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ABSTRACT 

The paper analyzes foreign policy activities of the EU member states from Southern Europe. 

The EU member states comprise a group of states that all have a Mediterranean coastline and 

most of their population lives near the Mediterranean (Spain, Italy, Malta, Greece, and 

Cyprus). Portugal is also a part of the research although it is not located on the Mediterranean, 

but it belongs historically and culturally to Southern Europe. None of the states has a 

communist past. However, circa 40 years ago some of them still lived under military 

dictatorships (Spain, Portugal, and Greece). Since 2009, most of these states have undergone 

a serious economic crisis. Since the economic crisis has struck Europe and especially the Euro 

zone, these states have begun to show similarities in conducting their foreign policy activities. 

In their foreign policy activities, when it comes to leadership initiatives recognized by the ECFR 

Scorecard 2012-2015, the analyzed states have mainly been oriented towards the issues that 

originate in their regions or the regions adjacent to theirs, particularly the Middle East and 

North Africa. They have also mostly pursued their own, direct interests, showing less 

appreciation and interest for the common goals of the Common Foreign and Security Policy 

(CFSP) of the EU. Therefore, these states have been categorized numerous times as so-called 

“slackers” by the EU, mostly because of their relations with Russia and the Western Balkans 

region (especially Greece and Cyprus). Six EU members from Southern Europe were also 

studied regarding their inter-group common features, i.e. “common denominators”. The 

research has shown that due to the severe economic crisis that has struck most of the EU 

members from Southern Europe, their foreign policy activities were mostly oriented towards 

pursuing their own direct interests in the neighboring states and/or adjacent regions. 

Keywords: Southern Europe, foreign policy activism, the European Union, energy imports 

dependence, the contemporary economic crisis i.e. Great Recession. 

 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Small states lack the material capacity to be an influential force around the world and across 

the totality of issue areas. They instead must prudently react to the extraneous circumstances 
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forced upon them. By viewing small state diplomacy in this light, some external conditions 

would favor a large foreign policy initiative more than others. If a state feels that the pressure 

and constraints of their external environment are not likely to change from the status quo they 

will be less likely to pursue extensive foreign policy. Extending from that proposition, a small 

state that believes that its actions can create discernable benefits for itself will demonstrate a 

high level of foreign policy initiative. A small state comfortable with the status quo will not 

(Scheldrup, 2014: 20). Drawing on the thesis of Scheldrup about the activity of small states and 

analyzing the activities of a particular group of states, small and not small, from the same 

geographical region, the paper analyzes foreign policy initiatives of the EU member states from 

Southern Europe, which were (recognized leadership initiatives i.e. leaders) or were not 

(slackers) in accordance with the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) of the EU. The 

paper also studies the difference between smaller states from the region, and the states that 

cannot be considered small by any definition (Italy, Spain). The EU member states from 

Southern Europe comprise a group of states that all have a Mediterranean coastline and most 

of their population lives near the Mediterranean (Spain, Italy, Malta, Greece, and Cyprus). 

Although it is not located on the Mediterranean, Portugal is also a part of the research because 

it belongs to Southern Europe, historically, and culturally. None of these states has a communist 

past. However, circa 40 years ago some of them had a military dictatorship (Spain, Portugal, 

and Greece). Since 2009, most of these states have undergone a serious economic crisis. Since 

the economic crisis has struck Europe and especially the Euro zone, these states have begun to 

show similarities in conducting their foreign policy activities. The EU member states from 

Southern Europe are not geographically contiguous. This group of states is mostly or 

completely located on islands (Cyprus, Malta) or peninsulas and islands (Greece, Italy, Spain, 

Portugal). 

 

The common characteristics, the so-called common denominators, were identified and chosen 

for the purpose of this paper in order to define the issues that could influence the foreign policy 

activities of the states that will be studied: 

 None of the analyzed states has a communist past; 

 Most of them (except Malta) are still struggling with a recession that has turned into 

an economic crisis, with deep economic, political and social impacts. High 

unemployment, especially among the young population, is by far the worst impact of 

the recession; 

 All of them are dependent on energy imports. Nevertheless, their energy supply is 

more diversified and the level of dependence on energy imports from Russia much 

lower than for instance the post-communist EU member states; 

 Their economies significantly depend on tourism and not so much on industrial 

production (especially Cyprus, Malta, and Greece). Cyprus also has a strong financial 

sector, which is now in difficulties. Spain had a strong real-estate sector, which is also 

undergoing a deep crisis. 

 

 

2 METHODOLOGY 



 

For the purpose of this paper, the data about the economic growth for the period of 2008-2014 

were analyzed. The number of foreign policy leadership roles and “slackers” (the cases when a 

particular state received a negative opinion from the EU about its role in a certain issue) for 

each state was taken from the ECFR Scorecard, available for the years 2012, 2013, and 20141. 

The main methodological constraints that we were faced with were the relevance of quantifying 

the foreign policy leadership roles and negative opinions received for each state. At the same 

time, we did not want to develop a theoretical overview of prior foreign policy initiatives2 

studies, which would clearly surpass the limits and purpose of this paper. Our goal was simply 

to try to prove the main hypotheses based on the economic data and the data from the ECFR 

Scorecard. It is very difficult to quantify foreign policy activities, either as positive or negative, 

in this way. The mere number of roles does not speak about the relative value i.e. “weight” of 

each role. The number of the roles, bonded with each of the issues on the roles were tied points, 

to a certain degree, in a direction (at least geographical) that foreign policy activities of each 

studied EU member state conducted its foreign policy in the period analyzed. 

The data about the real GDP annual growth rate for the period 2008-2014 in %, unemployment 

in % for the period 2009-2012, November 2013, July and December 2014 were shown as the 

indicators of the economic situation in the studied EU member states. These data were used to 

study the impact of the economic crisis on the foreign policy activities of each studied EU 

member state, in order to study the connection between the current economic crisis and the 

geographical scope as well as the relative (un)importance of certain issues for the foreign policy 

activities of the studied states. The same was done for the second presumed main factor of 

foreign policy activity of the studied state i.e. the dependence on energy imports. The data about 

energy dependence, with regard to the main sources and types of energy imported, were shown 

as indicators of the level of dependence of each particular studied EU member state on energy 

imports, in order to show the correlation between the dependence on energy imports and the 

geographical scope as well as the relative (un)importance of certain issues for the foreign policy 

of the aforementioned states. 

                                                           
1  “The European Foreign Policy Scorecard is an innovative project that provides systematic annual assessments 

of Europe's performance in dealing with the rest of the world. The scorecard assesses the performance of the EU 

institutions on 80 policy areas around the six key themes: China, Russia, United States, Wider Europe, and Crisis 

Management and Multilateral issues. However, devising a methodology in order to make a rigorous and 

consistent judgment across issues and over time is a faced with inevitable simplifications as well as with two 

main problems: the definition of success in foreign policy and the rigidity of period used Member states were 

identified as “leaders” when they either took initiative in a constructive way or acted in an exemplary way , and 

as “slackers” when they either impeded or blocked the development of policies that serve the European interest 

in order to pursue their own narrowly defined interests or did not pull their weight. One needs to take into 

account that each categorization of member state involved a political judgment and it should not be considered 

definitive. In addition, according to authors, what it means to be “leader” or “slacker” varies in each case.” See: 

http://www.ecfr.eu/scorecard/2014/extras/methodology. 

Although it can be considered subjective, and although all leadership initiatives or slackers do not have the same 

value (“weight”), the Scorecard represents a useful tool, since it comprises all recognized leadership initiatives 

and slackers in one place, for each EU member state. Since it now comprises data at the state level for the past 

four years, some patterns and influences that form these patterns, at the state level or at the group of states level, 

can be noticed. 
2 Foreign policy initiative is described as an activity of states attempting to further their interests and increase 

their influence on the international stage. This term does not care about the result of power of the effectiveness 

of such action, but instead on the attempt made by state. This attempt is characterized by a large amount of 

substantial and autonomous activity initiated by the state or in conjunction with other states in events occurring 

abroad (Scheldrup, 2014: 16). 

http://www.ecfr.eu/scorecard/2014/extras/methodology


 

The first hypothesis was put forward and the research was conducted in order to verify it: the 

leadership initiatives of the aforementioned EU member states in the period 2012-2014, 

recognized by the ECFR Scorecard, were mostly oriented towards the region that is adjacent to 

them (the Middle East and North Africa, further in the text: the MENA region), and motivated 

by the pursuit of their own, direct interests. The second main hypothesis was that the current 

economic crisis is an important factor that affects the activity of the EU member states, “small”3 

(Cyprus, Greece, Malta, and Portugal) and “big” or “not small” (Italy and Spain) that are 

geographically located in Southern Europe. The economy keeps the level of the “positive” 

foreign policy low, at the same time pushing them to pursue their own direct interests and 

therefore receive “slackers” from the EU. So the low number of “leaders” does not mean that a 

certain state was inactive. It simply means that it had not pursued initiatives recognized by the 

ECFR Scorecard, because it did not believe that they would benefit it (or was satisfied with the 

status quo and therefore not interested in action), although it may have had foreign policy 

initiatives that did not comply with the goals of the CFSP and the decisions of the EU, because 

it believed they would benefit it. 

 

 

3 RESULTS 

 

 

Figure 1: GDP growth rate of Southern Europe EU member states in percentage, 2009-2014 

 

                                                           
3 Although numerous, very different classifications of states according to their size exist, we have decided not to 

explain them in depth, since it is not the purpose of this paper. The decision made here to differentiate between 

states that could be considered small and those that definitely could not be (Italy, Spain) was based mainly on the 

number of inhabitants, area, and total GDP. 



 

Source of data: 

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pco

de=tec00115  

 

 

 

Figure 2: Unemployment in Southern Europe EU member states in percentage, 2009-2014 

 

Sources of data: 2009-2012, November 2013, epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/.../3-08012014-BP-

EN.PDF 

July and December 2014, 

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Unemployment

_statistics 

 

 

Tab. 1: Common denominators for each group of states studied: a level of relevance for all 

states (Y = yes; N = no) 
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Tab. 2: Southern European EU member states leadership initiatives, recognized by the ECFR 

Scorecard, 2012-2015 

State China Russia The 

U.S.A. 

Wider 

Europe 

the 

MENA 

region 

Multilateral 

issues and 

crisis man. 

Total 

Cyprus 0 0 1 0 1 1 3 

Greece 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Italy 3 1 4 2 6 7 23 

Malta 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Portugal 1 0 2 0 0 2 5 

Spain 2 0 0 0 6 4 12 

Total 6 1 7 2 14 14 44 

 

 

Tab. 3. Southern European EU member states categorized as “slackers” by the EU, 

recognized by the ECFR Scorecard, 2012-2015 

State  China Russia The 

U.S.A. 

Wider 

Europe 

the 

MENA 

region 

Multilateral 

issues and 

crisis man. 

Total 

Cyprus 1 3 0 7 0 4 15 

Greece 0 2 0 5 1 7 15 

Italy 1 4 0 1 0 4 10 

Malta 2 1 1 0 0 3 7 

Portugal 0 1 0 0 0 5 6 

Spain 1 1 2 2 1 8 15 

Total  5 12 3 15 2 31 68 

 

 

4 DISCUSSION 

Although one of the main priorities of the EU has been fostering political integration, significant 

disparities amongst member states have long shaped the debate on the future proceedings of the 

union. The much-debated concept of a two-speed Europe in policy circles, that is, the idea of 

different levels of integration to the EU depending on the political and economic situation of 

Negative GDP growth rate in 2008 N Y Y N N N 

Negative GDP growth rate in 2009 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Negative GDP growth rate split by annual positive 

GDP growth 

Y N Y N Y Y 

Sustained negative GDP growth rate 2009-2013 N Y N N N N 

Negative GDP growth in 2014 Y N Y N N N 



 

each country, reflects the existence of divergence between members long before the outbreak 

of the economic crisis. Since the beginning of the current economic crisis, a divide between the 

Northern and the Southern European states has increased. Several terms have been coined to 

mark these differences – amongst the most notable, the pejorative acronym PIIGS (Portugal, 

Ireland, Italy, Greece and Spain), which described a group of financially weak countries located 

in the periphery of the Eurozone4. A more accurate cleavage would be the debtor-creditor 

divide, which captures the net international investment position (NIIP) of countries and 

classifies them according to whether they are debtors, with a negative NIIP, or creditors, with 

a positive NIIP. The Great Recession appears to have significantly exacerbated the disparities 

between these two blocks5. 

If we take a look at the quantitative data, these highlights can be accentuated: in Europe, the 

combined GDP of the 27 EU member states contracted by 4.5% in 2009 relative to the year 

before. It subsequently recovered somewhat, but once again registered negative growth in 2012 

and stagnated in 2013. On the whole, by 2013 the European economy had shrunk by 1.2% 

relative to its 2008 level. The recession was an archetypal asymmetric shock, as some countries 

were affected much more than others. In 2007-2010 the Irish economy shrank by almost 10%, 

while Latvia lost 21% of its GDP (18% in 2010 alone). While these economies eventually 

recovered, further south the crisis was more protracted: in Spain the size of the contraction in 

2007-2013 was around 6%, in Portugal 7%, in Italy almost 9%, while in Greece the size of the 

economy declined by nearly 24% (Matsaganis, Leventi, 2014). 

If we look at the numerical data about the leaders and slackers recognized for the Southern 

European EU member states, we can see that the number of slackers significantly surpasses the 

number of leaders (68:44). This is mainly a result of the total leadership inactivity of Greece, 

and a result of almost complete lack of leadership initiatives pursued by Cyprus. At the same 

time, these states each had 15 slackers. Malta also had many more slackers than leadership 

initiatives (7:1). Portugal and Spain also had more slackers than recognized leadership 

initiatives. In fact, the only EU member state that had more leadership initiatives than slackers 

from this region was Italy (23:10). The highest number of leadership initiatives was recognized 

for the relations with the MENA region (14) and in the field of multilateral issues and crisis 

management (14). 

Because of the lack of capabilities and the priorities in the domestic policy that these states have 

to deal with, tied mostly to their neighborhood and their economy (energy cooperation with 

Russia, in the case of Cyprus and Greece – relations with Turkey, Serbia, Kosovo etc.), the 

states are engaged most when their direct interests are included or threatened (activity in the 

neighborhood, region etc.). Foreign policy positions and initiatives of EU member states from 

Southern Europe are being strongly influenced by the current economic crisis. It changes 

priorities, and makes them more interested in pursuing their own goals. The thesis that the 

economic crisis has pushed even the bigger EU member states from Southern Europe, such as 

Italy and Spain, to pursue in foreign policy mostly issues that are directly connected to them 

                                                           
4 Since, in the meanwhile, Ireland has managed to restore its economy, and it is not a part of the group of states 

that we have studied here, considering their geographic location and economic difficulties, the term PIGS 

(Portugal, Italy, Greece, Spain) would be more appropriate. In the meantime, since 2012, Cyprus has also 

suffered serious economic difficulties. Although signs of economic recovery have been visible in Spain and 

Portugal since 2014, the only EU member state from Southern Europe that is performing well economically is 

Malta. 
5 http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/eurocrisispress/2014/06/10/mind-the-gaps-the-political-consequences-of-the-great-

recession-in-europe/.  

http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/eurocrisispress/2014/06/10/mind-the-gaps-the-political-consequences-of-the-great-recession-in-europe/
http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/eurocrisispress/2014/06/10/mind-the-gaps-the-political-consequences-of-the-great-recession-in-europe/


 

and/or which these states see as a threat was studied through the detailed analysis of the leader 

initiatives and slackers, recognized by the ECFR Scorecard 2012-2015. 

Italy, as the most populous state of the region, and part of the so-called EU “Big Four” 

(Germany, United Kingdom, and France plus Italy6) had the greatest number of recognized 

leadership initiatives, which correlates with its size, central geographical position and 

importance in Southern Europe. However, Italy’s number of leadership initiatives is way 

beyond the so-called “EU Big Three” (when it comes to the EU’s Foreign Policy): Germany, 

France, and the United Kingdom. A large disproportion of recognized initiatives exists, 

especially when a number of initiatives conducted by the other actors and regions is taken into 

account, besides the multilateral issues and crisis management (which is not based and limited 

on one region). 

 

Table 4. The number of leadership initiatives of the “EU’s Big Three” plus Italy by areas, 

recognized by the ECFR Scorecard, 2012-2015 
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2 1 2 2 4 6 0 1 0 2 4 4 
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6 When it comes to foreign policy, somewhat different findings also exist, which limit the membership of the EU 

“big members”, to only three: Germany, the United Kingdom, and France. According to these findings, the EU 

foreign policy is heavily influenced by the attitudes of these three truly big countries, which orchestrate most of 

the decisions through the accommodation of their interests. 

More in: Lehne, S. 2012. The Big Three in EU Foreign Policy. The Carnegie Papers. Carnegie Endowment for 

International Peace, Washington, D.C. 



 

France 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 0 1 2 3 49 

Germany 0 4 1 2 1 2 3 1 1 4 4 4 58 

Italy 1 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 23 

United 

Kingdom 

1 2 2 1 2 3 0 1 2 2 4 2 50 

 

 

From Table 4, it can be seen that the “EU’s Big Three”, mainly because of their economic 

power and influence (Germany), as well as their historical connectedness and interests (besides 

economic influence) in the MENA region (the United Kingdom, France), have more recognized 

leadership initiatives in the MENA region than Italy, which is more geographically adjacent to 

the region. The overall number of initiatives for the members of the “EU’s Big Three” was 

about as twice as that of Italy, so clearly a difference between them and Italy exists if this 

indicator of foreign policy activism is taken into consideration. 

Besides leadership initiatives recognized in the field of multilateral issues and crisis 

management (7), the greatest number of Italy’s initiatives was recognized in the relations with 

the MENA region, due to close proximity of Italy to the countries in that region (especially to 

Libya). Italy’s recognized initiatives in the MENA region were connected to: The Tunisian 

Revolution (Scorecard 2012); improving financial support for MENA, and supporting political 

transition in Libya and Yemen (Scorecard 2013); pushing for comprehensive European strategy 

towards Iran following elections, and support for closer security cooperation in the North Africa 

region in 2013 (Scorecard 2014); remaining engaged in Libya (Scorecard 2015). The MENA 

region (especially North Africa) is a region where Italy had some influence traditionally, and 

this influence was revived in the last decade and a half. The negative effects of the region’s 

geographical closeness to Northern Africa is the inflow of asylum seekers in Italy, since Italy’s 

southern coast is besides Malta the closest point of the EU to Libya and a gateway to the other 

parts of the Schengen zone in which free movement of people is possible. 

Italy’s slackers (besides multilateral issues and crisis management, which are mainly related to 

not participating enough in development and humanitarian aid, and European policy on UN 

reform) were mostly tied to its relations with Russia: rule of law and human rights in Russia, 

relations with Russia on protracted conflicts, and relations with Russia on energy issues 

(Scorecard 2012); relations with Russia on energy issues (Scorecard 2014). Italy also received 

one slacker for relations with the Wider Europe: rule of law, democracy and human rights in 

the Eastern Neighbourhood (Scorecard 2012). Italy was obviously, for pragmatic reasons, 

willing to receive slackers in order to pursue its own interests in relations with Russia, especially 

regarding the cooperation in energy issues, since Italy receives a part of its gas supplies from 

Russia (29 percent in 2012). Besides the slackers mentioned, Italy also received one slacker for 

relations with China: promoting human rights in China (Scorecard 2013). 

Spain was also recognized as a leader in its adjacent geographical area. Besides being a leader 

in four initiatives in the field of multilateral issues and crisis management (which does not have 

a particular regional affiliation), Spain had six of its twelve leadership initiatives in the MENA 

region recognized by the ECFR Scorecard 2012-2015. Spain’s recognized role in the MENA 

region was tied with: the Egyptian revolution (Scorecard 2012); improving financial support 

for the MENA region (Scorecard 2013); pushing through agreement on eligibility occupied 



 

territories grants, prices etc., and support for closer security cooperation in the North Africa 

region in 2013 (Scorecard 2014); remaining engaged in Libya, and differentiating the economic 

treatment of Israel and occupied territories (Scorecard 2015). The only other two recognized 

leadership initiatives of Spain relate to China: reciprocity in access to public procurement in 

Europe and China (Scorecard 2012), support Europe’s tough line on solar panel case (2014). It 

is visible that Spain had no recognized leadership initiatives towards Russia, the Wider Europe, 

and the United States. 

Slackers received by Spain from the EU were mostly tied to the multilateral issues and crisis 

management (eight): European policy on UN reform, development aid and global health 

(Scorecard 2012); increasing development aid to reach agreed targets, increasing humanitarian 

assistance, especially in the Sahel; facilitating the consolidation of European seats at the IMF 

(Scorecard 2013); increase in development aid, increase in humanitarian aid, steps taken to 

assist Syrian refugees/IDPs (Scorecard 2014). The economic crisis could be one of the logical 

explanations. Pushed by high unemployment and negative economic indicators, the government 

of Spain did not want (or could not afford) to spend enough money and other resources to 

humanitarian aid and other kinds of multilateral issues and crisis management issues, that did 

not pose a direct interest and/or threat to Spain. Other slackers were received for relations with 

China: promoting human rights in China (Scorecard 2013); Russia: rule of law and human rights 

in Russia (Scorecard 2012); the United States: relations with the US on the euro crisis (2012), 

countering the US offensive against EU regulation of aviation emissions (2013); the Wider 

Europe: Kosovo (2012), encouraging Serbia to normalise relations with Kosovo; the MENA 

region: humanitarian support to the Middle East (2015). 

Greece did not manage to achieve a single leadership initiative in the studied period, according 

to the ECFR Scorecard. The immense socio-economic difficulties that Greece is facing at 

present are the most probable explanation of this condition. At the same time, it had 15 slackers 

received from the EU, clearly leading policy that is more “independent” i.e. oriented on its 

basic, own national interests. The significant number of slackers was received for relations with 

Russia and the Wider Europe. Greece’s slackers received for relations with Russia were as 

follows: rule of law and human rights in Russia (Scorecard 2012), relations with Russia on 

Energy Issues (2014). The important fact, that must not be omitted, is that Greece receives over 

half of its gas supplies from Russia (56 percent in 2012). It has also tried several times to make 

deals with Russia, in order to get loans, so that it could finance its enormous debt. Slackers 

received for the relations with the Wider Europe region were: overall progress of enlargement 

in the Western Balkans, Kosovo, relations with Turkey on the Cyprus question, relations with 

Turkey on regional issues (Scorecard 2012); pushing visa liberalisation for Turkey (2013). 

Greece’s foreign policy activities are mostly influenced by its relations with Turkey and 

especially the Cyprus issue. Other slackers were received for relations with the MENA region: 

the Syrian uprising (Scorecard 2012), and multilateral issues and crisis management: increasing 

development aid to reach agreed targets, increasing humanitarian assistance, especially in the 

Sahel, contributing to CSDP missions (2013); increase in development aid, increase in 

humanitarian aid, steps taken to assist Syrian refugees/IDPs (2014). 

Portugal had five recognized leadership initiatives. These were recognized for relations with 

China: relations with China on the Arab Awakening (Scorecard 2012); the United States:  

relations with the US on climate change (2012), pushing for successful conclusion of TTIP 

negotiations (2015); multilateral issues and crisis management: European policy on UN reform 

(2012), fighting climate change (2015). Portugal’s slackers (5 of 6) were mostly tied to 



 

multilateral issues and crisis management: increasing humanitarian assistance, especially in the 

Sahel, contributing to CSDP missions (2013); increase in humanitarian aid, steps taken to assist 

Syrian refugees/IDPs (2014); development aid and humanitarian aid (2015). The remaining 

slacker was given to Portugal for relations with Russia: rule of law and human rights in Russia 

(Scorecard 2012). Portugal, like most of the Southern Europe states, also faces serious socio-

economic difficulties, so the number of leaders as well as number and character of slackers can 

be explained by these difficulties. 

The facts that strongly influence foreign policy activism of Cyprus and Malta, besides their 

geographical position, are their smallness and island character. A truly small state, with 

population of under one million, Cyprus, had three leadership activities (assisting Syrian 

refugees and reciprocity on visa procedures with the U.S.A.). Since its foreign policy is highly 

dictated by the issue of island division and, subsequently, its relations with Turkey, as well its 

financial connections with Russia, the number of slackers (15) is not so surprising7. 10 out of 

Cyprus’ 15 slackers were tied to Russia and Wider Europe. Slackers for the relations with 

Russia were related to: rule of law and human rights in Russia, relations with Russia on 

protracted conflicts, relations with Russia on energy issues (Scorecard 2012). Slackers for the 

relations with the Wider Europe region were related to: Kosovo, relations with Turkey on the 

Cyprus question, relations with Turkey on regional issues, rule of law, democracy and human 

rights in the Eastern Neighbourhood (Scorecard 2012); encouraging Serbia to normalise 

relations with Kosovo, pushing visa liberalisation for Turkey (2013); steps to support opening 

Chapter 23 and 24 in accession negotiations with Turkey (2014). Other slackers received by 

Cyprus were tied with multilateral issues and crisis management: development aid and global 

health (Scorecard 2012); contributing to CSDP missions (2013); increase in development aid, 

increase in humanitarian aid (Scorecard 2014), and its relations with China: coordinating the 

EU position towards China (Scorecard 2015). 

Malta, the smallest EU member state by territory and population, was recognized as a leader in 

one initiative, tied to its southern neighborhood, the MENA region (precisely: Northern Africa) 

where it supported closer security cooperation (Scorecard 2013). Namely, Malta’s foreign 

policy seeks to use its geopolitical relevance to maximize influence. Therefore, its special focus 

is stability in the Mediterranean region from which non-military threats such as irregular 

migration emerge. Given the relevance of the issue for the national security, the migration has 

become Malta’s highly salient issue in the EU (Pastore, 2013: 71-72). Malta’s slackers (totally 

7), were significantly tied to multilateral issues and crisis management (3), precisely the 

development and/or humanitarian aid: development aid and global health (Scorecard 2012); 

increasing development aid to reach agreed targets (Scorecard 2013); development aid and 

humanitarian aid (Scorecard 2015). Other slackers were given to Malta for its relations with 

Russia: rule of law and human rights in Russia (Scorecard 2012); China: promoting human 

rights in China (2013), speaking out or acting on human rights violations (2015); and the United 

States: pushing for European policy on privacy and intelligence (2015). 

 

 

5 CONCLUSION 

                                                           
7Cyprus foreign policy preferences in the EU are explicitly linked to its geographic proximity and Turkey. 



 

The economic crisis hinders not only the economic development, but it also hinders foreign 

policy activities (oriented towards the fulfilment of the goals of the EU Common Foreign and 

Security Policy, CFSP) of the EU member states that were worst hit by the crisis. The small 

number of leadership initiatives from the EU member states from Southern Europe recognized 

by the ECFR Scorecard indicates that the states were not so interested in pursuing the goals of 

the CFSP. The results from the ECFR Scorecard show a strong convergence of negative annual 

GDP growth since the start of the economic crisis and a large number of slackers received from 

the EU, when it comes to the EU member states from Southern Europe. There were only a 

couple of leadership initiatives recognized (besides the field of multilateral issues and crisis 

management) that were not oriented towards the adjacent MENA region, and three states 

(Greece, Cyprus, and Portugal) did not have any initiatives recognized towards this region. At 

the same time, the EU member states from Southern Europe show a deficiency in leadership 

initiatives recognized by the ECFR Scorecard for the 2011-2014 period (measured by the ECFR 

Scorecard 2012-2015). Considering the size of some Southern European EU members, such as 

Italy and Spain, the number of their leadership initiatives is lower than would be expected 

considering their size and importance. Besides having a small number of leadership initiatives 

recognized, Southern Europe EU member states received a large number of slackers i.e. they 

were reprimanded by the EU for not complying enough with the goals of the CFSP. Most of 

the slackers (31 out of total 68) were received for the field of multilateral issues and crisis 

management (the field with the highest number of indicators followed, however, the number of 

slackers is disproportionately high when compared with other fields). This large number of 

slackers shows that Southern Europe EU member states are not interested and/or not capable 

enough (especially smaller states, which have economic difficulties) in participating in common 

missions and multilateral initiatives led by the EU. They seem to be much more interested as 

well as capable in pursuing their own interests, which directly affect and/or originate in their 

immediate neighborhood. 
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