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ABSTRACT

Despite the increased flow of investment to developing countries in particular, Sub-Sahara African (SSA) countries, Tanzania inclusive, are still characterized by low per-capital income, high unemployment rates and low and falling growth rates of GDP, problems which Private investment are theoretically supposed to solve.  It is against this background, that this study analysed the direction and significance of the effect of Private Capital Inflows on Economic Growth in Tanzania. The annual time series Quantitative Secondary data for the period 1990 to 2015were used for the Study. The method of Least Squares (OLS) was employed to derive the empirical relationship between variables where some tests were carried out including Unit root, Co-integration, and Error Correction Model. The findings was that Private Capital Inflows, and Net export were statistically positive in explaining variations in Tanzania’s economic growth. The coefficient of domestic investment was negative and statistically significant. These results prove that gross fixed capital formation affect the economic growth regardless of the negative sign. The negative sign may be due to low levels of Private Investment in Tanzania. This reveal that only small part of domestic savings is used for domestic investment. Based on the above, Private Capital Inflows is found to affect economic growth positively in the long run. The study helps investment authorities, to review laws and regulations basing on the study so as to be in a position to identify which part of sectors should be given incentives to attract more Private investments. On top of that the study will opens up a way for others to conduct further studies on the issues related to the determinants of Private Capital Inflows in Tanzania.
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CHAPTER ONE
1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the Study

Development in the poor countries of the World, most of them in Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), has slowed down (Bhinda and Martin 2009). Although GDP growth in SSA increased to 4.5% in 2014 from 4.2% in 2013 due to continuing infrastructure investment, increased agricultural production and services, it is weaker than the peak average rate of 6.4% during 2002-2010 (WB-Group, 2015).  In the past five decades these countries have not been able to grow fast or long enough to lift most of their people permanently out of poverty (OECD 2002; Action Aid 2009; Bhinda and Martin 2009). 
There are many reasons for this, including poor governance and corruption, poor infrastructure, poor resource utilization, un-ending conflicts and poor growth policies that are poorly understood by both local governments and international development institutions such as the International Monetary fund (IMF) and the World Bank (WB) (Addae-Korankye, 2014; SIDA, 2005;). Another important reason is the breadth of poverty itself (Okojie and Shimeles, 2006; UNDP 2006). There isn’t enough money to invest in large public projects and, such as roads, clinics, schools, water and sanitation, power, and telecommunications (UNDP, 2006; OECD 2006). 
Not only that but also, there isn’t enough money or know-how to invest in private business projects, such as natural resource extraction or new and non-traditional manufacturing and services (Action Aid, 2009). In most SSA economies, domestic private investment has proven to be insufficient in giving the economy the required boost to enable it meet its growth target because of the mismatch between their capital requirements and saving capacity (Schmidt and Culpeper 2003; Wangwe et al. 2005; Farah, 2009; Ogundipe et al. 2014). 

Foreign private investment, thus, augments domestic resources to enable the country carry out effectively her development programmes and raise the standard of living of her people. Though Foreign Private Investment which is also known as Foreign Private Capital Inflow (FPCI) is made up of Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) and Foreign Portfolio Investment (FPI) land net government transfers such as official development assistance (ODA) and commercial Loans (Schmidt and Culpeper 2003; Tanzania Investment Report, 2012) but FDI is often preferred as a means of boosting the economy (Schmidt and Culpeper 2003; UNCTAD 2010; Asiedu, 2004). This is because FDI disseminates advanced technological and managerial practices through the host country and thereby exhibits greater positive externalities compared with FPI, which may not involve positive transfers, just being a change in ownership (Gorg and Greenaway, 20004; Asiedu, 2004).

In addition, available data suggest that FDI flows tend to be more stable compared to FPI (OECD 2002; Salvatore 2007). This is because of the liquidity of FPI and the short time horizon associated with such investments (OECD 2002). Also, FDI inflows can be less affected by change in national exchange rates as compared to FPI (Honohan and Klingebiel 2000, Kimmis 2008). However, a balanced combination of the two, taking into consideration the unique characteristics of the recipient economy will bring about the required effects on the economy.

The benefits of foreign private investment include transfer of technology, higher productivity, higher incomes, more revenue for government through taxes, enhancement of balance of payments ability, employment generation, diversification of the industrial base and expansion, modernization and development of related industries (Schmidt and Culpeper, 2003; Kamara 2013). In details, Feldstein (2000) explained the advantages of FPI as follows; first, international flows of capital reduce the risk faced by owners of capital by allowing them to diversify their lending and investment. Second, the global integration of capital markets can contribute to the spread of best practices in corporate governance, accounting rules, legal traditions and marketing strategies.

Additionally, on the third reckon, Feldstein said that the global mobility of capital limits the ability of governments to pursue bad policies in both domestic economic matters as well as in international economic issues. The fourth advantage, foreign investment through FDI allows for the transfer technology – particularly in the form of new varieties of capital inputs – that cannot be achieved through financial investments or trade in goods and services. Fifth, foreign investment through FDI can also promote competition in the domestic input market. Sixth, recipients of FDI often gain employee training in the course of operating the new businesses, which contributes to human development in the host country.

On the other hand, the opinions against FPI are that it may cause capital flight which may lead to net capital outflow and thus starting place of balance of payment difficulties; it also creates income distribution problems when it competes with home investment. Foreign investments may also actually be capital intensive, which may not fit in the factor proportions of the recipient country especially when a country wants or favours labour intensive investments at that particular period of time in order to reduce unemployment in economy (Feldstein, 2002).
1.1.1
Global Foreign Private Capital Inflow Trends
Since the 1980s, flows of foreign private investment have increased dramatically over the World (Jayaratnam, 2003). The World Investment Report (WIR, 2013), shows that the global FPCI flows declined by 38.1 percent to USD 2,366.3 billion in 2009 compared to the amount recorded in 2008 following the global financial crisis. Afterwards the flows rose to USD 2,913.5. The good performance in FPCI flows in 2011 was experienced across all major economic groupings, namely advanced; developing and transition a record USD 684 billion. Flows to transition economies grew at a much higher rate of 25 percent reaching USD 92 billion during the period. 
The recent recovery in FPCI inflows in developed economies is a response to the measures adopted such as restructuring of the banking industry that resulted in divestment of foreign assets as well as generation of new FPCIs as assets changed hands among major players. World investments report (2014) shows that after the 2012 slump, global FPCI returned to growth, with inflows rising more than 9 per cent in 2013, to $1.45 trillion. UNCTAD projects that FPCI flows could rise to $1.6 trillion in 2014, $1.7 trillion in 2015 and $1.8 trillion in 2016, with relatively larger increases in developed countries.
Table 1.1: Global FPCI flows, 2005 – 2014 (USD Million)
	Year
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	FPCI
	155.7
	251.4
	386.6
	153.0
	440.6
	534.7
	468.9
	175.0
	327.7
	171.9

	FDI
	246.4
	241.6
	342.9
	364.9
	267.7
	352.0
	455.2
	412.9
	448.0
	400.3

	FPI
	-55.7
	-121.8
	-19.6
	-61.2
	8.2
	91.5
	57.9
	78.6
	27.7
	73.7

	OCF
	-35.0
	131.6
	63.3
	-150.7
	164.8
	91.2
	-44.2
	-316.6
	-147.9
	-302.1


Source: World Investment Report, 2013 and UN/DESA based on IMF economic outlook database, October, 2014.
Flows to developed economies increased by 21 percent during the year reaching USD 748billion, while in the developing economies the flows increased by 11 percent, reaching 1.0 trillion in 2010, representing a quarter of global GDP. However, FPCI flows to Africa, West Asia, least developed countries, landlocked developing countries and small- island developing states all declined during the period, largely due to perceived risks and regulatory uncertainty in a fragile world economy. At the same time, growth in FPCI inflows was remarkable in major emerging regions, such as East and South – East Asia and Latin America (WIR, 2012; UN/DESA, 2014).
1.1.2
Trend of Foreign Private Capital Inflow in Developing Countries

According to World investment reports (2001; 2011; 2012 and 2014), 1995 to 2013, data of total FPCI to developing countries show an increase of almost fivefold with much of the increase taking place in the period 2002-2007 which was by the way also the commodity price boom period. Foreign Private Capital Inflows increased from $184 billion in 2002 to $929 billion in 2007, which is an increase of 404 percent in just six years. As the financial crisis of 2008-2009 began to unfold, these flows fell by 26 percent between 2007 and 2008. Foreign Private Capital Flows began to recover slowly, increasing by 7 percent in 2009 from $686 billion in 2008 to $737 billion in 2009. 
In terms of composition, FDI increased fourfold to a cumulative increase of 395 percent and was the most important investment channel throughout the period. Between 1995 and 2003, FDI increased from $111 billion to $182 billion, soaring thereafter to reach $704 billion in 2007. The growth in FDI slowed significantly in 2008 due to the global crisis and 2009 saw a 28 percent decline in FDI inflows. On the other hand, foreign portfolio investment comprised the smallest share of FPCF throughout this period and these flows were significantly more volatile than FDI. After a brief rise from $33 billion in 1995 to $120 billion 1997, FPI collapsed on the heels of the Asia financial crisis to reach just $5 billion by 2001. 

However, reports show that by 2007, FPI had rebounded, reaching $225 billion, which is a 44-fold increase. As the most recent crisis spread out, FPI crashed and, by 2008, registered a reversal of investments of $80 billion. In 2009, FPI spring up back to $188 billion. Low return on assets and slow economic growth in advanced economies led to the strong and fast rebound in equity FPI inflows to developing economies. Moreover, data shows that the inflows of FDI by region indicate that the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), ‘an alliance made up of states that had been Soviet Socialist Republics in the Soviet Union prior its dissolution in December 1991’, region benefited most from the surge in inflows during the period 1995-2009. 
FDI inflows to the CIS grew by 1,620 percent in 15 years increasing from $4.1 billion in 1995 to $69.9 billion in 2009. Africa followed with a growth rate of 936 percent, with FDI inflows rising from $5.7 billion in 1995 to $58.6 billion in 2009. The share of Africa’s FDI in total inflows to developing economies for the past three years was 7.8 percent on average. The inflows to the region declined from USD 52.6 billion in 2009 to USD 43.1 billion in 2010 and to USD 42.7 in 2011. Nevertheless, it is depicted that the inflows to sub-Saharan Africa recovered from USD 29.5 billion in 2010 to USD 36.9 billion in 2011 (Tanzania Investment Report, 2012). 
For Latin America and the Caribbean, FDI inflows grew more slowly (295 percent), increasing from $29.5 billion in 1995 to $116.6 billion in 2009. FDI inflows to Asia grew by 276 percent from $80.1 billion in 1995 to $301.4 billion in 2009. The Pacific Islands had the slowest rate of FDI growth (170 percent) during the period, rising from $0.7 billion in 1995 to $1.9 billion in 2009. Regardless of the differential in growth rates during the period, as of 2009, Asia is the biggest recipient by receiving 55 percent of all FDI inflows to developing countries. Latin America and the Caribbean was the second biggest recipient (21 percent), followed by the CIS (13 percent), Africa (11 percent) and the Pacific Islands (0.3 percent). However, despite the increased flow of investment to developing countries, in particular SSA countries are still characterized by low per capita income, high unemployment rates and low and falling growth rates of GDP, problems which foreign private investments are theoretically supposed to solve(Farah, 2009; Ogundipe et al. 2014; WB-Group, 2015).
1.1.3
Trend of Foreign Private Capital Inflows to Tanzania

The World Investment Report, 2015 which was officially launched on 24th June, 2015 has indicated that the stock of foreign investments rose at an annual average rate of 14.5% into Tanzania. For example, the FDI continued to dominate foreign private investment inflows accounting for $ 2,142 million in 2014 compared to its peak of $ 2,131 million in 2013 (TIC Report, 2014). This amount is significantly higher than the very low level of $ 640 million that flowed into the country between 2005 – 2007.  

It is important to note that the main source of capital inflows to Tanzania is the developed and emerging economies, which were significantly impacted by the financial crisis. However, governments in these countries took several actions including encouraging policy measures such as extending loans to the private sector; re-instituting stringent regulatory and supervisory measures on the banking systems; and reinforcing oversight on the financial and capital markets (Schmidt and Culpeper 2003). The gradual recovery of the global economy associated with these measures and new investment opportunities in natural gas are likely to attract more capital inflows to Tanzania. Despite the cyclical nature of the flows, the stock of foreign private capital increased consistently to USD 10,393.2 million in 2011 (see table 1.2). FDI and other investments are projected to raise further in line with the recovery trends of the global capital flows.
Table 1.2: Tanzania’s Capital Flows 2008 – 2014 (USD Million)
	Type of investment
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Foreign Private Capital Flow
	1555.5
	1023.4
	1812.5
	1330.0
	1,109
	1,404
	1,752

	Foreign Direct Investment
	1383.3
	952.6
	1813.3
	1229.4
	1,799.6
	2,087
	2,049

	Foreign Portfolio Investment
	0.2
	0.4
	-0.1
	0.7
	-5.6
	 1.7
	5.6

	Other investments
	172.0
	70.4
	-0.7
	99.9
	72.3
	96.3
	91


Source: Bank of Tanzania (Tanzania Investment Report, 2015).
Foreign private capital inflows to Tanzania dropped by 34.2 percent to USD 1,023.4 million in 2009 but rebounded to USD 1,812.5 million in 2010. The decrease in 2009 is attributable to the adverse effects of the world-wide financial crisis that destabilized the financial arrangement of Multinational Corporations (MNCs) plummeting their capacity to expand investments globally.  FDI inflows to the country fell again in 2011 even though by a smaller magnitude, consistent with the slowdown in economic growth that year (Table 1.2). Other investments that include borrowing from unrelated sources declined sharply from USD 172.0 million in 2008 to USD -0.7 million in 2010 before recovering to USD 99.9 million in 2011. 
Portfolio investment begun by increasing from USD 0.2 million in 2008 to USD 0.4million in 2009, then declined to USD -0.1 million in 2010 before rising to USD 0.7 million in 2011. The government of Tanzania cognizant of development opportunities associated with foreign private capital inflows has since the mid 1980s made efforts to attract foreign investment. Efforts in this regard include economic liberalization and institutional reforms, including the formulation of a new investment policy and investment code in 1990, and its revision in 1997. 
The formulation or revision of a number of sector-specific policies, including mining and tourism policies further shows the commitment of the Government in creating conducive environments to attract foreign private capital (Schmidt and Culpeper 2003; Bank of Tanzania, 2013). As a result, foreign private capital inflows increased from USD 12 million in 1992 to about USD 183.0 million in 1999, representing more than 15 times increase in 7 years (Tanzania Investment Report, 2001). 
Despite all efforts and an increase in PFCF in Tanzania, yet the economy does not realise its full potential of increasing GDP growth rate to the expected 10% or more, instead the economy records about 4-7% increase in GDP in past 15 years (NBS reports 2001-2015). Hence, against this background, this proposed study will focus on analyzing the direction and significance of the effect of Private Capital Inflow in GDP Growth of the Tanzania Economy.
1.2
Problem Statement and Justification

While the belief that Foreign Private Capital Inflow promotes economic growth is reasonable, it has been difficult to verify. Despite the increased inflow of foreign private investments to Tanzania, still the country is characterized by low GDP per-capita, high unemployment rates and low and stagnating growth rates of GDP, deficiencies which foreign private investments are theoretically supposed to rectify. To correct the situation, Tanzanian government has been putting efforts in liberalising her economy and institutional reforms, which include the formulation of a new investment policy and revision of different policies those, will help attract foreign investors.  

Tanzania recorded a gross capital formation of 21.7, 1.0, 4.4 and 7.0 as a proportion of GDP in the year of 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 respectively, which still too low relative to its desired role of fostering economic growth at the levels that are adequate for sustainable per capita income growth (World Bank, 2015). Due to its importance in the development and economic growth of a country, foreign private capital inflow is extensively researched in Tanzania by individual researchers and different government agencies. 
The notable Bank of Tanzania (BoT), National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) and Tanzania Investment Centre (TIC) (2004) reported a positive and significant effect of foreign private Capital inflow on firm’s productivity in Tanzanian agro allied sector. Again, BOT, NBS and TIC in 2009, investigated the effect of Foreign Private Capital inflow on economic growth in Tanzania and found that foreign private Capital inflow had significant impact on economic growth. However, Ngowi (2011) found that foreign private Capital inflow impacted the economic growth positively though the coefficient was insignificant.
Similarly, Kaira and Ogolen (1993) showed that foreign private capital has small, and not a statistically significant relationship with economic growth. On the other hand, Wangwe et al., (2005) questioned the integrity of foreign private Capital inflow in achieving national development goals. It is with these varying literatures on empirical analysis of Private capital inflows and Economic Growth, and lack of clear evidence that the researchers of this study found it necessary to carry out a research on this top. The motivation for this study is, therefore to fill this knowledge gap by empirically investigating the response of economic growth to Private capital inflows.

1.3
Research Objectives and Hypothesis

1.3.1
Main Objective

The general objective of the study was to analyse the direction and significance of the effect of Private capital inflows on Economic Growth in Tanzania.
1.3.2
Specific Objectives

The study guided by the following specific objectives: -
i. To determine the effect of Private capital inflows on economic growth in Tanzania

ii. To determine the effect of net export on economic growth in Tanzania

iii. To evaluate if gross fixed capital formation influences the GDP growth in Tanzania 

iv. To conduct in-depth investigation whether the exchange rate affect the growth of the economic growth in Tanzania

1.3.3   Hypothesis 

This study tested the following hypotheses
i. Exchange rate and economic growth performance have positive relationship

ii. Export and GDP growth performance have positive and significant relationship

iii. Gross fixed capital formation influences the GDP growth in Tanzania positively 

iv. Private Capital Inflows and economic growth performance has a positive relationship
1.4 Significance of the Study

The study will increase the knowledge of users on the roles and effects of foreign capital investment in Tanzania. Moreover, the study will show where each country should put effort to attract more FDI, Other Capital Inflows, and Foreign Private Capital Inflows in country. Indeed, this study is useful for a country to determine which sector attracts more Private Capital Inflows in country. Furthermore; practically the study helps investment authorities, the Tanzania Investment Centre, to review laws and regulations basing on the study in order to cope with the reality, for example the authorities are in a position to identify which part of sectors should be given incentives to attract more foreign investments. On top of that the study will opens up a way for others to conduct further studies on the issues related to the determinants of foreign investment in Tanzania. On the other hand the study will enable the investigator to meet one of a necessary requirement of being awarded a degree of Masters of Science in Economics. 

CHAPTER TWO

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

Both domestic private investment and foreign direct investment are the major components of private investment. Domestic private investment in developing countries and particularly in sub – Saharan Africa is characterized by predominance of small and Micro enterprises (SMEs), which mostly exploit cheap labour and supply low technology goods and services in the market. One of the main reasons domestic private investment exists in rudimentary forms in developing countries is due to existence of only a few large-scale firms in these countries owing to limited capital, inter alia (TIC, 2008). 
For a number of years in the recent past, Tanzania has maintained private investment growth, especially the foreign private capital inflow due to implementation of favourable policies for the private sector industries (Mnali, 2008). However, the level of domestic private investment still remains a big challenge as regards low level of domestic savings rate, and this amid lack of collaterals needed to access loans from different financial institutions. The contribution of FPCF to the economy has been debated extensively over the years. This debate covers both the developed and developing economies. However, a lot more focus has been put into the study of FDI since it is seen to have a larger impact on the economy. 
In the developed World, it is agreed that foreign private investment generally play a positive role in the economy, although it varies from county to country and depends on country characteristics, policy environment and sectors. However, this proposed study puts more focus on FDI, FPI and official aid as the general FPCF level in Tanzania.
2.2
Definition of Terms

2.2.1
Meaning of Private Foreign Capital Investment
Over the past years, foreign investment has grown at a significantly more rapid pace than   either international trade or world economic production generally (Nyamrunda, 2012).International investment or capital flows fall into four principal categories: Commercial loans, Official flows, foreign direct investment (FDI), and foreign portfolio investment (FPI) (Rutaihwa and Simwela, 2012). The foreign direct investment pertains to international investment in which the investor obtains a lasting interest in an enterprise in another country (Buckley 2000; Moosa, 2002). Most concretely, it may take the form of buying or constructing a factory in a foreign country or adding improvements to such a facility, in the form of property, plants, or equipment (Makola, 2003; Charles, 2008). The accepted threshold for a foreign direct investment relationship, as defined by the OECD, is 10% (OECD, 2013). 
Whereas, foreign portfolio investment (FPI), on the other hand is a category of investment instruments that is more easily traded, may be less permanent, and do not represent a controlling stake in an enterprise. These include investments via equity instruments (stocks) or debt (bonds) of a foreign enterprise which does not necessarily represent a long-term interest. Therefore, FDI differs from portfolio investment where a stake is taken in an overseas business without operational control, but with the view to acquiring an investment income stream through dividends, capital gains and so on (Mahiti, 2012). Moreover, commercial loans are all kinds of bank loans issued to foreign businesses or governments while official flows refer to the generally forms of development assistance that developed nations, give to developing ones (Rutaihwa and Simwela, 2012).

2.2.2
Gross Domestic Product 
The Gross Domestic Product (GDP) measures the monetary value of final goods and services; that is, those that are bought by final user – produced in a country in a given period of time, say a quarter or a year. It counts all of the output generated within the borders of a country. GDP is composed of goods and services produced for sale in the market and also include some non-market production, such as defense or education services provided by the government (Tim Callen, 2012). Not all productive activity is included in GDP. For example, unpaid work (such as that performed in the home or by volunteers) and black-market activities are not included because they are difficult to measure and value accurately. 
Net export growth: Net export refers to the value of a country’s total exports minus the value of its total imports. It is used to calculate a country’s aggregate expenditures, or GDP, in an open economy. In other words, net exports equal the amount by which foreign spending on a home country’s goods and services exceeds the home country’s spending on foreign goods and services (Bob Murphy, 2016).

2.2.4
Gross Fixed Capital Formation
Fixed Capita formation is a flow value. It is measured by the total value of a producer’s acquisitions, less disposal of fixed assets during the accounting periods plus certain additions to the value of non-produced assets (such as subsoil assets or major improvements in the quantity, quality or productivity of land) realised by the productive activity of institutional unity. In this way Gross fixed capital formation (GFCF) is a measure of gross net investment (acquisition of less disposals) in fixed capital assets by enterprises, government and households within the domestic economy, during an accounting period such as a quarter or year (Schmalwasser, O. and Schidlowski, M. 2006).
2.3 Theoretical Literature Review

From the substantial literature on private foreign capital flow, no direct and strong theoretical foundation exists. However, a number of economic growth theories discuss some aspects relating to PFCF. Its discussion touches organizational and behavioural aspects of investing entities and the institutional considerations of the receiving or hosting countries (Abala, 2014; Mahiti, 2012). This concept links county’s economic growth with industrialization and internationalization of production. This internationalization of production activities lead to the setting up of offshore production plants through FDI and other international investments such as international portfolio (Rose and Mwega, 2006; Kinuthia 2010). Two growth theories are discussed in relation to the proposed study. The first is neo-classical theory and new economic growth theory.

2.3.1
Neo-Classical Theory of Economic Growth

The neo-classical theory of economic growth suggests that increasing capital leads to diminishing returns. Therefore, increasing capital has only a temporary and limited impact on increasing the economic growth. As capital increases the economy maintains its steady state rate of economic growth. Basically, this theory suggests that in order to increase the growth it is necessary to increase labour productivity, the size of the workforce and improve technology (Tobin, 1969 and Hall and Jorgenson, 1967). However, developing countries capital is ot enough to lift the country out of poverty (Girma et al, 2005). 

As a result, FPCF emerged as the most important source of capital to developing countries (Kumar and Pardhan, 2001 and Yasin, 2005) and it has been a very influential instrument in economic development by enabling these countries to build up physical capital, create employment opportunities, develop both capital and labour productive capacity, improve exports and increased pace of transfer of technology and help integrate the domestic economy with the global economy (Girma et al, 2005, and Kneller et, al 2004). 

Foreign private capital investment has Hall and Jorgenson (1967) provide a neo-classical approach to capital investment, showing that the optimal stock of capital is a function of output level, rate of depreciation and user cost of capital within a symmetric information market where investors are indifferent in undertaking different investment projects. The neo-classical theory puts it clear that optimal capital stock depends on the price of capital goods and real interest rate. It is important to note that interest rate works from two dimensions, as cost of funds (deposit rate – which is relevant to lenders deposits mobilization) and as cost of loans (lending rate – which is relevant to borrowers credit access). Tanzania in particular can be reflected on this argument since there has been impression over time that the margin between these rates is substantial, that lending rates are too high (discouraging borrowers from credit financing) and deposit rates are too low (discouraging savers from keeping deposits in financial institutions).

According to Tobin (1969), in market where capital valuation can be done fairly (i.e. where stock market is doing well) optimal capital stock can be determined by the market value of capital stock relative to its replacement cost. When the ratio of market value to replacement cost is high, it implies that a firm will expand/acquire more capital/investment. This is one of the neo-classical theories of investment, which is referred to as q-theory. There is substance in the postulation of this theory although it can be empirically limited in a situation like Tanzania where capital market is still at its infant stage and thus it may be difficult for firm to precisely approximate average market value of capital.

2.3.2
New Economic Growth Theories 

In modern economics, there have emerged a good number of theorists who have attempted to attribute investment outcomes to internal conditions in the perspective of endogenous growth theory. Related to the same view, human capital and labour force are regarded as important ingredients of the economy’s total stock and as complimenting factors to productivity of physical capital. Because performance of any macroeconomic variable is usually ascribed to integration of several factors, and that investment process should generally be guided and coordinated. Political regimes and policy environment are also considered relevant when one evaluates investment outcomes (Romer, 1986; Rodrik, 1991). Regarding these arguments, Tanzania is not an exception since the background of investment trend of the country reflects different pictures across political regimes and policy environments.

The new economic theories put greater importance on the need for governments to actively encourage technological innovation. Place emphasis on increasing both capital and labour productivity. Moreover, the theories argue that increasing labour productivity does not have diminishing returns, but, may have increasing returns. Also, they argue that increasing capital does not necessarily lead to diminishing returns as Solow predicts in neo-classical theory. They say economic growth depends on the type of capital investment. Some growth theories place large emphasis on increasing domestic savings and other theories in FPCI. Domestic savings provide the necessary funds to finance investment. It is this investment which creates further growth. However, it depends on how efficient the investment is. If savings is too high it leads to lower growth because people cannot afford to consume.

Moreover, according to Wilhelms (1994), existing literature on the causes, determinants and effects of foreign capital flow suggest three main theories: the dependency theory which comprises of neo- Marxist and structuralism theories. Also modernization theory which included both perfect and imperfect market approaches. The third is integrative school of thought as presented by eclectic PFCF paradigm, negotiation theory and integrative theory. However, this proposed study regards the first two theories of dependency and modernization. The link between these theories to explain PFCF flow, are analyzed in the following discussion.
2.3.3
Dependency Theory

The dependency theory focuses on the consequences of foreign private capital flow in developing countries. The Marxist theory ascertain that developing countries are exploited as they engage in international trade in the form of deteriorating exchange rates and in expatriation of profits by Multinational Corporations. Similarly, the structuralism view is based on the core-periphery relationship which leads to the exploitation of the periphery by the core through the extraction of resources form the former. Hence, these dependency theories suggest that developing countries escape from their underdeveloped state by retreating from international investment and trade and rather concentrate on regional trade blocs. 
However, these theories do not influence trade policies in most developing countries because DCs impose and implement many policies which aim at increasing foreign investments (Saruni, 2006; Mahiti, 2012; Rutaihwa and Simwela, 2012; Senkuku and Gharleghi, 2015). This is because DCs lack sufficient savings to undertake sufficient investment (Osinubi, 2010). The savings gap is then filled by external sources of capital. It is therefore, not possible for developing nations to retreat from international investment without harming themselves (Mahiti, 2012). However, the proposed study will analyse the effect of both FPCI and gross fixed capital formation on GDP growth.
2.3.4
Modernization Theory

Modernization theory holds that there is natural order that the developing countries should follow to higher development. These steps entail industrialization, liberalization and the opening up of the economy (Abala, 2014). Theories of the modernization view foreign investment as the pre-requisite for economic growth and development. In line with the recommended steps to a higher order development state, it is necessary that the economies be freed from market distortions that are brought about by state interventions. It also recommends that the economy be opened up for foreign investment and international trade. It then concur that when that situation maintained, foreign investment fulfils its critical role of contributing to economic growth and development (Rose and Mwega, 2016; Kinuthia 2010). 

2.4
Empirical Literature Review
2.4.1
Foreign Capital inflow and Economic Growth
Most of the earlier studies examined the direct impact of capital inflows or aid on developing countries’ growth in the context of neoclassical framework, with growth in capital and labour inputs explaining output. However, they disaggregated domestic and imported capital and other variables that aim to capture other aspects of developing-country performance, especially those that are indicative of efficiency in resource allocation. They also disaggregated the foreign inflows into its components to assess the most influential flows.
Mutasa (2008) attributed the empirical analysis of the macro-economic impact of foreign private capital inflows in Tanzania. His study focused on the impact of private capital inflows on the real effective exchange rate and domestic private investment in Tanzania for the period 1970-2013. Mutasa (2008) employed the Engle –Granger cointegration and error-correction procedures to estimate the real effective exchange rate and private investment models for Tanzania for the given period. His empirical findings showed that a foreign private capital inflow proxied by FDI does not influence domestic private investment in the long run.It is shown that long run private investment determinants include, public investment, credit to the private sector, real economic growth and inflation.
Papanek (1973) disaggregated foreign capital inflows into three principal components: foreign aid, foreign private investment and all other foreign inflows. He used cross section data of 34 countries in the 1950s and 51 countries in the 1960s. He found that all three flows (foreign aid, foreign private investment and all other foreign inflows) had statistically significant positive impact on growth, and the effect of foreign aid on economic growth was stronger than other factors. In addition to these variables, he also considered the rate of exports, the level of education, and the size of manufacturing sector, but the effects found were not significant. 

Balassa (1978) showed in the context of simple growth model that labour inputs (L), foreign capital inflows (Kf), and capital formation from domestic savings (Kd) were positively related to output growth (Y), using pooled data of ten countries for the period 1960-1973. However, the effects of foreign capital inflows on output growth were smaller as compared to domestic capital. Shabbir and Azher, (1992) employed a two-equation simultaneous model for economic growth and savings ratio (National savings as a ratio of GNP) using annual series data for Pakistan for the period 1959-60 to 1987-88. The model was estimated by the TSLS method. Their results showed that foreign private investment exerted a significant positive effect on economic growth measured by GNP growth rate when total disbursements were excluded. 
However, this positive impact became insignificant when total foreign disbursements were excluded. The impact of foreign private investment on national savings turned out to be negative and significant in both cases, i.e with or without foreign disbursements. They also found that disbursement of grants, external loans, savings ratio and exports of goods and services as a ratio of GNP had a positive impact on the growth rate but the estimated coefficients were statistically insignificant.

2.4.2
Determinants of Foreign Private Capital Flow

These are factors that determine foreign capital inflows into a given geographical region, or country. They provide investors with the confidence needed to invest in foreign markets. There are vast numbers of determinants and its list may be very long, but not all determinants are equally imperative to all investors in every location at all times. Several determinants may be more important to a given investor in a given location at a given time than to another investor (UNCTAD, World Investment report, 1998). These include policy framework for foreign private capital flow and economic determinants. 
The policy framework includes economic, political and social stability; rules other regulating entry and operations of foreign investments; standard of treatment of foreign affiliates; policies on functioning and structure of the market; international agreement on foreign investment and capital flows; privatization policy; trade policy; (tariffs and non- tariff barriers) and coherence of foreign investment and trade policy; and tax policy. On the other hand, economic determinants include business facilitation; investment promotion, investment incentive; hassle costs related to corruption and administrative inefficiency; social amenities such as quality of life and after investment services (Kinaro, 2006; UNCTAD, 2005) lists the principal economic determinants in the host countries. 

Therefore, the two determinants match types of foreign investment by MNCs motives. Usually, a market-seeking MNCs, it looks for criteria concerning market size and per capital income; market growth; access to regional and world markets; country specific consumer preferences and; structure of the markets. In contrary, MNC which motive is resource/asset seeking, the focus would turn on raw materials, low cost unskilled labour as well as skilled labour, technological, innovative and other created assets and physical infrastructure such as roads, ports, telecommunications and power (Mahiti, 2012).

Accordingly, Ngowi (2000) and Holland et al. (2000) stipulated that foreign capital inflows to a country depend largely on the presence in that country, of a certain critical minimum of foreign investment determinants. The determinants are among the factors that give MNCs the confidence and interest to invest massive and expensive capital in foreign markets. Among the FDI determinants that MNCs look for are the presence of economic, political and social stability; and rules regulating entry and operations of business (Opolet et al., 2008: Faeth, 2009 and Ngowi, 2001). Others are standards of treatment of the foreign affiliates; business facilitation, investment incentives; market size, growth, structure and accessibility; raw materials, low cost but efficient labour force and physical infrastructure in form of ports, roads, power and telecommunication (Ajayi, 2007; Mwega and Rose, 2007 and Todd et al., 2005). 
2.4.3
Importance of Foreign Investment

Foreign investment has emerged as the most important source of external resource flows to developing countries over the 1990s (Kumar and Pardhan 2001 and Yasin 2005) and it has been a very influential instrument in economic development for both developed and developing countries by enabling these countries to build up physical capital, create employment opportunities, develop productive capacity, exports and increased pace of transfer of and help integrate the domestic economy with the global economy (Girma et al, 2005, and Kneller et, al 2004). Dozens of studies on this topic suggest that foreign investment can play a significant role in generating export supply to enable countries expand their international trade (Gorg and Strobl, 2001 and UNCTAD, 2005). 
Usually, foreign firms, particularly MNCs have by now established production, distribution and marketing networks and hence are more likely to engage in export oriented activities than local firms. Hence it is due to this reasons that DCs today are seeking to attract foreign investment (Rutaihwa and Simwela, 2012). With this view, it appears that most countries have recognized the importance of foreign investment inflows for their economic growth, poverty alleviation and development in general (UNCTAD, 2005). Hence, there have been increasing efforts made by many countries to attract new investments from oversea (Saruni, 2006). Tanzania like other DCs has opened up her economy and encourages foreign investment inflows (ESRF, 2002; Tanzania Investment Report, 2012).

Several studies have been conducted on the empirical relationship between FDI’s and economic growth. Some of these studies have shown that FDIs positively influence economic growth in the host countries. This section starts by reviewing a study conducted by Bengos and Sanchez- Robles (2003) which estimated the relationship between FDI and economic growth using panel data for eighteen Latin American countries over period 1970- 1999. They show that FDI had positive significant impact on economic growth. However, they also found that the host country requires adequate human capital, political and economic stability and liberalized market environment so as to gain from long-term FDI inflows. Using panel data for 25 Central and Eastern European and former soviet transition economies, Campos and Kinoshita (2003) examined the effects of FDI on growth for the period 1990- 1998. Their main results indicated that FDI has a significant positive effect on economic growth of each country. 

In addition to that, Ledyaeva and Linden (2006) determined the FDI impact on per capital growth in 74 Russian regions during period of 1996-2003. Their framework related real per capital growth rate to initial levels of state variables, such as the stock of physical capital and the stock of human capital, and control variables viewed as important factors in the Russian economy’s regional development in the analyzed period. Their results imply that in general FDI (or related investment components) do not contribute significant to economic growth in Russia in the analyzed period. However some evidence of positive aggregate FDI effects in higher - income regions are relevant. 
However, FDI seems not to play any significant role in the recent growth convergence process among Russian regions. Also, Mohey-ud-din (2006) studied the impact of foreign capital flows on economic growth in Pakistan from 1975 to 2004 using GDP as the dependent variable and net inflow of FDI and ODA (Official Development Assistance and Official Aid) as the independent variable. Co-efficient of 61.4 for FDI and 22.7 for ODA showed a high positive impact of foreign capital inflows on the GDP growth in Pakistan during the period of 1975 – 2004.

In Africa, foreign private investment has been found to enhance economic growth although it crowds out domestic investment. Focusing on the factors that explain growth in developing countries, Blomstrom et al (1994) found that foreign direct investments exerts a positive effect on economic growth but that there seems to be a threshold level of income above which FDI has positive effect on economic growth and below which it does not. Moreover, Ayanwale (2007) investigating the empirical relationship between non-extractive FDI and economic growth in Nigeria using annual time series and ordinary least squares technique found the relationship between FDI and economic growth to be positive but not significant. 
On the other hand, Kumar and Pradhan (2002) analyze the relationship between FDI, growth and domestic investment for a sample of 107 developing countries for the 1980 – 1999 periods. Their model uses flow of output as the dependent variable and domestic and foreign owned capital stock, labour, human skills capital stock and total factor productivity as their independent variables. Their results show that panel data estimations in a production function framework suggests a positive effect of FDI on growth and although FDI appears to crowd – out domestic investments in net terms, in general, some countries have had favourable effect of FDI on domestic investments in net term suggesting a role for host country policies. 
Khondker et al., (2012) conducted an empirical study on the exchange rate and economic growth in Bangladesh. This paper aims to understand the effects of exchange rate changes on economic growth in Bangladesh. It makes use of a Keynesian analytical framework to derive an empirical specification, carefully constructs a real exchange rate series, and employs co-integration techniques to determine the output response to taka depreciations. The results show that in the long run a 10 per cent depreciation of the real exchange rate is associated with a 3.2 per cent rise in aggregate output. 
A contractionary effect is however observed in the short-run so that the same magnitude of real depreciation would result in about half a per cent decline in GDP. As well, Gyapong and Karikari (1999) examined causal relationships between foreign direct investment (FDI) and economic performance in two sub-Saharan African countries (Ghana and Ivory Coast), from the 1960s to 1980. Using correlation, causality, stationarity and co-integration tests, their results show that the impact of higher economic performance on FDI depends crucially on the strategy of the investment. Specifically, in Ivory Coast, a superior economic performance enhanced the inflow of export- oriented FDI; but in Ghana, where FDI took the form of market – development in response to an import- substitution strategy, the effect is ambiguous.

In his study Nyamruda (2012) analysed the stochastic trends of the exchange rate and the net FD inflows into Tanzania. The results suggest a significant long-run relationship between the exchange rate of Tanzanian shilling, which is on the list of weak currencies in the World, and the net FDI inflow. The study employed the Augmented Dickey Fuller test (ADF), vector error correction model (VECM) and the Johansen’s co-integration test to measure the time series properties of the two variables. To conclude, this study suggests LDC’s to include the level of the exchange rate on the settings of the policies that will attract more FDI to flow in their market. 
Furthermore, Irandoust and Ericsson (2005) investigated the foreign aid, domestic saving, and economic growth relationships for a panel of African countries including Tanzania over the period 1965 -2000. Using unit root and co-integration tests, the results revealed that the variables contain a panel unit root and they co-integrated in a panel perspective. The findings show that foreign aid and domestic saving enhance economic growth for all countries in the sample. 
Similarly, Bomani (2013) examined FDI and exports roles in promoting economic growth in Tanzania. This study examined long run and causality relationships between FDI, exports and economic growth for Tanzania. The study used time series data for 30 years (1980 – 2010) which were obtained from TIC and UNCTAD. By using Johansen test of co-integration, Vector Auto regression model and Granger causality test the study found that there was a single co-integrating vector. The equation was relating FDI and exports (as independent variables) to Economic growth, the dependent variable. 
Furthermore, there was unidirectional causality relationship with the direction from FDI and exports to GDP growth rate (economic growth). There was also a unidirectional causality with the direction from FDI to exports. Therefore, FDI Granger caused GDP growth rate and exports, while exports Granger caused GDP growth rate only. This further implied that, FDI have a direct and indirect causality to GDP growth rate. This observation necessitated the special consideration for making FDI working for growth. Likewise, for total exports which had positive and significant relationship to economic growth. The findings in this study support the export-led growth hypothesis and FDI as the engine for economic growth. For export and FDI to effectively promote growth, the study recommends that policy frameworks and incentive packages should be competitive and vigorous enough.
In spite of the wide-ranging research dedicated to the analysis of the impact of foreign private capital inflow on economic growth, poor measurement with considering only FDI, ODA, domestic savings and export has weakened the arguments of these studies and that is why they have produced contradicting results. Therefore, to fill this knowledge gap, the proposed study aims at analysing Foreign Private Capital Inflows and GDP in the Tanzanian economy by taking into account the effect of gross fixed capital formation, FPCI instead of FDI because FPCI is broad and better measure as includes FDI and other capital inflows (OCF) such as foreign portfolio investment. Other variables are net export growth and real exchange rate.
CHAPTER THREE

3.0 RESEARCH METHODIOLOGY

3.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the methodology used in this study. Section 3.2 discusses the theoretical framework and the development of the model used in the study. Model specification follows in Section 3.3. Section 3.4 describes the choice of variables. Section 3.5 presents the estimation technique employed in this study. Section 3.6 discusses the types of data used respectively.

3.2
Theoretical Framework

This study follows a theoretical model that predicts a positive impact of Private Capital Inflows (PCI) on economic growth basing on the basic framework of the endogenous growth models. PCI is assumed to play a critical role in determining the endogenous long run growth rate via technological spill over. Theoretical model originates from the model used by Obwona, (2001) to analyse the determinants of FDI and their impact on Economic growth in Uganda. The model equation is stated as follows: 
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Where: GY = Annual growth rate of real GDP,

FDI = Foreign Direct Investment,

GDS = Gross domestic savings as proportion of GDP,

OCF= other capital inflows,  

EXGR= Rate of growth of real exports,

AID= Net current transfers to government plus official long-term borrowing,

μ = Disturbance term.

The empirical results proved that FDI has positive impact on GDP growth in Uganda. Since Uganda and Tanzania experience the same environment in attracting Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), this study adapted the same model in order to analyse the effect of Private Capital Inflows on the economic growth.

3.3
Model Specification

Equation (1) forms the basic model for regression estimation. Thus from equation (1) the estimated equation is: 
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Where: 

GDP = GDP per capita (in Current USD) used as a proxy for economic growth

FPCI = Private Capital Inflow (% of GDP)

INV = Growth rate of Gross Fixed Capital Formation used as a proxy for domestic investment (% of GDP)

EXPORT= Growth rate of net exports (% of GDP).

EXR = Exchange rate 
Where α0, α1, α2, α3, α4 = Co-efficient

μ = Error term.

For normalization purpose, Equation (2) is transformed in logarithmic form. In linear form, the study estimates the following equation:
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Where LGDP is the log of economic growth, LFPCI is the log of Private capital Inflows, LINV is the log of domestic investments, LEXP is the log of export and LEXR is the log of Exchange rate

3.4
Choice of Variables

The share of net Private capital inflows to GDP 
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 is used as a proxy for Private Capital Inflow in this study. The study also uses the share of Gross Capital Formation to GDP 
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  as a proxy for domestic investment. Also, the study uses the share of total export of goods and services to GDP 
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 as a proxy for export. Moreover, the study uses Official exchange rate (TZS per US$, period average) as a proxy for exchange rate. Finally, the real GDP per capita is used as a proxy for economic growth.

Exchange rate variable was introduced in the model to see its effect in economic growth as it has been believed that Private Capital Inflow is influenced by exchange rate (Average amount of Tanzanian shilling needed to buy one US dollar in period t. On the other hand, decrease in the Private Capital Inflow may result in exchange rate devaluation and can also cause a reduction in demand for labour, with falls in real wages and harm banks and large companies, which have borrowed in international markets there by inflicting dilemma on the wider economy (Honohan and Klingebiel 2000; Kimmis, 2008). So in relation to PCI (Private Capital Inflow) it is imperative to empirically analyse the effect of real exchange rate in GDP growth.

3.5
Estimation Techniques

3.5.1
Data Reliability

In order to assess the behavior of individual variables, the study conducted the descriptive analysis of each variable. The study also assessed the trend, distribution and correlation among variables. Trend and distribution of data influence estimated results.

3.5.2
Unit Root Tests

In order to avoid estimating spurious correlation between variables in a regression, the time series properties of the data set were examined first. Stationarity is a key concept used in econometric theory for time series data.  Most time series show an increasing or decreasing tendency over time. Any association between series depicting specific inclinations may turn out to have considerable results with high R2, but may not be authentic. Stationary check is adopted through Dickey Fuller and Augmented Dickey Fuller test to avoid all these problems of the spurious regression results. A series which is stationary after being differenced once is said to be integrated of order 1 and is denoted by I (1). In general, a series that is stationary after being differenced n times is integrated of order n, denoted by I (n). A series which is stationary without differencing is said to be I (0).

3.5.3
Lag Length Selection Criteria

In order to ensure that residuals are approximately white noise, the study selected the optimal lag length (p) through the use of different information criteria, which are; The Final Prediction Error (FPE) criterion, Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), Schwarz’s Bayesian Information Criterion (SBIC) and the Hannan-Quinn Information Criterion (HQIC). The decision rule to select the lag length is the one which is selected by the criterion that is consistent and have desirable small sample properties. The consistent criteria are SBIC and HQIC.

3.5.4
Cointegration Analysis

In econometric terms, two or more-time series variables integrated of order one, I (1), are co-integrated if their linear combination is stationary. Co-integration analysis attempts to determine whether there is a long-run relationship between dependent and independent variables. This procedure is important because of the following reasons: to know the plausibility of estimating error correction model (ECM), which incorporates long run information lost by differencing the variables; and to know the speed of adjustments from disequilibrium. Therefore, this study carried out a cointegration test so as to examine the long-run equilibrium relationship between variables. The study applied the Johansen Maximum likelihood estimation procedure to test for cointegration of each variable. In order to identify the direction of causality between dependent and independent variables the study uses simple pair-wise Granger causality tests.

3.5.5
Error Correction Model

Error correction term, which is obtained by regressing dependent variable on independent variables and then we produce residual series from the estimated ordinary square. Error correction term, measures the speed of adjustment of the dependent variable as the independent variable(s) changes. If the variables are co-integrated, then an error correction model is used to estimate a single logarithm line with single equation error correction model (ECM) by ordinary least squares (OLS) method. The choice of this technique is due to its convenience and it has been used successfully in other studies in Tanzania, for instance, Mushi (1998) and Bashagi (2003). Other diagnostic tools of analysis like the R-squared, statistical tests for significance (T and F tests) and Durbin Watson test will be used to interpret the results. 

3.6
The Data Type and Source

This study used secondary data (time series), for the period 1990-2015, that are collected from different sources (International and Local ones). These include World Bank Data Base, Bank of Tanzania (BOT) and National Bureau of Statistics (NBS). 

The annual time series Quantitative secondary data of foreign private capital inflow (which include FDI, FPCI and ODA), net export, domestic investment and real exchange rate in Tanzanian economy for the period 1990 to 2015 inclusive were used for the proposed study because it is a period when FPCI increased to the Tanzanian economy. 
CHAPTER FOUR

4.0 EMPIRICAL RESULTS

4.1
Introduction

In this chapter the empirical finding of the model are presented. The study analyses the impact of Foreign Private Capital Inflow on the Economic growth in Tanzania. The study uses GDP per capita as a proxy for economic growth. This chapter consists two sections. Section 4.1 presents reliability tests which include Basic Descriptive statistics, correlation analysis and Stationarity Test.  Section 4.2 presents the results of the co-integration tests and Section 5.3 presents Estimation Results.

4.2
Data Reliability

This sub section explores the properties of each variable by descriptive statistics and correlation between the variables.
4.2.1
Basic Descriptive Statistics

Before conducting further data analysis, it is crucial to understand the properties of each variable by generating descriptive statistics of annual time series Quantitative secondary data for the period 1990 to 2015 inclusive were used. Table 4.1 presents the descriptive statistics of the variables included in the model.

Table 4.1: Descriptive Statistics
	
	Mean
	Min
	Max
	variance
	Std. Dev
	Skewness
	Kurtosis
	Obs

	LGDP
	5.918979
	5.048221
	6.861312
	0.362745
	0.602283
	0.11788
	1.681339
	26

	LEXP
	2.837792
	2.328454
	3.181162
	0.043629
	0.208876
	-0.82395
	2.864574
	26

	LEXR
	6.732378
	5.273286
	7.596589
	0.391757
	0.625905
	-0.85011
	2.923491
	26

	LINV
	3.171389
	2.689281
	3.516478
	0.068891
	0.262471
	-0.38029
	1.72559
	26

	LFPCI
	0.304083
	-8.50847
	1.753204
	7.153386
	2.674581
	-2.79956
	9.510571
	26


Source: Study findings

Table 4.1 shows the study has used 26 observations; Private Capital Inflow (PCI) has large standard deviation among all the variables, which suggests that LFPCI is highly volatile as compared to other variables. The results show that all variables start from positive except LFPCI. The Skewness and Kurtosis test for normality is also applied to the data to test the normality of each variable. The data shows that all variables are normally distributed. Furthermore, graphical sketch of each of the variables over time is made so as to informally identify the presence of any trending behavior in the variables in question over time. 
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Figure 4.1: Trend of Variables
Figure 4.1 shows the trend of variables over time; Figure 4.1(a) shows the trend of economic growth. Figure 4.1(b) shows trend of export. Figure 4.1 (c) shows the trend of exchange rate. Figure 4.1(d) shows the trend of domestic investment while figure 4.1 (e) shows the trend of foreign private capital inflows. The variables show a stochastic process. Some variables such as exchange rate it today’s value is generally with yesterday’s value plus a parameter hence random walk.  More interesting all variables show an upward trend over time. This means that the variables increase over time

4.2.2
Correlation Analysis

Correlation analysis among the variables shows the strength and direction of relationship among the two variables. It can be used as an indicator for testing the presence of multi-collinearity among the variables. A negative sign implies inverse relationship whereas a positive sign means a positive relationship. Table 4.2 presents the correlation matrix of the variables

Table 4.2: Correlation Matrix of Variables of the Model
	
	LGDP
	LEXP
	LEXR
	LINV
	LFPCI

	LGDP
	1
	
	
	
	

	LEXP
	0.3926
	1
	
	
	

	LEXR
	0.8939
	0.6121
	1
	
	

	LINV
	0.5950
	0.2339
	0.3380
	1
	

	LFPCI
	0.5063
	0.5996
	0.7952
	-0.0782
	1


Source: Study findings, (2016)
Table 4.2 show that all variables are positively correlated with each other except the correlation between Gross Domestic Capital Formation and Foreign Private Capital inflows. The highest correlation is found to exist between Economic growth LGDP) and Exchange rate (LEXR) while the lowest correlation is found to exist between gross domestic capital formation (LINV) and Foreign Private Capital Inflows (FPCI). This shows that economic growth is highly correlated with exchange rate than other variables. The positive correlation refers to a positive relationship among the variable while the negative correlation may refer to an inverse relationship between the two or more variables.

4.2.3
Stationarity Test

This study uses Augmented Dickey-Fuller Test to investigate the null hypothesis that all variables have unit roots, against the alternative hypothesis that there is no unit root, in the level of variables as well as the first difference. The Augmented Dickey – Fuller (ADF) unit root test is carried out in this study. The unit root test is conducted under accessible practice to corroborate the stationarity of data series. This step was very vital since, if non- stationary variables are not accepted and used in the model, it will lead to a hindrance of spurious regression, whereby the results propose that there are statistically significant relationships linking the variables in the regression model, when in fact all that is evidenced is simultaneous correlation rather than consequential causal relationship.

The Augmented Dickey – Fuller (ADF) unit root test was used and the test results are presented Table 4.3.

Table 4.3: ADF Unit Root Test Results
	Level
	First Difference
	Order of Integration

	Variable
	Test Statistics

Z(t)
	5% Critical Value
	Test Statistics

Z(t)
	5% Critical Value
	

	LGDP
	0.150
	-3.000
	-3.114*
	-3.000
	I(1)

	LEXP
	-2.121
	-3.000
	-3.703*
	-3.000
	I(1)

	LEXR
	-3.270
	-3.600
	-2.273*
	-1.717
	I(1)

	LINV
	-0.882
	-3.000
	-4.145*
	-3.000
	I(1)

	LFPCI
	-3.529
	-3.600
	-4.818*
	-3.000
	I(1)


Source: Study findings

* 1 and 5 percent level of significance

Table 4.3 shows the results for the test of stationarity for the natural log GDP per capita, LEXP, LEXR, LINV and LFPCI at level form and First difference. The study failed to reject the null hypothesis of non-stationarity at level form. The results for stationarity tests at 1st difference level were conducted and all variables became stationary after differencing. However LEXR and became stationary at first difference after including a drift. This suggests that this variable is a random walk with drift. Thus, the study concludes that the variables under investigation are integrated of order one, that is to say I (1) Figure 4.2 presents the trend of variables after first difference. Figure 4.2 show that all variables are moving in the same direction.
[image: image11.emf]-2
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Figure 4.2: Trends of Variables after First Differencing
4.3 Co-Integration Tests
Theoretically, it is expected that a regression involving non-stationary time series may produce spurious results. Co-integration tests prove that the combination of stationary and non-stationary variables has a long-term relationship. In this study the Johansen Test for Co-integration and the ADF Unit root test on the residuals were used.
4.3.1
Lag Selection Criteria

Before conducting co- integration tests, the optimal lag length in the VAR Models is determined so as to have Gaussian error terms that do not suffer from non-normality, autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity. The results for the lag selection criterion are presented in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4: Lag Selection Criteria
[image: image12.emf] 
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    Exogenous:  _cons

   Endogenous:  LGDP LEXP LEXR LINV LFPCI

                                                                               

     3     258.91  169.45*  25  0.000  6.2e-13* -15.5574* -14.5641* -11.6078*  

     2    174.184  63.911   25  0.000  3.3e-11  -10.3638  -9.68095  -7.64853   

     1    142.229  255.89   25  0.000  4.2e-11  -9.75902  -9.38653  -8.27794   

     0    14.2855                      3.1e-07  -.807434  -.745353  -.560588   

                                                                               

   lag      LL      LR      df    p      FPE       AIC      HQIC      SBIC     

                                                                               

   Sample:  1993 - 2015                         Number of obs      =        23

   Selection-order criteria


*Indicates lag order selected by the criterion

Since the interest of the study is on the correct VAR model (examining the relationship between the variables) it is advised to select the criterion which is consistent such that it is the desirable sampling techniques. Table 4.4 shows that all criteria suggest the optimum lag to be 3. Therefore, this study used lag 3 as suggested by LR, FPE, AIC, HQIC and SBIC.

4.3.2
Johansen Co-Integration Test

The co-integrating equation is a linear combination and may be described as a long run equilibrium relationship involving variables. The core objective is to ascertain the most stationary linear grouping of the time series variables under consideration. Consequently, Johansen (1988) co-integration technique has been employed for the investigation of stable long run relationships linking real GDP and Net export, Gross domestic capital formation, Real exchange rate, and Foreign Private Capital inflow to economic growth in Tanzania by using both the Trace and Maximum – Eigen tests statistics.The Johansen Co-integration test is used to measure the existence of long run relationship among the variables. This study applies both   trace statistics and maximum Eigen value method. The results are shown in Table 4.5.                
Table 4.5: Trace Statistics and Maximum Eigenvalue
[image: image13.emf] 
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    5      80      258.90994     0.04758

    4      79       258.3493     0.50403      1.1213     3.76

    3      76      250.28508     0.74682     16.1284    14.07

    2      71      234.48822     0.89922     31.5937    20.97

    1      64      208.09803     0.99659     52.7804    27.07

    0      55      142.76192           .    130.6722    33.46

  rank    parms       LL       eigenvalue  statistic    value

maximum                                       max     critical

                                                         5%

                                                                               

    5      80      258.90994     0.04758

    4      79       258.3493     0.50403      1.1213*    3.76

    3      76      250.28508     0.74682     17.2497    15.41

    2      71      234.48822     0.89922     48.8434    29.68

    1      64      208.09803     0.99659    101.6238    47.21

    0      55      142.76192           .    232.2960    68.52

  rank    parms       LL       eigenvalue  statistic    value

maximum                                      trace    critical

                                                         5%

                                                                               

Sample:  1993 - 2015                                             Lags =       3

Trend: constant                                         Number of obs =      23

                       Johansen tests for cointegration                        


Table 4.5 indicates that the null hypotheses of Zero co-integrating equation is rejected by both Trace Statistics and maximum Eigen value at the 5% level of significance. According to trace statistic test, the results indicate the existence of four co-integrations among variables. 
Thus, the Johansen co-integration test suggests that there is a long run relationship between Economic growth and Export, Exchange rate, Gross fixed capital formation and Foreign Private Capital Inflows. Table 4.5; show that there is a long run equilibrium relationship between economic growth and the dependent variables. The study conducted further test to prove the existence. The results from Engle and Granger test confirm the long run relationship dependent variable and independent variables when the drift term is included in the regression.

Table 4.6: Unit Root Test for the Residuals
[image: image14.emf]p
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p-value for Z(t) = 0.0033

                                                                              

 Z(t)             -2.983            -2.500            -1.714            -1.319

                                                                              

               Statistic           Value             Value             Value

                  Test         1% Critical       5% Critical      10% Critical

                                           Z(t) has t-distribution            

Dickey-Fuller test for unit root                   Number of obs   =        25


Table 4.6 proves that there is a long run equilibrium relationship between economic growth and the variables included in the model. Therefore, this proves that there is more than one cointegration among the variables. 
Table 4. 7: Test for Spurious Regression
[image: image15.emf] 
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       _cons    -.0054017     .02358    -0.23   0.821    -.0541806    .0433772

   RESIDUAL1    -.5523087   .1851349    -2.98   0.007    -.9352893   -.1693281

                                                                              

 D.residuals        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                              

       Total    .443167353    24  .018465306           Root MSE      =  .11787

                                                       Adj R-squared =  0.2476

    Residual     .31952559    23  .013892417           R-squared     =  0.2790

       Model    .123641763     1  .123641763           Prob > F      =  0.0066

                                                       F(  1,    23) =    8.90

      Source         SS       df       MS              Number of obs =      25


Durbin-Watson d-statistic (
2,
25)
=
1.761968

Table 4.7 shows that Durbin- Watson statistic is greater than R2. Generally, if R2is greater than DW the model is suffering from spurious results. This model provides the consistent results since there is no problem of spurious regression.

4.4
Estimation Results
This section provides the results of granger causality test, post estimation Diagnostic Test Results and Error Correction Model Results.
4.4.1
Granger Causality Tests

Co-integration implies the existence of Granger causality, but it does not indicate the direction of the causality relationship.  In order to identify the direction of causality between dependent and independent variables the study uses simple pair-wise Granger causality tests. Table 4.11 presents the results of granger causality test.
Table 4.8: Granger Causality Test
[image: image16.emf] 
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                LFPCI                ALL    37.535    12    0.000     

                LFPCI               LINV    14.614     3    0.002     

                LFPCI               LEXR    13.626     3    0.003     

                LFPCI               LEXP    6.2316     3    0.101     

                LFPCI               LGDP     15.82     3    0.001     

                                                                      

                 LINV                ALL    84.401    12    0.000     

                 LINV              LFPCI    32.818     3    0.000     

                 LINV               LEXR    41.312     3    0.000     

                 LINV               LEXP     20.55     3    0.000     

                 LINV               LGDP    23.336     3    0.000     

                                                                      

                 LEXR                ALL     59.01    12    0.000     

                 LEXR              LFPCI    2.0299     3    0.566     

                 LEXR               LINV    .71186     3    0.870     

                 LEXR               LEXP    4.6185     3    0.202     

                 LEXR               LGDP    15.878     3    0.001     

                                                                      

                 LEXP                ALL    108.85    12    0.000     

                 LEXP              LFPCI    8.8257     3    0.032     

                 LEXP               LINV    33.343     3    0.000     

                 LEXP               LEXR    22.277     3    0.000     

                 LEXP               LGDP    15.803     3    0.001     

                                                                      

                 LGDP                ALL    43.044    12    0.000     

                 LGDP              LFPCI    .01957     3    0.999     

                 LGDP               LINV    1.6779     3    0.642     

                 LGDP               LEXR    6.2298     3    0.101     

                 LGDP               LEXP    2.6366     3    0.451     

                                                                      

             Equation           Excluded     chi2     df Prob > chi2  

                                                                      

   Granger causality Wald tests


Table 4.8 shows that there is bidirectional causality between Economic growth and all variables included in the model when used jointly. Table 4.8 show that economic growth granger cause all independent variables. The results show that all variables granger cause export. In another hand only GDP granger cause exchange rate while all variables jointly granger cause exchange rate. The results show that all variables granger cause LINV. Also the results show that there is causality running from LGDP, LEXR and LINV to LFPCI. 

4.4.2
Different Test and Results

In order to make sure that the results obtained in this study can be used for forecasting or policy purpose, the study conducted some diagnostic tests. The first test carried out is the normality test. This test if the disturbance is normally distributed. The results show that the null hypothesis of normality is not rejected for Jarque-Bera, Skewness and Kurtosis test (Appendix B.1).
The test for residual autocorrelation is then conducted using Lagrange Multiplier (LM) test for autocorrelation. This test helps to identify any relationship that may exist between the current values of the regression residuals and any of its lagged values. The null hypothesis is that there are no autocorrelation at lag order.  The results show that at the 5 percent significance level, we cannot reject the null hypothesis (Appendix B.2).

Test for heteroscedasticity was conducted and the results show that the model does not suffer from heteroscedasticity since the null hypothesis of constant variance is not rejected (Appendix B.3). Another test conducted is Eigen value stability test. The results show that all the eigen values lie inside the unit circle. Hence the VAR satisfies the stability test (Appendix C).
4.4.3
Error Correction Model Results
The Error Correction Model consists of two parts: the long-run equilibrium relationship results and short-run equilibrium relationship results .The long-run results are provided by the error correction coefficients whereas the short-run results are provided by the short run equilibrium coefficients. Since the objectives of the study to analyse the direction and significance of the effect of foreign private capital inflow, GFCF, net export and real exchange rateon GDP growth in the Tanzanian economy, the study reports the ECM results for natural logarithm of GDP per capita regressed on   domestic investment (LINV), Export (LEXP), Exchange Rate (LEXR), and Foreign private capital inflows (LFPCI). 

The Results from Economic Growth (LGDP) equation.
Table 4.9: Estimates of Long-Run Co-Integration Model, Dependent Variable: Economic Growth
	Variables
	Coefficient
	Std. Err
	Z
	P>|Z|
	[95%Conf. Interval]

	LEXP
	1.177134
	0.0235298
	50.03
	0.000
	1.131016
	1.223251

	LEXR
	-1.399688
	0.0209392
	-66.85
	0.000
	-1.44073
	-1.35865

	LINV
	-0.6265721
	0.0165942
	-37.76
	0.000
	-0.59405
	-0.59405

	LFPI
	0.2623273
	0.0082046
	31.97
	0.000
	0.278408
	0.278408

	Constant
	1.720406
	
	
	
	
	


Table 4.9 shows that, the long run coefficient of LEXR is negative and statistically significant at one percent level. This means that a 1 percent increase in the LEXR will cause the economic growth to decline in the long run by about 1.4 percent. This result suggests that Exchange rate affects economic growth in Tanzania. 
The coefficient for Private capital inflows (LFPCI) is found to have a statistically significant positive relationship with economic growth. This result is proves the economic theories that capital inflows has positive and statistically significant impact on Economic growth. A percentage increase in foreign private capital inflow will cause economic growth to increase by 0.3 percent in the long run. Likewise, the coefficient of export is positive and statistically significant. These results reveal that export is very important sector in promoting economic growth in Tanzania. The results show that a one percent increases in export earning raises the economic growth by 1.2 percent.

The coefficient of domestic investment is negative and statistically significant. These results prove that gross fixed capital formation affect the economic growth regardless of the negative sign. The negative sign may be due to low levels of private investments in Tanzania. This reveals that only small part of domestic saving is used for domestic investments. Economic theories prove that in the long run saving is equal to investments.

The short run dynamic results for the economic growth (LGDP) equation are provided under the ECM as shown in Table 4.10.
Table 4.10: Error Correction Model: ∆LGDP as Dependent Variable
	
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	z
	P>|z|
	[95% Conf.Interval]

	ECT
	-0.0687
	0.234071
	-0.29
	0.769
	-0.5274673
	0.390073

	LGDP
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LD.
	0.1535
	0.636699
	0.24
	0.809
	-1.094407
	1.401406

	L2D.
	0.70556
	0.612396
	1.15
	0.249
	-0.4947142
	1.905835

	LEXP
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LD.
	0.067668
	0.274239
	0.25
	0.805
	-0.4698313
	0.605167

	L2D.
	0.225965
	0.204643
	1.1
	0.27
	-0.1751274
	0.627058

	LEXR
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LD.
	-0.25934
	0.639988
	-0.41
	0.685
	-1.513688
	0.995018

	L2D.
	0.842859
	0.631002
	1.34
	0.182
	-0.3938834
	2.0796

	LINV
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LD.
	-0.02785
	0.375162
	-0.07
	0.941
	-0.7631527
	0.707454

	L2D.
	-0.00776
	0.202161
	-0.04
	0.969
	-0.4039839
	0.388473

	LFPCI
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LD.
	-0.02077
	0.017936
	-1.16
	0.247
	-0.0559223
	0.014385

	L2D.
	-0.01715
	0.018028
	-0.95
	0.341
	-0.0524839
	0.018186

	No. of obs      =        23                                                         R-sq =      0.7188                                                                

AIC                   = -12.53026                                                  Chi2  =          28.12098       

HQIC               = -11.73562                                                  P>Chi2  =     0.0053

SBIC               = -9.370628                                                    RMSE =      .084853 


Table 4.10 shows that overall the model is significant at 1 percent level. Also, the model has good for fit as indicated by the coefficients of determination (R- squared). The variables in the model explain the economic growth by about 72 percent. The coefficient of error correction term for the model is negative as expected. Although it is not statistically significant this means that, there is a reasonable adjustment towards the long run steady state. This guarantees that although the actual economic growth (LGDP) may temporarily deviate from its long run equilibrium value, it would gradually converge to its equilibrium. The error correction Model of -0.0687 shows that about 7 percent of the deviation of the actual economic growth from its equilibrium value is eliminated every year, therefore, the full adjustment would require a period of less than fifteen (15) years.

As it can be seen from table 4.10 all coefficients of Export, gross fixed capital formation, exchange rate and foreign private capital inflows are statistically insignificant. This means that these variables do not affect economic growth in Tanzania in the short run. This suggests that the contribution of export on economic growth in the short run is positive although it is statistically insignificant. The contribution of both LINV and FPCI on Economic growth in the short run is negative but statistically insignificant. The reason for insignificance effect of these variables may be due to the econometric method that is applied in this study. The result may also change depending on the number of lags included in regression.

4.4.4
The Results of the Joint Test of Significance
This tests whether the lagged values of the independent variables can jointly cause the dependent variable in the short run. This test is of the same nature as the granger causality test in a VAR model. The null hypothesis that independent variables do not granger cause the dependent variable is rejected. This means that the past values of independent variables can be used to explain to explain the dependent variable.
The results from the joint test of significance show that, there is short run causality running from independent variables to explanatory variables.

4.5
Summary and Conclusion

This chapter has discussed the empirical findings. The unit root tests reveal that both variables are integrated of order 1. The Johansen co-integration test reveals the presence of more than one co-integrating vectors among the variables. The ECM results show that all variables influence the economic growth.

CHAPTER FIVE

5.0 CONCLUSION AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

5.1 Summary and Conclusion
This study has analyzed the impact of foreign private capital inflows on economic growth in Tanzania for the period from 1990 to 2015. The motivation for carrying out this study comes from the fact that Tanzania is now one of the leading countries in Africa that attracts massive inflows of foreign private capital (FDI, Portfolio investments and other investments) each year.  Most studies have been focused only on the impact of FDI on the economic growth. FPCI is an inclusive term. Therefore, the study aimed at investigating different channels whereby foreign capital inflows affects economic growth in Tanzania.

The unit root test was performed using Augmented Dickey Fuller test. The test revealed that both variables integrated of order one. The test for co-integration was conducted using the Johansen Maximum Likelihood method. Both the trace and maximum eigen value statistics revealed the presence of more than one co-integration among the variables. Therefore, the study proceeded into estimating the ECM. The post-estimation results revealed that the model was correctly specified. 
The study found out those foreign private capital inflows affects economic positively both directly and indirectly through increase in export. The direct effect of LFPI on economic growth in Tanzania is robust only in the long run, whereas, it is statistically insignificant in the short run. The positive effect of export on economic growth in the long run may imply that Foreign Private Capital inflow has a positive impact on the growth rate and export in Tanzania. Therefore, this proves the hypothesis that export and capital inflows affect economic growth positively. However, the study found out that FPCI outsmarts domestic investment in Tanzania both in the long run and short run. Therefore, the study rejects the hypothesis that gross fixed capital formation influences the GDP growth in Tanzania positively. 
The study also found out the negative relationship between exchange rate and economic growth. The results revealed that an increase in exchange rate leads to a decline in economic growth. These findings suggest that the value of Tanzania shillings against USD has been declining over a period of time. In another hand the findings prove that currency has not stabilized although there is a massive capital inflow. Therefore, the finding rejects the null hypothesis that exchange rate and economic growth performance have positive relationship.

5.2 Policy Implications
The findings of this study have important policy implications to Tanzanian economy. Private Capital Inflows is found to affect economic growth positively in the long run. This is why the government has undertaking massive promotion campaigns so as to attract foreign investors to invest in the country. Regardless of these initiatives which have undertaken the government needs to concentrate on solving the existing challenges that the investors face in the country. Some of these challenges are poor infrastructure and unreliable power supply. One way of going about this is through the Public Private Partnership (PPP) legislation whose objective is to attract public private partnership projects for instance infrastructure projects. 

The government is also recommended to review investment policy so as to allow the transfer of skills and technology to be one of the prerequisite for an investment project to be established in Tanzania. Also, the government should think on best ways of allocating government expenditure on human capital so as to create labour force which will increase domestic savings hence domestic investment. The study proved that FPCI affects export which in turn affects the economic growth in the long run. Therefore, this calls a need for export promotion strategies. One of the strategies is to facilitate export of final products from agricultural sector. This also should involve exportation of final products made of minerals rather than focusing on export of raw gold, Tanzanite and other minerals.

Based on the above, it can be deduced that though the experience of other developing countries give contradicting reports on the effect of Private Capital inflows, the Tanzanian case is a bit different in Private Capital inflow has a positive significant effect on GDP growth rate of Tanzania. By implication issues on Private Capital inflow should not be ignored in policy decisions aimed at promoting the economic development of Tanzanian. Consequently, steps to attract more foreign Private investment should be taken by Tanzanian government as one of the ways of boosting the Tanzanian economy.

One of the major limitations for this study was conflicting data from different sources. Different sources have different data for the same variable in the same year. This required an in-depth study of data from each source in order to select the best data source. The study used time series data from 1990 to 2015 to analyze the impact of Private capital inflows on the economic growth in Tanzania. Given the duration of investigation and the methodology used, the model could only accommodate a limit number of variables that explain economic growth and left out other variables. The future research may add the variables that were left out in this study. Therefore, this study recommends future studies to investigate the effect of sectorial Private capital inflows to the economic growth in Tanzania.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Data used in the Regression

	YEAR
	GDP
	EXP
	EXR
	INV
	FPCI

	1990
	172.0542
	12.62115
	195.0559
	25.75982
	0.000235

	1991
	193.7956
	10.26206
	219.1574
	25.99973
	0.000202

	1992
	173.9921
	12.44184
	297.7081
	26.9635
	0.264476

	1993
	155.7451
	17.98311
	405.274
	24.89342
	0.480488

	1994
	159.8575
	20.61398
	509.6309
	24.43895
	1.108459

	1995
	180.8117
	24.07472
	574.7617
	19.59593
	2.282238

	1996
	217.4828
	19.93717
	579.9767
	16.47176
	2.310066

	1997
	250.7355
	16.21811
	612.1225
	14.72108
	2.054764

	1998
	297.5122
	12.39773
	664.6712
	19.55246
	1.843799

	1999
	301.2005
	12.52966
	744.7591
	17.05098
	5.327993

	2000
	308.4063
	13.36491
	800.4085
	16.35467
	4.549485

	2001
	306.24
	17.00657
	876.4117
	17.00059
	5.289807

	2002
	310.2073
	17.58075
	966.5828
	16.76303
	3.660761

	2003
	325.5508
	18.5626
	1038.419
	18.80845
	2.730918

	2004
	348.0524
	19.65128
	1089.335
	22.15583
	3.450385

	2005
	446.1579
	16.91431
	1128.934
	25.15302
	5.525823

	2006
	475.9088
	17.10083
	1251.9
	27.73316
	2.165658

	2007
	533.1724
	18.91912
	1245.035
	31.48133
	2.704487

	2008
	657.7287
	18.64867
	1196.311
	33.66565
	5.054226

	2009
	665.344
	17.37385
	1320.312
	28.84881
	3.333931

	2010
	708.5219
	18.74641
	1409.272
	28.68008
	5.773068

	2011
	740.3839
	20.75642
	1572.116
	32.83533
	3.628721

	2012
	827.5289
	21.28531
	1583.003
	30.57928
	4.604118

	2013
	909.3301
	17.65123
	1600.444
	30.47829
	4.708095

	2014
	954.619
	19.48161
	1654.005
	32.65745
	4.256784

	2015
	864.8575
	20.78288
	1991.391
	31.26144
	4.367


APPENDIXB: Post Estimation Diagnostic Test Results
B.1: Test for residual normality

B.1.1 Jarque- Bera Test
[image: image17.emf] 
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                   ALL              5.697  10    0.84001    

                 LFPCI              2.290   2    0.31830    

                  LINV              1.373   2    0.50344    

                  LEXR              1.462   2    0.48138    

                  LEXP              0.223   2    0.89448    

                  LGDP              0.350   2    0.83938    

                                                            

              Equation              chi2   df  Prob > chi2  

                                                            


B.1.2 Skewness Test

[image: image18.emf] 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


A


L


L


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


3


.


9


1


1


 


 


 


5


 


 


 


 


0


.


5


6


2


3


4


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


L


F


P


C


I


 


 


 


-


.


7


6


7


4


3


 


 


 


 


2


.


2


5


8


 


 


 


1


 


 


 


 


0


.


1


3


2


9


6


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


L


I


N


V


 


 


 


-


.


1


2


7


1


2


 


 


 


 


0


.


0


6


2


 


 


 


1


 


 


 


 


0


.


8


0


3


4


4


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


L


E


X


R


 


 


 


-


.


5


9


9


5


3


 


 


 


 


1


.


3


7


8


 


 


 


1


 


 


 


 


0


.


2


4


0


4


7


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


L


E


X


P


 


 


 


-


.


0


8


7


8


9


 


 


 


 


0


.


0


3


0


 


 


 


1


 


 


 


 


0


.


8


6


3


3


8


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


L


G


D


P


 


 


 


-


.


2


1


8


9


1


 


 


 


 


0


.


1


8


4


 


 


 


1


 


 


 


 


0


.


6


6


8


2


1


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


E


q


u


a


t


i


o


n


 


 


 


S


k


e


w


n


e


s


s


 


 


 


c


h


i


2


 


 


 


d


f


 


 


P


r


o


b


 


>


 


c


h


i


2


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 




                                                            

                   ALL              3.911   5    0.56234    

                 LFPCI   -.76743    2.258   1    0.13296    

                  LINV   -.12712    0.062   1    0.80344    

                  LEXR   -.59953    1.378   1    0.24047    

                  LEXP   -.08789    0.030   1    0.86338    

                  LGDP   -.21891    0.184   1    0.66821    

                                                            

              Equation   Skewness   chi2   df  Prob > chi2  

                                                            


B.1.3 Kurtosis Test
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                   ALL              1.787   5    0.87780    

                 LFPCI    3.1824    0.032   1    0.85830    

                  LINV    1.8306    1.311   1    0.25228    

                  LEXR    2.7034    0.084   1    0.77151    

                  LEXP    2.5507    0.193   1    0.66008    

                  LGDP    3.4168    0.166   1    0.68326    

                                                            

              Equation   Kurtosis   chi2   df  Prob > chi2  

                                                            


B.2 Test for residual Autocorrelation

HO: No autocorrelation at lag order

[image: image20.emf] 
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   H0: no autocorrelation at lag order

                                          

      3      32.8385    25     0.13515    

      2      16.1741    25     0.90955    

      1      29.1012    25     0.25971    

                                          

    lag         chi2    df   Prob > chi2  

                                          


B.3 Test for Heteroscedasticity

	Breusch-Pagan / Cook-Weisberg test for heteroskedasticity

	Ho: Constant Variance

	Variables: fitted values of residuals

	chi2(1)      =     0.06

	Prob > chi2  =   0.8102


APPENDIX C: Eigen value stability Test
[image: image21.emf] 
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       .195516 -  .2176194i      .292549    

       .195516 +  .2176194i      .292549    

     -.5357977                   .535798    

      -.172006 -  .6129508i      .636628    

      -.172006 +  .6129508i      .636628    

      .6670063 -  .3363641i       .74702    

      .6670063 +  .3363641i       .74702    

       .218749 -  .7630168i      .793754    

       .218749 +  .7630168i      .793754    

      .6025469 -  .6121966i       .85898    

      .6025469 +  .6121966i       .85898    

     -.4620526 -   .762528i      .891595    

     -.4620526 +   .762528i      .891595    

     -.9090894                   .909089    

       .987492                   .987492    

                                            

           Eigenvalue            Modulus    
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