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as seen in Figure 1 below. The value of taxes declined for the second consecutive
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April 2019 lower compared to one year ago.
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MISSISSIPPI LEADING INDEX, APRIL 2019

n April the value of theMississippi Leading Index of  ago, the largest yeaver-year decrease since November
Economic Indicators (MLI) decreased 0.9 percent, it2015. The New Orders and Employment components
third decline in the last four months. Previous monthly increased in May while the other three components de-
values of the MLI were revised down as a result of data clined. The value of the prices paid index increased in May
revisions. Compared to one year ago the April value of as it regained most of the value lost in April.

the MLI was 1.4 percent lower. The value of the MLI fell 5 5\ing the relatively large increase of the previous

2.2 percent over the last six months. month, the value ob).S. retail sales fell by 0.2 percent

Six of the seven components of the MLI contributed negar-April as seen in Figure 7. Sales in March were revised
tively in April, as only the value of the University of Michslightly higher. The value of retail sales was 3.1 percent
gan Index of Consumer Expectations increased. Each higher in April compared to one year ago. Weakness was
component is discussed below in order of smallest to  widespread in sales for the month as growth was lower in
largest contribution. all categories compared to March. The largest increase
occurred in sales at gasoline stations, which rose 1.8 per-
cent in April. The largest decline occurred in building ma-
terials, which fell 1.9 percent; sales of electronics and ap-
pliances as well as automobiles also declined by more than
1.0 percent.

Figure 4 indicates the value Mississippi residential
building permits (three-month moving average) sank
10.2 percent in April, the largest monthly decline in al-
most two years. Compared to one year ago the value fo
April was down 6.4 percent, the first yeaver-year de-
cline since December. The number of units for the montim April the value oMississippi income tax withhold-

fell 7.9 percent, the largest monthly decrease since Janings (three-month moving average) decreased slightly,

ary 2018. The number of units in April was down 7.6 perfalling 0.1 percent as seen in Figure 8. The value of with-
cent compared to one year ago, also the first yeser- holdings was down 1.8 percent compared to one year ago
year decline since December. In contrast, the number ofn April, which was also the third consecutive month with
privatelywned housing units authorized by building pera yearover-year decrease. Over the last six months the
mits in the U.S. in April rose 0.6 percent from the revisedalue of withholdings fell 2.6 percent.

March rate. The number of units in the U.S. in April com

As seen in Figure 9 the value of thississippi Manu-
pared to one year ago was 5.0 percent lower.

facturing Employment Intensity Index  declined 0.1
The number of seasonalbdjustednitial unemploy- percent in April. Notably, the value of the Index declined
ment claims in Mississippi surged 24.9 percent in April in nine of the last twelve months. Compared to one year
as seen in Figure 5, the fifth increase in the last seven ago the value of the Index in April was down 1.2 percent,
months. Moreover, the value for the month was up 20.9the third consecutive month with a yeaver-year de-
percent compared to one year ago, the first yearer- crease. While Manufacturing employment in Mississippi
year increase since May 2016. Conversely, the value ofincreased in April, this gain was more than offset by the
seasonalbadjusted continued unemployment claims in  decrease in the average weekly hours of production em-
Mississippi fell 2.5 percent in April as Figure 16 on pagepboyees in the state.

indicates. Compared to one year ago the number of CONtyg 51y of thaniversity of Michigan Index of
tinued unemployment claims in Mississippi in April was ~,<umer Expectations (three-month moving aver-

down 13'5. pe@’.“- .Th‘? seasonaeﬂyjusteq unemploy- age) surged 3.5 percent in April as seen in Figure 10, the
ment rate in Mississippi was 4.9 percent in April as see gbond month in a row with a gain of at least 3.0 percent.
Figure 17 on page 6, unchanged from the previous mor:ah value for the month compared to one year ago was
Compared 10 one year ago fyhaces highdr e fist JodvBrgihl ifrbaliisihde ' @
was 0.1 percentage point higher in April. November 2018. Both shofterm (one-year) and long

The value of thdSM Index of U.S. Manufacturing term (fiveyear) inflation expectations increased in the
Activity fell 1.3 percent in May as seen in Figure 6, its most recent survey.

third decline in the last four months. The value of the In-

dex was 11.2 percent lower in May compared to one year
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Figure 3. Mississippi Leading Index
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Figure 4. Value of Mississippi residential building permits
(Three-month moving average)
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Figure 5. Mississippi initial unemployment claims

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census; seasonally adjusted
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Figure 7. U.S. retail sales
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Figure 8. Mississippi income tax withholdings
(Three-month moving average
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Figure 9. Mississippi Manufacturing Employment Intensity Index
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Source: URC using data from U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Figure 10. University of Michigan Index of Consumer Expectations
(Three-month moving average)
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he value of theMississippi Coincident _ -

Index of Economic Indicators (MCI) Figure 11. Mississippi Coincident Index
rose 0.2 percent in April according to the Fede 1245 2.0%
al Reserve Bank of Philadelphia as seen in Fig 1240 N - L8%g
11. The value of the MCI in April was 1.6 per- | g /\/ - 16%35
cent higher compared to one year ago. The val 7 1235  1a%s
ue for March was revised up from a decrease @ :8: P
0.1 percent to an increase of 0.1 percent. i 1230 Lows
In forty-six states the values of the coincident E 1225 . 08%5
indices increased in in April compared to three| & Lo 60/§
months prior as seen in Figure 12 below. In o 12207 ' Os‘g
twelve states including Mississippi the values 9 @ 15,5 B
the coincident indices increased by less than 0 0.2%8
percent in March compared to January. The va] ~ 121.0- 0.0%
ues of the coincident indices increased by moreé 4/18 5/18 6/18 7/18 8/18 9/18 10/1811/1812/181/19 2/19 3/19 4/19

than 0.5 percent compared to three months Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia
prior in thirty-four states. In four states the co-
incident indices fell between 0.0 and 0.5 percent.

Figure 12. Three-month growth in the coincident index of economic indicators by state, April 2019
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Igure 13 indicates the value of the U.S. Leadi

Economic Index (LEI) rose 0.2 percent in Apr
according to The Conference Board. Following
data revisions the value of the LEI increased 0.3
percent in March and increased 0.2 percent in F¢
ruary. For the month the value of the LEI was 2.7%
percent higher compared to one year ago. The
largest contributor to the increase was stock pric
es as six of the ten indicators that make up the L
increased in value. Over the last six months the
value of the LEI rose 0.6 percent.

The Conference Board reported the value of the
U.S. Coincident Economic Index (CEl) increased
0.1 percent in April as seen in Figure 14. Com-

Bar Graph: Index

Figure 13. U.S. Leading Index
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pared to one year ago the value of the CEl was 1
percent higher in April. As in March three of the
four components of the CEl increased for the

Sglrce: The Conference Board

month and the largest contribution came from
employees on nonagricultural payrolls. The only
negative contributor was industrial production.
The value of the CEI rose 0.7 percent over the la
six months.

Figure 15 indicates the value of the National Fed
eration of Independent Businesses (NFIB) Small
Business Optimism Index increased 1.7 percent
April, its third consecutive monthly increase. Nev
ertheless, the value of the Index remained 1.2 pe
cent lower in April compared to one year ago.

Gains were widespread as the only component o
the I ndex that decreas

Bar Graph: Index
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Figure 14. U.S. Coincident Index
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trade tensions with China in May.

Speculation among analysts and investors that th
Federal Open Market Committee (FOMC) will cu
the federal funds rate target in 2019 has increase
as trade conflicts with China appear no closer to
resolution. Since Fed Chairman Jerome Powell g
nounced on May 1 the FOMC saw no reason to
make any move on interest rates, the Trump ad-
ministration announced an increase in tariffs on
Chinese imports to which China responded in
kind. Because of the potential negative effects or
business confidence, such a situation places the
Federal Reserve in a difficult positiéhe FOMC
does not want to overreact but at the same time
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Figure 15. NFIB Small Business Optimism Index
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does not want to wait too late to act.

Source: National Federation of Independent Businesses
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MISCELLANEOUS ECONOM IC INDICATORS, IN FIGURES

Figure 16. Mississippi continued unemployment claims
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Figure 17. Mississippi unemployment rate
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Figure 18. Real average manufacturing weekly earnings in Mississippi
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; seasonally adjusted

Figure 19. Real average hourly wage for manufacturing in Mississippi
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; seasonally adjusted

Figure 20. Mississippi gaming revenue

Bar graph: Millions of 2004 dollars

Line graph: Percent change over year ago

4/18 5/18 6/18 7/18 8/18 9/1810/1811/1812/181/19 2/19 3/19 4/19

mmm Coastal === River mmmTotal = Annual Growth of Total

Source: Mississippi Department of Revenue; seasonally adjusted

Figure 21. U.S. inflation: price growth over prior year
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Figure 22.1SM Index of U.S. Non -Manufacturing Activity
65.0 8%

- 6%

$

Q N
X B
Percent change over year ago

P 2%

N I H I I I I I

5/18 6/18 7/18 8/18 9/1810/1811/1812/181/19 2/1

F-4%

Bar graph: Index (percent)
(Dotted line indicates expansion threshold)

Line graph

I
o
o
2
S

© I I S

3/19 4/19 5/19

Source: Institute for Supply Management

Figure 23. U.S. total light vehicle sales
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TABLE 1. SELECTED EC ONOMIC INDICATORS

April March Percent change from
Indicator .
2019 PAONRY) March 2019 April 2018
U.S. Leading Economic Index 112.1 111.9 109.1 ~0.2% ~ 2.7%
2004 = 100. Source: The Conference Board »
[0
=
Mississippi Leading Index 113.9 114.9 115.5 0.9% 1.4% E
2004 = 100. Source: University Research Center g
i
Mississippi initial unemployment claims 5,952 4,764 4,924 ~ 24.9% ~ 20.9%)
Seasonally adjusted. Source: U.S. Department of Labor

Mississippi income tax withholdings 111.2 111.4 113.3 0.1% 1.8%|.

Three-month moving average; seasonally adjusted; millions of 2004 dollars.
Source: Mississippi Department of Revenue

University of Michigan Index of Consumer Expectations 89.9 86.9 89.1 ~ 3.5% ~ 0.9%
Three-month moving average; index 1966Q1 = 100.
Source: Thomson Reuters/University of Michigan Surveys of Consumers

Components of the Mississippi Leading Index

U.S. retail sales 513.4 514.3 497.8 0.2% ~3.1%

Current dollars, in billions. Source: Bureau of the Census

Mississippi unemployment rate 4.9% 4.9% 4.8% | p.0 ~0.1
Percentage point change. Seasoradiysted.
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

ISM Index of U.S. Non -Manufacturing Activity 56.9 55.5 58.6 ~ 2.5% 2.9%

Advanced one morfiiource: Institute for Supply Management

Mississippi average hourly wage for manufacturing
Seasonally adjusted; 2004 dollars. Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Miscellaneous Indicators

NFIB Small Business Optimism Index
1986 = 100. Source: National Federation of Independent Businesses

Gaming revenue 134.5 136.2 137.4 1.2% 2.1%
Coastal counties 78.5 82.1 82.6 4.4% 5.0%)
River counties 56.0 54.1 54.8 ~ 3.6% ~2.3%

Seasonally adjusted; millions of 2004 dollars. Source: Mississippi Department of Revenue
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MISSISSIPPI EMPLOYME NT TRENDS

he U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) reported cent. Utah experienced the next largest percentage in-
total nonfarm employment in Mississippi increased crease compared to one year ago of 3.0 percent followed
by 3,000 jobs in April, a gain of 0.3 percent. In addition,by the 2.8 percent increase in Arizona.

BLS revised employment for March up by 1,500 jobs. Tohe largest increase in employment among all sectors in

tal e_mployment in the state was 1.0 percent higher in the state in April occurred in Trade, Transportation, and
April compared to one year ago. Utilities, which added 1,500 jobs. The ndatgest in-

Total nonfarm employment increased in ten states in  crease occurred in Manufacturing, which added 1,000
April according to BLS. California added 46,000 jobs, thebs. The largest percentage increase in employment
most among all states, followed by Texas, which addedamong all sectors in April occurred in Educational Ser-
28,900 jobs, and New York, which added 26,300 jobs. vices, which rose by 0.8 percent, a gain of 100 jobs. The
The largest percentage increase occurred in Rhode Is- only two sectors where employment fell in April were
land, where employment rose 0.8 percent for the monthProfessional and Business Services, which lost 600 jobs,
followed by Kansas, where employment increased by 0dhd Other Services, which lost 100 jobs. Employment in
percent. Georgia was the only state with a significant ddsoth sectors decreased by 0.5 percent. In four sectors
crease in employment in April, as the state lost 14,900 employment was unchanged in April.

jobs for the month, a decline of 0.3 percent. The largest increase in employment among all sectors in

BLS reported employment increased in twemiye Mississippi over the last twelve months occurred in Ac-
states in April compared to one year ago. Over the pasttommodation and Food Services, which added 4,700
twelve months Texas added 294,200 jobs, the most  jobs. This gain was also the largest percentage increase
among all states, followed by California, which added among all sectors of 3.8 percent. The Construction sec-
271,600 jobs, and Florida, which added 206,100 jobs. Ror lost 1,800 jobs over the past twelve months, the

the third consecutive month the largest percentage in- most among all sectors. The sector also experienced the
crease in employment in April compared to one year agargest percentage decrease in employment among all
occurred in Nevada, where employment rose by 3.6 pesectors of 4.0 percent.

Table 2. Change in Mississippi employment by industry, April 2019

Relative March April  Change from Change from

share of Al March 2019 April 2018
2019 2019 2018 arc pri
total 2 Level Percent Level Percent

Mining and Logging 0.6% 6,80( 6,80( 6,90( | P | p.0Y 10C 1.4%

Manufacturing 12.69 147,201 146,201 144,500 ~ 1,000 ~0.7% ~2,70(
Retail Trade 11.99 138,701 138,101 139,000 ~60C ~0.49

Financial Activities 3.89 44,50( 44,30( 4450 ~20C ~0.59
Professional & Business Services 5.3% 110,00t 110,60t 108,60( 60(C 0.5% ~1,40(
Health Care and Social Assistance 11.59 133,201 133,201 132,201 | P | P.0% ~1,00(

Accommodation and Food Services 11.0% 129,800 129,700 125,100 ~100 ~0.1% ~4,700 -~ 3.89

Government 20.99 242,50 241,90 240,80t ~60C ~0.29 ~1,70C ~0.79

8Relative shares are for the most recent twelwenth average. Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current EmploymeticStatis
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MISSISSIPPI EMPLOYME NT TRENDS BY SECTOR,
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. ) . ) ] ~_ Table 3. Regional price
The U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) reported in May real income in MlSSlsngjphies by state, 2017

rose 1.4 percent in 2017. This increase ranked faggond among all states. Growth

in 2017 improved over 2016, when real income increased 0.6 percent. The 1.4 percent “:(I"Zwas(lork ﬂgg
crease in real income in Mississippi in 2017 was the highest rate since 2014 when real irCaIifornia 114:8
come grew 2.0 percent. The increase in real income in Mississippi was a little over half oyq,y, Jersey 112.9
the U.S. increase of 2.6 percent as seen in Figure 25 on page 12. U.S. real income growi/aryland 109.4

increased from the revised growth rate in 2016 of 1.5 percent. Mississippi was one of thiGonnecticut |108.0
teen states where real income increased less than 2.0 percent in 2017. Infthirtgtates Massachusetts' 107.9
real income increased between 2.0 and 4.0 percent. The largest increase in real incomeWashington 106.4
among all states occurred in New York, where real income rose 4.5 percent over its 201New Hampshir¢105.8

level. Real income decreased in only two states in 2017, North Dakota and South Dakot#laska 104.4
Real income decreased in North Dakota in 2017 for the third consecutive year while in |Colorado 103.2
South Dakota real income declined for the second year in a row. x_err_nqnt ig%i
along with the real income data BEA also released regional price parities (RPPs) for 201D'er?6'“r,‘v'2re 1001
for all states. RPPs account for differences in the price level across states each year. ByF|orida 99.9
struction the value of the RPP for the U.S. equals 100.0 and the values for each state ar®regon 09.5
expressed as percentages of the U.S. value. RPPs therefore represent a way of measurRhode Island | 98.6
the relative cost of living in each state. lllinois 98.5
The relative rankings among states in 2017 changed little from the previous year, as is t JEIE . S
: ennsylvania | 97.9
cally the case, although the values of the RPPs of most states changed slightly. Table 3 NErn 97.6
right lists the values of the RPPs for each state for 2017. Hawaii once again had the higlgsinesota 975
RPP in 2017 among all states, as its RPP value of 118.5 was unchanged from the previttexas 97.0
year. The RPP value of 118.5 means on average all items sold in Hawaii in 2017 cost 14.3ah 97.0
percent more than the U.S. average. The state with the lowest RPP value in the nation VArizona 96.4
again Mississippi. Moreover, BEA has calculated regional price parity values for each ye#yoming 95.2
beginning in 2008, and in all ten years of data the RPP for Mississippi has been the low¢Montana 94.6
tied for | owest among all states. I n 20NewMexete L9BAat e’
centage point from the previous year anjldaho 930G st
since 2008. This value means that on average all items sold in the state in 2017 cost 14/8lichigan 93.0
percent less than the U.S. average, an analogous interpretation of the RPP for Hawaii reG€orgia. 92.5
tive to the U.S. The RPP values for Alabama and Arkansas rankeeiigtyn and forty Wisconsin 92.4

North Carolina | 91.3

ninth among all states, respectively. Other southeastern states with relatively low RPPs outh Carolina, 90 4

2016 include Kentucky and Oklahoma. As in 2016 Florida had the highlestd RPP

. Tennessee 90.4
among all southeastern states, ranking { oliidiaha® © "' ‘981 amo
value was also the closest to the U.S. average. In 2017 a total of fourteen states had RE{5th Dakota 90:1
with values greater than 100.0, the same as in 2016, meaning their relative cost of livingjpgssas 90.0
higher than the U.S. average. Indiana 89.8
States with some of the largest metropolitan areas in the country tend to have the higheslpwa 89.8
RPP values because of the way BEA computes the RPP. The RPP calculation assigns JNébraska 89.6
to the values making up an individual’ sgﬁzﬁgﬂ]gl ngg'gJend
resent an individual’'s | argest single € AHLY Yt BE T
is relatively higher in states with large metropolitan areas is the cost of housing in these South Dakota 88.2
areas is higher. More rural states and Mississippi in particular tend to have lower ho”Sir‘Nentucky 87:9
costs and therefore lower total RPP values. West Virginia | 87.0
After BEA adjusted the incomes for each state for RPPs, the agency then adjusted the irflabama 86.7
comes for inflation using the national Personal Consumption Expenditures (PCE) price jjArkansas 86.5

Mississippi | 85.7

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis
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dex. The PCE is similar to the more wé&thown Consumer Price Index (CPI) but is generally considered more com-
prehensive. The PCE uses more expenditures compared to the CPI and weights their values according to surveys of
businesses as opposed to consumers. In general the value of the CPI runs higher than the value of the PCE. To illus-
trate, the value of the PCE index for the U.S. increased 1.8 percent in 2016 while U.S. nominal income grew 4.4 per-
cent. Therefore, the average increase in real income of 2.6 percent for the U.S. mentioned above is obtained after sub
tracting the change in the PCE index from the change in nominal income.

Another measure of regional cost BEA includes in the data for each state is the implicit regional price deflator (IRPD).
The IRPD for a state is found by multiplying its RPP by the U.S. PCE, which results in a price index for that state.
Viewed over time, the IRPD essentially represents a measure of regional inflation through its adjustments of the PCE
for each state. The IRPD value for the U.S. remains the same as its PCE of 1.8. The IRPD is considered an indirect
measure of inflation because it is calculated from two existing values.

The value of the IRPD for Mississippi in 2017 was 90.6, the lowest among all states, and indicated regional inflation in
creased 0.9 percent from the previous year. This rate was slightly higher than the rate for the U.S. All states experi-
enced inflation in 2017. The smallest increase in inflation occurred in Wyoming, as the value of its IRPD rose 0.2 per-
cent from the previous year. The largest increase in inflation occurred in the District of Columbia, where the value of
its IRPD rose 3.1 percent in 2017.

Figure 25. Percent change in real personal income by state, 2017
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis



