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The Panel Regression Analysis on Fiscal Sustainability 
in the Fragile Five Countries  

 

ABSTRACT 

The concept of fiscal sustainability, which is among the sine qua non for establishing 
macroeconomic stability, is of great importance for all economies, as well as for the 
country group that forms the cross-section of the empirical analysis of this study, the 
Fragile Five. The 2008 global financial crisis and the COVID-19 Pandemic that broke 
out in 2019 have significantly affected the so-called Fragile Five countries as well as 
other countries or country groups. In order to eliminate the negative effects of the deep 
economic crisis caused by these two negative developments, countries have 
effectively used fiscal policy instruments as well as monetary policy implementations. 
This study investigates the fiscal sustainability of the Fragile Five countries (Brazil, 
Indonesia, South Africa, India and Turkey), which have high foreign investment 
requirements, can be significantly affected by exogenous fiscal shocks, have 
deepening external debt burdens and high budget and current account deficits, and 
were mentioned in the report published by Morgan Stanley, an American investment 
bank, in 2013, using annual data for the period between 2000 and 2022 (through 2 
models). In the empirical part of the study, panel regression analysis was conducted, 
and care was taken to ensure that the estimates are robust to the problems of 
heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation. According to the results, it is concluded that 
fiscal sustainability is weak in the Fragile Five countries in terms of public revenues 
and expenditures among the variables in model 1, while fiscal sustainability is weak 
in terms of the relationship between the primary budget balance and the share of public 
debt stock in national income among the variables used in model 2. 
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t = 0 + 1harcamat + t      (1) 

t = 0 + 1 ( 1) + t     (2) 

 

modellerdendir.  

D n 

zaman serisi hem de yatay kesite ait verilerin her ikisinin de birlikte 

 

 analizlerinde ciddi bir soruna sebep 
 135). Zaman serilerinin 
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 5). 

Tablo 1:  

  Ortalama 
Standart 
Sapma 

Minimum Maksimum 

Kamu 
Gelirleri 

624 41,88 6,41 21,94 55,92 

Kamu 
 

624 45.09 6.78 25,18 65.02 

Dengesi 
624 -2,48 3,57 -31.95 7,02 

Stoku 
624 59,11 35,06 4,11 210,8 

-2,48 

 
(%-
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nda ise 

Wald Testi, otokorelasyon sorun
Franzini ve Narendranathan (1982) Durbin-Watson testi ve Baltagi Wu (1991) 

 

(Panel Corrected Standart Error / PCSE) tahmincilerinden  
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Tablo 2:  

 
            LM                          CDLM                             CD                     LMadj 

 

Kamu 
Gelirleri 

429,543 0,000* 3,849 0,000* -3,641 0,004* 5,628 0,000* 

Kamu 
 

454,739 0,000* 5,466 0,000* -1,749 0,009* 22,811 0,000* 

Birincil 

Dengesi 
399,843 0,001* 4,212 0,002* -3,723 0,003* 9,386 0,000* 

Kamu 
Stoku 

368,095 0,005* 3,589 0,003* -1,590 0,003* 30,572 0,000* 

Model 1 869,163 0,000* 24,371 0,000* 15,257 0,000* 55,634 0,000* 

Model 2 2239,160 0,000* 70,253 0,000* 39,843 0,000* 69,749 0,000* 

 

adj 
sit 
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Dickey-
 

 

Tablo 3:  
  t-bar cv10 cv5 cv1 z[t-bar]  

Kamu Gelirleri 
Sabitli -1,813 -2,069 -2,149 -2,290 -0,399 0,311 
Sabitli ve Trendli -2,198 -2,601 -2,659 -2,799 0,468 0,714 

 
Sabitli -1,801 -2,069 -2,149 -2,290 -0,020 0,504 
Sabitli ve Trendli -2,403 -2,601 -2,659 -2,799 -0,311 0,362 

I(0) 
Sabitli -1,882 -2,069 -2,149 -2,290 -1,008 0,169 

Birincil Denge 
Sabitli ve Trendli -2,411 -2,601 -2,659 -2,799 -0,312 0,390 

 
Sabitli -1,895 -2,069 -2,149 -2,290 -1,003 0,149 
Sabitli ve Trendli -2,095 -2,601 -2,659 -2,799 1,031 0,950 

Kamu Gelirleri 
Sabitli -3,188 -2,069 -2,149 -2,310 -7,484 0,000* 
Sabitli ve Trendli -3,502 -2,601 -2,669 -2,819 -6,073 0,000* 

 
Sabitli -2,885 -2,069 -2,149 -2,310 -5,839 0,000* 
Sabitli ve Trendli -2,739 -2,601 -2,669 -2,819 -3,440 0,000* 

I(1) 
Sabitli -2,956 -2,069 -2,149 -2,310 -6,329 0,000* 

Birincil Denge Sabitli ve Trendli -2,872 -2,601 -2,669 -2,819 -3,203 0,002* 

 
Sabitli -2,401 -2,069 -2,149 -2,310 -3,407 0,000* 
Sabitli ve Trendli -2,822 -2,601 -2,669 -2,819 -2,737 0,002* 

 

(Kremers, 1989: 223). Elde edilen bulg
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4.2. Panel Regresyon Analizi  

 

 

Tablo 4: Breusch Pagan (1980) LM Test Sonucu* 

 Model 1 Model 2 

2   914.56 1180,98 

 0,000* 0,000* 

. 

Breusch 

ektedir.  

 

Tablo 5:  

 Model 1 Model 2 

 59,85 5,81 

 0,001* 0,002* 

. 
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Tablo 6: Hausman Testi Sonucu 

 Model 1 Model 2 

 133,76 12,88 

 0,0000* 0,0004* 

 

reddedilmekte olup, 

uyg .  

 

2003: 488).   

 

 

 



 8  1,2024 
DOI: 10.61524/fuuiibfdergi.1471645                                                                                                          43 
 

Tablo 7:  
 Model 1 Model 2 

2   858,09 414,98 

 0,000* 0,000* 

. 

 
 

biriside otokorelasyon problemidir. Sabit etkiler modeli ile tahminlerde 

Franzini ve Narendranathan Durbin-Watson testi ile Baltagi Wu LBI 

Baltagi-
otokorelasyon yoktur (Baltagi ve Wu, 1999: 815-818) olarak ifade 

 

 

 

Tablo 8: Otokorelasyon Testi Sonucu 
 Model 1 Model 2 

Bhargava vd. Durbin-Watson d 
 

0,47605 0,80984 

Baltagi-  0,61082 0,93829 
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Tablo 9:  

 
 Birincil Denge) 

c 6,018472 (0,002*) -0,895841 (0,084**) 

harcamalar 0,810284 (0,000*)  

-1)  -0,0279531 (0,000*) 

R2 0,71 0,079 

Wald Chi2 395,01 16,99 

Prob. Chi2 0,000* 0,000* 

 

1 

munda 
 

t (2008) ile Prohl ve 
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2000-

 

 

ilmesinin uygun 

sonucunda ise modellerin tahmininde sabit etkiler modelinin tercih edilmesini 

 

 birimler temelinde 
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