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approach.  
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achieve research excellence. 

Á Promulgate policy recommendations for the promotion of security, democracy and 

economic development in South-East Europe. 

Á Publish policy reports, briefing notes, background guides, academic articles and other 

relevant publications. 

Á Communicate research findings to wider audiences and raise awareness about 

9[L!a9tΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ .ŀƭƪŀƴ ŀŦŦŀƛǊǎΦ 

Á Build collaborations with important organizations and think tanks in South-East Europe 

and beyond. 

 

 

The South-East Europe Programme promotes the debate on key Southeast European issues 

by frequently organizing and participating in high profile events. In the context of the forum 
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House Rule in which diplomats and policy makers, academics and journalists brainstorm on 

important regional problems. The Programme also organizes international conferences in 

Greece, while its members frequently give lectures and speeches in conferences held in 

South-East Europe and beyond. 

 

The South-East Europe Programme publishes policy analyses and research findings through 

the standard publishing outlets of ELIAMEP. It also reaches wider audiences by publishing 

short articles and op-eds in prominent Greek and international media and its news are 

communicated to several thousand subscribers through the mailing lists of ELIAMEP and the 

South-East Europe Programme as well as social media. Last but not least, the South-East 

Europe Programme is associated with the academic journal Southeast European and Black 

Sea Studies, which is published by ELIAMEP in partnership with Taylor & Francis publishers. 
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Introduction  

The Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy (ELIAMEP) commissioned the 
¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ aŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀΩǎ Public Opinion Research Unit (PORU) to implement the survey on 
public attitudes towards the name dispute and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
(hereafter fYROM). This is a re-run a research project (and an opinion poll) first implemented 
in 2016.3 This project is one of the very first research studies explicitly focusing on the name 
dispute and exploring beliefs and attitudes ŀōƻǳǘ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ relations with the former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. The poll analysed in the present report was fielded on 23-
25 January 2018. This was right after the Thessaloniki rally, which took place on Sunday 21 
January 2018, and before the Athens rally of 4 February 2018.  

The political context of the previous ELIAMEP-PORU poll was quite different from the 
present one. The name dispute was not on the daily political agenda and was not considered 
as a political priority of the government of the time. In 2016, Greece was recovering from 
the political upheaval of 2015, during which two elections (January 2015 and September 
2015) and one referendum (July 2015) took place. In 2016 the government of PM Alexis 
Tsipras ςleading a coalition of left-wing SYRIZA with right wing ANEL- had just completed his 
first ςand very turbulent- year in office, having been re-elected after snap elections.  

In contrast, our 2018 poll was run in a period when the name issue was among the top 
governmental priorities in the two countries. For that reason the name issue and all the 
relevant developments enjoyed wide media coverage in Greece. Also, as a result of the 
developments in the name dispute, this is a period of new political alignments and de-
alignments. The governing coalition has to deal with a serious internal disagreement, based 
largely on the name dispute, with junior partner ANEL fiercely opposing the plans of its 
coalition leading partner SYRIZA to reach a compromise solution on the name dispute 
majority by agreeing on a composite name. The main opposition party (ND), although 
reluctant at the beginning, also seems to be distancing itself from the plans for a 
compromise solution and calls for postponing the settlement for the future. The rest of the 
Greek parties seem to be ςhesitantly or confidently- aligning with the pro- and anti-
compromise camps.  

The 2016 political landscape was also radically different in fYROM. Two years ago, the 
government under PM Gruevski continued to pursue its nationalistic agenda, implementing 
the policy of so-called antiquization, while having to weather serious challenges such as 
political scandals, massive anti-government mobilisation by opposition SDSM and the civil 
society and the lack of serious international support. In 2018, the political environment is 
radically different. After the serious political turmoil that brought the downfall of the 
Gruevski government, the country has a new leadership under PM Zaev who from the outset 
pursued a fiercely pro-Western policy and a confident rapprochement with neighbouring 
Bulgaria and Greece.  

                                                           

3 The poll was fielded between 29 February and 3 March 2016. The research report of the poll was published in September 
нлмсΦ CƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ǎŜŜΥ άDǊŜŜƪ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŀƳŜ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ CƻǊƳŜǊ ¸ǳƎƻǎƭŀǾ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎ 
of MaceŘƻƴƛŀέΣ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ wŜǇƻǊǘΣ IŜƭƭŜƴƛŎ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŀƴŘ CƻǊŜƛƎƴ tƻƭƛŎȅΣ !ǘƘŜƴǎΣ {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нлмсΦ  
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Methodology  and questionnaire design  

The poll was fielded between Tuesday 23 January 2018 and Thursday 25 January 2018, on a 
sample of 1071 respondents, with nationwide coverage and multi-stage stratified sampling. 
Respondents were interviewed by CATI more (Computer Assisted Telephone Interviews) and 
the data were weighted to match population characteristics according to gender and age 
(post-survey adjustments). The margin of error is 3% on a confidence interval of 95%. 

The questionnaire was designed jointly by PORU and ELIAMEP and included questions about 
attitudes and beliefs, knowledge questions and electoral behavior questions. Part of the 
questionnaire reproduced the February-March 2016 poll. This provided the opportunity to 
compare and contrast the two polls and draw conclusions about significant differences 
between the two. 

The questionnaire is composed by the following parts; 

¶ Part A attempts to examine general attitudes ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ position 
in the international system and foreign threat perceptions.  

¶ Part B focused on the bilateral relations between Greece and the Former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia. It examines the salience of the name issue, the perceived 
importance of an imminent settlement of the dispute, and preferences as to potential 
solutions. Part B also measures the extent to which Greek public opinion perceive the 
use of the name άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ by the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia as a source 
of a potential future territorial threat or as a falsification of Greek history. Moreover, 
this part of the poll evaluates the role and the perceived stance of foreign governments 
and organizations in the efforts towards a settlement of the dispute. It also focuses on 
electoral behavior in order to evaluate whether the name issue could influence a future 
electoral choice.  

¶ Part C includes evaluation questions on the current state of bilateral relations, the state 
of economic relations and asks respondents to offer a prediction for the future 
development of bilateral relations, 

¶ Part D, apart from demographics and electoral behavior questions, attempts to explore 
the degree in which Greek public opinion is well informed about DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ official 
position on the name dispute and the demographics of fYROM, and also explores 
attitudes towards ΨaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀ ralliesΩ that were organized both in the 1990s and in 
recent months.  

This report presents the surveyΩǎ findings, both as an overall picture and also, when data are 
available, in comparative perspective to the 2016 poll. The main analytical subgroups are 
defined demographically ςe.g. gender, age group, education level, area of residence - but 
also according to electoral behavior or left-right self-placement. Regarding the latter, 
respondents were asked to identify/place themselves in one of the following options: Far-
right, Right, Centre-Right, Center, Center-Left, Left, Far-Left; while a DƻƴΩǘ Know (DK) answer 
and a non-applicable option were also offered as a possibility for those not identifying with 
any of the axis positions. As is usually the case, a significant portion of the respondents posit 
themselves into the center (19.5%), which is slightly lower than those that claim that they do 
not fit into any of these categories (21.5%). The axis seems balanced though; the left side 
(cumulative FL, L and CL) collected 28%, while the cumulative for the right was 24%. 

The sample is also balanced on the population residential density. Results are presented in 
the NUTS I configuration, comprising Attica (35.5% of the sample), Northern Greece (32.5% 
of the sample), Central Greece (22%) and Aegean Islands and Crete (10%). It was expected 
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that the regional variation would hold important divergence, as the issue is predominantly 
present and likely more emotionally charged in Northern Greece. 

 

 

Graph 1 ς Left-right axis placement 



Greece õs international standing  

How is GreeceΩǎ current international status perceived by the public opinion? We posed 
three relevant questions, which were the same as in the 2016 poll. The first question, asked 
the respondents to identify whether DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ current position is stronger, the same or 
weaker than the one a year before. The majority of the respondents (45.5%) consider that 
the ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƻƴŜ ȅŜŀǊ ōŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ оу҈ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ 
weaker, and a mere 15.5% believes that it is stronger. Although these findings present the 
public opinion as rather disappointed with GreeceΩǎ ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ the international 
environment, the figures are still better than those from two years ago. In the 2016 poll, 
72% of respondents considered the ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ as worse than that of the preceding 
year. It is important to remind here that 2015 was in Greece a year of significant political 
turmoil, with two elections and a referendum taking place in less than twelve months and 
several months of uncertainty over the economic and political future of the country.  

 

 

Graph 2 ς Lƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ȅŜŀǊ ōŜŦƻǊŜΣ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƛǎΧ 

 

CǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ŜȄŀƳƛƴƛƴƎ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ŀōƻǳǘ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ international standing, the poll asked 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ position in the following 12 months. The majority of 
the respondents (44%) believe ǘƘŀǘ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ оо҈ 
believes that it will weaken and 17% that it will become stronger. In comparison to the 2016 
ǇƻƭƭΣ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ much less pessimistic. Back in 2016, the majority of 
respondents (52.5%) ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǿŜŀƪŜƴ, while 
only 25% predicted that things would remain the same. 
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Graph 3 ς Lƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǘǿŜƭǾŜ ƳƻƴǘƘǎΣ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜΧ 

 

Subsequently, respondents were asked to express their opinion about whether there is a 
ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άǘƘǊŜŀǘέ to Greece. About 6 out of 10 (64.5%), 
responded positively, i.e. that they do consider that there is a foreign country that is a threat 
to Greece, while 1 out of 3 (33.5%) ŘƻƴΩǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ŀǎ ŀ threat. This consists 
merely the same depiction as two years before. Compared to 2016, the share of those 
respondents who believed there is a foreign threat has slightly dropped (69% in 2016 vs 
64.5% in 2018). This confirms the broader picture that in the 2018 poll respondents are 
ƳƻǊŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŜǎǎ ǇŜǎǎƛƳƛǎǘƛŎ ŀōƻǳǘ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΦ  

Among those who believe that there is foreign country that may be perceived as a threat, a 
follow-up question was set, on an open-ended format, asking them to indicate the country 
they regard as a threat. Among the 64.5% that perceive the existence of a foreign threat, 
Turkey is by far the most popular choice (78%) and Germany comes a distant second with 
7.5%. In 2016 Turkey received pretty the same share (76.5%), while Germany has now an 
important decrease (11% in 2016). 
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Graph 4 ς Do you think there is a foreign country that could be considered as a threat to Greece? 

 

LŦ ǿŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀƭƭ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ψƴƻ ǘƘǊŜŀǘΩ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎΣ ƛƴ 
the same question, we find that one in three (33.5%) respondents do not believe that there 
is a foreign threat to Greece; half of the respondents (50.5%) consider Turkey as a threat; 
4.5% consider Germany ςcompared to 7.5% in the 2016 wave- and 2.5% regard fYROM as a 
threat, which is very close to the 2% perceived threat that we found in the 2016 poll. Thus, 
ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ άƴŀƳŜ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜέ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ōƻǘƘ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ 
the 2018 poll was fielded, the spontaneous identification of a foreign threat by respondents 
returned very few responses identifying fYROM as a threat.  

Overall, perceived foreign threat remained largely similar between 2016 and 2018, with 
¢ǳǊƪŜȅ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨƭƛƻƴΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜΩ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
countries receiving the same ranking in both polls, Germany presenting in both polls very 
low levels of threat, neighbouring FYROM and Albania even lower levels, and countries like 
the US, Russia and Bulgaria having threat perception levels close to zero.  
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Graph 5 ς Do you think that there is a foreign country that could be considered as a threat to Greece? 
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Greek public opinion  and the name dispute  

Lƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΩǎ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ on ǘƘŜ ƴŀƳŜ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ ǿŜΩǾŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǘƘǊŜŜ 
groups of questions: (a) the perceived importance of the dispute, (b) the core attitudes on a 
potential solution for settlement, and (c) future implications that could explain both the 
importance and the core stance towards the solution efforts. 

 

The salience  of the name dispute   
 

The salience of the name dispute is measured by two questions. The first evaluates the 
perceived importance as respondents provide a reply ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ άHow important do 
you personally consider the name ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜ ά, choosing from a range (scale) of response items 
that include ά±ŜǊȅέΣ ά{ƻƳŜƘƻǿέΣ ά! ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōƛǘέ ŀƴŘ άbƻǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭέ. The second question asks 
about the negotiation process, and more specifically if an immediate solution is of 
importance to the respondent.  

 

 

Graph 6 ς How important do you consider the name dispute between Greece and the former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia? 

With regards to the perceived importance of the name dispute, two thirds of the 
respondents (65%) consider the issue of great importance, while on the contrary the issue is 
considered as not important by only 9.5% of respondents. Higher than the average is the 
perceived importance for women (70.5%), age groups 35-54 and 55, and people located in 
the Northern Greece (69%). Also, it is higher for people that place themselves on the center 
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and right of the left-right spectrum, as well for New Democracy (ND) voters. In contrast, the 
perceived importance is lower than average among men (59%), holders of postgraduate 
degree (52%). Also, SYRIZA voters (60%) and people that place themselves on the left side of 
the LR continuum show lower than the average rates. 

 

 

Graph 7 ς How important is for you an immediate solution to this issue? 

 

Turning to the question of the immediacy of a solution, a very comfortable majority consider 
very (53%) and somewhat (19%) important to have an immediate solution to the name 
dispute. In contrast, only 13% assign little importance and another 13% no importance to 
the solution. When comparing with the findings of the 2016 poll, we see that the results are 
similar, but the importance of the immediate settlement is slightly reduced.  

Overall, when combining questions about the importance of the name dispute and 
imminent character of its settlement, we can draw the conclusion that the perceived 
salience is extremely high. Two thirds (65%) of all respondents consider the issue to be of 
very high importance, while more than half (53%) consider an quick settlement of the 
dispute as very important. responded that it should be resolved the soonest possible.  
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The name dispute:  attitudes towards a potential solution  
 

At this point we reach what can be considered the most important question of polls about 
the name dispute, namely the solution that the Greek public opinion would accept in view of 
a compromise between the two sides. A large majority of respondents reject any reference 
ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ ŀǎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ όтмΦр҈ύΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ннΦр҈ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ 
that they could accept a composite name ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ. These 
two options όŀ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘŜ ƴŀƳŜ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ ǾǎΦ ƴo reference to the 
term) are the two opposing stances in both the public discourse and the political positioning; 
for example, on the one hand the ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀ ralliesέ and some of the 
Greek parties demanded that no reference to the term άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ 
that will result from the name issue negotiations; on the other hand, the Greek Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs, the major governmental partner SYRIZA, and in fact ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ official 
position since the mid 2000s have all considered a compromise that would include the term 
άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ ƛƴ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜΦ  

 

 

Graph 8 ς Which of the following would you accept as a solution to the name dispute? 
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When comparing these findings with the 2016 poll we find that the rejectionist camp (i.e. no 
ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘŜǊƳ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέύ Ƙŀǎ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǎƘŀǊǇ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǘǿƻ ȅŜŀǊǎΦ .ŀŎƪ ƛƴ нлмсΣ 
ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ рт҈ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ŀȅ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ 
part of It is On the previous wave, in 2016, the un-compromising stance was supported by 
57%, while the composite name was supported by 38%.  

It is worth noting here that while we adopted in this question we provided a slightly varied 
set of responses between 2016 and 2018. In the 2016 poll, respondents were offered the 
following three responses: (a) the approval of a composite name, (b) the rejection of any 
ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέΣ όŎύ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ Ŧ¸whaΩǎ constitutional name. In 
2018, we omit the third response since with the name issue gaining plentiful media coverage 
and political salience a clear dichotomy ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ άƴƻ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜέ ŀƴŘ άŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘŜ ƴŀƳŜέ 
options has emerged. So, as the (c) choice ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƴŀƳŜ άwŜǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻŦ 
aŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ is not a part of the public discourse, any reference to this could have been 
totally misleading. Also, in 2018 we provided explicit examples for each of the response 
items. 

At the research report of the 2016 poll we also commented that the methodology we 
followed might have implied that the phrasing of the question invites more moderate 
ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǎƪ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ 
about whether they would be ready to accept a certain solution. So, with this approach, 
respondents wƘƻ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ƴƻ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
willing to accept a compromise solution taking into account that realistically one cannot be 
over-optimistic about optimal outcomes on the issue. We should repeat, for comparison 
purposes the above comment also to this report. Of course, the elaboration on this 
hypothesis is beyond the scope of this report.  

!ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ ŀǎ ǿŜ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜŘ ƛƴ нлмсΣ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ official position is to try to reach a 
compromise solution on the issue based on a ΨŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘŜ ƴŀƳŜΩ ǘƘŀǘ will include the term 
άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέΦ As the official website of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Hellenic 
Republic states άhǳǊ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊΥ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƻǳƴŘ ƴŀƳŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜǊ ōŜŦƻǊŜ 
ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿill be used in relation to everyone (erga omnes), for all uses 
ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭέΦ4 Greek governments have been negotiating on that basis, 
mainly about the scope of the use of the negotiated term, i.e. whether it will have domestic 
or only international use or whether such international use will be uniform by all, about the 
geographical qualifier to be used and other subsidiary issues. The same comments apply to 
the 2018 poll and demonstrate that a large majority of the public opinion in Greece was and 
continues to be opposed to the official position of the Greek diplomacy on the issue. 

Within subgroups, the most compromising stance is reported by the left oriented (46% 
compromising vs 45.5 non-compromising), center-left (42% compromising vs 52.5% non-
compromising), SYRIZA voters (31% compromising vs 64% non-compromising), and people 
who live in Attica (27% compromising vs 64.5% non-compromising). The most rejectionist 
outlook can be found among people that place themselves on the center and right of the 
left-right axis, New Democracy voters (81.5% non-compromising stance) and among the 
residents of the Northern Greece (77%). 

To those who ǊŜƧŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴȅ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ ŀ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ on question asked 
was whether they would assess positively or negatively a solution that would satisfies the 
their preferred option of no reference but ƻƴƭȅ ŦƻǊ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ ōƛƭŀǘŜǊŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ with fYROM. 

                                                           

4 See the official website of the Hellenic MFA: http://www.mfa.gr/en/fyrom-name-issue/, accessed 25 July 2016. 

http://www.mfa.gr/en/fyrom-name-issue/
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More than 8 out of 10 replied that they would see development negatively. Similarly, a 
follow on question was asked to those who accepted a composite name; they were asked if 
they would view positively or negatively a solution whereby a composite name would be 
adopted for all international relations, while fYROM could maintains its current 
constitutional name for domestic use. More than half of respondents thought that this 
would be a negative development, while 21% responded that this could be seen positively.  

 

Future implications  from a potential solution  
 

One of the purposes of this part was to explore the roots of the rejectionist approach. We 
ŀǎƪŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘǿƻ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ΨǊŜƧŜŎǘƛƻƴƛǎǘ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎΩΥ  ǘƘŀǘ the 
ǳǎŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ by fYROM implies a future territorial threat and that it is a 
falsification of Greek history. Respondents were asked to declare their agreement or 
disagreement with these arguments. We found that the argument about a future territorial 
threat is supported by 6 out of 10 respondents (60.5%), while one in three respondents 
(31%) disagree. This is actually a similar depiction to the 2016 poll, with a slight increase of 
those that believe the future territorial threat argument. The historical falsification 
argument is supported by a wider majority of 72.5%, while 2 out of 10 respondents disagree. 

 

Graph 9 ς {ƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀƳŜ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ŀ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŀƭ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜΦ 5ƻ 
you agree or disagree with this statement? 

And what is the impact of a delay in settling the dispute? Could it be harmful to DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ 
interests? Interestingly, in this question we found noteworthy differences from the 2016 
poll. Back in 2016 the vast majority of the respondents (71.5%) considered that any delay is 
ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ǘƻ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΦ Lƴ нлму ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƴƻticeable decrease, as now ςalthough still 
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majority- the 56.5% agree with this statement. Of course, this presents a major 
inconsistency. While public opinion supports that the issue is of extreme importance and 
should be resolved the soonest possible, it also believes that any delay is not so harmful for 
DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΦ tǊƻōŀōƭȅ ǘƘƛǎ can be explained by the current circumstance in the name 
dispute. As the major governmental coalition party (SYRIZA) actively promotes a solution 
that will include the term άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ, and given the overall rejectionist outlook of the 
majority of the public opinion, many respondents probably felt that the sense of urgency in 
ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ ǎǳŎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ƻǳǊ 
question.  

 

Graph 10 ς The delay of the solution harms our country? 

 

Another question attempted to clarify the way people view the implications from the delay 
in the settlement of the name dispute. Respondents were asked to assess the probability for 
a de-facto recognition of fYROM ŀǎ άwŜǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻŦ aŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ, in case there is no settlement 
to the dispute even under a composite name. Among four options, that expressed certainty, 
high probability, low probability and no probability at all, the first two choices collected 
(cumulatively) 63.5%. More specifically, 20.5% asserted certainty and 43% high probability 
that if a compromise solution, even under a composite name, is not reached soon then 
fYROM will be widely recognized as Republic of Macedonia. It is one of the paradoxes of the 
Greek public opinion attitudes that that the distribution of these answers is pretty similar 
among both those who reject any compromise solution and those who accept a composite 
name. In both groups, small probabilities of such an outcome is supported by few 
respondents (29% among those that accept a composite solution and 30% among those that 
reject any reference ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άaŀŎŜŘƻƴƛŀέ). Certainty for such a development is at 28.5% 
for those who support a composite solution and at 17.5% among the rejectionists. 
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The role of i nternational actors  
 

Another aspect, also explored in a comparative approach with the 2016 poll, was the 
assessment of the involvement of international actors in the efforts for the settlement of the 
dispute. The advantage of this question is that it offers also insights about the Greek public 
ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΩǎ overall attitude towards international organizations and countries. On this 
ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ Ψ5ƻƴΩǘ Yƴƻǿ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎΩ ŀǊŜ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƘƛƎƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ lack of knowledge 
that is recognized by respondents. The most favorable attitudes are expressed for Russia, as 
18% of respondents consider that Moscow favours Greece, 20.5% that it favours fYROM, 
21.5% that it is impartial and 40% DƻƴΩǘ Know. In contrast, the results are pretty damning for 
traditional allies and partners of Greece. Only 5.5% consider that the EU favours Greece, and 
the percentages for NATO, the US and Germany are at 7%, 5% and 5.5% respectively. 
Instead, a third or more of respondents believe that EU, the US and Germany favour fYROM 
in the dispute. Overall, the Greek public opinion does not consider any of the measured 
actors to be more supportive of Greece; in contrast, for all actors measured, between 3 and 
4 out of 10 consider that they are favour fYROM in the dispute. Interestingly, back in 2016, 
ǘƘŜ 5ƻƴΩǘ Yƴƻǿ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŀǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ 
international actors as favouring fYROM. The percentages of those seeing a favouring of 
Greece were equally low in 2016. This is one additional indication of the introvert and 
pessimistic mood that the Greek public opinion holds, when it expresses its feelings towards 
international actors. 

 

Graph 11 ς Some organizations and foreign governments have been involved in the effort to solve the name 
ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜΦ 5ƻ ȅƻǳ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ƻŦΧ 
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Bilateral relations between Greece and the Former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia  

 
In this section, we attempted to evaluate attitudes on the current state and future prospects 
of relations between Greece and fYROM. Regarding the current state, the majority of the 
respondents (57%) consider them neither good, nor bad. About 3 out of 10 assess relations 
as good, and only 1 out of 10 considers them bad. A similar picture arose when respondents 
were asked to assess current relations in comparison to 12 months before. 16.5% 
considered that relations deteriorated, while 22.5% consider that they have improved. As for 
the next 12 months, views appear more diverse, probably reflecting the unclear political 
environment and potential implications on future developments. More than half of the 
respondents either DƻƴΩǘ Know (22.5%) or consider that relations will remain the same 
(37%). Another 22% believe that relations will deteriorate, while only 18.5% believe that 
they will improve. 

 

Graph 12 ς Bilateral Relations 
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Assessment of bilateral economic relations  
 

Our poll also measured the attitudes of the Greek public opinion about the state of 
economic cooperation between the two countries. Greece and fYROM maintain a long 
lasting economic cooperation, since major Greek organizations have made significant 
investment in fYROM. This question offers the opportunity to examine the beliefs Greek 
society holds about the economic basis of relations with Balkan neighbors, especially after 
the mid-1990s.  

 

Graph 13 ς Bilateral Economic Relations 

 

The majority of respondents consider that there is clear winner of this cooperation and this 
is fYROM. 33.5% of respondents believe that fYROM gained more than Greece and 12% that 
only fYROM benefited, leading to a 45.5% in overall that believes that the outcome of the 
ōƛƭŀǘŜǊŀƭ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ mutual beneficial. The statement that both countries 
mutual benefited is supported by 38% and only 4% consider that Greece was the main 
winner of this cooperation. The ranking of the results are quite similar to those of the 
previous 2016 poll. Although there is a decrease in the percentage of those regard fYROM as 
a clear winner (45.5% in 2018 while it was 52% in 2016), the distribution of the answers is 
similar. The majority believes that fYROM was the only beneficiary (33.5% in 2018 and 39.5% 
in 2016), there is a small increase among those that believe that economic partnership 
helped both countries (38% in 2018 while it was 33% in 2016), and in both waves only a 
minor share regard Greece as the only beneficiary (4% in 2018 vs 3.5% in 2016).



How well informed  is the Greek public ? 

One of the issues we aimed to explore was the degree of knowledge that the public opinion 
possesses about fYROM and the dispute. So, we wanted to explore two main potential 
misconceptions about DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ neighbour: how aware respondents are about the religious 
composition of Ŧ¸whaΩǎ population and also if respondents ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ 
position on the name dispute. These two concepts represent the two different sides on the 
same coin. Our poll found that respondents have a lack of knowledge about the population 
of fYROM and the fact that its majority is Christian. The question provided to the 
respondents only two options, so they were asked to choose if they believed that the 
majority in fYROM is Christians or Muslims. The correct reply was given by the 24% of 
respondents. In contrast, 36% of respondents replied that the majority of fYROM population 
is Muslim. Among subgroups only post-graduate degree holders (35.5%) and younger people 
of age between 17-34 (33%) gave correct answers that exceeded the average. Also, if we 
compare sub-groups according to the perceived importance of the issue and the 
compromising or not-compromising stance on the solution, we notice that only those that 
do not regard the issue as important differ significantly from the average of the correct 
answers. 

 

Graph 14 ς The majority of the people live in fYROM areΧ 

 

²ƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘǎ ǘƻ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƛƴ ǘǿƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ (51.5%) are well 
aware of the counǘǊȅΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΦ Respondents were asked to affirm that a statement 
given that ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƻǊ ǿǊƻƴƎΦ LǘΩǎ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 
although the issue was highly covered by the media and the Thessaloniki rally was held just a 
few days before the poll was fielded, only a marginal majority of the public opinion could 
correctly identify the official Greek position. About half of respondents, either did not know 
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or responded incorrectly. Specifically, 34% replied ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ DǊŜŜŎŜΩǎ 
official position was wrong, and 14.5% did not know. 

The degree of knowledge is correlated with the educational level, as more educated people 
have better knowledge of the issue. Overall, holders of a post-graduate degree seem to 
know better than other demographic categories the ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ όссΦр҈ύ. But 
the best knowledge of the issue is present among those that accept a compromise solution 
(72.5%) and among those where the perceived importance of the issue is low (72%). In 
contrast, the lowest rates, i.e. the least knowledge of the official position, could be found 
among those that reject any reference to the term Macedonia (44.5% of correct answers), 
voters of the main opposition party ND (44.5%) and people that place themselves on the 
right side of the left-right axis. Also, as the degree of knowledge is correlated with the 
educational level, the less educated have worse knowledge of the issue than the better 
educated ones. 

 

Graph 15 ς ¢ƘŜ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ 

 






















