
                         

REPORT FROM THE MONITORING 
OF THE DEBATE QUALITY IN THE 

PARLIAMENT 
 

( JULY –  OCTOBER 2016) 

 

The Institute for Democracy "Societas Civilis" - Skopje (IDSCS), as of July, 2014, monitors the debate 

quality in Parliament and the media coverage on the work of Parliament.  The first cycle of monitoring 

took place during a 10 month period, i.e. from June, 2014 to May, 20151. As of September 2015 the 

monitoring and assessment of the quality of the parliamentary debate and of the media reporting 

continues, supported by the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation and shall last until 

December 2017.  

The monitoring in this period is focused on discussions which regard topics of the parliamentary 

agenda which are in the area of rule of law, human rights and democracy. In this sense, the 

parliamentary work groups and plenary sessions in which area are the above mentioned fields are also 

being monitored. Additionally, the project encompasses the media, i.e. the media is followed on the 

way they report on the work of Parliament.  

During the monitoring the findings on the quality of debate in Parliament and on media coverage are 

published in quarterly reports. Before you is the report on debate quality in Parliament which refers 

to the period from July 1st until October 17th, 2016, i.e. the last period of the work of the final 

parliamentary composition.  

Summary  

To arguments directed from other Members of Parliament, speakers usually chose to respond only to 

some of the arguments while ignoring and distorting the arguments rather than directly facing them 

and giving an answer. 71% of the cases fall onto the members of the opposition when Members of 

Parliament answered directed arguments. 71% of the cases fall onto the members of the majority in 

                                                             
1 The first cycle of monitoring of the debate quality and of the media coverage was conducted within the "Parliament 

Watch. Strengthening the political debate and the deliberative discourse" Project financed by the European instrument for 
democracy and human rights - EIDHR and co-financed by IDSCS and IECOB. The full report on the debate quality in the first 
monitored cycle which included the period between June 2014 until May 2015 is available on the following link: 
http://idscs.org.mk/images/parliament-watchdog/rovovska-debata-mk.pdf  

http://idscs.org.mk/images/parliament-watchdog/rovovska-debata-mk.pdf


                               

which the speakers totally distort the arguments and 66% of the cases in which they ignore the 

directed arguments. 

The positions and arguments of Members of Parliament remained constant during the discussions. 

This points to the hard initial positions of Members of Parliament before they enter the halls of 

Parliament and the small flexibility for changing positions, i.e. the reticence towards the arguments of 

other speakers. In 50% of the cases the speakers didn't even acknowledge the value of the arguments 

of the other speakers.  

The biggest attention with MPs was caused by the discussions regarding public finances, i.e. first 

regarding the rebalance of the Budget for 2016, and then regarding the adoption of Budget for 2017 

and the debates regarding the floods in the Skopje region. 

According to the type of discussions the percentage of speeches in parliamentary debates rose, 

while the percentage in replies and counter-replies dropped. In this period 31% of the discussions 

where speeches which is the highest percentage to date compared with the previously monitored 

periods. This is probably due to the two budget debates in which the speakers had longer time to 

speak.  

In the period from 1 July until 17 October, 2016 the level of argumentation of the discussions rose, 

which, for the most part, again, is mostly due to the higher percentage of speeches due to the longer 

discussion time which the MPs had in both budget debates. More than two arguments are identified 

in 9% of the discussion, two arguments in 13% and one argument in 42% of the discussions which is 

the highest level compared to previously monitored periods. In addition, opposition MPs have a 

greater share in all degrees of argumentation. 

The MPs more often expressed various forms of disrespect towards the personality of their colleagues 

from the opposite political options, rather than towards their arguments. Respect is expressed in only 

4% of cases, and partial respect in as much as 39% of cases. In 6% there was total disrespect, that is, 

the speakers in their discussions used abusive speech and expressions or attacks on the person or 

party of other MPs. 

11% of the discussions saw an interruption in the presentation of speakers by other MPs. These are 

interruptions lasting a maximum of 10 seconds caused mostly by side-comments by MPs who were 

not given the floor at the moment. After the interruptions, the speakers continued their presentations. 

In 7% of cases, MPs indicated that they were obstructed to express their views by the speakers.  

Opposition MPs were more active in the discussions on the topics monitored. The opposition speakers 

account for 60% of the discussions, while the remaining 40% are those of the majority.   

Political context 

According to the Constitution, the Parliament has the legislative power and currently consists of 123 

MPs. MPs are elected in direct elections, through proportional electoral lists for a term of four years. 

In the last parliamentary elections held in April 2014, the party Internal Macedonian Revolutionary 

Organization - Democratic Party for Macedonian National Unity (VMRO-DPMNE) won 61 MPs, and 



                               

their coalition partner, with whom they formed the Government, the Democratic Union for 

Integration (DUI), won 19 MPs. The Citizens Option for Macedonia (GROM) and the National 

Democratic Revival (NDP) parties won one MP each. On May 8, 2015, the Democratic Renewal for 

Macedonia (DOM) party, which has one MP in Parliament (Liljana Popovska), decided to leave the 

ruling coalition. On September 1, the coalition led by VMRO-DPMNE was also left by the Democratic 

Union MP Pavle Trajanov. In the period from June 2014 to the end of August 2015, MPs from the main 

opposition coalition led by the Social Democratic Union for Macedonia (SDSM), which won 34 seats in 

the elections, boycotted the work of the Parliament. Three MPs from this coalition decided not to 

respect the decision to boycott and participated in the work of Parliament. Since September 1, 2015 

MPs from the SDSM coalition have returned to parliament and took part in its work.  

As of September 1, 2015, the SDSM-led opposition coalition returned to Parliament and worked in full 

force until the decision to dissolve was passed on April 7, 2016, in order to hold elections on June 5, 

2016. On May 18, 2016, after the decision of the Constitutional Court to stop the election activities 

and to consider the constitutionality of the announced elections, the Parliament decided on the same 

day with a majority to postpone the indefinite date for holding the elections. In the observed period 

December 2015 - April 2016, the ruling majority in the Parliament had 81 MPs, while the opposition 

had 42 MPs. 

From January 14, 2016, the head of the Government is the so-called "technical" Prime Minister Emil 

Dimitriev, in place of the leader of VMRO-DPMNE, Nikola Gruevski. In the period covered by this 

report, the political parties agreed that there are minimal conditions for conducting the pre-scheduled 

parliamentary elections on December 11, 2016, which should begin the resolution of the political 

crisis. The entire period in parliament passed in the spirit of the upcoming elections and the 

positioning of parties on various issues affecting the public and arising from political agreements. In 

this period the Special Public Prosecutor, Katica Janeva presented a report for her work before the 

Parliament, which led to the parliamentary majority shortly before the dissolution of Parliament, to 

refuse to vote for the continuation of the mandate of this prosecutor's office, which has the authority 

to investigate cases arising from the published wiretapped conversations. Before the dissolution of 

Parliament the MPs adopted the 2017 budget. The opposition has given up a deep discussion 

regarding the budget in order not to overstep the deadline for the dissolution of Parliament, which 

could result in postponing elections. This monitored period was marked by the great storm in the 

Skopje region, which took 20 lives and caused enormous material damage. The accident resulted in 

parliamentary debates on the storm and the way in which the civil service coped with the 

consequences2, without the opposing political options to achieve a common stance and positions, 

which additionally polarized the already tightened atmosphere. The Parliament met until October 17, 

2016.  

 

                                                             
2 The debate at the two parliamentary sessions in which the floods were debated is further covered in the analysis of the 
"Party Stronger Than the Storm": 
Http://idscs.org.mk/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/Analiza-na-sobraniskite-sednici-posveteni-na-poplavite-.pdf 



                               

Findings of the monitoring 

Type of discussion  

In the period from July 1 to October 17, 2016, the frequency of the work of Parliament continued to 

decrease, given the uncertain date for the conduct of new parliamentary elections. During this period, 

a total of 755 MPs' debates were analyzed in relation to 17 items from the agenda of Parliament, 

which are included in the listed areas3.  

According to the discussions, this period is characterized by the fact that the biggest attention among 

the MPs has been caused by public finance discussions, that is, about the budget rebalancing for 2016, 

and then about the adoption of the 2017 budget. Of the total number of analyzed discussions, 55% 

belong to budget hearings. Of these, 45% are on the discussion regarding the budget rebalance for 

2016, and 10% from the debate on the budget for 2017. According to the number of discussions, the 

second topic that mostly arouse the attention of the MPs in this period was the flood in the Skopje 

region. This topic accounts for 15% of the total number of analyzed discussions. At third place, 

according to the discussions was the election of new ministers for labor and social policy and for 

internal affairs and deputy ministers for agriculture and administration from the ranks of the 

opposition, as an obligation from the Przino Agreement with a share of 6% in the total number of 

analyzed speeches.   

According to the political background of the speakers, in the last monitored period, it appears that the 

opposition MPs were more active in the discussions on the topics monitored. The opposition speakers 

account for 60% of the discussions, while the remaining 40% are MPs from the ruling majority. In the 

monitoring so far, the MPs from the majority were more active than the opposition in only one 

monitored period, i.e. in the period from April 7 to June 30, 2016.  

 

According to the type of discussions in the period from 1 July to 17 October, the share of speeches in 

parliamentary hearings increased, and the share of replies and counter-replies decreased. In this 

                                                             
3 Commission on Financing and Budget, Commission on the Political System and Inter-Community Relations, Inquiry 

Commission for Protection of Civil Freedoms and Rights, Inquiry Commission on the Wiretap Scandal, Commission for 
Supervision of the Implementation of the Special Investigative Measure of Interception of Communications by The Ministry 
of Interior, the Financial Police Department, the Customs Administration and the Ministry of Defense and the Commission 
for Supervising the Work of the Security and Counter-Intelligence Directorate and the Intelligence Agency. 
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period, 31% of the discussions where speeches which is the highest percentage to date compared with 

previously monitored periods. According to the Rules of Procedure of Parliament, the permitted 

duration of a speech is 10 minutes, but during the budget debates, the members of the competent 

Commission for Finance and Budget are entitled to several speeches with a total duration of 20 

minutes, while the coordinator of the caucus for up to 30 minutes. In this monitored period the MPs 

discussed the public finances twice, i.e. the on the rebalance of the Budget for 2016 and on the Budget 

for 2017, which may be the result for the increase in the representation of speeches. Given that, the 

share of the replies - 34% and of the counter-replies - 33% decreased to the lowest level to date, 

compared to the three previous monitored periods.  

  

If we analyze according to the political affiliation of the speakers, the final period also continues the 

trend of the previous periods where the speakers of the opposition continue to account for most of 

the speeches (82%) and the counter-replies (71%), while the speakers of the majority account for the 

dominant part of the replies 70%).  

 

Degree of argumentation  

The monitoring of parliamentary discussions in the period from 1 July to 17 October 2016 showed that 

MPs were more conservative at the sessions held in this period, compared to previous periods. This 

again, for the most part, may have been due to the higher percentage of speeches, due to the longer 

discussion time that the MPs had at their disposal in the two budget hearings. MPs in speeches, which 

can last 10 minutes, or up to 30 minutes when discussing the budget, have more time to develop a 

broader argument that explains and reinforces their positions. This circumstance can be attributed to 

the increased share of discussions in which more than two arguments, two arguments, or one 

argument were identified, compared to the previous monitored periods. In addition, the shares of 
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discussions in which more than two arguments are identified - 9%, two arguments -13% and one 

argument -42% are at the highest level compared to all previous monitored periods.   

 

 

According to political affiliation, opposition MPs have a greater share in all levels of argumentation. 

Opposition speakers account for 65% of the cases in which more than 2 arguments have been 

identified, followed by 62% of discussions with 2 arguments and 62% of discussions with 1 argument. 

The opposition speakers also account for 59% of the discussions with weak explanations and 51% of 

the discussions without explanation.  

 

Regarding how the MPs respond to the arguments put forward by other speakers, it appears that in 

this observed period (1 July to 17 October 2016), they more often chose to partly address the 

arguments, to ignore or to distort them, rather than directly face the arguments and respond. Thus, 

the speakers directly responded to the directed arguments in only 13% of the cases. In 23% of the 

discussions, the speakers chose to respond only to some of the arguments that were addressed to 

them, and for the other part they either distorted them or ignored them. In 8% of cases, they 

completely distorted them, and in 14% completely ignored the arguments addressed to them by other 

speakers.  
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Analyzed according to the political affiliation of the speakers, it turns out that 71% of the cases, in 

which they directly respond to the directed arguments, belong to the opposition MPs. The MPs from 

the majority account for 71% of the discussions in which the speakers completely distorted the 

arguments that were addressed to them by other MPs. Also, majority MPs account for 66% of cases 

in which speakers completely ignore the arguments put forward. The MPs from the majority account 

for 55% of the discussions in which the MPs selectively respond to arguments, that is, they respond 

only to a part, and the other part was either ignored or distorted. 

 

 

The force of the better argument and on whose behalf arguments are put 
forward  
 
Again, as in all previous periods of monitoring of the quality of the parliamentary debate, the MPs 

continue to have a constant immutability of attitudes and positions during the discussions. This points 

to the hard initial positions of Members of Parliament before they enter the halls of Parliament and 

the small flexibility for changing positions, i.e. the reticence towards the arguments of other speakers. 

This is reflected in the fact that in this monitored period (July 1 - October 17, 2016) not a single case 
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was noted when the speaker indicated that he/she has changed his/her position due to better 

arguments presented by other speakers. Also, no case was noted in which the speaker indicated that 

he/she changed his/her position for other reasons. In this period, similar to previous ones, discussions 

in which the speakers remained in their position, yet acknowledging the value of the arguments of 

their rivals, which account for 6% of the discussions were also a rarity. In most of the discussions, the 

speakers remained in their position, but did not recognize the value of the arguments of the other 

participants in the debate - 50%. In 43% of cases, the speakers did not refer with any value judgments 

to the arguments of their interlocutors in the parliamentary halls.  

 

If this category is analyzed according to the political background of the speakers, it follows that the 

MPs, both from the government and the opposition, had an equally closed approach to colleagues 

from the opposing political groups in Parliament. The opposition MPs account for 52% of the 

discussions in which the speakers remained in their positions and did not recognize the value of the 

arguments of their opponents, while 48% go to the MPs from the majority. Also, the majority of the 

opposition parties account for 70% of the discussions in which the speakers did not address the 

arguments of other speakers at all.  
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In the last monitored period MPs often linked their arguments with benefits or consequences for all 

citizens, i.e. for the common good - 37%. The speakers hardly even linked the arguments with abstract 

principles such as social justice, peace, well-being. In 17% of cases, MPs linked their arguments with 

benefits or consequences for their own group, which means a political, ethnic, religious, social or 

professional group identifying the speaker, and in the same percentage (17%) with other groups with 

which the speakers do not identify.  In 29% of cases, the speakers were neutral i.e. did not link the 

arguments with benefits or consequences for any group in the society.  

 

Analyzed by the political affiliation of the speakers, the opposition MPs account for most of the 

discussions in which the arguments link with their own ethnic, political, religious, or social group - 

81%. Most of the discussions in which speakers connect their arguments with consequences or 

benefits for all citizens, that is, for the common good, also account for the opposition - 58%. MPs both 

from the majority (48%) and the opposition (52%) almost equally related their arguments to other 

groups.   
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Respect, interruptions, limitations and gesticulations  
 
According to the attitude of the speakers towards the personalities and the arguments of the MPs 

from other parties, it appears that in the period from 1 July to 17 October 2016 the atmosphere in the 

Parliament remained polarized. The MPs more often expressed various forms of disrespect for the 

personality of their colleagues from the opposite political options, rather than their arguments. In 

both categories, there was a reduction in the expression of basic respect for the arguments and the 

personality of the other MPs compared to the previously monitored periods. Thus, in the attitude 

towards the arguments of MPs from another party respect is expressed in only 2% of the discussions, 

which is the least so far. In 19% of the time speakers expressed partial respect, which means that for 

the most part the discussions were respectable, but to a lesser extent they still expressed a mild form 

of disrespect. In 5% of cases, partial disrespect was noted among the speakers. This means that in 

most of their discussions, disrespect for the arguments of other MPs has been noted, but to a lesser 

extent the discussions were respectable. In 3% of the discussions, total disrespect was noted. This 

means that in all discussions the speakers expressed disrespect or, within the framework of the 

discussion openly with an abusive and objectionable vocabulary, addressed the arguments of other 

MPs. In 71% of cases, MPs did not express any regard of respect or disrespect for the arguments of 

other speakers.  The expression of different forms of disrespect towards the arguments may possibly 

change the respectable atmosphere which is the basic prerequisite for developing a rational and 

argumentative debate, to change the course of the discussion and the focus of the MPs from the 

arguments towards attacks and insults, which additionally polarizes the atmosphere and disrupts the 

essential debate.    
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Viewed through the prism of the political affiliation of the speakers who expressed some kind of 

attitude towards the arguments of the other MPs, the majority MPs accounted for most of the cases 

in which respect was expressed -73%, but also those in which complete disrespect was expressed -

54%. During this period, the MPs, both from the government and the opposition, expressed partial 

respect and partial disrespect in almost the same number of cases. Among the opposition MPs, there 

is a growing number of discussions in which no relation to the arguments of other speakers was 

expressed -65%.  

 

The MPs were more explicit when it came to dealing with the personality of the other MPs. Speakers 

in most of the discussions expressed some kind of attitude towards the personality of the other MPs. 

Respect is expressed in only 4% of cases, and partial respect in as much as 39% of cases. That means 

that the MPs in many of the discussions did not resist imposing mocking or mildly insulting expressions 

and attacks on the personality of their counterparts from the opposite political options. In 10% of 

cases, partial disrespect was noted, which means that speakers in most of the discussions were 

attacking and insulting, and to a lesser extent they were respectable to the personality of other MPs. 

In 6% of the cases, a complete disrespect was noted, that is, the speakers in their discussions 

expressed complete disrespect for the personality of other MPs using offensive speech, expressions 

and attacks. In 41% of cases the MPs did not express any relation to the personality of other MPs.  
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In relation to the personality of the other MPs, the opposition speakers account for a fraction of the 

cases in which total disrespect was expressed 54% compared to the majority of -46%. Most of the 

cases where partial respect was expressed (58%) and partial disrespect (58%) were also observed in 

the opposition. Majority of the cases in which MPs from the government expressed respect for the 

personality of MPs from the opposite political option -57%. Most of the cases in which the speakers 

did not address the personality of another MP accounted for the opposition - 64%.   

 

The MPs in this, as in previous periods, rarely used stories, anecdotes or jokes in their discussions. 

However, such elements were observed in a total of 10% of discussions which is more than twice as 

common compared to the previous period (April 7 - June 30, 2016) when such elements were located 

in only 4% of cases. Stories, anecdotes, jokes or experiences in 7% of cases are used by speakers in 

addition to reinforcing arguments and positions. In 3% of cases, stories, anecdotes or testimonies are 

used as the only explanation.  

11% of the discussions saw an interruption in the presentation of speakers by other MPs. These are 

interruptions lasting a maximum of 10 seconds caused mostly by side-comments to speakers by MPs 

who have not been given the floor at the moment. After the interruptions, the speakers continued 

their presentations.  
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In 7% of cases, MPs indicated that they were obstructed to express their views from the speakers.  

Demographics of speakers, law proposer and a procedure for law 
review  
 

The demographic structure of speakers, whose discussions were analyzed in the period from 1 July 

to 17 October 2016, is as follows:  

 

During the monitored period, the discussions of the MPs were presented at the sessions on which 

the items on the agenda were:  

Type of act: draft laws 7%, changes and amendments to a law 52%, parliamentary questions 4% and 

other acts 34%;  

Proposer: MPs 35%, Government 60% and others 5%;  

Procedure in which it is reviewed: In a regular procedure 97%, 3% shortened procedure.  

Research methodology  

The quality of the debate in the Parliament is analyzed using the “Index for quality of debate”. The 
index is an instrument that provides each separate act of speech of the monitored session to be 
coded according to several main characteristics:  
 

 The level of argumentation of the speech (how many arguments there are in each debate);  

 The level of respect of the speaker for other MPs and their arguments;  

 Openness for accepting others’ arguments and changing one’s position due to higher quality 
arguments produced in the debate;  

 Have the MPs explained on whose behalf they have represented their positions;  

 Can the MPs uninterruptedly express their positions?  
 

The monitoring covers debates of the agenda items regarding: rule of law, human rights, European 
integration, public finance and other indicated and recognized to be of interest to the research. 
Hence, the debates at the plenary sessions and at the following working bodies are being monitored:  
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 Finances and budget committee;  

 Committee on political system and interethnic relations;  

 Committee on election and appointment issues;  

 Committee on local self-government;  

 Committee on European affairs;  

 Inquiry committee for protection of civil rights and freedoms;  

 Legislative committee;  

 Inquiry Committee for Protection of Civil Rights and Freedoms; 

 Other working bodies.  

Parliament Watch Project 

The Project “Parliament watch” is financed by the Swiss Agency for support and development. It 

includes 28-month monitoring of the quality of the Parliament debate and monitoring of the media 

reporting on the work of the Parliament.  

The monitoring of the Parliament debate and the media reporting started in September 2015 and will 

end in December 2017 and will include analyses and publishing the monitoring findings each three 

months. 9 quarterly monitoring reports about the quality of the Parliament debate and 9 quarterly 

reports about the media reporting on the work of the Parliament will be made in the project period. 

Two field surveys on the public opinion about the work of the Parliament will be carried out and the 

results will published in the framework of the project.  

The project represents continuation of the project “Parliament watch, strengthening of the political 

debate and deliberative discourse” which was financed by the European Instrument for Democracy 

and Human Rights – EIDHR and was implemented in the period from February 2014 to October 2015. 
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