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Abstract

In the aftermath of the United States financial crisis of 2007, European Union countries were affected by bailouts and the resulting debt crisis and the Euro crisis. In the Portuguese case, cyclical problems such as unemployment and uncompetitive economy brought to light important structural shortcomings.  The several revisions of the State Budget by the Socialist government in a short period of time did not seek consensus from the political parties, particularly from the main opposition party the Social Democratic Party (PSD). The opinions of these two centrist parties vary according to whether they are holding power or are in the opposition. This article explores why the political parties find it very difficult to engage in a consensual decision-making process. This article also looks at the strategies of communication that these two political parties use to convey their position regarding 2011 bailout. Using content analysis, we examine the addresses of the two main political parties in the national Parliament. This will give us a better understanding of the logic underlying the strategies of communication regarding the solutions each one presented. We might be able to see the pattern of the strategies of communication they have adopted and their success or failure. We hope that this cultural dimension provides a better understanding of the strategies of political communication used in times of great uncertainty.
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Introduction


The countries most affected by the economic and financial crisis experienced a spurt of political addresses, explanations, rationalizations and a volley of communication efforts in an unprecedented way. Although all countries in the throes of this crisis were struggling to explain the financial mess it is particularly true of countries that requested the emergency funds. Like several European and non-European countries, Portuguese government introduced new economic terms, which rapidly entered into the conversations. Furthermore, the economic disruption and uncertainty revealed unusual postures by the Portuguese politicians. For almost twenty years Socialist Party (PS) and Social Democratic Party (PSD) have shared political power either as opposition or holding the reigns. We analyze how these two centrist parties communicate in the role of government and in the role of opposition party and whether culture plays a role in the way they communicate.
After a period of economic growth and political stability between 1990s and early 2000, Portugal is once again facing economic uncertainty and political instability. It is reminiscent of the disquieting problems of the 70´s democratic transition period. The 2009 bailout by the PS government for two Portuguese banks
 based on the logic “too big to fail” resulted in the recession. The situation was further exacerbated by some unfavorable Public-Private Partnerships (PPP). This situation left Portugal vulnerable and unable to withstand the “vagaries of bond markets and rating agencies” (Fishman, 2011). The victim status accorded to Portugal by Fishman tends to be the rhetoric for countries with little or no political influence at the international level in part due to their small size and open economy, as Masters (2009) observed in the case of Ireland.
When confronted with the 2011 international financial assistance
 coupled with the subsequent implementation of the austerity measures, the political leaders reacted in an unprecedented manner. Even in the face of this dire situation they resumed their usual tactics of all or nothing zero sum game unwilling to compromise. It is interesting to note that the lack of agreement and or mutual concessions in times of crisis contrasts with the tradition of dialogue and negotiations of the past. Portugal did have a culture of compromise and consensus on important issues in the post-revolutionary period, where coalition government was effective through compromise on mutually beneficial issues. The political parties negotiated on matters such as the biggest constitution reforms of 1982 and 1989, as well as on the subject of European Union accession (Ramos, 2013). Portugal´s last two years of social discontent, low economic performance, the increase of unemployment rate of 18% along with political instability reflects the absence of a corporatist spirit in the sense of Katzenstein´s model (1985). Not surprisingly, the consequence of the disagreement on the solution of the current economic crisis, Portugal is facing the second call for early elections in less than two years. The ultimatum from President Cavaco Silva forced the political parties to the negotiating table setting aside their particular and individual interests. However, the desirable tripartite agreement between PSD, CDS-PP, and PS did not happen ignoring the need for consensus building. We claim that what could be seen as “the stuff of normal politics” in an early stage as Fishman (2011) stated, became an indicator of the political instability that followed. The “normal” function of political institutions in times of economic crisis fostered the collapse of the first government and almost dissolution of the current one
. The opposition to Sócrates seemingly a natural democratic process, but it underscored the lack of compromise among the parties. The absence of agreement on the measures to tackle the debt crisis created a political rift, which was harmful to Sócrates´ relative majority government and to the coalition government which followed. Compounding this problem, the protection mainly of the banking system created a sentiment of disparity in the eyes of the general public. The impact of the economic crisis was evident on the political system, which became even more cantankerous and polarized. 
It drove home the truth that political stability was prerequisite to forge economic stability. “The dance of the chairs”, i.e., the interruption of a full term either from PS or PSD-CDS/PP announced the “countermovement of the opposition parties, contributing to a growing polarization inside the political elite in Portugal, which negates a projected image during the early stages of the crisis of a political culture among elites based on consensus and mutual accommodation.” (Freire et al., 2013:24). 

The struggle is not regarding differences of some policy matters or differences on investment strategies but rather on extracting better terms, material gains for their party cronies. For example, recently the CDS-PP´s leader, Paulo Portas’ theatrics for gaining more political power threatened the collapse of the coalition government.  This of course forced the President to announce the dismissal of the Parliament, forcing the PSD to give in to Portas. There was no real gain of policy or principle or implementing some measures.  Portas only demand was more seats for his party in the government, which was contrary to the negotiated number at the formation of the coalition government.
Political opposition and polarisation are not uncharacteristic of democratic processes because it is implicit in the process with competing interests fight for scarce resources. Through negotiations it is possible to arrive at a compromise for dealing with the crisis but the parties may have to sacrifice some of its own interests to reach a consensus.  However, when opposition is guided purely by personal, or political, or ideological goals it is ruinous for democracy as no headway is made in resolving the problems. Given the unparalleled circumstances resulting from the devastating effects of the economic crisis, convergence of ideas and receptiveness by the parties is essential. The case of Nordic countries in Katzenstein’s study demonstrated that it is possible to put in practice democratic corporatism without being a threat to the pursuit of the specific party goals. Why then under conditions of unprecedented upheaval in Portugal do the political leaders not concert interests and dialogue? For example, Mexico´s current government has implemented important reforms in a number of industries because the President was backed by the opposition parties with whom he formed party alliances. However, not all countries are successful in reaching a achieve compromise as Hart et al. demonstrated in their study on the economic rhetoric in times of turbulence. The authors of this study, which involved diverse countries form North America (USA, Canada), European Union countries (UK, France, Ireland) to Asia-Pacific countries (Singapore, Australia, New Zealand), concluded that: “despite the magnitude and universal nature of the threat, no leader or government in the countries studied managed to construct a truly national coalition in tackling the crisis.” (2009:13). Katzenstein too observes that small states are more likely to succeed in negotiating compromise and bargain successfully because of their size, economic fragility being open economy and therefore more heavily dependent on the world economy.
The recent newspaper article entitled “More than 80% of the EU countries govern in coalition” (Meireles, 2013) pertinently introduced the debate on the sine qua non conditions of the coalitions in Portugal. This author’s assessment is that EU coalitions’ longevity or success is significantly associated with “the culture of compromise”. But Portugal seems to lack this type of culture. As we will see below, the absence of what Katzenstein calls “democratic corporatism” has produced a rhetoric where “national interest comes last”. 
The President’s recent plea to the two main parties (Social Democratic Party – PSD, Social and Democratic Centre–Popular Party - CDS-PP and Socialist Party - PS) to reach an agreement or a “national salvation compromise” reflects a culture of gridlock. Katzenstein observed that in spite of the differences between the Swiss liberal variety of corporatism and the Austrian social one, “in both countries the search for consensus is a national passion.” (1985:10). Embedded in clientelistic relationships, where private interest rules over public one, consensus building is of little importance to the Portuguese politicians. The rigid bipolarization of the Portuguese political system by the two centrist parties, PS and PSD (Belchior, 2013:15), further perpetuated a non-cooperative culture. The struggle for power is an unending exercise in collecting “goodies” a means to gaining wealth and privilege. In fact, this “neo-patrimonial” feature of the Portuguese society has been preventing it from successful transformation (Magone, 2011). 
The next section outlines the analytical framework which links the impact of government´s decisions on the strategies of communication, using the concept of culture of consensus. In third section we analyse some interventions. The paper ends with some concluding remarks.
Conceptual framework
Katzenstein’s (1985) in his book Small States in the World Markets where he undertook the study of seven small northern European states developed the idea of consensus.  According to Katzenstein there are three main forms of capitalism, corporatism, state capitalism and liberalism. He contends that small states deal with with the rapidly changing world through democratic corporatism. According to him democratic corporatism is a form of capitalism which incorporates three concepts, viz., ideological consensus, centralized politics and complex bargaining among politicians, interests groups and bureaucrats (1985: 32). We will call these three traits as the concept of consensus for the purposes of our study and will restrict it to examine the communication of the politicians to address the economic and financial crisis. Whether Portugal fits Katzenstein´s corporatist model, remains to be seen. This author´s key concept of democratic corporatism, which highlights the culture of consensus, prompted our interest and focus on the reason or reasons which might explain the failure or success of Portuguese society. 

We will be doing content analysis of the addresses by the political leaders of the two main parties.  This type of analysis has also been done by others, for example recently t’ Hart and Tindall (2009) have explored how political elites conveyed economic crisis. We will examine how the two political parties, which have been switching positions with each other in Portugal´s government for the last thirty years, conveyed their ideas on the 2011 bailout in the aftermath of the international financial crisis of 2007-2008. The main indicator of the absence of a concert or compromise culture is demonstrated in the inconsistent, erratic, ambiguous views of the two centre-parties regarding the 2011 bailout. First we analyze the address of the former socialist Prime Minister José Sócrates (from 2005 to 2011) in the Parliament replying to the censure motion on 11 March 2011. This will give us the background for the bailout proceedings subsequent to the several revisions of the Stability and Growth Programme (PEC) on 23 March 2011. We also analyze the subsequent response from the main opposition party, the centre-right PSD, to the motion and the rejection of Sócrates´ austerity plan – the fourth in one year. We explore why the political parties find it very difficult to engage in a consensual decision-making process. Using content analysis, we examine the addresses in the national Parliament of these two political parties. This will give us a better understanding of the logic underlying the strategies of communication regarding the solutions each one presented. We might be able to see the pattern of the strategies of communication they have adopted and their success or failure. Are there cultural factors that prove to be facilitators or obstruct communication? We hope that this cultural dimension provides a better understanding of the strategies of political communication used in times of great uncertainty.

The power and the opposition 
We will examine two moments of the debate between government and opposition parties on the significance of the external financial help to Portugal. We examine how the two parties, which alternate as government and opposition, communicate in addressing the financial problems. This will hopefully provide an insight as to why Portugal is at a standstill in coming up with growth oriented or some well-grounded solutions. The position they take on economic measures is contingent on where they are in power or as opposition. The economic, social and political problems caused by the recession demand a compromise and urgent remedy. Instead, the fall of socialist government and the fragility of the current social-democrat government in the first two years of their office reveal an absence of bargaining and failure to compromise. Unfortunately, even the presence of a Troika did not urge the need for a “dual-lateral” exercise of power. Furthermore, the bailout or Troika´s request is promoted as undermining political freedom by the party in opposition – or “as a window of opportunity to pursue reforms that would have met tremendous opposition otherwise.” (Moury et al., 2013:4). Even when the Troika has advised growth related measure instead of austerity the current government has gone ahead with strong austerity measures and threatens with even more to advance their own agenda. That there should be any doubt regarding the need for reaching a consensus is obvious to all but elude the politicians. In glaring contrast to the political parties to try to bargain we see a “reasonable level of consensus between industrial confederations and trade unions” (Gorjão, 2012:67).  
In March 2011 the PS Prime Minister Sócrates aimed to avoid the bailout, and presented the government’s austerity package (PEC4). Passos Coelho, as PSD leader of the opposition, and rest of the opposition parties, rejected the four revisions of the State Budget or PEC IV. Consequent to the rejection by the four opposition parties, Sócrates resigned which resulted in the fall of his government.  In spite of the initial resistance to the bailout the Socialists in the interim period ended up accepting government financial assistance. In June 2011, three months later, Coelho stepped in as Prime Minister, and his PSD party formed a coalition government with the other right-wing party, the Christian-democrats CDS-PP.  As PM he unreservedly extolled the “advantages” of the financial aid from the international lenders and implemented several austerity measures which he earlier rejected as part of PEC IV. At present the Socialist party, under José Seguro’s leadership, as the main party of the opposition, is accusing Coelho´s government pursuing aggressively beyond the mandate of the Memorandum of Understanding signed with Troika (International Monetary Fund – IMF, European Commission and European Central Bank).  
In May 2011, the 78 billion euro bailout approved by European Union and IMF, which Socrates had resisted, had to be signed by him even though he had resigned. While the new government led by Passos Coelho, was in charge to implement “a series of painful austerity measures” (Moury et al., 2013:3). This was very damaging to the country and its prospect of recovery by stemming any possibility of growth as it proved to be counterproductive, detrimental and unfavorable to improve the State´s financial situation. Portugal´s opposition, left wing parties – centre-left PS, and left-wing Portuguese Communist Party (PCP) and Left Bloc - (BE – Bloco de Esquerda) – have demanded Passos Coelho to renegotiate the terms of this bailout deal with Brussels. 

Sócrates´ rhetoric of non-cooperation

11 March 2011 - motion of censure (nº 2/XI): Sócrates´ “contempt of democratic values” intervention in the Parliament. 
The left-wing party Left Block took the initiative of the 2011 motion of censure of Prime Minister Sócrates socialist government after his announcement of the revision of the PEC. His intervention in the Parliament followed the Left Block´s parliament group leader enumerated reasons for his party’s defiance of the socialist government. Sócrates proffered a rhetoric of “political radicalism” aimed at alerting his opponents to the hazards of scorning democratic values of “Portuguese democracy”, particularly in “difficult times”. According to him, radicalism has five errors: irresponsibility, lack of moderation, demagoguery, extreme left factionalism, and intellectual arrogance. Sócrates´ speech evolved around these key five points.      
It is curious that PS had to deal with the opponents of its “natural” alliance. The failure of the left-wing to dialogue and forge a united left-wing which would have enabled it not only to push through much needed reforms but also weakened the right-wing opposition, isolated the PS and left the left-wing divided on its response to the economic crisis. In fact the Prime Minister´s address was designed as an attack on the extreme left BE who tabled the motion for censuring the government for their poor economic performance. He accused them in his address of fostering “unnatural coalitions and alliances with the right-wing of the Parliament”. Sócrates in his address outlined two types of enemies that Portugal needs to fight, the internal and external. The external enemy includes international markets with their turbulence and volatility, European institutions given their indecision, and currency speculation attacks on the euro. Although the climate of uncertainty is a “battle” which Portugal must win, Sócrates regarded the internal enemy as the more harmful. According to the prime minister this domestic foe is triggered “only by its eagerness to quarrel for the parliamentary centre stage”, and has “total contempt for national interest and for the Portuguese´s effort”. Sócrates contends that the motion for censure was introduced for the wrong reasons by the Left Block, in an effort to grab attention since they have never been a contender in power sharing and lack gravitas. Acknowledging the need for “a spirit of concert and compromise” he sounded the alarm for the consequences of the constant battle and contentiousness that characterize the parliamentary proceedings. In fact, he repeatedly used terms such as “national interest” to characterize the opposition’s interests as selfish or private. It was not surprising that the “consensus” rhetoric dominated over the crisis rhetoric because Sócrates tried to distance himself from the economic crisis. Resisting the bailout provided an escape from taking responsibility for the financial debacle. Naturally the economic crisis received peripheral attention in his address. The “current economic difficulties” were a backdrop; therefore, Sócrates used general expressions such as “European complex situation”, and “moment like this”. At the initial stage, the term crisis was linked to “political”, only later on, Sócrates mentioned economic and financial crisis when referring to the European Union summit. Refusing to admit the need for the bailout due to the problematic financial situation, the economic and financial crisis was mainly presented as a general problem and, rarely, as a justification for the budgetary consolidation, that is, the implementation of the austerity program: “Portugal and all developed countries are facing a serious economic and financial crisis, a serious crisis which challenges the foundation of the Social State.”   (Portugal e todos os países desenvolvidos enfrentam uma séria crise financeira e económica, uma séria crise que desafia os fundamentos do Estado social.)
The core issue of Sócrates´ address was built on the criticism of the Left Block, which was presented as the “radical extremist” party. He rebuked the Left Block for its alleged “intellectual and moral superiority” as a rationale for its non-democratic behavior. In the same tone, Sócrates bundled the Communist Party with the Left Block, an extreme left wing party. He summarized the reasons for the motion of censure as “ridiculous and pointless fight for parliamentary recognition between these two parties.” The hostility of the communist party towards the socialist government is vindicated by the right-wing nature of its political choices. The recurring Communist Party claim of the Government’s heterodoxy provoked a vehement reaction from Sócrates: “I would understand that critique if you, Mr. Soares, were not always against, and once in a while you would support some measure of the Government.” (eu compreenderia essa crítica se o Sr. Deputado não estivesse sempre contra e, de vez em quando, apoiasse alguma medida do Governo.) Sócrates confronted: “… what politics, what political line, what measures did you ever support when PS has been in the government?” (que política, que linha política, que medida é que os Srs. Deputados algum dia apoiaram sempre que o PS tem estado no governo?) He answered: “Never! Communist Party members of the Parliament always vote against everything which PS proposes!”  (Nunca! Os Srs. Deputados votam sempre contra tudo o que o PS propõe!)And he reinforced his idea using direct discourse: “And, these last thirty years, I never saw the Communist Party establishing an area which allows them to say: «Right (Yeah), of course, in this case we agree with you.»” (E, ao longo destes últimos 30 anos, nunca vi o Partido Comunista definir uma área em que diga: «Pois, com certeza, neste caso, estamos de acordo convosco.»)
The first part of Sócrates´ address to the Parliament was meant to decry BE´s plan to destabilize the socialist government and to demonstrate how BE disregarded the national interest. The second part of Sócrates´ address extensively listed all the measures, programs and reforms implemented by his government. He used this to invoke his call “to stand up for Portugal.” 
Miguel Macedo, parliamentary group leader (PGL) of PSD on 11 March 2011:
Social-democrats´ intervention was voiced by its PGL, Macedo, who undermined BE´s motion of censure because of its own negative sentiment toward its own motion, when, from the very beginning of its announcement, BE predicted that it would not pass. Furthermore, the reason why Macedo´s did not think BE`s motion of censure as serious was because it gave socialist government an opportunity to play the victim. The discussion of BE´s motion of censure was in fact an opportunity for PSD to smack the socialist government. The reference to the poor performance of the previous six years of the socialist government (increase of poverty, unemployment, social inequality and taxes) in response to Sócrates´ long list presented earlier, provoked a counter response from Sócrates who summoned economic figures to reinforce PSD´s responsibilities on the state of the economy, public debt, etc.
To illustrate the PSD´s opposition to the socialist government, Sócrates presented the case of debt reduction in Education. In addition to exhibiting a pattern of reasoning from the socialist Prime Minister, the debate shows how these two mainstream parties have been “cooperating” what Sócrates calls a “demanding and difficult times”.  Sócrates disapproved PSD´s inconsistent vote regarding the socialist government´s Budget. On the one hand, PSD approved the State Budget cuts in school funding but rejected the reduction from two to one teacher in the area of Visual and Technological Education. 
Conclusion
Thorhallsson (2010) analyzed the applicability and relevance of Katzenstein´s framework on small countries to the case of Iceland. He concluded that democratic corporatism framework did not fit Iceland. Furthermore, “the unilateral exercise of power” did not create the conditions for a culture of consensus in Iceland, and consequently, Icelandic economy collapsed.  Portugal seems similar in some regard to Iceland in that there is an absence of any vestige of negotiation as we can see from our analysis of the proceedings from the two addresses we have examined.

Portugal domestic structure of decision-making differs from that of small states and behaves more like what Katzenstein calls the liberal democracies like the US. Political divide or polarization among the parties from centre-left and left-wing, and mainly between the two main government parties, PSD and PS, can be compared to countries better positioned to tackle the economic crisis such as the US. Wasting time on censure and motions of confidence, the Portuguese politicians exhibit an inability to dialogue and compromise. Absence of long term planning, a vision for the country as a whole beyond the narrow confines of petty political gains as capturing seats or positions and crony corporatism by investing in 11 football stadiums, or airports provides a window to the schizophrenic nature of social planning or lack there of. The concept of coalition is narrow, impossible to accommodate such diversity of ideas and interests as in the case of Finland´s centre-left coalition (3 parties, 2 alliances, and 1 colligation) or Denmark´s and France´s left coalitions. 
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� BPN and BPP were nationalised in 2009.


� The first occasion that external financial aid was requested from the IMF occurred in the late 1970s following the democratic revolution of April 1974. Therefore, the 2011 bailout was Portugal´s third one.


� Socialist Prime Minister José Sócrates resigned on March 2011 after the negative response by all five opposition parties to the confidence motion. In July 2013, followed to a “serious political crisis”, President Cavaco Silva scheduled elections for next year and pleaded the coalition government PSD/CDS-PP to reach a “national salvation compromise” with the left-centre political opponent PS. 





PAGE  
1

