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on Manuscript ECONJOURNAL-D-21-00112 entitled: “The Cycli-

cality of Immigrant Wages and Labour Market Flows Evidence

from Spain”

This paper analyses the labour market flows of immigrants and natives

in Spain in a period that covers the economic boom at the beginning of

the 2000’s and the great recession started in 2008. More specifically, using

two different data-bases (SLFS and MCVL), and dividing expansion and

recession periods, the author computes job-finding and job-separation rates

and real wage to analyze the criticality of these statistics. The author finds

that job-finding and job-separation rates are higher for immigrants than for

natives and also that the recession hit harder immigrants. With regard real

wages, the author finds high cyclicality for immigrants, especially for low-

tenure workers. Overall, I think this paper it is a relevant contribution to

the literature, using an adequate methodology, however, I think the paper,

at its current situation, raises some doubts regarding, the exposition of the

contribution, and also the presentation and interpretation of main results. In

my opinion these issues should be addressed in order to have the opportunity

to be considered for as a potential publication at the Economics Journal.
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Comments

1 Contribution

In my view, one of the main contribution of the paper should be to document

labor market flows and real wage evolution for natives and immigrants along

the business cycle. Then, regarding to this, I have a some considerations:

1. I suppose that maybe it is due to data availability/access, but I think

what we could learn from this study would increase if the 4 pre-pandemic

years (2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019) were added to the analysis. This is

related to the selection of the periods (pre-crisis, crisis and post-crisis).

The author base the selection of periods on the real GDP growth, which I

think it is standard and adequate, however, it is a bit strong to consider a

“post-crisis” period (that could be interpreted as the end of the Spanish

labor market crisis) a period with an average unemployment rate of

23.5% (Spanish Statistics - SLFS data). Then, in my opinion, the study

could be improved by adding these four more years to the analysis. If this

were not possible, at least I think the author should mention something

related to this issue.

2. Section 2.1 it is really important to show the absolute/relative impor-

tance of the immigration inflows into Spain, since the middle 1990’s

decade until the beginning of the international economic crisis in 2008.

However, I find that some important details are missing, for instance,

how the author defines immigrants? Is it defined by the nationality or

by the country of birth of individuals? I think this should be clarified.

If nationality were used to identify immigrants, it may be important
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for their analysis to consider that more than 25% of immigrants have

access to Spanish citizenship in their period of analysis. Even more,

maybe an extension of the analysis could differentiate between migrants

and migrants with double nationality. Ministry of Social Security and

Migrations.

3. I do not really understand what section 2.2 add to the paper. In my

opinion, it should be deleted.

4. Finally, I think it is important to put in context their contribution to

compare this paper contribution with the related literature. I found

that the author does not cite a close paper. Some years ago, Silva and

VÃ¡zquez-Grenno (2011) already analyzed the labor market flows for

immigrants and natives in the Spanish labor market, for the pre-crisis

period. I find this paper very related to this study and, I think, it should

be mentioned in the revision of the literature.

2 Results

Overall, I think the author presents many and very interesting results. How-

ever, much more effort should be done for the clarity of the explanation/discussion

of their results. Sometimes I find it difficult to follow/grasp the results com-

mented by the author. For instance, in some opportunities, the author jumps

from one result to another not only without explaining why, and which is the

value added of the subsequent analysis, but also without referring to the

Tables.

Section 3.4 starts with the analysis of cyclicality of labor market flows, in

Table 2 presents most of the results for the job-finding rates and then, jumps
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to Table 3 to present results on the predicted job-finding and then, I assume

back again to Table 2 (without mentioning). Moreover, Table 2 presents 7

columns with different specifications, however, neither in the text nor in the

footnote of Table 2 is it explained which specific model it is estimated in each

column. This is just an example, and to gain clarity of the exposition, should

be addressed/solved.

In the case of Table 4, for job-separation rates two columns were added

in respect to Table 2. Column 9 includes additional controls for tenure and

type of job (full or part time). However, column 8 seems to add the type of

contract, however, in page 15 the author refers to this column to talk about

sectoral heterogeneity. This also should be clarified.

Other Comments

1. By the way, the most updated version of the MCVL is 2020, not 2015

as is mentioned by the author at the end of page 17.

2. At the end of page 20 the author refers to 2007-2015 as the Great Re-

cession period, which seems not consistent with the periods selected to

analyze the labor market flows throughout the paper.

3. Tables should be self-explanatory. In some Tables (e.g., Table 2 and

Table 4) the controls added in each specification (column) are not always

clear, neither in the headlines nor in the notes.
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