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ABSTRACT

This research aimed to study the effect of some economic variables (agricultural output,
interest rate, agricultural exports, and imports) in determining the volume of agricultural
investment in lraq during the period (1990-2020) by conducting a dynamic econometric
analysis of the data collected from its secondary sources. The Error Correction Model (ECM)
was employed, and the statistical analysis was performed using EViews 12 software. The
results revealed a positive and significant long-term relationship between the explanatory
variables and the dependent variable, agricultural investment. Its equilibrium value in the
long term is one unit, and 7% of the divergence from the equilibrium between the long term
and the short term can be adjusted during the same period. The agricultural domestic
product and agricultural exports for the previous year have a significant positive effect on
agricultural investments, whereas agricultural imports have a negative sign. There is no effect
of the interest rate on agricultural investments. The results also showed that there were no
structural changes in the model variables during the study period.

Keywords: Investment, agricultural imports, cointegration, interest rate, ECM.

(ol 511 9 iy 1887-1876:(5) 56: 2025 -4 al) 421,31 a slal) Al
2020-1990 52all all) b el JLiiud) & AlaBy) clpiall G ST (galaB) Jula
hulgl) dask ¢lay DM g )
i) Galy

Ay daaly [dze )3l dutigh agle dals/ o)) saiBy) aud
waliiual)
ity chalall ¢ Bl s ol gl Jadd il LalaiBy) cliiall gaas ) Gl deadll gl
UL il ualias Julat glals dlig (2020-1990) 5all 3hall B el JLdiud) pas paat b dae )3l
A &l lagiy .Eviews12 galiyg (ECM) Usill pauai 7 dgail aladiad oy Ligilll Wpalas (e lgran o5 Al
Jalea cailyy (U sutiad) dpe )3l lEial) Gug Al Clpiial) o JaY) dligh dygine dylayl ABe 3529
JaVL Al cpitiall dad cilady Ao due )l cihlalinN) 8 il e ) pde a9 (—0.07) Jumadl depu
JaY1s dashall Ja¥) ¢ OO e Ll (e %T Oy cBasly Bang Jlakes dughll Ja¥) (B Ablsil) giad (e guall)
o e Goima il Ailu Lt Lus )3 cabially o3 Aaall @I (g clgasd Brall DA Ayt (S jueadl
e )3l bl Ao saildll jead 80 jedi alg Adla BlEL A3l clahaa) ciels Lad dae 3 cflaiiud)
Al Bra ol £ 3gai) cpitia B LS i yag pte il Cughil Les
k) ranad 7 dgadl (Bl Jana cdlidiall JalSill (Aae 3 clabuiad) ¢ laiad) tdalidal) cilals
(JgY) Galill o}y giSa da gkl (o Jiana Ciaal)*

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.

Copyright© 2025 College of Agricultural Engineering Sciences - University of Baghdad

Received: 27/2/2023, Accepted:21/6/2023, Published:October 2025

1876


mailto:akad.saadoun1108a@coagri.uobaghdad.edu.iq
mailto:raja.t@coagri.uobaghdad.edu.iq
mailto:raja.t@coagri.uobaghdad.edu.iq
https://coagri.uobaghdad.edu.iq/
http://en.uobaghdad.edu.iq/

Iragi Journal of Agricultural Sciences —2025:56(5):1876-1887

Bashar & Al-Wasity

INTRODUCTION

Agricultural investment is one of the basic
elements that contribute to building the
infrastructure of the agricultural sector (7),
through the establishment of projects with high
production capacity and various agricultural
activities, which in turn lead to an increase in
agricultural production in quantity and quality,
to achieve food security in the country, and to
provide hard currency that contributes to the
well-being  of citizens and decrease
Unemployment rate and the stability of rural
communities (31). Agricultural investment is
the employment of capital in agricultural
projects, whether intentional or animal, for the
purpose of obtaining a satisfactory return for
the individual or the company or seeking to
provide the country’s needs of basic and
necessary foodstuffs that contribute to
achieving food security and economic and
social development. This is done by exploiting
the available factors of production in
agriculture (36). It is one of the factors
affecting agricultural growth (32). Economists
through the classical and Keynesian schools
dealt with investment (11). Both Keynes and
classical economists generally agreed that
investment is a function of the interest rate and
between Keynes the relationship between the
interest rate and investment through the
marginal efficiency curve of capital and that
the interest rate is not determined by the
intersection of both the saving and investment
curve as the classic confirmed (27), but rather
by the intersection between the demand for
money and the money supply, as some field
studies that began in at the end of the thirties,
there were many theories for investment,
including the accelerator theory, the internal
financing theory and the neoclassical theory
(12). The agricultural sector in Iraq suffers
from poor productivity and its negligible
contribution to the formation of the gross
domestic product (6), a decrease in the growth
rate of agricultural output, and dependence on
the external market system in the country,
which is a pessimistic indicator in the Iraqi
trade balance, despite the availability of many
elements of agricultural development, which
can be promoted through agricultural
investment in various aspects, including
investment in scientific research, given that

1877

research is the main engine for productivity
growth in agriculture in high-income countries
with a low contribution of agriculture to
national economies (23). Many public
agricultural research systems face stagnant or
declining financial support. In contrast,
research costs continue to rise (21), (3), and
investing in infrastructure projects and basic
services creates an appropriate atmosphere for
the start of the economic development process.
The implementation of investing in these
projects rests with the state because it requires
huge sums that the private sector cannot afford
due to inadequate funding; in addition, it does
not yield a direct or low return in the long
term. (39). Therefore, in the long term, the
return and costs must take into account the
time factor and the use of an appropriate cost
for the invested capital (26), and that there is
an impact and a positive relationship between
investment in infrastructure and agricultural
productivity, as there are three factors
associated with each other that affect The
growth rate, the first of which is the extent of
expansion in reclaimed lands, the second is the
extent of change in the gross domestic product.
The third is the extent of improvement in
agricultural production (4). There is an urgent
need for considerable investments in
agriculture to help reform the broken food
system, with a focus on private sector
investment for its vital role in achieving

comprehensive economic growth,
environmental sustainability, reducing
poverty, focusing on local markets, and
respecting the rights of small producers,

workers, and communities (35). Therefore, it
is crucial to stimulate private investment and
enhance its contribution to capital stock (38).
Relying on government investment only,
which represents investment in infrastructure
and scientific research Training and education
programs are not sufficient to form net
investment and increase capital stocks with the
aim of correcting structural imbalances in the
Iragi economy (2), and agricultural loans are
of great importance in stimulating investment
opportunities for the agricultural sector, due to
the low volume of savings in developing
countries in general, including Iraq (15),
Agricultural loans rise in the event of their
decrease and vice versa economic units (25),
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especially small and medium enterprises, are
also faced with the provision of sufficient
guarantees to obtain loans, so these restrictions
must be eased (8), and there is also a close
relationship between agricultural investment
and foreign trade of agricultural products, and
the increase in external demand for products
intended for export leads to stimulating and
directing investment towards taking the
necessary means to expand its production and
developing marketing methods for these
products (22), which results in an increase in
income and then saving, so national
investment (1) and foreign trade has moving
benefits in the formation of capital represented
in the export markets expanding the total the
market for the country’s products. Therefore,
if production is in the stage of increasing
returns to scale, the total returns from trade
will exceed the static returns from allocating
resources. Thus, capital formation is faster
with the presence of increasing returns to scale
(5). Agricultural investment in lIraq suffers
from the weakness of its resources, both public
and private, as its relative importance during
the study period reached 10.64% of the total
investment. and a weakness in the volume of
direct government and private investments,
due to economic, political, and security
factors, which led to the deterioration of local
production, resulting in Irag's dependence on
global markets for agricultural commodities to
meet local demand (24),(20). Therefore, the
research aimed to study the effect of certain
economic variables on agricultural investment
during the period mentioned above, utilizing
time series data sourced from the Ministry of
Planning / the Central Statistics Agency.
MATERIALS AND METHODS

The descriptive analysis method and the
quantitative statistical method were adopted in
building the standard model. The function was
estimated according to the error correction
model (VECM) to analyze the relationship
between the variables (30), as it is used to
correct the balance between the long-term
behavior and the short-term behavior of the
time series variables that have the character of
cointegration (29), as it is corrected deviation
from equilibrium in the long term gradually
from partial adjustments and corrections in the
short term, and this is why it is called the limit
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of error correction or the limit of joint
integration  (Co-Integration)  (19). An
augmented Dickey-Fuller test (ADF) was
conducted to demonstrate the stability of the
time series and to detect the unit root (10),
(33). The stability of time series is a
prerequisite in applied studies that use time
series data. The time series must be stable to
avoid regression. The pseudo, which is
characterized by a large R? coefficient and a
significant  increase in the estimated
parameters, with a serial autocorrelation that
appears in the value of D.W., and the non-
stationary series is converted into a static
series by means of the first difference and the
second difference, etc., until a static series is
obtained (13). The augmented Dickey-Fuller
test is used to deal with serial autocorrelation
between the residuals, as it allows the
inclusion of several differences with a time
gap m for the time-slowed dependent variable,
according to three formulas: AYt =17y Yt-1 + &t
AYt=00 +vy Yt-1 + et AYt =00 + alt + vy Yt-
I+ Y aj A Yt-j+1 + et (16), (32):1- Without
categorical and without a general direction. 2-
In the presence of a categorical, but without a
general direction. 3- In the presence of a cutter
and a general direction (17), (14) and that
determining the rank of stability is very
important in determining the standard model
that should be used to study the relationship
between two or more variables (18). A co-
integration test was conducted between the
model's variables before estimating the
standard model to avoid cases of false
regression. There are several tests to detect the
presence of cointegration, including the Engle-
Granger Test for Cointegration and the
Johansen-Juselius Cointegration test (37). It
confirms the validity of the results of the
Granger test and that it analyzes the effect of
overlapping or mutual interaction between
variables and takes the following mathematical
form (34)

Yi=Ayr1 + AYo + +ApYyrp + BX; +E;
This means that we have a system consisting
of a set of equations, where each internal
variable has its own equation, ensuring that the
number of equations in the model equals the
number of internal variables (40). Each
internal variable is treated as a function of the
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slowing values of all internal variables and any
external variables, such as:

Yt = vertical vector for k of internal variables
and any other external variables.

A = Matrix of estimated parameters of internal
variables (Al, A2,..., Ap).

Xt = the vector of the external variables, and P
= the length of the delays for the variables.

Et = random boundary vector.

Before conducting the Johansen cointegration
test, it is required to determine the time lag
periods according to (Estimation VAR) for the
model to be estimated, as it is essential to
confirm the validity of the model, as it shows
us the accuracy of the Granger causality test,
which is one of the most sensitive models for
the period of deceleration. The Granger
causality test is used to determine the
existence of a causal relationship between
economic variables and to identify their
direction, if it exists. Based on the foregoing,
the mathematical model was described and
formulated using time series data for the
period (1990-2020) to show the factors
affecting agricultural investment, including

agricultural domestic product and agricultural
exports. For the previous year, agricultural
imports and the interest rate were analyzed
using a double logarithmic function to exclude
inflationary effects and reduce and smooth out
the variance.
LAINV=F(LAP,LEXP,LAIM,LINT,E)
Whereas:

LAINV = agricultural investments (the
dependent variable), while the independent
variables are:

LAP = agricultural domestic product in Iraq
for the period (1990-2020).

LEXP = Iragi agricultural exports for a year
before the period (1990-2020).

LAIM=Iraq agricultural imports for the period
(1990-2020).

LINT = interest rate on agricultural loans for
the period (1990-2020).

E = Error Term.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

First, the stability of the time series was tested
using the Augmented Dickey-Fuller (ADF)
method to assess the stability of the model
variables.

Table 1: Results of the unit root test ADF
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0.0122 0.0000 4 o000 0 0000

ThE

Source: Eviews 12_()ufput N

It appears from Table 1 that the variables used
in the model are not stable at the level but are
stable at the first difference. This leads us to
test the standard model using the error
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correction model (VECM) or the Unrestricted
VAR model.
Second: Testing the optimal idle period
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Table 2. VAR test results for the deceleration period.
Lag Logl LR FPE AIC SC HQ
0 -212.0809 NA 2.185514 14.97110 15.20684 15.04493

1 -91.71100 190.9316* 0.003135* 8.393862 9.808306* 8.836848*
2 -65.40541 32.65522 0.003393 8.303822* 10.89697 9.115963

Source: Eviews 12 output lag times; therefore, the latter was adopted for
It appears from Table 2 that three tests (LR, the Johansson test (9).
FPE, SE, HQ) determined a single lag time, Third: Johanson cointegration test

while the Akaike test (AIC) determined two
Table 3. Results of the Johansen co-integration test between the variables of the model

Date: 06/01/23 Time: 13:00

Sample (adjusted): 4 31

Included observations: 28 after adjustments
Trend assumption: Linear deterministic trend
Series: LAINV LAP LEXP LAIM LINT

Lags interval (in first differences): 1 to 2

Unrestricted Cointegration Rank Test (Trace)

Hypothesized Trace 0.05
No. of CE(s) Eigenvalue Statistic Critical Value Prob.**
None * 0.916535 141.3105 69.81889 0.0000
At most 1 * 0.761440 71.77727 47.85613 0.0001
At most 2 * 0.544407 31.64953 29.79707 0.0302
At most 3 0.182615 9.637166 15.49471 0.3097
At most 4 * 0.132847 3.991113 3.841465 0.0457

Trace test indicates 3 cointegrating eqn(s) at the 0.05 level
* denotes rejection of the hypothesis at the 0.05 level
**MacKinnon-Haug-Michelis (1999) p-values

Unrestricted Cointegration Rank Test (Maximum Eigenvalue)

Hypothesized Max-Eigen 0.05
No. of CE(s) Eigenvalue Statistic Critical Value Prob.**
None * 0.916535 69.53328 33.87687 0.0000
At most 1 * 0.761440 40.12773 27.58434 0.0007
At most 2 * 0.544407 22.01237 21.13162 0.0375
At most 3 0.182615 5.646053 14.26460 0.6590
At most 4 * 0.132847 3.991113 3.841465 0.0457

Max-eigenvalue test indicates 3 cointegrating eqn(s) at the 0.05 level
* denotes rejection of the hypothesis at the 0.05 level
**MacKinnon-Haug-Michelis (1999) p-values

Source: Eviews 12 program output. variables, as their values were (At None, At
Unrestricted Cointegration Rank Test (Maximum most 1, At most 2, At most) > critical values
Eigenvalue) (69.53 > 33.87, 40.12 > 27.58, 22.01 >21.13,
1- The (Trace) test. The results of the test 3.99 > 3.84 ), respectively, at a significant
showed that there are 3 vectors of co- level (1%, 5%), which means an integrative
integration between the mentioned variables, relationship in the long term between the
as the Trace values (At None At most 1, At variables used in the model. Based on the

most 2, At most 4 > (critical values) were results of the above tests, a standard analysis
(141.31 > 69.81, 71.77 > 47.85, 31.64 > 29.79, can be carried out using the Vector Error

3.99 > 3.84) respectively, at a significant level Correction Model (28).

(1%, 5%). i Fourth: Granger Causality Test
2- (Max-Eigen) test results showed that there

are 3 vectors of co-integration between the
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Table 4. Results of the causality test for the mode

Fairwize Granger Causality Tests

Date: 04030023 Time: 12:25

iSample: 131

Lags: 2

| Mull Hy pothesis: Obs  F-Statistic Prob. |
LAP does not Granger Cause LAINY 29 1.51533 0.2400
LAaIMY does not Granger Cause LAP 316446 0.0603
LEXP does not Granger Cause LAIMY 29 0. 76599 0.4754
LAalMY does not Granger Cause LEXP 2 80326 0.0805
LAIM does not Granger Cause LAINY 29 0.08309 0.9205
LAIMY does not Granger Cause LAIM 1.17391 EI.324E
LINT does not Granger Cause LAINY 29 0.53419 0.5929
LAIMY does nat Granger Cause LINT 022334 EI.EH:HE
LEXP does not Granger Cause LAP 29 0.57828 0.5685
LAP does not Granger Cause LEXP 272459 0.0858
LaIM does not Granger Cause LAP 29 1.15745 0.3312
LAP does not Granger Cause LAIM 039154 0.6803
LINT does not Granger Cause LAP 29 1.57889 0.22649
LAP does not Granger Cause LINT 0.41033 0.6630
LAIM does not Granager Cause LEXP 29 8.82569 0.0013
LEXP does not Granger Cause LAIM 0.43219 0.6233
LINT does not Granger Cause LEXP 29 378832 0.0372

_LEKFl does not Granager Cause LINT 0135881 0.8?11
LINT does not Granger Cause LAIM 29 033812 0.6825
LAIM does not Granager Cause LINT 2 45424 01046

Source: Eviews 12 output.

The test results showed the following:

1- The existence of a causal relationship in one
direction from agricultural investments to both
the gross domestic product and agricultural
exports for the previous year at a significant
level of 10%.

2- There is a causal relationship for each of the
gross domestic product, agricultural imports,
and the interest rate towards agricultural
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|
exports for the previous year, at a significant
level of 10% and 5%.
3- There is no relationship between the
variables of imports and the interest rate on the
one hand, and between agricultural
investments and agricultural domestic product
on the other hand, which indicates the
independence of these variables.
Fifth: Estimating the  agricultural
investment function model according to the
error correction model (VECM) test:
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Table 5. The results of estimating the agricultural investment function using the error
correction model.

Dependent V ariable: DILAINY)
Method: Least Squares (Gauss-Mewton / Marquardt steps)
Date: 0430023 Time: 04: 27
Sample (adiustedy 4 31
Included observations: 28 after adjustmenrts
DULAIMYY = SO LAIMNYE-1) + 3.84182081 37 5°LAP(-1) - 3.82573001 008
*LEXP{-1) + 0.94481932397195*LAIM-1) - 19.01 54493048 LINT(-1) -
98230329101 ) + CL2PFDILAINYVE-1Y) + CO3FDILAIMNG-2)) + Cl4)
*D{LAP(-1)) + CEFDLAP-2)) + ClEFDILEX P10 + CIT)
*D{LEXP(-21) + CIEVFD{LAIM-1Y) + CLOVPDILAIM-2Y) + C10)
*DUUNMT (=100 + COTFD{UNT (-2)) + C(12)
Coefficient  Std Error -Statistic Prob.
cit) -0.075453 0.016737 -4.508279 0.0004
C(2) -0.522475 0178295 -2.930411 0.0093
Ci3) -0.350579 0138413 -2532843 0.0222
Cid) 0.013055 0.223108 2058514 0.0954
C(5) -0.017551 0207291 -0.084671 0.9336
CiB) -0.036071 0.082065 -0.434776 0.6695
Cii 0.037952 0.083458 2. 454738 0.0655
Y 01827587 0.085303 3305207 0.0045
C(9) 0262793 0.061165 4. 296446 0.0006
Cr1o -0.912114 0926189 -0.984803 0.3394
C{11) -0.374604 0.835696 -0.443254 0.6600
C12) 0.083588 0128273 0.690620 0.49497
R-squared 0.665985 Mean dependentwvar 0142567
Adiusted R-squared 0436366 S.D. dependentvar 0522564
S.E. of reqression 0392318 Akaike info criterion 1.264038
Sum sguared resid 2462611 Schwarz criterion 1.824982
Log likelihood -5.696527  Hannan-Ciuinn criter. 1.438581
F-statistic 2900312 Durbin-Watson stat 1716521
Prob(F-statistic) 0.026205

Outputs of the Eviews program 12

The test results showed that the error
correction component (adjustment speed
coefficient C1) came with a negative sign with
a significant level of 1% and a value less than
the correct one (-0.075), which indicates the
existence of a long-term  significant
relationship between the explanatory variables
(domestic agricultural output, agricultural
exports for a previous year, imports
Agricultural investments, interest rate) and the
intentional variable (agricultural investments).
It refers to the amount of change in
agricultural investments as a result of the
deviation of the value of the independent
variables in the short term from its equilibrium
value in the long term by one unit, and that
(7%) of the divergence from the equilibrium
position between the long term and the short
term is corrected during the same period. The
results also showed a positive relationship
between GDP and agricultural investments at a
significant level of 10%. Specifically, a one-
unit increase in GDP leads to a 0.01-unit rise
in the volume of agricultural investments in
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1
the short term and a 3.84-unit increase in the
long term. As for the variable of agricultural
exports for the previous year, it came with a
positive and significant relationship with
agricultural investments in the short term,
which indicates that the increase in the volume
of agricultural investments by (0.03) was due
to the rise that occurred in the volume of
agricultural exports for the previous year by
one unit. In contrast, it was accompanied by a
negative relationship. And contrary to the
logic of economic theory in the long term, that
is, the increase in the volume of agricultural
exports results in a decrease in the volume of
agricultural investments by (3.82). As for
agricultural imports, they came with a positive
sign and a significant level of 1%, as an
increase in agricultural imports by one unit
leads to an increase in the volume of
agricultural investments by (0.26) in the short
term and (0.94) in the long term because of
importing production requirements necessary
to implement investments in the agricultural
sector. Regarding the interest rate variable, its
sign was negative, but it was not statistically
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significant, which confirms the low volume of
agricultural savings among investors. In the
agricultural sector, the adoption of a policy of
agricultural lending to finance productive
projects, regardless of interest rates. The value
of R? was that 66% of the changes in the
dependent variable (agricultural investments)

were attributed to the influence of the
independent variables, and 34% represented
the influence of the random variables that were
accounted for in the model. The F-test showed
the significance of the function at a 5%
significance level.

Table 6. Results long-run function estimated in the model

Varible coefficient std.Error t-statistic
prob.

LAP 3.841921 2.493321 2572772
0.0322

LEXP -3.825730 1.625631 -2.353381
0.0625

LAIM 0.944814 0.541021 1.746360
0.0935

LINT -19.01544 16.42015 -1.157991
0.2572

C -9.823033 3.128272 3.140082
0.0062

Sixth: Diagnostic tests were conducted to
ensure the quality of the estimated model

and that it is free of standard problems, as
follows.
1-Standard problem test

Table 7. The results of the diagnostic statistics of the agricultural investment model

Heteroskedasticity Test: Breusch-FPagan-Godirey

Null hy pathesis: Homoskedasticity

F-statistic 1.633349  Prob FO512) 0.1985
Obs*R-sguared 18.79458 Prob. Chi-Square(13) 02232
Scaled explained 335 6.095312 Prob Chi-Square(15) 0.9781
Breusch-Godfrey Serial Correlation LM Test:

Mull hy pothesis: Mo serial correlation at up to 2 lags

F-statistic 0667247  Prob. F(214) 0.5287
Obs*R-squared 2436718 Prob. ChiFSquare(2) 0.2957

Source: Eviews 12 output

The results of the test show that the model is
free of the problem of instability of variance
homogeneity (Hetero) and the problem of
autocorrelation, as according to the Breusch-
Pagan-Godfrey test where the probability
value was (0.2232 > 0.05), and the results of

the LM test showed that the model was free of

Date: 05/06/23 Time: 12:20
Sample (adjusted): 4 31

the problem of autocorrelation using the
probability value (0.2957 > 0.05) and from
them we accept the null hypothesis that the
model does not suffer from standard problems.
2-Test the  partial  correlation  and
autocorrelation functions of the residuals.

Q-statistic probabilities adjusted for 11 dynamic regressors

Autocorrelation

Partial Correlation

AC PAC Q-Stat Prob”

__l'-ll_'_1.

0.133
-0.123
-0.016

0.300

0.083
-0.235
-0.202
-0.024

0.220
-0.169

0.027
-0.010

0.133
-0.143
0.023
0.293
-0.029
-0.198
-0.146
-0.114
0.233
-0.139
0.255
-0.109

0.5505
1.0375
1.0456
4.2056
4.3496
6.4669
8.0949
8.1190
10.260
11.595
11.631
11.637

0.458
0.595
0.790
0.379
0.500
0.373
0.324
0.422
0.330
0.313
0.392
0.475

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12

Figure 1. Partial correlation of residuals.
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It is evident from Figure 1 that the data have confidence.
no self-correlation and fall within the limits of 3-Test for normal distribution
9
Series: Residuals
8 Sample 4 31
7 Observations 28
6
Mean -6.00e-17
5 Median -0.020407
4 Maximum 0.578143
Minimum -0.697755
3 std. Dev. 0.302006
2 Skewness -0.119162
1 . . Kurtosis 2.986412
0 -- - Jarque-Bera  0.066481
-0.6 -0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 | Probability 0.967306

Figure 2. The normal distribution test for the residuals
It shows that the residuals are distributed 4- Testing the structural stability of the
normally, as the value of (JB) reached (0.066), estimated model.
and it is not significant (0.965).

4- Testing the structural stability of the estimated model.
12

-8

-12
16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

—— Cusum - 5% Significance

Figure 3. CUSUM test

1.6
0.8
0.4

0.0

-0.4
16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

—— CUSUM of Squares ————— 5% Significance

Figure 4. CUSUM test for residuals
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Both figures show that the cumulative sum of
squares of the residuals fell within the critical
limits at a 5% significance level, indicating the
absence of structural changes in the model
variables during the study period.
CONCLUSION

The study concludes that the agricultural
domestic product contributes to increasing the
volume of agricultural investments, especially
in the long term, as growth in agricultural
production stimulates producers to enter
agricultural  investments  that  achieve
remunerative returns. There is a limited
contribution of agricultural exports to the
development of investments in the agricultural
sector in the short term. This is due to the
limited volume of agricultural exports and
their focus on specific materials, such as dates,
leather, and wool. The positive impact of
agricultural imports is attributed to the state's
adoption of a policy that imports production
requirements necessary for implementing large
investment projects in the agricultural sector.
The study recommends preparing plans and
studies required to promote agricultural
investment, both public and private, by
increasing the volume of agricultural
investment allocations in annual public
budgets and providing material and logistical

support to private sector investors and
supporting the prices of production
requirements necessary for investment in

advanced agricultural technologies such as
organic and textile farming, irrigation
technologies, and modern mechanization.
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