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ABSTRACT

The industrialization levels of the countries are an indicator of development. Countries trying to increase their production in the industrial sector prefer
to have access to energy in a cheap and easy way. However, economies that do not have sufficient energy reserves may be affected by the changes
in energy prices since they will import the necessary energy input. Although there are many studies discussing the effects of energy or oil prices
on macroeconomic variables in countries, the research based on industrial production is limited. In this study, the long-term relationship between
the changes in oil prices and industrial production in the ten most oil-importing countries (China, Germany, India, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, South
Korea, Spain, United Kingdom and United States) was analyzed by Pedroni, Kao and Johansen Fisher cointegration tests. According to the empirical
findings of the study, it is concluded that the relationship between the industrial production of oil importing countries and oil prices is positive. This
situation can be interpreted as these countries with high levels of industrialization process the crude oil and market the products they produce to
foreign countries more profitably.

Keywords: Oil Price, Import, Industrial Production Index, Panel Cointegration, FMOLS, DOLS
JEL Classifications: 010, Q30, Q43

1. INTRODUCTION

dependency in energy causes it to be more easily affected by
external developments.
In order to ensure development, competing economies in

the global world try to provide production and employment
structure through industry and service sectors instead of
agriculture. The increase in industrial production increases the
economic output data of countries and creates positive effects
on macroeconomic indicators. On the other hand, energy is
the main input of industrial production. Since energy can
be an advantage for countries with reserves, it also poses a
problem especially for developing countries that lack reserves.
Countries that do not have reserves provide energy through
imports and thus aim to increase production. However, foreign

Especially the oil shocks that took place in the 1970s, followed
by the significant fluctuations in oil prices caused economists
and policy makers to focus their attention on the relationship
between oil prices and economic activities. The main reason for
this is that crude oil is one of the most important energy sources
for all economies, regardless of industrialized or developing
countries. As it is an important input, the course of crude oil
prices is closely monitored. However, many empirical studies
are carried out in order to investigate the effects of oil prices on
national economies. Many researchers have contributed to the

This Journal is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License

International Journal of Energy Economics and Policy | Vol 11  Issue 1 ¢ 2021




Kalymbetova, et al.: The Effect of Oil Prices on Industrial Production in Oil-importing Countries: Panel Cointegration Test

literature on the relationship between oil prices and economic
and financial variables, starting with the work of Hamilton
(1983). Sadorsky (1999), Basher and Sadorsky (2006), Park and
Ratti (2008), Imarhiagbe (2010), Lee and Zeng (2011), Lee et al.
(2012), Syzdykova (2018) examining the relationship between oil
prices and stock market index; Camarero et al. (2002), Korhonen
and Juurikkala (2009), Buetzer et al., (2012), Lin and Su, (2020),
Musa et al. (2020), Ding et al. (2020) analyzing the relationship
between oil prices and exchange rate, Lardic and Mignon (2008),
Lescaroux and Mignon (2008), Mehrara and Mohaghegh (2011),
Hamilton (2012), Ashley and Tsang (2013), Maghyereh et al.
(2019), Mo et al. (2019), van Eyden et al. (2019), Maheu et al.
(2020) examined the relationship between oil prices and growth.
In almost all studies investigating the relationship between oil
prices and economic growth, the GDP variable has been used as
an indicator of economic growth.

In the following part of this study, which aims to examine the
relationship between the industrial production index and oil prices
in oil-importing countries, the relevant literature is reviewed. Then,
the data set and econometric methodology used in the study are
explained. In the next section, the empirical finding part is given
and the study is completed with the conclusion part.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Studies on the macroeconomic effects of oil prices are quite
abundant in the economics literature. Similar results have not been
obtained in all studies investigating the relationship between oil
prices and industrial production index. In this study, the findings
of the studies related to oil-importing countries within the scope
of the research subject are summarized. Mork et al. (1994), in
their study covering the USA, Canada, Japan, Germany, France,
United Kingdom and Norway, found that there is a negative and
significant relationship between oil price increase and output
for countries other than Norway, but no statistically significant
contribution of oil price decline. Cufiado and de Gracia (2003)
applied a cointegration test that allows structural breakage in a
study in which they analyzed the impact of oil price shocks on
industrial production and consumer price indices for 14 European
countries, and made different transformations to oil price data
to take into account the possible nonlinear relationship. They
found that oil prices had a permanent effect on inflation and had
a short-term but asymmetrical effect on production growth rates,
and there was a significant difference in countries’ responses to
these shocks. Hamilton and Herrara (2004), as a result of the VAR
analysis, found that capacity utilization reacted positively to oil
price shocks in the 1* and 2™ years, and negatively after the 3
year. They interpreted that thus reducing the capacity utilization,
which would lead to a decrease in total industrial output.

Huang et al. (2005) examined the effects of changes in oil prices and
sudden changes in oil prices (oil shock) on industrial production
by establishing a multivariate threshold model (MVTAR) in the
study where the USA, Canada and Japan were discussed. It has
been stated that determining the most appropriate threshold value
for countries, the dependence of the country’s economies on oil
is effective. It has been concluded that if there is a change in oil

prices above the threshold value, the effect of oil prices on the
economy is more effective than the effect of the volatility in oil
prices on the economy, but that both have a limited effect on the
output level in case of a change below the threshold value.

Other studies arguing that oil prices have a negative impact
on industrial production include Lee and Ni (2002), Jimenez-
Rodriguez (2007), Lippi and Nobili (2008), Bredin et al. (2008),
Kumar (2009) and Tang et al. (2010). Cobo-Reyes and Quiros
(2005) also investigated the relationship between oil price
shocks and industrial production, industrial production and stock
returns, and concluded that the increase in oil prices negatively
and significantly affected industrial production and stock returns.
However, this increase had a greater effect on stock returns than
industrial production.

Cuiiado and de Gracia (2005) revealed that there is no long-term
cointegration between oil price and industrial production in Asian
countries, its effect is limited in the short term, and that oil price
shocks are the Granger cause of output. Jiménez-Rodriguez and
Sanchez (2005), as a result of their analysis, revealed that oil price
shocks in Japan caused a decrease in industrial production and an
increase in inflation, and the relationship between them was not linear.

Blanchard and Gali (2007) analyzed the effects of oil price
changes on macroeconomic variables with structural VAR
analysis for USA, France, Germany, United Kingdom, Italy and
Japan. Findings showed that the complete response to output and
employment weakened over time. Zhang (2008) investigated
the relationship between oil price shock and Japanese industrial
production for the period 1957-2006 and concluded that a non-
linear relationship emerged between them. Jimenez-Rodriguez
(2008) analyzed the effect of oil price shocks on product output
for 6 OECD countries using the VAR model and found that oil
price shocks were the same for the USA and the United Kingdom.

Fukunaga et al. (2010) investigated the effects of oil price changes
on each composition of industrial production with the VAR model
and argues that the effects of oil price changes change according to
the characteristics of the industry. Herrera et al. (2011) investigated
the effects of oil price shocks on industrial production and sectoral
components for the USA and found that the industry’s response to
real oil price shocks was asymmetrical. Where the sectors were
unbundled, they found strong support for asymmetry, especially in
energy-intensive industries. Kilian and Vigfusson (2011) reached
findings that support the asymmetry effect of oil price shocks in
the transition to output for USA.

Ashley and Tsang (2013) decomposed the effect of oil price
changes on output growth for 6 countries that are net oil importers
by frequency of time series and found that oil price changes
have a large and statistically significant effect on future output
growth if they are continuous for more than 4 years. However,
they found that changes less than 4 years but longer than 1 year
had no significant effect on output growth. They conclude that it
has a large and statistically significant effect in case of temporary
fluctuation less than 1 year. Maghyereh et al. (2019), the period of
January 1986 to December 2014 in Jordan and Turkey investigated
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the effect of oil price uncertainty on real economic activity. The
uncertainty in the oil market, studies using bivariate structural VAR
and GARCH method shows that Jordan and Turkey’s industrial
production negatively. Therefore, the authors argue that sound
energy policies in these countries, which reduce the impact of oil
market uncertainty, will help stabilize production in both countries.

3. ECONOMETRIC METHOD

3.1. Data Set and Model

In the study, the effect of the change in oil prices on industrial
production in the top 10 oil-importing countries (Table 1) was
analyzed with quarterly data for the period 2000Q1-2019Q4.
Industrial production index (/P/) data used in the analysis were
obtained from IFS (International Financial Statistics) database and
crude oil prices (Olip) data were obtained from EIA.

The econometric model used in empirical analysis is expressed
as follows;

Pr it:ait+ﬂ it Oilp P ()

First, unit root analysis was applied to industrial production
index (/PI) and crude oil price (Olip) data. Later, Pedroni (1999),
Kao (1999) and Johansen Fisher panel cointegration analysis,
which takes into account the constant and time effects, are used
to examine the existence of long-term relationships between
the industrial production index and crude oil prices. Finally, in
order to comment on the long-term relationship between these
two variables, FMOS (Full Modified Ordinary Least Square)
method developed by Pedroni (2000) and (Dynamic Ordinary
Least Square) method developed by Pedroni (2001) were applied.

3.2. Econometric Methodology
3.2.1. Panel unit root tests
One of the points to be considered in panel data analysis is that
the series are stationary. Because, when analysis is made between
non-stationary series, spurious regression is encountered and
may give biased results. Therefore, stability should be tested first
(Syzdykova et al.,2020). Im et al. (2003) and Maddala and Wu
(1999) tests were used in the study. Im et al. (2003) consider a
regression equation as follows:
Pi
AY, =+ BY, 1+ ) 0 A, +yit+e, (2)
k=1

Table 1: Top 10 oil importing countries as of 2019

Rank Importer Billion USD Share in total (%)
1 China 238.7 22.6
2 United States 132.4 12.5
3 India 102.3 9.7
4 Japan 73.1 6.9
5 South Korea 70.2 6.6
6 Netherlands 46.4 4.4
7 Germany 40.7 3.9
8 Spain 30.5 2.9
9 Italy 29.6 2.8
10 United Kingdom 24.5 2.3

Source: EIA, 2020. These countries meet 74.6% of the total crude oil imports in the
world.
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Where i=1,2,...N and =1,2,...T will be. In this test, the zero
hypothesis is established as “4=0 for all i (i.e. horizontal cross-
sectional units),” while the alternative hypothesis is formed as
“B <0 for at least one i.” The critical values required dynamics test
are taken from table values in Im et al. (2003). Here, the T statistic
for each horizontal cross-section unit is calculated as t=4/sh(f)).
Then, the Z statistic is obtained as follows:

Z;[W(?—E(?»

Var(t) J ~NOY )

1 (&
] :N[;“J 4)

The panel unit root test developed by Maddala and Wu (1999),
also known as the Fisher ADF test, proposed a Fisher type test
based on the combination of p values obtained from unit root test
statistics for each horizontal section:

N
P= —22 In p, 5)
i=1

P exhibits a y? distribution with a 2N degree of freedom. The
Fisher ADF test does not require a balanced panel data, but can
use different lengths of lag in individual ADF regressions.

3.2.2. Panel cointegration tests

Whether there is a long-term relationship was examined by
Pedroni, Kao and Johansen Fisher cointegration test. Pedroni
put forward several test proposals that allow heterogeneity in
cointegration analysis in 1997, 1999, 2000 and 2004 (Asteriou
and Hall, 2007. p. 373). This test developed by Pedroni allows
heterogeneity between cointegrated vectors both in the short term
and in the long term. Kao (1999) cointegration test also accepts
the heterogeneity between cointegration vectors, but the rule of
endogeneity of independent variables is violated due to asymptotic
equivalence. Pedroni (1999) cointegration regression equation
represented by the regression equation as follows;

Y it:ai+5it+ﬂ 1% 1it+ 2i x2ir+' “tp Mi xMit+eit (6)

=200001,...,201904; i=1,...,10;m=1,....M

In equation 6, T represents the number of observations, N
represents the number of individuals on the panel, M represents the
number of regression variables. Since there are N individuals on
the panel, there will be N different equations for each M regressor.
BB, 1B, are the coefficients representing the differences
between the individuals in the panel. The o, parameter is the
constant effects parameter that allows the difference between
parameter individuals. In addition to this parameter, if there is a
deterministic trend among individuals in the panel, the parameter
6, is added to the equation.

3.2.3. FMOLS and DOLS estimations

After applying the cointegration tests, two different methods, the
DOLS (dynamic ordinary least square) method and the FMOLS
(Full Modified Ordinary Least Square) method, were used to
calculate the final non-deviating coefficient, which was developed
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by Pedroni (2000) in order to make inferences about the long-term
relationship between variables.

FMOLS and DOLS methods show success in producing reliable
results in small samples. FMOLS tries to overcome this problem
by using the kernel estimators of the parameter that causes the
problem of endogeneity. In addition, FMOLS uses the covariance
matrix of error terms to eliminate problems arising from long-
term correlations between cointegration equations and stochastic
processes. The theoretical foundations of the FMOLS method can
be given by the following equation:

*

— -l

Vi = ViaWaOnptty, @)
It can be expressed as a bias correlation term:
— -l

Yi2 = Yi2 = Wi2©85 (8)

Where, Q and ¢ terms are long-term co-variance coefficients
calculated using residues u=(u , u,’)’. In this case, FMOLS
estimation can be performed with the following equation (9):

0= {Z} _ (é“s,s;][iz:“s, - T[y(I)ZD_l _

T (T -!
IR o

i=1 i=l1

Itis given here as S=(x’d’). However, the DOLS method presents
an asymptotically effective estimator that eliminates feedback
effects in the cointegration equation. The DOLS method can be
expressed by the following equation (10):

.
Vi =xB+dyy, ZAX;H‘S +tuy (10)
J=q
In this equation, ¢ and r allow to differentiate explanatory variables
that eliminate long-term correlation between error terms. The
estimation process reveals parameter estimates with asymptotic
distribution as in the FMOLS method. The DOLS method takes
into account the first difference of explanatory variables, allowing
delays to be included in the estimate.

4. RESULTS

Table 2 includes panel unit root rest statistics and probability values
results applied to oil prices and industrial production index (/P[)

Table 2: Panel unit root test results

IPI 1.608 20.459 —2.122 72.618
(0.709) (0.234) (0.001)* (0.000)*
Olip 6.579 46.087 ~2.831 33.008
(0.614) (0.399) (0.002)* (0.009)*

The numbers in parentheses for the IPS test are the P-values for the average t statistics.
The numbers in parentheses for the Fisher ADF test are the p values for the Fisher ADF
¥’ statistics. *It shows that the statistic is significant at the level of 1% significance

International Journal of Energy Economi

data for the period 2000Q1-2019Q4 for the 10 most oil importing
countries in the world included in the analysis.

In the second stage, according to the Pedroni cointegration
test, where we investigated the long-term relationship between
the industrial production index and crude oil barrel price, the
H,: “No cointegration between series” hypothesis was rejected
(Table 3). In all tests except group rho and group PP statistics,
the null hypothesis “no cointegration” was rejected. Pedroni
(1999) stated that panel-ADF and group-ADF tests will give
more meaningful results, especially for small samples. The
significance of these tests is an indicator of the cointegration
in the panel data.

Kao (1999) cointegration test (based on Engle-Granger) is another
cointegration test applied in the study. Kao test is estimated using
Schwarz criterion and Newey-West estimators to find long-term
variance when there is an individual constant. The result of the
application of the test to the panel data set is arranged in Table 4.
According to the results of the Kao cointegration test, as a result
of the probability value being significant, the null hypothesis
that there is no cointegration was rejected and the alternative
hypothesis, there is cointegration, was accepted.

The following results are obtained when the Johansen-Fisher panel
cointegration test is applied with the 3 lags found as a result of the
Kao cointegration test in the constant and trend model (Table 5).

As a result of the Johansen-Fisher panel cointegration test, the
null hypothesis was rejected according to the probability values
of both trace and max-eigen statistics. Thus, the result that the
industrial production index and crude oil barrel price variables
are co-integrated in the 10 most oil-importing countries is
accepted consistently, effectively and strongly. After assuming

Table 3: Pedroni panel cointegration test results

Panel v 6.4340 0.0000 3.0967 0.0000
Panel rho —3.2298 0.0006 —4.2086 0.0008
Panel PP —4.5294 0.0000 —4.1047 0.0000
Panel ADF -5.1516 0.0000 —2.5028 0.0000
Group rho 0.9639 0.8325
Group PP —0.2361 0.4067
Group ADF —2.8018 0.0025

Table 4: Kao cointegration test results

Augmented Dickey-Fuller -3.186470 0.0007
Residualvariance 0.0022
HAC variance 0.0023

Table S: Johansen-Fisher panel cointegration test results

204.3
98.73

0.0000
0.0012

190.5
98.73

0.0000
0.0012

None
At most 1
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the cointegration entity in the model, the long term cointegration
equation can be estimated.

4.1. FMOLS and DOLS Results

When the FMOLS method developed by Pedroni (2000) was
applied (Table 6) the elasticity of oil prices across the panel was
estimated at 0.38%. The coefficient is positive and statistically
significant at the level of 1% significance. This means that the 1%
change in the price of a barrel of crude oil across oil-dependent
countries will result in a change of about 0.38% over the long term
on the industrial production index. When the panel FMOLS test
results are evaluated on a country basis, the coefficient estimated
in all other countries except Germany and Japan is positive and
statistically significant at the level of 1%. The country with the
highest coefficient of elasticity among these countries is the United
States with a coefficient of 1.09%, while the country with the
lowest coefficient of elasticity is South Korea with a coefficient
of 0.04%.

Table 7 shows the Panel DOLS test results. When the DOLS
method developed by Pedroni (2001) was applied, this
coefficient was estimated as 0.36. The estimated result is positive
and statistically significant at 1% significance level. Panel DOLS
results are in line with FMOLS test results. The 1% change in
the barrel price of crude oil across 10 oil-dependent countries
will cause a 0.36% change in the industrial production index
in the long run. When the Panel DOLS test results regarding
the effect of oil prices on the industrial production index are

Table 6: Panel FMOLS results

Panel 0.3813%** 78.80
China 0.76%** -17.9
United States 1.09%** —4.27
India 0.52%*%* -27.78
Japan 5.58 15.03
South Korea 0.04%*%* -12.04
Netherlands 0.08%** -17.6
Germany 1.11 10.06
Spain 0.08*** -10.35
Italy 0.63%*%* -9.86
United Kingdom 0.36%*** -30.51
* *% and *** represent significance levels of 10%, 5%, and 1 % respectively

Table 7: Panel DOLS results

Panel 0.3686%** 113.0789
China 0.7241%* 15.9941
United States 0.9497%** 4.2251
India 0.7521%*%* 38.6669
Japan 0.5005 96.8253
South Korea 0.0517%** 8.0201
Netherlands 0.5596%* 4.3727
Germany 0.0616* 35.2798
Spain 0.3502%** 25.9776
Italy 0.8098%*** 12.1440
United Kingdom 0.4623%* 27.1393

* *% and *** represent significance levels of 10%, 5%, and 1 % respectively

evaluated on a country basis, the coefficient is positive in all
countries except Japan and statistically significant at the level
of 1%. Among these countries, the country with the highest
elasticity coefficient is USA with 0.9497%, while the country
with the lowest elasticity coefficient is South Korea with a
coefficient value of 0.0517%.

The positive results of both FMOS and DOLS coefficients show
that there is a positive relationship between oil prices and industrial
production in the long run. It can be interpreted that oil importing
countries sell the products they produce using crude oil to the
foreign market at a higher price. The other point of note is that these
relations are not statistically significant for Japan and Germany. In
South Korea, which is an exporter of high technology products,
the coefficient of the relationship between variables is very low.

5. CONCLUSION

Although there are many studies discussing the effects of energy
or oil prices on macroeconomic variables in countries, the
research based on industrial production is limited. In this study,
the existence of long-term relationship between oil price changes
and industrial production in the ten most oil-importing countries
(China, Germany, India, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, South Korea,
Spain, United Kingdom and United States) has been revealed.
Theoretically, a negative relationship is expected between the
increase in oil prices and industrial production in oil importing
countries. As a matter of fact, the increase in crude oil price,
which is an important production input in industrial production,
puts a significant cost on companies; This situation decreases the
production output level with the decrease of production efficiency.

According to the empirical findings of the study, it is concluded that
the relationship between the industrial production of oil importing
countries and oil prices is positive. This situation can be interpreted
as these countries with high levels of industrialization process
the crude oil and market the products they produce to foreign
countries more profitably. On the other hand, a significant effect
of the change in oil prices on Japan’s industrial production index
has not been determined. However, this effect was found to be
very low for South Korea. It is thought that conducting sectoral
analysis for future studies, especially for Japan and South Korea,
may yield more detailed results.

REFERENCES

Ashley, R., Tsang, K.P. (2013), The Oil Price-Macroeconomy
Relationship: Does Persistence Matter? Working Paper, USA.
Asteriou, D., Hall, S.G. (2007), Applied econometrics: A modern
approach, revised edition. Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 46(2),

117-155.

Basher, S.A., Sadorsky, P. (2006), Oil price risk and emerging stock
markets. Global Finance Journal, 17(2), 224-251.

Blanchard, O.J., Gali, J. (2007), The Macroeconomic Effects of Oil
Shocks: Why are the 2000S So Different from the 1970S? Working
Paper. USA: National Bureau of Economic Research.

Bredin, D., Elder, J., Fountas, S. (2008), The Effects of Uncertainty
about Oil Prices in G-7. UCD Geary Institute Discussion Paper

International Journal of Energy Economics and Policy | Vol 11




Kalymbetova, et al.: The Effect of Oil Prices on Industrial Production in Oil-importing Countries: Panel Cointegration Test

Series No. 200840.

Buetzer, S., Habib, M.M., Stracca, L. (2012), Global Exchange Rate
Configurations: Do Oil Shocks Matter? ECB Working Paper No.
1442.

Camarero, M., Ordoiiez, J., Tamarit, C. (2002), The euro-dollar exchange
rate: Is it fundamental? In: Exchange Rate Economics: Where Do
We Stand. Cambridge: MIT Press. p277-306.

Cobo-Reyes, R., Quiros, G.P. (2005), The Effect of Oil Price on Industrial
Production and on Stock Returns, The Papers No. 05/18. Granada:
Universidad de Granada.

Cuiiado, J., de Gracia, F.P. (2003), Do oil price shocks matter? Evidence
for some European countries. Energy Economics, 25(2), 137-154.

Cufiado, J., de Gracia, F.P. (2005), Oil prices, economic activity and
inflation: Evidence for some Asian countries. The Quarterly Review
of Economics and Finance, 45, 65-83.

Ding, H., Jin, Y., Qin, C., Ying, J. (2020), Tail causality between crude
oil price and RMB exchange rate. China and World Economy, 28(3),
116-134.

EIA. (2020), Energy Information Administration. Available from: https://
www.eia.gov. [Last accessed on 2020 Jun 05].

Fukunaga, 1., Hirakata, N., Sudo, N. (2010), The Effects of Oil Price
Changes on the Industry-Level Production and Prices in the US
and Japan, Working Paper No. 15791. USA: National Bureau of
Economic Research.

Hamilton, J.D. (1983), Oil and the macroeconomy since World War II.
Journal of Political Economy, 91(2), 228-248.

Hamilton, J.D. (2012), Oil Prices, Exhaustible Resources, and Economic
Growth, Working Paper for Handbook of Energy and Climate
Change. p1-63.

Hamilton, J.D., Herrera, A.M. (2004), Comment: Oil shocks and aggregate
macroeconomic behavior: The role of monetary policy. Journal of
Money Credit and Banking, 36, 265-286.

Herrera, A.M., Lagalo, L.G., Wada, T. (2011), Oil price shocks and
industrial production: Is the relationship linear? Macroeconomic
Dynamics, 15(S3), 472-497.

Huang, B.N., Hwang, M.J., Peng, H.P. (2005), The asymmetry of the
impact of oil price shocks on economic activities: An application of
the multivariate threshold model. Energy Economics, 27(3), 455-476.

IFS. (2020), International Financial Statistics. Available from: https://
www.data.imf.org. [Last accessed on 2020 Jun 05].

Im, K.S., Pesaran, M.H., Shin, Y. (2003), Testing for unit roots in
heterogeneous panels. Journal of Econometrics, 115(1), 53-74.
Imarhiagbe, S. (2010), Impact of o1l prices on stock markets: Empirical
evidence from selected major o1l producing and consuming countries.

Global Journal of Finance and Banking Issues, 4(4), 1-10.

Jimenez-Rodriguez, R. (2007), The Industrial Impact of Oil Price Shocks:
Evidence from the Industries of Six OECD Countries, Banco de
Espaia Research Paper No. WP-0731.

Jimenez-Rodriguez, R. (2008), The impact of oil price shocks: Evidence
from the industries of six OECD countries. Energy Economics,
30(6), 3095-3108.

Jiménez-Rodriguez, R., Sanchez, M. (2005), Oil price shocks and real
GDP growth: Empirical evidence for some OECD countries. Applied
Economics, 37(2), 201-228.

Jiménez-Rodriguez, R., Sanchez, M. (2005), Oil price shocks and real
GDP growth: Empirical evidence for some OECD countries. Applied
Economics, 37(2), 201-228.

Kao, C. (1999), Spurious regression and residual-based tests for
cointegration in panel data. Journal of Econometrics, 90(1), 1-44.

Kilian, L., Vigfusson, R.J. (2011), Nonlinearities in the Oil Price-Output
Relationship, FRB International Finance Discussion Paper No. 1013.

Korhonen, I., Juurikkala, T. (2009), Equilibrium exchange rates in oil-
exporting countries. Journal of Economics and Finance, 33(1), 71-79.

Kumar, S. (2009), The macroeconomic effects of oil price shocks:
Empirical evidence for India. Economics Bulletin, 29(1), 15-37.

Lardic, S., Mignon, V. (2008), Oil prices and economic activity: An
asymmetric cointegration approach. Energy Economics, 30(3),
847-856.

Lee, B.J., Yang, C.H., Huang, B.H. (2012), Oil price movements and
stock market revisited: A case of sector stock price indexes in the
G7 countries. Energy Economics, 34, 1284-1300.

Lee, C.C., Zeng, J.H. (2011), The impact of oil price shocks on stock
market activities: Asymmetric effect with quantile regression.
Mathematics and Computers in Simulation, 81(9), 1910-1920.

Lee, K., Ni, S. (2002), On the dynamic effects of oil price shocks: A
study using mdustry level data. Journal of Monetary Economics,
49(4), 823-852.

Lescaroux, F., Mignon, V. (2008), On the influence of oil prices on
economic activity and other macroeconomic and financial variables.
OPEC Energy Review, 32(4), 343-380.

Lin, B., Su, T. (2020), Does oil price have similar effects on the exchange
rates of BRICS? International Review of Financial Analysis, 69,
101461.

Lippi, F., Nobili, A. (2008), Oil and the Macroeconomy: A Structural
VAR Analysis with Sign Restrictions. Center for Economic Policy
Research, Working Paper No. 6830.

Maddala, G.S., Wu, S. (1999), A comparative study of unit root tests with
panel data and a new simple test. Oxford Bulletin of Economics and
statistics, 61(S1), 631-652.

Maghyereh, A.l., Awartani, B., Sweidan, O.D. (2019), Oil price
uncertainty and real output growth: New evidence from selected
oil-importing countries in the Middle East. Empirical Economics,
56(5), 1601-1621.

Mabheu, J.M., Song, Y., Yang, Q. (2020), Oil price shocks and economic
growth: The volatility link. International Journal of Forecasting,
36(2), 570-587.

Mehrara, M., Mohaghegh, M. (2011), Macroeconomic dynamics in the
oil exporting countries: A panel VAR study. International Journal of
Business and Social Science, 2(21), 288-295.

Mo, B., Chen, C., Nie, H., Jiang, Y. (2019), Visiting effects of crude oil
price on economic growth in BRICS countries: Fresh evidence from
wavelet-based quantile-on-quantile tests. Energy, 178, 234-251.

Mork, K.A., Olsen, @., Mysen, H.T. (1994), Macroeconomic responses
to oil price increases and decreases in seven OECD countries. The
Energy Journal, 15(4), 19-35.

Musa, K.S., Campus, Y., Tower, N.N.P. (2020), Crude oil price and
exchange rate nexus: An ARDL bound approach. Open Access
Library Journal, 7(3), 1-10.

Park, J., Ratti, R.A. (2008), Oil price shocks and stock markets in the US
and 13 European countries. Energy Economics, 30(5), 2587-2608.

Pedroni, P. (1999), Critical values for cointegration tests in heterogeneous
panels with multiple regressors. Oxford Bulletin of Economics and
statistics, 61(S1), 653-670.

Pedroni, P. (2000), Fully modified OLS for heterogeneous cointegrated
panels. Advances in Econometrics, 15, 93-130.

Pedroni, P. (2001), Purchasing power parity tests in cointegrated panels.
Review of Economics and Statistics, 83(4), 727-731.

Sadorsky, P. (1999), Oil price shocks and stock market activity. Energy
Economics, 21(5), 449-469.

Syzdykova, A. (2018), The relationship between the oil price shocks and
the stock markets: The example of commonwealth of mmdependent
states countries. International Journal of Energy Economics
and Policy, 8(6), 161-166.

Syzdykova, A., Azretbergenova, G., Massadikov, K., Kalymbetova, A.,
Sultanov, D. (2020), Analysis of the relationship between energy
consumption and economic growth in the commonwealth of

International Journal of Energy Economics and Policy | Vol 11 »




Kalymbetova, et al.: The Effect of Oil Prices on Industrial Production in Oil-importing Countries: Panel Cointegration Test

mdependent states. International Journal of Energy Economics and van Eyden, R., Difeto, M., Gupta, R., Wohar, M.E. (2019), Oil price

Policy, 10(4), 318-324. volatility and economic growth: Evidence from advanced economies

Tang, W., Wu, L., Zhang, Z.X. (2010), Oil price shocks and their short- using more than a century’s data. Applied Energy, 233, 612-621.
and long-term effects on the Chinese economy. Energy Economics, Zhang, D. (2008), Oil shock and economic growth in Japan: A nonlinear
32(1), 3-14. approach. Energy Economics, 30(5), 2374-2390.

International Journal of Energy Economics and Policy | Vol 11  Issue 1 ¢ 2021






