunea tmlia deciziei mele ignorand
situgia exploziwi in faa areia a fost pus Guvernul In luna februarie 2008.

(8) Sa amintim pe scurt faptele. Anul 2008 a fost anubcenai mari creteri pe piaa
mondiak a gazelor naturale din intreaga istorie postbelCresterile au fost de-a dreptul
explozive. Odait cu primele crgteri de préuri la intern, din ianuarie-februarie 2008, comiaie
de Tngsaminte chimice din Romania au anahci nu mai pot continua in aceste cafidin
Bucursti, la sediul MF, precunsi in judgele Mure, Brasov, lalomia, Baéu si Teleorman au
avut loc ample mycari de protest. Sindicatelor din chimie li s-au dabdedersiile sindicale
naionale. Muncitorii au primit preaviz pentru inchida combinatelor incepénd cu 1 martie
(unele precum #garas sau Svinesti, erau deja Tnchise). Asodige fermierilor s-au asociat
protestelor patronatelor din industria chitidat fiind @ lipsa Thgésamintelor chimice din intern
ar fi presupus achigonarea altora mai scumpe. Ministerul Agricultuiianumat & nu poate
subvemiona pe fermieri pentru achimnarea ingtsamintelor mai scumpe din import. Cabinetul
Primului Ministrusi Prefegii judetelor afectate cereau sgiluPresiunea presei, a opiniei publice
n general era net favorabitlemaitrii dialogului cu asocigile patronalesi sindicale. Tn aceste
condiii, MEF, dup intense negocieri, a acceptat un discount car@esea doar o parte a
cresterilor de preuri, in schimb, Tn schimb, patronatele se obligauenune la preavizul de
Tnchidere la 1 martie 20083 sedeschid combinatele Tnchiseiseia produgia de Thgiisaminte
chimicesi, pe Intreaga periodadie sase luni, 8 nu majoreze piearile la Thgisamintele chimice
livrate agriculturii romangi. De asemenea, acordarea discountului era gondé de onorarea
facturilor curentesi reducerea datoriilor combinateloitee ROMGAZ. Sindicatele se obligaé s
renune la proteste.

(9) Toate acestea au fost aprobate Intr-ciNoezentat in Guvern. Tn celgase luni, atat
patronatele, cafi sindicatelesi-au respectat angajamentele La expirarea termerfatilitatea a
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fost continuat la solicitarea, Tn Guvern, a ministrului agricultule atunci, Dacian Ciolg care a
subliniat caracterul benefic al acestésoni pentru agricultura romaneasCitez, din stenograin

(10) Dacian Ciolg: Domnule prim-ministru, in perioada februarie-®l2008, combinatele
producitoare de ingisaminte din Romania au beneficiat de o reducere coiaiérde 40$ la mia de
mc. de gaze, prenaxim. Deci a fost un plafon, in caofiilti in care preul pentru ingéisamintele din
import este in crgere. O concurem acerhi se inregistreaz mai ales din partea Ucrainegi, in
aceste condi, dat fiind faptul @ (,) costul cu ingfsamintele reprezint cam 22% in momentul
de faa din totalul costurilor la hectasi ca ar putea fi afectat si productivitatea la hectar, dac
nu se dau ingisamintele, am propus Ministerului Fingelor si continue aceastpolitica de
acordaresi pentru perioada ur@itoare, pa la 31 martie 2009, avand promisiune din partea
producitorilor de ingrisaminte din Romania, in aceste cafidica vor livra Ingrsaminte la
acelgi pref si Tn perioada urnitoare.

(11) Calin Popescu @riceanu: Acum, canddd acolo preul dla la gaze mi & ridica
parul in cap. De la Ministerul Economiei Tmi scrid © si ajungi la 500%, voi surg@ca o Si
ajungi la 600.(a ajuns la 540% in octombrie 2008, de la 316&eitembrie 2007, cea mai mare
crestere Tnregistrat vreodad in istorie-n.m.) Bun. Da& avei observaii referitor la not:? Daa:
nu sunt, se aprab..de acord!

(12) A fost o decizie din care taalumea a avut de ségat:

(13) Romgaz a inregistrat un profit brut suplimentar @el8 milioane de lei in 2008tfa
de 2007si cresterea cu trei procente a ratei coresptware a profitului brut, p&nla 26%. De
asemenea, profitul net a crescut de la 509 milidan& 537 milioane lei, ajungand la 16,4%
(peste programul stabilit, de 15%).

(14) Combinatele au piit facturilor curentssi ROMGAZ a recuperat mare parte a reghm
pe care combinatele de Tagiminte chimice le aveau; atunci cand, in octomb@@g&unul dintre
befeciari, INTERAGRO, a inceput din naitg creasé datoriile nu a mai primit discountul.

(15) Cantitatea de Tnggaminte chimice livrat catre produétorii agricoli a crescut cu
50%si pregul lor a fost metinut. — cele peste 9.000 de locuri de muag fost @astrate;

(16) Numeroase IMM-uri, furnizoare de sevicii pentru usttia de ngtsaminte si-au
continuat activitatea, ceea ce dubkeammirul locurilor de mung protejate prin aceastmasus,
iar capacitile de transport pentru gazele natusalpentru ingiisaminte au fost utilizate integral.

(17) Bugetul ngional a primit de la combinate venituri de pest® I8ilioane USD,
potrivit datelor oferite de MF in 2009;

(18) S-au redeschis combinatele chimice dedgifas si Savinesti;

(19) Au demarat invedii care, incepand cu anul 2008, au cumulat, patagncluziilor
Tntalnirii cu patronatele din industria chirbjdn cadrul elabairii Strategiei de reindustrializare a
Romaniei, peste 600 de mlioane de lei.

(20) Faa de discountul acordat Tn celase luni pe care le-am solicitat, de cca 1,4% din
cifra de afaceri a ROMGAZ, avantajele pentru ROMGg@dentru economia m@anak au fost
considerabile. Riscul inchiderii combinateloriaar pentru o lufy putea crea pagube mult mai
mari, mai ales ROMGAZ, cad siu mai vorbim de gravele probleme sociale Tgeoraonoindustriale.

(21) Mentionez @ in toati perioada aceasta nu a existat nicio p@ziontrait din partea
UE, a ANREsi am avut, ga cum de altfel domnuldin Popescu Triceanu a exprimadi in faia
dumneavoasir la dezbaterile anterioare, singrea total a Guvernului, lucru pe care l-ar fi
doveditsi Parchetul dat ar fi publicat integral stenogramejedinelor de Guvernsi nu doar
extrase convenabile. De asemenea, nu am fost zateptiin nicio nat pe tot parcursul anului
2008 de SRI 1n legura cu acest discountsa cum lag i se Tneleag Parchetul, darafa sa
prezinte vreo dovadin acest sens. Nu am fost avertizat, penfraic existau motive de alért
Asa cum nu am fost eu avertizat, nu a fost avertimtprimul ministru CPT, care a aprobat in
doui randuri, o dat la solicitarea mea a doua oar la solicitarea ministrului agriculturii Dacian
Ciolos, niisura acordrii discountului, nu a fost avertizat nici primulimsitru Boc care a aprobat
continuarea rsurii si a propus Parlamentului OUG 54-2009 care extintlitatile, nici

BDD-A28511 © 2018 Editura Universitatii din Bucuresti
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 216.73.217.86 (2026-07-08 22:49:48 UTC)



RHETORICAL STRATEGIES OF SELF-DEFENCE 15
IN VARUJAN VOSGANIAN'S PARLIAMENTARY SPEECH (FEBRURY 12, 2015)

presedinii celor dodi Camere care au extins mai mult faciliitile si nici presedintele Traian
Basescu, care a promulgdt# sa clipeasé Legea de aplicare a OUG 54, legetisusa integral
de grupurile parlamentare ale arcului guvernametgaltunci.

(22) Acuza Parchetuluizcam neglijat interesele ROMGAZ este négde rezultatele
financiare ale anului 2008, net superioare anuQfi72 dgi atunci miisura infiata Tn februarie
2007 nu exista. Acuzaacsub apareg@a susinerii agriculturii am favorizat combinatele de
Tngrasaminte chimice este atat de absutdcat nici nu mai are rosi ® comentm. De asemenea,
procurorul considérca nu ar fi trebuit & acord aceastsangi combinatelor, ci&sle execut silit,
asta insemnand, de fapt, distrugerea lor. Ar fi fflo®resant ca domnia sa gropurd acest lucru
acumsapte ani, in f@ miilor de oameni care sperafisprarea locurilor de muac Datoria mea
era 4 dau de lucru romanilafi nu i-i las pe drumuri.

(23) Din 1990, pierderile Tnregistrate Tn sectorul dat stu fost urige. A disgirut
Bancorex, Banca Agricdlsi Banca Pgtelor au fost Tn pragul falimentului, au fost Tngate sub
pierderi imense Republica, Vulcan Laromet, Camioginéractorul Brgov, ARO Campulung,
Electroputere Craiova, Oltchim are pierderi de pestamiliard de dolari, la fel se Tntaniptu
Ciile Ferate, cu Rta, ca 8 nu dim decéat cateva exemple. Parchetul ndsitgde fapt nici nu a
cautat vreunun subminator. In anul 2008, Romgaa crescut profitul brutsi, cu o ra
corespunitoare a profitului de aproape 30% a fost una dioéle mai profitabile companii mari
din Roménia. O industrie a fost salvale la dispatie. Si tocmai atunci a fostagit, in persoana
mea, subminatorul ! Ulterior, industria de gminte chimice a murit. Combinatele s-au nchis,
oragele precum Victoria sunt depopulat@amenii au plecatiscaute de lucru aiurea. Dar acum e
bine. Riu era cand combinatele, dand salgriani la buget, fun@nau.

(24) Trebuie 4 va spun @& intreaga Eurap este preocupatdesugnerea industriilor
energointensive. Tgiri precum Frata, Italia sau Germania exisiprin lege, o seainde facilititi
pentru marii consumatori de electricitategaz. In acesteiri se consider firesc & existe forme
de suginere a economiei ianale. In Romania exsb adevrati teani de a fi patriot.

(25) Guvernul, potrivit programului politic acceptat dearlament, este cel care
guverneax, iar nu Ministerul Public. In caz contrar, oricéniatru ar trebui fie  ia aprobare
prealabif de la procuror pentru orice decizie pofitidie s triias@ ulterior cu spaima unei
aaiuni penale pentru deciziile sale politice. Acastrl ar bloca guvernaredrii si ar duce la
uzurparea puterii de guvernare de procurori.

(26) Senatul a apreciati¢oate deciziile mele au fost luate in limitele id&g economice
de sugnere a economiei roméaste si a hotirat Tn consecif, votand, in 7 octombrie 2013
impotriva solicifirii Parchetului.

(27) Ceea ce s-a petrecut dupceea a fost o ignorare a Ehétrii Senatuluiu. Dg
prevederile art. 8, 16.4i 314.1.a) din Codul de ProceduPenai obligau la clasarea soligiti
respective, DIICOT nu aa€ut acest lucru. Faptulacdimp de un amnsi jumatate o haotrare a
Senatului nu a fost aplicat fost impotriva mea un motiv dartuiala permanerit Mai mult
decét atat, in mai multe randyriin mod public, dna Alina Bicagsefa DIICOT, dezanyita,
spunea dansa, de decizia Senatului, a anf@rén revenirea solicitii, citez «procurorii nu sunt
descurajai si continui investigdiile ».

(28) Investigaiile au mai continuat un agi jumatate. Comparga celor dod referate, cel
din 2013si cel din 2015 arat limpede & investigaiile ulterioare nu au dat niciun rezultat,
nea@rand nicio fapt noui. Si, de asemenea, ceea ce este deosebit de impartasat,aprut
niciun element careireeze vreo suspiciune de cafap

(29) Tn aceste condi, revenirea cu acedssolicitare nu are nicio stisere legal. Tn CPP
nu exisi instituia revenirii cu o nodi solicitare bazatpe aceleg fapte, chiar dacincadirile se
schimhi. Exis#, ingi, principiul Ne bis in idem (art.6 CPP) care vaiteedespre imposibilitatea
reluarii unei proceduri definitive. l&tce spune in acedésprivinta cea mai autorizatvoce in
materie la acea datdecembrie 2014), Gh. Muscalu, vicegg@inte CSMgseful sedgiei procurori:
«In ce privete solicitarea de a se repeta procedurile pentraefyerea urniririi penale a
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parlamentarilor fgti ministri, legislafia este clai : se poate repeta procedura doar dam
cauzi au apirut indicii, elemente noi. Tn absgnlor, procedura nu se poate repeta ».

(30) Aceast revenire pcatuieste nu doar prin faptulacnu aduce fapte noi, dar igior
toate dovezile care au @pt pe parcursi care nd dezincrimineaz, fie ca e vorba de fapte pe
care le-am relevat eu, in pledoaria mea, fie ddeatiolectate de Parchet pe parcurs.

(31) Un avocat poate prezenta doar acele dovezi careisuavantajul clientului &i.
Procurorul este obligatiprezinte toate dovezile existente in cauvit, 131.1 al Constitiiei este
clar In aceaétprivinta: « Ministerul Public repreziitinteresele generale ale sogigtsi apird
ordinea de drept, precsl drepturilesi libertitile cetitenilor ». Daé parcurgé referatul, nu vg
gasi niciun rénd despre contextul economic al detcinele, despre efectele ei in planul
economiei romangi, despre faptul £datoriile cétre ROMGAZ s-au redus siftor si bugetulsi-a
Tncasat drile, despre impactul favorabil asupra agricultuomaneti, despre faptul £ unele
combinate s-au redeschis, despre faptudtanci cand, Tn octombrie 2008, INTERAGRO giva
mai respectat obligéle, i s-a retras dreptul la faciif. Poate & de asta nici nu am fost chemat ca
martor, pentru&atunci, acest dosar, declgila mele fiind consemnate, nu mai putea fi cotidet.

(32) latda un exemplu edificator. Referatul pomegteede faptul & in luna septembrie am
prelungit, prin ordin, facilittile, dar nu sufl o vorki despre faptul ca ordinul meu era in aplicarea
unei dispozii adoptate Tnsedina de Guvernsi neinitiate de mine, ci de ministrul agriculturii.
Aceasi omisiune e cu atat mai greu de explicat cu cfiosee dovedi£SGG a pus la dispgia
DIICOT stenogramaediniei respective care dovedea clar acest lucru.

(33) Practic, referatul nu porgie de la fapte pentru a ajunge la o concluzie och@te
de la o concluziai selectea, interpreteax si rastilmaceste faptele astfel incatig slujeasé
pentru justificarea concluziei prestabilite.

(34) Mi s-a repraat faptul @ nu doresc, prin cercetarea mea, aflareazdku. Aceasta
este o acuznefondai. In ianuarie 2012, atunci cand unii colaborat@riai mei au Inceputdie
anchetd, am cerut, printr-o scrisoare descéhéglresat sefului DIICOT, « Solicit 4 fiu audiat, in
calitatea pe care o considgrde cuviina, pentru a contribui, prin infornide pe care le dén si
prin documentele pe care le posed, la limpezireatatsitudi ». Era, precum vedg o renunare
implicita la imunitate. Timp de aproape doi ani, nu m-a citemmeni, dgi va putgi imagina @
marturia mea ar fi fost importaitpentru aflarea adéxului. M-am trezit direct cu cererea de
urmérire penai, Tnaintai de dna Bica, in contextul in care eram ministrE@nomiei. Mi-am
dat seamazcnu adeirul se dorgte, ci cu totul altceva. Dapdecizia Senatului, idgi a mai trecut
un ansi jumatate. ladsi nu m-a audiat nimeni. De ce adey pe care 1l cungte Varujan
Vosganian nu e folositor decat dasl este in postérde invinuit? Bibliasi Constityia pe care se
jurd nu e aceedsi pentru un martogi pentru un invinuit. Cui folos¢e ca Varujan Vosganiai s
fie numaidecét invinuit, Thainte de a se cyt®#oate dovezile pe care el le-ar putea aduce?

(35) Va rog s-mi permitei, pentru a & sugera unaspuns la aceastntrebare, sva fac o
scurti relatare a biografiei mele din ultimu deceniualul 2006 am fost propus primul comisar
european al Romaniei. Imediat dugceea, Ins presedinteletarii mele, de conivefa cu servicii
de informaii nu neagrat romangti, a initiat o conspirge pentru distrugerea mea. Timp de trei
zile In fga opiniei publice s-a desfrat un adeirat carnagiu. S-a dovediti csunt absolut
nevinovat, dar a trebuitisenun la candidatura de comisar, pentru astiti prestigiul Romaniei
n faa unei stiinatiti care nu Tgelegea (dialogul meu cu dl. Baroso e edificator easi
privinti) cum e posibil ca psedintele uneiiri si conspire impotriva propriului candidat. Tn anul
2013, odat cu venirea la carma DIICOT a doamnei Alina Bica,@lei relgii in lumea politia
sunt acum binecunoscute, s-a Incercat din nou comifgrea mea. M-am dovedit nevinogatle
aceast da#i, dar a trebuit & demisionez din fun@ de ministru, dup o lungi convorbire cu
primul ministru, pentru a evita orice posibil prdiciu de imagine extenasupra Guvernului
Roméaniei. Acum se ntandpdin nou. Nu e cam mult, stimaolegi, $ trebuiasé de trei ori intr-un
deceniu, printr-un purgatoriu greu de suporisi b constittie psihi@ robusk, i trebuiasé si-mi
dovedesc nevindyia pentru lucruri de care nuanfac vinovat?
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(36) Stiu ca sunt mufi care spunZar trebui 8 merg la parchet pentru aflarea atenui.
Acestora le spun cateva lucruri. In primul rantlea cred & nu mai nimic Tn plus de demonstrat.
n al doilea rand xinconsistefa unor acuzi se poate dovedi in oricare faa procedurii, iar
dezbaterea din Senat este, potrivit legii, unardirdicestea. DacSenatul decide icfaptele
semnalate nu au incidgirpenad, asa cum o cere legea, este de ajuns. n al treiled, téebuie 5
va spun, stim@ colegi, & mersul la Parchet nu este un simpozion pentrueafladesrului.
Persoana cercefiaiese, practic, din via public, destinul luisi, implicit, a familiei lui se supune
unor privaiuni si rigori pe care le presupune procedura per@hiar in cel mai bun caz, in care
esti achitat, asta se Intanaptlupi multi ani, nu paei cere statului niciun fel de daimorak, iar
raspunderea magistitor nu este preizuti in legea roméh Spre exemplu, procesul meu de
calomnie Tmpotriva fostului securist Liviu Turciglcare a fost folosit impotriva mea in 2006, nu
s-a Incheiat nici p@nazi, dup noui ani dai era un proces simpluarii cercelri prealabile.
Practic, In condiile de azi algarii noastre, simplul faptacesti cercetat are, décesti persoatt
publica, efectul unei condanin.

(37) Si atunci intreb: Cine dogte neaprat igsirea mea din vig public? Cine dorgte cu
atata ardoare compromiterea mea, incat feteggentru asta calomnia, omitergaistilmacirea
faptelorsi abuzul? Cine considca singurul lucru bun pe care 1l mai pot face perdra in care
m-am riscutsi pe care o iubesc esté Bu stigmatizatsi si lustruiesc clagele parchetului, in
cercelri penale?

(38) Tmi dau seamaicnu beneficiez de un context favorabil. Lupta Tmpat corupiei
este un deziderat cerut cu insigiede opinia publig. Repet, nu este cazul meu, nu sunt cercetat
pentru fapte de cortig, ci pentru temeinica unor decizii de politeconomié. Tn acelai timp
cred cu drie &G nu trebuie % transfornim acest obiectiv esd@al pentru mersul inainte al
Romaniei, care este anticotig intr-un fel de Festival Cantarea Romaniei. Exgeun grup,
nedifereniate, nu folosesc niamui. Revolyia franceZ a imas ca un momentdhator Tn istoria
omenirii nu datorit ghilotinei, ci datorii modului in care a definit drepturile omului. #prea
drepturilor omului presupunéi diecare om are dreptulis inalienabil la dreptate. Tn ultimile zile
multi ma bat pe uriir cu compasiune, spunandu-ndj din picate, sunti victime colaterale. Eu
refuz 4 fiu o victima colaterad. Refuz & fiu figurant intr-un spectacol mediatic pe carestiu
cine 1l regizeazsi de ce.

(39) Sunt de acord &cunii reprezentatn ai clasei politice au comis excese. Dar unor
excese nu ledspunzi cu alte excese, pentéuatunci intém ntr-o spiral din care nutim candsi
cu ce costuri ne vom opri. Deja, capitalul romareste #ivasit, administraia se temesia misuri
curajoassi ferme, iar clasa politiceste intimidat.

(40) Stimgi colegi, Eu sunt acejaca acum un agi jumatate. Dumneavoasir cei care
ai votat intr-un anumit fel, sunfieaceigi. Faptele sunt acelgaDumneavoasirai votat cum v-a
dictat costiinta, nimeni nu v-a cerutasfacgi altfel. O sui douizeci de senatori din o $ut
patruzeci au respins o solicitare care nu aveaite@e s-a schimbat de atunci? f&intele
lohannis are dreptate cand spuieagem nevoie de un Parlament puternic. Dar un Para
puternic e acela care estépsin pe deciziile sale. Un Parlament puternic nugpfiadomparat cu
un pluton de rectucare face stanga imprejur la ordin. Noi nu pusiraccepim necondionat
anumite soliciiri. Necondjionati este numai supuneraa capitularea. Or, Parlamentul nu se
poate face unealta dotih unei alte puteri a statului, indiferent carefiaceeasi indiferent de
orice justificare.

(41) Am petrecut aproape dawecenii sub aceastupok. Pe unii dintre dumneavoastr
va cunosc ing din 1990, am sperat, am sufaiine-am bucurat impreénMi-as dori ca in orice
Tmprejurare ne reintalnina siu trebuiast sa ne amintim cu stanjenéadle momente ca acestaa V
incredinez, in continuare, de afamea mea.
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