
 

 

F igure 1 below indicates the value of 
the Mississippi Leading Index (MLI) 

increased 0.8 percent in December. As in 
November, the December estimate of the 
MLI does not include building permits, as 
the December value was not available at 
press time due to the federal government 
shutdown. The value of the MLI in De-
cember was 0.1 percent higher compared 
to one year ago. 

The value of the Mississippi Coincident 
Index (MCI) rose 0.1 percent in Decem-
ber as seen in Figure 2 below. The value 
for the month was 1.9 percent higher 
compared to one year ago.   

Estimates of the change in U.S. real gross 
domestic product (GDP) in the fourth 
quarter of 2018 and the annual change for 
2018 were not available at press time due 
the federal government shutdown in De-

cember and January. The U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis (BEA) has scheduled 
the release of these estimates for the end 
of the month. 

The December gain in the MLI was largely 
due to an outsize increase in the Missis-
sippi Manufacturing Employment Intensity 
Index. Nevertheless, initial unemployment 
claims and income tax withholdings both 
moved in positive directions in December,  
indicating steady if not particularly strong 
growth. While consumer expectations 
and retail sales fell considerably, the ISM 
Manufacturing Index posted its best 
month in over a year in December. Em-
ployment in Mississippi for the month was 
essentially unchanged. Therefore, despite 
the variance in the most recent value of 
some indicators, the Mississippi economy 
continued its modest growth. 

ECONOMY AT A GLANCE 

Notes: The Mississippi Coincident Index is constructed by the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia and re‐indexed to 

2004. The Index is based on changes in nonfarm employment, the unemployment rate, average manufacturing work‐

week length, and wage and salary disbursements. The Mississippi Leading Index is constructed by the Mississippi Uni‐

versity Research Center. The U.S. Indices are from The Conference Board.  All series are indexed to a base year of 2004. 
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T he value of the Mississippi Leading Index of Eco-
nomic Indicators (MLI) increased 0.8 percent in 

December as Figure 3 indicates. As in the previous 
month, however, the December value of the MLI does 
not incorporate building permits for Mississippi, which 
were not available at press time due to the government 
shutdown. As a result of incorporating the delayed No-
vember value of building permits into the MLI, the change 
in November improved to a decline of 1.2 percent. The 
December value was 1.0 percent higher compared to one 
year ago. Over the last six months the value of the MLI 
increased 0.1 percent.  

Of the six components used in the December MLI, four 
contributed positively for the month. The largest contri-
bution came from the Mississippi Manufacturing Employ-
ment Intensity Index. Each component is discussed below 
in order of largest to smallest contribution. 

The value of the Mississippi Manufacturing Employ-
ment Intensity Index surged 3.5 percent in December 
as seen in Figure 4. The increase was the largest monthly 
gain since February 2018. The value in December was up 
2.3 percent compared to one year ago, the first year-over
-year increase in the Index since August. The average 
weekly hours of production employees in Mississippi 
climbed 2.8 percent in December and Manufacturing em-
ployment in the state rose 0.7 percent, leading to the rel-
atively large increase in the Index.  

Figure 5 indicates the value of the ISM Index of U.S. 
Manufacturing Activity rebounded in January, as it 
rose 4.2 percent for the month. The value of the Index in 
January was down 4.2 percent compared to one year ago.  
Three of the five components of the Index increased for 
the month, led by New Orders. The declines occurred in 
Supplier Deliveries and Employment. The value of the 
prices paid index tumbled again in January, its third con-
secutive monthly decline. 

As seen in Figure 6 the value of seasonally-adjusted initial 
unemployment claims in Mississippi fell 6.8 percent in 
December. Compared to one year ago the value for the 
month was down 15.2 percent. In contrast, the value of 
seasonally-adjusted continued unemployment claims in 
Mississippi rose 8.6 percent in December as seen in Fig-
ure 16 on page 6. Compared to one year ago the number 
of continued unemployment claims in Mississippi for the 
month was 20.9 percent lower. The seasonally-adjusted 
unemployment rate in Mississippi in December was un-
changed from the previous month at 4.7 percent as seen 

in Figure 17 on page 6. Mississippi’s unemployment rate 
was 0.1 percentage point lower in December compared 
to one year ago. 

In December the value of Mississippi income tax with-
holdings (three-month moving average) rose 0.4 percent 
as seen in Figure 7. The value of withholdings in Decem-
ber was 1.3 percent higher compared to one year ago.  
Over the last six months the value of withholdings fell 0.3 
percent. 

Figure 8 indicates the University of Michigan Index of 
Consumer Expectations (three-month moving aver-
age) fell sharply in December. The value decreased 3.6 
percent for the month, the largest one-month decline 
since August 2015. Compared to one year ago the De-
cember value was down 1.7 percent, the first year-over-
year decrease in the Index since January 2018. The federal 
government shutdown persisted almost all of January and 
evidently soured consumers’ outlooks, at least in the 
short term. This pessimism was reflected in present con-
ditions sentiment as well, as this value (three-month mov-
ing average) decreased 2.5 percent in January, which was 
also its largest monthly decline since August 2015.   

The December value of U.S. retail sales fell 1.2 percent 
from the previous month, the largest one-month decline 
since September 2009. As seen in Figure 9 the value of 
retail sales was 2.3 percent higher in December compared 
to one year ago. Sales excluding gasoline fell 0.9 percent, a 
sign that weakness was relatively widespread. Despite 
such weakness, sales of motor vehicles and parts and 
building materials posted gains in December. After gaso-
line stations the largest decrease in sales occurred in 
sporting goods; nonstore retailers also experienced a rel-
atively large decline in sales. While winter weather might 
account for a portion of the decrease, the widespread 
weakness in December indicates holiday spending likely 
was less than expected. 

As in January the latest value of Mississippi residential 
building permits (three-month moving average) was not 
available at press time. Figure 10 on page 3 depicts the 
values of building permits through November 2018. The 
value fell 2.3 percent in November, the third consecutive 
monthly decline. Compared to one year ago, the Novem-
ber value was 7.8 percent lower, the largest year-over-
year decrease since April 2018. The number of units for 
the month was down 0.3 percent, the third decline in the 
last four months. Compared to one year ago the number 
of units in November was essentially unchanged. 
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Source: University Research Center 

Source: U.S. Department of Labor; seasonally adjusted 

Source: Institute for Supply Management 

Source: URC using data from U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 

Source: Mississippi Department of Revenue; seasonally adjusted 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census; seasonally adjusted 

Source: Thomson Reuters/University of Michigan Surveys of Consumers  



 

 

T he Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia 
reported the value of the Mississippi Co-

incident Index of Economic Indicators 
(MCI) rose 0.1 percent in December as seen in 
Figure 11. Compared to one year ago the value 
of the MCI for the month was 1.9 percent high-
er.  

As seen in Figure 12 below the values of the 
coincident indices increased in forty-seven 
states in December compared to three months 
prior. In thirty-six states including Mississippi 
the values of the coincident indices increased by 
more than 0.5 percent. In eleven states the val-
ues of the coincident indices increased by less 
than 0.5 percent in December compared to 
September. The coincident indices fell by less 
than 0.5 percent for Maine and Montana. For the second consecutive month the coincident index for Hawaii fell by 
more than 0.5 percent in December compared to three months prior. 
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Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia 

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia 



 

 

T he value of the U.S. Leading Economic Index 
(LEI) declined 0.1 percent in December ac-

cording to The Conference Board as seen in Fig-
ure 13. The decrease was the second in the last 
three months. Compared to one year ago the val-
ue of the LEI was 4.3 percent higher in December. 
Six of the ten indicators that make up the LEI in-
creased in value and the largest contribution came 
from average weekly initial claims for unemploy-
ment insurance. Because of the federal govern-
ment shutdown, The Conference Board forecast-
ed the December values of manufacturers’ new 
orders and building permits. The value of the LEI 
rose 1.5 percent over the last six months.  

The Conference Board reported the value of the 
U.S. Coincident Economic Index (CEI) increased 
0.2 percent in December as seen in Figure 14. 
Compared to one year ago the value of the CEI 
was 2.1 percent higher in December. For the 
month all four components of the CEI increased 
and the largest contribution came from employees 
on agricultural payrolls. Over the last six months 
the value of the CEI rose 1.2 percent. 

In December the value of the National Federation 
of Independent Businesses (NFIB) Small Business 
Optimism Index fell for the third consecutive 
month. The Index decreased 0.4 percent in value, 
down to its lowest level since October 2017. The 
value of the Index was 0.5 percent lower in De-
cember compared to one year ago. Changes in the 
components of the Index in December were mixed 
as the largest decrease occurred in the “expect 
economy to improve” component while the larg-
est increase occurred in the “plans to increase 
inventories” component.  After increasing in each 
of the previous two months the “plans to raise 
prices” measure declined in December.  

The Federal Open Market Committee (FOMC) 
left the federal funds rate target unchanged at its 
meeting in January. The Fed outright changed its 
guidance for 2019 from its December meeting, 
when it signaled expectations for two rate increas-
es this year. Chairman Jerome Powell stated the 
Fed’s next move on rates will be entirely data-
driven. He also stated, “The case for raising rates 
has weakened somewhat.” The current benchmark 
rate is in a range between 2.25 and 2.5 percent.  

NATIONAL TRENDS 
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Source: National Federation of Independent Businesses 

Source: The Conference Board 

Source: The Conference Board 
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Source: U.S. Department of Labor; seasonally adjusted Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; seasonally adjusted 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; non-seasonally adjusted 

Source: Mississippi Department of Revenue; seasonally adjusted Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 

Source: Institute for Supply Management  Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis; seasonally adjusted at annual rates 
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; seasonally adjusted 
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Percent change from  

 
  

  
 U.S. Leading Economic Index 111.7 111.8 107.1 0.1% 4.3% 

 

  2004 = 100. Source: The Conference Board 

 U.S. Coincident Economic Index 105.1 104.9 102.9 0.2% 2.1% 
  2004 = 100. Source: The Conference Board 

 Mississippi Leading Index  116.3 115.4 115.2 0.8% 1.0% 
  2004 = 100. Source: University Research Center 

 Mississippi Coincident Index 125.4 125.3 123.1 0.1% 1.9% 
  2004 =100. Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia 

 Mississippi initial unemployment claims 4,420 4,744 5,215 6.8% 15.2% 

 

  Seasonally adjusted. Source: U.S. Department of Labor 

 Value of Mississippi residential building permits (Nov) 76.1 77.9 82.6 2.3% 7.8% 
  Three-month moving average; seasonally adjusted; millions of 2004 dollars.  
  Source: Bureau of the Census 

 Mississippi income tax withholdings 113.3 112.9 111.8 0.4% 1.3% 
  Three-month moving average; seasonally adjusted; millions of 2004 dollars.  
  Source: Mississippi Department of Revenue 

 Mississippi Manufacturing Employment Intensity Index 84.8 82.0 82.9 3.5% 2.3% 
  2004 =100. Source: URC using data from U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 

 University of Michigan Index of Consumer Expectations 85.0 88.1 86.5 3.6% 1.7% 
  Three-month moving average; index 1966Q1 = 100.  
  Source: Thomson Reuters/University of Michigan Surveys of Consumers  

 ISM Index of U.S. Manufacturing Activity 56.6 54.3 59.1 4.2% 4.2% 
  Advanced one month. Source: Institute for Supply Management 

 U.S. retail sales 505.8 512.2 494.6 1.2% 2.3% 
  Current dollars, in billions. Source: Bureau of the Census 

 U.S. Consumer Price Index (CPI) 133.8 133.9 131.2 0.1% 1.9% 

 

  2004 = 100. Source: URC using data from Bureau of Labor Statistics 

 Mississippi unemployment rate 4.7% 4.7% 4.8% 0.0% 0.1% 
  Percentage point change. Seasonally-adjusted.  

 Mississippi continued unemployment claims 34,653 31,908 43,816 8.6% 20.9% 
  Seasonally adjusted. Source: U.S. Department of Labor 

 ISM Index of U.S. Non-Manufacturing Activity 56.7 57.6 59.9 1.6% 5.3% 
  Advanced one month. Source: Institute for Supply Management      

 U.S. mortgage rates 4.62% 4.92% 3.92% 0.30% 0.70% 
  Percentage point change. Seasonally adjusted; 30-year conventional.  

 Mississippi average hourly wage for manufacturing 20.86 20.92 20.18 0.3% 3.4% 
  Seasonally adjusted; 2004 dollars. Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 

 Mississippi average weekly earnings for manufacturing 865.67 847.35 830.97 2.2% 4.2% 
  Seasonally adjusted; 2004 dollars. Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 

 NFIB Small Business Optimism Index 104.4 104.8 104.9 0.4% 0.5% 
  1986 = 100. Source: National Federation of Independent Businesses 

 U.S. total light vehicle sales 16.60 17.49 17.12 5.1% 3.0% 
  Millions of units seasonally adjusted at annual rates.   
  Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis   
 Gaming revenue 138.7 132.7 135.6 4.5% 2.3% 
  Coastal counties 80.9 76.0 78.5 6.5% 3.0% 
  River counties  57.8 56.7 57.1 1.8% 1.2% 
  Seasonally adjusted; millions of 2004 dollars. Source: Mississippi Department of Revenue  

 U.S. Core CPI (excludes food and energy) 132.2 132.0 129.4 0.2% 2.2% 

         

         

         

         

         

         
         

         
         

         

         
         

         

         

         

         

         

         

         

         

         

         
         

  Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics          

  Source: Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation           
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T he U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) reported 
total nonfarm employment in Mississippi rose by 400 

jobs in December, essentially unchanged. BLS revised 
November employment down by 200 jobs. Compared to 
one year ago total employment in Mississippi was 0.9 per-
cent higher in December. Average annual employment in 
Mississippi in 2018 increased 1.3 percent, the biggest 
yearly gain since 1999. The average total of 1,167,300 
employed in 2018 was the largest number on record. 

BLS reported eight states experienced statistically signifi-
cant increases in total nonfarm employment in Decem-
ber. Texas added 38,000 jobs, the most among all states, 
followed by Florida, which added 22,800 jobs, and Geor-
gia, which added 16,700 jobs. Employment in South Caro-
lina increased 0.5 percent in December, the largest per-
centage increase in employment for the month among all 
states. 

Compared to one year ago employment was higher in 
forty states in December according to BLS. Among all 
states Texas, California, and Florida added the most jobs 
over the last twelve months. The largest percentage in-
crease in employment in December compared to one 
year ago occurred in Nevada, where employment rose by 
3.9 percent. 

The largest increase in employment in December among 
all sectors in Mississippi occurred in Accommodation and 
Food Services, which added 1,100 jobs. The next largest 
increase in employment was in Manufacturing, which add-
ed 1,000 jobs for the month. Accommodation and Food 
Services also experienced the largest percentage increase 
in employment among all sectors in December of 0.8 
percent. Construction and Manufacturing closely fol-
lowed as employment in both sectors rose by 0.7 per-
cent. The largest decrease in employment in December 
occurred in Trade, Transportation, and Utilities, which 
lost 1,500 jobs for the month; 1,300 of these jobs were in 
the Retail Trade subsector. The sector also experienced 
the largest percentage decrease in employment for the 
month of 0.6 percent. 

Over the last twelve months Professional and Business 
Services added 5,300 jobs as of December, once again 
the most among all sectors in the state. This increase was 
also the largest percentage gain among all sectors of 4.7 
percent. Trade, Transportation, and Utilities lost 2,100 
jobs over the past year, the most among all sectors. The 
largest percentage decrease in employment in December 
compared to one year ago occurred in Arts and Enter-
tainment, which declined 6.3 percent. 

MISSISSIPPI EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 
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Table 2. Change in Mississippi employment by industry, December 2018 

ªRelative shares are for the most recent twelve-month average. Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics 

  

Relative 
share of 

totalª 

December 
2018 

November 
  2018 

December 
2017 

Change from   
November 2018 

Change from   
December 2017 

Level Percent Level Percent 

Total Nonfarm 100.0%  1,173,000   1,172,600   1,162,000   400  0.0%  11,000  0.9% 
  Mining and Logging 0.6%  6,500   6,600   6,800   100 1.5%  300 4.4% 
  Construction 3.8%  43,000   42,700   43,000   300  0.7%  0    0.0% 
  Manufacturing 12.4%  146,900   145,900   144,900   1,000  0.7%  2,000  1.4% 
  Trade, Transportation & Utilities 19.9%  231,200   232,700   233,300   1,500 0.6%  2,100 0.9% 
    Retail Trade 12.0%  138,400   139,700   139,900   1,300 0.9%  1,500 1.1% 
  Information 1.0%  11,200   11,200   11,400   0  0.0%  200 1.8% 
  Financial Activities 3.9%  44,800   44,700   44,900   100  0.2%  100 0.2% 
  Services 37.6%  444,900   443,700   434,600   1,200  0.3%  10,300  2.4% 
    Professional & Business Services 9.8%  117,700   117,400   112,400   300  0.3%  5,300  4.7% 
    Educational Services 1.1%  12,300   12,300   12,500   0    0.0%  200 1.6% 
    Health Care and Social Assistance 11.5%  133,700   134,100   133,200   400 0.3%  500  0.4% 
    Arts and Entertainment 0.8%  8,900   8,900   9,500   0 0.0%  600 6.3% 
    Accommodation and Food Services 11.0%  131,100   130,000   126,900   1,100  0.8%  4,200  3.3% 
    Other Services 3.5%  41,200   41,000   40,100   200  0.5%  1,100  2.7% 
Government 20.9%  244,500   245,100   243,100   600 0.2%  1,400  0.6% 
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (all figures); seasonally adjusted 
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (all figures); seasonally adjusted 
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W here is state government spending the most effective in terms of economic growth? A number of regional 
economists have attempted to address this question over the years, and recent research reveals some notable 

findings. Unlike the U.S. government, which through various means and programs can affect essentially every aspect of 
the economy via its spending, state governments generally face a more limited set of options with regard to where 
they can devote resources. 

Figure 25 below depicts expenditures across all states by function in 2016 according to the Survey of State and Local 
Government Finances by the Census Bureau. The largest share of expenditures is for social services at 42 percent–
more than twice as large as any other category. These expenditures primarily consist of funds for public welfare. The 
next largest share is 18 percent for education, which at the state level is mostly devoted to higher education. Closely 
following at 17 percent of spending is insurance trust expenditures, which chiefly consists of funds for employee retire-
ment. All other categories are each less than 10 percent of total expenditures, and the largest share is for transporta-
tion at 7 percent. Figure 26 on page 12 graphs the same information for Mississippi in 2016 and the results are similar. 
The primary difference is the share of expenditures for social services in Mississippi is somewhat higher at 48 percent. 
The share for education expenditures is the same at 18 percent, and compared to all states the share in most of the 
remaining categories is lower by about 1 percentage point. 

In a new paper that takes a broad view of state spending, Atems (2019) finds the effects throughout the economy of 
government spending are greater during periods of recession and when a state maintains a relatively low level of debt. 

In addition, according to this re-
search infusions of spending are 
more effective in states that have 
balanced budget requirements that 
are in between what are considered 
weak and strict requirements. The 
authors posit the moderate re-
quirements of these states remain 
“flexible enough to allow state gov-
ernments to adjust the budget in 
response to adverse economic con-
ditions.” 

A 2018 study by Ojede, Atems, and 
Yamarik investigates the effects of 
what the authors call “productive” 
government spending on economic 
growth. They find that “productive 

higher education and highway spending have strong positive short- and long-run direct as well as indirect effects on 
state real income per capita growth.” Notably, the authors find these impacts occur regardless of the source of the 
funds for these expenditures.  In addition, the researchers rank higher education spending ahead of highway spending 
in terms of state economic growth because “higher education spending generates more direct and spillover positive 
effects on growth than highway infrastructure spending.” 

A 2012 analysis by Pereira and Andraz specifically focuses on highway spending at the state level. The authors find a 
rate of return of 14.9 percent from long-term public investment in highways. Most states benefit either directly 
through their highway spending or indirectly through the spillover effects created by the highway spending of other 

FEBRUARY 2019 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2016 Annual Surveys of State and Local Government Finances 



 

 

states. The spillover effects are a central aspect of the research of Pereira and Andraz as these effects are at least 80 
percent of each of the total effects of public investment on private investment, public investment on private employ-
ment, and public investment on private output. Mississippi is one of a number of states where the authors find the spill-
over effects on private investment, private employment, and private output are equal to 100 percent of the total ef-
fects. The researchers conclude 
Mississippi is one of the states locat-
ed where “there are intensive eco-
nomic connections among the 
states” and that Mississippi is among 
the states that “depend heavily on 
the regional network of highways 
and implicitly on investment in high-
ways located in the other states.” 

A similar paper from 2015 by 
Kalyvitis and Vella evaluates the 
productivity effects of capital and 
operation and maintenance (O&M) 
spending on public infrastructure. 
Similar to the findings of Pereira and 
Andraz for highways, the authors 
find the spillover effects of both 
capital spending and O&M spending are greater than their direct effects. Moreover, the researchers determined the 
effects of O&M spending on productivity exceed those of capital spending. They conclude their findings “highlight the 
lack of intervention by the federal government in the case of O&M spending as a potential key factor associated with 
under-provision for it in the presence of infrastructural externalities among states.” 

In summary, the recent research cited above points to education and transportation spending–two of the larger areas 
of expenditures by states–as the type of spending that can result in economic growth at the state level. More than one 
study notes that the interconnected nature of the economies of individual states can result in more than substantial 
spillovers to other economies. As a result, these studies suggest that policies regarding expenditures on both educa-
tion and transportation should take into account the actions of other states as well as how other states may respond 
to a particular state’s policies. These interrelationships lead Kalyvitis and Vella to recommend that governments 
“explore the possibility of joint initiatives across states at the regional level.” 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2016 Annual Surveys of State and Local Government Finances 


