
Dear Editor of Economics, 

 

Thank you very much for accepting my paper with minor revisions. I also thank the two reviewers for 

their comments, which has been addressed in the new version of the paper, significantly upgrading the 

quality of the work. Please find below my responses to the comments of Reviewer 1 and Reviewer 2. 

 

Reviewer 1. 

 

1. At the moment of writing the submitted version, I did not have access to the new versions of the 

Spanish Labor Force Survey and the Spanish Social Security data (Muestra Continua de Vidas Laborales). 

This raised fair doubts for referee 1. Nonetheless, I recently was granted access to the new waves of 

MCVL (2016-2020) and I also obtained the new versions of the SLFS-Flows (2016-2020). Consequently, 

and as a response to the comment of Referee 1, I have added 4 pre-pandemic years (2016 to 2019) to 

my analysis. In this regard, I have kept unchanged my definition of the dummy crisis (2008Q2-2013Q2), 

which is consistent with the definition of recession by the Spanish Business Cycle Dating Committee. 

Importantly, the main results of the paper (regarding both the cyclicality of labour market flows, in 

Section 3; and the analysis of wages, in Section 4.) remain after adding those 4 years to the analysis. 

 

2. In Section 2, I acknowledge that through the paper, I use the terms, immigrants and foreigners, 

indistinctively. In Section 3 I explicitly make my definition of immigrants as those with foreign 

nationality. This is due to data limitations, as the SLFS-Flows does not report the country of birth. 

Therefore, to be consistent with the other dataset (MCVL, which reports both nationality and country of 

birth), I decided to use nationality to define migration status. Last, the survey does not distinguish 

between natives and workers with double nationality. Therefore, in my definition of immigrants, I restrict 

to foreigner workers without double nationality. I agree that It would be very interesting to compare the 

labour market performance of foreign workers with and without double nationality, but unfortunately, 

this is not feasible with the SLFS. 

 

3. Section 2.2 has been erased, as suggested by Reviewer 1. 

 

4. Reviewer 1 was extremely right that I was ignoring a very close paper in my literature review (Silva 

and Vázquez-Grenno (2011)). I have included it in my literature review and clearly stated what I am 

adding to their work: Some relevant traits differentiate my study from theirs. First, for computing flows, 

do not use the panel data dimension of the survey (since before 2005 the SLFS-Flows did not report 

nationality or country of birth). As a consequence, they need to impose several assumptions regarding 

the duration of unemployment and the frequency of the unemployment-inactivity flows. My contribution 

is, therefore, to use a richer and more suitable dataset for computing labour market transitions. Second, 

the scope of the analysis is also different. My main goal is to study the cyclical behaviour of the labour 

market flows and explain how much of the observed gap is due to composition effects. In contrast, Silva 

and Vàzquez-Grenno (2011) focus on migrants' assimilation and study how the gap evolved with 

migrants' years of residence. 

 

5. I have considerably modified the paragraphs in Section 3.4 involving the interpretation of the results 

(pages 12 to 16 in the new version). I hope it is now more organized and it is easier for the reader to 

follow. I also modified the footnotes in Table 2 and Table 3 to make them self-explanatory, as suggested 

by Reviewer 1. 

 

Reviewer 2 

 

1. I have shortened the introduction section. I also extended the policy implications in the introduction 

section. 

 

2. I agree with Reviewer 2 that is very important to justify why we care about Spain and why Spain is a 

suitable case for purpose of the paper. In the third paragraph of the introduction, I argue that Spain is 

an interesting case of study for two main reasons: First, Spain experienced large foreign inflows in a very 

short period. As Figure 1 of the paper shows, immigration to Spain was close to zero before 1998. After 

that, immigrant inflows increased dramatically, reaching their maximum in 2007, where they made up to 

more than 2\% of the total Spanish population. This increase is even more extraordinary when compared 

to other developed countries (Figure 1). As a consequence, the share of immigrants in the labour force 

surged from 2.9\% in 2000 to more than 15\% ten years later. Second, Spain experienced sizeable job 

destruction in the Great Recession. As Figure 3 of the paper shows, the increase in the unemployment 

rate was more pronounced for immigrants, suggesting that the crisis hit harder the latter than natives. 



 

3. Reviewer 2 is right that in Section 3, the dummy crisis captures a structural break before and after 

2008 (i.e.\ before and after the Great Recession). My justification to proceed in this way is that is the 

most simple way to quantify how job-finding and job-separation rates changed for immigrants and 

natives before and after the crisis. That is, this simple approach provides a very clean number that 

informs us about the order of magnitude of the effect of the Great Recession on the labour market flows 

of immigrants and natives. Of course, the nature of the Great Recession, especially in Spain (which was, 

shortly, the combination of a construction bust and a global financial crisis) is very idiosyncratic and 

future recessions would (probably) have different implications on the labour market performance of 

immigrants. However, I argue that with my paper we can learn something about how we expect that 

future recessions may affect immigrants and natives differently. 

 

4. Incomplete references have been fixed. 

 

5. I have also updated the literature review, as requested. In particular, I have added the following 

references that closely relate to my work: Silva and V\'azquez-Grenno (2011), Abaramitsky et al. 

(2014), Monras (2020), Fontaine et al. (2020) and Monras et al. (2020). Please, see the references of 

the paper for the detailed citation. 


