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Abstract

The research addressed the role of banking competition in stimulating
economic growth using theoretical facts from the economic theory literature
on banking competition and economic growth, as well as the effect of the
level of competition on economic growth. The focus of the research mission
was the basic question about the actual form of competition in the Iraqi
banking market and what its effects are on stimulating economic growth.
The reform still suffers from structural, regulatory and technological
problems and the instability of the investment environment, as well as its
weak connection to the global unitary banking system, which is due to the
decline in competition in the banking sector, and thus weak competition. The
reduced supply of financing at high costs had the effect of stimulating
economic growth, this requires a better understanding of ways to improve
banking competition that stimulates economic growth. The objectives of the
research were to study the literature related to banking competition and
economic growth and the relationship between them, and to benefit from it
in analyzing the relationship between banking competition and economic
growth in Irag, as well as descriptive analysis of facts and data. Determine
the direction of the relationship’s development, its dimensions, the nature of
the factors affecting it and the possibility of its development, as well as
measuring and analyzing the relationship between the variables that
represent the studied relationship. The research used statistical methods
and economic measurements of the relationship between the variables that
represent the impact of banking competition on economic growth and
reached a number of conclusions that are summarized in the fact that the
improved developments in the Iragi banking system did not reach the level
of addressing the basic problems in the structure of the banking system,
which is reflected in the availability of the foundations of banking
competition. Competitive conditions in the banking market are completed,
while the recommendations stress the need to improve the development of
basic indicators and standards. The Iragi banking sector indicators indicate
further relative improvement in the characteristics of the banking market and
increased relative positive growth in the requirements of banking
competition.

Keywords: Banking competition, economic growth, competition
indicators
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Dependent Variable: GDP1

Method: ARDL ‘
Date: 10/09/23 Time: 11:05

Sample (adjusted): 2007 2021

Included observations: 15 after adjustments

Maximum dependent lags: 2 (Automatic selection)
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Model selection method: Akaike info criterion (AIC)

Dynamic regressors (1 lag, automatic): DE INV INTR

Fixed regressors: C

Number of models evalulated: 16

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

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.*

GDP1(-1) 0.235387 0.372586 0.631764 0.5476

GDP1(-2) -0.807781 0.445794 -1.812005 0.1129
DE -209.3173 192.4056 -1.087896 0.3127
DE(-1) -244.1211 205.3304 -1.188918 0.2732
INV -5.511821 4.963047 -1.110572 0.3034
INV(-1) -6.089576 5.113733 -1.190828 0.2725
INTR 26369784 10015532 -2.632889 0.0338
C 8.40E+08 2.58E+08 3.260125 0.0139
R -squared 0.822966 Mean dependent var 2.17E+08

IAdjusted R -squared 0.645932 S.D. dependent var 57589544

S.E. of regression 34267842 Akaike info criterion 37.84184
Sum squared resid 8.22E+15 Schwarz criterion 38.21947
Log likelihood -275.8138 Hannan-Quinn criter. 37.83782
F-statistic 4.648638 Durbin-Watson stat 2.326817
Prob(F-statistic) 0.030099 \

*Note: p-values and any subsequent tests do not account for model

selection.
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F-Bounds Test Null Hypothesis: No levels relationship|
Test Statistic Value Signif. I1(0) I(1)
Asymptoti
c: n=1000
F-statistic N 209519 10% 2.37 3.2
k 3 5% 2.79 3.67
2.5% 3.15 4.08
1% 3.65 4.66
Actual Sample Size 15 Finite
Sample: n=30
10% 2.676 3.586
5% 3.272 4.306
1% 4.614 5.966
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Breusch-Godfrey Serial Correlation LM Test: ‘

Null hypothesis: No serial correlation at up to 2 lags
F-statistic 1.272757 Prob. F(2,5) 0.3574
Obs*R -squared ~ [5.060321 Prob. Chi-Square(2) 0.0796
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Heteroskedasticity Test: Breusch-Pagan-Godfrey

Null hypothesis: Homoskedasticity

F-statistic 0.792701 Prob. F(7,7) 0.6165
Obs*R -squared  6.632737 Prob. Chi-Square(7) 0.4681
Scaled explained SS[0.697966 Prob. Chi-Square(7) 0.9984
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5
Series: Residuals
Sample 2007 2021
a Observations 15
3 Mean -3.23e-08
Median 6203452.
Maximum 40200318
2 Minimum -39806246
Std. Dev. 24231024
1 Skewness -0.244461
- - - Kurtosis  1.966403
o
-4.0e+07 -2.0e+07 0.01000 2.0e+07 4.0e+07 Jarque-Bera  0.817105
Probability 0.6646120
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600,000,000

Forecast: GDP1F
500,000,000 Actual: GDP1

Forecast sample: 2005 2021
400,000,000 Adjusted sample: 2007 2021

300,000,000 Root Mean Squared Error 30973291
T Mean Absolute Error 25585990
200,000,000 Mean Abs. Percent Error  12.24971

100,000,000 Bias Proportion 0.003872
Variance Proportion 0.004007
0 Covariance Proportion 0.992121
07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 Theil U2 Coefficient 0.686870
Symmetric MAPE 12.12661
—— GDP1F +2S.E.

(..“.ZJ\ Sgas

1.6
1.2
0.8
0.4

0.0

Included observations: 15

Theil Inequality Coef. 0.068911
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CUSUM 5% Significance
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ARDL Error Correction Regression

Dependent Variable: D(GDP1) ‘

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

Case 2: Restricted Constant and No Trend

Date: 10/09/23 Time: 11:09

Sample: 2005 2021

Included observations: 15

ECM Regression

Case 2: Restricted Constant and No Trend

Variable Coefficient Std. Error| t-Statistic | Prob.
D(GDP1(-1y) 0.807781 0.264989 3.048353 0.0186
D(DE) -209.3173 121.1897 |-1.727188 0.1278
DINV) -5.511821 3.425820 |-1.608906 0.1517
CointEq(-1)* -1.572394 0.318849 |-4.931472 0.0017
R -squared 0.671760 Mean dependent var (13704324
Adjusted R-squared (0.582239 S.D. dependent var (42293704
S.E. of regression 27336282 Akaike info criterion (37.30851
Sum squared resid ~ [8.22E+15 Schwarz criterion  [37.49732
Log likelihood -275.8138 Hannan-Quinn criter.37.30649
Durbin-Watson stat  [2.326817 ‘
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\ p-value incompatible with t-Bounds distribution. |
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Levels Equation

Case 2: Restricted Constant and No Trend

Variable Coefficient Std. Error| t-Statistic Prob.
DE -288.3745 119.5291 |-2.412588 0.0466
INV -7.378174 2.475041 |-2.981031 0.0205
INTR -16770467 3951043. |-4.244568 0.0038
C 5.34E+08 55562906 9.610115 0.0000

EC = GDP1 - (-288.3745*DE -7.3782*INV -16770467.3457*INTR +
533965892.3453)

Null Hypothesis: No  levels
F-Bounds Test

relationship
Test Statistic Value Signif. 1(0) I(1)
IAsymptotic:
n=1000
F-statistic 3.095199 10% 2.37 3.2
k 3 5% 2.79 3.67
2.5% 3.15 4.08
1% 3.65 4.66
Actual Sample Size 15 Finite
Sample: n=30
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10% 2.676 3.586
5% 3.272 4.306
1% 4.614 5.966
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Dependent Variable: GDP2
Method: ARDL

Date: 10/09/23 Time: 13:27
Sample (adjusted): 2006 2021

Included observations: 16 after adjustments

Maximum dependent lags: 2 (Automatic selection)

Model selection method: Akaike info criterion (AIC)

Dynamic regressors (1 lag, automatic): DE INV INTR

Fixed regressors: C

Number of models evalulated: 16

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

Note: final equation sample is larger than selection sample

Variable Coefficient Std. Error| t-Statistic | Prob.*

GDP2(-1) 0.622067 0.226744 | 2.743474 | 0.0207

DE -51.93684 91.13367 |-0.569897 0.5813

DE(-1) 1.820930 84.44117 | 0.021564 | 0.9832

INV -1.526363 1.702644 |-0.896466 0.3911

INTR -5082322. 3218880. |-1.578910 0.1454

C 1.45E+08 74133016| 1.951075 0.0796

R -squared 0.914071 Mean dependent var [1.32E+08
Adjusted R-squared 0.871106 S.D. dependent var 47049325

S.E. of regression  |16891575 Akaike info criterion [36.40252
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Sum squared resid 2.85E+15 Schwarz criterion 36.69225

Log likelihood -285.2202

F-statistic 21.27490 Durbin-Watson stat [2.017889
Prob(E-statistic)  [0.000049 |

Hannan-Quinn criter. [36.41736

*Note: p-values and any subsequent tests do not account for model
selection. | I
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F_Bounds Test Null Hypothe.sis: No levels
relationship
Test Statistic Value Signif. [(0) I(1)
Asymptoti
¢: n=1000
F-statistic 2.057162 10% 2.37 3.2
k 3 5% 2.79 3.67
2.5% 3.15 4.08
1% 3.65 4.66
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Actual Sample P Finite
Size Sample: n=35
10% 2.618 3.532
5% 3.164 4.194
1% 4.428 5.816
Finite
Sample: n=30
10% 2.676 3.586
5% 3.272 4.306
1% 4.614 5.966
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Breusch-Godfrey Serial Correlation LM Test: ‘

Null hypothesis: No serial correlation at up to 1 lag
F-statistic 1.125328 Prob. F(1,9) 0.3164
Obs*R -squared  |1.778239 Prob. Chi-Square(1) 0.1824
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Heteroskedasticity Test: Breusch-Pagan-Godfrey

Null hypothesis: Homoskedasticity
F-statistic 0.676031 Prob. F(5,10) 0.6514
Obs*R-squared  4.041991 Prob. Chi-Square(5) 0.5434
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Scaled explained SS|1.573744 Prob. Chi-Square(5) 0.9044

Test Equation:

Dependent Variable: RESID"2

Method: Least Squares

Date: 10/09/23 Time: 13:30

Sample: 2006 2021

Included observations: 16

Variable Coefficient Std. Error|  t-Statistic | Prob.

C 1.15E+15 1.21E+15| 0.950147 | 0.3644

GDP2(-1) 88668.33 3695898. 0.023991 0.9813

DE 1.01E+09 1.49E+09 | 0.679175 0.5124

DE(-1) -1.02E+09 1.38E+09 |-0.742206 0.4750

INV -32599499 27752869 |-1.174635 0.2674

INTR -5.58E+13 5.25E+13 |-1.064361 0.3122

R -squared 0.252624 Mean dependent var |1.78E+14
IAdjusted R-squared  |-0.121063 S.D. dependent var  2.60E+14

S.E. of regression  [2.75E+14 Akaike info criterion [69.61586

Sum squared resid [7.58E+29 Schwarz criterion  69.90558

Log likelihood -550.9269 Hannan-Quinn criter. 69.63070

F-statistic 0.676031 Durbin-Watson stat |1.522429

Prob(F-statistic) ~ |0.651421 ‘
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ARDL Error Correction Regression

Dependent Variable: D(GDP2)
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Selected Model: ARDL(1, 1, 0, 0)

Case 2: Restricted Constant and No Trend

Date: 10/09/23 Time: 13:32

Sample: 2005 2021

Included observations: 16

ECM Regression

Case 2: Restricted Constant and No Trend

Variable Coefficient Std. Error|  t-Statistic | Prob.
D(DE) -51.93684 61.18639 |-0.848830 0.4158
CointEq(-1)* -0.377933 0.099594 |-3.794751 0.0035
R -squared 0.289043 Mean dependent var {10739312
Adjusted R-squared 0.238260 S.D. dependent var (16356965
S.E. of regression 14275987 Akaike info criterion (35.90252
Sum squared resid ~ [2.85E+15 Schwarz criterion  35.99910
Log likelihood -285.2202 | Hannan-Quinn criter.  |35.90747
Durbin-Watson stat  [2.017889 ‘

* p-value incompatible with t-Bounds distribution.
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Levels Equation

Case 2: Restricted Constant and No Trend
Variable

Coefﬁcient‘ Std. Error‘ t—Statistic‘ Prob.
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DE -132.6051 227.8499 |-0.581985 0.5735
INV -4.038707 5.150420 |-0.784151 0.4511
INTR -13447663 7339201. |-1.832306 0.0968
C 3.83E+08 1.19E+08 3.220835 0.0092

EC = GDP2 - (-132.6051*DE -4.0387*INV -13447663.4906*INTR +
382710310.9041) ‘ |
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Dependent Variable: INF

Method: ARDL |
Date: 10/11/23 Time: 10:14
Sample (adjusted): 2008 2021

Included observations: 14 after adjustments

Maximum dependent lags: 3 (Automatic selection)

Model selection method: Akaike info criterion (AIC)

Dynamic regressors (1 lag, automatic): DE INV INTR

Fixed regressors: C

Number of models evalulated: 24

Selected Model: ARDL(3, 0, 0, 1)

Variable Coefficient Std. Error|  t-Statistic Prob.*
INF(-1) 0.270917 0.564121 0.480247 0.6481
INF(-2) 0.257594 0.174530 1.475928 0.1904
INF(-3) 0.172552 0.071621 2.409251 0.0526
DE -9.57E-07 1.78E-05 |-0.053670 0.9589
INV -5.86E-07 3.14E-07 |-1.863920 0.1116
INTR -0.368759 0.795904 |-0.463320 0.6595
INTR(-1) -0.932090 0.940258 |-0.991313 0.3598
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C 21.23924 12.63728 1.680681 0.1438
R -squared 0.828208 Mean dependent var {3.665000
IAdjusted R -squared 0.627784 S.D. dependent var  3.751961
S.E. of regression 2.289053 Akaike info criterion |4.789713
Sum squared resid 31.43858 Schwarz criterion  5.154888
Log likelihood -25.52799 Hannan-Quinn criter. |4.755909
F-statistic 4.132280 Durbin-Watson stat 2.037934
Prob(F-statistic) 0.051992 |
*Note: p-values and any subsequent tests do not account for model
selection. ‘ ’
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Null Hypothesis: No  levels
F-Bounds Test ) .
relationship
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Test Statistic Value Signif. I1(0) I(1)
IAsymptotic:
n=1000
F-statistic 2.247801 10% 2.37 3.2
k 3 5% 2.79 3.67
2.5% 3.15 4.08
1% 3.65 4.66
Actual Sample Size 14 Fnite
Sample: n=35
10% 2.618 3.532
5% 3.164 4.194
1% 4.428 5.816
Finite
Sample: n=30
10% 2.676 3.586
5% 3.272 4.306
1% 4.614 5.966
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Breusch-Godfrey Serial Correlation LM Test: ‘

Null hypothesis: No serial correlation at up to 2 lags
F-statistic 0.517025 Prob. F(2,4) 0.6314
Obs*R -squared ~ [2.875758 Prob. Chi-Square(2) 0.2374
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Heteroskedasticity Test: Harvey os oo
Null hypothesis: Homoskedasticity .
F-statistic 2.276726 Prob. F(7,6) 0.1678 |
Obs'Rsquared  [10.17087 | Prob. Chi-Square(7) 0.1791 | =
Scaled explained SS9.565192 Prob. Chi-Square(7) 0.2146 e
Test Equation: =L
Dependent Variable: LRESID?2
Method: Least Squares
Date: 10/11/23 Time: 10:17
Sample: 2008 2021
Included observations: 14
Variable Coefhicient Std. Error|  t-Statistic Prob.
C 18.34588 9.501124 1.930916 0.1017
INF(-1) 0.731792 0.424125 1.725416 0.1352
INF(-2) 0.150623 0.131218 1.147888 0.2947
INF(-3) 0.001479 0.053847 |  0.027470 0.9790
DE -2.20E-05 1.34E-05 |-1.643146 0.1515
INV -5.03E-07 2.36E-07 |-2.126314 0.0776
INTR -0.503982 0.598387 |-0.842234 0.4319
INTR(-1) -0.645889 0.706917 -0.913670 0.3961
R -squared 0.726491 Mean dependent var  |-1.002142
IAdjusted R-squared  0.407396 S.D. dependent var 2.235605
S.E. of regression  |1.720986 Akaike info criterion  4.219231
Sum squared resid |17.77075 Schwarz criterion 4.584407
Log likelihood -21.53462 Hannan-Quinn criter. (4.185427
F-statistic 2.276726 Durbin-Watson stat 3.112292
Prob(F-statistic) ~ 0.167796
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Series: Residuals
5 Sample 2008 2021

Observations 14

a
Mean 3.36e-15

Median -0.257191

Maximum 3.160061

Minimum -3.210568

Std. Dev. 1.555105

Skewness 0.289199

Kurtosis 3.604621
-4 -3 -2 -1 0] 1 2 3 4

Probability 0.8153000

N

[y
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Forecast: INFF
15 . Actual: INF
‘; sample: 2005 2021
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. tions: 14
5 T 1.358736
1.039850
o 171.5046
oef. 0.134811
5 0.006970
0.108610
_10 0.884421
ci 0.398018
Symmetric MAPE 57.20758
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Dependent Variable: D(INF)

Selected Model: ARDL(3, 0, 0, 1)

Case 2: Restricted Constant and No Trend

Date: 10/11/23 Time: 10:19

Sample: 2005 2021

Included observations: 14

ECM Regression

Case 2: Restricted Constant and No Trend

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic

Prob.

£
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DINF(-1)) -0.4301406/0.056428 -7.622854 0.0003
D(INF(-2)) -0.172552/0.049238 -3.504457| 0.0128
DAINTR) -0.3687590.504522 -0.730907| 0.4924
CointEq(-1)* -0.298937,0.069070 -4.328010, 0.0049
R -squared 0.880044 Mean dependent var 0.400714
Adjusted R-squared | 0.844057 S.D. dependent var 4.490026
S.E. of regression 1.773093 Akaike info criterion 4218284
Sum squared resid 31.43858 Schwarz criterion 4.400872
Log likelihood -25.52799 Hannan-Quinn criter. 4.201382
Durbin-Watson stat ~ [2.037934
* p-value incompatible with t-Bounds distribution.
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Levels Equation
Case 2: Restricted Constant and No Trend

Coefficie
Variable nt Std. Error| t-Statistic Prob.
DE -3.20E-06 6.50E-05 |-0.049262 0.9623
INV -1.96E-06 4.92E-06 |-0.398246 0.7042
INTR -4.351586 13.44048 |-0.323767 0.7571
C 71.04928 206.4536 0.344142 0.7425
EC = INF - (-0.0000*DE -0.0000*INV -4.3516*INTR + 71.0493)
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Dependent Variable: PER
Method: ARDL
Date: 10/11/23 Time: 11:50
Sample (adjusted): 2006 2021

Included observations: 16 after adjustments

Maximum dependent lags: 3 (Automatic selection)

Model selection method: Akaike info criterion (AIC)

Dynamic regressors (1 lag, automatic): DE INV INTR

Fixed regressors: C
Number of models evalulated: 24
Selected Model: ARDL(1, 0, 0, 0)
Note: final equation sample is larger than selection sample
Variable Coeficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.*
PER(-1) 0.583039 0.219406 2.657352 0.0223
DE -5.71E-06 4.01E-06 | -1.423777 0.1823
INV -5.64E-08 8.89E-08 | -0.634983 0.5384
INTR 0.015934 0.142408 | 0.111889 0.9129
C 3.470752 3.101758 | 1.118963 0.2870
R -squared 0.719870 Mean dependent var 5.000000
Adjusted R —squared 0.618005 S.D. dependent var 1.366260
S.E. of regression 0.844427 Akaike info criterion 2.749990
Sum squared resid | 7.843632 Schwarz criterion 2.991424
Log likelihood -16.99992 Hannan-Quinn criter. | 2.762354
F-statistic 7.066880 Durbin-Watson stat 1.750177
Prob(F-statistic) 0.004528 \

*Note: p-values and any subsequent tests do not account for model

selection. ‘ ‘
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Breusch-Godfrey Serial Correlation LM Test: ‘

Null hypothesis: No serial correlation at up to 2 lags
F-statistic 0.501154 Prob. F(2,9)
Obs*R -squared 1.603322

0.6218
Prob. Chi-Square(2) 0.4486
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Heteroskedasticity Test: Breusch-Pagan-Godfrey

Null hypothesis: Homoskedasticity

F-statistic 0.293590 Prob. F(4,11)
Obs*R -squared 1.543386

0.8761
Prob. Chi-Square(4) 0.8189

Scaled explained SS | 0.585089

Prob. Chi-Square(4) 0.9647
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Series: Residuals
Sample 2006 2021
Observations 16
Mean -1.16e-15
Median -0.024536
Maximum 1.055089
Minimum -1.401608
Std. Dev. 0.723124
Skewness -0.583452
Kurtosis 2.604104
- Jarque-Bera 1.012265
-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 Probability 0.602823(
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8 Forecast: PERF
7777777777777 Actual: PER
7 Forecast sample: 2005 2021
. - jus
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5 T rror 0.768378
aq e Mean Absolute Error 0.674172
N _— e L Mean Abs. Percent Error 15.42117
2
1 r i
Covariance Proportion 0.614810

(e} N

Theil U2 Coeffi It 0.761522

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 cib2 Coetmicien
Symmetric MAPE 14.43072
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ARDL Error Correction Regression
Dependent Variable: D(PER) |
Selected Model: ARDL(1, 0, 0, 0)
Case 2: Restricted Constant and No Trend
Date: 10/11/23 Time: 11:54
Sample: 2005 2021

Included observations: 16

ECM Regression
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Case 2: Restricted Constant and No Trend

Variable Coeflicient Std. Error|  t-Statistic Prob.

CointEq(-1)* -0.416961 0.132781 | -3.140212 | 0.0094
R -squared 0.369356 Mean dependent var | 0.187500
Adjusted R -squared 0.369356 S.D. dependent var | 0.910586
S.E. of regression 0.723124 Akaike info criterion | 2.249990
Sum squared resid 7.843632 Schwarz criterion | 2.298277
Log likelihood -16.99992 | Hannan-Quinn criter. | 2.252463

Durbin-Watson stat 1.750177 ‘
* p-value incompatible with t-Bounds distribution.
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Levels Equation

Case 2: Restricted Constant and No Trend

Variable Coefficient Std. Error|  t-Statistic Prob.
DE -1.37E-05 9.59E-06| -1.428712 0.1809

INV -1.35E-07 2.04E-07 | -0.663991 | 0.5204

INTR 0.038214 0.351619 0.108681 0.9154
C 8.323928 4.825519 1.724981 0.1125

EC = PER - (-0.0000*DE -0.0000*INV + 0.0382*INTR + 8.3239)
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