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FORECASTING IMPACTS TO THE FOREST SECTOR:   
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Abstract 

 

Several key states in various regions have experienced recent sawtimber as well 

as pulp and paper mill closures, which have resulted in harmful effects to rural, 

natural-resource dependent communities. This raises an important research 

question, how will key macroeconomic and related variables for the U.S. forest 

sector change in the future for highly forest-dependent states? To address this, we 

employ a vector error correction (VEC) model to forecast economic trends in 

three major industries – forestry and logging, wood manufacturing, and paper 

manufacturing – across six of the most forest-dependent states in the U.S.: 

Alabama, Arkansas, Maine, Mississippi, Oregon, and Wisconsin. The forecasting 

results imply that the forestry and logging industry will largely experience 

decreases in employment and the number of firms. Wood manufacturing has 

similar findings, but employment is forecasted to increase in general. Paper 

manufacturing is forecasted to decrease employment, output, and the number of 

firms, while wages will remain constant. The analysis highlights how timber-

based manufacturing communities may be more resilient than other forestry-based 

industries in the face of economic disruptions. This type of regional forecasting 

provides valuable insights for regional policy makers and industry stakeholders, 

helping them anticipate economic shifts and implement strategies to support 

affected communities. In addition, the methodology applied in this study can be 

extended to other non-forestry industries that serve as economic pillars for 

specific regions such as mining, agriculture, and energy production, offering a 

framework for assessing economic resilience in resource-dependent communities. 
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1. Introduction 

 

Forest-dependent industries have historically played a crucial role in many rural 

communities across various regions of the United States, often serving as the foundation of local 

economies (Balogh, 2018). When a town is heavily reliant on such industries, any disruptions – 

such as mill closures or shifts in market demand – can have significant economic consequences. 

Over the past 30 years, the U.S. forest sector has undergone substantial transformations due to 

factors such as the rise of electronic media, the rise of competing suppliers, and shifts in general 

manufacturing technology (Toppinen & Kuuluvainen, 2010). This paper aims to assess how key 

macroeconomic and industry-specific variables within the forest sector have evolved and are 

expected to change in the future for the historically forestry-dependent states: Alabama, 

Arkansas, Maine, Mississippi, Oregon, and Wisconsin.  

 

This study focuses on three core industries that define the forest sector. The forestry and 

logging industry (NAICS 113) encompasses tree cultivation, logging operations, transportation 

of timber, and related support activities. Wood manufacturing (NAICS 321) and paper 

manufacturing (NAICS 322) involve the processing of timber in a mill into lumber and paper 

products, respectively (USDA, 2011). The terminology used in the literature – including 

“timber”, “logging”, and “forestry” – often refers interchangeably to these industries, which can 

create some ambiguity. The forest sector has been extensively analyzed through various 

econometric models, particularly for demand forecasting and impact assessments. These 

methodologies are reviewed in the next section. Importantly, forecasting plays a vital role in 

informing policymakers, industry stakeholders, and community planners about potential 

economic shifts (Pattanayak et al., 2002). While all forecasts contain some degree of 

measurement error, selecting an appropriate econometric model tailored to the characteristics of 

the data enhances accuracy and validity, improving the reliability of policy-relevant inferences. 

 

Several studies have documented the economic significance of the forestry sector at the 

state and local levels. To build on this, we estimate location quotients (LQs) for all U.S. states 

with measurable forest industry activity to identify those most dependent on this sector. This 

approach provides a foundation for regional economic analyses. Prior research highlights the 

substantial economic impact of the forestry and logging industry, particularly in Maine, where 

mill openings and closures have direct consequences for local economies (Gendron et al., 2019). 

The dependence of rural towns on this industry extends beyond Maine, as seen in states like 

Oregon, where the forestry sector contributes significantly to state and local tax revenues – up to 

$375 million in 2005 (Associated Oregon Loggers, 2021). In Mississippi, total tax revenues 

generated by the forest sector reached $925.73 million in 2018, with timber harvests yielding 

over $1 billion annually since 1993 (Henderson & Munn, 2008; Tanger & Measells, 2020). The 

sector also supports thousands of jobs throughout the state (Munn, 1997).  

 

Both wood and paper manufacturing are similarly impacted by mill openings and 

closures, given their reliance on harvested raw materials. These industries are particularly 

significant in Alabama, Arkansas, Maine, Mississippi, Wisconsin, and Oregon. For instance, in 

Wisconsin, each job in the wood manufacturing sector generates an estimated 3.8 additional jobs, 

while every $1 million in output creates $1.3 million in additional output across other industries 

and contributes $6.4 billion in added value (Ballweg, 2017). Alabama ranks among the top ten 
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states in both wood and paper manufacturing, with estimated economic contributions of $4.1 

billion and $8.8 billion, respectively (Economic Development Partnership of Alabama, 2021). 

This industry contributes an estimated $7.9 billion to the economy in value added (Fickle, 2017). 

Arkansas is a leading lumber producer, ranking first among southern states and fourth in the 

U.S., with a total economic impact exceeding $12 billion in 2001 (Pelkki, 2005). Oregon’s 

lumber manufacturing sector makes up more than half of all manufacturing jobs in the state and 

has been the leading U.S. producer of wood products since 1938 (Cloughesy, 2021; Robbins, 

2021). In Mississippi, the wood manufacturing sector directly contributed $2 billion in valued 

added in 2018 (Tanger & Measells, 2020). Paper manufacturing, though not significant in 

Oregon, is a major industry in Alabama, Arkansas, Maine, Mississippi, and Wisconsin – where 

these states rank first in U.S. paper production (Ballweg, 2017).  

 

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the econometric literature on the 

forest sector, providing an overview of forecasting methods used in industry-level economic 

analysis. Section 3 describes the data and methodology, detailing our use of a Vector Error 

Correction (VEC) model to analyze long-run relationships and forecast future trends. Section 4 

presents and discusses the results while Section 5 concludes by offering policy implications and 

suggesting future research directions, particularly in extending this methodology to other 

resource-dependent industries such as mining, agriculture, and energy production. 

 

2. Literature Review 

 

Macroeconomic forecasting is a widely used toll for addressing real-world economic 

issues. The Federal Reserve routinely conducts and utilizes such forecasts to inform policy 

decisions that influence both the U.S. and global economies (Federal Reserve System, 2016). 

Common macroeconomic indicators include employment, wages, output and prices, which can 

be analyzed at the national, state, or regional levels. Forecasting methodologies have also been 

applied to specific industries, including the forest sector, where economic trends can have 

significant implications for rural economies and resource-dependent industries. 

 

Before selecting an appropriate forecasting model, it is crucial to determine whether the 

data is stationary or non-stationary. Non-stationary (or cointegrated) data indicates that variables 

move with each other due to an underlying long-run relationship, whereas stationary data 

suggests that variables fluctuate independently over time (Engle & Granger, 1987). Using an 

incorrect model specification for the nature of the data can lead to spurious models and 

unreliable inferences due to improper estimation techniques (Hill et al., 2008). Even if the two 

variables seem unrelated in the short-run, they may achieve equilibrium in the long-run if they 

are cointegrated. Since traditional stationary models cannot properly account for cointegrated 

relationships, more advanced econometric techniques have been developed including the 

autoregressive integrated moving average (ARIMA), error correction (EC) and vector error 

correction (VEC) models (Engle & Granger, 1987). Beyond these standard approaches, hybrid 

and unique models, such as behavioral adaptive expectation models, have also been explored 

(Haji-Othman, 1991). To formally test for cointegration, the Johansen procedure is commonly 

employed, while the Augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF) test is used to assess stationarity (Al-

Ballaa, 2005; Johansen, 1988).  
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Table 1 summarizes key econometric methods used in the forest sector forecasting 

literature. Among these approaches, EC models are often preferred due to their ability to handle 

cointegrated data, which means they can capture long-run equilibrium relationships while 

accounting for short-term deviations (Song et al., 2012; Polemis, 2007). For instance, Polemis 

(2007) applied an EC model to analyze energy demand in Greece, while Song et al. (2011) 

employed a similar framework to estimate short-run elasticities using a stationary two-stage least 

squares (2SLS) model. In the forest sector, EC models have been utilized to analyze sawlog 

stumpage prices in the south of the U.S. (Mei et al., 2010). However, EC models can only 

accommodate a single cointegrated equation, whereas VAR and VEC models are capable of 

handling multiple cointegrated equations. Comparative studies have evaluated the forecasting 

accuracy of different econometric models including ARIMA, VAR and VEC (Mei et al., 2010; 

Malaty et al., 2006; Hetemaki et al., 2004). Findings suggest that VAR and VEC models 

consistently outperform other methods in terms of forecasting accuracy, making them 

particularly well-suited for modeling interdependencies within the forest sector. 

 

3. Methodology 

  

This study employs a VEC model to forecast key macroeconomic and industry-specific 

variables for U.S. states where the forestry and logging industry (NAICS 113) and its related 

sectors – wood manufacturing (NAICS 321) and paper manufacturing (NAICS 322) play a 

significant economic role. The primary objective of this analysis is to examine how these 

variables are expected to evolve in states where these industries are particularly important, as 

determined by their LQ value. The remainder of this section is structured as follows: Section 3.1 

formally defines the LQ value and its role in identifying industry-dependent states. Section 3.2 

describes the data sources and variables included in the VEC model. Section 3.3 presents the 

theoretical foundation of the model, while Section 3.4 details how the empirical model is 

specified and estimated based on the data. 

 

3.1. Location Quotients for Forest Industries 

 

To assess the relative importance of NAICS 113, 321 and 322 across U.S. states, we 

estimate state-level LQs. LQs are a standard measure used to compare the concentration of an 

industry within a specific region to its concentration at the national level, the equation below 

shows its calculation. 

 

𝐿𝑄 =
𝐼𝑟/𝐸𝑟

𝐼𝑛/𝐸𝑛
 

 

To calculate LQ the following elements are used: 𝐼𝑟 is the industry in a region, 𝐼𝑛 is the industry 

in the nation, 𝐸𝑟 is employment in the region, and 𝐸𝑛 is employment in the nation. This metric 

calculates an industry’s regional employment share in a given region relative to its share 

nationally (BLS, 2011). An industry is considered regionally significant if its LQ exceeds one, 

indicating a higher than average concentration of employment compared to the national level. 

While several states exhibit LQs above one, this study focuses on states where the LQs are 

consistently the highest across all 3 NAICS industries. Based on this criterion, we identify six  
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Table 1. Summary of forest sector econometric forecasting literature.  

Study Region Sector Method Sample Results 

Baek 

(2012) 
U.S. & 

Canada 

U.S. 

lumber 

imports 

(from 

Canada)  

EC 186, 

monthly 

Results suggest a long-run equilibrium 

relation between U.S. lumber imports 

and selected macroeconomic variables 

Gendron 

et al. 

(2019) 

Maine 

(U.S.) 

Forestry 

and 

Logging 

VECM 69, 

quarterly 

Forecasts and data show that the industry 

output/prices will remain stable, but local 

firms and employment will decrease. 

Hetemaki 

et al. 

(2004) 

Germany 

& Finland 

Lumber 

exports & 

sawlog 

demand 

VAR, 

ARIMA, 

VEC 

64, 

quarterly 

This research improved forecasting 

accuracy by utilizing multivariate models 

Hietala et 

al. (2013) 
Finland, 

Sweden 

& UK 

Sawn 

softwood 

VAR 56, 

quarterly 

Currency movements (euros & British 

pounds) found to greatly affect Finnish 

exports 

Malaty et 

al. (2006) 
Finland Sawlog ARIMA 

& VAR 

120, 

monthly 

Asymmetric price structure of Finland 

implies stumpage prices in south/west 

Finland are affected by prices in the east 

Mei et al. 

(2010) 
Southern 

U.S. 

Sawtimber 

stumpage 

ARIMA, 

VAR & 

EC 

128, 

quarterly 

Long-run equilibrium impacted by 7 out 

of 12 southern regions and multivariate 

model had most accurate forecasts 

Nanang 

(2000) 
Canada Softwood 

lumber 

n/a (ran 

ADF 

test) 

68, 

quarterly 

Five regional markets of Canadian forest 

products found to have cointegrated 

prices 

Nanang 

(2009) 
Ghana Sawnwood, 

plywood 

and veneer 

EC 45, 

yearly 

Three policy initiatives reduced 

sawnwood exports while plywood and 

veneer exports increased 

Parajuli 

& Chang 

(2015) 

Louisiana 

(U.S.) 

Stumpage  VEC 59, 

annual 

VEC highlights stumpage supply and 

demand are price inelastic in the long-

run 

Parajuli 

et al. 

(2016) 

Louisiana 

(U.S.) 

Stumpage  VEC 59, 

annual 

VEC produces similar demand and 

supply coefficients as the simultaneous 

equations approach 

Song et 

al. (2011) 
U.S. & 

Canada 

Softwood EC 200, 

monthly 

Canadian softwood lumber supply is 

more price elastic than the U.S. supply, 

and U.S. import tariffs have a limited 

impact on what is imported to the U.S. 

Song et 

al. (2012) 
U.S. Wood 

energy 

EC 42, 

annual 

Wood energy consumption suggested to 

have declined in response to 

technological progress, urbanization, 

accessibility of non-wood energy, etc. 

Stordal 

& Nyrud 

(2003) 

Norway Sawlog VEC 60, 

monthly 

Findings suggest Norwegian market 

price impacted by Swedish sawlog 

market 

Toppinen 

(1998) 
Finland Sawlog EC 144, 

monthly 

In both short and long-run, stumpage 

price found to have a positive effect on 

sawlog supply in Finland (although long-

run price is present in sawlog demand)  
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states as the most forest-dependent: Alabama, Arkansas, Maine, Mississippi, Oregon, and 

Wisconsin1. 

 

3.2. Data 

 

To analyze state-level impacts in the U.S. forest sector, we use data from NAICS 113, 

321 and 322. This dataset consists of quarterly macroeconomic data spanning from 2001Q1 to 

2018Q4, with variable descriptions and sources summarized in Table 2. Recent data beyond 

2018 was excluded to avoid distortions caused by the non-systemic shocks of the COVID-19 

pandemic. The variables included in the analysis represent key supply and demand factors: price 

and employment impact demand while output, wages, number of firms and price impact supply. 

To measure wages, total wages were used instead of wages per capita, as the latter assumes 

uniform earnings across workers – an overly restrictive assumption.  

 

Table 2. Variable List. Includes variable names, descriptions, and sources used to model NAICS 

113, 321 and 322 at the state-level. 
Variable Description Years Source 

Employment State-level employment for NAICS 113, 

321 & 322 (in thousands) 
2001-2018 BLS 

Number of 

Firms 

State-level employment for private 

NAICS 113, 321 & 322 
2001-2018 BLS 

Price 

Producer Price Index for NAICS 113, 

321, & 322 (not seasonally adjusted, in 

2018 dollars) 

2001-2018 BLS 

Wages 
State-level total wage for private NAICS 

113, 321 & 322 (in thousands) 
2001-2018 BLS 

Output 
Proxy of state-level RGDP (not 

seasonally adjusted, in millions) 
2001-2018 BEA 

 

State-level price data was unavailable for each industry, so we used industry-level U.S. 

price indexes as proxies for each NAICS code. Similarly, quarterly output was proxied using 

annual state-level real gross domestic product (RGDP) in conjunction with quarterly U.S. RGDP. 

This adjustment follows a standard practice of distributing annual data into quarterly 

observations using national trends as a reference. A key assumption in this process is that 

changes in state-level GDP are primarily driven by NAIOCS 113, 321, and 322, rather than other 

sectors. Related literature has also faced these data limitations and used similar approaches to 

maximize the use of available data (Daigneault et al., 2016; Stordal & Nyrud, 2003). Appendix 

A provides summary statistics for all variables across the three NAICS industries. No missing 

observations were identified, and all variables exhibit reasonable ranges, standard deviations, and 

trends. Although wages appear highly variable, they primarily follow a cyclical pattern. When 

accounting for this cyclicality, a gradual linear trend emerges over time, as discussed in the 

results section. Given the substantial difference in data values across states, we include relative 

graphs (indexed to 2001Q1 = 1) to illustrate state-specific changes over time. 

 
1 Wisconsin’s LQ is not significant for NAICS 113, but extremely high for NAICS 321 and 322. Oregon’s LQ is not 

significant for NAICS 322, but extremely high for NAICS 113 and 321 
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3.3. Theoretical Model 
 

To analyze the data, this section reviews the framework of cointegrated models, explains 

the interpretation of their estimates, and discusses how these estimates are used for forecasting. 

Non-stationary time-series models have widely used in the literature, particularly in studies of 

U.S. and Canadian lumber markets, which are typically non-stationary (Gendron et al., 2019; La 

& Mei, 2015; Nanang, 2000; Song et al., 2011; Stordal & Nyrud, 2003; Yin & Baek, 2005). In 

the presence of cointegration, the equation below is employed to run an EC model which 

captures short-run adjustments toward a long-run equilibrium (Lambert, 2013). 

 

𝐸𝐶: 𝛥𝑦𝑡 = 𝛿0 + ∑ 𝛿𝑖𝛥𝑥𝑡−𝑖

𝑝

𝑖=1

+  ∑ 𝜇𝑖𝛥𝑦𝑡−𝑗 − 𝜆(𝑦𝑡−1 − 𝛼 − 𝛽𝑥𝑡−1) + 𝜖𝑡

𝑘

𝑗=1

 

 

When calculating the EC model in the above equation, the term (𝑦𝑡−1 − 𝛼 − 𝛽𝑥𝑡−1) represents 

the cointegrating relationship between 𝑥𝑡 and 𝑦𝑡. Even if the linear combination (𝑦𝑡 − 𝛽𝑥𝑡) is 

stationary, but 𝑦𝑡 and 𝑥𝑡 are nonstationary, then 𝑦𝑡 and 𝑥𝑡 are a cointegrated series (Yin & Xu, 

2003). Note that 𝜆 is the error correction term, which determines how quickly deviations from 

equilibrium are corrected. When there are multiple cointegrating equations, a vector of EC 

models known as a VEC model should be used (Gendron et al., 2019; Nanang, 2000; Parajuli & 

Chang, 2015; Stordal & Nyrud, 2003). The calculation is shown in the below equation. 

 

𝑉𝐸𝐶: 𝛥𝑋𝑡 = ∑ 𝛤𝑖𝛥𝑋𝑡−𝑖 + 𝛱𝑋𝑡−1 + 𝜇 + 𝜙𝐷𝑡 + 𝜖𝑡

𝑘−1

𝑖=1

 

 

To calculate the VEC model in the above equation, 𝑋𝑡 is a vector of variables, 𝑘 is the lag length, 

𝜇 are constant terms, 𝜙𝐷𝑡 measures the number of cointegrating equations, 𝛱𝛥𝑋𝑡−𝑖 and 𝛤𝑋𝑡−1 

represent the lag structure, 𝛱 are coefficients for the long-run equilibrium relationships, and 𝛤 

are coefficients for the short-run dynamics. 

 

 This paper uses a VEC model because it allows us to measure bi-directional and cross 

directional relationships between variables (unlike standard regression models, which assume a 

single-directional relationship). In addition, a VEC model allows us to handle multiple 

cointegrated equations, which are essential given the interconnected nature of supply and 

demand in the forest sector. By utilizing a VEC model, we can simultaneously estimate long-run 

equilibrium relationships and short-run adjustments for key macroeconomic variables. Our 

model primarily focuses on employment, output and wages, capturing both supply and demand 

dynamics in the forest sector. These estimated relationships are then used for forecasting, an 

essential tool for projecting future trends in forest related industries (Baek, 2012; Pattanayak et 

al., 2002; Xu et al., 2004). Ultimately, the VEC model enables us to provide a comprehensive 

empirical framework for understanding the interdependencies within the forest sector and 

forecasting its future economic trajectory (Baek, 2012; Daigneault et al., 2016; Parajuli et al., 

2016; Parajuli & Chang, 2015; Toppinen, 1998; Toppinen & Kuuluvainen, 2010). 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xVIkb-QeZ40
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3.4. Empirical Model 

 

Building on the framework of Gendron et al. (2019), we analyze five key variables – 

employment, output, wages, number of firms, and price – as a system of equations within a five-

dimensional VEC model. This approach allows us to capture the interdependence of these 

variables within the forest sector at the state-level. The general form of our empirical model is 

shown in the equation below. 

 

𝛥𝑋𝑡 = ∑ 𝛤𝑖𝛥𝑋𝑡−𝑖

𝑘−1

𝑖=1

+ 𝛱𝑋𝑡−1 + 𝜇 + 𝜙𝐷𝑡 + 𝜖𝑡 

𝑋𝑡 = [𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑝𝑢𝑡𝑡, 𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑡, 𝑤𝑎𝑔𝑒𝑡, 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟𝐹𝑖𝑟𝑚𝑠𝑡, 𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑡]′   

𝑡 = 2001𝑄1 − 2018𝑄4 

 
The equation above includes the following elements: 𝑋𝑡 is a vector of our variables, 𝑘 is the lag 

length, 𝜇 is a vector of constant terms, 𝜙𝐷𝑡 is a vector that measures the number of cointegrating 

equations (aka rank), 𝛱𝛥𝑋𝑡−𝑖 and 𝛤𝑋𝑡−1 are vectors that represent the lag structure, 𝛱 are 

coefficients for long-run relationships, and 𝛤 are coefficients for short-run dynamics. The 𝜇 is 

used for the Johansen restriction, and 𝛥𝑋𝑡 estimates measure the impact of everything used to 

analyze the impact of one to four variables (depending on the lag structure of each model). It is 

important to note that there are 16 empirical models built: NAICS 113 includes 5 states, NAICS 

321 includes 6 states, and NAICS 322 includes 5 states.  

  

To determine the appropriate model specifications for each NAICS code and state, we 

applied Johansen’s cointegration test and lag selection criteria. The rank of cointegration and lag 

length vary by model, but each was selected based on statistical criteria to ensure optimal 

performance. Given our sample size, we used the following lag selection tests: Akaike 

Information Criterion (AIC), Final Prediction Error (FPE), and sequential likelihood-ratio (LR) 

(Liew, 2004). Each model was further tested for autocorrelation using the Lagrange-multiplier 

(LM) test, which confirmed that residuals were not autocorrelated in each model and their 

selected lags. To assess normality, we conducted the Jarque-Bera, Kurtosis and Skewness tests. 

The test results indicated that for NAICS 113 and 321 two out of the five equations exhibited 

non-normal residuals, while for NAICS 322 one out of the five equations exhibited non-normal 

residuals. However, as Johansen (1995) notes, mild departures from normality do not invalidate 

inference as long as key conditions – autocorrelation, stationarity, structural breaks, and sample 

size considerations – are properly addressed, which is the case for our study (please see 

Appendix B for full diagnostic results2).  

 

To analyze dynamic interactions among variables, impulse response functions (IRFs) are 

employed. IRFs measure the effect of a shock to one variable on the entire system, capturing 

both short-run adjustments and long-run responses. Following Gendron et al. (2019), these IRFs 

are further utilized to generate forecasts for each variable. Specifically, if a shock occurs in 

employment, the model will predict how all other variables – output, wages, number of firms, 

and price – adjust over time. This approach mirrors methodologies used in the lumber 
 

2 Details for the other tests (Johansen Tests for Cointegration and the Lagrange Multiplier Test) are available upon 

request. 
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forecasting literature, where VEC models have been applied to project supply and demand 

dynamics across regions and countries. By integrating VEC based forecasting and IRFs, this 

empirical strategy provides a comprehensive understanding of the macroeconomic forces 

shaping the forest sector, offering valuable insights for policymakers and industry stakeholders. 

 

4. Results and Discussion 

 

This section presents the forecasted trends for NAICS 113 (forestry and logging), NAICS 

321 (wood product manufacturing), and NAICS 322 (paper manufacturing) and compares them 

to historical data to assess forecast accuracy. The forecasting horizon spans five years (2018Q1 

to 2023Q1), using data from 2001Q1-2018Q1 for model estimation. Importantly, these forecasts 

do not account for the COVID-19 pandemic, as it represents a non-systemic shock that would 

distort long-run industry trends. As highlighted in the Data section, wages in the forestry sector 

exhibit a cyclical pattern. Once this cyclical behavior is accounted for, the underlying trend 

suggests only a slight linear change over time. These findings hold important implications for 

both the forest-dependent industries and the broader state economies, which will be examined in 

the following subsections. 

 

While numerous states have LQs greater than one for at least one of these NAICS codes, 

this study focuses on the six states where LQs are the highest across all 3 NAICS industries: 

Alabama, Arkansas, Maine, Mississippi, Oregon, and Wisconsin. These states represent a diverse 

geographic range, covering the Northeast, North Central, South Central, and Pacific West 

regions. Given the high economic dependence these states have with the forestry sector, the 

forecasted trends are particularly critical for understanding their economic stability and industry 

sustainability. The results indicate that our forecasting methodology effectively captures industry 

dynamics, reinforcing its viability for modeling the forestry and logging, wood manufacturing, 

and paper manufacturing industries at the state level. Moreover, these insights are particularly 

relevant for rural communities, where economic livelihoods are closely tied to the forest sector. 

The following subsections explore these forecasts in greater detail, highlighting their economic 

and policy implications: Section 4.1 presents and discusses the results for NAICS 113, followed 

by Section 4.2 for NAICS 321, and Section 4.3 for NAICS 322. Finally, Section 4.4 outlines 

both the limitations and advantages of the empirical framework used in these forecasts. 

 

4.1 NAICS 113 (Forestry and Logging) 
 

For NAICS 113, employment declines over time, particularly during the 2007 financial 

crisis, while output remains stable, wages gradually increase, and the number of firms decreases. 

Oregon is a notable exception, experiencing a sharp rise in employment around 2010 and again 

in 2016. Although Oregon’s output and wages are significantly higher than those of other states, 

their rates of change are still comparable. Additionally, Maine is the only state where 

employment exhibits seasonal patterns. These findings suggest potential economic challenges for 

local communities due to declining employment and a shrinking number of businesses. However, 

the stability of output and the steady rise in wages indicate that the industry itself remains 

resilient in these states. To mitigate the negative employment trends, rural communities – 

particularly those with tax bases dependent on mills – may need to diversify into alternative  
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Figure 1. NAICS 113 LQs for forestry-dependent states, 2001-2018.  

 

  

   
Figure 2. Key state NAICS 113 variable forecasts for employment, output, wages, and number 

of firms. (out of sample forecasts projected for five years assuming the non-systematic shock of 

the Coronavirus pandemic did not occur). 

 

industries. Oregon stands out from the other states due to the substantially larger magnitude of 

employment, output and wages, despite similar rates of change.  

 

4.2 NAICS 321 (Wood Product Manufacturing) 
 

For NAICS 321, the number of firms generally decreased, while employment saw a sharp 

drop during the financial crisis (2008-2010) before stabilizing. Wages also experienced a 

significant drop during the same period, but then steadily increased thereafter. Output followed a  



11 
 

 

 
Figure 3. NAICS 321 LQs for forestry-dependent states, 2001-2018.  

 

similar trend: it declined until the end of the financial crisis, quickly recovered to pre-crisis 

levels, and then leveled off. However, in Alabama and Oregon, employment continued to 

increase steadily post-crisis, rather than stabilizing. Additionally, Alabama’s wages increased at 

a faster rate compared to other states, as highlighted by the relative graphs. In both Alabama and 

Oregon, the number of firms did not continue to decrease, but instead leveled off. 

 

Output trends varied across states. Arkansas, in particular, saw a significant increase in 

output from 2012 to 2014, followed by a sharp decline in 2015, and then a return to a more 

typical growth pattern. The relative output graph also highlights that between 2014 and 2018, 

output in Alabama, Mississippi, and Wisconsin spiked at higher rates compared to other states, 

with Arkansas following this trend from 2016 to 2018. In summary, NAICS 321 shows a general 

trend of the declining number of firms, rising wages, and stable output. Employment, however, 

has generally increased across states, which is a positive sign for the workforce in these 

industries. While output trends vary across states, the forecasts for all states, except Oregon and 

Wisconsin (which respectively show a decline and increase), are fairly stable. 
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Figure 4. Key state NAICS 321 variable forecasts for employment, output, wages, and number 

of firms. (out of sample forecasts projected for five years assuming the non-systematic shock of 

the Coronavirus pandemic did not occur). 

 

4.3 NAICS 322 (Paper Manufacturing) 
 

For NAICS 322, wages remain relatively stable with seasonal fluctuations, while 

employment, output, and the number of firms generally decrease. Wisconsin stands out as a 

significant exception, with employment, wages and the number of firms many times larger than 

in the other states, though the rate of change is similar across all states. Maine also presents a 

notable contrast, as employment, wages and the number of firms decline at a much faster rate 

compared to the other states (as shown in the relative graphs). Additionally, Arkansas is unique 

in that its output does not decrease like the other states but instead remains level. In general, 

NAICS 322 presents a more somber story compared to NAICS 113 and 321. Wages are expected 

to remain stable (rather than increase), while employment, output, and the number of firms are 

all projected to decline. This suggests that while wages may not experience significant changes, 

job losses and reductions in output are likely. Wisconsin’s larger magnitudes for all variables are 

noteworthy, though the rate of change aligns with the other states. Maine, on the other hand, is 

concerning due to the faster than average decline in employment, wages and the number of 

firms. 
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Figure 5. NAICS 322 LQs for forestry-dependent states, 2001-2018. 
 

4.4. Model Advantages and Limitations 

 

Our models for the industries utilize the best available data and methods, with the VEC 

model being the most appropriate for data containing multiple cointegrated relationships. The 

literature suggests that cointegrated models are ideal for U.S. lumber markets (Gendron et al., 

2019; Nanang, 2000; Nyrud, 2003; Song et al., 2011; Yin & Baek, 2005). We chose not to use 

basic EC models, as more than one cointegrated relationship was expected, and the VEC model 

allows for easy analysis of cross-directional impacts. To measure forecast accuracy, we 

compared actual values with forecasted values for 2016 through 2018 (please see Figures A1-

A3). Aside from Oregon, the forecasts closely match the actual values, providing useful insights 

into how well the model predicts trends in the data. However, these forecasts also come with 

some limitations. 

 

One limitation is data availability. State-level RGDP data is reported annually, so we 

proxied quarterly output using U.S. RGDP, a method that allowed us to generate quarterly data 

and perform robust forecasting. Mei et al. (2010) also adjusted their data from monthly to 

quarterly for similar reasons. Price data was another constraint, so we used the 2017 PPI for 

lumber and wood products, as done by Baek (2012) and Nanang (2000) in the absence of more 

granular price data. Moreover, there was no data available for capital, meaning we could not 

account for how capital investments might affect mill operations and log demand. This omission 

is important since it misses the key balance between labor and capital, and how improvements in 

capital via automation and efficiency significantly changed demand. Further research  
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Figure 6. Key state NAICS 322 variable forecasts for employment, output, wages, and number 

of firms. (out of sample forecasts projected for five years assuming the non-systematic shock of 

the Coronavirus pandemic did not occur). 

 

incorporating capital data would be highly valuable. Additionally, while this paper focuses on six 

states, future research could benefit from examining states in the South-Central region (e.g., 

Alabama, Arkansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee), which consistently show 

high LQ values for all three industries. 

 

A second limitation is the sample size: 72 observations for NAICS 113 and 60 

observations for NAICS 321 and 322. Given the available data, these sample sizes are 

reasonable, but forecasting could be more robust with additional observations (Malaty et al., 

2006; Toppinen, 1998). The literature does not have a consensus on the ideal sample size for 

econometric forecasting, but related studies often work with between 57 to 69 observations 

(Hetemaki et al., 2004; Gendron et al., 2019; Nanang, 2000; Parajuli & Chang, 2015; Parajuli et 

al., 2016; Stordal & Nyrud, 2003; Toppinen, 1998). Some related studies even work with less 

than five years of data (Malaty et al., 2006; Stordal & Nyrud, 2003; Toppinen, 1998; Yin & Xu, 

2003). Lastly, we attempted to conduct a regional analysis with approximately 15 states for 

NAICS 113, and 40 states for NAICS 321 and 322. However, the findings were inconclusive, 

warranting future research to explore regional effects further. 
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5. Summary & Conclusions 

 

This paper forecasts key macroeconomic variables for the forestry and logging (NAICS 

113), wood manufacturing (NAICS 321) and paper manufacturing (NAICS 322) industries for 

key states Alabama, Arkansas, Maine, Mississippi, Oregon and Wisconsin. These states were 

selected based on their economic significance, as identified in both prior literature and our LQ 

analysis. LQs provide essential insights for regional economic assessments. Our macroeconomic 

industry-level variables capture both supply and demand dynamics, including employment, 

wages, number of firms, output (measured as state-level real gross domestic product), and prices 

for U.S. lumber and wood products. While various models have been used in prior studies of 

international lumber markets, the U.S. lumber market is typically cointegrated, making 

cointegration-based models, specifically the vector error correction (VEC) model, the most 

appropriate choice (Nanang, 2000; Song et al., 2011; Stordal & Nyrud, 2003; Yin & Baek, 

2005). 

  

VEC models were estimated for quarterly data from 2001Q1 to 2018Q4 and used to 

generate five-year forecasts through 2023Q4 (excluding the exogenous shock of the COVID-19 

pandemic). Separate models were developed for each industry and state, totaling 16 models 

across NAICS 113, 321 322. We opted for quarterly state-level industry data rather than annual 

data due to the limited number of annual observations. While specific stumpage prices and 

capital were unavailable, our approach represents the best available methodology, particularly 

given its ability to account for cointegration. A key advantage of VEC models is their ability to 

capture cross-directional impacts while ensuring robust forecasting. 

 

The results provide insights into how employment, wages, output, and number of firms in 

these industries are expected to evolve over the forecast period. The forestry and logging 

industry is projected to experience declines in employment and the number of businesses, while 

output remains stable, and wages gradually rise. This suggests that although the industry itself 

remains stable, local communities could face economic challenges due to job losses and firm 

closures. Policymakers may need to encourage economic diversification, particularly in rural 

areas with tax bases heavily dependent on forestry-related activities. The wood product 

manufacturing industry exhibits similar trends, but with a more optimistic outlook: employment 

is expected to rise, offering a more favorable scenario for communities reliant on this sector. In 

contrast, the paper manufacturing industry presents a more pessimistic forecast, with 

employment, output, and the number of firms all projected to decline, while wages remain 

stagnant. This suggests that while wages will hold steady for remaining workers, job cuts and 

business closures are likely to have a significant negative impact on affected communities.  

 

During the past 30 years, the forestry and logging industry and forest products industry 

have faced substantial challenges due to mill closures and shifting demand patterns (Crandall et 

al., 2017; Toppinen & Kuuluvainen, 2010). Our findings provide critical information for 

policymakers, loggers and mill owners – particularly in rural areas where these industries are 

economic cornerstones – helping them anticipate economic shifts and develop informed 

economic policy responses. Given the regional diversity of the states analyzed – spanning the 

Northeast, North Central, South Central, and Pacific West – further research is warranted to 

explore regional economic differences in greater detail. Additionally, these findings have 
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implications beyond the U.S., particularly for other resource-dependent economies such as 

Canada, Germany, Sweden, and Finland (Hetemaki et al., 2004; Malaty et al., 2006; Zhang & 

Parajuli, 2016). More broadly, the methodology used in this study can be adapted to other 

industries that serve as economic anchors for specific regions, such as mining, agriculture, and 

energy production – offering a valuable tool for analyzing economic resilience in industry-

dependent communities.  
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Appendix A. Model summary statistics and robustness checks 

 

Table A1. Summary statistics of key variables used to model each state for NAICS 113. 

State Variable N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 

N/A 
Price 72 0.888 0.070 0.762 1.010 

Quarter 72 n/a n/a 2001Q1 2018Q4 

Alabama 

Employment 

(thousands) 
72 4770.722 528.868 4059 5852 

Output 

(millions) 
72 138.364 10.343 125.925 167.450 

Wages 72 40045.820 3669.998 32128 48561 

Number 

of Firms 
72 723.500 102.239 618 958 

Arkansas 

Employment 

(thousands) 
72 2634.806 486.663 2080 3490 

Output 

(millions) 
72 139.816 8.399 127.600 158.175 

Wages 72 21729.430 2461.600 16572 27078 

Number 

of Firms 
72 488.889 87.577 395 637 

Maine 

Employment 

(thousands) 
72 2435.694 402.883 1532 2945 

Output 

(millions) 
72 126.094 25.333 95.250 184.046 

Wages 72 22862.690 4219.346 13490 28600 

Number 

of Firms 
72 465.167 32.614 410 539 

Mississippi 

Employment 

(thousands) 
72 3509.125 525.034 2916 4367 

Output 

(millions) 
72 131.736 15.187 109.543 163.417 

Wages 72 27146.690 2290.516 22072 31972 

Number 

of Firms 
72 543.347 83.891 445 696 

Oregon 

Employment 

(thousands) 
72 6520.056 914.163 5024 7931 

Output 

(millions) 
72 371.786 35.719 316.446 443.350 

Wages 72 74452.690 9361.837 48541 95042 

Number 

of Firms 
72 779.542 116.811 653 1009 
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Table A2. Summary statistics of key variables used to model each state for NAICS 321. 

State Variable N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 

N/A 
Price 60 0.844 0.080 0.700 1.042 

Quarter 60 n/a n/a 2004Q1 2018Q4 

Alabama 

Employment 

(thousands) 
60 16290.200 3211.876 12124 21922 

Output 

(millions) 
60 249.012 36.851 164.080 318.712 

Wages 60 150755.500 28499.020 95805 208886 

Number 

of Firms 
60 408.417 48.883 351 483 

Arkansas 

Employment 

(thousands) 
60 10505.350 1901.429 8607 14003 

Output 

(millions) 
60 179.579 25.049 131.518 221.631 

Wages 60 93793.170 11820.660 72067 113987 

Number 

of Firms 
60 348.233 33.143 300 403 

Maine 

Employment 

(thousands) 
60 4915.300 941.203 3902 6840 

Output 

(millions) 
60 78.765 9.636 58.651 102.044 

Wages 60 45630.900 6859.528 31724 59522 

Number 

of Firms 
60 217.167 31.553 181 283 

Mississippi 

Employment 

(thousands) 
60 10600.500 2199.874 8512 14465 

Output 

(millions) 
60 183.422 24.604 129.520 228.850 

Wages 60 97188.620 14736.430 70435 127558 

Number 

of Firms 
60 283.767 27.526 244 325 

Oregon 

Employment 

(thousands) 
60 24457.850 4868.420 18917 32858 

Output 

(millions) 
60 427.237 50.814 302.302 504.151 

Wages 60 261847.300 41054.910 190597 327597 

Number 

of Firms 
60 462.117 44.934 407 533 

Wisconsin 

Employment 

(thousands) 
60 19346.480 3852.204 15661 26103 

Output 

(millions) 
60 272.365 25.497 226.400 319.415 

Wages 60 165318.400 27961.030 109319 216752 

Number 

of Firms 
60 594.450 61.748 518 686 
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Table A3. Summary statistics of key variables used to model each state for NAICS 322. 

State Variable N Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 

N/A 
Price 60 0.900 0.086 0.700 1.034 

Quarter 60 n/a n/a 2004Q1 2018Q4 

Alabama 

Employment 

(thousands) 
60 12719.620 1261.083 11025 14906 

Output 

(millions) 
60 709.239 90.370 570.600 890.713 

Wages 60 229630.800 13505.820 204766 277691 

Number 

of Firms 
60 98.917 7.552 88 116 

Arkansas 

Employment 

(thousands) 
60 10567.650 946.624 9311 12408 

Output 

(millions) 
60 456.539 51.549 375.600 561.713 

Wages 60 151272.800 7235.220 136843 167105 

Number 

of Firms 
60 79.533 6.342 69 92 

Maine 

Employment 

(thousands) 
60 7159.017 1752.367 4303 10141 

Output 

(millions) 
60 251.828 79.617 147.475 391.131 

Wages 60 114647.900 18452.910 80014 145207 

Number 

of Firms 
60 29.300 7.911 19 47 

Mississippi 

Employment 

(thousands) 
60 4392.867 723.909 3595 5840 

Output 

(millions) 
60 172.613 28.778 133.050 241.616 

Wages 60 64160.980 7299.291 53038 82394 

Number 

of Firms 
60 62.983 4.545 58 74 

Wisconsin 

Employment 

(thousands) 
60 32667.700 3009.017 29441 38962 

Output 

(millions) 
60 1172.130 199.072 912.375 1553.405 

Wages 60 481891.300 22935.080 427142 521102 

Number 

of Firms 
60 268.467 19.314 244 302 
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Figure A1. NAICS 113 robustness check comparing actual to forecasted values, 2016 - 2018. 
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Figure A2. NAICS 321 robustness check comparing actual to forecasted values, 2016 - 2018. 
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Figure A3.  NAICS 322 robustness check comparing actual to forecasted values, 2016 - 2018. 
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Appendix B. Model testing: Lags, Cointegration, Autocorrelation and Normality 
 

Table B1. Normality Tests. NAICS 113. Performed for our VEC model, these include Jarque-

Bera, Skewness, and Kurtosis. 

Normality Test (Alabama) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 3.987 2 0.136 0.263 0.795 1 0.373 4.054 3.192 1 0.074 

D_price 16.960 2 0.000 0.435 2.181 1 0.140 5.267 14.779 1 0.000 

D_employment 2.579 2 0.275 -0.110 0.139 1 0.709 3.921 2.440 1 0.118 

D_wages 0.141 2 0.931 0.049 0.028 1 0.868 2.801 0.114 1 0.736 

D_numFirms 13.726 2 0.001 -0.782 7.033 1 0.008 4.526 6.693 1 0.010 

ALL 37.39 10 0.000  10.18 5 0.070  27.22 5 0.000 

 

Normality Test (Arkansas) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 1.723 2 0.423 -0.340 1.312 1 0.252 3.381 0.411 1 0.522 

D_price 8.917 2 0.012 0.301 1.029 1 0.310 4.669 7.888 1 0.005 

D_employment 0.720 2 0.698 -0.117 0.156 1 0.693 2.554 0.564 1 0.453 

D_wages 1.288 2 0.525 0.164 0.304 1 0.582 2.411 0.984 1 0.321 

D_numFirms 5.696 2 0.058 -0.457 2.363 1 0.124 4.085 3.333 1 0.068 

ALL 18.34 10 0.049  5.16 5 0.396  13.18 5 0.022 

 

Normality Test (Maine) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 35.175 2 0.000 -0.845 6.776 1 0.009 6.458 28.399 1 0.000 

D_price 2.392 2 0.302 -0.118 0.133 1 0.716 3.975 2.260 1 0.133 

D_employment 59.672 2 0.000 0.874 7.249 1 0.007 7.698 52.423 1 0.000 

D_wages 1.476 2 0.478 -0.391 1.450 1 0.228 2.895 0.026 1 0.872 

D_numFirms 25.242 2 0.000 -0.714 4.841 1 0.028 5.931 20.401 1 0.000 

ALL 121.96 10 0.000  20.45 5 0.001  103.51 5 0.000 

. 
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Normality Test (Mississippi) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 0.621 2 0.733 -0.136 0.208 1 0.648 3.381 0.413 1 0.521 

D_price 17.470 2 0.000 0.251 0.716 1 0.397 5.432 16.753 1 0.000 

D_employment 3.609 2 0.164 -0.485 2.663 1 0.103 3.578 0.946 1 0.331 

D_wages 3.055 2 0.217 -0.050 0.028 1 0.866 1.966 3.027 1 0.082 

D_numFirms 0.147 2 0.929 -0.103 0.121 1 0.728 2.904 0.026 1 0.871 

ALL 24.90 10 0.006  3.737 5 0.588  21.17 5 0.001 

 

Normality Test (Oregon) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 4.842 2 0.089 -0.291 2.796 1 0.328 4.171 3.884 1 0.049 

D_price 12.403 2 0.002 0.376 1.606 1 0.205 4.952 10.797 1 0.001 

D_employment 51.344 2 0.000 -0.997 11.270 1 0.001 6.761 40.073 1 0.000 

D_wages 12.473 2 0.002 0.756 6.447 1 0.011 4.455 5.996 1 0.014 

D_numFirms 2.266 2 0.322 -0.409 1.897 1 0.168 2.639 0.369 1 0.543 

ALL 83.33 10 0.000  22.21 5 0.001  61.12 5 0.000 
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Table B2. Normality Tests. NAICS 321. Performed for our VEC model, these include Jarque-

Bera, Skewness, and Kurtosis. 

Normality Test (Alabama) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 39.907 2 0.000 -1.155 12.445 1 0.000 6.431 27.462 1 0.000 

D_price 0.093 2 0.954 0.089 0.074 1 0.785 3.091 0.019 1 0.890 

D_employment 
422.944 2 0.000 -2.804 73.360 1 0.000 15.240 

349.58

5 
1 0.000 

D_wages 32.298 2 0.000 -0.966 8.708 1 0.003 6.180 23.590 1 0.000 

D_numFirms 1.057 2 0.589 0.328 1.005 1 0.316 3.150 0.052 1 0.819 

ALL 496.30 10 0.000  95.591 5 0.000  400.71 5 0.000 

 

Normality Test (Arkansas) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 2.428 2 0.297 -0.481 2.157 1 0.142 3.341 0.271 1 0.602 

D_price 13.742 2 0.001 0.852 6.774 1 0.009 4.728 6.969 1 0.008 

D_employment 87.085 2 0.000 -1.665 25.881 1 0.000 8.122 61.205 1 0.000 

D_wages 0.907 2 0.635 -0.311 0.902 1 0.342 2.954 0.005 1 0.943 

D_numFirms 2.310 2 0.315 0.497 2.307 1 0.129 3.041 0.004 1 0.950 

ALL 106.47 10 0.000  38.02 5 0.000  68.45 5 0.000 

 

Normality Test (Maine) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 9.075 2 0.011 -0.508 2.796 1 0.095 4.523 6.280 1 0.012 

D_price 5.445 2 0.066 -0.374 1.514 1 0.218 4.205 3.931 1 0.047 

D_employment 13.654 2 0.001 -0.553 3.308 1 0.069 4.955 10.346 1 0.001 

D_wages 1.226 2 0.542 0.133 0.191 1 0.662 3.618 1.035 1 0.309 

D_numFirms 2.308 2 0.315 -0.308 1.030 1 0.310 3.687 1.278 1 0.258 

ALL 31.75 10 0.002  8.39 5 0.183  22.87 5 0.001 
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Normality Test (Mississippi) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 0.442 2 0.802 -0.167 0.003 1 0.959 3.434 0.440 1 0.507 

D_price 2.071 2 0.355 0.306 0.875 1 0.350 3.716 1.196 1 0.274 

D_employment 125.104 2 0.000 -1.671 26.061 1 0.000 9.515 99.043 1 0.001 

D_wages 2.011 2 0.366 0.341 1.084 1 0.298 2.370 0.927 1 0.336 

D_numFirms 0.431 2 0.806 0.184 0.315 1 0.575 2.778 0.115 1 0.734 

ALL 130.06 10 0.000  28.34 5 0.000  101.72 5 0.000 

 

Normality Test (Oregon) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 8.723 2 0.013 -0.640 3.964 1 0.046 4.403 4.758 1 0.029 

D_price 1.022 2 0.600 0.318 0.975 1 0.323 3.140 0.047 1 0.827 

D_employment 189.101 2 0.000 -1.985 38. 082 1 0.000 10.905 151.019 1 0.000 

D_wages 1.780 2 0.411 -0.273 0.718 1 0.397 3.663 1.061 1 0.303 

D_numFirms 3.200 2 0.202 -0.487 2.289 1 0.130 3.614 0.911 1 0.340 

ALL 203.83 10 0.000  46.028 5 0.000  157.80 5 0.000 

 

Normality Test (Wisconsin) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 9.415 2 0.009 0.085 0.067 1 0.796 5.002 9.348 1 0.002 

D_price 0.720 2 0.509 0.216 0.436 1 0.509 3.349 0.284 1 0.594 

D_employment 118.653 2 0.000 -1.873 32.734 1 0.000 9.068 85.919 1 0.000 

D_wages 2.318 2 0.128 0.498 2.317 1 0.128 3.012 0.000 1 0.985 

D_numFirms 1.934 2 0.174 0.445 1.852 1 0.174 3.188 0.082 1 0.774 

ALL 133.04 10 0.000  37.406 5 0.000  95.63 5 0.000 
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Table B3. Normality Tests. NAICS 322. Performed for our VEC model, these include Jarque-

Bera, Skewness, and Kurtosis. 

Normality Test (Alabama) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 4.283 2 0.117 -0.529 2.614 1 0.106 3.846 1.669 1 0.196 

D_price 0.472 2 0.790 0.039 0.014 1 0.906 2.557 0.458 1 0.498 

D_employment 65.846 2 0.000 -0.717 4.797 1 0.029 8.115 61.049 1 0.000 

D_wages 3.412 2 0.182 0.455 1.929 1 0.165 3.798 1.484 1 0.223 

D_numFirms 4.867 2 0.088 -0.514 2.463 1 0.117 4.015 2.404 1 0.121 

ALL 78.88 10 0.000  11.816 5 0.037  67.06 5 0.000 

 

Normality Test (Arkansas) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 10.739 2 0.005 0.203 0.385 1 0.535 5.107 10.354 1 0.001 

D_price 0.017 2 0.992 -0.030 0.009 1 0.926 3.059 0.008 1 0.928 

D_employment 11.551 2 0.003 -0.842 6.609 1 0.010 4.455 4.942 1 0.026 

D_wages 8.221 2 0.016 0.714 4.758 1 0.029 4.218 3.464 1 0.063 

D_numFirms 2.270 2 0.321 -0.464 2.013 1 0.156 3.332 0.257 1 0.612 

ALL 32.80 10 0.000  13.77 5 0.017  19.03 5 0.002 

 

Normality Test (Maine) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 26.231 2 0.000 -1.265 14.925 1 0.000 5.201 11.306 1 0.001 

D_price 0.518 2 0.772 0.232 0.502 1 0.479 2.917 0.016 1 0.898 

D_employment 0.526 2 0.769 0.184 0.317 1 0.574 2.700 0.210 1 0.647 

D_wages 12.719 2 0.002 0.331 1.024 1 0.312 5.239 11.695 1 0.000 

D_numFirms 12.885 2 0.002 -0.269 0.674 1 0.412 5.288 12.211 1 0.001 

ALL 52.88 10 0.000  17.44 5 0.004  35.43 5 0.000 
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Normality Test (Mississippi) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 30.830 2 0.000 -1.074 10.771 1 0.001 5.932 20.060 1 0.000 

D_price 2.026 2 0.363 -0.218 0.445 1 0.505 2.177 1.581 1 0.209 

D_employment 5.566 2 0.062 -0.555 2.874 1 0.090 4.074 2.693 1 0.101 

D_wages 0.778 2 0.678 0.236 0.521 1 0.470 2.668 0.257 1 0.613 

D_numFirms 1.658 2 0.436 0.402 1.506 1 0.220 2.744 0.152 1 0.696 

ALL 40.86 10 0.000  16.12 5 0.007  24.74 5 0.000 

 

Normality Test (Wisconsin) 

Test Type Jarque-Bera Test Skewness Kurtosis 

Equation 
χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Skew χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 
Kurtosis χ2 Df 

P- 

Value 

D_output 5.199 2 0.074 -0.687 4.399 1 0.035 3.586 0.801 1 0.371 

D_price 1.130 2 0.568 0.005 0.000 1 0.989 2.304 1.130 1 0.288 

D_employment 5.491 2 0.064 -0.553 2.853 1 0.091 4.063 2.638 1 0.104 

D_wages 0.083 2 0.960 0.019 0.003 1 0.954 2.816 0.079 1 0.778 

D_numFirms 0.083 2 0.959 -0.094 0.083 1 0.774 2.991 0.000 1 0.990 

ALL 11.99 10 0.286  7.34 5 0.197  4.65 5 0.460 

 


