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In this appendix, we show descriptive statistics, some evidence of the attrition rates in the
panel, and the evolution of the share of workers classified as job stayers over time.

Descriptive Statistics

Table A1 shows the descriptive statistics of the control variables used in the estimation in the
periods covered by the ENEU (1996-2004) and ENOE (2006-2011) data sets for our final
sample of job stayers. In the latter period, workers are slightly older and more educated.
The share of female workers (39-41 percent) and formal workers (67-68 percent) is similar
in the two periods. Similarly, the share of job stayers in each industry remained stable,
with most of them in manufacturing (22-25 percent); wholesale, retail, restaurants and hotels
(31 percent); and services (25-29 percent). Regarding firm size, the share of job stayers
working in firms with more than 250 employees, the largest firms in the data, decreased
from 32 percent in the ENEU period (1996-2004) to 10 percent in the ENOE period (2006-
2011). In contrast, the share of job stayers in the smallest firms, those with fewer than 5
employees, remained roughly constant (29-31 percent). Thus, the decrease in the share of
workers in the largest firms is explained by increases in the share of workers in firms with 6-
250 employees. The distribution of workers in the different occupations is relatively similar
between the two periods, with the most notable change being the increase in the share of
production workers and operators from 32 to 42 percent. The share of workers who answered
the survey themselves, as opposed to someone else in their household answering for them,
increased slightly in the ENOE period (from 27 to 30 percent). The share of workers who
report having a formal written job contract decreased from 66 percent in the ENEU period to
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60 percent in the ENOE period. Work hours are similar in the two periods (48-50 hours per
week) with a slight increase of 1 or 2 hours in the latter period. Finally, mean real wages per
hour are higher in the later, ENOE period.

Recall that in both the ENEU and ENOE surveys, new cities were added over time, and
that for our estimation, we restricted the sample to the 27 cities that were consistently in-
cluded the survey throughout the whole period. Table 2 shows the differences in means for
our control variables between this sample of 27 cities and the whole survey sample by period.
In the first two columns of Table A2, most of the differences in means are not statistically sig-
nificant in the earlier ENEU period (1996-2004). The few exceptions in the ENEU period are:
the cities in our sample have a higher share of workers in the formal sector, in manufacturing
and transportation, in relatively larger firms, in production occupations and with a written
contract. Conversely, these cities had a lower share of workers in construction and services,
in relatively smaller firms, and in domestic and retail occupations. Mean real wages seem to
be higher in our sample of 27 cities in that same earlier period. The third and fourth columns
report the differences between our sample of 27 cities and the national sample of the ENOE
survey. Whereas the ENEU targets solely urban areas, ENOE is a nationally representative
employment survey including both urban and rural areas. Thus, we report the differences in
the third and fourth columns for the sake of completeness, but the relevant comparison for
the ENOE period (2006-2011) is between our sample of 27 cities and the urban sample of the
survey, which is reported in the last two columns. In those columns, no differences in means
are statistically significant.

Attrition

Both the ENEU and ENOE surveys are rotating panels of dwellings, not households. In this
subsection, we show evidence of the attrition rates for our sample. This is relevant because,
for our empirical analysis, we need to be able to observe the worker both in the first and fifth
(and last) quarter she was interviewed.

Table A3 shows the total number of individual observations in the ENEU and ENOE data,
and the total number that remains after each restriction we impose to end up with a panel.
For instance, in Panel A, the total number of individuals in the ENEU period (1996-2004),
before imposing any restriction, is over 3 million. Keeping only individuals with the first and
fifth (last) interview in order to observe the individual in the same quarter from one year to
another leaves us with 55.5 percent of the original observations. Given that in this first step
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we are not applying any other restriction to the data, this gives us a rough estimate of the
attrition rate in the survey: 45.5 percent of individuals who are interviewed for the first time
in a given quarter, are not interviewed in the fifth quarter. The quarter-to-quarter attrition rate
is probably lower.

Even if the household did not move between the last and fifth interviews, the individual
might have left the household between those interviews. We further restrict the sample to
usual household residents at both interviews, because their employment variables are prob-
ably more accurately reported than for those who left the household. Conditional on having
a first and fifth interview, of the individuals who are usual residents in the first interview,
1.4 percent (24,547 observations) are no longer in the household by the fifth interview. This
suggests that the higher attrition rate comes from entire households moving within 5 quar-
ters, rather than from individuals leaving the household. Finally, keeping only individuals for
whom INEGI asks the employment questions (those aged 14 to 98), leads us to keep only the
35 percent of the original sample; and further restricting the sample to individuals age 18 to
65 for our estimation leads to a final sample of 29 percent of the original sample.

Panel B shows the same information for the ENOE data (2005-2011). The total number
of observations is close to 3 million and the percentage that remains after each restriction
is similar to that for the ENEU data in Panel A. We seem to have slightly more attrition
when keeping only individuals with both the first and last interview (we are left with 53.5
instead of 55.5 percent of the original sample), but further restricting the sample to individuals
with complete survey interview and usual residents leads to dropping very few additional
observations. Finally, keeping those aged 18 to 65 years old leads to a slightly larger share of
the original ENOE sample (31.9 percent), due to a smaller number of observations dropped
when restricting to individuals age 15 to 98, who are the ones which INEGI applies the
employment questionnaire in this period.

Table A4 presents the number and percentage of total individuals lost from the original
sample per year. The second columns shows the lost observations as a percentage of the total
sample in the corresponding year, which is around 4 percent for the earliest years (1996-
1998), and ranges from 6.5 to 8.5 percent from 1999 onwards. The 10 percent lost in 2011 is
due to that year being the final one in the sample. The third column shows lost observations
as a percentage of the total sample in the year in which their first interview was conducted.
Between 49 and 66 percent of observations are lost this way in each year. The smaller per-
centages lost in 1996 and 2005 are due to individuals that have a fifth interview, but no first
interview, given that 1996 is the initial year of our analysis, and 2005 is the initial year of the
ENOE survey. On the other hand, the 100 percent of observations lost in 2004 and 2011 is
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because these are the final years of the ENEU survey and of the sample, respectively. We did
not lose all observations in those final years, only individuals who had their first interview
then. Overall, the patterns of observations lost in the second and third column seem to be
stable, and it is important to note that even in those years with atypical values, we find no
drastic changes in the estimated parameters of our model.

Share of Job Stayers Over Time

As noted in the main text of the article, after applying the restrictions in Table A3, we keep
only individuals who are full-time, salaried workers. Among them, we classify individuals
as stayers if they had the same industry and occupation code in their first and fifth interview.
Table A5 shows the percentage of movers and stayers per year, according to this classification.
In the earlier ENEU period (1996-2004), between 30 and 33 percent of salaried, full-time
workers are job stayers in each year. Starting in 2006, in the ENOE period, the percentage
of workers classified as stayers increases to 38-40 percent. Admittedly, this might be due to
a change in the classification of industries and occupations when the ENOE survey started.
However, within each survey period, the share of stayers is stable, and as mentioned before,
we observe no drastic changes in the estimates right when the survey changes.
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Table A1. Descriptive statistics for estimation sample. Full-time salaried workers who are job stayers in selected cities

Mean St. Dev Mean St. Dev
Age 32.99 10.79 35.12 11.25
Years of education 8.57 3.98 9.47 3.86
Female 0.41 0.49 0.39 0.49
Formal job (=1 if job is covered by IMSS, =0 otw) 0.67 0.47 0.68 0.47
Industry dummies

Agriculture, fishing and hunting 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.02
Mining 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05
Electricity, natural gas and water 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02
Manufacturing 0.25 0.43 0.23 0.42
Construction 0.07 0.26 0.13 0.34
Wholesale, retail, restaurants and hotels 0.31 0.46 0.31 0.46
Transportation, storage and communications 0.06 0.23 0.05 0.22
Finance, insurance and real state 0.02 0.14 0.02 0.15
Services 0.29 0.45 0.25 0.43
Government 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Firm size dummies
5 or fewer employees 0.31 0.46 0.29 0.46
6-10 employees 0.08 0.28 0.13 0.34
11-15 employees 0.05 0.21 0.07 0.26
16-50 employees 0.14 0.35 0.22 0.41
51-100 employees 0.07 0.25 0.10 0.30
101-250 employees 0.04 0.20 0.08 0.27
251 or more employees 0.32 0.47 0.10 0.31

Occupation dummies
Professionals 0.03 0.18 0.04 0.19
Technicians 0.04 0.20 0.04 0.20
Education workers 0.01 0.10 0.02 0.14
Workers in the arts, entertainment and sports 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.08
Officers and chief executives 0.02 0.14 0.01 0.11
Workers in agriculture 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.02
Production supervisors 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.13
Production workers and operators 0.32 0.47 0.41 0.49
Administrative supervisors and managers 0.02 0.14 0.01 0.12
Administrative employees 0.12 0.32 0.12 0.33
Traders and sellers in establishments 0.15 0.35 0.15 0.36
Street vendors 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.04
Workers in personal services 0.10 0.29 0.11 0.32
Workers in domestic services 0.12 0.32 0.00 0.03
Security and surveillance workers (guards) 0.04 0.19 0.06 0.23
Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker herself answered survey 0.27 0.44 0.30 0.46
Contract (=1 if the worker has a written contract, 0 otw) 0.66 0.48 0.60 0.49
Hours of work per week (usual) 48.76 9.44 50.09 10.01
Hours of work in the previous week 48.40 9.81 49.36 10.79
Real hourly wage (usual work hours in YEAR pesos) 21.08 27.64 24.06 19.31
Real hourly wage (hours worked previous week in YEAR pesos 21.29 27.86 24.79 21.04
Number of observations 50466 14623

ENEU 1996-2004 ENOE 2006-2011

Note: In both periods, the estimation sample consists of salaried workers in the private sector who work full time (30+
hours per week) and who did not change their industry and occupation between their first and fifth survey interview (a
year). Only the 27 cities that were surveyed consistently during the whole period 1996-2011 are included. Real wages
were calculated using the Mexican Consumer Price Index (INPC).
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Table A2. Differences in means between the sample of selected cities and the complete survey sample. Full-time salaried workers who are job stayers

Difference in 
means P-value

Difference in 
means P-value

Difference in 
means P-value

Age 0.005 0.929 -0.663 0.000 -0.071 0.575
Years of education -0.023 0.310 -0.328 0.000 0.016 0.721
Female -0.005 0.067 -0.017 0.001 0.001 0.904
Formal job (=1 if job is covered by IMSS, =0 otw) 0.023 0.000 -0.062 0.000 -0.009 0.107
Industry dummies

Agriculture, fishing and hunting 0.0005 0.396 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.839
Mining 0.0002 0.455 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.659
Electricity, natural gas and water 0.0001 0.226 0.0002 0.416 0.0001 0.748
Manufacturing 0.021 0.000 0.005 0.264 -0.004 0.428
Construction -0.006 0.000 0.034 0.000 0.004 0.256
Wholesale, retail, restaurants and hotels -0.003 0.246 -0.009 0.063 -0.002 0.665
Transportation, storage and communications 0.006 0.000 -0.003 0.207 0.000 0.984
Finance, insurance and real state -0.001 0.069 -0.002 0.221 0.000 0.872
Services -0.017 0.000 -0.031 0.000 0.002 0.753

Firm size dummies
5 or fewer employees -0.018 0.000 0.050 0.000 0.008 0.116
6-10 employees -0.002 0.235 0.001 0.738 0.000 0.928
11-15 employees -0.001 0.577 -0.004 0.090 0.000 0.987
16-50 employees -0.005 0.011 -0.021 0.000 -0.002 0.616
51-100 employees -0.005 0.000 -0.016 0.000 -0.003 0.462
101-250 employees -0.001 0.518 -0.009 0.002 -0.002 0.598
251 or more employees 0.031 0.000 -0.002 0.436 -0.003 0.394

Occupation dummies
Professionals -0.002 0.065 -0.008 0.000 -0.001 0.492
Technicians -0.001 0.558 -0.003 0.144 0.002 0.480
Education workers 0.000 0.943 -0.003 0.063 0.001 0.483
Workers in the arts, entertainment and sports -0.0004 0.315 -0.001 0.062 0.000 0.751
Officers and chief executives 0.0002 0.812 -0.002 0.036 0.000 0.919
Workers in agriculture 0.001 0.096 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.956
Production supervisors 0.004 0.000 -0.002 0.188 0.000 0.780
Production workers and operators 0.015 0.000 0.046 0.000 0.003 0.650
Administrative supervisors and managers 0.0001 0.943 -0.003 0.005 0.000 0.783
Administrative employees -0.0004 0.831 -0.012 0.000 0.000 0.987
Traders and sellers in establishments -0.008 0.000 0.004 0.322 -0.001 0.802
Street vendors 0.0002 0.220 0.0005 0.293 0.0003 0.464
Workers in personal services 0.0002 0.897 -0.009 0.007 0.000 0.915
Workers in domestic services -0.009 0.000 -0.0002 0.522 0.0000 0.903
Security and surveillance workers (guards) 0.0005 0.673 -0.008 0.001 -0.002 0.482
Other 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Worker herself answered survey 0.013 0.000 -0.008 0.105 0.003 0.529
Contract (=1 if the worker has a written contract, 0 otw) 0.020 0.000 -0.060 0.000 -0.006 0.278
Hours of work per week (usual) -0.039 0.468 0.357 0.001 0.001 0.810
Hours of work in the previous week 0.023 0.687 0.364 0.001 0.001 0.807
Real hourly wage (usual work hours in YEAR pesos) 0.005 0.001 -0.010 0.000 0.002 0.324
Real hourly wage (hours worked previous week in YEAR pesos) 0.005 0.003 -0.010 0.000 0.003 0.300

ENEU 1996-2004
ENOE 2006-2011 
(national sample)

ENOE 2006-2011 
(urban sample)

Note: Difference between the mean for the whole sample of cities and the 27 cities used in the estimation, which are consistently surveyed during the
period 1996-2011. In all cases, the sample is of salaried workers in the private sector who work full time (30+ hours per week) and who did not change
their industry and occupation between their first and fifth survey interview (a year). The reported p-value corresponds to the test for equality in means
between samples.

6



Table A3. Attrition

# of 
individuals 
remaining

% of total of 
individuals

Panel A: ENEU 1996-2004
ENEU 1996 - 2004 3,183,221
Keep only if 1 & 5 1,766,023 55.48%
Keep if usual resident in 1 1,765,885 55.47%
Keep if usual resident in 5 1,741,338 54.70%
Age between 14 - 98 1,132,134 35.57%
Age between 18 - 65 932,095 29.28%

Panel B: ENOE 2005-2011
ENOE 2005 - 2011 2,990,053
Keep only if 1 & 5 1,601,317 53.55%
Keep if 1 complete 1,601,116 53.55%
Keep if usual resident in int. 5 1,601,116 53.55%
Keep if 5 complete 1,600,983 53.54%
Age between 15 - 98 1,167,295 39.04%
Age between 18 - 65 953,926 31.90%

Source: ENEU 1996-2004 & ENOE 2005-2011, INEGI.

Table A4. Attrition by year

# of 
individuals 

lost

lost as % of 
total of 

individuals of 
sample

lost as % of total 
sample in year 

of fisrt interview

Total sample 
by year

Panel A: ENEU 1996-2004

19961 129,498 4.07% 27.08% 478,167
1997 132,836 4.17% 49.77% 266,874
1998 142,378 4.47% 49.61% 286,974
1999 231,062 7.26% 58.12% 397,591
2000 270,742 8.51% 61.65% 439,164
2001 266,520 8.37% 60.91% 437,591
2002 265,799 8.35% 63.98% 415,422
2003 208,168 6.54% 66.85% 311,418

20042 150,020 4.71% 100.00% 150,020

Panel B: ENOE 2005-2011

20053 246,636 8.25% 33.28% 741,028
2006 239,192 8.00% 60.36% 396,270
2007 235,464 7.87% 60.27% 390,686
2008 230,690 7.72% 59.90% 385,118
2009 226,048 7.56% 59.33% 381,010
2010 222,098 7.43% 58.81% 377,649

20114 318,292 10.65% 100.00% 318,292
Source: ENEU 1996-2004 & ENOE 2005-2011, INEGI.

1/ and 3/ In these years, some of the individual observations dropped have a fifth, but not a first, survey interview.

2/ This is the last year the ENEU survey was carried out, so all individuals who got their first interview in 2004 were 
dropped.

4/ This is the last year of the period of analysis, so all individuals who got their first interview in 2011 were dropped.
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Mover
(%)

Stayer
(%)

Total

1996 70.00 30.00 58,500
1997 66.74 33.26 62,761
1998 66.57 33.43 66,608
1999 67.18 32.82 72,923
2000 68.02 31.98 84,119
2001 67.63 32.37 84,482
2002 67.53 32.47 83,910
2003 67.00 33.00 73,329
2004 66.78 33.22 51,274
2005 0
2006 61.83 38.17 47,372
2007 59.41 40.59 49,442
2008 58.95 41.05 49,392
2009 58.72 41.28 49,328
2010 59.93 40.07 48,021
2011 59.78 40.22 47,189
Total 64.40 35.60 928,650
Source: ENEU 1996-2004 & ENOE 2005-2011, INEGI.

Table A5. Job movers and stayers. Full-time salaried workers
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Figure A1: Focal point, inflation (t) and change in the minimum wage (t) 

 

Note: The focal point of wage negotiations is estimated by the model, using sampling weights. 
Inflation is measured as the annual change in the National Consumer Price Index (INPC). The 
annual change in the minimum wage is from CONASAMI. Values (t) are those for the 
reported year. Recession years are those in which any of its quarters is part of a two-
consecutive-quarters decline in real Mexican GDP. 

 

Figure A1 is similar to Figure 9a in the main text, but it shows the current values of inflation 
and the change in the minimum wage, instead of the lagged values of these variables that are 
used in Figure 9a (see footnote #15 in the main text). 
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