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10,000 - (| J‘ Maximum 19894.20 30709.57  23844.27
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° O;// Skewness 1.958017  1.338870  -0.005888
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o & o Jarque-Bera  48.55617  11.28471  0.001006
-5,000 ol | | \ | Probability ~ 0.000000  0.003545  0.999497
-20,000 0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 Sum 66808.46  -50006.63 350800.0
PD .SumSq.Dev 9.03E+08  5.75E+09  1.79E+09
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40,000 (3) 02y Joa
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20,000 | |- CAD — ()1%(1(;425 - -
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10,000 | " \\ . GD -0.200913 *x%.0.758496 1.00
//V °\ . -1.178180 -6.686177 ’
0 W Slasl Bogiae J) dd (% 9 rgaime dis 8yl dalasl)
) e iyl e (%10 %5 (%1) Logins
oo ° E — Views galiy aluseiuwly mWdl slael (o tyduall
-10,000 ‘ ‘ ‘ «((CAD) gslandl lusl! jome cilSyms Ay
-10,000 0 10,000 20,000 30,000 329 «(GD) asSiadl HLetludl -l 5531 jmcy
GD M me il (PDI) el Hlaaidl - s Y

E— Views galiy plaseial Eo Ll slael o uall

Bl yoldl iyl el a0 (1) o8 JSC&

1Ml 2las aute Jlais| ¢yt ((2017-1983) 8,2411
(1) o) el IS0

alyaal el Judladl 098w (po Gazill M5 (e «(Spurious Regression) asiil lusei¥l Cozs @3 ual
ﬁ-\i‘i—wj &l Gylall y iy p.ﬂ e dadg ((Unit Root Test) dusgll yi Lzl el by cll3g L LalSG danys dyazms z3geid!
*[(P-P) Phillips -Perron .Augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF)] (g;Lias1 aad - 8usgJl yi> clylasl saad @éyg - <3 3
slagd) 18 (o canlie sus 28Lal (ADF) Luas | Slies gal oo of LoDy cAudpdanll &gl § lugiul aS¥)
> ey JWlg «(Serial Autocorrelation) elas¥l (y (1)) Gl Lol y¥ 1 ASCin (yo (aliel) f(ZPi:ﬂBIA/vt_T)
«(White Noise) x| sda § dule 3lasg c 07 il (naliy yaio Lasogias Lals Bgel ghsmg (G313 Laie i u tasl)
{(Gujarati, 2004: 817) sy =¥ > &M § HLas¥! da e ol as-9
P (Intercept) boad coli us e slums¥ Wslas Geams o -
AY,=B1+8Y, 4+ Z a;AY,_; + & (17)
i=1

Gtebasy dsaad pimy (PP) Ll Loy« (bl (pasaing Wilias | Jatus sl us G (ol,i8) e (ADF) jlas| agay 2
sl oo § 13 oLyl 925 ey Lasg lasedl > e (81 5543 5Lac¥l § AL (ADF) 5l
118




2022 (0Olya3>) suisn -2 42 o cyla) Luoyall Azl

(4) 02 Jouel!
EOM L PN O T3 §-WERN PR PRCAN PR P AT
é)‘.}l&J ‘a‘.\:daul-!
(Unit Root Test) (PP, ADF)
(UNIT ROOT TEST TABLE (PP
At Level

CAD PD GD
t-Statistic -1.5678 -1.0958 -2.3716
Prob. 0.4877 0.7061 0.1570
n0 n0 n0
With  t-Statistic -2.1491 -1.4554 -2.2223
Constant  Prob. 0.5013 0.8252 0.4628
& Trend n0 n0 n0
Without t-Statistic -1.3358 -1.1871 -1.0488
Constant  Prob. 0.1647 0.2103 0.2596
& Trend n0 n0 n0
At First Difference
d(CAD) d(PD) d(GD)
t-Statistic -1.6372 -2.9413 -3.5277
Prob. 0.4529 0.0514 0.0134
no * kk
With  t-Statistic 0.0038 -2.7651 -3.4015
Constant  Prob. 0.9946 0.2193 0.0684
& Trend n0 n0 *
Without t-Statistic -2.3273 -3.0187 -3.5850
Constant  Prob. 0.0214 0.0037 0.0008

With
Constant

With
Constant

& Trend *kk kkk *kkk
UNIT ROOT TEST TABLE (ADF)
At Level

CAD PD GD
t-Statistic 0.2563 -2.1171 -3.9255
Prob. 0.9720 0.2396 0.0052
n0 n0 Hokok
With  t-Statistic -0.4978 -2.5414 -3.8555
Constant  Prob. 0.9784 0.3077 0.0267
& Trend n0 n0 *k
Without t-Statistic 0.4465 -2.1215 -1.2267
Constant  Prob. 0.8050 0.0344 0.1973
& Trend n0 *K n0
At First Difference
d(CAD) d(PD) d(GD)
t-Statistic -6.8064 -2.9206 -3.5031
Prob. 0.0000 0.0537 0.0142

k%K% * *%

With
Constant

With
Constant

With  t-Statistic -7.2733 -4.5730 -3.3791
Constant  Prob.  0.0000 0.0059 0.0716
& Trend ook okok *
Without t-Statistic -6.7617 -2.9965 -3.5608
Constant  Prob.  0.0000 0.0039 0.0008
& Trend ook okk okok
E— Views golip plusminly coldl slael ot ysall
Notes: a: (*) Significant at the 10%; (**) Significant
at the 5%; (***) Significant at the 1% and (no) Not
Significant. b: Lag Length based on SIC. c: Probability
based on MacKinnon (1996) one-sided p-values.

oy olzmsily el s e slas i dolas goams ol -

(Trend & Intercept)
P

Ayt = Bl + th + 8Yt_1 + Z al-AYt_,- + St
= (18)

(None) (gw; sl=s! ol i e ol Wslae gorms ¥ -
AY, =By + Bat + 8V g + X7 @AY i+ & (19)

IS Aaidle ST (1s8s aludl z kel sl (yo Gl cyus @ig
bl oy 1 (0 U3y Laibiasd lads 5> e Al
S Lgian HLasly Lailias dyueig plaza¥l e yuidzell a3l
N ol yainll e Byias calins Ja wamad cculidly alall slai¥l e

Laal e (Perron, 1989) diw ‘el Jradladl bl S5
o> &lylias | dwlys wie (Structural Break) Sl Jolgall ool ylas |
Jiolsd of Jgzi 329 O Perron gl s (a3l Judlaed] a5l
poke 9o iy gudanll (ADF) jlas | Jazes &ail) Judlad! § 4uSea
Jl o Liag 038 Bumg iz olamsly Sumio 0S5 6f cputall (2,8 (ad,
gHlg Perron jLasl sag JGa Jomi 3529 po bl jdzd SLas|
o By L (09 «(Exogenously) zls dsly M a5 e Goimy
Zivot & Andrews Dickey-Fuller with Breakpoint ;Las| e sleze¥!
Je=i b 0655 Ledie ell3g Perron jLasy glas Jia &Iy «(1992)
NS Lal STy .chgyme it ‘57 (Endogenously) s> Laaé usls JSaa
S 3929 oy iun ST 859,45 JI (Nunes ,1995) ¢ «(Bai, 1998) ¢
SLasyl Jas @39 JSoa Joms la (S @1 13] o aluludl § JSea
«(Spurious Break) asly Jg=x5 4o il )9Sud ASua Jy=i 3529 U &
cigatin 3 Jemtll dndi yuaas J) L Busgll i Lasl aan Sos
281501 8L 29 ¥ Jgmatll das O (o w1 e Al

iy i Ayolatd Y il aeez 0 (2) 08, JSCa1 (0 15D
edlad! 580 sLaas | w5l (4) @3y Joall (s WS (Jo¥l 3,41 Js
Sl 19 ADF aesdl (158 - (K03 golas | plaseiuly susgll sizg duis]!
il 18 e dams Jol e SClas e slese ©3 3] PP (39 - utlid
oo Lany 0l oty Jouell e (rag LYl Aslal Lewlil) sl
Jo¥1 3,80l 3 oSl 39 Gandly Goradl § oSha 2l bl
Sl gl sz @l e e Jaad milaadl sia o8 dules
NARDL sllad) wlgzall 63 Jasdl i 1]

hetiall Sumgl i L) 505 (5) by Jpeinl] (s LeS
ol alostl JLas¥ i & o3 dBy « AS ) Jomnll Aadi pe
dgims (T e ¢(F-Statistics) Hlae e slaie¥l @39 ¢ dwj slzsly
o Bany ol s a8y Loy aalal el clagdl ol y58 sue
Gall @ satua ¥l paadly Sorudl @ yatue Al Judlud!
Jo¥l
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D(CAD) CAD
12,000 25,000
8,000 | 20,000 |
4,000 | 15,000 |
0 | 10,000 |
-4,000 | 5,000 |
-8,000 | 0 _f
12,000 A S -5,000 — T T T T T T T T T
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
D(PD) PD
20,000 40,000
30,000
10,000 |
20,000 |
0 10,000 |
0 |
10,000 |
-10,000 |
20,000 B B B L e e s e e e R -20,000 L B e s e e ey e e B A e
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
D(GD) GD
15,000 30,000
10,000 |
20,000 |
5,000 |
0 | 10,000 |
-5,000 |
0 |
10,000 |
15,000 L B e e B By L -10,000 L s e s s B e s
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

E— Views mabiy alaseiwls doLdl slael oo Dyl

Jj&“ Gyadly S gind | e G.Sj.o.i.” é daueiwd | oyl | JSCi 2(2) PED) JS<
(PD, GD) sl il oof mliad) i gl @yl doma ol pitald 2uiaidl Judbaad) e O9Sadl lylaasl elyz] any

(5) oy Joguz!!
g\S._m Jgm3 2929 & RN [ PRTSCANREY
Unit Root with Break Test
At Level
Variables t-Statistic Prob Break Date
CAD (4)-4.038388 0.3483 2014
PD *** (0) -5.542594 0.01> 2010

GD **(4) -5.210290 0.0172 2009
At First Difference

t-Statistic Prob Break Date
(D(CAD ***(1)-8.166699 0.01>  (2006)
(D(PD - - -
(D(GD

Vogelsang (1993) asymptotic one-sided p-values*

E— Views moliys alusiwl coldl sluel go 1 yisall

sl 0 G (3¢ (0) o 43l o0 2ol (6 G| e S
1t 1(1) Jo¥ sl e JalSae 6T Jo¥1 3pall wie (Sl (CAD)
S bz duieidl Jedlud! dedxs (8 2lyud) datad Cdgu
e G o gl alusial (e da¥) gl (Seabigl
Nonlinear Autoregressive 3ladl Aun3ll lgzall 3 ozl

[(Shinetal.,2014) 5,9ls lg (NARDL) .Distributed Lag

Josedl paaild Wcand of Lrsoss NARDL gl yiang

eyl JolSld sl ) clg e sl 93 31N Slaes¥l g Lo
oy d5U Eoemy ((Pesaran et al., 2001) Laygls &I <ARDL
sl e anad) ol ysaald Jasdl e 8l Adlaas | lacd]
daglas 46i8a) e 3dle «sshall of yuaall J2¥1 3 lgu il
AolSie oS ¢ gl il 098w ol JalST A e ol (aiy
Sl oo dlalSia of ol (1) 91 1(0) &yl o (51 Lpuis &yl 10
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Aoyl (y0 AolSe Aa3d) eadbeadl 0585 ¥ g HLaas L Guidat! ammo) Lo yidl (S0 el (1) 91 (0) (sT cAadiza

Bualg Uslas § d2¥) dlsshg Ja¥l 8yiad o3l (e CaaSIL ARDL (8 LeS (NARDL) duxgin o35
(TAR or MTAR) ozl yu eyl JolSdl Coglanly 25lan alsshs duiay Juadle J) 8y9,mally 7 Lizs ¥ UL
G AS L il olST elgas (daay of (1) o1 1(0) &gyl (po aLalSall il yiall aloseial (§ dxigye ) 23LYL
S Gyall 3 aSldl alysill Gl ds5s s (Nusair, 2016) Legs z5bl of Jo¥1 Gyall ol gsied
dde BlbT Lee ol oo LuSlay o ludll lia oLd Lyl (Shahzad etal., 2017) 1 (2) JolS2l 443,y <13 6
Cdd ity sl (S2aes «Hidden Cointegration @.q..'a.ﬂ il JolKl» &Ua.z,a.a (Granger and Yoon, 2002)
sleel &) 3] caqer A8Mall ddasey Glizdl (o), a8¥WL Lt 8yl Jalsally pallall o dugolll e L8Nl
e ol das i JolSG AMe Ayl Yoo culpudill orn 38Madl ol 13) Lo Hlas | e LaSas NARDL
o Dyides JalSs A8Me u g3 ¥ (S of Aylas
:4¥1 Aslall U NARDL 7 398 dslsg

p—1 q-1
Ay, = pn—py.1 +0tx{ , +07x, + Z ajAy ) + Z(anxt_i + ni_Axt__i) + & (20)
=1 =0

ey oSl ol ylue Jul=is 48 o JI (Shahzad et al.,, 2017) 5 (Fousekis et al., 2016) o JS jLAT
Cel2¥ (@ Bl pue blail g Bugie ciloglas 1895 o Sy (Al o) Lzgo Zoio lacel § ilsadl s

C.S}Q.L” E"L'L'
@3 JI GDyPD &lysall i ole) @iy g 4518 (NARDL gl alusiwly z3g0idl ppuas J o
£ Ll oy L3 LYl 1 5 12¥s  GD 5 "GD J dagSinll 3l sy uaass s LeS < PD g “PD 4l 2Ll
AW olghazdl
el sl IS (e 23 ¢ 5Lasl 45y wyass @i 3] INARDL z3gas Judo=s § Jiets iSo¥ ezt -
> Gueaty U3y (Schwarz Criterion (SIC) jlias o Laylas | @35 w8y oz 3gaidl ol sl 2ubs Ll
elall Cde T Lay T LS daad ellay) Jiyiay sgazme (98w 7z 39will (3T LeS %5 Lginn Syiuns die culi
Selected Model: NARDL : IS &=l cuels> yolall sia udaws (Lag Length Criteria s oo
(2,2,1,0,0)
e Sl oy Ja¥l dsh i JolSS 28Me Il OIS 13) Lo apums & 8 Jias cailelf Gsbast)] -
Jolus (e Ao yeiwd) Critical Value ds yoedl s9ustly dislasg F Statistics wlues dawlgy cdalyt
Sl lda cbasY i o (rwiesd Slia G (GHlins i e A F Hlas oY \).E_»j Pesaran ollu
1(0) 2yl e dalSie ulpazlll (T i y85 &Iy <Lower Critical Bounds (LCB) S¥ ) Aaay Jiews
(1) 2oyl e AalSo0 i) o s 245 &Iy <Upper Critical Bounds (UCB) OIS {INES [PV
S5 Les (%5 Ligine Soiun die Al uzl e 1ST(12.80) F-statistic 4aid o1 (6) @8y Jgazed! oo 1asdig
AN Jontal a1l U35 03 9 eyl it oy yidin JalS5 A8Vt 3329 pokng LAl putall s 128,
Sl sl o yitde JolSS A8M)e 599y
Grxme A s Jal e b3y Joghall Jo¥l cilalas cilyude Ghe Jpamd| osais - ALl Spbai)] -
AL Aslall § Lpawsels (S @1y o)l clusd) je (e 2 gSedl ol ally Aalsdl ol sl
CAt= -114.285 + 0.490 PDt+ + 0557 PDt' +0.580 GDtJr +0.551 GDt' (21)
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(6) 0y sl
LiyLaag F Statistics dzdl
Critical Value 45 yt1 59uJbs

Value K

Test Statistic

Lyl gruiin (Dlosso) Slpdd Bogins Galuad! Jgadl gl (o wilasg

(CAD) paldl yaall e Jo3dl of g3sasall Logalzsl 3 (PD, GD) cyulazedl
Lol (6385 3] ¢ 0sSamlly (oLl HLs0¥1 (gime Bogian giliddl y lad >
liag coiyall (e 0.589 (0.49 Lewdsy yladl oluwd! see 8Ly JI %1 Ly

Computed ) gysgqms 4
F-statistic
significance Lower Upper
level Bound Bound
%10 2.2 3.09
%5 2.56 3.49
%2.5 288 387  «(ledl) Ll Hlasl ¢
%1 3.29 4.37

Notes: a: (¥) Significant at the 10%; (**)
Significant at the 5%; (***) Significant at
the 1%
plaziwl Eoldl slael o 1yl
E— Views zaliy
Aoyl el e Jguamdl @3 :adasdle
Pesaran, etal. (2001). Table Jgu> o
CI(iii) Case Ill: Unrestricted intercept

Sl sl sae JIK a5 and no trend
.cbj.o.i.” ‘32(.\.5.2_40.“
(7) o Jguml!

Levels Equation
Case 3: Unrestricted Constant and No Trend

Variable  Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.
Constant  -114.2858 561.9185 -0.203385 0.8408
PD®  0.490960 *** 0.087688 5.598931 0.0000
PD"  0.557738 *** 0.130720 4.266669 0.0003
GD"  0.580309 *** 0.125525 4.623062 0.0001
GD  0.551179*** 0.104808 5.258954 0.0000

Notes: a: (*) Significant at the 10%; (**) Significant at the
5%; (***) Significant at the 1% and (no) Not Significant.

E— Views gmabiy aladeiuly co Ll slael (o yiuall

(8) oy Jucell

=S SJLf) ‘_Jl L_g;j__» %1 deuds LA.Q.@LM‘ ui O ‘3 aa_.wb..\_” 3\._14,4‘)3 s Y-y
sl ez J1 U3 a8 eyl e 0.55 9 10,56 Ay bl el
ol Lot 2aii¥ L pe 5f AagSenlly Tl iyl (e el

Sl Glus! sz (olassl
oesais NARDL 5Lis| e cdasf Jf Gabast] -

A ,8) Symmetric (4,0 L5) 4d5las 48Me 929 HLais| NE Y

:JWIE Wald Test jLas| alaseiuwly (aa!
Ay

(°+ = _T)f> = (o= ;Tz) =0

:(8) 08, Jouzed! e sleze¥l, ell3g

M5 o ot b (8) 08y Jgamdl bl (e AaLad! Aslall Gudang
929 Ziyelsl Wald Test jlasl dsbas! 5T (9) @y Jgazedl (3 8,15 slad)

(0.7207) csly a8 (WL) Juglall (o913 2, lalis 28Mle
Goiun dis Liginn yul Ry poll Hao¥ do )t udlly
il i, HlSal e J] Ligets Lo 529 965 ugina
szey Gl Gludl jze oo Al Gl ilally ouall
JaYI & Symmetric 45Les o bl jelsdl HLsaY
(0.8531) Wald Test Lzl &sbam! cialy s § il
G3iuks dis Sgina yul 589 ¢ oSl 55N jrmal Al
el (el (a8, Al pue ] Lge s Las %5 sins
S ey gyl Gl e o 381 oL £ slally

sslall =¥ § Symmetric 4dles of 4,515 05S8!

(9) o35 Jguztl
Sled! ol jleas | il

. ] . Variable F-Statistic__.Prob Hyall Azl |
Conditional Error Correction Regression PG 0.131345 0.7207 Accept HO symmetric
Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob. GG 0.035140 0.8531 Accept HO symmetric

C -95.05295  468.2064 -0.203015 0.8411

CAD _ -0.831712*** 0.106287 -7.825165 0.0000
PD*  0.408337 *** 0.086914 4.698198 0.0001
PD _  0.463878 *** 0.120775 3.840847 0.0009
GD'"  0.482651*** 0.112425 4.293099 0.0003
GD™™ 0458422 *** 0.097938 4.680721 0.0001

Notes: a: (¥) Significant at the 10%; (**) Significant at the
5%; (***) Significant at the 1% and (no) Not Significant.

E— Views mabiy alageials do Ll slae! cra yiuall

2obim plaseials co Ll slael fa fhaualIE — Views

‘ua_‘?n @x@@wgémﬁ;«ssj (ECM) Uatl
o> (8 Tlasg c o1 asls isleall ausgl J) B3gall
L«S‘%Saﬁmé}uﬁm@mila_‘ﬂlm
4395 AMe 3929 ASE Low (Al Byl bs 4l

o 14 DI Lmzmiad @iy g J2¥1 8yad daiis 6 G 1y «(-0.83) il co (Lighall J2¥1 4
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ECM Regression (Case 3: Unrestricted bl alasrwly iy bl S (10 5959 diag>
Constant and No Trend) A @ LasoU Lasg «(Diagnostic Tests) dpmps 4401

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob. NPT s N
-IaLu 4.‘5-60.6 JC ‘ LM Test Lu_‘>‘ -1
D(CA ) 0409215 0.082367 4.968208 0.0001 i 2929 poe I IS e

D(PG’) 0.509430 0.070548 8.496795 00000 < e csllas¥l oy Serial Correlation 1|
D(PG’ ) -0.301468 0.064046 -4.707043 0.0001 iy La ga9 %5 oo 5ST (0.2855) Jlezs¥l Aagd

D(PG:) 0.808123 0.075765 10.66621 0.0000 - K e ol Bl A oAy .
DUM 9204994 1228.135 7.568381 0.0000 2Lk Jilally o “"JL"" >0 02 ‘Lf‘ls‘“! e
ECM _ -0.831712 0.085285 -9.752156 0.0000 sl o adaddl LLs Y

Notes: a: (*) Significant at the 10%; (**) Significantatthe < = { ARCH T s | N 2
5%; (***) Significant at the 1% and (no) Not Significant. 299 pos J! . ?St o o LS
E_Vi - . - <ol€ E> (Heteroskedasticity ¢yl C@s|

— Views moliys plusiwl Soldl slael (o uuall .

iy Lo 429 %5 e ,4ST(0.7508) Jlazs¥l dasd
Hemoskedasticity .cubedl by Jilallg puall (5,8 (a8 A8kl aue

Lasjes de g 2l danll ellas¥l oL, alilally paall sy (a8 466l aue ] Jarque-Bera jLasl oy -3
redall ettt ads elas¥l o gay Lo 529 %5y ST (0.662) JLais¥l 2ayd il s Lado

o J31 (Prob F-statistic) Lgias ol Lasd (g 39l &Yy Aalaslly (Prob (F-statistic 4eyd J] Jlaslly -4
S8 aall CJ}.«J‘ dag> J!J..r__ib; L 929 .(0.000001) Lgasd cady Gy %5

(%97) diagd cly d> Aatall ol puitald &yuatll 3580 ¢ Lasyl ) R? dyueall dolas 2ayd i LS -5

(D.W>R2) o) e aily pué dile Jpmmill Jla=s¥l i -6

1388 5929 pde (10 AST 6T a8 g 929 (o Ayl 5 EEVNES SR P IEV S 7
A8 ((CUSUM If Squares) g (CUSUM) (g L | Lisaseiud uaé « a3l 5950 e lilidl § A las il paiS
(%5 Lsine Goiun dis Ayl sgumtl J5 1 285 Lguml] Aol @il o (5) o8y il @ LeS (uss
oS Lo 589 ymiailly dslall (o801 25 (s auiiadl z3geddl 3 lraily Blatul Sla ol Julls
:JW) ISl dmpngs

0

2016 2017 2016 2017

’ —— CUSUM of Squares - 5% Significance ‘ ’ — CUSUM ——— 5% Significance ‘
E— Views gealiy pluasiunl do L) slael (e yuall
(CUSUM If Squares) g (CUSUM) (gsLais | gilis (3) o8y JSCi

e oy pelidl S a¥ly LSl s all Gixe cro yide JolSG A8Me az el il Baw Low ol
il sda o 21 8rads Alish 4313 48Me uasd 4l LS o ()l ol
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Gl
awilbasy! Joluztly dasled ?3_&).”

20,000 (1) o3, Jsuz
R VAR Granger Causallty/Block
10,000 | Exogeneity Wald Tests
Sample:  Included observad
0 1983 2017 tions: 33
Dependent variable: CA
10,000 ] Excluded Chi-sq df .Prob
20000 PG 16.82470 2 0.0002
- GG 11.05760 2 0.0040
1985 990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 All 20.86074 4 0.0003
Dependent variable: PG
GG G Excluded  Chi-sq df .Prob
40000 CA 1016201 2 0.0062
GG 11.60837 2 0.0030
All 15.95391 4 0.0031
30,000 | Dependent variable: GG
Excluded Chi-sq df .Prob
CA 2.087962 2 0.3521
200004 PG 1.817381 2 0.4031
All 4.068750 4 0.3968
10,000 | plasiuly caldl sluel (o Hiuall
E-Views zoliys
0
1985 990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 (2) Pé) Jj-‘?
D(CA) D(PG) VAR Granger Causality/ Block
20,000 Exogeneity Wald Tests
15,000 | Dependent variable: CA
Excluded  Chi-sq df .Prob
10,000 J PG_POS 8.219466 2 0.0164
5,000 | PG_NEG 8.087588 2 0.0175
0 GG_POS 10.18138 2 0.0062
l GG_NEG 7.083194 2 0.0290
-5,000 All 2592973 8 0.0011
-10,000 | plagiuly bl slae] o Dusall
E-Views =als
T T T T T T T T T T T T [ T T T [T T T [T 15,000 e
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 3) o3 Jo>
D(GG) D(IG) VAR Lag Order Selection Criteria
16,000 Exogenous variables: C

Sample: 1983 2017

200 AIC sc HQ
60.07631 60.21372 60.12186
8000 | 5745562  58.00527 57.63781
56.51366  *57.47555 *56.83250
4,000 | *56.48594  57.86007 56.94143
Endogenous variables: CA PG GG

, Included observations: 32
lag  LoglL LR FPE

4,000 0 -9582210 NA 247e+22
1985 190 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 1985 190 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 1 -907.2899 89.12933 181e21
E— Views mabip pluseialy ol slael oyl 2 -883.2186 *37.61146  *7.17e+20
3 -873.775112.98482 7.28e+20
A1 B3yl e il i ikl Siyns (1) o, JSA dariel oLl slie] o tpall
E-Views zoliys

o
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ABSTRACT

This study aims to test the Triple Deficits hypothesis in the Egyptian economy from 1983 to 2017,
using the Nonlinear Autoregressive Distributed Lags (NARDL) developed by Shin et al (2014), a research
contribution that keeps pace with studies that began. The scientific community around the world is preoc-
cupied with reformulating economic theories using more efficient standard techniques, and in this paper
it is useful to test the hypothesis of the non-linear relationship between the savings deficit - private invest-
ment, public budget deficits (government savings) and current account deficits.

The study concluded that there is a long-term cointegration relationship between the variables in
study, and that the relationship between the current account deficit and both the private savings balance
& the government savings balance is symmetric in the long term. The results show the significance of the
private and government savings deficits, Increasing them by 1% leads to an increase in the current account
deficit by 0.49 and 0.58, respectively, which is consistent with the study hypothesis, whereas a 1% decrease
leads to an increase in the current account deficit by 0.56 and 0.55, respectively, and may be due This is due
to the freezing of the greater part of private and government savings or not directing them to investment
activities that contribute to the decrease in the current account deficit.

The ECM results suggest that short-term errors can be corrected to return to long-term equilibrium, at

-0.83, so any short-term shock will be corrected in about 14 months (almost 1.2 years).

Keywords: Nonlinear Autoregressive Distributed Lags (NARDL), Error Correction Model (ECM).
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