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Abstract

Understanding how policy is debated and justified in par-
liament is a fundamental aspect of the democratic process.
However, the volume and complexity of such debates mean
that outside audiences struggle to engage. Meanwhile, Large
Language Models (LLMs) have been shown to enable auto-
mated summarisation at scale. While summaries of debates
can make parliamentary procedures more accessible, evalu-
ating whether these summaries faithfully communicate argu-
mentative content remains challenging. Existing automated
summarisation metrics have been shown to correlate poorly
with human judgements of consistency (i.e., faithfulness or
alignment between summary and source). In this work, we
propose a formal framework for evaluating parliamentary de-
bate summaries that grounds argument structures in the con-
tested proposals up for debate. Our novel approach, driven
by computational argumentation, focuses the evaluation on
argumentative metrics concerning the faithful preservation of
the reasoning presented to justify or oppose policy outcomes.
We demonstrate our methods using debates from the Euro-
pean Parliament and associated LLM-driven summaries.

1 Introduction

Parliamentary debates generate extensive content that must
be made comprehensible to citizens, researchers, and poli-
cymakers. Debate summaries can make the policy-making
process more accessible to those who might not engage with
parliamentary activity otherwise (Tsfati 2003), and more un-
derstandable for those who do engage (Hwang et al. 2007).
Automated summarisation methods are routinely applied to
this task (Cunningham, Cross, and Greene 2025), and the
introduction of modern Large Language Models (LLMs)
has meant that convincing summaries can be generated at
scale. However, key challenges remain in evaluating these
summarisation methods, particularly assessing faithfulness
— sometimes referred to as “factual consistency” (Fabbri et
al. 2021). Human evaluations of LLM-driven summaries of
argumentative texts have found that they “lack in dimen-
sions that require logical understanding” (Li et al. 2024).
This is problematic when LLMs are placed between citi-
zens and their representatives. Since such evaluations are
not scalable, many studies rely instead on automated mea-
sures of lexical overlap or semantic similarity (Li et al. 2024;
Roush et al. 2024). These methods often correlate poorly
with human judgments of factual consistency (KryScifiski et

al. 2019). In this paper, we show how formal argumentation
frameworks (Baroni et al. 2018) can can help to remedy this
issue by providing a structured, interpretable basis for as-
sessing the faithfulness of debate summaries, following ex-
isting work in this area (Hautli-Janisz et al. 2022).

We propose an argumentation framework (see §3) to rep-
resent the arguments made by politicians to oppose or justify
specific policy outcomes; i.e., the key provisions contested
in the debate. This serves two purposes. Firstly, it focuses
summary evaluations on outcomes, because promoting par-
liamentary transparency and democratic participation neces-
sitates summaries that faithfully communicate the reason-
ing presented to justify or undermine these outcomes. Sec-
ondly, these root proposals provide the shared anchor points
for aligning argumentation frameworks from source debates
with those extracted from their summaries. Following this
alignment, we evaluate the faithfulness of a debate summary
on the basis of five argumentative metrics introduced in §3.

We ground this evaluation setting with a case-study of de-
bates (and associated LLM-driven summaries) from the Eu-
ropean Parliament (EP), which provides a proof-of-concept
of our approach. Firstly, to demonstrate how these frame-
works can be constructed at scale, in §4.1 we benchmark
state-of-the-art argument mining methods on an annotated
dataset of arguments from EP debates. Secondly, in §4.2,
we apply our methods (alongside established metrics from
Natural Language Processing (NLP) to a sample of debates
to show how our proposed metrics can provide a formal and
interpretable basis for evaluating debate summaries.

2 Preliminaries

A quantitative bipolar argumentation framework (QBAF)
(Amgoud and Ben-Naim 2018; Baroni, Rago, and Toni
2018) is a quadruple (X, A,S,7) where: X is a finite set
of arguments; A C X x X is a binary relation of (direct) at-
tack; S C X x X is a binary relation of (direct) support; A
and S are disjoint; and 7 : X — [0, 1] gives the base score of
an argument. For the remainder of this section we assume as
given a generic QBAF Q = (X, A, S, 7). For any argument
z; € X, we denote A(z;) = {z; € X|(x;,x;) € A} asx;’s
attackers and S(z;) = {x; € X|(z;,z;) € S} as x;’s sup-
porters. Arguments may be assigned strengths representing
their acceptability by means of a gradual semantics o, such
that for z; € X, 0(Q,x;) € [0,1] is calculated by start-
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ing from its initial strength (i.e., its base score), which is
then recursively increased towards 1 or decreased towards
0 based on the strengths of its attackers or supporters, re-
spectively. Such gradual semantics satisfy properties that
are intuitive for representing debates (de Tarlé, Bonzon, and
Maudet 2022; Rago, Li, and Toni 2023). We use the DF-
QuAD semantics (Rago et al. 2016), whereby for any x; €
X, 0(Q,z;) = c(r(xi), 5(0(Q, A(:))), X(0(Q, S(2))))
where, forany S C X, 0(Q, S)=(c(Q,x1),...,0(Q,Zm))
for (21,...,2m), an arbitrary permutation of .S. Then, ¥ is
such that X(()) = 0, where () is an empty sequence, and, for
Viy..., 0 € [0,1] (n > 1) if n = 1, then 3((vy)) = vy if
n = 2, then X((v1,v2)) = v1 +v2 — v1 - ve; and if n > 2,
then X((v1,...,v,)) = B(E((v1,...,Vn-1)), vp). Finally,
c is such that, for v°, v~ v € [0,1]: if v~ > v*, then
c(v?,v7,0T) =00 =00 ot — v~ |;andif v~ < v, then
c(v?,v7,vT) =0+ (1 —20°) - [vT —v~|. Forany z;, z; €
X, we let a path from x; to x; be defined as a sequence
(0, 21), ..., (®p_1,zy) for some n > 0, where 2y = x;,
x, = xjand, forany 1 < k <n, (z5_1,zx) € AUS. Then,
paths(Q, z;, x;), denotes the set of all paths between any
2i,x; € X. With a small abuse of notation, we treat paths
as sets of pairs. The pro and con arguments (Rago, Li, and
Toni 2023) of any x; € X are pro(Q,z;) = {z; € X|3p €
paths(Q,x;,z;) : [pN.A|iseven} and con(Q, z;) = {z; €
X|3p € paths(Q, x;,x;) : [pN Al is odd}, respectively.
Bipolar argumentation frameworks (BAFs) (Cayrol and
Lagasquie-Schiex 2005) are triples (X, A, S), i.e., QBAFs
without base scores. For any z;,z; € X such that there is a
path from z; to z;, (1, 22), ..., (Tn—1,2,), Where n > 3,
this path is: an indirect attack from x; to x; iff (x1,z2) € A
and (zg, xp+1) € SVk € {2,...,n — 1}; a supported at-
tack from x; on x; iff (xn_1,2,) € Aand (g, 441) € S
VEk € {1,...,n — 2}; or an indirect support from x; on z;
iff (z,2141) € SVk € {1,...,n — 1}. A set of argu-
ments X C X, also called an extension, is said to set-attack
any z; € X iff there exists an attack (whether direct, indi-
rect or supported) from some x; € X on x;. Meanwhile,
X is said to set-support any x; € X iff there exists a (di-
rect or indirect) support from some x; € X on x;. Then, a
set X C X defends any z; € X iff Va; € X, if {x;} set-
attacks «; then 3z, € X such that {x},} set-attacks x;. Any
set X C X is then said to be conflict-free iff Pz, z; € X
such that {z;} set-attacks =;. The notion of a set X C X
being d-admissible (based on admissibility in (Dung 1995))
requires that X is conflict-free and defends all of its ele-
ments. Finally, X is d-preferred iff it is d-admissible and
maximal wrt set-inclusion. We let X,;(Q) denote the set of
all d-preferred extensions in Q and we use credulous, rather
than sceptical, acceptance of arguments, i.e., to be accepted
they must be in one extension, rather than all extensions.

3 Formally Representing Parliamentary
Debates and Summaries

In this section, we first introduce a formal representation of
parliamentary debates, which may be derived from the de-
bate transcipts themselves, or summaries thereof. Then, we
introduce argumentative metrics for individual QBAFs and

for pairwise comparisons between two QBAFs from the two
sources, thus providing a means of assessing summarisation
methods formally. We represent the debates as follows.

Definition 1. Given a debate D on proposal P containing
n provisions, P = {p1,...,pn}, a QBAF representing D is
a QBAF (X, A, S, T) such that:
o X = X, UXs, where X,, N Xs = () and:

— X, is the set of proposal arguments where |X,| = |P|

andVp; € P, where i € {1,...,n}, 3x; € X);

— X is the set of speech arguments;
c AC X, x (X, UX,) and S C Xy x (X U &),
o 7 is such thatVzx; € X, 7(x;) = 0.5.

Our QBAFs thus represent all n provisions being debated
as proposal arguments, while speech arguments are those
put forward by speakers taking part in the debate. Intu-
itively, attacks and supports come from speech arguments
only, and they are directed towards proposal arguments or
other speech arguments. Regarding base scores, we fix those
of proposal arguments to be the midpoint to allow for the
balance between attacking and supporting speech arguments
to determine the proposal arguments’ strengths. Meanwhile,
base scores of speech arguments are left undetermined so
that they can be tailored to specific applications, e.g. some
may assume a constant base score, while in others, mod-
elling argument similarity may allow the base score to vary
using argument prominence, i.e., the number of times the ar-
gument was put forward. In our later examples, we assume a
base score of 0.2 for all arguments in X, as this gave reason-
able results in our preliminary experimentation, and we cal-
culate strength scores using the DF-QuaD semantics.! We
leave experimentation with other (constant or varying) base
scores to future work. Examples of our QBAFs are shown
in Figure 1 and are assessed along our metrics, which we
introduce next, in Table 1.

For our first metric, we consider the relevance of the
speech arguments by measuring how many are connected to
at least one proposal argument. Speech arguments without a
path to the proposal arguments are thus deemed as irrelevant.

Metric 1. The argument relevance of any Q = (X, A, S, 7)
representing a debate D which concerned proposal P =
(P1, .. pu}is Tar(Q) = |{wi€é\fsIHwJGXp:SPathS(’»Ujvm)#@}l )

As shown in Table 1, Q and Q} do not have maximal rel-
evance due to the unconnected argument in each, whereas
this is not the case for Q. High relevance may be suitable
for some summaries, but in others, maintaining the same
relevance as the original debate may be more important,
while such “irrelevant” arguments have also been shown to
be helpful in argumentative analysis (Ruiz-Dolz et al. 2025).

Next, we consider, within the set of relevant speech argu-
ments, the balance of evidence for and against a given pro-
posal argument. Here, we measure the number of relevant
speech arguments for a proposal argument, normalised by
the sum of those for and against it.

'Tn the supplementary material (SM), we report comparable re-
sults with other base scores revealing minimal effect on interpreta-
tions.



Q Qa %

A Less Faithful Summary A More Faithful Summary

Original Debate

Figure 1: Three example QBAFs representing a debate on two pro-
posals P = {p1, p2}, where Q may be taken to be extracted from
the original debate text, and Q, and Qp from summaries thereof.
Proposal (speech) arguments are represented by purple (blue, re-
spectively) nodes with superscript p (s, respectively), attacks by
red edges labelled “— and supports by green edges labelled “+”.
Arguments’ base scores (strengths, calculated by the DF-QuAD se-
mantics) are the values in normal (bold, respectively) text.

Metric 2. The pro-con ratio of any x; € X, where

Q = (X,A,S,7) represents a debate D which con-

cerned proposals P = {p1,...,pn}, IS Tper(Q, i) =
|pro(Q,z;)|

|pro(Q,x;)Ucon(Q,x;)| "

In Table 1, Q; maintains the same pro-con ratios as Q,
which we believe to be desirable in a summary, while Q%
does not due to con arguments of ¥ not being included.

We now turn to the pairwise metrics. For the remain-
der of this paper, we assume as given two QBAFs Q =
(X, A, S, 7)and Q* = (X* A* S* 7*) representing a de-
bate D concerning proposal P = {p1,...,p,}. We assume
that Q and Q* were extracted from the original debate text
and a summarisation thereof, respectively.

We consider pairwise metrics for proposal arguments
only. While our framework supports speech argument met-
rics (see the SM), these will require the detection of similar
arguments across the two frameworks, which we leave to
future work.

Our first pairwise metric checks how many of the proposal
arguments’ acceptance statuses (by the d-preferred seman-
tics) remained consistent; giving an indication of whether
extension-based semantics’ results are preserved.

Metric 3. The d-preferability-consistency of Q* wrt Q is
Tape(Q*, Q) = |‘XS*‘|, where S C X is the maximal subset
p

such thatVx; € S, 3X € X4(Q) where x; € X iff AX* €
¥4(Q*) where x; € X*.

Table 1 shows that QF preserves the acceptability statuses
of both arguments, while Q} does not for xf since both of
its attackers were excluded from this summary.

Our final two metrics concern gradual semantics, so we
assume a given o. Metric 4 checks whether proposal argu-
ments that received net support (have strength greater than
0.5) or net opposition (have strength less than 0.5) remain
so in the debate summary, and is inspired by the balance
property in (Baroni, Rago, and Toni 2018). This important
metric ensures that any summary of a debate remains faithful

Q Q9 9
EA 6 4 3
Tar(+) 083 0.75 1.00
Tper(577) 025 1.00  0.00
Tper(75)  1.00 1.00  1.00

Tape (-, Q) 0.50 1.00
me(, Q) — 050 1.00
Tea(,Q) — 050 1.00

Table 1: The QBAFs from Figure 1 assessed along our argumenta-
tive metrics. Note that e = 0.1 was used for 7eq

to, and does not misrepresent, the balance of the discussion,
whether in favour of or against the each of the proposals.

Metric 4. The balance-consistency of Q* wrt Q is

e (Q*, Q) = \lﬂi‘ll’ where S C X is the maximal sub-
P

set such thatVx; € S, 0(Q*,x;) > 0.5 iff 0(Q, z;) > 0.5;

and 0(Q*, x;) < 0.5 iff 0(Q,x;) < 0.5.

Table 1 shows that the strengths in Q; are consistent with
those in Q, while, again, Q% performs poorly in the metric
for zf since its strength reflects net support, rather than the
net opposition it receives in Q.

Our final metric is a little stricter, checking the number of
proposal arguments in the summary that maintain their orig-
inal strength within a specified error, assessing the accuracy
of the summarised proposal arguments’ strengths. While we
expect some variance in these strengths given that a sum-
mary cannot contain all arguments, the error € should be se-
lected carefully to provide suitable limits.

Metric 5. The e-accuracy of Q* wrt Q is 7,(Q*, Q) =

%, where S C X is the maximal subset such that Vzx; €

P
S, 0(Q*, ;) € [0(Q,x;) — €,0(Q, x;) + €.

Table 1 again shows that the strengths in Q; are within
e = 0.1 of those in Q, while xf performs worse for Q
since its strength here has changed by more than e.

Our running example has thus illustrated that while Qj
gives a more compact summary of Q, by our argumentative
metrics it provides a much more faithful summary.

4 Can LLMs Summarise European
Parliament Debates?

In this section, we show how our approach can be used to
evaluate summarisation of parliamentary debates at scale.
We use a dataset of 511 arguments across three EP de-
bates from 2006-2008. Each debate contains between 107
and 198 arguments. The debates follow a structured process
where Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) dis-
cuss individual policy provisions in a proposal before voting.
Each resolution has numbered paragraphs stating provisions.
For example, “The European Parliament recommends that
the mandate of the ECDC be extended to non-communicable
diseases.” For a given debate, the numbered paragraphs
from the debated proposal form the set of proposal argu-
ments X,. We let the arguments identified in the debate



transcript represent the speech arguments X;. These argu-
ments, and the attack and support relations between them,
are mined from EP debates using the approach detailed next.

4.1 Argument Mining

While our framework is agnostic of the method of argument
mining, it is important to evaluate the extent to which the
framework can be mined reliably and automatically from de-
bates in parliament. For this evaluation, we rely on relation-
based argument mining (Carstens and Toni 2015). Here,
rather than classifying each sentence in a text as argumenta-
tive (or non-argumentative) in isolation, we classify all pairs
of sentences according to their relation: support, attack, or
neither. Thus, we define a sentence as relevant (or argumen-
tative) if it attacks or supports an existing argument.

We include a temporal constraint in the mining of Q, such
that (AUS) N (X, x X,) C {(xj,x;)|j > i}, where the su-
perscripts of arguments indicate their temporal order in the
debate. That is, speech arguments can only attack or support
speech arguments that precede them in the debate. Accord-
ingly, Q contains n multitrees that are built around the root
proposals. No such temporal constraint could be assumed
for the text of a debate summary; thus, we permit cycles in
the summary QBAF Q*. To construct these QBAFs, we de-
ploy methods for Argument Relation Classification (ARC).

To evaluate SOTA models in ARC in this context, we
compile a dataset of 481 argument pairs, consisting of
377 arguments. We classify relations into attack, support,
and neither, by aggregating annotations across three human
coders with expertise in EU politics. Each pair is classi-
fied by two coders, and any disagreements are resolved by
a third. Cohen’s kappa agreement scores between annota-
tors ranged from ‘fair’ (x = 0.30) to ‘moderate’ (x = 0.54),
indicating that classifying relations is more challenging for
some topics than others. While fair-to-moderate agreement
scores are typical in argument mining tasks (Lawrence and
Reed 2019), an overall agreement of 76.6% indicates that the
task involves subjective judgement on the part of the anno-
tators, which may reasonably limit the performance ceiling
for automated methods. Following recent studies demon-
strating the capabilities of LLMs in (Savigny and Yun 2026;
Gorur, Rago, and Toni 2025), we evaluate four different
models on this task in various settings (i.e., zero-shot, few-
shot, and fine-tuned). We report their performance in Ta-
ble 2, with results for additional models evaluated (and all
prompts used) in the SM.

Model Accuracy  Fl
Claude Sonnet 4.5 (zero-shot) 0.74 0.78
Claude Haiku 4.5 (zero-shot) 0.68 0.73
Qwen3 30B (zero-shot) 0.64 0.72
Llama 3.1 8B (fine-tuned) 0.21 0.27

Table 2: Argument Relation Classification from EP debates.
Claude Sonnet and Haiku are proprietary pre-trained LLMs from
Anthropic. Qwen3 is a open-weight, pre-trained LLM from Al-
ibaba. Llama 3.1 (an open-weight model from Meta) was fine-
tuned on existing 8 ARC datasets by (Savigny and Yun 2026).

Debate 1 Debate 2

Q ngnnet Q;Iaiku Q ngnnet Q;Ia.iku

R-2 — 024 005 | — 012 0.04
BERT — 082 083 | — 084 084
NLI — 060 069 | — 059 0.56
Tor() 100 097 093 [1.00 097 1.00
ﬁpcr(-,rf) 053 052 0.58 |0.50 0.52 0.65
Tape(, Q) —  1.00 1.00 | — 1.00 1.00
Te(,Q) — 026 019 | — 053 047
Tea(nQ) — 052 030 | — 040 0.00

Table 3: Comparing LLM-generated summaries to original de-
bate transcripts across two sampled debates. We include tradi-
tional NLP-based summarisation metrics (ROUGE, BERTScore,
Sentence-NLI) for comparison with our argumentative metrics. For
Tper, We report the mean over all provisions r? € X,

Critically, we find that larger reasoning models imple-
mented in zero-shot settings outperform smaller fine-tuned
models when applied to new data. This aligns with re-
cent studies of LLMs in argumentative tasks, finding that
smaller models struggle even with fine-tuning (Furman et
al. 2023), and especially compared to larger models (Bezou-
Vrakatseli, Cocarascu, and Modgil 2025). We hope to ex-
tend our dataset in future work to investigate further whether
LLMs really learn to mine arguments, or just the datasets
themselves (Feger, Boland, and Dietze 2025). In a trade-
off between cost and performance, we use Claude Haiku to
construct the QBAFs in the remainder of our case-study.

4.2 Summary Evaluation

Next, we generate summaries for a sample of EP debates and
apply our proposed methods of summary evaluation along-
side three existing metrics. ROUGE (Lin 2004) is based on
explicit n-gram overlap between the source and summary
content. Thus, it is liable to over-penalise fair abstraction or
paraphrasing in summaries. BERTScore (Zhang et al. 2020)
accounts for abstraction by measuring semantic similarity
between tokens in the source and the summary. However,
when comparing large volumes of text, these methods are
unable to sufficiently penalise inconsistencies in summaries
in the presence of strong signals of semantic similarity. Nat-
ural Language Inference (NLI) models are designed to ad-
dress this issue by detecting factual inconsistencies in the
summary via entailment classification. However, these met-
rics evaluate summaries holistically against source text, of-
fering aggregate scores and lacking any formal representa-
tion of the argumentation in the debate. As such they ob-
scure which aspects of the debate content are preserved or
lost. We list all scores for two sample debates in Table 3 and
all prompts used in summarisation are provided in the SM.
Table 3 shows traditional metrics confirm the summaries
are abstractive (low ROUGE), semantically coherent with
the source debates (high BERTScore), with many sentences
supported by the source (NLI: 0.56-0.69). However, these
metrics provide minimal discrimination between summaries
that differ substantially in argument structure. In contrast,



rig oYy @y xyy xiy w5 Y
Q 0.53 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.47 0.60

Qomer 054 0.52 0.78 0.78 0.82 0.54 0.90
Ofike 1.00 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.89 0.82

Table 4: Strengths for a sample of proposal arguments in QBAFs
extracted from the original debate (Q) and LLM summaries (Q™).

our metrics reveal clear degradation patterns. Firstly, Haiku-
generated summaries fail to preserve the pro-con ratio of ei-
ther debate (m,,.;). Second, all summaries struggle to accu-
rately communicate the balance of evidence for and against
the key proposals (7. of 0.19-0.53) and largely fail to pre-
serve precise proposal strengths (7, of 0.00-0.52). Ceriti-
cally, according to the Haiku generated summary, none of
the provision strengths are within ¢ = 0.1 of the scores in
the original debate (e, ( Qx> @) = 0). Meanwhile, g
gives maximum values only because no proposal arguments
were in d-preferred extensions, showing that gradual seman-
tics may be more effective for this task. Unsurprisingly, the
larger model (Sonnet) scores better across almost all metrics.
As an illustrative example, Table 4 shows how a subset
of the proposal strengths have been misrepresented in the
summaries of the second debate. The summaries exclude
much of the argumentation that undermined the root provi-
sions. Key proposal arguments that were contested in the
debate (0(Q, ") ~ 0.5) are presented as overwhelmingly
supported in the summaries (0 (Qjjiy 25 ) > 0.5).

5 Conclusions and Future Work

We proposed a formal argumentation framework for evaluat-
ing parliamentary debate summaries that represents debates
as QBAFs constructed around contested policy outcomes.
The framework demonstrates how computational argumen-
tation can focus evaluations on faithfully communicating the
motivations for policy outcomes rather than on general se-
mantic coherence or similarity. We achieve this through ar-
gumentative metrics that assess argument acceptability (and
thus, the support for proposed outcomes) from the perspec-
tives of both extension-based and gradual semantics, show-
ing that the latter may be more effectively discriminative.
Future work will develop methods for matching similar
arguments across sources and summaries to enable speech
argument evaluation beyond our current provision-focused
metrics. This would support precision-recall analysis of ar-
gumentative content preservation, and facilitate identifica-
tion of speech arguments that are omitted or hallucinated.
Further, it would be interesting to assess the usefulness of
our metrics via user studies, ensuring that summaries judged
by users as being faithful align with our argumentative met-
rics over standard metrics, and also in downstream tasks.
Another fruitful line of work could be to investigate whether
QBAFs extracted via LLMs, e.g. as in (Freedman et al.
2025), are faithful according to our metrics. Finally, our ap-
proach could be supplemented with existing techniques for
argument mining in political debates, e.g. leveraging knowl-
edge graph embeddings (Dore, Faralli, and Villata 2025).
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Supplementary Material
Additional Metrics

Here we propose additional metrics for the speech argu-
ments in the debate and summary. As mentioned, these
properties would require methods for matching speech ar-
guments between the original debate X and the summary
X7, which we leave to future work.

First, if deployed a method to match speech arguments
across the QBAFs, we would then be able to measure their
precision and recall.

Metric 6. The speech argument precision of Q* wrt Q is
* _ X0l

7Tsap(Q 7Q) — ‘Xs*‘ .

Metric 7. The speech argument recall of Q* wrt Q is

Wsar(Q*; Q) = ‘X‘b;jlvé |

High precision seems more important than high recall in
this setting given that we do not want “hallucinated” argu-
ments, and some speech arguments will likely be discarded
since it is a summary.

Finally, we introduce a measure of consistency in the pro
and con statuses of arguments, which seems important to
ensure relations remain consistent across the whole QBAF.

Metric 8. The pro-con consistency of Q* wrt Q is
Tpee(Q*, Q) = % where S C XsNAX. is the maximal
subset such that Vx; € S andVr; € X, N XJ:

* @i € pro(Q”, ;) iff ; € pro(Q, x;); and
e x; € con(Q*, z;) iff x; € con(Q, x;).

Many other metrics concerning the speech arguments
could also be useful, e.g. ensuring that all of those with a
strength over a certain threshold (i.e., were strongly accepted
arguments), or those which have over a certain threshold of
attackers and supporters (i.e., generated much discussion),
are included in the summary.

Full Experimental Results

Next, we provide the full set of results from all models eval-
uated in the ARC task.

Model Accuracy  Fl
Claude Sonnet 4.5 (zero-shot) 0.74 0.78
Claude Haiku 4.5 (few-shot) 0.69 0.75
Claude Haiku 4.5 (zero-shot) 0.68 0.73
Claude Haiku 3.5 (zero-shot) 0.65 0.71
Claude Haiku 3.5 (few-shot) 0.55 0.62
Qwen3 30B (zero-shot) 0.64 0.72
Qwen3 30B (few-shot) 045 0.54
Llama 3.1 8B (fine-tuned) 0.21 0.27

Table 5: Argument Relation Classification from EP debates.
Claude Sonnet and Haiku are proprietary pre-trained LLMs from
Anthropic. Qwen3 is a open-weight, pre-trained LLM from Al-
ibaba. Llama 3.1 (an open-weight model from Meta) was fine-
tuned on existing 8 ARC datasets by (Savigny and Yun 2026).

Finally, we provide measures for our metrics (those that
are dependent on gradual semantics) for a variety of chosen
base scores for X.

Debate 1 Debate 2
T Metric ngnnet Q;Iaiku‘ggonnet Q:Iaiku
015 ™e(nQ) 026 022[ 060 0.53
1 Q) 037 030/ 040 0.00
0o The(-Q) 026 0.19] 053 047
“ Q) 052 030/ 040 0.00
025 7Tbc((', %)) 0.26 0.19] 047 0.40

0.59 0.26|/ 0.53 0.00

Table 6: Balance-consistency and e-accuracy scores assuming dif-
ferent base scores for speech arguments. The key takeaways from
proof-of-concept example in the paper are unaffected by changes
in this initial base score 7. Automatically assigning heterogeneous
base scores to speech arguments during argument mining is a nat-
ural direction for future work.



Prompts

Below are the prompts for debate summarisation and argu-

ment mining with LLMs.
Summarisation Prompt

AURNRY

Please provide a comprehensive summary
of the following parliamentary debate
transcript.

[Optional: Title: <debate title>]

Transcript:
<formatted transcript with [ID] Speaker:
text for each intervention>

Please provide a summary of the debate.
Use complete paragraphs and sentences.
Do not use tables or lists. Do not use
markdown formatting.

Summary:
rrr

ARC System Prompt

AURNRY

You are an expert in argumentation. Your
task is to determine the type of relation

between [SOURCE] and [TARGET]. The type of

relation would be in the [RELATION] set.
Utilize the [TOPIC] as context to support
your decision

Your answer must be in the following
format with only the type of the relation
in the answer section:

<|ANSWER| ><answer><|ANSWER]|>.

rrr

ARC User Prompt — Zero Shot

AURNRY

Class Definitions:

no relation: The source and target
arguments address different topics or
aspects without directly supporting or
contradicting each other.

attack: The source argument directly
contradicts, refutes, or undermines the
target argument.

support: The source argument provides
evidence, reasoning, or additional points
that strengthen or agree with the target
argument.

[RELATION]: {’no relation’, ’attack’,
" support’ }

[TOPIC]: <debate title>

[SOURCE] : <source argument>

[TARGET]: <target argument>

rrr

ARC User Prompt — Few Shot

AURNRY

Class Definitions:

no relation: The source and target
arguments address different topics or
aspects without directly supporting or
contradicting each other.

attack: The source argument directly
contradicts, refutes, or undermines the
target argument.

support: The source argument provides
evidence, reasoning, or additional points
that strengthen or agree with the target
argument.

Example:

[SOURCE]: This regulation will protect
consumers.

[TARGET]: We need stronger consumer
protections.

[RELATION] : support

Example:

[SOURCE]: This is too costly for member
states.

[TARGET] : The benefits far outweigh the
costs.

[RELATION] : attack

[RELATION]: {’no relation’, ’attack’,
" support’ }

[TOPIC]: <debate title>

[SOURCE] : <source argument>

[TARGET] : <target argument>

rrr

Qualitative Example:

Here we include a qualitative example to support the read-
ing of Table 4, and demonstrate the potential of our pro-
posed methods to facilitate interpretable evaluation. We fo-
cus on policy provision 15 (z}; from Table 4) as it shows the
largest variation in acceptability scores across debate sum-
maries. The debate concerns a European Parliament resolu-
tion on the internal market and globalisation, and provision
15 reads:

“The European Parliament calls on the Commission
and the Member States to continue the Better Regula-
tion programme at both EU and national level and to
report to the Parliament on progress.”

In the original debate Q, x5 has a strength of o(Q, z5) =
0.47, reflecting slight net opposition. However, in the
Haiku summary, o(Qfiu, 15) = 0.89, reflecting con-
sensus approval, while the Sonnet summary reported
0 (Qdomers T15) = 0.54, indicating a more balanced debate.
To validate and contextualise these scores, we can explore
the attacking and supporting arguments from each QBAF in
detail:

Haiku Summary (0(Qj,i: 15) = 0.89)
Support ((z5,2%;) € S

aiku



e “She argued that isolation is not an option and that the
EU must ensure economic growth, employment, and com-
petitiveness while supporting both large multinational
companies and small and medium enterprises.”

* “He stressed the importance of creating an attractive in-
ternal market, implementing the Lisbon Strategy, and de-
veloping more international regulatory convergence.”

e “The consensus seemed to be that Europe must invest in
education, research, innovation, and create flexible yet
regulated market conditions to remain competitive on the
global stage.”

Attack ((z5, 2%5) € Afuia)

» “Kyriacos Triantaphyllides criticised the report for po-
tentially exacerbating social inequalities by supporting
large market players.”

Sonnet Summary  (0(Q%, e, Th5) = 0.54)
Support (7, 275) € Sgonner)

» “The report calls for better regulation in some over-
regulated sectors and the creation of legal frameworks
in areas lacking them, particularly regarding knowledge
creation, intellectual property protection, and innova-
tion.”

* “He outlined key priorities including effective implemen-
tation of the Lisbon Strategy, completion of the internal
market for services, telecommunications, energy and fi-
nancial services, ensuring simple and effective regulation,
and improving cross-border administrative cooperation.”

* “Zuzana Roithovd characterised the report as a response
to increasing problems facing the Union’s internal market
within the global economy.”

o “She identified a major crossroads requiring Europe
to review its social market economy regulations to in-
crease flexibility while strengthening European influence
on global economic rules.”

» “She called for reviewing European regulation to support
rather than hinder competitiveness, strengthening foreign
policy, and asserting a values-based trade strategy.”

Attack ((5818, -T]105) € Agonnet)

* “Budreikaité criticised the hesitation of European Union
states in making long-term economic decisions, particu-
larly regarding energy and industrial policy.”

“Kyriacos Triantaphyllides argued the report is based on
an erroneous perception promoted by the European Com-
mission that contributed to the Constitutional Treaty’s re-
Jjection.”

“He criticised the report for calling for increased internal
market flexibility and supporting large European compa-
nies becoming global players, interpreting this as promot-
ing greater employment flexibility and abolishing social
State intervention.”

“Triantaphyllides cited statistics demonstrating extreme
global inequality, noting that progress slowed during the

period when markets globalised further, benefiting multi-
nationals at the expense of small and medium enter-
prises.”

* “Godfrey Bloom dismissed the idea of protecting failing
national economies from global realities, arguing that
state aid represents taxation and that money spent by
politicians is nearly always wasted.”

“Andreas Molzer argued that while globalisation can-
not be stopped, the EU must create framework condi-
tions to minimise victims within member states, attribut-
ing widespread fear to eastward enlargement and rapid
globalisation.”

The Haiku summary retains three support arguments while
reducing the entire opposition to a single attack, producing
severe strength distortion. The Sonnet summary captures a
substantially richer set of attack arguments (including the ar-
gument from Ag,i,+ ). This supports the reading of Table 4
and demonstrates that balance-consistency and e-accuracy
are sensitive to degrees of failure rather than detecting bi-
nary pass/fail outcomes.
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