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THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND THE CYPRUS PROBLEM:

A PRELIMINARY – AND CRITICAL – ASSESSMENT
Stelios STAVRIDIS 

ABSTRACT

This paper presents a critical assessment of the European Parliament (EP)´s record on the Cyprus Problem. It argues that, whilst initially supporting efforts aimed at finding a solution to the Problem, the EP´s backing only amounted to rhetorical support. Later the EP supported the failed 2004 Annan Plan, and, as a result of its failure, it adopted a much more critical view of the Greek-Cypriots. In recent months, this situation has somewhat altered, but this is mostly due to a more critical EP view of Turkey´s European aspirations. Thus, instead of trying to contribute to the search for a solution to the Cyprus Problem, especially now that the Republic of Cyprus has become a full EU member state, the EP appears to have shifted its attention to Turkey´s EU accession, irrespective of what happens in Cyprus. It has not been able to act as the ´moral conscience´ of the Union, despite its many ethical statements and resolutions on so many foreign policy issues, including on Cyprus.

INTRODUCTION

There are new actors and new areas of interest in international relations, foreign policy and diplomacy. To traditional diplomacy, there is also now economic and cultural diplomacy, to secret diplomacy there is also now public diplomacy. Another important development has been the growing importance of parliamentary bodies in the conduct of foreign policy (FP). Although, FP remains the main concern of governments (the Executive), there is more parliamentary interest in and knowledge of international events. This is in part due to the democratization of politics but also to its growing parliamentarization, even in presidential systems (e.g. France). But also, the ´regionalization´ of Europe has added a new level of parliamentary input
, a phenomenon that accompanies a more supranational development, namely the growing role of the European Parliament. All successive treaty reforms to the EC/EU structure have added new powers and competences to the Parliament in Strasbourg/Brussels. The emergence of parliamentary diplomacy is now a reality that few parliamentarians and other practitioners alike doubt, although it remains under-studied at the academic level (Stavridis 2002b; 2006a).

Within that particular context, it is important to assess whether the EP is actually performing any significant role in international politics. In order to test such a case, the example of the Cyprus Problem will be used
. In addition to being –sadly- a long lasting conflict, the Cyprus Problem also relates to another important dimension of EU policy: enlargement. Thus, the European Commission itself describes EU enlargement policy as follows:

´Enlargement is one of the EU’s most powerful policy tools. The pull of the EU has helped to transform Central and Eastern Europe into modern, well-functioning democracies. More recently, it has inspired far-reaching reforms in Turkey, Croatia and the Western Balkans. All European citizens benefit from having neighbours that are stable democracies and prosperous market economies. Enlargement is a carefully managed process which helps the transformation of the countries involved, extending peace, stability, prosperity, democracy, human rights and the rule of law across Europe´.

Put a different way, 

´[t]he EU is actively promoting (…) respect for human rights and (…) democracy. (…) This policy has been most effective with EU candidate countries, where the carrot of Union membership has helped to transform the behaviour of governments´ (Kotsopoulos 2006: 16).

In any enlargement process, the EP plays an important role. In its ratification phase, the EP represents the most influential parliamentary body because it is the only one that votes on each candidate separately, whereas other ratification processes involving parliamentary approval (or, for that matter, referenda) refer to the whole enlargement package. With the sole exception of the one in 1981, all five enlargements to date have included more than one applicant.
Finally, the case of the Cyprus Problem represents an excellent example of whether the EP has played an important role not only because the Republic of Cyprus joined the EU in May 2004 but also because Turkey – the occupying force in the north of the Island since its military invasion of 1974 – is currently engaged in accession negotiations
. 
1. THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AS AN INTERNATIONAL ACTOR
The European Parliament as an international actor remains an under-studied phenomenon in the academic literature. There is growing interest all the same: Donatella Viola (2000) has assessed the EP´s role in two conflicts during the 1990s (the Gulf War and Yugoslavia), although her main interest dealt with the EP´s political groups and how they voted on those conflicts. 

Other studies are more specific but much shorter. For instance, Flavia Zenon (2005) argues that the European Parliament possesses its ´own perspective on foreign policy´. But she accepts that it always prefers ´to adopt a constructive rather than a competitive approach´ with the Council (Zenon 2005, no page given), somewhat contradicting her own view. Others have concentrated on specific elements of the EP´s, such as the role of its interparliamentary delegations (Herranz 2005). Others, still, have chosen to look at case studies such as the EP´s relations with the Mediterranean (Jünnemann 2004) or Turkey (Nas 1998; Krauss 2000). They remain rather general in scope but they represent first steps towards a systematic study of the international role of the EP. Very few have centered their attention to whether or not the EP is a ´norm entrepreneur or [an] ineffective talking shop´ (Smith 2004)? Karen Smith argues that the EP has been an active promoter of the EU’s foreign policy agenda on democracy and human rights, but she recognizes the limits of such an influence. She also identifies a number of weaknesses, be they with the internal organization of the Parliament or with its inconsistency in its international actions on human rights. But Smith stresses its positive role overall.  Her study is however extremely succinct (only three pages) and rather general.

What is clearly missing is a systematic study of a specific case. What follows offers a brief, preliminary study of the EP´s role on the Cyprus Problem. It is hoped that more work on this particular topic will be possible in the future.

2. THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND THE CYPRUS PROBLEM
2.1. The 1970s-1980s
As I have argued elsewhere at some length (Stavridis 2001; 2005), the EU tried to avoid dealing with the Cyprus Problem for years. Although (together with the Middle East and the CSCE), the question of Cyprus was one of the first three topics that the then just created EPC (European Political Cooperation
) had to deal with, the Europeans preferred to hide behind the ´fig-leaf´ of supporting the UN, but without getting directly involved in the Conflict. This alibi function was extremely useful, especially with a country (Britain
) directly involved in the Cyprus Conflict already an EC member state. That particular fact did not play in favour of any European involvement, in fact quite the opposite. Something that Greece´s accession in 1981 did not fundamentally alter either. For several years all that Greece´s membership achieved was to impact on the EC´s relations with Turkey, mainly by blocking several EC financial protocols on the grounds that any financial help was contributing to the continuation of the military occupation in Cyprus and to Turkey´s military expenditure in general.

But it is interesting to contrast this overall position that dealt basically with Cyprus as a ´non-issue´ to that of the European Parliament. At the initial stages of the Cyprus Problem, the European Parliament adopted a wider view by linking it explicitly to the question of eventual Turkish membership of the European Community. It made it quite clear that such a development could not be considered seriously without a prior withdrawal of Turkish troops from Northern Cyprus
. As the prospects of Turkish membership were at that time extremely distant and unrealistic, there was no price to pay for such a stance, not even vis-à-vis Turkey. However, its symbolic dimension remains important, because it offered an alternative stance to the one adopted by the EU member states in the Council, and because it confirmed the more ´normative´ approach that a Parliament is supposed to take on international issues (the ´moral tribune´ thesis). It is also equally important to stress that at that time the EP was putting forward what became later known as the ´catalytic effect´ of membership. In one of its 1988 Reports, the EP stressed the possible incentive of Cypriot membership as an added means to achieve a solution to the conflict. The MEPs called on the Council: 

'to devote special study to the possibility of an economic opening by the Community towards the Republic of Cyprus as a whole, the practical arrangements for such a move and its consequences, and also, in the long term, the question of Cyprus's possible accession to the Community'
. 

A 1982 Report had also sketched some rough guidelines for a solution to the Conflict, taking into consideration the possible impact of Cypriot EU membership
. Thus, on the question of functional arrangements between the two communities, it suggested that the following characteristics had to be respected:

'freedom of movement, the right to own ownership, and the right of establishment guaranteed to all citizens are an integral part of human rights which any democracy has a duty to preserve'.

On the decision-making structure of a re-unified Island, it called for a federation that

'(...) would be to give each community a right of veto strictly limited to questions of vital interest to the community in question'. 

The EP also stressed two other aspects
: first, it regularly emphasised the 'humanitarian' dimension of the case of the ´missing persons´ in Cyprus; second, the EP concentrated on the fact that the situation was worsening over time because the artificial separation between the two communities was taking a permanent and irreversible form, especially in light of the settlement of nationals from mainland Turkey. Something that was particularly important during the 1980s, and something that has managed to drastically alter the population ratio.

Thus, it becomes clear that contrary to the EU member states, the EP took initially a much more critical stance on the Cyprus Problem, made it quite clear who was to blame for it, what the longer term consequences would be, and how a possible solution could be found, including within a European context (eventual Cyprus membership). In short, the real question was the continuing Turkish military occupation of Cypriot territory. And yet, the European Parliament fell short of acting decisively against Turkey. The motion for a resolution calling for a complete severance of relations between the EEC and Turkey, tabled by Greek MEPs Vassilis Ephremidis, Dimitrios Adamou and Alexandros Alavanos on 10 March 1982, was not adopted.
 It therefore comes to no surprise if one concludes that, even at that time, there was only moral support but no real action. However, the EP´s stance differed slightly from that of the EU member states in that it was rather more critical than theirs. But, at the end of the day the EP did not engage in any initiative to try and become actively involved in the Cyprus Problem. In short, the EP went beyond the official European stance of Cyprus as a ´non-issue´ de facto (hiding behind its support for any UN-led initiative), but in fact it only amounted to rhetorical support.
2.2. The 1990s
The situation changed once the Republic of Cyprus applied for membership in 1990. The EU, and all its institutions, including the EP, needed take a clear(er) stance. Once the 1995 Cannes European Council agrees on a quid pro quo (Greece lifted its veto on Turkey´s Customs Union and accession negotiations with Cyprus could begin), there was a need for the EP to position itself as an institutional body. As other bodies, the EP also expressed its support for Cyprus´ EU accession, with or without a solution to the Problem. But it also made it quite clear that it would prefer a solution prior to accession. There was no need to ´import´ yet another problem within the Union. There is no real ´price´ to pay for the EP in adopting this stance as it reflected the general EU view. The real crunch would come closer to the accession date (May 2004) and over the UN initiatives known as the ´Annan Plan(s)´.

2.3. The 2000s
2.3.1. support for the Annan Plan
Once, Cyprus´ accession prospects were becoming a real possibility, the Turks and the Turkish-Cypriots changed tacks: after years of refusing to engage seriously in talks about a possible re-unification, Denktash made a U-turn and fresh negotiations began in late 2001. They culminated in a series of different versions of the so-called ´Annan Plan´ (Annan ´One´ in November 2002 - Annan ´Five´ in April 2004). This is not the place to discuss the plan (for excellent critiques see Coufoudakis 2004; Palley 2005; see also Stavridis 2005, 2006a; 2006b), but simply to point out that whereas the initial versions (and in particular Annan ´Three´ in late 2003) were much closer to a bi-communal, bi-zonal federal solution, the latest version (that was put to referendum) was much closer to a bi-communal, bi-zonal confederal solution, something that the Turkish-Cypriot leadership had made their policy objective from 1998-1999 onwards. It is important to note that the EU did not play any role in those negotiations. Britain and the USA were the main actors, together with the UN and the Secretary-General´s envoy Álvaro de Soto, a diplomat from Peru
. Moreover, according to Annan´s own schedule, were the two parties (Greek-Cypriots and Turkish-Cypriots) unable to agree a final text during the final session (that was held a month before the referenda and a couple of months before EU enlargement), then Greece and Turkey would intervene. Were they to fail to achieve agreement among the two communities as well (as it happened), the EU would intervene. But, this simply did not take place as Turkey refused the EU´s involvement.  All this is mentioned in order to show the continuing lack of direct EU involvement in the Cyprus Problem, even when given the chance to do so. Although it should be stressed that the EU´s commitment not to use the Island´s division as a reason for postponing its accession to the Union was extremely important for the final accession of Cyprus to the Union. But at the same time, more controversialy in my view, it signalled clearly to Turkey that its withdrawal from the Island would not be required before starting accession negotiations with Turkey in the future, as long as Turkey (and the Turkish-Cypriots) stopped being the obstructing party to a solution on the Island. Something that was conveniently achieved thanks to the changes made in the Annan Plan to the benefit of Turkey and the Turkish-Cypriots. That is to say that by modifying the conditions for reunification, the Turkish-Cypriot and Turkish sides could appear to be supportive of a solution. To use Van Coufoudakis´ words: ‘”Annan 5” was a Christmas tree loaded with gifts for everyone but the Greek Cypriots’ (Coufoudakis 2004: 75).

Within that context, the EP simply added its voice in support of the Annan Plan on the rather unconvincing reason that if it is a UN Plan it must be supported (in the words of Koffi Annan there was ´no alternative´ to it
). For instance, only one week before the April 2004 referenda the EP had described the Annan Plan as a ‘shining example of handling equally difficult international issues’.
During the 21 April 2004 EP debate
, EP President Josep Borrell claimed that ‘[t]he presentation of the contents of the plan to the public has not always been equally balanced’, sharing ‘the concerns expressed by the UN Secretary-General in that regard’. Borrell was referring to claims made at the time that the presentation of the Plan to the Greek-Cypriots had been ´manipulated´. Something that was proved to be false, as shown in studies since then (in particular Lordos 2004).

As for Jacques Poos, EP rapporteur on Cyprus and a member of the Cyprus-EP Joint Parliamentary Committee, he presented similar views on the Annan Plan when he argued that:

‘C’est une illusion que d’espérer qu’en cas de rejet du plan, les problèmes difficiles du retour des réfugiés, de la propriété, des troupes turques, etc. pourront trouver une solution. Le contraire est vrai. La situation actuelle sera verouillée. Pas un seul refugié de part et d’autre ne retournera dans son village natal et pas un seul soldat turc ne quittera la zone occupée’.

In particular, the Liberals, and especially MEPs Graham Watson, Sarah Ludford, and Chris Davies, were very critical of the Greek-Cypriots
.  Watson claimed, somewhat simplistically, that ´[t]he Plan makes important concessions to both sides´.  He also argued that a NO vote would be a ´sectarian´ one. Davies continued the attacks on the Greek-Cypriot leadership and especially President Papadopoulos, claiming that the Greek-Cypriots ´have been poorly led for years´. Some MEPs went even as far as to compare the 2004 referendum campaign in Cyprus (meaning in the Greek-Cypriot community) to the authoritarian situation that had prevailed in Greece during the 1967-1974 junta era (Greek Socialist MEP Giorgos Katiforis). Others used the opportunity to criticize the EU stance on de-linking a solution to the Problem from Cyprus´ EU accession. Thus, UK Liberal MEP Ludford said that his ´own view in 1999 was that accession was not feasible without unification´. Very few MEPs focused on the fact that the current situation was the direct result of an illegal invasion, an illegal occupation and an illegal colonization, or that so many Greek-Cypriots ´who have been promised the return of their homes seem to opposed the plan´ (respectively, Greek United Left MEP Kostantinos Alyssandrakis and British EPP MEP Charles Tannock
).

In short, this Parliament support for the Annan Plan was somewhat problematic to the objective outside observer because the EP did not engage in any serious discussion of the Plan´s specific provisions. Nor did it deal with the evolution of the Plan (see above). It simply took it for granted that because it was ´good´ because it was a UN Plan and because, in the words of Poos:

´La Commission nous certifie aujourd´hui que, dans la version finale du plan Annan, [les] conditions fondamentales [that is to say: capacité de parler d´une seule voix, personnalité juridique unique, pas de derogation permanente au traité] sont remplies´.

In other words, because the Commission says the Plan is fine, the EP must accept it. The fact that there was no attempt to discuss its content is not a coincidence. These were the first signs of a shift in the EP from an effort, however cosmetic and superficial, to deal with the Cyprus Problem, to one that dealt almost exclusively with the Turkish Question. To a large extent, the EP was also loosing some of its credibility as a norm-setter favouring legal and moral principles (the ´moral tribune´ thesis).

2.3.2 Post-Annan: a period of open hostility
As a result of the above, once the Annan Plan was rejected by an overwhelming majority of the Greek-Cypriots, most MEPs turned openly hostile towards the Greek-Cypriots. There was nothing they could do as Cyprus joined, as planned, the Union on 1 May 2004. But they could do a lot by making their fellow Greek-Cypriot MEPs feel totally unwelcome.

First, there were attempts to use the 259 million euros that the EU had promised to the Turkish-Cypriots in case of reunification as a ´carrot´ for those who had voted YES to the Annan Plan but had been left out of the EU and as a ´stick´ for those who had voted NO,  and yet had joined the EU. This was the prevalent mood among MEPs. This totally incorrect interpretation (the whole of Cyprus had joined the Union and not only the Greek-Cypriot part) reflected embedded hostility as noted above and an attempt to make an issue out of a non-issue: the Cypriot government welcomed the EU support, in fact it had been actively engaged in promoting it. Ever since the Green Line had been permeated by the peoples (from both sides of the divide) since early 2003, there was a need for more money to be injected in the under-developed North. But as the Commission´s own legal services
 had made it clear from the start, any such aid could only be channeled through the only legitimate and internationally recognized government of Cyprus
. This is something that all EU actors knew very well, including the MEPs involved. But just to create problems, they pretended they did not know it, and blamed the Cypriot government for ´obstructing´ such aid. This bad faith continued for some months until the recent developments in early 2006 where it was finally accepted that only legal routes could be used.

Second, there was an attempt to bring in Turkish-Cypriot representation in the EP. In Cyprus, only Greek-Cypriot MEPs had been elected in the June 2004 EP elections as a result of the ongoing Turkish military occupation of 37% of its territory. But contrary to the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly´s recent decision to grant observer status to Turkish-Cypriot parliamentarians
, the EP has instead set up a Contact Group. This Group, led by French EPP MEP Grossetête, consists of 8 MEPs representing all political groups present in the EP, and reports to the Bureau of Presidents. Their brief is to build contacts with the civil society actors in the north and not with the so-called ´TRNC authorities´. Thus, this particular effort mainly led by the Greens and the Liberals
 in the EP to create more problems for the Republic of Cyprus was not successful. Cypriot MEP Ioannis Kasoulides relished reporting to me (interviews
) the fact that, during its visit to the north of the Island, the Group had asked the Turkish-Cypriots they met what was the need for the continued presence of the Turkish troops now that the Green Line could be crossed so easily!

Third, the EP has become a strong supporter of Turkey´s EU accession, irrespective of what happens in Cyprus. There seems to be a de facto de-linking between the two situations on the grounds that the Annan Plan had been rejected. This support became clear in December 2004 when the MEPs had to vote on the possible granting of an accession negotiations date for Turkey. By 407 votes in favour, 262 against and 29 abstentions the EP decided to back the opening of accession negotiations with Turkey
 (see Soler 2005). 
2.3.3 A return to normality?
In the last few months, and especially since the beginning of enlargement negotiations with Turkey, there appears to be a return to normality (somehow) in the EP´s relations vis-à-vis Cyprus. Cypriot MEPs say they all have noted such a change (interviews). The real question remains whether this development means that there might be a ´European solution´ of the Cyprus Problem, or simply that Cyprus will become again a ´non-issue´ for the EU, as it was in the past?

There is little doubt that Cyprus´ EU membership has created a new, totally different, context. This development has not been lost on many observers and practitioners alike. Be it the President of Cyprus himself
 or academics, there is little doubt that there is now a clear ´European responsibility for peace in the Eastern Mediterranean´ (Brewin 2004). The so-called ´European solution´ to the Cyprus Problem raises important issues, most notably the (lack of) compatibility of the Annan Plan provisions with the basic rules and principles of the acquis communautaire. As Keith Kyle has argued, ‘a bizonal, bicommunal federation does not sit well with the principles of European law’ (Kyle 2004: 112). But the wider question of what kind of solution for the Cyprus Problem falls beyond the scope of this paper. It is relevant to look at the EP as an international actor in this issue all the same. There have been calls for the Parliament to become more actively involved. See for instance in a recent Report the call made for the EP to adopt a resolution that would confirm the need to respect International and European rules in support of the set of basic Fundamental Principles that the International Expert Panel Report proposes (International Expert Panel Report 2005: 15). 

There are some signs of a possible action in that direction following the EP´s decision to postpone its ratification of the Protocol extending the Turkey-EU Customs Union to the Ten new member states on the grounds that Turkey does not recognize the Republic of Cyprus. EP Committee on Foreign Affairs Chair Elmar Brok is reported to have said that ´[a]s Cyprus could not use Turkish ports and airports, the protocol would otherwise be of no practical use´
. At the request of the EPP, the resulting vote decided to postpone its decision by 311 votes in favour, 285 against, and 63 abstentions
. Just to note en passant that those in favour were outnumbered by those against plus abstentionists. In the EP there are of course voices
 for a stronger EU role, usually from the EPP which is formally opposed to Turkey´s accession. In particular they accused the Commission of delaying tactics. For instance, Hans-Gert Pottering is reported to have said that:

´Il est du devoir de M. Rehn [the Enlargement Commissioner] d´appeler la Turquie à ratifier ce protocole additionnel. Je trouve totalement inacceptable qu´au lieu de cela, le Commissaire ait fourni à la Turquie de nouvelles excuses pour justifier son retard´
.

But only a few days later, Turkey began its EU accession negotiations in Brussels. As EP President Josep Borrell made it clear there is no linkage between the postponement of ratification of the Customs Union extension and the question of membership
. Thus, putting him closer to the Commission´s stance than to that of the EP Committee on Foreign Affairs Chair. Olli Rehn had also emphasized that the delay to ratify the extension was a delay, not a rejection. He characteristically declared: ´Je regrette la decision du Parlement européen aujourd´hui. Malgré tout, c´est un report, pas un rejet´
. To a certain extent, it confirms that the Cyprus Problem is no longer an issue (if it ever was) in the EU. This position should be contrasted to then Enlargement Commissioner Verheugen view in late 2003 that:

´It is unlikely that the EU could start accession negotiations with a candidate that does not recognize one of the EU´s member states´
.

But, perhaps more importantly, it should also be contrasted to Borrell´s own words in late 2004 in his address to the Turkish Parliament:

´The very process of opening negotiations between the 25 Member States and Turkey IMPLIES recognition of Cyprus. It is not possible to negotiate with someone that you don´t recognise, and if you were negotiating with the EU, you would be negotiating with Cyprus too´.

No wonder some MEPs have accused the EP President of bias, as MEP Grossetête has said
:

´Il a su imposer le Parlement européen dans le débat sur la question turque, certes, mais c´etait pour mieux dire “oui” à Ankara´.

Two more points need to be added at this stage: first, the current EP position is that as all 25 governments, including that of Cyprus, agree on the European roadmap for Turkey, there is no need to present a different position. This in itself is problematic to say the least because it adopts an ´alibi´ approach. Moreover, it diminishes the traditional moral approach that the EP has on occasions adopted over international issues, something that differentiated it from the position of the EU member states. Second, it is clear that the growing anti-Turkish accession skepticism in the Hemicycle does not translate into a more active support for the Greek-Cypriots. To a certain extent this growing anti-Turkish skepticism can be explained by growing public opposition to Turkey accession, and the EP claims to be the voice of European public opinion. Curiously, the fact that nearly 80% of Greek-Cypriots voted against the Annan Plan does not appear to have influenced an institution that derives most of its legitimacy from it being the only one to be directly elected at the EU level.

3. CONCLUSIONS
From this preliminary diachronic study, it seems that the EP´s role in the Cyprus Conflict has moved from one of a ´moral tribune´ (condemning the invasion, the occupation, and the Turkization of the north) to just another supporter of the view that Turkey is an important ´realpolitik geo-strategic actor´. As a consequence, among the EU, it seems that Turkey´s role in Europe is diminishing significantly the importance of trying to solve the Cyprus Problem
. To a large extent it contradicts the view that Flavia Zenon has expressed about the reasons why the EP and the Council have divergent positions on many international issues. Indeed, she argues that: 

´Council foreign policy tends to reflect the sensitivities of Heads of State and Governments to economic and commercial matters, such Realpolitik concerns are of less interest for the representatives of the European peoples sitting in the European Parliament´ (Zenon 2005: no page given).

Hers is not an isolated view. Several (French, British, Italian, Spanish, Greek, Cypriot, European) parliamentarians have made this point in the past over the international role of parliaments (Stavridis 2002a; 2003; 2006a, 2006b). It might be a rather naïve view of reality. The EP reflects as many interests as there are in the Council. In fact more interests, because lobbies have noted that they can find a voice there as MEPs are still trying to gain more power in the complex EU institutional structure. This approach reinforces the view that the EU is about ´values and principles´, but not solely. It is also about `politics´ as much as any other forum on international relations. 

Is there time for ´redemption´
? Can the EP go back to its more traditional role as the conscience of the Union? It is very much hoped so. There is some evidence, as noted above, that the overall and overwhelming hostility vis-à-vis the Greek-Cypriots has now somehow receded within the EP but also more widely among the EU institutions and member states. Such a development must be welcomed. But it does not necessarily follow from that shift that it would mean –at long last- an active EP role in the matter. Perhaps, there are other factors that may help to make that change all the same: EU national parliaments are becoming more active all the time. There are other emerging issues that relate indirectly to the Cyprus Problem (the Armenian Genocide issue; the Kurds), all of which may help in that direction. Finally, public opinions are becoming restive. All of these factors meant that although the EP´s past record is not as positive as it could (and should) have been, there might be now another opportunity to do so. But, on its past record, there is no real reason for optimism. No doubt at all, I wish that future events proved this prediction wrong
.
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