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As mentioned earlier, this thesis focuses empirically on the case of Greece. Figure 1 

shows the property crime rates in three periphery countries, namely Greece, Spain and Portugal5. 

Although a cross country crime rate comparison is generally not advised, due to differences in 

reporting levels and definitions, one can compare the across time variation of similarly defined 

crime types. One can observe that property crime rates (including robberies, burglaries, car thefts 

and thefts) have peaked during the first years of the debt crisis in Greece, while the same pattern 

cannot be detected in the other two countries6. This fact raises questions on why this pattern is 

revealed solely in Greece. According to the Greek Police, 172,572 crime incidents7 were 

recorded in 2016. The vast majority of these incidents were property crimes (robbery, burglary, 

motor vehicle theft, and theft), reaching the 121,865 recorded cases. 

 
Source: World Bank 
 

The case of Greece is also of special interest as it is a country severely affected by the 

global economic and humanitarian crisis. It is true that most factors, which according to the 

literature, may have a causal effect on crime rates have changed dramatically in absolute terms, 

as well as in comparison to the rest European countries. To begin with, Figure 2 shows the value 

of the GINI coefficient over time in Greece. The GINI coefficient measures inequality of income 
                                                           
5 Italy is not included in the graph as it differs in the definition of burglaries, thus making data not comparable. 
6 Unfortunately, Eurostat only reports comparable data on crime rates since 2008 and thus we cannot observe the 

pre- crisis behavior of the rates. 
7 Offences of the Penal Code, felonies and misdemeanors, table 17, Epetirida 2016 p. 34 



13 
 

(or wealth) with a 100 value representing perfect inequality. Inequality has seen a downward 

trajectory since 2006, but started increasing in the beginning of the debt crisis. Since 2012, it has 

been roughly stabilized in a higher level than before the debt crisis. 

 
Source: Eurostat 
 

Figure 3 shows the unemployment rate in Greece, compared to the EU288 and the other 

Southern economics, namely Spain, Italy and Portugal. Greece has had the biggest rise in the 

unemployment rate, specifically 19.7 percent points during 2008-2013 followed by Spain, which 

saw a rise of 14.8 percentage points during the same period. This is a big rise compared to the 

EU28 average that only saw an increase by 3.9 percentage points. 

Following, Figure 4 shows how the real GDP per capita changes in comparison to the 

EU28.  All periphery countries have fallen under the EU28 average after crisis but Greece has 

had the sharpest decrease among them. 

                                                           
8 EU28 contains: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, 

Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, 

Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and United Kingdom. 
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Source: Eurostat 
 

Today the country is faced with an unprecedented economic and humanitarian crisis with the 

arrival of close to 950,000 people between January 2015 and February 2016 (OECD, 2016). 

Greece serves as a transit country to most people, with less than 1% of them having requested 

asylum in Greece. Meanwhile, labor migration flows slowed down with the crisis, but they did 

not stop. In 2012, 23,200 new residence permits were issued to non-EU citizens, compared with 

43,000 in 2008.  

 
Source: Hellenic Police 
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The economic crisis has had a profound effect the labor market opportunities and 

immigrants. As reported by OECD (2016). The unemployment rate of natives raised by 17 

percentage points, while for immigrants it has increased by 26 percentage points between 2008 

and 2015 reaching 33%. Despite some decline in the past 2 years, possibly reflecting return 

migration or re-emigration to other destinations, the level of unemployment among migrants is 

the highest in the OECD. Moreover, it is eight percentage points higher than the unemployment 

rate of Greek natives.  

These changes in labor force mobility and various major macroeconomic factors have 

had an impact in the legal -and illegal- labor market opportunities of the natives, as well as the 

immigrants. It is interesting to note the different opportunities in the illegal sector by looking at 

data that disaggregate arrests by nationality and crime type. Figures 7 and 8 show the crime 

sectors of expertise of natives and foreigners in Greece in 2011. On the left axis, I scale the crime 

incidents in absolute numbers. On the right axis, I scale the percentage of foreign offenders 

arrested as responsible for this crime type. Thefts and burglaries represent most arrests between 

foreigners (35%). Following is forgery (18%), drugs (17%), robbery (7%), begging (5%), guns 

(5%) and 18% includes all other recorded criminal offences. Natives also have a big percentage 

of arrests attributed to theft and burglary (34%), but they have an equal percentage attributed to 

drugs. Following is guns (10%), vehicle theft (6%) and robbery (4%), while the remaining 12% 

represents all other recorded criminal incidents. 
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Note: Total offences for each crime is on the left axis and percentage of foreign individuals in total arrests is on the 
right axis 
Source: Hellenic Police 

 

Figures 9 and 10 show how the percentage of foreign people arrested for robberies and 

burglaries varies over time. However, one has to be cautious when interpreting data on arrests 

between natives and immigrants. On the one hand, it is claimed that non-natives are less easy to 
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Source: Schneider (2015) 

 
By default, undocumented immigrants can only be employed in the informal sector. It is 

therefore interesting to examine different policies that can affect the labor market opportunities 

of those who have access in both sectors as well as those who only have access in the shadow 

economy. Based on the aforementioned discussion, Greece constitutes an interesting case, as a 

country with high undocumented immigration and a large informal sector. 

 

2. Data and Methodology 
 

2.1. Methodology  
 

In line with the related literature, I use a linear model to analyze the relation between the 

determinants of crime and the potential relation with immigration with the crime rate. In the 

absence of individual-level data, I have to rely on aggregate data by regions. In view of the 

economic theory of crime, which implies a probability of committing a crime for each individual 

based on some observable or unobservable characteristics, the above approach is justified under 

the assumption that the conditional probability of committing a crime follows a linear probability 

model. 
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Since the unobservable characteristics of each region can be a decisive factor for the 

crime rates of a region directly or indirectly by affecting other observable characteristics, the 

standard approach in the literature to determine how each observable characteristic affects the 

crime rates is to exploit the time variability of each characteristic and observe how the crime 

rates responds to these changes within each region, instead of doing comparisons between the 

regions for each time period. Accordingly, I use the fixed effects (within) estimator to obtain my 

baseline results (Chapter 1 and 2). Naturally, a limitation of this approach is that it requires a 

sufficient variation of the explanatory variables in time, which may not always true for certain 

variables such as the population density of a region. 

An issue that is usually present when trying to estimate the parameters of an economic 

crime model is the potential endogeneity of the explanatory variables, which makes it not safe to 

attribute any observed correlation to the existence of a causal relationship between those 

variables with the crime rates. For example, endogeneity could appear when an explanatory 

variable is affected by an unobserved time-varying characteristic that also directly influences the 

explained variable. Ignoring the presence of endogeneity when estimating the model generally 

results in biased estimates. 

In order to address endogeneity issues in my variables, I employ an instrumental 

variables approach, which makes use of variables (instruments) that affect the explained variable 

indirectly by influencing the explanatory variables that are considered to be endogenous. That is, 

an instrument is a variable that does not itself belong in the explanatory equation but is correlated 

with the endogenous explanatory variables. 

Finding such variables is not a trivial matter in general, but when analyzing the 

determinants of crime (Chapter 2) the standard approach in the literature (see e.g. Buonanno and 

Montolio, 2008) is to specify a dynamic model12 and exploit its dynamic properties to generate 

instruments. This works by using appropriately lagged values of the endogenous variables, as 

these are not expected to be correlated with the errors in the current time period. I employ a 

GMM-system approach following Arellano and Bover (1995) considering all the explanatory 

variables to be potentially endogenous. 

                                                           
12 i.e. the model includes the lagged dependent variable as an explanatory variable. 
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probability. This chapter is based on the related work co- authored by Professor Theodore 

Palivos and Professor Xiangbo Liu. 
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2016 but burglaries and vehicle thefts are reported as a separate category only since 2008 (from 

2004 until 2007 they are reported together as thefts).  Since 2004, property crime was following 

an upward trend until 2009 where one can observe the first sharp increase on property crime and 

peaks on 2011, where it starts dropping again. On 2014 there is a second increase which carries 

on also in the next year. 

Figure 2: Robberies 

 
Note: Robberies per 100,000 inhabitants  
Source: Hellenic Police 
 

 

This pattern has been revealed for all subcategories of property crime, namely robberies, 

burglaries and car thefts19. As robberies are relatively lower in numbers, they seem flattened in 

Figure 2; but if one looks at Figure 3, where they are appropriately rescaled, it is obvious that 

robberies also follow the aforementioned pattern.  

 

                                                           
19 See the appendix for a long description and definition of the different crime types. 
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In figure 8, GDP (EU28=100) is scaled on the left axis and unemployment rates on the right axis.   

 

Figure 9: Police Effectiveness 

 
Source: Hellenic Police 
 

Prison population is frequently used in the literature as a proxy for the severity of the 

punishment. The latter can affect the crime through two distinct effects; the deterrence effect and 

the incapacitation effect (see Winter, 2008). The deterrence effect works through the threat of a 

punishment whereas the incapacitation effect relies on the fact that imprisoned criminals are no 

longer able to commit crimes. Usually, it is difficult to disentangle the impact of those distinct 

effects. In figure 9, all crime incidents per 100,000 inhabitants are scaled on the left axis, while 

all clear up rates on the right axis.  

Prisons in Greece have been constantly operating over their capacity limits, resulting in 

several respective warnings and penalties from the European Court of Human Rights24.  The 

Greek government has imposed several prison decongestion laws since 2005 but it was not until 

                                                           
24 See for example, Papakonstantinou v. Greece, application no 50765/11, 13.11.2014; Nikolaos Athanasiou and 

others v. Greece, application no 36546/10, 23.10.2014; BOUROS and others v. Greece, application nos 51653/12, 

50753/11, 25032/12, 66616/12 et 67930/12, 12.3.2015 and regarding detention centres for third country nationals 

Mahammad and others v. Greece, No 48352/12, 15.01.2015; Al. K. v. Greece, No 63542/11, 11.12.2014; Mohamad 

v. Greece, No 70586/11, 11.12.2014. 
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Source: Bank of Greece and Hellenic Police 
 

In Figures 12 and 13, the number of crime (burglaries and robberies respectively) incidents per 

100,000 inhabitants are depicted on the right axis. The growth rate of the deposits is depicted on 

the left axis. 

Figure 12: Burglaries and Property Crime 

 
Source: Bank of Greece and Hellenic Police 
 
























































































































































































































