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üzerindeki etkisi 1995-

öncelikle yatay 

kabul edilm

. Son olarak panel tahmini için 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: 

 

 

IMPACT OF EXCHANGE RATE UNCERTAINTY  ON EXPORT PERFORMANCE: 

THE CASE OF TURKEY AND AZERBAIJAN 

ABSTRACT 

In this study, the effects of exchange rate uncertainty in Turkey and in Azerbaijan on export 

performance examined using annual data for the 1995-

results firstly this is accepted: a horizontal cross- section dependence is exists. Then the series is 



According to this examination, it is decided whether there is a unit root and that shocks are 

oss the panel that there is a casuality relationship from export to 

exchange rate to export, so it is a one- way casuality relationship. Finally, the Pooled Medial Group 

(PMG) Estimator was chosen for panel estimation. And in according to the results of PMG in 

Azerbaijan there are only short- term relation. 

Key words: Exchange rate uncertainty, Export performance, Cross-sectional dependence, Pooled 

Average Group (PMG) Estimator  

 
 

 
etkenlerden biri de döviz kuru 

 

  

faktörler teor  



ampirik olarak test edilmesi gere

 

 

1  

Döviz kurunda meydana gelen belirsizlikler üretimi azaltmakla birlikte risk unsuru ortaya 

.  

-

döviz kurunda meydana ge

in ise ihracat 

 

. 

Bahmani-Oskooee ve Lta

sonuc  



- 

. 

sonucunda döviz kuru oy

,4 

 

-

sonuç olarak döviz  

etkisini Engle-

 

 

Choundhry (2005) 1974-

 

-

. 



lein (1990), Doyle (2001), Javed 

 

- n (ABD, 

 

- veriler kullanarak 

 

 Gotur 

 

 verileri 

 

 

-

 

2.  

-

, Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Me



. 

  

                      LOGEXCit =  +  it +   

 

 

Grafik 1  

-

 

-

g

 



üksek 

 

  

(Varol, 2003:  159-160). Bu nedenle 1996-1997 

 

 

olumsuz yönde etkileyen faktörlerden 

 

 

 

  



 

Grafik 2  

-

-

 (Aras, 2005:  74). 1996-

görülmektedir 

-

-

üzere manat dolar ka  



-

 

-

enflasyon 

 (Ersöz, 2006:  64)

 Söz konusu 

 (Hepaktan 

vd. 2011:  67)

 

örülmektedir. 2013-

 . 

2.1. Yöntem 

 

(Hurlin ve Dumitrescu, 2012: 2)
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tüm yatay kesit birimlerini ay
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(Breusch ve Pagan , 1980:  239-

453 ; Pesaran , 2004:  7 )

 

 

incelenmektedir. Berusch-

belirtilmektedir. 

(Breusch & Pagan , 

1980:  247).  
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Tablo 3:  

Test   

Breusch-Pagan LM 13,68599 0,0002 

Pesaran scaled LM 8,970348 0,0000 

Pesaran CD 3,699458 0,0002 

 

eri 

gerekmektedir. 

 

2.3. Panel Birim Kök Testi 



yöntemlerden bi
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analiz edilmektedir.  
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(Pesaran, 2006:  967-1012)
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H0:  Birim kök var. (H0  

H1:  Birim kök yok. (H1  
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H0 reddedilmektedir. Bu 
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(Pesaran, 2006: 965-1012) 

 

(Pesaran, 2007:  275). 
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 EXP  EXC  

 Prob.  Prob.  Prob.  Prob. 

Türkiye   -5.6510 0.0010 0.6825 0.9886 -2.0661 0.2590 
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2.4. Panel Nedensellik Testi 
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(Hurlin ve Dumitrescu, 2012:  1457)
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         Tablo: 5  
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 K=1 K=2  

 11.2978 3.03654 0.0024 
 3.97501 0.16825 0.8664 
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N=2 Log Likelihood=36.86131 
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Azerbaycan (ECM)          -0.009905                0.00877             -112.9110                        0.0000 
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