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Abstract: Each election campaign appears like a fight among the
aspirants for power and the proposed political platforms. Each candidate
attempts to impose the supremacy of his own definition of the political
situation and win the symbolic confrontation (Gerstle, 2002). Although
the election’s ideological component has lost much of its relevance even
in countries with a long democratic tradition (Braud, 1996), on the level
of political communication, candidates constantly relate themselves
to the party’s doctrine by references to certain topics capable of (re)
actuating possible inclinations of the electorate, by hierarchizing
political ideas and mobilization in the name of certain values or
ideals (Ball & Dagger, 2000). This paper analyses the 2009 Romanian
presidential election campaign, starting from the discursive conduct of
the second round candidates, Traian Băsescu and Mircea Geoană. We
have looked at the way in which the two candidates relate with and/
or promote the doctrines of their supporting parties: the Democratic
Liberal Party and the Social Democratic Party. In order to outline the
theoretical and methodological frame required by the analysis, we have
suggested the term of accord to refer to the adequacy/correspondence
between the party’s program and that of the supported candidate. The
accord will be described by using a mathematical model capable of
representing the relations between the two categories of discourse.
Approaching the accord between the party’s program and that of the
candidate was done from three perspectives: thematic, actional and
axiological. Thematically speaking, we are interested in the extent to
which the approached topics, the terms and the concepts by means
of which the problems are identified in the discourse of the candidate
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are also found in the discourse of his party. In terms of action, we shall
analyze the extent to which the same type of solutions to the same type
of problems can be found in the two discourses. Axiologically speaking,
we shall emphasize the common values promoted in the discourses
of the candidates and political parties involved in the electoral race.
We have resorted to content analysis to approach the candidates’
discourses and the parties’ political programs.
Keywords: election campaign, thematic accord, actional accord,
axiological accord, political doctrines

I. From Political Doctrine to Electoral Platform:
Theoretical and Methodological Specifications
Political competition forces the parties or the candidates to particularize their
political intentions into platforms that present the voters with either the program of the
transformations required by different domains or the immediate or future pragmatic
line. The major objectives of a political party are motivated by the ideals that spring
from the doctrine undertaken by its supporters. In practice, designing and applying
a political program implies the following stages: a) presenting the program in the
form of the major objectives supported by the party; b) creating a strategy that leads
to achieving the objectives and c) stating the operational program that mentions the
concrete stages and means of achievement (Tămaş 1993: 219). In our research, we
have particularly highlighted the first two aspects and only accidentally the last one.
To approach the (dis)accord between the parties’ political platforms and the
candidates’ election platforms, we have started from the finding that these convey
themes or topics of national concern in an attempt to cover as wide as possible sectors
or areas of the social reality. For the analysis, we have resorted to the following
documents: The governing political program of the Alliance Social Democratic Party +
Conservative Party 2008- 2012.10 commitments to Romania (www.psd.ro, December
2009), The governing program of the Democratic Liberal Party (2009- 2012) (www.pdl.
org.ro, December 2009), Romania, one country – The political program of the candidate
Mircea Geoană (www.mirceageoana.ro , December 2009), The political program of the
candidate Traian Băsescu (www.basescu.ro, December 2009).
As a research method for the discourses, we have used content analysis as it allows
an “objective, systematic and quantitative description of the manifest content of a
communication.” (Bernard Berelson cited in Agabrian 2006: 23). The method refers
to the quantitative analysis of documents, aiming at highlighting certain themes,
tendencies, attitudes, values, patterns that are based upon a mechanism of converting
a qualitatively symbolic material into a quantitative one. Therefore, we have separated
the discourses into simple elements/themes in order to quantify, classify or hierarchize
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them. The quantitative analysis of these discourses will allow us to draw comparisons
between the “communications” of parties and those of the candidates.
We have regarded objectivity and exactness as two characteristics that are
compulsory for the analysis of documents and that is why we have used an encoding
graph for the (sub)domains that the political/electoral programs refer to (Volkens 2005:
10- 19). This graph consists of the set of the domains characteristic of the electoral/
political discourses. In this set, we have included the following domains: 1) foreign
policies, 2) freedom and democracy, 3) political system, 4) economy, 5) prosperity and
life quality, 6) society structure and 7) social classes, groups and categories.
The seven domains are divided into 56 subdomains. Thus, the domain of Foreign
policies is divided into: special foreign policies (positive or negative mentions),
anti-imperialism, military (positive or negative mentions), peace, the European
Community (positive or negative mentions), internationalism (positive or negative
mentions). The domain Freedom and democracy consists of: freedom and human
rights, democracy and the constitutional system (positive or negative mentions). The
third domain includes the following subdomains: (de)centralization, governmental
and administrative efficiency, political corruption and political authority. The
fourth domain, Economy, contains: free initiative, market regulation, stimulation,
economic planning, corporatism, protectionism, (positive or negative mentions), other
economic goals, productivity, technology and infrastructure, controlled economy,
nationalization, economic practice. The domain Prosperity and life quality comprises:
environment protection, culture, social justice, extending social assistance, limiting
social assistance, extending education, limiting education. The sixth domain, Society
structure, is subdivided into: the national way of life (positive or negative mentions),
traditional morality (positive or negative mentions), law and order, social harmony,
multiculturalism (positive or negative mentions). The last domain covers the following
subdomains: laboring groups and categories (positive or negative mentions), agriculture
and farmers, the middle class and professional groups, underprivileged minority
groups, demographic groups.
The encoding unit or the analyzed semantic unit from a political program is
represented by the “statement” defined as an argument. In its shortest form, a
statement contains a noun, a verb and an adjective, but political documents are
rich in long statements that combine two or several arguments, usually separated
by commas, semicolons or colons. The encoding starting point is represented by
the statement, but what we are aiming at is, in fact, the argument (Volkens 2005:
27-39). This is the expression of a political idea or a political aspect. We may use
punctuation as a guiding principle in identifying arguments. Each argument must
be placed in one of the seven domains, respectively subdomains that we have
previously enumerated.
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II. Political Doctrine vs. Electoral Platform:
Doctrinal Virtuality, Discursive Realization
We shall consider the political program of a party P as being a set of pairs of the
form (T,S), where T is a class of problems/themes (from a certain domain Dom), and
S represents the class of solutions by means of which these problems are solved. The
party’s program will be P(P) = {(T1, S1), (T2, S2), ... (Tm, Sm)}.
A candidate C in the presidential elections is an element from the Party P, CP.
For a candidate C we may define its program P(C) as a set of couples (t, s), where
t represents a problem, and s a solution to it. The program of the candidate will be
P(C)={(t1, s1), (t2, s2). …, (tn, sn)}. For example, a candidate identifies, in his electoral
discourse, the problem t=“the citizen’s relationship to the administration” for which he
finds the solution s= “restructuring, dismissals in the central or local administration”.
The accord between the party’s program and that of the candidate may be
approached from three perspectives: thematic, actional and axiological. Thematically
speaking, we are interested in the extent to which the approached topics, the terms
and the concepts by means of which the problems are identified in the discourse of
the candidate are also found in the discourse of his party. In terms of action, we shall
analyze the extent to which the same type of solutions to the same type of problems
can be found in the two discourses. Axiologically speaking, we shall emphasize the
common values promoted in the discourses of the candidates and of the political
parties involved in the electoral race.
A. The party’s problems – the candidate’s problems:
thematic (dis)accord of programs
To measure the thematic accord between the discourse of a candidate and that of
his party we shall take into account two mathematical relations that we shall compare
with 50%. Thus, let us consider n = the number of elements from the candidate’s
program P(C) and m=the number of elements from the party’s program P(P), as in (1):
n=|P(C)|, m=|P(P)|

(1)

If r is the number of problems of P(C) that have a correspondent (by particularization)
in classes of problems from P(P), then the relation r/n represents the extent to which the
themes from the doctrine of the party P can be found in the program of its candidate,
and the relation r/m represents the extent to which the themes of the candidate can
be found in those of the party.
If r/n  50%, then we shall say that there is a P-thematic accord between the program
of C and the program of P, and if r/m  50%, then we shall say that there is a C-thematic
accord between the program of C and the program of P. In other words, if at least half
the themes approached by C in his program can be obtained by particularizations
of the party’s doctrine, then we are dealing with a C-thematic accord. On the other
hand, when C approaches, in his electoral program, at least half the themes from the
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electoral program of the party that he represents (obviously, under a particularized
form), then we are dealing with a P-thematic accord (Pătruţ & Pătruţ 2010 : 22- 24) .
We shall note by part_t the thematic particularization function and we will be able
to calculate the factor of thematic accord according to the formula below (2):
conc_t(C,P)= |{e = (t, s) | e  P(C)   E = (T, S)  P(P): part_t(T,t)}|

(2)

Fig. 1 contains a graphic representation of the notions previously presented, in a
certain case.

Figure 1. The problem of thematic accord

B. The party’s solutions – the candidate’s solutions:
actional (dis)accord of programs
In order to measure the actional accord between the discourse of a candidate and
that of his party we may take into consideration two relations that we shall compare
with 50%, just like in the case of the thematic accord. However, let us not forget that
we cannot regard two elements eP(C) and EP(P) as being in actional accord unless
they are already in thematic accord.
To measure the two types of actional accord of two discourses, one of a candidate C
and the other of a party P, we shall use both the function of thematic particularization
part_t, as well as a new function, that of actional particularization, that we shall note
by part_s. If part_t places into correspondence a general class of problems with a
problem that is characteristic of the presidential election, part_s performs a similar
correspondence between a general class of solutions (a general method for solving
certain problems) and a particular solution.
48

Thus, let us consider n=the number of elements (pairs of the type (problem,
solution)) of P(C) and m=the number of elements of P(P). Let there r be the number
of classes of problems of P(P) that have a correspondent (by particularization) in
problems from P(C). As it has been shown, if r/n  50%, then we will say that there
is a P-actional accord between C and P, and if r/m  50%, then we will say that there
is a C-actional accord between C and P. It is possible that from the r problems of P(P)
that can be found in P(C), part of them may be solved by the candidate differently
from his party.
We will note part_s the function of actional (solving) particularization and we will
calculate the number of actional accord thus (3):
conc_s(C,P)= |{e=(t, s); e  P(C)   E = (T, S)  P(P): part_t(T,t)  part_s(S,s)}|

(3)

Therefore, between the discourse of the candidate and the discourse of his party,
there is: C-actional accord, if conc_s(C,P)/|P(C)|  50% and P-actional accord, if
conc_s(C,P)/|P(P)|  50% (Pătruţ & Pătruţ 2010: 25-26).
In other words, if at least half the themes approached by C in his discourse have
solutions that can be obtained by particularizations of the solutions of the party P to
the same type of problems, then we are dealing with a C-actional accord. And when
C approaches and solves at least half the themes from the party’s electoral program in
the manner suggested by the party, we say that we are dealing with a P-actional accord.
Fig. 2 is a graphic representation of the presented notions.

Figure 2. The problem of actional accord
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C. The party’s values – the candidate’s values:
axiological (dis)accord of discourses
The political program reflects a party’s or a candidate’s reason of being at a given
time or period. The program represents the synthesis of the political principles and
values that are regarded as emblematic for that party or candidate. The political values
found in the programs of political parties are those that have been established in time
(freedom, equality, justice, personal initiative, ownership, lawfulness, constitutional
state, tolerance, solidarity, responsibility) or that have been propelled into the present
by various events or requirements (globalization, European integration, ecology).
In order to study the (dis)accord between the political programs of parties and
the electoral program of the candidates supported by the respective parties, we have
also resorted to the identification of the political values conveyed by the two types
of programs/discourses.
We have taken into consideration several terms that define political values and
we have calculated their frequency of occurrence in the two electoral programs of the
candidates, as well as in the political programs of the parties that supported the two
candidates from the final of the presidential race.
We have paralleled the values promoted by each party with the values promoted
by its candidate and thus we have identified three sets of values: values shared by the
party and the candidate; values characteristic of the party and values characteristic
of the candidate.
Just like in the case of the thematic or actional accord, we may calculate a factor of
axiological accord by relating the number of common elements to the number of the
elements from the two sets, that is, the number of values promoted by both sides as
related to the number of values promoted by the party, respectively, by the candidate.
Thus, we may speak about a C-axiological accord and about a P-axiological accord
(Pătruţ & Pătruţ 2010 : 26- 27).
III. Case Study: Thematic, Actional and Axiological (Dis)Accord
Between the Parties’ Programs and Those of the Candidates
in the 2009 Presidential Elections
Taking into account the domains Dom that we have mentioned, analyzing the
programs of the candidates of the SDP (Mircea Geoană) and of the DLP (Traian Băsescu)
and comparing them both in terms of the problems, solutions and the values conveyed,
we may identify the types of accord previously defined. In order to compare the
problems and the solutions offered by the party and the candidate supported by it in
the presidential elections, we have drawn, for each couple of candidate-party, a table
as the one represented below, focusing upon the quantification of the thematic (TA)
and actional (AA) accords between the programs.
Thus, we were able to quantify the total of the themes in the programs of
the parties and candidates involved in the final of the 2009 presidential race:
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|P(MG)| = 29, |P(TB)| = 26, |P(SDP)| = 42 and |P(DLP)| = 49. Then, we also
calculated the accords between the parties and the candidates (see equations (4)-(7)).
conc_t(“Mircea Geoană”, “SDP”) = 23 (4)
conc_s(“Mircea Geoană”, “SDP”) = 16 (5)
conc_t(“Traian Băsescu”, “DLP”) = 25 (6)
conc_s(“Traian Băsescu”, “DLP”) = 14 (7)
TABLE I. MODEL FOR CALCULATING THE THEMATIC AND ACTIONAL ACCORD
In this case: conc_s(candidate, party) is 5 and conc_p(candidate, party) is 3
Solutions offered
Problems raised Solutions offered
by the party
by the candidate by the candidate
Constitutional state, economic and political reforms,
Adjusting domestic
EU, NATO
108
eliminating underdevelop- EU integration
needs to the
integration
ment, national political
European model
consensus
Mobilization and
Citizen
Election
education, making
202
Referenda/ ballot questions
involvement
involvement
people aware of the
importance of voting
Improving public
Taxes and
Cuts and
303
Reform, applying the law
authorities
contributions
reorganization
Independence of
Accurate laws, powerful
justice, reducing
304 Corruption
institutions, authority of the Corruption
bureaucracy,
law
authority of the law
Extending green
Environment
Environment
spaces, developing
501
Preserving the ecosystem
protection
protection
alternative energy
sources
Cuts, assistance for
Decent standard Equal access to education, Decent standard
503
the underprivileged
of living
health, housing
of living
categories

Dom

Problems raised
by the party

TA

AA

















We can see that in the case of both candidates there is a C-thematic accord:
Mircea Geoană draws on 23 themes or problems out of the 42 suggested by his party
(54,76%  50%) and Traian Băsescu’s program contains 25 themes taken from the 49
that the DLP raised (51,02%  50%). In the case of both candidates, there is a consistent
inclusion of the party’s doctrinal elements in their own electoral programs.
Similarly, for both candidates, there is a P-thematic accord: out of the 29 themes
included in the electoral program by Mircea Geoană, 23 are shared by the party or are
particularizations of those belonging to the party (79,31%); in his electoral program,
Traian Băsescu, too, allots a very large space to the themes taken or particularized from
the DLP program: 96,15%, that is, 25 themes selected out of a total of 26 suggested
themes. Practically, on the level of their own electoral programs, the candidates’
inventiveness in terms of electoral themes is minimal, being replaced by a maximum
conformation to the program suggested by the party.
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According to the same calculus algorithm, we may calculate the total of
the solutions suggested by the candidates and the parties supporting them:
|P(MG)|= 17, |P(TB)|= 16, |P(SDP)|= 19 and |P(DLP)|= 23. Thus, we then find
the existence of what we have defined by C-actional accord for both candidates:
Mircea Geoană has taken or adjusted 16 solutions out of the 19 offered by the SDP
(84,21%  50% ) and Traian Băsescu has taken or particularized 14 solutions out of the
21 offered by the DLP (66,66%  50% ). Similarly, there is also a P-actional accord in
both cases since the candidates solve, to a large extent, the problems raised according
to the way in which the party suggested them to: 94,11% for Mircea Geoană (16
solutions taken from the program of the party out of the 17 proposed by the candidate)
and 87,50 % for Traian Băsescu (14 solutions taken form the party’s program out of
the 16 suggested by himself).
Axiologically speaking, the program of the candidate Geoană conveys values
characteristic of social democracy: market social economy, citizen social security,
solidarity and social protection, citizen cooperation and dialogue, investment in
education, research and the health sector, decentralization, professionalism and
depolitization of local and central administration, the need to modernize the Romanian society, respect for the citizen, democracy and the constitutional state. Taking
into account the interval of one year elapsed between the moment of designing the
analyzed programs and the aggravation of the financial crisis in 2008-2009, the
program of the SDP candidate pays increased attention to reforms, restructurings,
planning and financial rationalization, work and social and individual responsibility,
competitiveness and performance on all levels, efficiency, predictability and economic
stability, optimism and hope for a better future, social dialogues among citizens or
between citizens and government officials. An interesting fact is his appeal to the
family and the community, to the cultural promotion of the country or to the protection
of the environment. The values promoted by T. Băsescu in his program are largely
taken from the program of his party and are inspired by the economic-financial crisis
of Romania: modernization, society development or reform, democracy, constitutional
state, social order and justice, tributariness and rural development, responsibility and
involvement, love of the country and hope for its future, transparency, predictability
and legislative stability, competence and entrepreneurial spirit, innovation, flexibility
and constant learning, the need for solidarity, chance equality and cultural diversity.
In the case of both candidates there is both a C-axiological accord and a P-axiological
accord in terms of the values incorporated in their programs.
IV. Conclusions
Analyzing the accords between the parties’ programs and those of the two finalists
of the 2009 presidential elections we may wrongly conclude that the Romanian
electoral debates mainly focus upon ideological problems and upon the analysis of
the differences between the ideologies of the parties and/or candidates. We may also
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wrongly believe that the voters in our country own sound political knowledge and the
majority votes according to the analyses applied to the political-ideological offers. In
fact, by looking at the results of several opinion polls carried out during 1996-2000
(Mungiu-Pippidi 2002: 106-122), one may find that, for 43% of the respondents,
ideology is irrelevant whereas 70% declare that when voting, they do not take into
account the party’s ideology. In the national opinion polls that INSOMAR has carried
out since 2004, 23% of the respondents do not know or do not answer when asked
where they would place themselves on the right-left axis. From the respondents, the
percentage of those regarded as ideologically competent is estimated to 25% at the most
(Comşa 2007: 76- 79). Moreover, the ideological elements taken by the candidates from
their electoral programs and promoted in the public space during election campaigns
are extremely few. Unfortunately, the candidates’ interest in promoting the party’s
doctrine is actually done only theoretically, in brochures or on the Internet, and then
is considerably diluted in (non)televised electoral debates. Probably, only the 25% of
all the voters, those that are regarded as ideologically competent and that look for the
data needed for the vote by themselves, benefit from this type of promotion. As far
as the rest of the voters is concerned, we are looking forward to future campaigns...
References
Agabrian, Mircea. Analiza de conţinut. Iaşi: Editura Polirom, 2006.
Ball, Terence, Dagger, Richard. Ideologii politice şi idealul democratic. (Political
Ideologies and the Democratic Ideal translated by Monica Marchiş, Ramona Careja,
Olivia Rusu-Toderean ). Iaşi: Editura Polirom, 2000 [1995].
Braud, Philippe. Grădina deliciilor democraţiei. Pentru o lectură psiho-afectivă a
regimurilor pluraliste. Adriana and Mihai Mitu (trans). Bucureşti: Editura Globus,
1996 [1991].
Comşa, Mircea. “Auto-poziţionarea ideologică: identificare, sofisticare, fundamente”.
In Valori ale românilor 1993-2006 .O perspectivă sociologică, by Bogdan Voicu,
Mădalina Voicu (coord.) et al, 76-79. Iaşi : Institutul European, 2007.
Gerstle, Jacques. Comunicarea politică. (La communication politique translated by
Gabriela Cămară Ionesi ). Iaşi : Institutul European, 2002 [1992].
Mungiu-Pippidi, Alina. Politica după comunism. Structură, cultură şi psihologie
politică. Bucureşti: Editura Humanitas, 2002.
Pătruţ, Bogdan, Pătruţ, Monica. New Mathematical Methods for Analyzing Political
Discourse. Functions and Graphs for Political Speeches. Saarbrücken: VDM Verlag
Dr. Müller, 2010.
Tămaş, Sergiu. Dicţionar politic. Instituţiile democraţiei şi cultura civică. Bucureşti:
Editura Academiei Române, 1993.
Volkens, Andrea. Comparative Manifestos Project Manifesto Research Group. Manifesto
Data Set 2005. Data Handbook. 2005. www.wzb.eu/zkd/dsl/pdf/manifestoproject.pdf (accessed October 10, 2009).
53

