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I. RESEARCH
METHODOLOGY

The discourse quality in the Assembly is analyzed by using the “Discourse Quality Index.” This Index is an 

instrument that enables the coding of each separate speech during a monitored session in compliance 

with several main characteristics:

• Level of speech argumentation (number of arguments in each discussion);

• The extent of respect shown by the speaker towards other Members of Parliament (MPs) and their 

arguments;

• Openness to acknowledge arguments of others and change personal position due to presented 

arguments of higher quality during the debate;

• The ability of MPs to present their views unimpededly

The semi-annual reports on the discourse quality in the Assembly include the general assessment of the 

discourse quality in line with the Discourse Quality Index (DQI). The scoring of the discourse quality in the 

Assembly is done on a scale of 1 to 10.

This Index entails the following indicators: level of argumentation (20% of the score), the scope of 

explanation (5%), accountability (20%), the strength of a better argument (20%), attitude towards participants 

from other parties (10%), attitude towards arguments presented by speakers from other parties (10%), 

attitude towards external participants (2.5%), attitude towards arguments of external participants (2.5%), 

interruptions (5%), and limitations (5%).

One (1), or the lowest score, means that the MPs are not using any arguments during their address, do 

not refer to certain principles, distort their arguments, do not change their position and they do not accept 

arguments, do not refer to the arguments of others or they do change their position, but not because of the 

arguments of theinterlocutor. A score of one (1) also means that the MPs do not show respect towards the 

other participants and their arguments (MPs or external participants), the discussion is being interrupted 

and that at a certain point the speakers were interrupted physically. On the other hand, a score of ten (10), 

that is, excellent discourse quality, means that MPs use more than two arguments in the discussion, or 

minimum one argument in their address, invoke certain principles, adequately address the arguments, 

change their views as a result of better arguments, treat the personality and arguments of other discussion 

participants with respect (either MPs or external participants), the discussion is not interrupted, and the 

right to speech is not limited.

More details of the assessment methodology are provided in Annex 1.
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II. INTRODUCTION

In line with the Constitution, the Assembly of the Republic of North Macedonia has legislative power and 

is comprised of 120 MPs in this term. The MPs are elected at direct elections, by means of proportional 

electoral lists for a four-year term. In line with the informal custom, in October 2019, Zoran Zaev, the head 

of the then Government led by SDSM, announced a leadership meeting at which he proposed the fifth early 

Parliamentary elections1 in the country.  The elections came about as a result of the fact that the country 

did not get the green light to start accession negotiations with the European Union (EU) due to the French 

veto and the broken trust in the SDSM-led government, whose platform was mainly based on the coun-

try’s uninterrupted path towards the EU. In February 2020, at the 137th session of the Assembly, with 113 

votes in favor and no votes against or abstentions, the Assembly unanimously reached a decision to be 

dissolved, while the next day, on February 17, the president of the Assembly, Talat Xhaferi, within his con-

stitutional and legal competencies, set the election date2 for April 12.3 Despite the plans for the elections 

to be held in April, because of the deteriorating situation with the Covid 19 pandemic, they were postponed 

and finally held on July 15, 2020.

At these elections, SDSM and the “Mozheme” coalition won 46 seats, VMRO-DPMNE and the “Obnova za 

Makedonija” coalition won 44 seats, while the Democratic Union for Integration (DUI) won 15 seats. The Al-

liance for Albanians and Alternativa coalition won 12 seats, Levica won 2 seats, while the Democratic Party 

of the Albanians won 1 seat. A Government coalition was established between SDSM and the “Mozheme” 

coalition, DUI and DPA, after several weeks of negotiations between the political parties. With this coalition, 

the Government secured a majority in the Parliament with 62 MPs, while the opposition was joined by 

VMRO-DPMNE and the “Obnova za Makedonija” coalition, the Alliance for Albanians, Alternativa and Levica 

coalition. The majority in the Assembly changed in November 2021. After Zoran Zaev resigned from the 

position of the leader of SDSM and Prime Minister, BESA Movement joined the opposition in an attempt to 

achieve a no-confidence vote for the SDSM-led government. This attempt failed as one of the BESA Move-

ment MPs changed their mind at the last minute. After weeks of negotations, SDSM managed to form a 

coalition with the opposition party Alternativa, so as of December 2021, the Assembly operates with a new 

majority, established by SDSM and the coalition of DUI, DPA and Alternativa, with a total of 64 MPs.

1 Zaev: We’re off to quick, early elections, Deutsche Welle, October 19, 2019 Accessed at: https://p.dw.com/p/3RYux 
(last visited on: March 10, 2020) 

2 A Decision for announcing early elections for MPs in the Assembly of the Republic of North Macedonia. The deci-
sion was downloaded from the website of the State Election Commission (SEC). Accessed at:  <https://www.sec. 
mk/parlamentarni-izbori-2020/?_thumbnail_id=6946> (last visited on: March 9, 2020)  

3 Pankovski, M. et al. (2020). The 2020 handbook on parliamentary elections in the Republic of North Macedonia: 
Second and updated edition. Konrad Adenauer Foundation, Institute for Democracy ‘Societas Civilis’ - Skopje

https://p.dw.com/p/3RYux
https://www.sec. mk/parlamentarni-izbori-2020/?_thumbnail_id=6946
https://www.sec. mk/parlamentarni-izbori-2020/?_thumbnail_id=6946
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In the period between July and December, the Assembly did not hold too many sessions. While in August 

the MPs went on their summer recess period, the Assembly was inactive during most of October and par-

tially in November due to the local elections and the events that ensued. During this period, the Assembly 

held only a single session for MP questions in July, while in November and December there were extensive 

discussions about the 2022 state budget. 

In the periods between the semi-annual discourse quality reports IDSCS published a number of brief As-

sembly debate analyses on the basis of the previous periods for monitoring the discoursequality, which 

are available at this link. Further information on the Assembly discourse quality for the period between 

January - June 2021 is available at the following link A look at the Parliament:A report on the monitoring 

of the Assembly discourse quality (January - June 2021). 

In the period between July and December 2021, the monitoring was focusing on the discussions that 

pertain to points of the agenda of the Assembly in the areas of rule of law, human rights and democracy.  

In this context, the IDSCS monitored the working bodies and plenary sessions of the Assembly which en-

compass these areas. You are now reading the report for the discourse quality in the Assembly, which 

refers to the period from July to December 2021.

PARLIAMENT WATCH: MONITORING REPORT ON THE DEBATE QUALITY IN THE PARLIAMENT
(JANUARY - JUNE 2021)

https://idscs.org.mk/mk/category/publikacii/
https://idscs.org.mk/mk/category/publikacii/
https://idscs.org.mk/mk/category/publikacii/
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III. SUMMARY

The report points to a relatively low discourse quality in the Assembly in the last 2 years and confirms the 

conclusion that there is room for significant improvement. On a scale of 1 - lowest to 10 - highest, the 

mean score of the discourse quality in Assembly in the second half of 2021 is 5.4, which, compared to 

the previous period under observation, is lower in all parameters (the January - June 2021 score was 5.6). 

The opposition MPs were more actively engaged in the discussions, and they participated in 62% of the 

discussions under observation, while the parliament majority MPs participated in 38% of them. MPs Bojan 

Stojanoski and Pancho Minov were the ones who took the floor most often and who had the longest 

speeches. The 10 most active MPs include five female MPs. Among the ten MPs that had the longest 

speeches on the podium in the observed period, five were female MPs - Gordana Siljanovska Davkova, 

Zhaklina Lazarevska, Marija Georgievska, Lidija Petkoska and Beti Stamenkoska Trajkoska, that is one 

female MP more in comparison to the previous period (January - June 2021). Another specific aspect is 

the fact that in this period, the participation of women in the discussion stayed at 43%, which is at the 

same level as in January - June 2021, and representsthe highest level compared to all previous periods 

under observation.

According to the report, the level of interaction and exchange of views between the discussion participants 

is similar to the previous period under observation (January - June 2021). In the period under observation, 

only one session for MP questions was held out of the six foreseen in the rules of procedure of the Assembly 

of the Republic of North Macedonia. In terms of the argumentation in the discussions, in comparison to 

the previous period under observation, there is a general deterioration. In 52% of the discussions that were 

analyzed, the participants had no arguments, while in 41% of the discussions that were analyzed their 

argumentation was poor, that is the speakers’ explanation of their positions was insufficient for it to be 

considered a complete argument. One or more arguments have been noted in 7% of the discussion.

In terms of how the MPs respond to arguments presented by other MPs, the result of the monitoring 

was that in only 7% of their speeches the MPs addressed the argument appropriately, that is the MPs 

responded directly to arguments that another participant of the session addressed to them previously. 

Furthermore, the discussion of arguments in 21% of the other MPs were completely ignored. In 42% of the 

cases, the other MPs did not present any arguments nor asked any questions, which points to a low level 

of discussion in general. 
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In this reporting period, in the discussions that were observed, 9 MPs changed their position because 

their interlocutors had better arguments for the topic on the agenda. Bearing in mind that this was a rarity 

in the previous periods under observation, this result signifies a step forward towards openness when it 

comes to the validity of the arguments of the other party. 

The MPs focused more of their attention to reflecting on the personality of their interlocutors than 

listening to their arguments. In 10% of the addresses, the MPs showed respect or partial respect towards 

the arguments of the MPs from the other political option, while in 13% of the discussion they showed 

disrespect or partial disrespect towards the arguments. Respect or partial respect towards their person 

was shown in 22% of the deliberation, while disrespect or partial disrespect was shown in 10% of the 

discussion.

The report also confirms the constant lack of attention the MPs paid to the rights of marginalized groups in 

all periods under observation. It is noted that the MPs in approximately 86.8% of their discussion do not 

reflect on the rights of marginalized groups unless the discussion was specifically focused on a certain 

law or a topic from the agenda related to their rights. 

It is necessary to boost the quality of the discourse and the level of argumentation of the MP speeches 

in the Assembly, which may be achieved by: Providing more information and know-how for MPs on the 

topics under discussion, as well as improving their debate and oratory skills; the Assembly should be 

included in the process of Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA); the MPs should use the shortened 

procedure and the procedure for reviewing the draft laws with the European flag carefully and as seldom 

as possible; It is of essential importance that the MPs are better informed and have better understanding 

of the influence the laws have on the lives of various groups of citizens; The MPs should proactively use the 

tools they have available in order to reinforce their capacities for reviewing and debating laws, including 

the trainings offered by the Parliament Support Program (PSP) and it is of essential importance for the 

Assembly to introduce a session calendar, that would help MPs to have more time to prepare for the topics 

on the agenda.

PARLIAMENT WATCH: MONITORING REPORT ON THE DEBATE QUALITY IN THE PARLIAMENT
(JANUARY - JUNE 2021)
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IV.
QUALITY OF THE DEBATE 





13

IV. QUALITY OF
THE DEBATE 

 DISCOURSE QUALITY SCORE 

The rating of the discourse quality for period 

between July – December 2021, on a scale 

of 1 to 10 is 5.4- which signifies a reduction 

in the quality of the discussion in comparison 

to the period between January – June 2021, 

which was scored with a 5.6 in terms of debate 

quality. The score of 5.4 for the Assembly is 

below the minimal score required for it to be 

named as a debate, bearing in mind the reduc-

tion of virtually all parameters that contribute 

towards the debate quality assessment, such 

as the degree of argumentation, the degree to 

which the speaker shows respect towards the 

other MPs and their arguments; and the open-

ness towards accepting arguments of others and changing their views as a result of better quality argu-

ments presented in the discussion. In general terms, like in the previous periods, the quality of the debate 

is poor and there is lots of room for improvement.

The score of 5.4 for the 
Assembly is below the minimal 
score required for it to be 
named as a debate, bearing in 
mind the reduction of virtually 
all parameters that contribute 
towards the debate quality 
assessment.

THE RATING OF THE DISCOURSE 
QUALITY FOR PERIOD BETWEEN JULY – 
DECEMBER 2021, ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 10

5.4
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 TYPE OF DISCUSSIONS

In this period (July - December 2021), 36% of 

the monitored discussions were part of plena-

ry sessions, while 64% were part of committee 

hearings,4 while a total of 1688 individual dis-

cussions or addresses of MPs and external par-

ticipants5 in the debate were monitored. 

In the second half of 2021, only one session 

for MP questions was held, and it was moni-

tored, while two committee sessions dedicated 

to public hearings were also monitored. During 

this period, there was not a single supervisory 

session being held. Out of the discussions that 

were monitored, 35% relate to the amendments and supplements to a law, while 25% of the discussions 

relate to new draft laws. Furthermore, 3% of the discussions refer to reports of independent or regulatory 

bodies, while 35% of the discussions that were monitored refer to other acts, including the discussions 

on acts related to the budget of the Republic of North Macedonia, the draft resolution for establishing the 

official Macedonian positions in the context of the blockades to its EU integration, the issue of trust in the 

Government, the financial plans of independent and regulatory bodies, draft decisions, strategies, the 2021 

European Commission (EC) Report on the Republic of North Macedonia etc. The Government proposed 

the vast majority (94%) of the draft laws, amendments and additions to the laws and other acts, while the 

MPs officially proposed a mere 6% of the acts. Out of all the acts that were observed, 84% were implement-

ed using a regular procedure, 11% using a shortened procedure, while 5% of the Assembly acts that were 

observed were reviewed with a European flag.

4 Committee on Political System and Inter-Community Relations, Committee on Finance and Budget, Committee 
on European Affairs, Committee on Economic Affairs, Committee on Equal Opportunities for Women and Men, 
Committee on Health, Committee on Agriculture, Forestry and Water Economy, Committee on Foreign Policy, 
Committee on Supervision of the Implementation of the Measures for Communication Surveillance, Commission 
on Defense and Security, Committee on Transportation, Committee on Labor and Social Policy and the National 
European Integration Council. 

5 The composition of the majority and the opposition changed in December 2021, when a new ruling coalition was 
established made up of SDSM and the coalition, DUI, DPA and Alternativa, while the opposition comprised VM-
RO-DPMNE and the coalition, Alliance for Albanians, the BESA Movement and Levica. At the sessions observed 
after the composition of the majority in the Assembly was changed, not a single MP from the political parties 
Alternativa and BESA Movement addressed the Assembly, which meant that the participation ratio of the govern-
ment and the opposition in the discussions did not change.

In the period July - December 
2021, the oversight role of 
the Assembly was secondary. 
During this period, only one 
session of MP questions 
was held, while no oversight 
session was held.

PARLIAMENT WATCH: MONITORING REPORT ON THE DEBATE QUALITY IN THE PARLIAMENT
(JANUARY - JUNE 2021)
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Despite many issues of 
public interest, in this 
period the majority of the 
discussions were focused 
around the state budget.

In the sessions that were monitored, the biggest dis-

cussions were on the topics of the 2022 draft budget 

of the Republic of North Macedonia, the proposal for 

amending and supplementing the 2021 budget of the 

Republic of North Macedonia and the supplemented 

proposal for amending and supplementing the 2021 

budget of the Republic of North Macedonia. There were 

extensive discussions also on the draft law for amend-

ing and supplementing the Law on Citizenship of the 

Republic of Macedonia.

When it comes to political affiliation of the speakers that were observed in this period, the MPs from the 

majority, consisting of SDSM and the coalition, DUI and DPA, participated in 38% of the discussions under 

observation, while the opposition, composed of VMRO-DPMNE and the coalition, the coalition Alliance for 

Albanians,Alternativa and Levica, took part in 62% of the observed discussions.6 

6 The composition of the majority and the opposition changed in December 2021, when a new ruling coalition was 
established made up of SDSM and the coalition, DUI, DPA and Alternativa, while the opposition comprised VM-
RO-DPMNE and the coalition, Alliance for Albanians, the BESA Movement and Levica. At the sessions observed 
after the composition of the majority in the Assembly was changed, not a single MP from the political parties 
Alternativa and BESA Movement addressed the Assembly, which meant that the participation ratio of the govern-
ment and the opposition in the discussions did not change.

Graph 1.  Political affiliation of the MPs 

38 62

Ruling party Opposition
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Graph 2.  Which MPs were most active?

The most active MPs, i.e., the ones that were on the rostrum the longest, are Bojan Stojanoski (546 min-

utes), Pancho Minov (460 minutes) minutes and Ljupcho Prendzov (368 minutes).  In terms of the number 

of times they requested to take the floor, MP Bojan Stojanovski is again the most active (on 92 occasions), 

MP Pancho Minov (on 71 occasions) and Ljupcho Prendzov (on 49 occasions).Among the top ten MPs 

in terms of the time spent on the podium in the observed period there are five female MPs, Gordana 

Siljanovska Davkova, Zhaklina Lazarevska, Marija Georgievska, Lidija Petkoska and Beti Stamenkoska 

Trajkoska.

 
Total minutes of speech How many times the floor was taken

Zhaklina Lazarevska

546
92

Bojan Stojanoski

249
40

Marija GeorgievskaPancho Minov

460
71

248
41

Lidija PetkoskaLjupco Prendzov

368
49

234
42

Gordana Siljanovska Davkova Beti Stamenkoska Trajkoska

303
37

201
33

Brane PetrusevskiDime Velkovski

253
39

171
33

PARLIAMENT WATCH: MONITORING REPORT ON THE DEBATE QUALITY IN THE PARLIAMENT
(JANUARY - JUNE 2021)
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Graph 3.  Type of discussions (%)

According to the type of discussions that were 

under observation in this period, most of them 

were speeches (42%), while 28% of the discus-

sion was taken up by replies and counter-re-

plies. This points to a somewhat satisfactory 

interaction between MPs, but the reduced num-

ber of counter-replies is at the same time a sign 

of reduced interest for discussion among MPs. 

The MPs exercised their right to a procedural re-

mark 91 times to express their views and opin-

ions, which is a higher number compared to the 

two previous periods of discussion that were 

observed. 

Although the interaction 
between the MPs was at a 
relatively satisfactory level, 
compared to the previous 
periods, the number of replies 
is decreasing. This indicates 
a generally reduced interest in 
discussion among MPs.

During this period, only one 
session of MPs questions 
was held, which limited the 
possibility of the Assembly 
for control and oversight of 
the executive government.

42 38
30 28 32

38

24 26 27

6 4 2

SPEECH REPLY

July - December 2021 January – July 2021 August – December 2020 

COUNTER-REPLY PROCEDURAL

According to the rules of procedure of the Assembly 

of the Republic of North Macedonia, the legislature is 

obliged to hold a session for MPs questions every last 

Thursday of the month.7 In the period under observa-

tion, July – December 2021, only one session for MPs 

questions was held. The MPsquestions are a key tool 

for overseeing the work of the Government, but also 

for holding it accountable. Therefore, it is crucial that 

the Assembly consistently organizes sessions for 

MPs questions. . At the session held in July 2021, 5 

MPs questions and 13 additional MPs questions were 

7 Rules of Procedure of the Assembly of the Republic of North Macedonia  
 <https://www.sobranie.mk/content/Delovnik%20na%20RM/DelovniknaSRMPrecistentekstAvgust13.pdf> 



https://www.sobranie.mk/content/Delovnik%20na%20RM/DelovniknaSRMPrecistentekstAvgust13.pdf
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asked, or 56% of the discussion at these sessions was dedicated to questions, while the rest of the discus-

sion was dedicated to answers to MPs questions (44%) by Government representatives.

Graph 3.1 Type of speech - MPs questions (%)

Graph 4.  Type of discussion by political affiliation (%)

16 16 22

44 43 49
41 41

29

MPS QUESTION RESPONSE TO
MPS QUESTION

SUPPLEMENT
TO MP QUESTION

July - December 2021 January – July 2021 August – December 2020 

Parliamentary majority Opposition

28

57
43 35

65

31

6972

SPEECH REPLY PROCEDURALCOUNTER-REPLY

In terms of the type of discussion by the political affiliation of the speakers, one can note that most of the 

discussion was raised by the opposition, through their speeches (72%) regarding the topics on the agen-

da, while most of the replies were given by the parliamentary majority (57%). Most of the counter-replies 

were delivered by the opposition (65%). The majority of procedural remarks also came from the opposi-

tion(69%). The type of discussions and their duration is regulated by Articles 86 and 89 of the Rules of 

Procedure of the Assembly of the Republic of North Macedonia.



KUVENDI NËN THJERËZ: RAPORT NGA MONITORIMI I CILËSISË SË DEBATIT NË KUVEND
(KORRIK - DHJETOR 2021)
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Graph 5.  Level of argumentation in discussions (%)

NONE POOR ONE ARGUMENT TWO ARGUMENTS OVER TWO
ARGUMENTS

52

38
44 41

48 45

6
12 9

1 2 2 0.4 0.2 0.2

July - December 2021 January – July 2021 August – December 2020 

 LEVEL OF ARGUMENTATION

In 52% of the analyzed discussions, the partic-

ipants had no arguments, while in 41% of the 

discussions that were analyzed their argumen-

tation was poor; that is the speakers rationale 

for their positions was insufficient for it to be 

considered a complete argument. Unlike the 

previous period under observation, January – 

June 2021, this period is marked by a decrease 

of the level of argumentation by the discussion 

participants in the Assembly, since the num-

ber of arguments in the participants’ addresses 

dropped by 14%. There is also a 7% drop in the 

level of weak argumentation. In only 6% of the 

discussions under observation, the speakers 

used one argument to expand on their position, 

which is 6% less in comparison to the previous 

period. In 1% of the discussions, 2 arguments 

were used,, while in the discussions under observation the speakers used more than two arguments to 

suport their position in 6 instances, or in only 0,4% of the observed addresses.

Unlike the previously observed 
period January - June 
2021, this period generally 
notes a decline in the level 
of argumentation by the 
participants in the discussion 
in the Assembly, i.e. an 
increase in the percentage of 
speeches with no arguments 
by 14% compared to the 
previous period.
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Out of a total of 1688 speeches that were mon-

itored, 84% (1419) were given by MPs, while 

16% (269) were given by external participants, 

that is all speakers in the plenary and commit-

tee sessions that do not hold the status of MPs, 

but have the right to participate in the debate of 

the Assembly, such as the Prime Minister, the 

Ministers, representatives of regulatory bodies 

and agencies etc. If we analyze the degree of 

argumentation according to the type of speaker, 

the MPs use less arguments compared to the 

external participants in the discussion. On the 

other hand, virtually half of the discussions of 

the external participants are marked by weak ar-

gumentation, in comparison to 40% of the MP discussions. Broadly speaking, the degree of argumentation 

is poor in the discussions of both speaker categories, while the external participants have used 8% more 

arguments in their discussions compared to the MPs.

Graph 5.1 Level of argumentation of discussions according to type of participants
  in the discussion  (%)

55

38 40
49

4 1 20 0
11

MPs External participants

NONE POOR ONE ARGUMENT TWO ARGUMENTS OVER TWO
ARGUMENTS

In general, the level of 
argumentation is low in the 
discussions regarding both 
categories of speakers, MPs and 
external participants, with the 
external participants having used 
arguments in their discussions 
by 8% more than the MPs.

If the data is analyzed by political affiliation of MPs, 42% of the discussion led by the parliamentary 

majority MPs were poorly supported by arguments, while in 54% of the cases, no rationale could be 

identified regarding the topic of discussion at the session. In 3% of the discussions of the majority, one 

argument was identified, while in 1% of the discussion two arguments were used. The use of more than 

two arguments has not been noted. Compared to the degree of argumentation in the discussions in the 

previous period under observation, the degree of argumentation of the parliamentary majority is generally. 

Namely, unlike the period between January – June 2021, the parliamentary majority had no arguments in 

their discussions in 9% more cases. In addition, in the previous reporting period, an argument was identi-

PARLIAMENT WATCH: MONITORING REPORT ON THE DEBATE QUALITY IN THE PARLIAMENT
(JANUARY - JUNE 2021)
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Graph 6.  Level of argumentation of discussions by political affiliation (%)
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In terms of the discussion of the opposition MPs 
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the opposition there has been a 14% increase in the 
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of addresses with weak argumentation. In 5% of the cases, the opposition used one argument, which is a 

reduction of 6 percentage points in comparison to the previous period, while in 1% of their discussion they 

used two arguments, which is in line with the previous reporting period. The use of two or more arguments 

was noted only in the speech of one female MP.
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According to the methodology developed by the 

Institute for Democracy for observation of the 

discourse quality in the Assembly, ‘arguments’ 

are defined as a reasonable (elaborated) attempt 

to persuade the public to accept a certain point 

of view for a debatable thesis that is, the argu-

ment is the reason why the MPs support or op-

pose certain thesis. Argumented speech is the 

one that contains an assertion - the title of the 

argument, a sentence that asserts something; 

explanation - clarifying and linking the assertion 

and its essence, that is, decomposing and prob-

ing the essence of the argument and the case 

and evidence – with a note that the argument would be just an empty phrase if there is no valid and robust 

support with evidence. In order to disentangle and better identify the different elements of the arguments 

used during the discussion in the Assembly, a measurement is carried out since April 2021, using an 

additional tool in the questionnaire for monitoring the discourse quality, whether the MPs use facts from 

research, experience, documents and other relevant sources, as an essential part of the whole argument. 

In terms of the sessions of the MPs that were observed in the period between July - December 2021, in 

96% of the discussions that were observed, the MPs did not use research facts, experience, documents, 

and other relevant sources as part of their explanation of why they support or not a certain act. In only 4% 

of the discussions observed in this period the MPs usedfacts, which confirms the overall low degree of 

argumentation.

Graph 7.  Does the MP use facts from research, experience, documents and other
  relevant sources?  (%)

In only 4% of the observed 
discussions the MPs used 
research facts, experience, 
documents and other relevant 
sources as part of their 
explanation, which confirms 
the general low level of 
argumentation.
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 ACCOUNTABILITY   

In terms of how the MPs respond to arguments 

presented by other MPs, the result of the moni-

toring was that in only 7% of their speeches the 

MPs addressed the argument appropriately, that 

is the MP directly responded to the arguments that 

were initially addressed to him/her by another par-

ticipant at the session Furthermore, in 22% of the 

discussion, the MPs partially responded to the ar-

guments presented to them, and partially twisted 

or ignored them. In 9% of the cases the arguments 

were not ignored, but they were altered, while in 

21% of the cases the arguments of the other MPs 

were completely ignored. In 42% of the cases, 

there were no arguments or questions from oth-

er MPs, which indicates a low level of discussion 

in general. In comparison to the previous period 

under observation, January – June 2021, it is evident that the level of discussion on this issue remains 

relatively unchanged, except for the increase in the explicit ignoring of the arguments of other MPs by the 

MP on the speaker podium.

Compared to the previously 
observed period, January - 
June 2021, it can be noted 
that the level of discussion on 
this issue remains relatively 
unchanged, with the fact that in 
this period the MPs increased 
the level of explicit ignorance 
of the arguments of the other 
MPs on the podium.

Graph 8.  Accountability of MPs (%)
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Analyzed by the political affiliation of the MPs, the majority MPs adequately addressed the arguments in 

8% of the discussion. The same was noted in 6% of the opposition MPs’ discussions. 

In 21% of their discussion, the opposition MPs paretially responded to arguments and partially twistedor 

ignored them, while the majority MPs did the same in 24% of the discussion. The majority and the oppo-

sition did not ignore the arguments in 9% of the discussion, but they distorted them. The majority ignored 

the arguments of other participants in 24% of the discussion, while the opposition ignored the arguments 

of othersin 19% of their addresses.

In 36% of the discussions of the parliamentary majority and in 45% of the discussion of the opposition MPs, 

no arguments or questions were referred to other speakers, which may be responded to or addressed. 

Graph 9.  Accountability by political affiliation (%)
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 THE POWER OF A BETTER ARGUMENT 

In the discussions that were observed during 

this reporting period, 9 MPs changed their po-

sition because other MPshad better arguments 

for the topic on the agenda. Bearing in mind 

that this was a rarity in the previous periods un-

der observation, this result signifies a step for-

ward towards openness when it comes to the 

validity of the arguments of the other party. In 

52% of the discussion, no reference to the qual-

ity of argument of the other MPs was recorded, 

which is 6 percentage points more than in the 

previous period. In 3% of the discussions, the 

speakers did not change their views because the 

MPs had the same position and acknowledged 

the value of the arguments of their fellow party 

members. In addition, in 6% of the discussion 

MPs from various political options, did not change their positions but acknowledged the value of argu-

ments presented by their interlocutors from other political parties. In conclusion, there is no significant 

shift on this issue compared to the previous reporting period 

During this reporting period, in 
the monitored discussions, a 
change of position was noticed 
among 9 MPs due to better 
arguments of the interlocutors. 
This result indicates a positive 
bounce towards openness 
for the correctness of the 
arguments of the other party.

Graph 10. Power of a better argument of MPs (%)
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If one analyses the openness of the speakers to 

the arguments presented by other participants 

in the sessions by their political affiliation, it 

can be concluded that both sides focused more 

on presenting their positions. In 47% of the par-

liamentary majority discussions and in 55% of 

opposition discussions, the MPs did not address 

the arguments of others. Compared to the pre-

vious period (January – June 2021), this figure 

has increased by 7% in the parliamentary major-

ity and by 5% among the opposition on account 

of not recognizing the arguments of others

.

Change of views and acknowledging the value of arguments presented by the speakers from the other 

option was not present in 40% of the parliamentary majority discussions; similarly, to the opposition dis-

cussions (39%). In 5% of the discussions even though the parliamentary majority did not change views and 

kept the same position, they still recognized the value of arguments presented by others. The opposition 

responded similarly in 2% of their discussion.

Six parliamentary majority MPs and three opposition MPs changed their view due to the persuasiveness 

of the arguments of their interlocutors.

Six MPs from the majority and 
three MPs from the opposition 
changed their position 
due to the persuasiveness 
of the arguments of their 
interlocutors.

Graph 11. Power of a better argument by political affiliation (%)
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 REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF REPORTS FROM INDEPENDENT  
 AND REGULATORY BODIES  

Between July and December 2021, the review of 22 reports from independent and regulatory bodies sub-

mitted to the Assembly was monitored. There was no discussion regarding 15 reports at the plenary and 

committee sessions, as they were only presented by those who submitted the reports, while the MPs dis-

cussed 7 reports from independent and regulatory bodies in the committee and plenary sessions where 

the reports were subject to a certain level of scrutiny. Unlike the previous period, in this period the MPs did 

not participate actively in the discussion and review of a larger number of reports, which are extremely im-

portant to be reviewed in the Assembly, in order to increase the transparency in the work of the executive, 

but also to provide the citizens with better insight in the work of the independent and regulatory bodies.

Тable 1.  Reports from independent and regulatory bodies

1
2020 Annual Report on the Completed Audits and 
the Work of the State Audit Office

2 2020 Annual Report on the Work of the Post Agency

3
2020 Annual Report on the Work of the Agency for 
Regulating the Railway Sector

4
2020 Annual Report on the work of the State Com-
mission for Appeals in Public Procurements

5
2020 Annual Report on the Judicial Council of the 
Republic of North Macedonia

6
Annual Report of the Ombudsperson on the Degree 
to which Respect, Promotion and Protection of 
Human Liberties and Rights were Ensured in 2020

7
Report of the Public Prosecutor of the Republic 
of North Macedonia on the Special Investigative 
Measures in 2020

8
2019 Annual Report on the Work of the Agency for 
Regulating the Railway Sector

9
2020 Annual Report on the Work of the Macedonian 
Radio-Television Public Broadcasting Enterprise

10
2019 Annual Report on the work of the Securities 
and Exchange Commission of the Republic of North 
Macedonia

11
2020 Annual Report on the work of the Securities 
and Exchange Commission of the Republic of North 
Macedonia

12
2020 Annual Report on the work of the Agency for 
Supervision of Fully Funded Pension Insurance

13
2020 Annual Report on the work of the Agency for 
Supervision of Insurance

14
2020 Annual Report of the Insurance Supervision 
Agency on the Situation and Tendencies on the 
Insurance Market 

15
2020 Report on the work of the Agency for Audio 
and Audio-visual Media Services

16
2020 Report on the Work of the Agency for Elec-
tronic Communications

17
2020 Report on the Effectuation of the Annual 
Program for Operation and Development of the Civil 
Aviation Agency

18
2020 Financial Reports of the Agency for Supervi-
sion of Fully Funded Pension Insurance

19
2020 Financial Reports of the Agency for Supervi-
sion of Insurance

20
2019 Annual Report on the Work of the Commission 
for Protection of Competition

21
The proposal for a decision to approve the 2019 
Annual Report for the Work of the Agency for Regu-
lating the Railway Sector

22
The proposal for a decision to approve the 2020 Annu-
al Report for the Work of the Agency for Regulating the 
Railway Sector 

discussion took place discussion did not take place
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V. RESPECT, INTERRUPTIONS
AND LIMITATIONS

 ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE ARGUMENTS AND THE PERSONALITY 
OF THE MPS FROM ANOTHER POLITICAL PARTY 

Various forms of disrespect towards speakers 

and their arguments can have an adverse effect 

on the potentially orderly atmosphere, which is 

the foundation of a rational and argumentative 

debate. At the same time, it can also shift 

the course of discussion and divert the MPs 

focus to attacks and insults, which additionally 

creates a polarized setting and prevents any 

substantive discussion.

During this period, the arguments were 

respected in only 2% of the cases, while they 

were partially respected in 8% of the cases. 

Partial disrespect was demonstrated as well in 

8% of the discussion, while complete disrespect 

towards the arguments of the interlocutors was demonstrated in 5% of the discussion. Compared to the 

previous period under observation, January – June 2021, one may notice that the attitude towards 

the arguments of the MPs from the other political option remains relatively unchanged. In 77% of the 

discussions, the MPs MPs made no reference to the arguments of the others, which is an increase by 4 

percentage points compared to the previous period (73%). 

Compared to the previously 
observed period January - 
June 2021, it can be noted 
that the level of validity of the 
arguments of the MPs towards 
their colleagues from the 
other political camp, remains 
relatively the same.

Graph 12. Attitude towards the arguments of the MPs from another political party (%)

RESPECT PARTIAL
RESPECT 

PARTIAL
DISRESPECT 

DISRESPECT NO REFERENCE 

July – December  2021 January – June 2021

77 73

82 2 10 8 5 87



32

When it comes to the attitude of the MPs towards 

the personality of their colleagues from another 

political option, in 1% of the discussion there was 

respect, while in 21% there was partial respect. 

That means that the MPs did not refrain from 

inserting expressions of contempt or mild insults 

and attacks for the personality of their colleagues 

from opposing political options. This level of 

respect or partial respect marks a reduction of 7 

percentage points in comparison to the previous 

period under observation, January – June 2021. On the other hand, disrespect was noted in 2%, while 

partial disrespect in 8% of the discussions. In these cases, , the speaker’s complete disrespect for the 

personality of other MPs in their discussions is expressed - using offensive language.Compared to the 

previous period, the degree of partial or full disrespect towards the personality of the MPs from another 

party remains virtually the same. Nonetheless, there is a difference in the percentage of speeches in 

which the MPs do not refer at all to the personality of their colleagues from another party. Unlike the 

previous period, when in 62% of the discussion the MPs did not allude to the personality in any way, this 

was the case in 68% of the discussion during this reporting period. This increase of 6 percentage points 

to the fact that the MPs decided to aaddress the personality of the other speakers to a lesser degree in 

comparison to the previous period.

Graph 13. Attitude towards the personality of the MPs from another party (%)
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During this period, the MPs 
decided to pay less attention 
to the personality of the 
other speakers, compared to 
the previous period.
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Graph 14. Attitudes towards arguments and personality of MPs from other political party (%)

68 77

21
1 1 8 88 2 5

Attitude towards the personality of the MPs from another political party
Attitude towards arguments of the MPs from another political party

RESPECT PARTIAL
RESPECT 

PARTIAL
DISRESPECT 

DISRESPECT NO REFERENCE 

During this reporting period, 
the MPs referred more to 
the personal characteristics 
of the interlocutors, 
than to the substantive 
consideration of their 
arguments.

In the period July – December 2021, the MPs paid 

greater attention to the person of the interlocutor from 

the other political option rather than his/her arguments, 

which is in line with their established practice in the 

previous period, as well, that is between January 

and June 2021.  In 77% of their discussion, they did 

not express any attitude towards the interlocutors’ 

arguments, while they did not allude in any way to 

the personality of the other speaker in 68% of the 

discussion. This attitude is an indicator that the MPs, 

in the reporting period, refer more to the personal 

characteristics of the interlocutors rather than 

substantial consideration of their arguments.

V. RESPECT, INTERRUPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS
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 ATTITUDE TOWARDS ARGUMENTATION AND PERSONALITY BY 
POLITICAL AFFILIATION OF MPS

MPs of the parliamentary majority y made no ref-

erence to their interlocutors in 70% of their dis-

cussion, while in 14% of the cases they showed 

partial respect or respect. In 16% of the discus-

sion there was partial disrespect or disrespect 

towards the arguments of the opposition. The 

opposition MPs in 80% of their addresses made 

no reference, that is, had no attitude of respect 

or disrespect of the arguments presented by MPs 

of the parliamentary majority. They demonstrated 

partial disrespect or disrespect for the parliamen-

tary majority arguments in 14% of their discus-

sions, and showed partial respect or respect in 

6% of their discussion.

The MPs from both 
the majority and the 
opposition, in most of their 
discussions did not address 
the arguments of their 
interlocutors.

Graph 15. Attitude towards argumentation and personality by political affiliation of MPs (%)
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The MPs from the majority, 
in 9% of their discussions 
expressed disrespect or 
partial disrespect towards the 
personality of their colleagues, 
while opposition MPs did so in 
13% of their discussions.

Grafiku 16. Attitude towards argumentation and personality by political affiliation of MPs (%)
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In terms of the attitude towards the other MPs, in 

the speeches of the parliamentary majority MPs, 

respect was shown in less than 1% (0.4%), in 22% 

of their discussions there was partial respect, in 

7% of their discussions partial disrespect, and in 

2% of their discussions disrespect. In 69% of the 

discussions, the parliamentary majority MPs did 

not refer to the personality of the other MPs. The 

attitude of the opposition MPs towards the per-

sonality of their colleagues from the other po-

litical option is relatively similar. Thus, they too 

showed respect in less than 1% of the addresses 

(0.3%) and in 18% of the discussions that were analyzed they showed partial respect. In 10% of the dis-

cussions they showed partial disrespect and in 3% of the discussions complete disrespect. In 69% of their 

discussions they did not refer to the personality of the MPs from the other political parties.8

8 Since the decimal numbers were rounded, in the sum of the percentages there is a deviation of 
0.4 percentage points (100.4%), that is 0.3 percentage points (100.3%) in the government and the 
opposition respectively.
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 ATTITUDE TOWARDS ARGUMENTS OF EXTERNAL 
PARTICIPANTS

In this period, the parliamentary majority MPs 

showed respect towards the arguments of the 

external participants in 12% of their discussions, 

and they showed partial respect also in 12% of 

the discussions. The parliamentary majority MPs 

did not show disrespect towards the external par-

ticipants in their discussion, while in 76% of the 

cases they made no reference to their arguments. 

Unlike the parliamentary majority MPs, the op-

position showed respect towards the arguments 

of the external participants in only 2% of the discussions, while they were partially respectful in 6% of 

their discussions. Partial disrespect was shown in 13% of the discussions, while disrespect towards the 

arguments of the external participants was shown in 5% of the discussions. In 74% of their discussions, 

the opposition MPs did not refer to the arguments of the external participants in the discussions.

The MPs from the majority 
expressed more respect for 
the arguments of external 
participants (24%), compared to 
opposition MPs (8%).

Graph 17. Attitude towards the arguments of external participants (%)
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Graph 18. Attitude towards personality of the external participants (%)
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When it comes to the attitude of the MPs towards 

the personality of the external participants, the 

parliamentary majority MPs had no references 

in 75% of the discussions; in 3% of the discus-

sions there was respect, while in 22% of the 

discussions there was partial respect. In their 

discussions, the parliamentary majority MPs did 

not show disrespect towards the personality of 

the external participants. On the other hand, the 

opposition MPs did not show complete respect 

towards the external participants in their dis-

cussions, while in 14% of the discussions they 

showed partial respect - that means that the MPs 

MPs did not resist to insert mocking or slightly 

offensive expressions in the discussions and to 

attacks the personality of external participants.   

In 10% of the discussion partial disrespect was noted, while in 4% of their discussion there was disrespect 

– in these cases, the speakers expressed complete disrespect in their discussions for the personality of 

the external participants - using offensive language. Opposition MPs did not express any attitude towards 

the personality of the external participants in 72% of their discussions.

The MPs from the majority 
expressed respect or partial 
respect for the personality of 
external participants in 25% 
of their discussion. On the 
other hand, the MPs from the 
opposition did not express full 
respect at all, while in 14% of 
the discussion they expressed 
partial respect.

V. RESPECT, INTERRUPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS



38

During this and previous reporting periods, MPs rarely 

used stories, anecdotal details, or testimonies in their 

discussion. Such elements were noted in 3% of all dis-

cussions.

There were interruptions in the discussions by other 

MPs in only 1% of the speeches. The interruptions last-

ed 10 seconds at most most often caused by shouting 

at the speakers by MPs who have not been given a floor at that moment. In 9 discussions (0.5%) the speak-

er was prevented from speaking, out of which in 4 speeches (0.2%) the speakers indicated that they were 

being prevented from speaking, while in 5 speeches (0.3%) there was a passive obstruction of the speakers.

MPs are free and 
unrestricted in expressing 
their views on the podium.

VI.
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VI. MARGINALIZED GROUPS
IN THE ASSEMBLY 

Within the monitoring of the discourse quality 

in the Assembly, the analysis also includes the 

marginalized groups and to what extent MPs in 

their speeches refer to their needs and rights. 

In the period between July – December 2021, 

MPs in 86.8% of their speeches failed to refer 

to the rights and needs of marginalized groups. 

One can notice that MPs fail to address the 

rights and needs of marginalized groups in their 

speeches unless the discussion refers to a spe-

cific law or topic on the agenda concerning their 

rights. One has to be aware that many laws have 

various impacts on various groups of citizens; therefore, all aspects need to be considered. In the discus-

sions that were observed in this period, the groups that are included in the discussion the most, albeit still 

by a small percentage, are young people (5.6%), people with disabilities (2.7%) and women (2.7%), while 

single parents and members of theLGBTI+ community were not included at all.

Marginalized groups Speeches (%) Speeches
(number)

People with disabilities 2.7 45
Social welfare beneficiaries 1.8 30
Unemployed people 0.3 5
Elderly people 0.2 3
Roma 0.2 4
Single parents 0 0
LGBTI + 0 0
Women 2.6 44
Citizens in rural areas 1.1 19
Young people 5.6 95
Other 1.8 31
None 86.8 1456

Тable 2.

For the most part, MPs do 
not address the rights of 
marginalized groups, unless 
a specific law or agenda 
item related to their rights is 
specifically discussed.
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VII. DEMOGRAFIA E
FOLËSVE

The demographic structure of the speakers, in terms 

of ethnicity, sex, education and constituency remains 

relatively the same in comparison to the previous pe-

riod of January – June 2021. During the monitoring 

period, one can note that the participation of women 

in the discussion is 43%, but remains on the same 

level as in the period between January – June 2021, 

which is the highest participation compared to previ-

ous monitoring periods.
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The participation of women 
in the discussion is high at 
43%, which is the highest 
participation compared to 
previous observed periods.

Graph 19. Demographic structure of speakers (%)
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VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS

The discourse culture of the MP in our Assembly, corroborated by clear and solid arguments used to direct-

ly support the advocated position, is at a relatively low level. The reports of the Institute for Democracy 

on the discourse quality in the current composition of the Assembly (elected in July 2020), indicate that 

many of the discussions in the Assembly were poorly argumented In other words, most of the positions 

that the MPs represented in the Assembly were not based on evidence, and no appropriate elaborations 

were provided for those positions.This is also the attitude of the citizens, the majority of which said that 

there is a low level of argumentation in the speeches of MPs, assessing that they rarely or never use argu-

ments in their speeches.9  

For these reasons, it is necessary to increase the discourse quality and the level of argumentation in the 

speeches of the MPs in the Assembly. This section of the report on the debate quality includes several 

recommendations and tools that are available to the MPs to achieve a higher level of quality of debate. 

Increasing the information and knowledge on the topics discussed and improving the debating and ora-

tory skills of the MPs can significantly contribute to a better debate in the Assembly. The Parliamentary 

Institute (PI) and the Parliamentary Budget Office (PBO) which operate under the Assembly offer services 

that may be helpful in addressing these needs of the MPs. Namely, the PI and the PBO carry out research 

on topics of interest for the MPs, while PI also offers education and training in specific areas. For these 

reasons, the services of the PI and the PBO must be used to a greater extent and more effectively. 

The Assembly should be involved in the process of Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA), which would 

significantly increase the quality and argumentation of the discussions. The RIA contributes to improving 

the quality of regulation decision-making process, providing information on the effects and ramifications of 

the new regulatory measures, and assesses and monitors the existing regulation. This tool is used by the 

Government as the entity that proposes most of the laws in the country, but not by the Assembly. Due to 

these reasons, the Assembly has assumed the role of the evaluator of the government proposals, but it is 

generally inconsistent in this role, as the argumentation of the MPs is insufficiently focused on the content 

of the proposed regulation or the discussion lacks argumentation.10 Thus, if the Assembly was to apply the 

RIA and if the MPs were to actively practice RIA, as those that propose laws, there would be a discussion 

with more argumentation and it would enable for more informed decisionsto be made.11 

9 Vlerat mesatare për periudhën 2020 - 2021, të fituara nga raportet: “Rezultatet e anketës në terren 
për perceptimet e qytetarëve për punën e Kuvendit” (2020) IDSCS. “Rezultatet nga anketa në terren 
mbi perceptimet e qytetarëve për punën e Kuvendit“ (2021) IDSCS

10  Dimeski, Jane, «Debati i Hendekut - Analiza e Cilësisë së Diskutimit në Kuvend qershor 2014 - maj 
2015», IDSCS, (2015), në dispozicion në<https://idscs.org.mk/wp-content/uploads/2009/08/
rovovska-debata-mk.pdf> 

11 Bliznakovski, Jovan «Praktikat e mira krahasuese për zbatimin e VNR dhe mundësi për zbatimin e 
tyre në Maqedoni», IDSCS, (2017), në dispozicion në: <https://idscs.org.mk/wp-content/uploads/>

https://idscs.org.mk/wp-content/uploads/2009/08/rovovska-debata-mk.pdf
https://idscs.org.mk/wp-content/uploads/2009/08/rovovska-debata-mk.pdf
https://idscs.org.mk/wp-content/uploads/
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MPs should be careful when using the shortened procedure and the procedure for reviewing draft laws 

with the European flag, and such use should be minimal. The shortened and urgent procedure reduces 

the time for discussion, provides less time for discussion, and in some cases, voting without discussion.

The discussion in the Assembly is limited even for draft-laws bearing the European flag, which signifies 

that the specific law is to be harmonized with the European Union acquis.12 The abuse of these mech-

anisms limits the debate among MPs, negatively affects its quality, denies MPs the right to speak, and 

deprives them of making informed decisions. Such abuse inevitably results in hasty and inadequate legal 

solutions.

It is essential to upgrade the expertise and understanding of the MPs on the impact of the laws on the 

lives of different groups of citizens. That can be partially achieved by making use of the analyses of the 

Parliamentary Institute (PI) and the Parliamentary Budget Office (PBO). In addition, they should also look 

up the Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) reports drafted by the Government and consult with expe-

rienced parliamentary officials, citizens and the NGO sector on the impact of the laws. An added value 

during the debate is the use of examples from experience, concerns or the interests of the voters (office for 

communication with citizens, personal stories, media stories, local businesses), as well as from respond-

ing to and adequately dealing with sexist or discriminatory remarks or speech in the Assembly. 

MPs, in addition to the expertise of the PI and PBO, have other tools at their disposal as well that can 

help them strengthen their capacity to review and discuss laws, including training offered by the Par-

liament Support Program (PSP), which is supported d by the Swiss Agency for Development and Coop-

eration (SDC).This program provides the MPs with training on policy analysis and harmonization with EU 

legislation, training on regulatory impact assessment (RIA), impact on gender equality and budgetary im-

plications of laws, RIA simulations for the parliamentary services and the parliamentary channel, support 

for Assembly for inclusion of RIA for the proposed laws, as well as strengthening of knowledge and skills 

for conducting argumented debate, including skills for public speaking and cooperation with the media.

Finally, a calendar of sessions needs to be introduced following the example set by Parliaments in West-

ern Europe. The calendar of sessions would enable for predictability of the work of the Assembly, and 

it would enable for greater preparation time for MPs with regard to the planning of the agenda. If MPs 

would have more time to prepare along with a more predictable schedule, they would be able to acquire 

sufficient information on draft laws, the amendments and additions to the laws, the reports of the regula-

tory and independent bodies and on the other acts in the Assembly in due time. The predictability of the 

sessions would enable for high quality and well-argued debate. 

 

12 Dimitrievski, Dejan «Miratimi i ligjit me procedurë të shkurtuar ose urgjente» Instituti Parlamentar, 
(2017) në dispozicion në: <https://www.sobranie.mk/content/PI/> 
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https://www.sobranie.mk/content/PI/
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Table 1.

Table 2.

IX. ANNEX 1– DISCOURSE
QUALITY INDEX

Index of Discourse Quality is a composite index. It is composed of several indicators, deriving from the 

monitoring of debates. The Index is generated through several phases, and the last phase is a sum of all 

weighted values of individual indicators. The Index includes the following:

Name Scale Share in the final 
sum (%)

Level of argumentation [-1:1] 20
Scope of argumentation [-1:1] 5
Accountability [-1:1] 20
Power of better argument [-1:1] 20
Attitude towards participants from another party [-1:1] 10
Attitude towards the arguments of the participants from anoth-
er political party [-1:1] 10

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

Level of argumentation Scores

More than 2 arguments 4
2 arguments 3
1 argument 2
Weak 0
None -2

Scope of explanation Scores

Abstract principles 2
Common good 2
Other groups 1
Own group 1
Neutral 0

For indexing purposes, each indicator is assigned a score for individual categories Scoring is presented in 

the table below:

PARLIAMENT WATCH: MONITORING REPORT ON THE DEBATE QUALITY IN THE PARLIAMENT
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Accountability Scores

Properly addressed arguments 2

Partially ignores, twists, addresses 
the arguments 1

No addressed arguments or ques-
tions from another speaker 0

Ignores arguments -1

Does not ignore, but twists the 
argument -2

Power of better argument Scores

Change due to arguments 5

No change, with different position, 
acknowledges arguments 3

No change, keeps the position, 
acknowledges arguments 1

No change, no acknowledgement 
of arguments 0

Change, not deriving from argu-
ments 0

No reference 0

Attitude towards participants from 
another political party Scores

Explicit respect 2

Respect 2
Partial respect 1
No reference 0
Partial disrespect -1

Disrespect -2

Attitude towards arguments pre-
sented by another political party Scores

Explicit respect 2

Respect 2
Partial respect 1
No reference 0
Partial disrespect -1

Disrespect -2

Limitations Scores

None 0

Passive obstruction -1
Yes, the speaker indicates the 
obstructions -1

Physical interruption -2

Interruptions Scores

No interruption 0

With interruptions -1

Attitude towards external partici-
pants Scores

Explicit respect 2

Respect 2
Partial respect 1
No reference 0
Partial disrespect -1

Disrespect -2

Attitude towards arguments pre-
sented by external participants Scores

Explicit respect 2

Respect 2
Partial respect 1
No reference 0
Partial disrespect -1

Disrespect -2

XI. ANNEX 1– DISCOURSE QUALITY INDEX
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For all indicators except for interruption and limitation, because in these two indicators the absolute value 

of the lowest possible grade 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 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

These calculations and transformations are made for each speech individually and the report transmits 

the arithmetic mean of all speeches from the observed period.

PARLIAMENT WATCH: MONITORING REPORT ON THE DEBATE QUALITY IN THE PARLIAMENT
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Each of these indicators was linearly transformed into sub-indices on a scale of -1 to 1, taking into account 

the transformationso that the original score did not lose the positive or negative sign. Hence, the universal 

transformation formula is:
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