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1. Introduction_

Political control and oversight of the Government 

and other public office holders is a constitutionally 

stipulated function of the Assembly. To perform 

this function, oversight hearing is one mechanism 

to control the work of the Government, i.e.  

implementation of adopted laws and performance of 

officials and officers in the Government in executing 

legislative mandates.¹ Oversight hearings provide 

the MPs with information and expert opinions 

about the work of the executive branch and state 

administration bodies. Even though this tool can 

provide the Assembly with relevant information about 

the work of the executive branch, it is still rarely used 

in practice. 

On 13 November 2020, the Assembly of Republic 

of North Macedonia held an oversight hearing to 

deliberate the reasons and implemented 

laws in the procedure that led to the 

bankruptcy of Eurostandard Bank, as well 

as the enforcement of laws by competent 

institutions. Based on the Discourse Quality 

Index², the Institute for Democracy monitored 

the discourse quality during the oversight 

hearing, and assessed the positions that 

were taken and presented as well as the 

displayed behaviour by the participants in 

the discussion. This analysis entails the 

results of the monitoring. First, it focuses on 

how oversight hearings are regulated in the 

Assembly of North Macedonia, followed by 

analysis of the discourse quality, behaviour 

of debate participants and how the debate 

developed throughout the oversight hearing.

1  NDI, The Public Hearing Process, A Guide for members of Parliament and Parliamentary Staff] (2011). Available at: 
https://www.ndi.org/sites/default/files/Service_and_Accountability-MAK.pdf

2  Adjusted DQI,  based on the instrument for assessment of overall parliamentary discourse quality, developed by 
Steenbergen; Steenbergen, Marco R., et al. "Measuring political deliberation: A discourse quality index." Comparative 
European Politics 1.1 (2003).



2. Regulations about 
oversight hearings in Republic 
of North Macedonia_

Oversight hearing is organized and held by a working 

body of the Assembly. It brings together authorised 

representatives of the Government, state authorities 

and individuals who can provide relevant information 

about the subject-matter of discussion.  They are 

duly invited by the Assembly, i.e. by the chairperson 

of the respective working body and are bound to 

respond to the invitation for the oversight hearing.³ 

To organize an oversight hearing, an initiative may 

be filed by a member of the respective working 

body or an oversight hearing may take place if 15 

MPs request a public hearing in writing through 

the President of the Assembly to the chairperson 

of the respective working body, whereby the 

chairperson of the respective working body is 

bound to convene the hearing. At the oversight 

hearing, invited persons are first given the floor 

to present their opinion, i.e. elaborate the subject-

matter, which is then followed by MPs questioning, 

limited to the topic of discussion, of the authorized 

representatives. Questions raised by MPs must 

be answered. The respective working body, 

after the oversight hearing, submits a report on 

the conducted oversight hearing along with all 

relevant substantial statements and may also draft 

proposal for conclusions which can be submitted 

to the Government.

2

3  Law on the Assembly of Republic of Macedonia], Available at: https://www.sobranie.mk/content/Zakon%20za%20
Sobranie/ZAKON%20ZA%20SOBRANIETO%20NA%20RM.pdf 
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3. Oversight hearing for the case of 
Eurostandard Bank_

4 National Bank of the Republic of North Macedonia. “Information about natural persons and legal entities, customers 
of Eurostandard Bank SC Skopje“ (2020). Available at: https://www.nbrm.mk/ns-newsarticle-soopstenie-nb-
fod-12082020-2.nspx

5 Following the trace of money – what is true about the bankruptcy of Eurostandard Bank] (2020). Available at: https://
www.dw.com/по-трагата-на-парите-која-е-вистината-за-пропаѓањето-на-еуростандард-банка/a-55597101

6 Mitrovska, S. MIA. „I will seek justice in the case of Eurostandard Bank outside of the country“. (2020). Available at: 
https://mia.mk/kostovski-pravdata-za-stecha-ot-na-eurostandard-banka-e-a-baram-nadvor-od-zem-ata/

3

3.1. Bankruptcy of Eurostandard Bank

In August 2020, the National Bank of the Republic 

of North Macedonia took a decision4 to revoke 

the work permit for Eurostandard Bank SC Skopje 

and appointed a bankruptcy trustee, thus opening 

bankruptcy proceedings. The reasons that led to 

this decision referred to non-compliance with the 

requirements for operating a bank, as stated in 

the rationale provided by the National Bank’. The 

Governor of the National Bank of the Republic of 

North Macedonia stated that prior to the withdrawal 

of the work permit, all possibilities and measures 

were exhausted to prevent the bankruptcy of the 

bank, however, the measures did not take effect.5

The closure of Eurostandard Bank resulted in leaving 

the bank customers, both natural persons and legal 

entities, without their bank accounts and 

saving deposits. On the other hand, taken 

loans by natural persons and legal entities 

also remained unsettled. This decision ensued 

negative comments by bank customers. 

Citizens who suffered loss were unpleasantly 

overtaken by the whole situation and asked for 

clarification of the case.  Apart from the bank 

clients, the closure of the bank also affected 

the biggest shareholder of the bank, Trifun 

Kostovski, who stated that the bank closure 

is “unfair and unacceptable.“6  A number of 

issues and dilemmas emerged about the bank 

closure, in particular, whether the bankruptcy 

procedure could have been prevented 

and whether the NBRNM availed all the 

mechanisms, given that the case was followed 

up by daily political accusations between the 

Government and the opposition.
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7  Assembly of R.N. Macedonia. “Oversight hearing for Eurostandard Bank“ (2020). Available at: https://www.sobranie.mk/2020-
2024-aktivnosti-ns_article-nadzorna-rasprava-na-komisijata-za-finansiranje-i-budzet-za-eurostandard-banka.nspx

3.2. Oversight hearing on the topic: 
”Establishing the cause and enforcement 
of laws in the procedure that led to the 
bankruptcy of Eurostandard Bank SC 
Skopje’’

On 13 November 2020, the Committee on financing 

and budget of the Assembly of North Macedonia, 

held the oversight hearing on the topic “Establishing 

the cause and enforcement of laws that led to the 

bankruptcy of Eurostandard Bank SC Skopje.“ The 

oversight hearing aimed to provide specific and 

relevant information, as well as expert opinion on 

how policies and laws were implemented in the 

respective case; to establish the reasons that led 

to the bank bankruptcy; and to draw appropriate 

conclusions. Further, this oversight hearing was 

deemed important to preserve the monetary and 

financial stability in the country and safeguard 

the stability, safety and functioning of the banking 

system, but also, to deliberate how to prevent such 

and similar events in future.

In addition to the members of the Committee on 

financing and budget and other MPs, external 

participants were also invited to the oversight 

hearing to testify and respond to MPs questioning. 

The Governor of the National Bank, Anita 

Angelovska-Bezovska; State Public Prosecutor, 

Ljubomir Joveski;  Minister of finance, Fatmir 

Besimi; Director of the Financial Police Office, Arafat 

Muaremi; Director of the Financial Intelligence 

Unit, Blazo Trendafilov; Academician Abdulmenaf 

Bedzeti; Professor and member of DBNM, 

Nikola Popovski; Professor and member of the 

Macedonian banking association, Gligor Bishev; 

majority shareholder at Eurostandard Bank, Trifun 

Kostovski and Olivera Klincarova member of the 

initiative board of the Association of damaged 

natural persons and legal entities “Justice for 

savers” took the role to testify as witnesses during 

the oversight hearing.“7 Of all invited persons, only 

the appointed bankruptcy trustee of Eurostandard 

Bank SC Skopje, Dushko Todevski, did not attend 

the oversight hearing and failed to provide an 

appropriate justification. 

After the oversight hearing, the Committee on 

financing and budget will schedule a follow-up 

oversight hearing to review the statements of 

all invited witnesses and answers provided by 

witnesses in writing, as well as any additionally 

provided materials and information by relevant 

institutions. At the follow-up oversight hearing, 

conclusions will be drawn and decision will be taken 

about further adoption of conclusions.
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3.3. Analysis of discourse quality  

Invited witnesses made opening statements about 

the case and then were questioned by MPs. Total 

of 56 participants took part in the discussion. The 

number of witnesses in the discussion equalled the 

number of MPs, that is, 25 external representatives 

in the capacity of witnesses and 26 MPs. The speech 

of the participants was neither limited or interrupted 

throughout the oversight hearing. In respect of the 

gender of discussion participants, 18% were women 

and 82% were men.

Quality of the discourse in the Assembly: Oversight hearing on the case of Eurostandard bank
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Level of discourse 
argumentation  
_

In respect of the level of discourse argumentation 

used by the speakers at the oversight hearing, 

the analysis of the MPs and witnesses’ discourse 

reveals a prevailing poor argumentation which 

accounts for 82%. Major part of the MPs questioning 

was either a thesis or addressing accusations to the 

witnesses. The answers mainly lacked arguments 

and detailed explanation. Hence, the speakers failed 

to justify their positions and thesis which is 

not sufficient to be considered a full argument, 

whereas 16% of the speeches used no 

arguments, that is, the speakers’ justification 

was not backed up with facts in order to be 

considered as argumentative discussion. 

Appropriate argumentation was noted only in 

2% of the speeches.

Graph No 1. Poor argumentative discussion

[Level of discourse argumentation (%)
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Scope of justification
_

The biggest percentage, i.e. 57% of the public hearing 

speakers, in their address or in the content of their 

justification, advocated for the interest of a group to 

which they do not belong, or specifically, advocated 

for persons who are directly affected by the bank 

closure, such as bank customers, natural persons and 

legal entities, bank savers, employees, etc.

16% of the speeches were noted as neutral or 

as having a neutral benefit,  whereas 15% of the 

Graph No 2. Biggest advocating for the interests of the most affected parties during the discussion (bank 
customers, natural persons and legal entities, bank savers, staff etc.)

Scope of justification

speeches entailed advocating for a group 

to which the speakers personally belong or 

advocate for personal interests, that is, as 

noted in the address of the biggest shareholder 

of the bank and one MP who is personally 

affected by the bank closure due to the reason 

that his political party is a customer of the 

bank as legal entity, whereas the lowest 

percentage, i.e. only  13% of the speeches 

addressed the common good.

Common good Other groups Own group Neutral
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Considering the response of MPs on addressed 

arguments by other speakers, it turns out that in 

55% of the discussions there were no arguments 

or questions referred by another interlocutor. This 

is mainly because most of the analysed speeches 

during the public hearing entail the MPs questioning, 

that is, two or three consecutive statements by 

referring questions to the external participants.  

The speakers addressed the arguments of 

other participants in 21% of the discussion, and 

similarly, in 20% of the speeches, the arguments 

were partially ignored, twisted or addressed, and 

only in 4% of the cases the arguments were not 

ignored, but twisted.

Graph No 3. Speakers appropriately addressed the arguments of other interlocutors in 21% of the 
discussions  

Responsibility (%)
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In 71% of the discussions, no reference was made 

about the quality of arguments of other speakers, 

because of the reason that they were questioning 

the invited witnesses individually for their respective 

field of expertise and did not link them with other 

arguments in the discussion. Only a few of them 

would address other arguments and positions, 

Graph No 4. Speakers did not address the arguments of other speakers in most of the discussion
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hence, in 27% of the discussions the speakers did 

not change their position. Finally, one could note 

that the participants did not change their position 

only in 2% of the discussions for the reason of 

being members of the same political party, so they 

acknowledged the arguments of other speakers, that 

is, fellow party members.
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Having external participants is an essential 

element of an oversight hearing as their presence 

is important to hold the hearing and enable them to 

state their views. This oversight hearing was held 

in an appropriate atmosphere, without interruptions 

and restrictions and with ensured attendance by all 

invited external participants or witnesses, except 

for one.

In respect of the attitude shown by MPs to external 

participants, one can note that it is a reflection 

of the MPs parliamentary culture. In 50% of their 

speeches, MPs did not make reference to any 

of the attending external representatives at the 

oversight hearing and failed to show an attitude 

towards them in their statements. In 41% of the 

MPs speeches, they showed partial respect to 

external participants or at least, any attitude 

towards them. In only 7% of the discussions, MPs 

unequivocally showed respect in their address 

to the external participants, which is indicative of 

relatively low level of debating culture. Whereas in 

2% of the discussions one could note only partial 

disrespect for the external participants, that is, 

MPs partially expressed their disrespect during 

the questioning.

Graph No 5. MPs showed no attitude towards the personalities of external participants in the discussion
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In general, poor argumentation prevailed in the 

discussion during the oversight hearing, both by 

MPs and external participants. With regard to the 

attitude shown by MPs about stated arguments, 

high percentage, i.e. 89% of the discussion was 

held without MPs making any reference to the 

Graph No 6. For most of the discussion, MPs did not develop attitude towards the external participants’ 
argumentation
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argumentation of external participants. In 5% of 

their speeches, MPs showed partial disrespect, 

and a lower percentage of 4% is noted about their 

partial respect 4%. Similarly, respect for the external 

participants’ argumentation was noted only in 2% of 

the discussion.
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4. Conclusion
_

In general, the oversight hearing on the topic 

“Establishing the cause and enforcement of 

laws in the procedure that led to bankruptcy 

of Eurostandard Bank SC Skopje’’ was held in 

appropriate atmosphere, without interruptions and 

restrictions, and with ensured attendance by all 

invited external participants, except for one. Оn the 

other hand, the quality of participants’ discourse 

is assessed as poor. Most of the MPs questioning 

was done in the form of thesis or accusations for the 

external participants, followed up by answers with 

poor argumentation by the invited witnesses and no 

detailed explanation. Participants in the discussion, 

in general, poorly supported their statements with 

arguments.

In their statements, most of the participants 

advocated for the interests of people mostly affected 

by the case, i.e. bank customers – natural persons 

and legal entities, employees etc. In the biggest 

part of the oversight hearing, no reference was 

made to arguments or questions raised by 

other speakers, and in other cases, the attitude 

shown was almost equally divided, that is 21% 

were appropriately addressed, whereas partial 

ignoring, twisting or addressing the arguments 

was noted in 20% of the discussions. In over 

two thirds of the participants’ discussions, no 

reference was made to the quality of arguments 

given by other speakers, whereas participants 

did not change their positions and did not 

acknowledge the arguments of other speakers 

in 27% of the discussions. With regard to the 

attitudes shown by MPs for the personality of 

external participants, one may conclude that half 

of them did not address the external participants, 

whereas 48% demonstrated partial or complete 

respect for their personality. 

11 Policy brief No. 57/2020



5. Recommendations
_

To improve the quality and importance of 

oversight hearings, as tool of the Assembly to 

oversee the executive branch, there is need to 

undertake legislative changes about several 

segments. One of the changes should provide for 

regular use of this oversight mechanisms, along 

with adoption of an annual plan for oversight 

hearings.

Further, changes will be required to ensure 

mandatory attendance of invited witnesses at the 

hearings, along with sanctioning for any failure to 

provide appropriate justification for absence. That 

would guarantee that all involved parties testify 

in the specific cases, which would be conducive to 

informed conclusions of the Assembly and taking 

appropriate action.

There is also need for enhanced quality of discourse 

and level of argumentation on the part of MPs. It 

can be achieved by ensuring more information and 

knowledge about the topics of discussion as well 

as improved debating and public speaking skills of 

MPs. The Parliamentary Institute (PI), functioning 

as part of the Assembly, provides services which 

may address the needs of MPs, and accordingly, 

MPs should be required to more efficiently and 

effectively utilize the PI services. 

12Quality of the discourse in the Assembly: Oversight hearing on the case of Eurostandard bank
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