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Abstract

This paper aims to explore the application of machine learning in forecasting Chinese
macroeconomic variables. Specifically, it employs various machine learning models to predict
the quarterly real GDP growth of China, and analyzes the factors contributing to the perfor-
mance differences among these models. Our findings indicate that the average forecast errors
of machine learning models are generally lower than those of traditional econometric models or
expert forecasts, particularly in periods of economic stability. However, during certain inflec-
tion points, although machine learning models still outperform traditional econometric models,
expert forecasts may exhibit greater accuracy in some instances due to experts’ more compre-
hensive understanding of the macroeconomic environment and real-time economic variables.
In addition to macroeconomic forecasting, this paper employs interpretable machine learn-
ing methods to identify the key attributive variables from different machine learning models,
aiming to enhance the understanding and evaluation of their contributions to macroeconomic
fluctuations.
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1 Introduction
As China’s economy enters the “new normal”, changes in growth momentum and global political,
economic, and financial environments have increased the difficulty of macroeconomic forecasting
based on structural modeling. Exogenous shocks, such as epidemics and conflicts, have also con-
tributed to a decline in forecasting accuracy. Concurrently, advancements in big data and artificial
intelligence algorithms have introduced new tools and methods for macroeconomic forecasting and
policy regulation. In this paper, we employ cutting-edge machine learning algorithms to forecast
China’s macroeconomy and examine the interpretability of these forecasting methods.

This paper focuses on forecasting China’s GDP. GDP is the core indicator of national economic
accounting and the primary basis for assessing macroeconomic performance and formulating eco-
nomic policies. In recent years, both international and domestic macroeconomic forecasting have
advanced significantly. The continuous development of econometric models and improved data
availability have facilitated research on forecasting China’s GDP growth (Tong, 2017; Chen et al.,
2018; Zhang et al., 2018; Fei and Liu, 2019; Liang et al., 2021). Meanwhile, the rapid develop-
ment of artificial intelligence algorithms and the emergence of high-frequency data have positioned
machine learning as a crucial emerging tool in economic forecasting (Belloni et al., 2014). Interna-
tional research organizations and academics are increasingly applying machine learning models in
macroeconomic forecasting. Existing international research indicates that machine learning mod-
els generally outperform traditional econometric models in predictive accuracy (Bajari et al., 2015;
Richardson et al., 2021).

The application of machine learning models in macroeconomic forecasting in China remains at
an early stage. To explore the use of machine learning models for forecasting China’s macroecon-
omy and to assess the effectiveness of different forecasting methods, this paper employs various
machine learning models to forecast China’s GDP growth rate. These models include machine
learning models, combined models of machine learning and econometric method, and multiple
models (e.g., mean outcomes of combined models, weighted outcomes of machine leaning mod-
els, etc.).

This paper compares the prediction results of machine learning models with traditional econo-
metric models and expert predictions. It further analyzes and explores the predictive performance
of various models and the reasons for their effectiveness. The comparison spans different periods,
focusing on the effects and causes of economic fluctuations and inflection points. Additionally,
this paper employs methods of interpretable machine learning to assess the importance of differ-
ent variables to the forecasting results from both global and local perspectives. It tries to explain
drivers of differences in model forecasting and performance.

The empirical results in this paper indicate that machine learning models, machine learning-
econometric combined models, or mixed models generally exhibit higher forecasting accuracy
than traditional econometric models. During periods of economic stability and minor fluctuations,
machine learning models and their combinations are more accurate than econometric models and
expert forecasts. However, at historical inflection points, when economic fluctuations exceed the
historical range of the training data, most machine learning models can predict these inflection
points, but their accuracy is typically lower than that of expert predictions.
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The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews relevant literature, particularly
the application of artificial intelligence methods in macroeconomic forecasting. Section 3 intro-
duces the data and data processing procedures. Section 4 describes the forecasting models and the
methods used for combining models and out-of-sample evaluation. Section 5 compares the fore-
casting results of different models across various periods. Section 6 analyzes the interpretability
of the models. Section 7 presents the robustness analysis. Section 8 provides the conclusion.

2 Literature Review

2.1 Forecasts of the Chinese Economy
In the literature on forecasting macroeconomic variables in China, econometric model forecasting
is the predominant method. Traditional econometric models fall into several major approaches.
The first one is vector autoregressive (VAR) models, which capture complex dynamic relationships
between variables (Feng et al., 2012). The second apporach is the mixed-frequency data (MIDAS)
models and their derivatives, which enhance forecasting accuracy by using high-frequency data to
predict low-frequency economic variables. For instance, Fei and Liu (2019) used mixed-frequency
techniques to construct a daily prior index for short-term fluctuations in China’s macroeconomy,
improving predictions of economic fluctuations. The third apporach is mixed-frequency vector
autoregression (MF-VAR) models. Zhang et al. (2018) developed a Bayesian estimation-based
MF-BVAR model, finding it significantly more accurate in forecasting core macroeconomic vari-
ables such as GDP, CPI, and PPI compared to the homoskedastic VAR and MIDAS models. The
fourth approach is autoregressive integrated moving average (ARIMA) models, which uses his-
torical time-series data to forecast future values and is widely applied in economic and financial
forecasting (Zhan et al., 2009).

Given that the accuracy of econometric models is inevitably influenced by future events, such as
national economic policies, some studies have incorporated expert research in forecasting China’s
macroeconomic variables. Other studies have combined expert insights with model forecasting to
leverage the strengths of both approaches and enhance forecasting accuracy. Liang et al. (2021)
constructed a macroeconomic system with 15 domestic variables, used multidimensional high-
frequency macroeconomic data to forecast GDP growth through mixed-frequency vector autore-
gressive modeling, and compared these forecasts with expert predictions, which is from the “Lan-
grun Forecasts”.

2.2 Machine Learning Models
In recent years, research on predicting macroeconomic variables using machine learning models
has proliferated. Several studies have employed machine learning to forecast macroeconomic data
and compared their results with traditional methods. For instance, Bajari et al. (2015) utilized
machine learning methods to forecast consumer demand and found these methods to be more
accurate than traditional panel data and logistic models for out-of-sample forecasts.
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The integration of machine learning into real-time macroeconomic forecasting can enhance
forecasting accuracy. In real-time macroeconomic forecasting, Dynamic Factor Models (DFMs)
have been widely adopted by institutions worldwide. Giannone et al. (2008) pioneered the applica-
tion of DFM models for real-time GDP forecasting, aiding the Federal Reserve’s policy formula-
tion. Subsequently, central banks and international organizations, such as the ECB (Marozzi, 2021)
and the World Bank (Dauphin et al., 2022), have developed their own DFM models. Richardson
et al. (2021) utilized a machine learning model to process a database of over 600 variables, yield-
ing real-time GDP growth forecasts for New Zealand that outperformed traditional AR and DFM
models. The machine learning model demonstrated robust performance during the COVID-19
pandemic. Woloszko (2020) used Google data to construct weekly GDP growth rates for OECD
countries, with the machine learning models’ average error being 17 percentage points lower than
that of the traditional AR model for both OECD and G20 countries.

2.3 Interpretable Machine Learning
Machine learning algorithms typically employ a nonlinear and nonparametric approach, where
model complexity is controlled by hyperparameters selected through cross-validation. While these
models leverage nonlinearities in macroeconomic predictions to enhance accuracy, their nonlinear
relationships are not easily visualized or understood, creating a “black-box” challenge. To address
this issue, interpretable machine learning methods aim to resolve the opacity of these models.

Interpretable machine learning studies for macro-prediction can be categorized into three main
areas: model interpretability based on cognitive psychology (Miller, 2019), technical approaches
to machine learning interpretability (Doshi-Velez and Kim, 2017), and discussions grounded in
econometric and statistical methods (Chernozhukov et al., 2018). Miller (2019) argues that tradi-
tional econometric or statistical methods are not inherently more explanatory than machine learn-
ing. Linear models trained on abstract features, such as those obtained via principal component
analysis, similarly lack clear economic interpretation.

With respect to the latter two main areas, interpretability methods primarily focus on assessing
the importance of input variables for prediction. Commonly used “global method” include tree
model-based ranked with Gini importance (Breiman, 2001). Commonly used “local mehtods”
include LIME method (Ribeiro et al., 2016) and DeepLIFT method (Shrikumar et al., 2017). In
addition, Lundberg and Lee (2017) demonstrate that the Shapley value approach provides a unified
framework, integrating both global and local methods. It also ensures consistency between global
and local approaches.

2.4 Economic Volatility and Inflection Points
Accurately predicting inflection points in GDP growth over the economic cycle using high-frequency
data is a key goal for economists and research institutes, though it remains challenging. Ho (2023)
evaluates macroeconomic forecasts during the COVID-19 pandemic, highlighting the importance
of including additional real-time information due to the unpredictability of such events and their
unique economic shocks, which are historically rare and distinct from ordinary economic cycles.
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Understanding what information to include in forecasts requires a deep comprehension of eco-
nomic shocks and macroeconomic mechanisms, making pre-modeling data selection more diffi-
cult. Thus, understanding the drivers behind data fluctuations is crucial.

The COVID-19 pandemic provides a valuable example for macroeconomic forecasting re-
search. Data from outside the economic domain, such as public health data, became crucial during
the pandemic. The rapid changes during this period increased the demands on forecasts from
economists and state agencies. Quarterly or even monthly forecasts proved insufficient to meet
policy needs during the pandemic. Forecasting economic fluctuations and macroeconomic trends
during special periods, such as pandemics, is an important direction for future research (Liu et al.,
2021).

3 Data
In this paper, we forecast China’s quarterly GDP growth rate. Based on existing studies (Zhang
et al., 2018; Liang et al., 2021), we employ about 20 macroeconomic variables in the model,
such as industrial value added, purchasing managers’ index (PMI), retail sales of consumer goods,
freight transportation, steel production, power generation, and GDP growth rates of other major
economies. Variable names, categories, data frequencies and sampling periods are presented in
Table 1. The data on China were sourced from National Bureau of Statistic of China, and GDP of
other economies were sourced from their official statistical bureaus.

In the model presented in this paper, most macroeconomic variables used (except GDP) are in
monthly frequency. In addition to the variables listed in Table 1, we also tried to incorporate other
macroeconomic and financial variables, such as M2, the Shanghai Composite Index, the national
interbank offered rate, passenger car sales, industrial enterprise profits, etc. However, these vari-
ables are not included in the final models due to sampling periods or forecast performance. Prior
to prediction, we conducted several data preprocessing steps. First, we convert volume variables
to year-over-year growth values. Second, missing data are addressed through ARIMA imputation
or forward filling.

To compare the forecasting results, this paper also utilizes forecasts from “Longrun Expert
Forecast” and “Chief Economist Survey of Yicai Research Institute ” (hereinafter “Yicai Expert
Forecast”). The “Longrun Expert Forecast” is sourced from Liang et al. (2021), encompassing 42
forecasts from Q1 2005 to Q4 2015.The ”Longrun Expert Forecast” is initiated by the China Center
for Economic Research at Peking University. At the invitation of the China Center for Economic
Research, various economic research institutions have made forecasts for China’s macroeconomic
indicators, such as GDP growth rate and CPI growth rate. Liang et al. (2021) primarily utilized the
forecast results from the ”Longrun Expert Forecast,” including predictions from the China Center
for Economic Research (CCER) and 11 other securities firms and research institutions. “Yicai
Expert Forecasts” are provided by Yicai Research Institute, comprising 30 forecasts from Q1 2014
to Q3 2023. “Yicai Expert Forecasts” is initiated by Yicai Research Institute, inviting 18 chief
economists to conduct surveys and forecasts on China’s macroeconomic indicators including GDP
growth rate. Please note that data for Q3 2015 and Q4 2015-2023 are not reported in the “Yicai
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Variable Name Category Frequency Sample Period

China GDP GDP Quarterly YoY 1992Q1-2023Q4
Floor Space of New Buildings Real Estate Monthly YoY 1999Q1-2023Q4
Floor Space of Commercial Buildings Sold Real Estate Monthly YoY 1999Q1-2023Q4
Imports Import and Export Monthly YoY 1995Q1-2023Q4
Exports Import and Export Monthly YoY 1995Q1-2023Q4
Industrial Added Value Production Monthly YoY 1995Q1-2023Q4
PMI: Manufacturing Production Monthly 2005Q1-2023Q4
Caixin PMI: Manufacturing Production Monthly 2005Q3-2023Q4
PMI: Manufacturing Production Production Monthly 2005Q1-2023Q4
Industrial Enterprises: Sales-output Ratio Production Monthly 2012Q2-2023Q4
Industrial Enterprises: Export Delivery Value Production Monthly YoY 1999Q1-2023Q4
Freight Traffic Production Monthly YoY 2000Q1-2023Q4
Steel Output Production Monthly YoY 1997Q1-2023Q4
Electricity Output Production Monthly YoY 1997Q1-2023Q4
Non-Private Fixed Asset Investment Investment Monthly YoY 1992Q1-2023Q4
Retail Sales of Consumer Goods Consumption Monthly YoY 2003Q1-2023Q4
USA GDP GDP International Quarterly YoY 1992Q1-2023Q4
Japan GDP GDP International Quarterly YoY 1992Q1-2023Q4
Eurozone GDP GDP International Quarterly YoY 1996Q1-2023Q4
Korea GDP GDP International Quarterly YoY 1992Q1-2023Q4

Table 1: Macroeconomic Data
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Expert Forecasts”.

4 Methodology
Table 2 lists all the models used in this paper, categorized into five groups. The first group (G1)
comprises econometric models, including the autoregression (AR) model and the factor model
(FM). The second group (G2) consists of machine learning models, including regularized linear
regression models (LASSO, ridge regression), the kernel regression model (kernel ridge regres-
sion), and tree models (Random Forest, Gradient Boosting Tree, XGBoost). The third group (G3)
includes combined models, which integrate the factor model with various machine learning mod-
els. The fourth group (G4) consists of mixed models, which are means and medians of group 2
and/or group 3 models. The final group (G5) is weighted models, which weight group 2 and group
3 models based on their performance.

4.1 Single Model
4.1.1 Autoregressive Model

The autoregressive (AR) model is a statistical method for analyzing time series data. The expected
value of an explanatory variable is expressed as a linear combination of its own lagged historical
data:

yt+h = c+φ(L) yt + εt+h, (4.1)

where c is a constant term, Φ(L) is a p-order lag polynomial, εt+h is an error term, and h represents
the number of periods forecasted forward. As this method is a widely used traditional forecasting
technique, the AR model serves as the benchmark for testing and comparing performance results
in this paper.

4.1.2 Factor Model

Macroeconomic time series are defined by their data structure. The Bureau of Statistics of China
publishes multidimensional economic and financial data, including monthly or quarterly figures
on various variables related to production, consumption, employment, and finance. However, the
years covered by these data are limited, resulting in a small number of observation samples that
are difficult to expand. This abundance of time series, coupled with their relatively short lengths,
can lead to estimation bias in forecasting.

The factor model can extract a relatively small number of latent factors from high-dimensional
time series data, which are then used to forecast macroeconomic variables. The factor model’s
forecasting framework for macroeconomics is as follows:

yt+h = c+φ(L) yt +β (L) Ft + εt+h, (4.2)

Xt = ΛFt +ηt , (4.3)
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# Model Name Model Details Model Groups

1 AR Autoregression Econometric Model (base) - G1
2 FM-AR-SE Factor Model (FM) Econometric Model - G1
3 XGB-GBTREE XGBoost Machine Learning Model - G2
4 XGB-GBLINEAR XGBoost Machine Learning Model - G2
5 GBDT-AE Gradient Boosting Decison Tree Machine Learning Model - G2
6 GBDT-HUBER Gradient Boosting Decison Tree Machine Learning Model - G2
7 GBDT-SE Gradient Boosting Decison Tree Machine Learning Model - G2
8 RF-AE Random Forest (RF) Machine Learning Model - G2
9 RF-SE Random Forest (RF) Machine Learning Model - G2
10 FM-XGB-GBLINEAR FM+XGBoost Combined Model - G3
11 FM-XGB-GBTREE FM+XGBoost Combined Model - G3
12 FM-GBDT-AE FM+Gradient Boosting Decision Tree Combined Model - G3
13 FM-GBDT-HUBER FM+Gradient Boosting Decision Tree Combined Model - G3
14 FM-GBDT-SE FM+Gradient Boosting Decision Tree Combined Model - G3
15 FM-RF-AE FM+RF Combined Model - G3
16 FM-RF-SE FM+RF Combined Model - G3
17 FM-KRR-POLY FM+Kernel Ridge Regression Combined Model - G3
18 FM-KRR-RBF FM+Kernel Ridge Regression Combined Model - G3
19 FM-LASSO FM+Lasso Regression Combined Model - G3
20 Median ML Models Median of G1 Mixed Model -G4
21 Mean ML Models Mean of G1 Mixed Model -G4
22 Median CC Models Median of G2 Mixed Model -G4
23 Mean CC Models Mean of G2 Mixed Model -G4
24 Median All Models Median of G1 and G2 Mixed Model -G4
25 Mean All Models Mean of Group1 and 2 Mixed Model -G4
26 RECIP4 Weighted by previous 4Q Weighted Model - G5
27 RECIP6 Weighted by previous 6Q Weighted Model - G5
28 RECIP8 Weighted by previous 8Q Weighted Model - G5
29 EXP0.5 4 Previous 4Q exp 0.5 Weighted Model - G5
30 EXP0.8 4 Previous 4Q exp 0.8 Weighted Model - G5
31 EXP0.9 4 Previous 4Q exp 0.9 Weighted Model - G5
32 EXP1 4 Previous 4Q exp 1 Weighted Model - G5
33 EXP0.5 6 Previous 6Q exp 0.5 Weighted Model - G5
34 EXP0.8 6 Previous 6Q exp 0.8 Weighted Model - G5
35 EXP0.9 6 Previous 6Q exp 0.9 Weighted Model - G5
36 EXP1 6 Previous 6Q exp 1 Weighted Model - G5
37 EXP0.5 8 Previous 8Q exp 0.5 Weighted Model - G5
38 EXP0.8 8 Previous 8Q exp 0.8 Weighted Model - G5
39 EXP0.9 8 Previous 8Q exp 0.9 Weighted Model - G5
40 EXP1 8 Previous 8Q exp 1 Weighted Model - G5

Table 2: List of Models
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where y is the macroeconomic variable to be predicted, X is a high-dimensional time series in
the economic and financial domain, and F represents the latent factors. The prediction of y in
the forecasting model includes the lagged variables of y itself, the latent factors and their lagged
variables. Since a few latent factors can explain most of the variance in the macroeconomic series,
the factor model effectively downscales the original macroeconomic data while fully utilizing the
information within the original data.

4.1.3 Machine Learning Model

The machine learning models can be expressed in the following form:

yt+h = f (Zt)+ εt+h, (4.4)

Zt =
{{

yt− j
}py

j=p0
,
{

Xt− j
}pX

j=0

}
, (4.5)

where y is the macroeconomic variable to be forecasted, Z is a characteristic variable constructed
from the lagged variables of y and the high-dimensional economic and financial time series X and
its lagged variables. The terms py and pX represent the orders of the lagged variables of y and
X , respectively. The function f is the forecasting function, εt+h is the error term, and h is the
number of periods forecasted forward. The use of lagged variables is based on the assumption that
macroeconomic variables depend on their past values.

In general, the essence of machine learning is to solve the following optimization problem:

min
f∈F

L(yt+h, f (Zt))+R( f ,ρ), (4.6)

where y is the macroeconomic variable to be predicted, Z is the high-dimensional time series fea-
ture variable used for prediction, f is the prediction function, F is the choice space of the prediction
function, L is the loss function, R is the regularization term, and ρ represents the model hyperpa-
rameters. The prediction function f may be linear or nonlinear and parametric or nonparametric.
The loss function can be a squared error loss, absolute error loss, or another type of loss func-
tion. The regularization term is designed in various ways to prevent overfitting. Hyperparameter
selection includes information criteria (AIC or BIC) and the cross-validation method, with K-fold
cross-validation primarily used in this paper.

The machine learning models used in this paper include Regularized Linear Regression (RLR)
model, Kernel Ridge Regression (KRR) model, Random Forest (RF) model, Gradient Boosting
Tree (GBDT) model, and Extreme Gradient Boosting (XGBoost) model. The main differences
between different machine learning models come from the space of predictor functions, loss func-
tions, regularization terms, hyperparameter selection, and the construction of feature variables.

4.2 Multiple Models
4.2.1 Combined Model

The combined model of machine learning and econometrics integrates econometric models (pri-
marily the factor model) with machine learning models to leverage the strengths of both ap-
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proaches. Initially, the factor model estimates the macroeconomic variable X to obtain the factor.
Subsequently, y, the factor, and their lagged variables are used as features for machine learning
training. The mathematical expression of the coupled model is as follows:

yt+h = f (Zt)+ εt+h, (4.7)

Xt = ΛFt +ηt , (4.8)

Zt =
{{

yt− j
}py

j=p0
,
{

Ft− j
}PF

j=0

}
, (4.9)

where X is the input macroeconomic variable, F is the factor, Λ is the factor loading, f (·) is the
machine learning prediction function, Z is the feature set input to the machine learning model, and
εt+h is the model error.

4.2.2 Mixed Model

The mixed model prediction methods generate new predictions by averaging or taking the me-
dian of results from multiple models. This paper employs various model combination methods,
including machine learning models (group 2 models), combined models (group 3 models), and all
machine learning-related models (group 2 and 3 models). The median of group prediction val-
ues or simple average of group prediction values (hereinafter referred to as the average prediction
value) are employed.

4.2.3 Weighted Model

The weighted model comprises each underlying machine learning model, with the weight of each
model determined by its predictive performance function L (e.g., absolute error, squared error) over
the past m quarters (where m = 4,6,8). Weights are assigned either by the inverse of the predictive
performance function or by the exponential kth power of the performance function (where k =
0.5,0.8,0.9,1). The mathematical expression is as follows:

ŷt =
N

∑
j=1

w jt f̂ jt (4.10)

w jt =
1/∑

t−1
s=t−m L js

(
ys, f̂ js

}
∑

M
k=1 1/∑

t−1
s=t−m Lks

(
ys, f̂ks

} (4.11)

or

w jt =
exp
(
−β ∑

t−1
s=t−m L js

(
ys, f̂ js

))
∑

N
k=1 exp

(
−β ∑

t−1
s=t−m Lks

(
ys, f̂ks

)) (4.12)
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Figure 1: Model Training and Forecasting Periods

4.3 Forecast Results Evaluation
4.3.1 Out-of-Sample Forecasts

We evaluated the out-of-sample performance of the models through designed out-of-sample fore-
casting experiments. For forecasting China’s quarterly GDP growth rate, we used the Expanding
Window Method (EWM) for model training. Unlike the Rolling Window Method, which has a
fixed window length, EWM increases the training data as the forecast time progresses. Given
the relatively short time series of macroeconomic data, EWM facilitates the fuller utilization of
historical macroeconomic information.

The specific forecasting steps are as follows. In the out-of-sample forecasting experiments, for
forecasts at any given point, we assume that macroeconomic data in the ”future” (post-forecasting
point) are unknown to the model. The model is trained using historical macroeconomic data up to
that point, with the current forecasting point data serving as the input vector to forecast the GDP
growth rate for the current quarter. As more time points are forecasted, we compile the out-of-
sample forecasting series of each model at various forecasting points. This out-of-sample forecast
time series allows us to measure and evaluate the performance of different models. We forecast
China’s GDP growth rate from Q1 1996 to Q4 2023 using this out-of-sample forecasting method.

The specific training data starting points and forecasting periods are illustrated in Figure 1. We
divide the training data into four periods, labeled a to d, based on the earliest publication dates of
various macroeconomic variables and their categories: before 1992 (a), before 1996 (b), before
2000 (c), and before 2005 (d). The years 1992, 1996, 2000, and 2005 mark the starting points
for model training data in each period. Since machine learning models require historical data
for training and estimation, the out-of-sample prediction intervals for each period begin after the
training data start. For instance, in segment a, data from 1992 to 1995 are used to forecast China’s
GDP growth rate for Q1 1996; subsequent forecasts continue with an expanding window until
the end of 1999. Similarly, segment b forecasts use macroeconomic data from 1996 to 1999 for
training and forecast Q1 2000, continuing with an expanding window until the end of 2003. This
methodology is applied to complete segment c forecasts for 2004-2009 and segment d forecasts
for 2010-2023.
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4.4 Machine Learning Interpretability
4.4.1 Error Measurements

For model metrics and evaluation, we use two metrics to assess out-of-sample performance: root
mean square error (RMSE) and mean absolute error (MAE). In the robustness analysis, we measure
the percentage reduction in error of the predictive model relative to the baseline model using out-
of-sample squared or absolute errors. We define et,t,m = yt − ŷt,h,m as the prediction error of model
m at time t for forecast horizon h. The error measure is calculated as the average absolute error of
the model at time h. The specific error measures are calculated as follows:

The root mean squared error (RMSE) is:

RMSEh,m =

(
1
T

T

∑
t=1

e2
t,h,m

)1/2

, (4.13)

The mean absolute error (MAE) is:

MAEh,m =
1
T

T

∑
t=1

|et,h,m | . (4.14)

4.4.2 Test Periods

The performance of the models varies over time due to structural changes in the economy and ex-
ogenous shocks. This paper evaluates the out-of-sample forecasting ability of each model from Q1
1996 to Q1 2022 and compares their performance over time (see Figure1). Section 5 specifically
examines the models’ out-of-sample forecasting ability during periods of high economic volatility,
including the Asian Financial Crisis (1997-1998), the International Financial Crisis (2008-2010),
and the COVID-19 pandemic (2020-2022).

In this paper, we adopt the Shapley Additive exPlanations (SHAP) framework to explain ma-
chine learning model predictions, as proposed by Lundberg and Lee (2017). The SHAP approach
is grounded in cooperative game theory, treating input variables as ”contributors” to the machine
learning model. By calculating the marginal contribution of each variable to the model prediction,
we determine the Shapley value of each variable, revealing its importance to the macroeconomic
forecast over time. This allows us to observe how different economic variables contribute to eco-
nomic growth forecasts across various historical periods. Locally, the Shapley value enables analy-
sis of each variable’s contribution at each prediction time point. By aggregating local contributions
over time, we can elucidate the functional relationship between economic variables and economic
growth predictions, aiding economists and policymakers in better understanding and forecasting
macroeconomic trends.

5 Empirical Results
In this section, we will discuss the prediction results of the model in detail. First, we will examine
the overall performance of the machine learning model and compare it to that of the econometrics
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Figure 2: Machine Learning Model Forecasts Median, Upper- and Lower-bounds: Quarterly Real
GDP Growth

model and expert forecasting model. Next, we will analyze the main reasons for the differences in
model results, particularly during periods of economic volatility and inflection points. Finally, we
will evaluate the causes of model performance and assess the strengths and limitations of different
machine learning models in macroeconomic forecasting.

5.1 Forecasting Results
Figure 2 illustrates the actual real GDP growth rate from Q1 1996 to Q4 2022 (solid line), the
prediction range (gray area) for all single models (including both machine learning and combined
models), and their median values (dashed line). Overall, the true value generally falls within the
range of predicted values. Notably, the true value tends to converge towards the median prediction
when there is no crisis.

In contrast, during periods of high economic volatility, such as the Asian financial crisis (1997-
1998), the international financial crisis (2008-2010), and the COVID-19 pandemic (2020-2022),
the model predictions still encompass the true value. However, the gap between the true value
and the median prediction increases and the prediction range widens. For example, in Q1 2020,
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RMSE of models in this study RMSE in Liang et al. (2021)

Machine Learning
Model

RF-AE 0.5845
Langrun Forecast

Best Model 0.6028
XGB-GBTREE 0.5869 Second Best 0.6685
RF-SE 0.5869 Third Best 0.6807

Monthly
Econometric Model

MIDAS 0.8107
ECM-MIDAS 0.8151

Combined Model
FM-RF-SE 0.7146 FM-VAR 0.8771
FM-GBDT-AE 0.7262

Econometric
Nonlinearity Model

MS-VAR 0.843
FM-GBDT-HUBER 0.7434 TVTP 0.8561

MS 0.8648

Econometric Linear
Model

ARMIA(1,1,1) 0.8705

Econometric Model
AR 1.1436 ARMIA(1,1,2) 0.894
FM-AR-SE 1.1932 ARMIA(2,1,1) 0.9116

Table 3: Model Performance Comparison

the GDP growth rate dropped to -6.9% from 5.8% in the previous quarter due to the COVID-19
pandemic. As shown in Figure 2, the true value is closer to the predicted minimum, similar to Q1
2009 and Q2 2022.

In Table 3, we compare the out-of-sample predictions of the machine learning models and
combined models used in this paper with those of the econometric combination model used by
Liang et al. (2021) and the “Longrun Expert Forecasting” model. We selected the top three models
in each category based on the smallest individual model prediction error (RMSE). The “Longrun
Expert Forecasts” data include 42 forecasts from Q3 2005 to Q4 2015, and the comparisons in
Table 3 are limited to this period.

Table 3 shows that, from Q3 2005 to Q4 2015, the machine learning models outperformed the
“Longrun Expert Forecast” and the econometric models in terms of forecast accuracy. The three
machine learning models with the smallest errors had RMSEs below 0.6. The Longrun Expert
Forecast and econometric models had RMSEs above 0.6 and 0.8, respectively. The combined
models had a slightly higher error than the “Longrun Expert Forecast”, with an RMSE above 0.7,
but still performed better than the traditional econometric model.

An important reason why machine learning models can make accurate predictions is their non-
linear characteristics (Coulombe et al., 2021), exemplified by models such as random forest and
kernel ridge regression. Econometric models typically use linear functions to predict the dependent
variable. However, the functional relationship between independent and dependent variables is of-
ten not strictly linear in reality. Machine learning models with nonlinear characteristics can there-
fore improve prediction accuracy. This advantage is confirmed by comparing the results of Liang
et al. (2021) econometric model. Table 3 shows that the errors of nonlinear econometric mod-
els (MS-VAR, TVTP, MS) are smaller than those of linear econometric models (ARIMA(1,1,1),
ARIMA(1,1,2), ARIMA(2,1,1)). The models associated with the random forest model perform
relatively better during this period. However, the performance of machine learning models can
fluctuate across different periods, and random forest-related models may not always be the best
performers, as seen in results from other periods.
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Composite RMSE (Liang et al., 2021)
Mean value 0.6528

Langrun Forecast
Median value 0.6528
Mean value 0.8701

Econometric Model
Median value 0.8701

Composite RMSE (this study)
Mean value 0.5702

Machine Learning Model (G2)
Median value 0.5197
Mean value 0.7599

Combined Model (G3)
Median value 0.7745
Mean value 0.6464Machine Learning Model &

Combined Model (G2 & G3) Median value 0.6282
RECIP 4 0.6144
RECIP 6 0.6285
RECIP 8 0.6364
EXP -0.5 4 0.6487
EXP -0.8 4 0.6425
EXP -0.9 4 0.6406
EXP -1 4 0.6387
EXP -0.5 6 0.6535
EXP -0.8 6 0.6498
EXP -0.9 6 0.6486
EXP -1 6 0.6474
EXP -0.5 8 0.6548
EXP -0.8 8 0.6517
EXP -0.9 8 0.6507

Weighted Model (G4)

EXP -1 8 0.6498

Table 4: Model Performance Comparison2

In Table 4, we compare the out-of-sample forecasts of three types of models (machine learning
models, combined models, and all machine learning-related models) with the econometric combi-
nation model used by Liang et al. (2021) and the combination model from the “Longrun Expert
Forecast”. The comparison period spans from Q3 2005 to Q4 2015.

The results in Table 4 are close to those in Table 3. The machine learning model performs best,
followed by all machine learning related models. The “Langrun Expert Forecast” outperforms the
combined and econometric model forecasts.

In order to compare the prediction results of the recent models, Table 5 shows the results of the
models after 2014, and the out-of-sample prediction results with the “Yicai Expert Forecast”. The
“Yicai Expert Forecast” data has a total of 30 forecasts from 2014 to 2023. We exclude several
data points that are not reported in the “Yicai Expert Forecasts” from the comparisons, such as the
Q3 2015 and Q4 2015-2023.

Table 5 shows that from 2014 to 2019, when the economy was relatively stable, both machine
learning models and combined models outperformed the “Yicai Expert Forecast”. However, during
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Groups Model Names 2014-2023 2014-2019 2020-2022 2023
RMSE MAE RMSE MAE RMSE MAE RMSE MAE

Machine Learning Model Mean value 1.17 0.68 0.22 0.18 2.16 1.81 3.59 3.51
Median value 1.23 0.55 0.19 0.15 2.35 1.69 3.79 3.71

Combined Model Mean value 1.05 0.57 0.15 0.11 1.91 1.65 0.13 0.11
Median value 0.85 0.45 0.13 0.09 1.53 1.29 0.14 0.12

Machine Learning &
Combined Model

Mean value 1.01 0.54 0.15 0.12 1.81 1.45 0.41 0.37
Median value 0.86 0.45 0.14 0.11 1.55 1.21 0.20 0.20

Weighted Model

RECIP 4 0.82 0.47 0.14 0.11 1.42 1.18 0.51 0.47
RECIP 6 0.84 0.49 0.14 0.11 1.45 1.24 0.55 0.44
RECIP 8 0.84 0.49 0.15 0.12 1.51 1.28 0.41 0.34
EXP 0.5 4 1.02 0.56 0.17 0.14 1.83 1.47 0.46 0.37
EXP 0.8 4 0.98 0.54 0.17 0.14 1.75 1.39 0.49 0.39
EXP 0.9 4 0.97 0.53 0.17 0.14 1.73 1.37 0.50 0.41
EXP 1 4 0.96 0.53 0.17 0.13 1.71 1.35 0.51 0.42
EXP 0.5 6 1.05 0.58 0.17 0.14 1.89 1.53 0.45 0.39
EXP 0.8 6 1.02 0.57 0.17 0.14 1.82 1.48 0.48 0.40
EXP 0.9 6 1.01 0.56 0.17 0.14 1.80 1.47 0.49 0.41
EXP 1 6 1.00 0.56 0.17 0.14 1.78 1.46 0.50 0.41
EXP 0.5 8 1.07 0.58 0.17 0.14 1.92 1.55 0.41 0.36
EXP 0.8 8 1.04 0.57 0.17 0.14 1.86 1.52 0.41 0.36
EXP 0.9 8 1.03 0.57 0.17 0.14 1.84 1.50 0.41 0.36
EXP 1 8 1.02 0.57 0.17 0.14 1.83 1.49 0.41 0.36

Yicai Expert Forecast Mean value 0.35 0.29 0.17 0.15 0.51 0.45 0.55 0.54
Median value 0.32 0.25 0.17 0.15 0.48 0.39 0.50 0.43

Table 5: Comparison of Derivative Composite Model Performance (2014-2023)

2014 to 2024, “Yicai Expert Forecast” is more accurate. By comparing the results in different
economic periods, we find that “Yicai Expert Forecast” is particularly more accurate during the
COVID-19 pandemic period after 2020, with significantly lower prediction errors compared to all
other types of models. In the next section, we will further discuss the model prediction performance
and its causes during periods of high economic fluctuations or at economic inflection points.

5.2 Model Comparisons
5.2.1 Forecast Performance during Crisis

Figures 3, 4, and 5 plot the time series of true values and out-of-sample forecasts for three periods
of economic volatility: the 1997-1998 Asian Financial Crisis, the 2008-2010 Global Financial
Crisis, and the 2020-2022 COVID-19 pandemic, respectively. We selected the performance of the
median predictions of machine-learning related models (G2 and G3 models) to compare with the
actual real GDP growth rates.

As shown in Figures 3 through 5, machine learning models accurately predict the economic
inflection points during these three periods, demonstrating a high degree of accuracy in determining
the direction of change. Comparing the median prediction values of the models with the true
values reveals that, although economic fluctuations during the 2008-2010 Global Financial Crisis
were greater than those during the 1997-1998 Asian Financial Crisis, the prediction accuracy of
the machine learning models did not decrease significantly. For instance, the median RMSE of the
pure machine learning model was 0.53 during the 1997-1998 period and 0.36 during the 2008-2010
period. This improved accuracy can be attributed to the richer and more variable data available for
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Figure 3: Asian Financial Crisis, 1997-1998

Figure 4: Global Financial Crisis, 2008-2010
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Figure 5: Covid-19 Epidemic Period, 2020-2022

training the machine learning models during the 2008-2010 period (see Table 1).
For the 2020-2022 period during the COVID-19 pandemic, the prediction accuracy of the ma-

chine learning model, particularly for predicting inflection points, is lower than during the 2008-
2010 period, despite the training data containing more variables. The primary reason for this is
the highly heterogeneous nature of the economic shock caused by the pandemic compared to the
financial crisis. The economic shutdowns due to city lockdowns had a completely different mech-
anism from the impact of the global financial crisis on China’s export demand. Even with the
inclusion of previous economic fluctuation data in the training set, the prediction accuracy during
the COVID-19 period did not substantially improve.

In the literature review, we mentioned that Ho (2023) summarized the macroeconomic fore-
casting methodology during the COVID-19 pandemic. Ho found that, due to the unpredictability
of events such as the pandemic and the unique nature of its economic shocks, it is particularly
important to include real-time information (e.g., data on the spread of the epidemic) in forecasts.
This information must be used with a solid understanding of economics and the core drivers behind
economic fluctuations. This is where expert forecasting has a significant advantage over machine
learning models (see Table 5).

Second, economic volatility during the COVID-19 pandemic was significantly greater than dur-
ing the previous two financial crises. Quarterly GDP growth turned negative for the first time, with
the minimum (maximum) values of the true GDP being much lower (higher) than the minimum
(maximum) values of the training data. In such cases, tree-based machine learning models, such
as the gradient boosted tree model (GBDT) and the random forest model (RF), find it more chal-
lenging to accurately predict inflection point values. Conversely, kernel ridge regression (KRR)
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Groups Model Names 2014-2023 2014-2019 2020-2022 2023
RMSE MAE RMSE MAE RMSE MAE RMSE MAE

Machine Learning Model

GBDT-AE 2.37 0.89 0.22 0.17 4.28 2.38 0.95 0.70
GBDT-HUBER 1.02 0.52 0.18 0.15 1.74 1.12 1.05 0.95
GBDT-SE 1.37 0.68 0.18 0.14 2.39 1.71 1.25 0.84
RF-AE 1.45 0.75 0.19 0.14 2.28 1.69 2.30 1.51
RF-SE 2.02 1.10 0.26 0.22 3.38 2.55 2.45 2.03
XGB-GBLINEAR 1.51 0.98 0.63 0.51 2.57 2.03 0.72 0.66
XGB-GBTREE 1.41 0.57 0.17 0.14 1.99 1.05 2.82 1.67

Combined Model

FM-GBDT-AE 1.80 0.80 0.25 0.16 3.26 2.28 0.26 0.20
FM-GBDT-HUBER 2.27 0.93 0.17 0.13 4.13 2.66 0.62 0.52
FM-GBDT-SE 1.59 0.85 0.18 0.14 2.84 2.29 0.85 0.80
FM-KRR-POLY 0.57 0.37 0.20 0.14 0.92 0.78 0.62 0.48
FM-KRR-RBF 0.57 0.37 0.21 0.15 0.92 0.79 0.63 0.49
FM-LASSO 0.94 0.49 0.15 0.11 1.68 1.25 0.53 0.47
FM-RF-AE 1.59 0.80 0.21 0.16 2.86 2.19 0.55 0.47
FM-RF-SE 1.10 0.64 0.25 0.19 1.96 1.67 0.33 0.26
FM-XGB-GBLINEAR 1.66 0.95 0.35 0.28 2.94 2.39 1.00 0.69
FM-XGB-GBTREE 1.39 0.74 0.23 0.20 2.45 1.82 1.03 0.71

Weighted Model

RECIP 4 0.77 0.46 0.14 0.12 1.38 1.17 0.44 0.36
RECIP 6 0.78 0.47 0.15 0.12 1.39 1.22 0.48 0.35
RECIP 8 0.78 0.46 0.15 0.12 1.39 1.20 0.36 0.26
EXP 0.5 4 0.94 0.52 0.17 0.14 1.68 1.36 0.40 0.28
EXP 0.8 4 0.90 0.50 0.17 0.14 1.61 1.31 0.42 0.31
EXP 0.9 4 0.89 0.50 0.17 0.14 1.60 1.29 0.43 0.32
EXP 1 4 0.89 0.50 0.17 0.14 1.58 1.28 0.44 0.33
EXP 0.5 6 0.96 0.54 0.17 0.14 1.72 1.41 0.39 0.30
EXP 0.8 6 0.93 0.53 0.17 0.14 1.67 1.38 0.42 0.31
EXP 0.9 6 0.92 0.52 0.17 0.14 1.65 1.37 0.43 0.32
EXP 1 6 0.92 0.52 0.17 0.14 1.64 1.36 0.43 0.32
EXP 0.5 8 0.97 0.54 0.17 0.14 1.74 1.43 0.35 0.27
EXP 0.8 8 0.94 0.53 0.17 0.14 1.69 1.39 0.35 0.27
EXP 0.9 8 0.94 0.53 0.17 0.14 1.68 1.38 0.35 0.27
EXP 1 8 0.93 0.52 0.17 0.14 1.67 1.37 0.35 0.27

Table 6: Comparison of the Machine Learning Models’ Performance (2014-2023)

does not face this limitation ((Coulombe et al., 2021)). As a result, the ridge regression (KRR)
model demonstrated higher prediction accuracy than other machine learning models during the
2020-2022 COVID-19 pandemic period.

A comparison of recent prediction results of machine learning models (Q1 2014 - Q4 2023)
is presented in Table 6. It shows that the two machine learning models associated with ridge re-
gression (KRR)—FM-KRR-POLY and FM-KRR-RBF—have significantly higher prediction ac-
curacies than other machine learning models during the 2020-2022 COVID-19 pandemic period.
The RMSE and MAE of other models are several times higher than those of these two models.
Additionally, from Q1 2014 to Q4 2019, FM-KRR-POLY and FM-KRR-RBF also exhibit better
prediction results compared to other machine learning models. This implies that the ridge regres-
sion models predict inflection points more accurately than tree-based models, gradient boosted
trees, and random forests when the fluctuations in the actual inflection point data are much larger
than those in the model training data.

Table 7 lists the machine learning model prediction results by different time periods for 2005-
2015. It shows that the XGB-GBTREE model achieves the best prediction results among individual
models during the 2008-2010. The median machine learning model has relativly high prediction
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Sampling Periods 2005Q3-2015Q4 2008-2010 exl.2008-2010
Single Model Comparison RMSE MAE RMSE MAE RMSE MAE

RF-AE 0.58 0.44 0.62 0.51 0.57 0.41
XGB-GBTREE 0.59 0.43 0.39 0.27 0.65 0.50Machine Learning Model (top three)

RF-SE 0.59 0.44 0.57 0.45 0.59 0.43
FM-RF-SE 0.71 0.47 0.96 0.75 0.59 0.36

FM-GBDT-AE 0.73 0.50 0.82 0.65 0.69 0.44
FM-GBDT-HUBER 0.74 0.51 0.77 0.58 0.73 0.48

FM-KRR-POLY 1.24 0.85 1.61 1.18 1.04 0.71
Combined Model (top three and KRR)

FM-KRR-RBF 1.25 0.86 1.62 1.18 1.06 0.72
AR 1.14 0.88 1.43 1.17 1.01 0.77Econometric Model FM-AR-SE 1.19 0.82 1.68 1.33 0.91 0.60

Multiple Model Comparison RMSE MAE RMSE MAE RMSE MAE
Mean 0.57 0.41 0.39 0.32 0.64 0.45Machine Learning Mixed Model Median 0.52 0.37 0.36 0.29 0.58 0.41
Mean 0.76 0.54 0.80 0.60 0.76 0.53Combined Mixed Model Median 0.77 0.50 0.73 0.49 0.81 0.52
Mean 0.65 0.46 0.57 0.44 0.69 0.48Machine Learning & Combined Mixed Model Median 0.63 0.43 0.62 0.41 0.64 0.44

RECIP 4 0.61 0.43 0.48 0.36 0.66 0.46
RECIP 6 0.63 0.44 0.53 0.41 0.66 0.45
RECIP 8 0.64 0.45 0.55 0.42 0.67 0.46

EXP 0.5 4 0.65 0.46 0.59 0.45 0.67 0.46
EXP 0.8 4 0.64 0.45 0.58 0.44 0.67 0.46
EXP 0.9 4 0.64 0.45 0.58 0.43 0.66 0.46
EXP 1 4 0.64 0.45 0.57 0.43 0.66 0.46

EXP 0.5 6 0.65 0.46 0.60 0.46 0.67 0.46
EXP 0.8 6 0.65 0.46 0.59 0.46 0.67 0.46
EXP 0.9 6 0.65 0.46 0.59 0.46 0.67 0.46
EXP 1 6 0.65 0.46 0.59 0.46 0.67 0.46

EXP 0.5 8 0.65 0.47 0.60 0.46 0.68 0.47
EXP 0.8 8 0.65 0.46 0.59 0.46 0.67 0.46
EXP 0.9 8 0.65 0.46 0.59 0.46 0.67 0.46

Weighted Composite Model

EXP 1 8 0.65 0.46 0.59 0.46 0.67 0.46

Table 7: Comparison of Model Performance by Periods (2005Q3-2015Q4)

accuracy both during the overall 2005-2015 period and during the 2008-2010 Global Financial
Crisis (GFC) period. Conversely, the two ridge regression (KRR) models (FM-KRR-POLY and
FM-KRR-RBF) exhibited higher errors during the 2008-2010 period. This indicates that the ridge
regression models did not outperform other machine learning models when the economic growth
is relatively stable.

Additionally, the prediction performance of the multiple models (mixed model or weighted
models) is more stable. Although prediction errors increase during periods of higher economic
volatility, the increase is much lower than that of single models. Besides, during periods when
the economic growth is stable, multiple models’ prediction accuracy surpasses that of the expert
forecasts (see Tables 4 and 5)). Therefore, outcomes of multiple models hold high reference value.

5.2.2 Inclusive Testing

As shown in Table 5, “Yicai Expert Forecast” from 2014 to 2023 has an advantage over the machine
learning models. One important reason for this could be that experts would utilizes more real-time
information than the machine learning model.
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1-λ
ML Model Combined Model ML and Combined Model

Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median

Yicai Expert

Mean 0.037 0.048 0.020 0.039 0.083 0.160*
t-statistics (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06)

Median 0.013 0.012 0.002 0.022 -0.076 -0.011
t-statistics (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.07) (0.08)

Table 8: Inclusive Test of GDP Projections (2014-2023)

To test this hypothesis, we use the inclusive test as follows:

et,i = (1−λ )
(
et,i − et, j

)
+ ε, (5.1)

where et,i and et, j denote the errors of the “Yicai Expert Forecast” and the mixed model predictions,
respectively. If (1−λ ) = 1, it indicates that the information in the “Yicai Expert Forecast” is less
than that covered by the machine learning model prediction. Conversely, if (1−λ ) = 0, it means
that the “Yicai Expert Forecast” encompasses the information predicted by the machine learning
model. We perform OLS regression on the above equation to obtain the estimated coefficients of
1−λ to determine the information inclusion relationship between “Yicai Expert Prediction” and
mixed model predictions.

Table 8 reports the estimated coefficients of 1−λ and the corresponding t-statistics. The test
results indicate that the estimated values of 1−λ are all around 0. The t-statistics are not significant
in most tests (the p-value is greater than 0.05), and the original hypothesis of (1−λ ) = 0 cannot
be rejected. This suggests that the “Yicai Expert Forecast” contains the information predicted
by the mixed model. Additionally, during periods of high economic volatility, expert forecasts
tend to be more accurate in predicting inflection points. In other words, experts could leverage
their knowledge of economics to make rapid judgments about economic shocks or public policy
releases, performing better than machine learning models during these inflection points. Therefore,
during periods of high economic volatility, machine learning macro forecasting models need to
incorporate additional variables, such as high-frequency public health information, freight, traffic,
news or economic policies changes.

6 Interpretability Analysis

6.1 Global Perspective
Shapley values reflect the marginal impact of a variable on the final predicted value for the entire
sample. Shapley value analysis is currently the most general and rigorous approach to addressing
the issues of machine learning macro prediction interpretability and model communication. By
using Shapley values, the importance of each variable can be assessed globally, explaining the
drivers of model predictions and performance.

Tables 9 and 10 present the Shapley values for each model from 2006 to 2023, with the gray
areas indicating the top five most important variables in each model. The results show that, due
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to the downscaling of variables in the factor model measures, the key driving variables differ from
those in other models. For the factor model and its associated combined models (see Table 10 ),
the more important variables are: area of new housing construction, area of sales of commercial
properties, amount of imports, amount of exports, and amount of completed non-private fixed asset
investment. However, for the non-factor model (see Table 9 ), the more important variables are:
value added of industry, total retail sales of consumer goods, services PMI, steel production, and
Korea’s GDP growth rate.

Variables AR GBDT
AE

GBDT
HUBER

GBDT
SB

RF
AE

RF
SE

XGB
GBLINE

AR

XGB
GBTREE

Industrial VA 0.92 0.51 0.79 0.63 1.05 0.96 0.70 0.77
Imports 0.33 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.58 0.10
Exports 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.10 0.07

Retail Sales 0.44 0.54 0.33 0.23 0.60 0.57 0.39 0.58
PMI Manu. 0.23 0.17 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.07 0.02 0.20

PMI Manu. Prod. 0.77 0.05 0.07 0.02 0.07 0.18 0.03 0.10
Sales-output Ratio 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.05 0.06
Caixin PMI: Manu. 0.07 0.07 0.13 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.07

USA GDP 0.44 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.32 0.01
Japan GDP 0.41 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.12 0.04

Eurozone GDP 0.35 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.16 0.03
Korea GDP 0.33 0.21 0.19 0.01 0.28 0.09 0.24 0.01

Exp. Delivery 0.35 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.06 0.09 0.42 0.11
Freight Traffic 0.13 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.18 0.13 0.29 0.10
Output: Steel 0.13 0.33 0.13 0.29 0.38 0.45 0.37 0.61

Output: Electricity 0.19 0.08 0.08 0.04 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.07
Floor Space: New 0.26 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.21 0.04
Floor Space: Sold 0.05 0.10 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.13 0.13 0.17
Fixed Asset Inv. 0.05 0.03 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.10 0.14
Caixin PMI: Ser. 0.54 0.34 0.23 0.16 0.42 0.25 0.15 0.24

Table 9: Shapley Values for Machine Learning Models and AR Models (2006-2023)

Tables 11 through 14 show the Shapley values for each model during the global financial cri-
sis (2008-2010) and the COVID-19 pandemic (2020-2022). Overall, while there may be slight
differences in the ranking of Shapley values between models, the performance remains relatively
consistent over time. An exception is observed during the COVID-19 pandemic, where changes in
freight volume had a stronger impact on the machine learning models’ results. During this period,
the correlation between freight volume changes and economic growth increased due to the pan-
demic’s effect on goods transportation. Outside of this period, freight volume does not appear as a
more important driver in terms of Shapley value for explaining GDP changes.
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Variables
FM
AR
SB

FM
GBDT

AE

FM
GBDT

HUBER

FM
GBDT

SE

FM
KRR
POLY

FM
KRR
RBF

FM
LASSO

FM
RF
AE

FM
RF
SB

FM
XGB

GBLINEAR

FM
XGB

GBTREE
Industrial VA 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.06

Imports 0.47 0.15 0.18 0.17 0.48 0.48 0.34 0.36 0.47 0.47 0.39
Exports 0.40 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.07

Retail Sales 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04
PMI Manu. 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01

PMI Manu. Prod. 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01
Sales-output Ratio 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Caixin PMI: Manu. 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

USA GDP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Japan GDP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Eurozone GDP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Korea GDP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exp. Delivery 0.13 0.05 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.11
Freight Traffic 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02
Output: Steel 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02

Output: Electricity 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.04
Floor Space: New 0.76 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.36 0.36 0.34 0.36 0.64 0.61 0.64
Floor Space: Sold 0.30 0.18 0.21 0.20 0.30 0.30 0.29 0.29 0.38 0.37 0.38
Fixed Asset Inv. 0.19 0.13 0.16 0.16 0.22 0.22 0.18 0.19 0.34 0.32 0.34
Caixin PMI: Ser. 0.05 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.05

Table 10: Shapley Values for Factor Models and FM-ML Coupled Models (2006-2023)
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Figure 6: ML Model Comparisons
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Figure 7: ML Model Comparisons (continued)
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Figure 8: FM Models and Combined Models
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Figure 9: FM Models and Combined Models (continued)
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Variables AR GBDT
AE

GBDT
HUBER

GBDT
SB

RF
AE

RF
SE

XGB
GBLINE

AR

XGB
GBTREE

Industrial VA 1.01 0.60 0.79 0.58 1.27 0.99 0.76 0.85
Imports 0.59 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.09 0.01 0.34 0.13
Exports 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.05 0.15 0.08

Retail Sales 0.63 0.51 0.29 0.24 0.65 0.60 0.42 0.73
PMI Manu. 0.45 0.21 0.02 0.03 0.10 0.08 0.05 0.26

PMI Manu. Prod. 1.46 0.06 0.09 0.02 0.12 0.22 0.10 0.20
Sales-output Ratio 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.03
Caixin PMI: Manu. 0.15 0.05 0.25 0.01 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.09

USA GDP 0.80 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.29 0.01
Japan GDP 0.86 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.07 0.03

Eurozone GDP 0.44 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.07 0.03
Korea GDP 0.70 0.32 0.21 0.00 0.28 0.13 0.50 0.01

Exp. Delivery 0.61 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.11 0.07 0.72 0.10
Freight Traffic 0.12 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.10 0.05 0.20 0.12
Output:Steel 0.18 0.35 0.18 0.33 0.43 0.54 0.70 0.73

Output: Electricity 0.30 0.09 0.09 0.02 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.07
Floor Space: New 0.42 0.09 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.05 0.34 0.04
Floor Space: Sold 0.06 0.10 0.05 0.06 0.10 0.14 0.15 0.16
Fixed Asset Inv. 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.08 0.10
Caixin PMI: Ser. 0.60 0.34 0.20 0.17 0.39 0.18 0.16 0.25

Table 11: Shapley Values for Machine Learning Models and AR Models (2008-2010)

6.2 Local Perspective
Global analysis conveys the importance of a variable within the test set, while local imputation
assesses a variable’s significance for predicted values within a specific period.

Figures X1 to X4 illustrate the Shapley value function forms for three machine learning models
and three factor-and-machine learning coupled models. The curves represent the fitted results. We
selected the five most important variables for each set of models based on global results, totaling
ten variables: value added of industry, total retail sales of consumer goods, PMI of the service
industry, steel production, GDP growth rate of South Korea, area of new housing construction, area
of sales of commercial properties, amount of imports, amount of exports, and amount of completed
investment in non-private fixed assets. Rows represent variables, and columns represent different
models. Each graph depicts local Shapley values (vertical axis) against observed variable input
values (horizontal axis). Although the four machine learning methods employ different learning
mechanisms and differ in global feature importance, the functional forms derived from the models’
variable learning are consistent, indicating the robustness of the learned functions.

Figure 10 compares the differences in the functional form fitted by the models to the variable
change in freight volume over time. During the 2020-2022 COVID-19 pandemic period, the av-
erage Shapley values of the three machine learning models were higher, reflecting the impact of
the epidemic on production and consumption. In contrast, during the same period, the combined
model of factor and machine learning models did not show higher Shapley values. Additionally,
during the global financial crisis from 2008 to 2010, the change in freight volume did not have
a significant impact on GDP forecasting results, with the Shapley values of all models remaining
near zero.
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Figure 10: Comparison of the functional form of freight volumes over different periods of time for
each model
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Variables
FM
AR
SB

FM
GBDT

AE

FM
GBDT

HUBER

FM
GBDT

SE

FM
KRR
POLY

FM
KRR
RBF

FM
LASSO

FM
RF
AE

FM
RF
SB

FM
XGB

GBLINEAR

FM
XGB

GBTREE
Industrial VA 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05

Imports 0.84 0.24 0.26 0.27 0.85 0.61 0.74 0.70 0.84 0.60
Exports 0.62 0.19 0.21 0.21 0.31 0.31 0.42 0.45 0.55 0.61 0.48

Retail Sales 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.06 0.06
PMI Manu. 0.09 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01

PMI Manu. Prod. 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01
Sales-output Ratio 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Caixin PMI: Manu. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

USA GDP 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00
Japan GDP 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00

Eurozone GDP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Korea GDP 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exp. Delivery 0.22 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.23 0.16 0.14 0.22 0.16
Freight Traffic 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.06
Output: Steel 0.10 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.07

Output: Electricity 0.07 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.06
Floor Space: New 0.40 0.12 0.11 0.09 0.11 0.09 0.12 0.14 0.15 0.17 0.36
Floor Space: Sold 0.40 0.16 0.15 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.19 0.17 0.40 0.19 0.14
Fixed Asset Inv. 0.19 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.16 0.15
Caixin PMI: Ser. 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.07

Table 12: Shapley Values for Factor Models and FM-ML Coupled Models (2008-2010)

7 Robustness Check

7.1 Evaluation Method
The empirical results in this paper compare the accuracy of various machine learning and com-
bined model forecasts using root mean square error (RMSE) and mean absolute error (MAE). To
investigate whether out-of-sample prediction results depend on the assessment method, we use the
AR model in the econometric model as the benchmark prediction. We then compare whether the
machine learning model and combined model significantly improve their predictions relative to the
benchmark model, thereby testing the robustness of the out-of-sample prediction results.

Figures11 and 12 show the out-of-sample performance of the other models relative to the AR
model for the 2010-2023 and 2020-2022 COVID-19 pandemic periods, respectively. The values
on the horizontal axis in both figures represent the model fixed effects in the following panel
regressions:

eval metrict,h,m = αm + γt,h + òt,h,m, (7.1)

where αm represents the model fixed effect and γt,h denotes the fixed effect of time and prediction
step. We use squared error (SE) and absolute error (AE) as the measures of eval metrict,h,m.

A comparison of the two figures shows that the prediction performance of all types of machine
learning models significantly improves compared to the benchmark model. However, the SE and
AE during the COVID-19 pandemic period are significantly higher than during periods of stable
economic operation. Throughout the 2010-2022 period, the median prediction accuracy of all
machine learning-related models is higher, while kernel ridge regression associated with machine
learning models demonstrates higher prediction accuracy during the COVID-19 pandemic. These
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Figure 11: Comparison of Machine Learning Models to Benchmark Models, 2010-2023

Figure 12: Comparison of Machine Learning Models and Benchmark Models during Covid-19
Period, 2020-2022
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Variables AR GBDT
AE

GBDT
HUBER

GBDT
SB

RF
AE

RF
SE

XGB
GBLINE

AR

XGB
GBTREE

Industrial VA 1.38 0.55 1.22 1.07 0.97 1.25 1.05 1.01
Imports 0.30 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.53 0.50
Exports 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.04 0.11 0.09

Retail Sales 1.01 0.26 0.85 0.93 1.43 1.30 1.30 0.18
PMI Manu. 0.21 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.05 0.01

PMI Manu. Prod. 0.86 0.05 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.19 0.21 0.18
Sales-output Ratio 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.05
Caixin PMI: Manu. 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.03

USA GDP 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.03
Japan GDP 0.62 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.01

Eurozone GDP 0.86 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.03
Korea GDP 0.92 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.09 0.05 0.01 0.03

Exp. Delivery 0.26 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.31 0.30
Freight Traffic 0.29 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.64 0.21
Output: Steel 0.14 0.40 0.08 0.08 0.51 0.05 0.41 0.91

Output: Electricity 0.17 0.12 0.10 0.09 0.03 0.09 0.02 0.03
Floor Space: New 0.13 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.06 1.24 0.36
Floor Space: Sold 0.06 0.17 0.08 0.11 0.15 0.10 0.23 0.13
Fixed Asset Inv. 0.19 0.16 0.08 0.12 0.18 0.20 0.24 0.25
Caixin PMI: Ser. 0.50 0.30 0.23 0.12 0.73 0.29 0.14 0.28

Table 13: Shapley Values for Machine Learning Models and AR Models (2020-2022)

conclusions align with the main findings in the empirical results section, indicating that the out-of-
sample prediction results in this paper do not depend on the error analysis method chosen and that
the out-of-sample prediction performance is robust.

7.2 Testing Window
To test the robustness of the empirical results against the selection of the evaluation window time,
we select additional historical periods to evaluate model performance. Table 15 presents the fore-
casting performance of the econometric model, the machine learning model, the combined model,
the mixed model and the weighted model in predicting China’s quarterly GDP growth rate for the
periods 1996-1999, 2000-2003, and 2004-2009. It also highlights the model’s performance dur-
ing the 1997-1998 Asian financial crisis. In this context, mean G2 and median G2 represent the
mean and median of the machine learning models, respectively; mean G3 and median G3 represent
the mean and median of the combined models, respectively; and mean G2&3 and median G2&3
represent the mean and median of both machine learning and combined models.

Table 15 shows that the machine learning models outperform the benchmark econometric mod-
els in terms of forecasting performance in the 1996-2009 period. During the 1997-1998 Asian
financial crisis period, the difference between the extremes in the training data and the extremes
in the prediction intervals is small, so the ridge regression (KRR) correlation model does not out-
perform the other machine learning models, which is in line with the results we obtained in Table
7. Overall, the predictive performance of the models in Table 9 is consistent with the model per-
formance for the period 2005-2022 presented in Tables 6 and 7, indicating that the out-of-sample
prediction results in this paper do not depend on the selection of the evaluation window time. The
out-of-sample forecast performance is robust.

32



Variables
FM
AR
SB

FM
GBDT

AE

FM
GBDT

HUBER

FM
GBDT

SE

FM
KRR
POLY

FM
KRR
RBF

FM
LASSO

FM
RF
AE

FM
RF
SB

FM
XGB

GBLINEAR

FM
XGB

GBTREE
Industrial VA 0.07 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.07 0.11 0.07 0.11

Imports 0.43 0.11 0.17 0.16 0.45 0.44 0.31 0.28 0.44 0.43 0.33
Exports 0.45 0.10 0.17 0.17 0.52 0.51 0.31 0.32 0.32 0.35 0.35

Retail Sales 0.08 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.10 0.08 0.10
PMI Manu. 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.02

PMI Manu. Prod. 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02
Sales-output Ratio 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Caixin PMI: Manu. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01

USA GDP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Japan GDP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Eurozone GDP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Korea GDP 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00

Exp. Delivery 0.09 0.02 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.09 0.13 0.09 0.10
Freight Traffic 0.11 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.08
Output: Steel 0.08 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.11 0.08 0.10

Output: Electricity 0.17 0.13 0.10 0.09 0.12 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.04
Floor Space: New 0.98 0.13 0.54 0.40 0.66 0.65 0.97 0.80 0.98 1.03
Floor Space: Sold 0.39 0.16 0.20 0.18 0.49 0.38 0.38 0.31 0.38 0.37
Fixed Asset Inv. 0.45 0.28 0.15 0.15 0.62 0.57 0.13 0.31 0.44 0.45
Caixin PMI: Ser. 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.05 0.08

Table 14: Shapley Values for Factor Models and FM-ML Coupled Models (2020-2022)

Table 15 demonstrates that machine learning models outperform the benchmark econometric
models in forecasting performance for the 1996-2009 period. During the 1997-1998 Asian finan-
cial crisis, the ridge regression (KRR) correlation model does not outperform other machine learn-
ing models, consistent with the results in Table 7, due to the small difference between extremes
in the training data and prediction intervals. Overall, the predictive performance of the models in
Table 15 aligns with the model performance for the 2005-2022 period presented in Tables 6 and 6,
indicating that the out-of-sample prediction results in this paper are robust and independent of the
evaluation window time selection.

8 Conclusions
This paper employs machine learning models, combined models, mixed models and weighted
models to forecast China’s quarterly GDP growth, with an analysis of the model performance and
the interpretability of the machine learning models.

The main findings of this paper are as follows: First, the prediction accuracy of machine learn-
ing models models generally surpasses that of traditional econometric models. Second, when the
economic growth is stable, the prediction accuracy of some machine learning models or combined
models are often superior to expert forecasts. Third, during periods of economic fluctuation, if
the fluctuation range is within the historical range of the training data, machine learning models
can achieve accurate predictions. Fourth, at certain “historical inflection points”, especially when
the economic fluctuation range exceeds the historical range of the training data, machine learn-
ing models can predict the inflection points, but the accuracy may be lower than that of expert
predictions. The interpretability analysis of machine learning models helps to better understand
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RMSE MAEModel 1996-1999 1997-1998 2000-2003 2004-2009 1996-1999 1997-1998 2000-2003 2004-2009
AR 0.88 0.88 1.02 1.58 0.72 0.76 0.86 1.41

FM-AR-SE 0.80 0.88 1.14 1.38 0.83 0.78 0.93 1.20
XGB-GBTREE 0.64 0.39 0.36 0.87 0.88 0.26 0.27 0.65

XGB-GBLINEAR 0.77 1.02 0.89 1.40 0.87 0.80 0.73 1.05
GBDT-HUBER 0.75 0.62 0.56 1.16 0.87 0.39 0.45 0.86

GBDT-AE 1.05 1.08 0.70 1.02 0.78 0.75 0.43 0.81
GBDT-SE 0.66 0.37 0.74 0.93 0.90 0.26 0.65 0.64

RF-AE 0.67 0.44 0.58 0.92 0.86 0.35 0.43 0.71
RF-SE 0.53 0.39 0.60 0.92 0.92 0.33 0.45 0.70

FM-XGB-GBLINEAR 0.81 0.85 1.22 1.22 0.85 0.74 0.98 1.00
FM-XGB-GBTREE 0.55 0.39 0.91 1.32 0.91 0.29 0.69 1.08

FM-GBDT-AE 0.67 0.38 0.81 1.18 0.91 0.28 0.60 1.00
FM-GBDT-HUBER 0.38 0.32 0.87 1.21 0.96 0.23 0.68 0.95

FM-GBDT-SE 0.44 0.44 0.94 1.30 0.96 0.37 0.73 1.04
FM-RF-AE 0.56 0.52 0.89 1.15 0.91 0.41 0.75 0.96
FM-RF-SE 0.54 0.61 0.79 1.13 0.91 0.46 0.65 0.95

FM-KRR-POLY 0.77 0.79 1.04 1.38 0.87 0.71 0.82 1.16
FM-KRR-RBF 0.77 0.80 1.05 1.39 0.87 0.72 0.83 1.17

FM-LASSO 1.15 1.11 0.98 1.62 0.87 1.01 0.79 1.39
Mean G2 0.54 0.44 0.51 0.88 0.42 0.36 0.38 0.70

Median G2 0.53 0.38 0.52 0.85 0.36 0.30 0.40 0.64
Mean G3 0.57 0.54 0.79 1.13 0.49 0.48 0.64 0.96

Median G3 0.54 0.53 0.84 1.21 0.44 0.44 0.68 1.00
Mean G2 & G3 0.53 0.47 0.66 0.98 0.45 0.42 0.53 0.81

Median G2 & G3 0.47 0.41 0.69 0.99 0.37 0.35 0.55 0.81
RECIP 4 0.47 0.48 0.63 0.96 2.81 0.43 0.51 0.77
RECIP 6 0.50 0.52 0.62 0.96 4.03 2.87 0.50 0.79
RECIP 8 0.52 0.56 0.63 0.97 5.06 4.92 0.51 0.80

EXP 0.5 4 0.48 0.49 0.66 0.98 2.82 0.44 0.53 0.81
EXP 0.8 4 0.48 0.49 0.65 0.98 2.82 0.44 0.53 0.81
EXP 0.9 4 0.48 0.49 0.65 0.98 2.82 0.44 0.53 0.80
EXP 1 4 0.48 0.49 0.65 0.97 2.82 0.44 0.53 0.80

EXP 0.5 6 0.51 0.54 0.66 0.98 4.04 2.88 0.54 0.81
EXP 0.8 6 0.51 0.54 0.66 0.98 4.04 2.88 0.53 0.81
EXP 0.9 6 0.51 0.54 0.65 0.98 4.04 2.88 0.53 0.81
EXP 1 6 0.51 0.54 0.65 0.98 4.04 2.88 0.53 0.81

EXP 0.5 8 0.54 0.60 0.66 0.99 5.07 4.94 0.54 0.82
EXP 0.8 8 0.53 0.60 0.66 0.98 5.07 4.94 0.54 0.81
EXP 0.9 8 0.53 0.59 0.66 0.98 5.07 4.94 0.53 0.81
EXP 1 8 0.53 0.59 0.66 0.98 5.07 4.94 0.53 0.81

Table 15: Model Performance 1996-2009
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the impact of economic drivers on macroeconomic forecasts and identify the effects of different
variables on economic growth across various historical periods.

References
Bajari, P., Nekipelov, D., Ryan, S. P., and Yang, M. (2015). Machine learning methods for demand

estimation. American Economic Review, 105(5):481–485.

Belloni, A., Chernozhukov, V., and Hansen, C. (2014). High-dimensional methods and inference
on structural and treatment effects. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 28(2):29–50.

Breiman, L. (2001). Random forests. Machine learning, 45:5–32.

Chen, L., Meng, Y., and Wang, Y. (2018). Measurement of china’s business cycle with mixed-
frequency data based on dual perspectives. Statistical Research, 35(9):29–39.

Chernozhukov, V., Chetverikov, D., Demirer, M., Duflo, E., Hansen, C., Newey, W., and Robins,
J. (2018). Double/debiased machine learning for treatment and structural parameters.

Coulombe, P. G., Marcellino, M., and Stevanović, D. (2021). Can machine learning catch the
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Appendix A. Supplementary Materials
In this appendix, we discuss in detail the machine learning models used in this paper, which in-
clude: regularized linear regression (RLR) model, kernel ridge regression (KRR) model, random
forest (RF) model, gradient boosted tree (GBDT), extreme gradient boosting (XGBoost), and so
on.
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A.1 Regularized Linear Regression
Linear models have very strong explanatory power, but when the dimension of the feature variables
used in the model is high and the number of observations is relatively small, the model is prone
to overfitting problems. To mitigate the overfitting problem, an important class of treatments in
machine learning is regularization. The classical regularized linear regression models are mainly
Ridge Regression, Least Absolute Shrinkage Selection Operator (LASSO) and ElasticNet. The
three regularized linear regression models are as follows:

(a) Ridge Regression:

min
β

∥y−Xβ∥2
2 +λ∥β∥2

2. (A.1)

(b) Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator (LASSO):

min
β

∥y−Xβ∥2
2 +λ∥β∥1. (A.2)

(c) ElasticNet:

min
β

∥y−Xβ∥2
2 +λ (ρ∥β∥2

2 +(1−ρ)∥β∥1). (A.3)

On the one hand, regularized linear regression requires that the squared error of the fit be small.
On the other hand, the parameters of the model are restricted or regularized by shrinking some of
the parameters toward zero. The objective functions of all three types of regularized regression
reflect a trade-off between the two requirements; the difference lies in the specific form of the
trade-off between the two. Ridge regression requires a smaller number of norms for the model
parameters, while LASSO requires a smaller number of norms for the model parameters, and the
elasticity network combines the characteristics of both ridge regression and LASSO.

A.2 Kernel Ridge Regression
Kernel Ridge Regression (KRR) combines the two methods of ridge regression and kernel tech-
nique, which belongs to a kind of nonlinear regression. Since the prediction function of ridge
regression is linear, if the potential mapping between the explanatory variables and the explained
variables is linear, the prediction effect of ridge regression is very good. However, in reality, many
mapping relationships are often nonlinear, and the kernel method provides a nonlinear learning
model. The basic idea of the kernel method is to embed the original data into a suitable high-
dimensional feature space through some nonlinear mapping, and utilize a linear learner to learn
in the new feature space. Kernel methods transform a nonlinear problem in the input space into a
linear learning problem in a high dimensional feature space.

Let x be the feature mapping from the input space X to the feature space H. Define the kernel
function as K(x1,x2) = ⟨φ(x1),φ(x2)⟩H. Kernel ridge regression can be expressed as the following
problem:
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min
β

∥y−φ(X)β∥2
2 +λ∥β∥2

2. (A.4)

In solving real-world problems, feature mappings are often unknown in advance, so the con-
struction and computation of feature mappings require a high level of experience and skill. Kernel
techniques use kernel functions to solve optimization problems directly, which can circumvent
the tedious solution process of feature mappings and thus accelerate the computation of kernel
methods. Commonly used kernel functions include polynomial kernel and Gaussian kernel.

A.3 Random Forest
Random Forest (RF) is a class of non-parametric learning methods that combine the results of mul-
tiple base-learner decision trees through the idea of integrated learning to obtain more accurate and
stable predictions. The method compensates for the inherent flaws of a single model by integrating
a large number of base learners that have learned and predicted independently of each other, and
complementing their strengths and weaknesses to make better predictions. The single base-learner
decision tree used in random forests is a tree structure that actually divides the input space with
hyperplanes, each division dividing the current space into two, and eventually dividing the input
space into multiple small subregions. The mathematical expression of the decision tree function is
as follows:

f (x) =
M

∑
m=1

cmI(x ∈ Rm), (A.5)

where the input space is partitioned into M copies, R is one of the subregions I(· ∈ Rm), and I is
the schematic function of the subregion. Under squared error loss, cm = avg(yi | xi ∈ Rm).

Random Forest generates a large number of decision trees in parallel in a randomized manner
and seeks to make the correlation between each decision tree small enough to enable each decision
tree to make predictions relatively independently. In order to reduce the dependence between
decision trees, Random Forest mainly starts from the random selection of samples and the random
selection of features. Bootstrap randomly select a sample from the sample set, and then randomly
select a sub-feature from all the features, and select the best split feature as a node to generate
a decision tree. Repeat the above method to generate a large number of relatively independent
decision trees. By averaging the prediction results of these decision trees, the comprehensive
prediction of the whole random forest is obtained.

Random forests have many advantages of being able to combine features and thus learn non-
linear structures such as interactions between features. By introducing randomness in sample and
feature selection, etc., and integrating a large number of relatively independent decision trees,
the overall model has good resistance to overfitting and very good resistance to noise, and the
prediction results are very stable. The mutual independence of each decision tree also makes the
model easy to parallelized the computation and has a fast training speed.
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A.4 Gradient Boosting Decision Tree
Gradient Boosting Decision Tree (GBDT) is also an integrated learning method that uses a decision
tree as a base learner. Unlike the parallel approach of Random Forest where each decision tree is
relatively independent, Gradient Boosting Decision Tree (GBDT) is a class of machine learning
methods that uses an additive model and a forward stepwise algorithm for gradient boosting.GBDT
is an iterative decision tree algorithm that linearly sums up a large number of decision trees into
an additive model in series, so that the conclusions from all the decision trees are summed up to
obtain the final prediction result. The mathematical expression of the gradient boosting tree model
is as follows:

fM(x) =
M

∑
m=1

Tm(x;Θm), (A.6)

where Tm(x;Θm) is the decision tree generated at step m, Θm is the parameters of that decision tree,
and M is the number of decision trees.

The learning of the prediction function requires solving the following optimization problem:

min
Θ

L(y, fM(x)) = min
Θ

L

(
y,

M

∑
m=1

Tm(x;Θm)

)
. (A.7)

The problem is transformed into the following iterative process:

fm(x) = fm−1(x)+Tm(x;Θm). (A.8)

The gradient boosting algorithm requires M iterations, each iteration generating a decision tree
such that the loss function of the decision tree generated in each iteration is minimized for the
training set. When the loss function is squared error, each iteration actually learns based on the
residuals of the model obtained in the previous step. When the loss function is not a squared error,
Freidman proposed the gradient boosting algorithm, which utilizes the negative gradient of the loss
function under the current model as an approximation of the residuals to generate the decision tree
for the next step. The loss function is made smaller and smaller by this iteration. For different
gradient boosting trees, the main difference is the loss function. For regression problems, the loss
functions are generally squared error, absolute error and Huber error loss.

The main disadvantage of GBDT is mainly that it is difficult to train in parallel because the
base learners are in a serial process with each other.

A.5 Extreme Gradient Boosting
Extreme Gradient Boosting (XGBoost) is developed from GBDT, which is also an integrated learn-
ing method based on decision trees and utilizes an additive model and a forward-stepping algorithm
for learning optimization.
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The difference between XGBoost and GBDT is mainly manifested in the two aspects of the
objective function and optimization method.The regularization term to control the model complex-
ity is added to the objective function of XGBoost in order to prevent the overfitting phenomenon
from occurring. Specifically, its objective function is:

min
Θ

L(y, fM(x))+
M

∑
m=1

Ω(Tm), (A.9)

where Ω(Tm) = γ|Tm|+ 1
2λ∥Wm∥2

2 is the model complexity of each decision tree, γ and λ are
hyperparameters, |Tm| is the number of leaf nodes, and wm is the leaf node weight vector. In the
optimization method, GBDT uses only the first-order gradient information in the optimization,
while XGBoost performs a two-order Taylor expansion of the loss function in the optimization,
and uses both the first-order and second-order derivative information, which makes the accuracy
higher.

In addition, the optimization process of XGBoost can be parallelized to support distributed
training on multiple machines, whereas GBDT has no parallelization design. Parallelization is
not the simultaneous computation of decision trees, each decision tree training still needs to wait
for the previous step of decision tree training to complete before starting training. XGBoost’s
parallelization is mainly in the feature dimension, using a parallel way to find the best segmentation
point of each feature, which greatly improves the speed of training. In terms of model flexibility,
GBDT uses decision trees as base classifiers, while XGBoost not only supports decision trees, but
can also support multiple types of base learners such as linear learners.
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