
Authors: Vlora Rechica, Aleksandra Jovevska Gjorgjevikj, Sara Janeska
-
August 2019

Report from the monitoring of the   
discourse quality in Parliament    
(January- June, 2019)

Monitoring report  No.17/2019
- 

Monitoring report  No.17/2019
-

Report from the monitoring of
the discourse quality in Parliament 

(January- June, 2019)
Authors: Vlora Rechica, Aleksandra Jovevska

Gjorgjevikj, Sara Janeska
-

August 2019





This publication is produced with the support of the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation  
through the Swiss Embassy in the Republic of North Macedonia. The contents of this publication are the sole 

responsibility of the Institute for Democracy “Societas Civilis - Skopje” (IDSCS) and do not, in any way, reflect 
the views of the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation.





2

3

4

4

7

10

14

14

16

16

19

20

21

22

Table of contents_

I. Research methodology 

II. Political context

III.	 Monitoring	findings

	 Types	of	discussions

	 Level	of	argumentation

	 Strength	of	a	better	argument

	 Review	and	adoption	of	reports	of	independent	and	regulatory	bodies

IV. Respect, interruptions and limitations

	 Attitude	towards	arguments	and	personality	of	MPs	from	another	party

	 Attitude	towards	arguments	and	personality	according	to	the	political	affiliation	of	MPs

V. Marginalised groups in Parliament

VI. Most frequently used words in the Parliament

VII. Demography of speakers

VI. Annex 1 – Discourse Quality Index



Impressum_

Title:	 		 	 Report from the monitoring of the    
   discourse quality in Parliament    
   (January- June, 2019)

Publisher:    Institute for Democracy
    “Societas Civilis” – Skopje

Authors:    Vlora Rechica, Aleksnadra Jovevska Gjorgjevikj,
    Sara Janeska

Translation:		 	 Jana Dimitrovska

Design:    Dejan Kuzmanovski

This	publication	is	available	at:

http://www.idscs.org.mk

CIP	-	Каталогизација	во	публикација

Национална и универзитетска библиотека “Св. Климент Охридски”, Скопје

342.537.6:316.654(497.7)(047.31)

RECHICA, Vlora

         Report from the monitoring of the discourse quality in

Parliament (January- June, 2019) : monitoring report No.17/2019 /

authors Vlora Rechica, Aleksnadra Jovevska Gjorgjevikj, Sara Janeska. -

Skopje : Institute for democracy “Societas Civilis”, 2019. - 32 стр. :

илустр. ; 30 см

ISBN 978-608-4775-44-7

1. Jovevska Gjorgjevikj, Aleksandra [автор] 2. Janeska, Sara [автор]

а) Парламентарана дебата - Квалитет - Јавно мислење - Истражувања

COBISS.MK-ID 111026186



Introduction_

Starting from June 2014, the Institute for Democracy 

“Societas Civilis”- Skopje (IDSCS) monitors the 

quality of the discourse in the Parliament and the 

media coverage about the work of the Parliament. 

In the first cycle, the monitoring was conducted 

in the course of 10 months, i.e. from June 2014 

to May 2015. The second period of monitoring 

and assessment of the parliamentary debate and 

media coverage quality, supported by the Swiss 

Agency for Development and Cooperation, started 

in September 2015 and lasted until December 2017. 

The third period of discourse quality monitoring 

started in January 2018 and will last until December 

2019. The monitoring in this period is focused 

on the discussions referring to the items on the 

Parliament’s agenda within the areas of rule of law, 

human rights and democracy. In this direction, those 

parliamentary working bodies and plenary sessions 

that include these areas are being monitored. In 

the course of the monitoring process, the results 

about the discourse quality in the Parliament will be 

published in semi-annual reports.

You are currently reading the report on the 

discourse quality in Parliament referring to the 

period from January 1st to June 30th, 2019.



The quality of the discussion in the Parliament is 

analysed by using the “Discourse Quality Index”. The 

Index is an instrument that enables coding of each 

separate act of speech within the monitored session, 

according to several main characteristics:

-  Level of argumentation of speech (how many 

arguments there are in every discussion);

-  Level of respect of the speaker towards the 

other Members of Parliament (MPs) and their 

arguments;

-  Openness to accept the arguments of others and 

to change one’s stances due to higher quality 

arguments expressed during the discuscussion;

-  Whether the MPs can freely express their stances.

Starting from January 2018, a new mode of 

assessment of the discourse quality was introduced. 

In the semi-annual monitoring reports on the 

quality of the discourse in the Parliament, a general 

assessment of the discourse quality is also 

included according to the Discourse Quality Index 

(DQI). This Index gives an average grade from 1 to 10 

of the discourse quality in the Parliament.

This Index includes the level of argumentation (20% 

of the grade), the scope of argumentation (5%), 

responsibility (20%), strength of a better argument 

(20%), attitude towards the participants from other 

parties (10%), attitude towards the arguments of 

the participants from other parties (10%), attitude 

towards external participants (2.5%), attitude 

towards the arguments of external participants 

(2.5%), interruptions (5%) and limitations (5%) as 

indicators.

One (1), as the lowest grade, means that the MPs do 

not use any argument during their speeches, they do 

not invoke on any principles, twist the arguments, do 

not change the stance and do not accept arguments, 

do not have a reference to the arguments of the 

others or have changed the stance, but not because 

of the arguments expressed by someone else. 

The grade one (1) also means that the MPs show 

disrespect towards other participants and their 

arguments (MPs or external participants), that there 

is an interruption of the discussion and that in a 

certain moment there was a physical disruption 

of the speakers. On the other hand, the grade ten 

(10) means that the discourse quality is excellent, 

signifies that the MPs use more than two arguments 

in their discussions, or a minimum of one argument, 

call upon certain principles, properly address the 

arguments, there is a change of stance because 

of better arguments, show respect towards the 

personality and arguments of other participants in 

the discussion (MPs or external participants), there 

is no interruption of the discussion and there is no 

limitation of the right to speak.

As for more details regarding the assessment, 

please refer to Annex 1.
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Pursuant to the Constitution, the Parliament holds 

the legislative power and is currently composed of 

120 MPs. The MPs are elected at direct elections by 

means of proportional electoral lists for a term of 

office of four years. At the last parliamentary elections, 

held on December 11th, 2016, the party Internal 

Macedonian Revolutionary Organization - Democratic 

Party for a Macedonian National Unity (VMRO-

DPMNE) and the coalition won 51 MPs, the coalition of 

SDSM with the smaller parties won 49 MPs, whereas 

the Democratic Union for Integration (DUI) won 10 

MPs. The Movement BESA won 5 MPs; the Alliance 

for the Albanians won 3 MPs, while the Democratic 

Party of the Albanians won 2 MPs. The constitutive 

session lasted more than a month; it had 21 follow-

ups and culminated on April 27th, 20171 with a bloody 

incident in the Parliament. This session ended on 

May 31st, 2017. The first regular plenary session of 

the Parliament of the Republic of Macedonia after 

the events that took place on April 27th, was held on 

May 30th, 2017 with one item on the agenda and that 

was Election of the Government of the Republic of 

Macedonia. The structure of the Parliament arising 

from the parliamentary elections held in 2016 is 

very fluid, subject to several changes. The Social-

Democratic Union of Macedonia (SDSM) and the 

coalition, and the Democratic Union for Integration, as 

parties in power, are still a majority in the discussion. 

The coalition Alliance for the Albanians goes to the 

opposition and joins VMRO-DPMNE and its coalition, 

the independent MPs’ group of VMRO-DPMNE and the 

coalition “For better Macedonia”, the Movement BESA, 

Alternativa - three MPs who part with the Movement 

BESA and DPA as opposition parties. It is significant 

to mention that since the initial composition of the 

Parliament formed after the parliamentary elections in 

2016, 25 MPs have been changed until now, which is 

about 21% of the initial composition of the Parliament. 

Due to the proportional electoral system with closed 

lists of the Republic of North Macedonia, the citizens 

are rather unfamiliar or not familiar at all with the 

candidates running for MPs. Voters can (effectively) 

cast the ballot only for the political parties as a whole 

and in this manner they do not have influence on the 

order, which is decided upon by the party, according 

to which party candidates are elected. This state is 

particularly worsened due to the frequent changes to 

the initial parliamentary composition.

In the last monitoring period (July-December 2018), 

the Parliament continued to work at a normal pace, 

but still in a polarised political context because of the 

development of the country’s foreign policy. Most of 

the discussions in the period from January to June 

2019 took place at the following events: supervisory 

discussion on “Cultural policies and mode of adoption 

of the Annual Program of the Ministry of Culture 

for projects of national interest, with special accent 

put on the realisation of the Programme for 2018”; 

interpellation to the work of the minister of foreign 

affairs, Nikola Dimitrov; and the Draft law on the 

execution of sanctions.

The assessment of the quality of the discourse for 

this period, at a scale from 1 to 10 is 6.0, which is a 

reduction in the discourse quality compared with the 

period January-June 2018, when the discourse quality 

assessment was 6.3., but it is on the same level with 

the one of the last period, July-December 2018. This, 

as in the past period, means that the discourse 

quality in the Parliament obtains the minimum 

necessary grade so that it can be named a debate. 
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1  Parliament Watch: How the MPs debated at the “longest constitutive session” (August 2017),  http://idscs.org.mk/wp-content/
uploads/2017/08/mk.pdf
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The level of argumentation, responsibility and the 

strength of a better argument contribute the most to 

the assessment of the discourse quality.

Even though in this period we can see greater 

responsibility shown by the MPs, however, there is 

a reduction in the level of argumentation and the 

strength of a better argument. Consequently, this 

reduction is reflected on the total assessment of 

the discourse quality. Generally, the quality of the 

discourse, as in the previous period, is on a low 

level, with a lot of room for improvement.

III. Monitoring
findings_

This period (January - June 2019), 50% of the 

monitored discussions were part of plenary sessions, 

while 50% were discussions of committees,2 and a 

total number of 1734 discussions were monitored 

(of MPs and external participants in the debate). 

According to the monitoring, the longest discussion 

was led in the course of the supervisory debate 

on: Cultural policies and the mode of adoption of 

the Annual programme of the Ministry of Culture 

for projects of national interest, with a special 

accent put on the realisation of the Programme for 

2018; Interpellation to the work of the minister of 

foreign affairs, Nikola Dimitrov; and the Draft law 

on the execution of sanctions. According to the 

political affiliation of the speakers, the monitoring 

performed in this period shows that the MPs from 

the majority, composed of SDSM and the coalition 

and DUI, participated in 40% of the monitored 

discussions, while the opposition, composed of 

VMRO-DPMNE and the coalition, the Independent 

MPs’ group of VMRO-DPMNE and the coalition 

“For better Macedonia”, Alliance for the Albanians, 

Movement BESA, Alternativa and DPA, participated 

in 60% of the discussions that were monitored.

 Types of discussions

Figure 1.  Political	affiliation	of	the	MPs 	(%)

2  Legislative Committee; Committee on the Political System and Inter-Ethnic Relations; Finances and budget Committee; 
Budget Council of the Assembly of the Republic of Macedonia; Committee on constitutional issues; Committee on economy; 
Committee on culture; Committee on education, science and sport; Committee on labour and social policy; Committee on equal 
opportunities for women and men; Committee on transport, communications and environment.
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Figure 2.  Which	MP’s	were	most	active	?

According to the type of discussions in this period, 

greatest part are speeches (46%), while 23% of the 

discussions are replies and 17% are counter-replies. 

This shows the low level of interaction between 

the MPs and the low level of exchange of stances. 

All plenary sessions on MPs’ questions foreseen 

by law took place in this period. Only 14% of the 

monitored discussions are parliamentary questions, 

additional parliamentary questions and answers to 

the questions.

Pancho Minov with 283 minutes, Trajcho Dimkov 

with 213 minutes and Ilija Dimovski with 210 minutes 

are the most active MPs, i.e. MPs who were talking 

at the Parliamentary pulpit the longest. According to 

the number of times the MPs asked to take the floor, 

Ane Lashkoska is the most active MP and she took 

the floor 56 times, while the MP Pancho Minov took 

the floor 54 times and Zoran Ilioski did that 50 times. 

The most active female MPs in this monitoring period 

were the female MPs from the opposition, Slagjana 

Mitovska who talked at the Parliamentary pulpit for a 

total of 134 minutes and Ane Lashoska 125 minutes.
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Figure 3.  Types	of	discussions	%	(total,	including	external	members

Regarding the type of discussion according to 

the political affiliation of the speakers, it can be 

seen that the greatest part of the discussion is 

initiated by the opposition, i.e. their speeches 

(59%), that the greatest part of the replies 

are coming from the parliamentary majority 

(57%). The greatest part of the counter-replies 

comes from the opposition (74%). 68% of 

the parliamentary questions and 79% of the 

additional parliamentary questions come 

from the opposition. The different correlation 

between the types of discussions points to a 

high level of interaction between MPs from 

different political parties.

Figure 4.  Type	of	discussion	according	to	political	affiliation	(%)
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In 32% of the discussions that were analysed 

the MPs did not have arguments, while in 42% of 

the analysed discussions the MPs had a rather 

weak argumentation, i.e. the speakers offered an 

explanation of their stances that is not sufficient 

to be considered a full argument. In 22% of the 

 Level of argumentation

discussions the MPs used only one argument to 

elaborate their stance. In 4% of the discussions 

2 arguments were used, while only in 1% of the 

monitored discussions, the MPs used more than 

two arguments to support their stance.

Figure 5.  Level	of	argumentation	(%)
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If analysis is made on the basis of the political 

affiliation of the speakers, 45% of the discussion led 

by the MPs from the parliamentary majority is with 

poor argumentation, while in 32% no elaboration 

related to the topic of discussion at the session has 

been perceived. In 19% of the discussions of the 

majority one argument has been identified, in 3% 

two arguments have been identified and in 1% more 

than two arguments have been identified. Compared 

to the argumentation of the discussions in the past 

reporting period, the level of argumentation of the 

parliamentary majority decreased in all aspects. 

Namely, in the period July - December 2018, 40% of 

the discussions of the parliamentary majority were 

poorly argumented, which, in the current reporting 

period, represents a reduction by 5 percentage 

points. Furthermore, in the past reporting period, 

in 25% of the discussions no argument has been 

identified, which is 7 percentage points less 

compared to the current reporting period. Moreover, 

28% of the MPs used only one argument in their 

discussions which, for the period January-December 

2019, is a reduction by 10 percentage points.

Regarding the discussion of the MPs of the 

opposition in the period January - June 2019, 39% 

of the discussions are characterized with poor 

argumentation, while 39% of them, in the period 

January-December 2019, did not contain any 

arguments at all. Compared to the past period, 

an increase of 10 percentage points is perceived 

with the opposition regarding the number of 

discussions in which there are not any arguments 

(July-December 2018, 29%), while the number of 

Report from the monitoring of the discourse quality in Parliament (January- June, 2019)
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Figure 6.  Level	of	argumentation	according	to	political	affiliation	(%)

Regarding how the MPs reply to the arguments 

directed towards them by other speakers, unlike in 

the previous period (July-December 2018) when in 

only 18% of the discussions the arguments were 

properly addressed, in this period, in 28% of the 

discussions the arguments were properly addressed 

by the speakers, i.e. the speaker directly replied to 

the arguments that had been previously directed to 

him/her by another participant in the session. Unlike 

the previous period (June - December 2018), when 

in 25% of the discussions the participants partially 

replied to the arguments directed to them, while 

partially twisting and ignoring them, in this period 

this happened in 30% of the discussions. In 4% of 

the discussions the arguments were completely 

twisted, which is 5 percentage points less than 

in the previous period. In 7% of the cases the 

arguments of the other speakers were completely 

ignored. In 31% of the cases there were no 

arguments or questions posed by other speakers.

discussions with poor argumentation reduced by 6 

percentage points (July-December 2018, 45%). In 20% 

of the discussions, the MPs of the opposition used 

one argument, while in 2% of their discussions they 

used two arguments, which is relatively in line with 

the report from the previous reporting period.
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Figure 7.  Responsibility	(%)

Analysed according to the political affiliation of 

the speakers, it can be seen that the MPs of the 

parliamentary majority properly addressed the 

arguments in 28% of the discussions. When it 

comes to the MPs of the opposition, the same 

thing was perceived in 17% of the discussions.

In 35% of their discussions, the MPs of the 

opposition decided to partially adress, twist 

or ignore the arguments put forward by other 

speakers while the MPs of the parliamentary 

majority did that in 32% of the discussions. 

The parliamentary majority did not ignore 

the arguments, but twisted them in 4% of the 

discussion, while the opposition did that in 6% of 

the discussion. The majority ignored the arguments 

of the other participants in 6% of the discussions, 

while the opposition ignored the arguments of the 

others in 10% of their discussions.

In 30% of the discussions of the parliamentary 

majority and in 31% of the discussions of the 

opposition no arguments or questions from other 

speakers were directed towards them, so that they 

may respond or address them.

Figure 8.  Responsibility	according	to	political	affiliation	(%)
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Unlike the previous reporting period, when a change 

of stance due to better arguments was not perceived 

in any of the monitored discussions, in the current 

reporting period, a change of stance due to better 

arguments is perceived in 4 cases. However, this 

number remains significantly low to be able to 

conclude that the MPs demonstrate a possibility 

to be open about the legitimacy of the arguments 

of the other party. In 79% of the discussions no 

reference has been perceived about the quality 

of the arguments of the other speakers. In 5% of 

the discussions the speakers did not change their 

stances because the MPs had the same stance 

and expressed acknowledgment about the worth 

 Strength of a better argument

of the arguments of their co-partisans. In 4% of the 

discussions MPs from different political parties, 

even though they did not change their position, they, 

nevertheless, acknowledged the quality and worth 

of the arguments of their interlocutors from other 

parties. Compared to the past period (July-Dec 

2018), the number of discussions in which MPs 

from a different political option, even though not 

having changed their stance, still acknowledged 

the quality and worth of the arguments of their 

interlocutors, is 19 percentage points lower. In 11% 

of the discussions the MPs kept their stance and did 

not acknowledge the worth of the arguments of the 

speakers of other political parties.

Figure 9.  Strenght	of	a	better	argument	(%)
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If, according to the party affiliation of the speakers, 

the openness towards the arguments of other 

participants in the sessions is analysed, it can 

be concluded that both sides focused more 

on expressing their own stances. In 78% of 

the discussion both of the majority and of the 

opposition party, the MPs did not take into account 

the arguments of the other. Compared to the 

past period (July-December 2018), this number 

increased to 13 percentage points both with the 

parliamentary majority and with the opposition.

In the discussions of the parliamentary majority, in 

13% of the cases there was no change of stance 

and the worth of the arguments of the speakers 

of the other party was not acknowledged - the 

opposition acted in this manner in 15% of the 

discussions. In 4% of the discussions, the 

majority, even though it did not change the 

stance and kept its position, nevertheless, 

acknowledged the worth of the arguments of the 

other. The opposition acted identically in 3% of its 

discussions.

While the speakers of the parliamentary majority 

in one case changed their stance due to better 

arguments of their interlocutors, the speakers of 

the opposition did the same on two occasions.

Figure 10. Strenght	of	a	better	argument	according	to	political	affiliation	(%)
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From January to June 2019, in the Parliament of 

RNM 28 reports were submitted by independent 

and regulatory bodies. 19 of them were discussed, 

while 9 were not reviewed at all. It was noticed that 

the discussions about a larger number of reports are 

 Review and adoption of reports of independent and regulatory bodies

very short (190 discussions have been noticed 

for all 19 reports that were subject to review). 

Furthermore, a huge delay was also noticed, i.e. 

in the first half of 2019 reports from 2016 and 

2017 were reviewed.

Table 1. 

12

Reports of independent and regulatory bodies

Annual report on the work of the Postal Agency for 20181

Draft decision for approving the Annual report on the operation of the Agency 
of regulation of the railway sector for 2018

2

Annual report on the operation of the Bureau for representing the Republic of 
North Macedonia at the European Court of Human Rights for 2018

3

Annual report on the operation of the Agency for Audio and Audio and 
Visual Media Services for 2018

4

Annual report on the operation of the Electronic Communications Agency for 20185

Annual report on the operation of the State Committee on reaching second degree 
decisions in the field of inspection control and misdemeanour procedure

6

Annual report on the operation of the Committee on protection of the right of free 
access to information of public character from January 1st to December 31st, 2018

7

Annual report on the operation of the Personal Data Protection Directorate8

Annual report on the operation of the State Committee on deciding in administrative 
procedure and second degree labour relation procedure in 201812

Annual report on the operation of the State Committee on second degree decisions in 
the field of inspection control and misdemeanour procedure

13

Report on the operation of the Administration Agency for 201814

Annual report on the operation of public prosecution offices of the Republic 
of Macedonia in 2017

15

Annual report on the operation of the Committee on protection of competition for 201816

Annual report of the Committee on protection against discrimination for 201817

Annual report on the operation of the Securities Committee of the Republic of 
Macedonia in 2017

18

Annual report on the operation of the Intersectorial Committee on execution 
of decisions of the European Court of Human Rights for 2018

19

Annual report on the operation of the Judicial Council of the Republic of North 
Macedonia for 2018

9

Reports about which there was no discussion

Annual report on the operation of the Judicial Council of the Republic of Macedonia for 201620

Annual report on the operation of the State Council on prevention of juvenile delinquency 
and on the situation in the field of the rights of children and juvenile delinquency in 2016

21

Report on the operation of the Securities Committee of the Republic of Macedonia in 201822

Annual report on the operation of Public Prosecution Offices of the Republic 
of Macedonia in 2017

23

Annual report on the operation of the Operational and Technical Agency Skopje for 201824

Annual report on the operation of the State Appeals Commission for Public 
Procurement for 2018

25

Report on the operation of the Intelligence Agency for 201826

Report on the operation of the Administration for Security and Counter Intelligence for 201827

Annual report on the operation of the Public Prosecutors Council of the 
Republic of Macedonia for 2017

28

Annual report of the Ombudsman on the degree of secured respect, 
promotion and protection of human rights and freedoms in 2018

10

Annual report on the operation of the State Council for prevention of juvenile delinquency 
and on the state in the field of children rights and juvenile delinquency in 2017

11
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IV. Respect, interruptions 
and limitations_

Showing different forms of disrespect towards 

the speakers and their arguments can change 

the potential proper atmosphere that is a basic 

prerequisite for the development of a rational and 

well-argued debate. At the same time, it can change 

the course of the discussion and the focus of the 

MPs from the arguments and direct it towards 

assaults and insults, which additionally polarises 

the atmosphere and prevents the debate.

In this period, respect towards arguments has been 

shown in 7% of the cases, while partial respect has 

been shown in 12%. Partial disrespect has been 

shown in 5% of the discussion, while disrespect 

When it comes to the attitude of the MPs towards 

the personality of the other, in 3% of the discussions 

respect has been shown, while in 9% partial respect 

has been shown. Compared to the previous period 

for the arguments of the other has been shown 

in only 2% of the cases. Compared with the past 

period (July- December 2018), the degree of 

expressing partial or full disrespect has reduced. 

In the past period, partial disrespect has been 

noticed in 14% of the discussions, while full 

disrespect has been noticed in 5%. Furthermore, 

unlike in the previous period (July- December 

2018) in the course of which the MPs in 66% of 

the discussions did not have a reference towards 

the arguments of the other, in this period, this 

figure increased by 9 percentage points, i.e. in 

75% of the discussions the MPs did not have a 

reference towards the arguments of the other.

(July - December 2018), the degrees of respect or 

partial respect towards the personality of the MPs 

of another party, have fallen by 5 and 8 percent, 

respectively. This means that in their discussions 

 Attitude towards arguments and personality of MPs from another party

Figure 11. Attitude	towards	the	argument	of	MPs	from	other	political	parties	(%)

14

0

20

40

60

80

Jan-Jun 2019Jul-Dec 2018

4

no referencedisrespectpartial
disrespect

partial
respect

respect

7 10 14 55 212

66 75

IDSCS Public Opinion Policy Paper No.17/2019 - August 2019



Figure 12. Attitude	towards	the	personal	characteristics	of	MPs	from	other	parties	(%)

In the period January –December 2019, the MPs paid 

more attention to the arguments of the interlocutor, 

than to the personality of the other, unlike in the past 

period (July-December 2018) when the situation 

was reverse. In 75% of their discussions they did 

not express any attitude towards the arguments of 

the other, while in 80% of the discussions they did 

not express any attitude towards the personality of 

the other. This behaviour is an indicator that in the 

reporting period the MPs paid more attention to 

the essential elaboration of the arguments of the 

interlocutors than towards their personal traits.

Figure 13. Attitude	towards	the	arguments	and	personal	characteristics	of	MPs	from	other	parties	(%)

the MPs did not resist not including scoffing or 

milder insulting expressions and assaults towards 

the personality of their colleagues of other 

political options. In 7% of the discussions partial 

disrespect has been noted. Unlike in the previous 

period (July - December 2018) in which disrespect 

was shown in 9% of the occasions, in the period 

January-June 2018, the disrespect reduced by 7 

percentage points (2%). The speakers, on these 

occasions, expressed full disrespect towards 

the personality of the other MPs - using 

insulting speech. Contrary to the previous 

period (July-December 2018), when in 52% 

of the discussions the MPs did not express 

any attitude towards the personality of the 

other speakers, in this period the MPs did not 

express any attitude towards the personality 

of the others in 80% of the discussion.
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The MPs from the parliamentary majority did not have 

a reference in 71% of their discussions, while in 20% 

of the occasions, partial respect or complete respect 

has been shown. In 10% of the discussions partial or 

complete disrespect towards the arguments of the 

opposition has been noted. In 84% of the addresses, 

the oppositional MPs did not have a reference, i.e. 

did not show any attitude of respect or disrespect 

towards the arguments of the MPs from the 

parliamentary majority. In 8% of their discussions, 

they showed partial or full disrespect towards 

the arguments of the majority, while partial or full 

respect was shown in 9% of their discussions.

 Attitude towards arguments and personality according to the political affiliation of MPs

Figure 14. Attitude	towards	arguments	and	personality	according	to	the	political	affiliation	(%)

Regarding the attitude towards the personality of the 

other MPs, in the discussions of the parliamentary 

majority, in 4% of the cases respect was shown, 

in 11% partial respect was shown, in 9% partial 

disrespect was shown and in 3% disrespect was 

shown. In 72% of the discussions, the MPs of the 

parliamentary majority did not have a reference to 

the personality of the other MPs. The MPs from 

the opposition party showed respect in 1% of the 

discussions, in 10% of the analysed discussions 

they showed partial respect, in 9% they showed 

partial disrespect and in 3% they showed complete 

disrespect. In 77% of their discussions they did not 

have a reference towards the personality of the MPs 

from the other political parties. Compared to the past 

period (July-December 2018), the number of speeches 

in which the MPs from the parliamentary majority and 

from the opposition do not have reference towards the 

personality of the other increased by 25, that is to say, 

22 percentage points, respectively.

Figure 15. Attitude	towards	the	personal	characteristics	of	the	other	according	to	the	political	affiliation	(%)
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In this period, the MPs from the parliamentary 

majority expressed explicit respect towards the 

arguments of the external members3 in 2% of 

their discussions; in 12% they expressed respect, 

while in 7% they showed only partial respect. 

Partial disrespect was shown in 2% of the 

discussions, while complete disrespect towards 

the arguments of the external members by the 

parliamentary majoritywas not expressed on 

any of the occasions. In 78% of their discussions 

they did not have a reference to the arguments 

of the external participants in the debate. Unlike 

the party in power, the opposition showed explicit 

respect towards the arguments of the external 

participants in only 1 discussion, but it showed 

respect in 6% of their discussion. In 13% of 

the discussion they showed partial respect, 

while partial disrespect was shown in 7% of 

the discussion. In the discussion of the MPs 

of the opposition party disrespect towards the 

arguments of the external participants was 

noticed in 2% of their addresses. In 71% of their 

discussions the MPs of the opposition party did 

not have a reference towards the arguments of 

the external participants in the discussion in 71% 

of the occasions.

Figure 16. Attitude	towards	the	arguments	of	external	participants	(%)

When it comes to the attitude of the MPs towards 

the personality of external participants, the MPs 

from the parliamentary majority showed explicit 

respect in 3% of their discussions, while in 9% 

they showed respect. In 4% of the discussions 

they expressed partial respect, while in 1% of the 

discussions partial disrespect was noted. Disrespect 

was shown only in 1 discussion. In 82% of their 

addresses, the MPs from the parliamentary majority 

did not show any attitude towards the personality of 

external participants. The MPs from the opposition 

party showed explicit respect only in 3 discussions, 

while respect towards external participants in the 

discussion was shown in 2% of their discussions. 

In 10% of the discussions they showed partial 

respect, which means that the MPs did not 

resist including scoffing, or milder insulting 

expressions and assaults on the personality 

on the external participants in the discussion. 

In 10% of the discussions partial disrespect 

was perceived, while in 5% of their discussions 

disrespect was expressed - and in these cases 

the speakers in their discussions expressed full 

disrespect towards the personality of the external 

participants and used insulting expressions. 

In 73% of the discussion, the MPs from the 

opposition party did not express any attitude 

towards the personality of external participants.
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In this period, as in the previous periods, the 

MPs, in their discussions, rarely used stories, 

anecdotes or witness stories. Such elements 

were noticed in a total of 3% of the discussions.

In only 1% of the discussions interruption of 

the address of the speakers by other MPs was 

noted. These were interruptions in duration of 

maximum 10 seconds, caused most frequently by 

interjection towards the speakers from MPs that 

are not taking the floor at that precise moment. 

After the interruption, the speakers proceeded 

with their speeches.

Figure 17. Attitude	towards	the	personal	aracteristics	of	external	(%)
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V. Marginalised groups
in Parliament_

While monitoring the quality of the discourse in 

Parliament, we included the marginalised groups 

and to what extent the MPs pay attention to 

their needs and rights in their speeches. In the 

period January- December 2019, in 90.8% of their 

speeches, the MPs did not tackle the rights and 

needs of marginalised groups. It was noticed that 

the MPs, in the greatest part of their speeches, do 

not tackle the rights of marginalised groups unless 

a certain law or topic that is on the agenda and that 

is closely related to their rights is discussed. It 

should be taken into consideration that a greater 

part of the laws has a different influence on 

different groups of citizens and when deliberated 

upon, all aspects should be encompassed. 

Young people (9.4%), even though in a rather 

low percentage, were the most included in the 

monitored discussions, while the unemployed, 

single parents and persons with disabilities were 

the least included in the discussions.

Figure 19. Representations	of	marginalised	groups	(%)
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Image 1.  Cloud	with	the	most	frequently	used	words	in	the	Parliament	of	RM

 

Millions

Millions

Millions

Millions

Millions
Millions

Millions Millions
Denars

Denars

Denars

Denars

Denars

Denars

DenarsDenars

Denars

Republic

Republic

Republic

Republic
Republic

Euros

Euros

Euros

Euros Euros
Macedonia

Macedonia

Macedonia

Macedonia

VI. Most frequently used 
words in the Parliament_

In the period from January 1st until June 30th, in 

the Parliament of RNM the words “Macedonia”, 

“millions”, “Republic”, “euros” and “denars” were 

most frequently used. The words “Macedonia” and 

“Republic” constantly repeat throughout the analysis 

as the most frequently used words in the Parliament. 

The remaining words - “millions”, “euros” and 

“denars” point out that in the discussions led in the 

reporting period the focus was put on financial and 

economic issues.
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VII. Demography
of speakers_

In this monitoring period it can be noticed that 

the participation of women in the discussion was 

40%, which is a reduction by 4 percentage points 

compared to the last period. A reduction is also 

noticed in the participation of Albanian MPs in 

the discussion which, unlike in the period January-

June 2018, when their participation equalled 

approximately 20%, that is to say in the period 

July-December 2018, when it was 9%, in the current 

period their participation in the discussion is 6%.

Figure 19. Demographic	structure	of	speakers		(%)
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Table 2.

For indexing purposes, each indicator 

was assigned grades for the individual 

Name Scale
Participation in the

final sum (%)

Level of argumentation [-1:1] 20

Scope of argumentation [-1:1] 5

Responsibility [-1:1] 20

Strength of a better argument [-1:1] 20

Attitude towards members of other parties [-1:1] 10

Attitude towards arguments of members of other parties [-1:1] 10

Attitude towards external participants [-1:1] 2,5

Attitude towards arguments of external participants [-1:1] 2,5

Interruption [-1:1] 5

Limitation [-1:1] 5

VIII. Annex 1 –
Discourse Quality Index_

The Discourse Quality Index is a composite inde 

composed of several indicators arising from 

the monitoring of the discourse. The index is 

build up in several phases, the last being the 

sum of the weighted values of the individual 

indicators. The index includes:

categories. The grades are given in 

the following table:

Level of argumentation Grades

More than 2 arguments 4

2 arguments 3

1 argument 2

Weak 0

None -2

Scope of argumentation Grades

Abstract principles 2

Common good 2

Other groups 1

Own group 1

Neutral 0

Attitude towards members from other parties Grades

Explicit respect 2

Respect 2

Partial respect 1

No reference 0

Partial disrespect -1

Disrespect -2

Explicit respect 2

Respect 2

Partial respect 1

No reference 0

Partial disrespect -1

Disrespect -2

Attitude towards external participants Grades

Attitude towards arguments of 
members from other parties Grades

Explicit respect 2

Respect 2

Partial respect 1

No reference 0

Partial disrespect -1

Disrespect -2

Explicit respect 2

Respect 2

Partial respect 1

No reference 0

Partial disrespect -1

Disrespect -2

Attitude towards arguments of external 
participants Grades

Limitation Grades

None 0

There is a passive interruption -1

There is, the speaker indicated that they 
are interrupted -1

There is physical interruption -2

No interruption 0

There is an interruption -1

Interruption Grades

Responsibility Grades

Adresses arguments appropriately 2

Partially ignores, twists or adresses the 
arguments 1

No arguments or questions from 
another speaker have been directed 0

Ignores arguments -1

Does not ignore arguments,
but twists them -2

Strength of a better argument Grades

Change due to arguments 5

No change, the position is different, 
acknowledges the arguments 3

No change, the position remains the same, 
acknowledges arguments 1

No change, doesn’t acknowledge arguments 0

Change, but not due to arguments 0

No reference 0
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Level of argumentation Grades

More than 2 arguments 4

2 arguments 3

1 argument 2

Weak 0

None -2

Scope of argumentation Grades

Abstract principles 2

Common good 2

Other groups 1

Own group 1

Neutral 0

Attitude towards members from other parties Grades

Explicit respect 2

Respect 2

Partial respect 1

No reference 0

Partial disrespect -1

Disrespect -2

Explicit respect 2

Respect 2

Partial respect 1

No reference 0

Partial disrespect -1

Disrespect -2

Attitude towards external participants Grades

Attitude towards arguments of 
members from other parties Grades

Explicit respect 2

Respect 2

Partial respect 1

No reference 0

Partial disrespect -1

Disrespect -2

Explicit respect 2

Respect 2

Partial respect 1

No reference 0

Partial disrespect -1

Disrespect -2

Attitude towards arguments of external 
participants Grades

Limitation Grades

None 0

There is a passive interruption -1

There is, the speaker indicated that they 
are interrupted -1

There is physical interruption -2

No interruption 0

There is an interruption -1

Interruption Grades

Responsibility Grades

Adresses arguments appropriately 2

Partially ignores, twists or adresses the 
arguments 1

No arguments or questions from 
another speaker have been directed 0

Ignores arguments -1

Does not ignore arguments,
but twists them -2

Strength of a better argument Grades

Change due to arguments 5

No change, the position is different, 
acknowledges the arguments 3

No change, the position remains the same, 
acknowledges arguments 1

No change, doesn’t acknowledge arguments 0

Change, but not due to arguments 0

No reference 0

Each of these indicators was linearly 

transformed into sub-indices on a scale of -1 

to 1, taking into account the transformation 

For all indicators except for interruption and 

limitation, because in these two indicators the 

absolute value of the lowest possible grade is 

so that the original score did not lose the positive or 

negative sign. Hence, the universal transformation 

formula is:

greater than the value of the highest possible grade. 

Hence, the formula is:

Once the sub-indices of the individual indicators are 

calculated, for calculation we take the calculation of 

the pre-DQI with weighted values of the sub-indices 

These calculations and transformations are 

made for each speech individually and the report 

according to the participation given in Table 1. For 

easier viewing, the final DQI is transformed linearly in 

a scale of 1 to 10 according to the following formula:

transmits the arithmetic mean of all speeches from 

the observed period.
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Link_

This	report	is	available	electronically	on:
-
https://idscs.org.mk/en/portfolio/report-from-the-

monitoring-of-the-discourse-quality-in-parliament-

january-june-2019/

Information about 
IDSCS_

IDSCS is a civil think-tank organisation researching 

the development of good governance, rule of law 

and Macedonia’s European integration. IDSCS has 

the mission to support citizens’ involvement in 

the decision-making process and strengthen the 

participatory political culture. By strengthening 

liberal values, IDSCS contributes towards 

coexistence of diversities.

Contact	information	about	IDSCS
-
Address:	Str.	Miroslav	Krlezha	52/2,

1000	Skopje

Phone	number/	Fax:	+389	2	3094	760

E-Mail:	contact@idscs.org.mk

Information about 
the project_

“Parliament Watch” is a project of the Swiss 

Agency for Development and Cooperation  

(SDC) implemented by the the Institute for 

Democracy “Societas Civilis”- Skopje. The 

project monitors and evaluates the quality of 

debate in the Parliament using the Discourse 

Quality Index on discussions related to 

specific topics included into the following 

areas: finance and budget, rule of law, civil 

rights and freedoms, European integration 

and other related topics of public interest. 

Conducts field public opinion survey about 

the work of the Parliament and manages 

a scholarship fund of the Parliamentary 

Institute service. The goal of the project is 

increasing the quality of political debate and 

argumentation in developing public policies 

and legislation in the Parliament of Republic 

of North Macedonia through monitoring of 

the quality of debate in the Parliament and 

support of the Parliamentary Institute trough 

scholarships for their service.
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