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ABSTRACT
This study investigated the relationship between Energy consumption and trade liberalization; the variables used in the model were Energy Consumption (EC), Import (IMP), Export (EXP), Foreign Direct Nigeria (FDI) and Gross Domestic Product (GDP).  The presence of positive autocorrelation as evidenced from the coefficient value 0.643547 of DW statistics  indicates that the standard errors of coefficient in this regression model are likely  to be underestimated which means the predictor variables are more probable to be deemed. Also the R squared value of 0.39 seemed to be low and this implies that the model is not suitable for policy formulation since the explanatory variable could not explain much of the variation in energy consumption. As a result of this problem associated with OLS Estimation, it can’t be used for policy prescription. The study went further to conduct a post-estimation test, using the ADF statistics and the Autoregressive Distributed Lag (ARDL) techniques of estimation. The ADF Statistics showed that the all the variables are stationary either at level or at first difference and this instigate the study to use the ARDL techniques of estimation so as to determine the short and long-run  impact of trade liberalization on Energy consumption. The findings from the ARDL estimate proved that trade liberalization have a short and long run impact on energy consumption. Therefore, the study recommends that the government should create an atmosphere that will encourage foreign direct investment and spur economic growth.
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1. Introduction
Nigeria is endowed with both non-renewable fossil fuels and renewable energy. Nigeria is among the world's top ten largest producers of crude oil and gas. Despite the abundance of the energy resource in Nigeria, the country still experiences deficiency in energy consumption (Akinwale and Ogundari, 2017). It is now widely accepted that energy consumption has a significant influence on the creation of goods and services that enhance trade and economic activity in a nation.

 The concept of trade liberalization is a contemporary issue as the world is experiencing a shift in multilateral agreements with each country protecting its interests as countries are not islands on their own and each individual country depends on each other to survive.

According to ( Ohlan, 2018, Most of the emerging economies are transitioning from an agricultural-based sector towards an industrial sector, which further requires additional energy demand, though newly imported technologies that could cause low-energy intensity are also possible through trade openness. And also, the study of the relationship between energy usage and trade has several justifications. As an illustration, if energy use is established to promote commerce, then energy conservation laws aimed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions will hinder trade because the drop in energy consumption will reduce the benefits of trade (Akinwale and Muzindutsi, 2019). 

The effect of energy consumption on trade liberalization is discussed in the text, as energy consumption has a direct proportionality between consumption and energy production because, according to Newton (2011), "energy can’t be created nor destroyed but can be transformed from one form to another." So to produce electrical or heat energy, you need to transform mechanical energy or heat energy (fuel). Furthermore, to explain the above paragraph, a high consumption rate means a high production rate, which justifies the "law of demand." So therefore, the process of transforming energy or producing it would directly affect the environment because the process of conversion is harmful to the environment, for instance, nuclear fusion, gas, coal, petroleum, etc. All emit harmful gases as a by-product, and their aim is to produce electrical energy. The effects of trade openness and liberalization on the quality of the environment have been widely examined (see Grossman and Krueger, 1993; Antweiler et al., 2001; Frankel, 2009). However, discussion on a related issue the effect of trade liberalization on energy consumption has been sparse, even though it is important (Cole, 2006). Energy consumption, especially the burning of fossil fuels, is the major underlying cause of most pollutants (Doney et al., 2009; Tan, 2009; Jacobsen, 2009).Energy usage may be impacted by trade liberalization beca4use it may result in altering energy-related trade policies, such as lowering tariffs, removing or reducing quotas, and removing non-tariff barriers to energy-efficient goods.

2. Selected Existing Literature
 Shahbaz et al. (2014) investigated the association between trade openness and energy consumption in 91 high-, medium-, and low-income nations for a data set between 1980 and 2010. Their results showed the presence of an inverted-U-shaped association in high-income nations and vice versa in middle- and low-income nations. The result further indicated the bidirectional causality between energy consumption and trade openness. Kyophilavong et al. (2015), in their study conducted in Thailand, affirmed the two-way causality between energy use and trade openness. Meanwhile, the study of Hossain (2012) conducted in Pakistan, India, and Bangladesh could not establish any causality between exports and electricity usage. Yusuf and Omar (2019) examined the effects of trade openness and GDP in Tanzania over the period 1981–2017. While the result of the VECM revealed a positive long-term connection between them, the Granger causality test indicated no causality between them. Hence, the study suggested that the capabilities of indigenous firms should be enhanced to support local production for export purposes.

Awokuse (2008) used VAR, granger causality within the ECM framework, and the impulse response function to examine the connection between import, export, and GDP for selected Latin American countries. The overall findings showed that the strength of the influence of imports on economic growth is relatively stronger than that of exports. This study concludes that imports play a greater role in economic expansion in Latin American nations as opposed to many other studies that have focused mainly on export-led growth.

 Lawal and Ezeuchenne (2017) analyzed the connection between international trade and economic growth in Nigeria, and the results revealed a long-run connection between them. The result further showed one-way causality from economic growth to trade openness, and no causality was established between economic growth and imports, exports, or the balance of trade. Ohlan (2018) assessed the association between trade openness, electricity consumption and GDP in India between 1971 and 2016. The ARDL results showed that the variables are cointegrated and there exists a long-run causation running from electricity consumption and openness to economic growth suggesting growth hypothesis which encourages the continuous generation of eco-friendly energy in boosting economic growth in the future. 

The panel study conducted by Nasreen and Anwar (2014) in 15 Asian countries showed the presence of long run association between energy consumption, trade openness and GDP, and there is a feedback effect between GDP and energy consumption, and also between energy consumption and trade openness. A study of Sadorsky (2012) conducted over the period 1980-2007 in seven South America countries revealed a feedback-type of connection between energy use and trade (exports and imports) in the long run, but unidirectional connection from energy use to imports in the short run. The findings indicated that any environmental policies aimed at decreasing the use of energy would impair international trade and economic progress. 

Akinwale and Muzindutsi (2019) in their study in South Africa for the period 1984–2015 using ARDL model confirmed the positive and significant influence of electricity consumption and trade openness on economic growth in the long run; and, the causality test showed that electricity consumption and trade openness cause economic growth without any feedback effects. Shakeel et al. (2014) explored the link between GDP, energy consumption and international trade in five South Asian countries and their results revealed a feedback effect of the variables on one another in the short run. While a feedback effect is also observed between energy and economic growth in the long run, a unidirectional causality from exports to energy and GDP is also established. 

Shahbaz et al. (2013) in their study conducted in China revealed an existence of a long run association among energy use, economic growth, trade, financial development and capital. Furthermore, the findings also showed one-way causality from energy use to economic growth but feedback effects in other connection paths. The study of Chaudhry et al. (2012) in Pakistan revealed one-way causality from energy use (of each variable electricity, oil, gas and coal) to GDP as well as from GDP to trade openness; there is no causality between energy use and trade openness except that of movement from trade openness to oil only. The research conducted by Acaravci et al. (2015) in Turkey indicated a long run connection among electricity consumption, trade openness, real GDP per capita and FDI. Meanwhile, a unidirectional causality from electricity consumption to GDP was found with no other form of causality. This result supports the growth-hypothesis theory. Also, Satrovic (2019) conducted similar study for Turkey and observed that a unit growth in energy consumption improves GDP by 1.35 whereas a unit growth in trade openness reduces GDP by 0.13. The study concludes that economic growth is energy consumption elastic but trade openness inelastic.



3.  Trend analysis
Fig 3.1


The Fig 3.1, Shows the trend of energy consumption from 1990-2021, it can be deduced that Energy consumption stood at about 34.4 metric tons per trillion of oil Equivalent in 1990 but 5 years later the energy consumption rose from 34.2 metric tons per trillion of equivalent to 56.2 metric tons per trillion of oil equivalent in 1996. This reflects an increase in energy demand by 64.3 percent. The energy consumption also rose by 64.3 percent tons per trillion of oil Equivalent. But in 2007 which is five years difference energy consumption dropped to 56 metric tons per trillion of oil equivalent. This declining trend might be attributed to increase in the oil price during the period. An increase upward trend was however observed in 2012 from 56 metric tons to 68 metric tons per trillion of oil equivalent. The increased persisted in 2017 from 68 metric tons per trillion of oil equivalent to 74 metric tons per trillion of oil equivalent in 2017. A different situation was observed in 2020, these were a downward trend in 2020 from 74 metric tons to 69 metric tons per trillions of oil equivalent. The decline in the trend at the period might have been attributed to covid-19 pandemic which ravage the global world that eventually lead to economic recession throughout the world. The downward trend was also witnessed in 2021 as the aftermath of the Covid 19 pandemic shock of the year energy consumption dropped from 69 tons of oil equivalent to 59metric tons of oil equivalent. 

Fig 3.2

Figure 3.2 shows the trend of the total value of export in billion dollars from 1990 to 2021. The total value of export stood at about 10billion dollars, when examined five years difference. The total value of export rose to 43 billion dollars in 1996, the upward trend might be attributed to the performance of oil output and non-oil export during the period in 2001 which is five year interval, Nigeria experienced a negative value of total export which implies an unfavorable terms of trade and this might be as a result of over reliance on oil export at the expense of non-oil export; a different scenario was experienced in 2006 which is five years later, the total value of export grew to 60 billion dollars and this increase might be attributed to different economic reforms initiated in 2003 by Professor Charles Soludo the then Central Bank Governor. Those reforms include National Economic empowerment and development strategies (NEEDS), state economic empowerment and development strategies. In 2012, a downward trend was however4 observed when the total value of export dropped from 60billion dollars to 19 billion dollars. this downward trend might have been attributed to a fall in international oil price which shrunk Nigerians oil revenue. In 2017, a downward trend persisted when Nigerians experienced economic recession as the total value of export dropped to four billion dollars compared to 60 billion dollars in 2012 and between 2020 and 2021, the total value of export shrunk further to negative value and as a result the unfavorable terms of trade was recorded due the Covid 19 pandemic which ravaged the whole world, that eventually led to economic recession.  



Fig 3.3 shows the growth rate of GDP from 1990 to 2021. An average of five years is taken as an interval. it can be deduced from the figure 3.3 that GDP growth rate in 1990 stood at about 12 percent , this increase might have been attributed to trade openness of Nigeria economy with the rest of the world under the leadership of General Ibrahim Babangida the president and commander of the armed forces . the growth however fell to 4.3 percent growth rate in 1996.

The percentage increase of the growth rate of GDP within the five-year interval is about 64.2 percent. An upward trend was obser4ved in 2021 from 43 percent to 46 percent growth rate which is about 6.98 percentage increase.  The upward trend persisted in 2006 to the time of 5.8 percent increase in the growth rate of GDP. 

However a downward trend was recorded from 5.8 percent to 3.8 percent which is an increase of about 34.5 percent. So a negative value was recorded in 2017, and that was the period Nigeria economy witnessed economy recession due to consecutive negative growth of GDP. However towards the end of 2017, Nigeria exited economic recession and by 2018, 2019 GDP growth rate was 0.55 percent but by 2020 Nigeria economy was worsened due to Covid 19 pandemic that ravaged the whole world which crippled business activity.



Figure 3.3 shows the trend of import vaklue as a ratio of GDP from 1990 to 2021. It cab be deduced from the table , the total value of import stood about 4 billion dollars . an upward trend was recorded in 1996 which is five year interval to the tune of 6 billion dollars . this is about 50 percentage incraese over existingt value of import . the increase in import might be attributed to over relevance on oil as a major producvt that is yielding a substantial level of revenue to the government. 

It was also observed that an upward trend was recorded to the tune of 7billion dollars in 2006 the increase is about 60 percent over the existing value. The upward trend still persisted in 2012 to the of 9 billion dollars, an increase of about 28.6 percentage increase. 

In about five years later, a downward trend observed to the tune of 4.3 billion doallrs whiocvh is about 38.6 percent decrese in the import value in 2017, the percent decrese might have been attributed to the economic recession witnessed in 2017, due to a drastic fall in the internat5ional oil price price. The situation, however revert its self in 2018 and 2019 , where upward trend was recorded to thre tune of 9 billion dollars, a 109  percentage increase over the existing value of import. This increase might have bneen attributed to the steady recovering in nigeria of nigeria economy in 2019 and 2019, after the exit of economic recession, But, 2020 year witnessed an external shock as a result of covid pandemic that affect the global world economic activites  the downward trend was recorded to the tune of 3 billion dollars which is about 30 percent decrease over the exisiting value of the totqal export and, 2021, the total value of import rose to 4 billion dollar which is about 30 percent increase.


Figure 3.5 shows the trend in foreign direct investment from 1990 to 2021. It can be deduced from the table 3.5 that foreign direct investment inflows into Nigeria in 1990 stood at about 1.2 billion dollars. in 1996 which is about five years difference net foreign direct investment inflows dropped from 1.2 billion dollars to 0.8 billion dollars to 1.4 billion dollars in 2001. This increase might be attributed to increase activities of multinational cooperation particularly in the oil and gas sector. The upward trend persisted in 2006 which is about 21.43 percent. It was also discovered that the net foreign direct investment inflow increased to 2.4 billion dollars from 1.7 billion dollars in 2016 to 2012 this is about 50 percent of increased to the previous level. the percentage increased might have been attributed to the conducive business environment under the able leadership of the president and commander of the armed forces , General Olusegun Obasanjo who introduced reforms in economic structure of the country , however , a downward trend was observed in another five years later in 2017. Foreign direct investment inflow dropped to 0.4 billion dollars in 2017 there was 83.3percent decrease in net foreign direct investment in flow. The decrease might have been attributed to drastic fall bin the international oil price to about 28 billion dollar and by implication the Nigeria’s oil revenue fall drastically and as a result an economic recession was recorded through a negative GDP growth during the period. The downward trend persisted to 2020 aftermath of the Covid 19 pandemic which affected overall business cycle across the globe. However 2021 was a recovery year as a result of the aid given by the international organization such as the international monetary fund, world health organization (WHO) , African development bank and a host of others . the official development put Nigeria economy on the steady rate growth of net foreign direct investment inflow from 0.4 billion dollars to 0.7 billion dollars a 75-percentage increase.

3. Theoretical Framework
The underlining theory of the linkage between energy consumption and trade liberalization is rooted from Hescher-Ohlin theory of international trade. The theory argues that to improve international trade, countries may specialize in labour- or capital-rich industrial processes. In both scenarios, countries may raise their need for energy (oil, gas, and electricity, for example) in order to power both production and transportation. Production and transportation are anticipated to use more energy as a result of growing international trade than they would under an energy-autarky scenario, if energy efficiency could not be improved. 
However, if energy-efficient technologies are used in conjunction with expanding global trade, energy consumption may also be decreased. As a result, it is an empirical question for any economy to determine whether there is a rise or fall in energy demand with increased commerce. The level of economic development of an economy can also be used to discuss the impact of trade openness on energy demand. In order to enhance international commerce and the ratio of international trade to Gross Domestic Product (GDP), a country must loosen tax regulations and other administrative burdens.

As a consequence, trade openness is anticipated to positively impact economic growth. Then, earlier economic expansion may raise the need for energy as a result of more economic activity, such as higher government expenditure, consumption, and/or manufacturing. This is known as the scale effect. The countries may develop sufficiently during the later stages of economic growth to install energy-efficient technologies and/or shift their production processes from energy-intensive industries to the service sector, which are referred to as technique effects and composition effects, respectively. Due to this, as the economy continues to grow, less energy may be needed.

5.    Methodology
5.1 Model Specification
The model for this study specified function as 
EC=ƒ (EXP, IMP, FDI, GDP)
Where, EC represent; Energy Consumption, EXP represent; Export, IMP represent; Import, FDI represent; Foreign Direct Investment, and GDP represent; Gross Domestic Product. The equation 1 above can be explicitly expressed as EC=β0+β1EXP+β2IMP+β3FDI+β4GDP+µ

5.2   Data analysis and discussion of the OLS Estimation

Table 5.1
	Dependent Variable: EC
	
	

	Method: Least Squares
	
	

	Date: 02/07/23   Time: 16:55
	
	

	Sample: 1990 2021
	
	

	Included observations: 32
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	EXP01
	-0.121337
	0.093327
	-1.300123
	0.2045

	FDI
	-4.440880
	1.761788
	-2.520667
	0.0179

	GDP
	-1.071963
	0.580982
	-1.845087
	0.0760

	IMP
	2.65E-10
	7.32E-11
	3.625574
	0.0012

	C
	59.32794
	5.399510
	10.98765
	0.0000

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.393545
	    Mean dependent var
	65.20399

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.303700
	    S.D. dependent var
	13.79981

	S.E. of regression
	11.51519
	    Akaike info criterion
	7.867813

	Sum squared resid
	3580.191
	    Schwarz criterion
	8.096834

	Log likelihood
	-120.8850
	    Hannan-Quinn criter.
	7.943727

	F-statistic
	4.380265
	    Durbin-Watson stat
	0.643547

	Prob(F-statistic)
	0.007379
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



After running the ordinary least squares estimation, the study discovers that the model was not significant from a priori expectations, where the model displayed R-SQUARED is less than 0.50, explaining the model is not fit.
• TEST, which explains the individual significance of the variables, where the individual variables were not significant at 5% (0.05)
• The F-statistic, which measures the joint significance of the variables, is significant because the probability value is less than 5% (0.05).
• The Durbin-Watson statistic, which shows if there is the presence of autocorrelation, has a negative autocorrelation of 0.643547. On this basis, the study goes further to individually check the stationarity of the variables to attain what test method to adopt.

5.2.1- Unit root test and cointegration properties of variables
The first step in analyzing the relationship among macroeconomic variables is to check whether the variables in the model are stationary, (Lise and Montfort,2005). Using the augmented Dickey-fuller (ADF) test, the results of the test are presented in table 3.1 evidently based on their critical values, most variables are stationary at levels of ADF while others were stationary at first order difference.

Table 5.2. ADF unit root Tests for stationarity for all variables in the model
	ADF
VARIABLE 
	ADF
STATISTICS 
	CRITICAL 
VALUE
	PROBALITY 
	ORDER OF 
INTEGRATION
	REMARK

	EC
	-7214871
	-2.963972
	0.0000
	I(1)
	Stationary 

	IMP
	-5.729941
	-2.963972
	0.0000
	I(1)
	Stationary 

	EXP
	-6.871548
	-2.960411
	0.0000
	I(0)
	Stationary 

	FDI
	-3.039983
	-2.960411
	0.0421
	I(0)
	Stationary 

	GDP
	-3.625627
	-2.960411
	0.0109
	I(0)
	Stationary 



Following the stationarity test, the study discovered that not all variables were stationary at levels I(0), with most being stationary at first difference I(1). It then moved on to the ARDL Test subject to variation in the order of integration, the result is then presented as shown below.

Table 5.3

	[bookmark: _Hlk126686644]Dependent Variable: ENERGY_CONSUMPTION
	

	Method: ARDL
	
	
	

	Date: 02/07/23   Time: 16:02
	
	

	Sample (adjusted): 5 32
	
	

	Included observations: 28 after adjustments
	

	Maximum dependent lags: 4 (Automatic selection)

	Model selection method: Akaike info criterion (AIC)

	Dynamic regressors (4 lags, automatic): EXPORT FOREIGN_DIRECT_INV

	 ESTMENT GDP IMPORT  
	
	

	Fixed regressors: C
	
	

	Number of models evalulated: 2500
	

	Selected Model: ARDL(1, 0, 4, 0, 2)
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.*  

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	ENERGY_CONSUMPTION(-1)
	1.161302
	0.168722
	6.882943
	0.0000

	EXPORT
	-0.241895
	0.073675
	-3.283279
	0.0047

	FOREIGN_DIRECT_INVESTMEN
	2.562056
	1.537882
	1.665964
	0.1152

	FOREIGN_DIRECT_INVESTMEN(-1)
	-0.088197
	1.413504
	-0.062396
	0.9510

	FOREIGN_DIRECT_INVESTMEN(-2)
	1.634700
	1.511144
	1.081763
	0.2954

	FOREIGN_DIRECT_INVESTMEN(-3)
	-1.060801
	1.519416
	-0.698163
	0.4951

	FOREIGN_DIRECT_INVESTMEN(-4)
	3.264480
	1.212219
	2.692980
	0.0160

	GDP
	0.328725
	0.370838
	0.886439
	0.3885

	IMPORT
	1.85E-10
	6.42E-11
	2.878602
	0.0109

	IMPORT(-1)
	-6.58E-11
	6.64E-11
	-0.989945
	0.3369

	IMPORT(-2)
	-1.34E-10
	6.23E-11
	-2.157884
	0.0465

	C
	-20.05187
	13.25047
	-1.513295
	0.1497

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.856880
	    Mean dependent var
	68.39359

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.758485
	    S.D. dependent var
	11.40978

	S.E. of regression
	5.607245
	    Akaike info criterion
	6.583523

	Sum squared resid
	503.0592
	    Schwarz criterion
	7.154468

	Log likelihood
	-80.16933
	    Hannan-Quinn criter.
	6.758067

	F-statistic
	8.708565
	    Durbin-Watson stat
	1.646340

	Prob(F-statistic)
	0.000078
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	


	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


From the ARDL results, energy consumption lag of order (1) has a positive long-run impact on the current value of energy consumption while current export has a negative long-run impact on energy consumption.
 The current value of foreign direct investment has a positive long-run impact on energy consumption, while the foreign direct investment lag of order (1) has a negative long-run impact on energy consumption. 
The current value of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) has a positive long-run impact on energy consumption.
The current value of Import has a positive long run impact on energy consumption, while Import lag of order (1) value has a negative impact on energy consumption.

The coefficient for Export is negatively related to Energy Consumption, this shows that a unit change in Export leads to a decrease in Energy Consumption by 24%.Also,the corresponding probability reveals to be significant at 0.0047 lesser than 5% level of significant.

The coefficient for Foreign Direct Investment is positively related to Energy Consumption, This shows that a unit change in Foreign Direct Investment leads to an Increase in Energy Consumption by2.56% . Also, the corresponding probability reveals to be insignificant at 0.1152 Greater than 5% level of significant The coefficient Gross Domestic Product is positively related to Energy Consumption, this shows that a unit change in Gross Domestic Product leads to an Increase in Energy Consumption by 0.32%. Also, the corresponding probability reveals to be insignificant at 0.3885Greater than 5% level of significant. 

The coefficient for Import is positively related to Energy Consumption, This shows that a unit change in Import leads to an Increase in Energy Consumption by 1.8%. Also, the corresponding probability reveals to be significant at 0.0109less than 5% level of significant. 
The R squared shows that the model is fit. After it conducted the ARDL TEST due to the value obtained is more than 50 percent, conforming to a prior expectation at 85% while the remaining 15% is explained by the variables not included in the Model, and again other unexplained variables are in the error term.

The F Statistics probability value 0.000078implies that the model is jointly significant at 5% level of significance.

6. Conclusion
This study examined the connectivity between Nigeria's Energy Consumption and Trade Liberalization in Nigeria between 1990 and 2021; a pre-estimation was conducted via ordinary least square regression. The results show that some of the study's variables were not significant at the 5% level. The study was inspired to run an Augmented Dickey Fuller test to ascertain the presence of stationarity in the series after which, the results revealed variations in the order of integration among the pairs of variables in the equation. Considering the variations in the order of integration, the study went further to conduct an auto-regressive distributed lag model because of its advantage in capturing both the short-run and long-run impacts of independent variables on energy consumption and a dependent variable. The study was motivated to conduct an autoregressive distributed lag model after observing this result, and it discovered that independent variables (Export, Import, Gross domestic product, foreign Direct Investment) have both short- and long-term effects on energy consumption.
The study recommends that more foreign direct investment inflow should be attracted by the government to encourage energy consumption. This is evidently proved by the coefficient of the current value 2.562056 of foreign direct investment. The government should also encouraged import of goods that were not domestically produced in Nigeria. This was evidently proved by the coefficient 1.85 of the current value of import which has both short and long run impact on Energy consumption
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IMPORT	1990	1991	1992	1993	1994	1995	1996	1997	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	31943183208.100693	41700461450.296654	35456726804.161697	42844853947.665054	33590341194.655731	29601804413.206928	44049998359.468933	59391245453.818413	55508417004.464966	36800645947.327682	41428379660.300743	66653814667.730904	70888573854.219391	108774901032.46979	72646550659.433563	97069605464.81459	131981949577.81691	166075951729.24591	134916759267.99399	113559552439.04877	96202887773.349014	88666964890.284592	59502935802.569023	66771698970.436974	70757460187.494598	52587923981.00367	47139128156.997581	49379014627.274864	73654576002.96637	93730899824.507446	35671154741.956863	51524344524.897888	



FDI	1990	1991	1992	1993	1994	1995	1996	1997	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	1.0879509895418538	1.450317769261515	1.8760177303080618	4.8477900042941924	5.7908473052953964	0.7621955759060246	0.97752098241956664	0.86227632468092608	0.54861618751033547	1.6925575138309819	1.6417393289309654	1.6355262309489078	1.9715834019940361	1.9146200966047486	1.3803740403365041	2.8362945924927878	2.035753056777188	2.1691956657356952	2.4137396132339677	2.9002494011169397	1.6420731953208689	2.1331184017871609	1.5237823963167763	1.0695393993108551	0.81747837934191758	0.62150151144479626	0.8533959043083148	0.64218292024903589	0.18382151369781902	0.51439340655779464	0.55189346090941505	0.7515784006275934	


EC	1990	1991	1992	1993	1994	1995	1996	1997	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	35.788509176570216	40.122153330549963	46.498498748811144	49.0978152721896	53.877122571457086	53.977079509245819	57.582772542124069	55.68404432259576	62.375477272049444	53.447357258827886	42.83952684297924	62.252694003971328	65.973220366431178	66.445404377426158	64.27029825832291	64.8019598250374	55.66871651148201	75.619649503136984	69.559694805737067	76.748491750143572	76.006833555503079	74.600007357898349	66.823383645570487	80.045140859018403	78.212238837247199	84.509928534027011	86.919563338095543	84.530147147239248	82.200280335525349	80.166133259885711	72.618446779683438	67.264933738233722	




Export 	1990	1991	1992	1993	1994	1995	1996	1997	1998	1999	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	-4.4450810463247565	8.0629170334834068	-26.518534013172729	18.648203688397587	2.2614195120097804	-8.5762660365208667	-10.878047907591252	47.903986650457092	2.0866130042142377	-10.7526881720124	13.253012047193707	-23.619547539137589	11.627384695842878	31.361210801411886	-0.95471852641281885	12.374540360950519	70.375629865321145	-16.951208578327211	43.437444695652815	-30.017757760597735	11.445662751375352	25.792715765418038	-3.5889719176544812	-21.736517350473086	24.085030612787822	8.8467306299719745E-2	11.531552836551144	8.7397063532212567	-1.4106348693514548	14.975652798693456	-33.351532832293294	-32.094654456232242	
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