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Abstract
This study investigated the effect of investment on economic growth: panel evidence from selected West African countries. The period of study covered 1990 – 2024. The dependent variable was gross domestic product while domestic investment, inward foreign direct investment, outward foreign direct investment and insecurity index were the independent variables. The data were sourced from the World Development Indicator and Central Banks of the respective countries. The selected West African countries in focus included Nigeria, Ghana, Liberia, The Gambia and Sierra Leone. Panel random effect model was used in analyzing the data. The result obtained revealed that domestic investment increased economic growth of the selected countries significantly while FDI inflow and insecurity index exerted negative effects on economic growth of the selected countries. However, outward flow of foreign direct investment showed positive but insignificant effect on economic growth of the selected countries. In addition, country-specific analysis was carried out and the result revealed that domestic investment contributed positively and significantly to growth in Nigeria and Ghana. Inward FDI for Nigeria and The Gambia contributed negatively to economic growth of the countries. However, outward FDI and insecurity both have negative effect on the individual countries’ economic growth. Ghana had the most positive effect as the country recorded positive trends in their domestic investment and inward foreign direct investments. The study concluded that domestic investments in the selected countries have been appreciable and has increased the economy of the countries but foreign direct investment inflow and outflow have not had the desired effect on growth of the countries’ economies. Insecurity remained a problem for FDI inflows and outwards in the region. It was recommended that governments in the West African region should make their domestic economies attractive to foreign investors by improving common infrastructure, accelerating industrialization and leveraging on regional trade agreements in order to facilitate cross-border investments.
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1. INTRODUCTION
There is a healthy relationship between investment and economic growth since investment proceeds leads to economic prosperity for a nation. Economic growth constitutes one of the fundamental macroeconomic objectives which most nations especially the developing economies strive to achieve. This is because of its centrality in improving the standards of living, optimizing resource utilization and sustainability, and ensuring overall development (Odishika, 2017). Economic growth is described as the sustained increase in the real per capita income caused by a sustained growth in the country’s gross national income or output for a given period of time, usually a year.
Generally, investment entails making a current sacrifice in exchange for a future benefit or higher returns. It involves the purchase or acquisition of new capital equipment such as machines, buildings, and other means of production that boost the economy’s productive capacity. It plays a critical role in a country’s economic growth by allowing for the use of modern production methods, stimulating innovation, technology transfer and expending countries’ production efficiency. Countries see investment as a major element in increasing productivity by advancing technological progress and reducing unemployment as they advance toward economic growth.
Investment, both domestic and foreign generally promotes economic growth in developing countries. They make significant contributions to the host country’s growth and development process especially through easing of the constraints of low levels of domestic savings and investment as well as foreign exchange shortages. Domestic and foreign direct investment (FDI) increases gross domestic product and generates a stream of real incomes in the host country (Obadan, 2014). This increased productivity benefits local income groups through higher wages and expanded employment, lower product prices paid by consumers, rent to local resources owners, higher tax revenue or royalties to the government and provides access to foreign knowledge and technology. In some cases, the expanded production leads to penetration into export markets thereby increasing foreign exchange earnings for the host country. In the same way, the expanded production from the import-substitution effect can lead to conservation of foreign exchange. Forward and backward linkages can also be enhanced in the economy (Obadan, 2014).
Recognising the importance of investment for economic growth, this study therefore examines the nexus between investment components and economic growth of 5 West African countries so as to establish the relationship and formally determine the extent to which domestic investment, inward, outward FDI, and security index affect economic growth in the countries.
1.2 Statement of the Problem
Captivated by the high rate of returns, investors from all over the world have now set their eyes on several African economies with particular emphasis on West African countries. West African economies boast of a large pool of labour force, abundant natural resources and an extensive domestic market that has promising growth outlook. With respect to these attributes, Africa is becoming a rather worthy recipient of foreign investment receiving anywhere from developed countries. The respective governments of the African countries have therefore deliberately sought more inflow of FDI into their countries to shore up domestic capital. At the same time, they have encouraged growth of domestic investment and sought to increase the gross capital formation. However, investment in developing countries are highly constrained by unfavourable business environments in those climates characterised by high or multiple taxes, political instability, weak financial system, and technological regression, among others. This results in a loss of the potential contribution of investment to the economic growth of the recipient country.
Furthermore, despite the inflow of FDI into countries in West Africa, there has been low level of aggregate economic activity, rising poverty level, declining per capita income, high rate of unemployment and low level of human capital. This situation has over the years been worsened by the growing trend of insecurity, terrorism, insurgency, banditry, among others Abubakar (2021). The greatest threat to investment in Africa, therefore, appears to be insecurity and unfavourable business climate.
In Nigeria for instance, insecurity has reached an alarming proportion showing its ugly head in various facets of our national life. Lives are lost on daily basis, population depleted, businesses in comatose, investments are nose-diving, multinationals closing shops and vacating the country, unemployment soaring and the populace in fears. Clearly, it poses a threat to governance and economic growth in troubled nations. This remains a threat to governance, investment, particularly, foreign direct investment and economic growth in Nigeria (Abubakar, 2021). Also, there are instances of ethnic conflicts, communal crisis and violence in some parts of the country with Kidnapping being rampant in almost all parts of the country. Prominent in South-South and West, are militancy and pipeline vandalization activities, particularly in the Niger delta. Terrorism and religious extremism are rife in the North.
The emergence of various non-state armed groups like Boko Haram in North East, agitations for self-determination by the Indigenous People of Biafra (IPOB) and Movement for the Actualization of the Sovereign State (MASSOB) in South East, herdsmen disturbances in the North central, ritual killings in the South West and East and other political and economic disturbances with consolidated coercive power to terrorize the population in Nigeria, as evident with the activities of the armed bandits, criminal gangs, separatist groups, Islamic fundamentalists, amorphous kidnappers, and many others often referred to  in the Nigerian media as “unknown gunmen”, have further heightened the insecurity tempo in the country (Adamu, 2010).
The factor highlighted collectively yield an unfavourable investment climate not only in Nigeria but across the West African countries. However, the need for shoring up investment cannot be downplayed even in the face of such difficulties. This realization therefore makes it imperative to empirically examine the influence of domestic and foreign investments (Inflow and Outflow foreign direct investment) and insecurity on economic growth in select West African countries of Nigeria, Ghana, Liberia, Sierra Leone and The Gambia. 
1.3 Research Objectives
The study’s main objective is to examine the impact of investment on economic growth in selected developing countries in West Africa. The specific objectives of the study are to:
1. Determine the effect of domestic investment on economic growth in West African countries;
1. Ascertain the effect of foreign direct investment inflow on economic growth in West African countries;
1. Ascertain the effect of foreign direct investment outflow on economic growth in West African countries;
1. Analyse the effect of insecurity on foreign direct investment and economic growth nexus in West African countries.
1.4 Significance of the Study
This research work will be of benefit to the government, investors, policy makers, the general public and researchers.
The outcome of the research will enable the government of West African countries to understand the extent to which the domestic investment affects their economy. It will help these countries to assess whether their expenditure on various sector of the economy as well as that of foreign investors has any impact the growth rate of the economy. It will also help the governments to identify and forecast future growth of their economies given the current trend of both inward and outward flowing foreign direct investment. This knowledge will help these countries to better plan their economies in line with the collective need for growth and development.
The outcome of the study may help investors both foreign and local investors to identify and assess the level of impact which their investment expenditure has on the economic growth in countries in West Africa. It will also help them to understand how they could strategize and improve on their investment for optimum or maximum impact.
The policy makers may find this work beneficial because it will help them to understand the place of domestic and foreign direct investment on economic growth in the countries concerned. Also, the outcome of this study will guide them in making sound policy that would the attract more and facilitate growth of domestic and foreign direct investment for improved performance within their country.
The general public will benefit from the outcome of this study because it will help them to understand the benefits derivable from real investment in an economy. By understanding the impact of domestic and FDI on economic growth, the general public will know the role to play to facilitate and attract more investment both domestic and foreign.
More so, this study will contribute immensely to the existing body of knowledge by enlightening the general public adequately on the relationship between domestic, foreign direct investment and economic growth in West African countries. The outcome of the study may be beneficial to researchers in that it may serve as a resource material to those who want to carry out further research in a related area. It may also serve as a guide to researchers while carrying out a study on domestic, foreign direct investment and economic growth. The data from this study may also serve as empirical evidence to the researchers.
1.5  Scope of the Study
This research work focuses on the examination of the effect of investment on economic growth in selected countries in the West Africa within the period of 1990-2024, using the Panel model approach of structural equation modelling. The countries include Nigeria, Ghana, Liberia, The Gambia and Sierra Leone. These 5 countries are within the English speaking West Africa and members of the West African Monetary Zone (WAMZ). The variables of interest are real gross domestic product (GDP) as the dependent variables whereas domestic investment and foreign direct investment (inflow and outflow) were the independent variables while insecurity index was introduced as control variable. 
A choice was also made regarding the nature of the data that will be used in the study. For some variables, such as GDP and domestic investment, the nominal values are readily available. For some, like FDI, we opted against using the nominal values, in favour of the relative values, that is, percentage of GDP. 
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Conceptual Framework
Economic growth is an increase in aggregate production in an economy. It referred to the increase in the quantity of the national output, income and institutions in a particular country at a specific time. It is the continuous improvement in the capacity to satisfy the demand for goods and services, resulting from increased production scale, and improved productivity and takes place whenever there is increase in the real per capital income of a country over time, (Akpokodje, 2019). Kenny (2017) defined economic growth as the process whereby the real per capita income for a country increase over a long period of time. He states that economic growth is measured by increased in the amount of goods and services in each successive time period. Thus, growth occurs when an economy’s productive capacity increases which in turn is used to produce more goods and services.
Investment refers to the purchase or acquisition of new capital equipment such as machines, buildings, and other means of production that boost the economy’s productive capacity. Investment plays a critical role in a country’s economic growth by allowing for the use of modern production methods, stimulating innovation, technology transfer and expanding countries’ production efficiency. Countries see investment as a major element in increasing productivity by advancing technological progress and reducing unemployment as they advance toward economic growth Bidemi, Olulu, Omiekuma and Omekwe |(2018).
Domestic investment is two types, namely; Public and private investments. They make up the majority of investments in any economy. Government spending on projects, mainly but not necessarily in the fields of social and economic infrastructure, is referred to as public investment. Private investment refers to profit-generating ventures, projects or investment programs made by private persons, enterprises, or corporations in fields such as direct production and sale of goods and services. Also, at any given time in an economy, an investment may be divided into domestic and foreign investments. So, both public and private investments may be owned by local or international individuals and/or governments (Ofosu-Mensah Ababio, 2018). Therefore, investment comprises both domestic and foreign components. 
Real domestic investment is an expenditure made to increase the total capital stock in the economy. This is done by acquiring further capital-producing assets and assets that can generate income within the domestic economy. Physical assets particularly add to the total capital stock. Domestic investment is classified into the private domestic investment (private investment) and public domestic investment (government investment). Private investment refers to a fundamental economic tenant in a market based economy where physical and financial resources are frequently owned privately and production decisions are driven by the desire for profit maximization. By making wise investment decisions and utilizing resources, private investment has the potential to boost the economy’s productivity and efficiency (Babu, 2020).
Foreign direct investment (FDI) is a component of international capital flows and it has been the largest single source of external finance for developing countries since 1993. It is widely believed that economic growth depends critically on both domestic and foreign investment and that the rate of inflow of foreign investment depends on the rate of economic growth (Andenyangtso in Lawal and Victor, 2015). Incidentally, Sadik and Bolbol (2015) asserted that FDI inflows are the least volatile of capital flows, and more important can have direct and indirect effects on economic growth. 
Achumba (2013), defined insecurity from two perspectives. Firstly, insecurity is the state of being open or subject to danger or threat of danger, where danger is the condition of being susceptible to harm or injury. Secondly insecurity is the state of being exposed to risk or anxiety, where anxiety is a vague unpleasant emotion that is experienced in anticipation of some misfortune. 
Rejda and Haley (2014) see economic insecurity as a chronic state or condition during which an individual or family has insufficient financial resources to satisfy basic needs and wants, including food, housing, medical care, transportation and similar needs.

2.2 Theoretical Framework
The study was anchored on the Keynesian theory of investment propounded by Keynes in 1936. In his theory, Keynes regarded investment as a function of the prospective marginal utility of capital in relation to a given level of interest rate representing the opportunity cost of the invested capital. He claimed that an investment is worthwhile if the present value of the future income stream produced by a given amount of capital investment is equal to or greater than the initial capital cost. He also stated that private investment has inherent volatility as a result of the underlying uncertainty associated with expected returns on investment. Keynesian theory of investment is related to this study in that it explains the condition under which investment is profitable and could be encouraged. 
2.3 Empirical Literature
Bakari and Weriemmi (2022) that there is no relationship between domestic investment and economic growth in the long run Arab countries. However, the authors found a bidirectional causality between domestic investment and economic growth in the short run. 
The study by Alfa and Garba (2021) found that there exist a significant long-run positive relationship among domestic investment and economic growth in Nigeria for the short run relationship the results of granger causality test indicate a significant feedback causality running from domestic investment to economic growth and vice versa in the short run. In addition, in the short run, there is a significant negative bidirectional relationship between domestic investment and exports in Nigeria. Nonetheless, the findings indicate no short run causal relationship between exports and economic growth.
Likewise, Gohou and Soumare (2012) found a positive and strongly significant relationship between FDI net inflows and poverty reduction at the aggregate level of Africa as a whole, but the magnitude varied depending on the region. 
The study of Benedict and Bismark (2022) reveal that no long-run relationship exists between net FDI and economic growth in Ghana. 
Lawal and Victor (2015) investigated empirical analysis of the relationship between foreign direct investment and economic growth in developing countries evidence from Nigeria. They found that, FDI had positive but not statistically significant relationship with Nigerians economic growth in both the short and long run. 
The study by Macheru (2023) on the effect of outward foreign direct investment (OFDI) on economic growth in Kenya found a positive and significant relationship between OFDI and economic growth. .
Amin, Anwar and Liu (2020) using the non-linear autoregressive distributive large (NARDI) model to assess the long run and short run asymmetric impacts of OFDI on the economic growth in Romania covering the period 1990-2019 found that both an increase and a decrease in OFDI have a positive and significant impact on Romania’s economic growth, with a greater effect arising from the increase in OFDI. 
Kumar and Singhal (2022) find a positive long run and short run bi-variate relationship between OFDI and economic growth of India. But with the introduction of domestic fixed capital formation variables, the relationship turns negative. The findings suggest that OFDI should be discouraged in favour of IFDI.
Two gaps stand out from the review; one is the lack of empirical evidence of the impact of investment on economic growth using a panel of 5 West African countries, and the non-inclusion of the inward FDI (IFDI) and insecurity index in the investigative mode of most studies reviewed. The present study is an attempt to fill these gaps.
[bookmark: _Toc195026716]3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: _Toc195026717]3.1. Research Design
This study will employ the Panel Least Square method of estimation developed by Pedroni (2001), in order to accurately estimate the effect of investment on economic growth of 5 West African countries. The research design is a quasi-experimental research design. A quasi-experimental study is a type of research design in which data are collected from secondary data and used to estimate a linear relationship between them. In cross-sectional research, variables are observed without influencing both the dependent and independent variables in a dataset. One of the advantages of a quasi-experimental study is that it helps to identity correlations that can then be investigated further in a longitudinal study and also allows for collection of data from a large pool of subjects and compare differences between groups or countries (Egbulonu, 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc195026718]3.2.     Model Specification
In a bid to examine the effect of investment on economic growth of 5 West African countries, the study will adopt a panel least square regression model specification. In order to capture the joint effect of the cross sectional time series and their respective country specific effects, the model pools together both the cross sectional and time series elements in categories to be investigated. In specifying an appropriate model that captures the broad and specific objectives of the study, we shall adopt a modified specification of Amin, Anwar and Liu (2020). They modeled the effect of outward FDI on economic growth of Romania using FDI outflow, per capita income and GDP. However, we modify their specification by including inward FDI and other intervening variables as follows:
GDP = f(DIV, IFDI, OFDI, ISC)							[3.1]
Where:
GDP = Gross domestic product 
DIV = Domestic investment 
IFDI = Inward foreign direct investment inflow 
OFDI = Outward foreign direct investment outflow 
ISC = Insecurity index 
However, being a cross-sectional data involving five (5) countries in West African region, we transform the model into an econometric panel model as follows:
GDPit = α0 + β1DIVit + β2IFDIit + β3OFDIit + β4ISCit + γ5Di= ω + γ6Di= ω + µit 	  	 [3.2]
Where:
α0 = Intercept of the panel model
β1 – β4 = Unknown coefficients of the panel model to be estimated
However, γ5Di=ω and γ6Di=ω represent country-specific terms and unobserved time-variant heterogeneity (which implies factors that are specific to the individual countries but does not change over time).
The ‘µit ‘represents the white noise error term which dwells on the assumption that the error terms of the observations are not correlated. Thus, due to measurement error, omission of variables and human factor in specifying the model, the error term was included. 
3.3 A Priori Expectation
The expectation is that β1 > 0; β2 > 0; β3 > 0; β4 > 0. That is to say that the investment variables are expected to have positive effects on economic growth of the countries in the West African region.
3.4 Data Sources
The data were computed from the World Development Indicator (World Bank, 2023), and the Apex bank (Central Bank) of the respective countries.

3.5 Method of Data Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc195026721]The study will adopt econometric approach to the panel data analysis which involves the test for stationarity of the data using the Levin, Lin and Chu (1960) panel unit root test, test for long-run relationship, Hausman specification test and the panel pooled effect model estimation (Egbulonu, 2008). The tests are carried out at 5% level of significance. Durbin Watson test will be used to ascertain the presence of autocorrelation in the model while the adjusted  indicates how well the data fits the model. The Eviews software v.9 is used to simplify the tests and ensure accuracy. The tests are explained in details below:
1. Panel First and Second Order Unit Root Tests: Conducted to identify the order of integration in the data.
2. [bookmark: _Toc195026722]Panel Cointegration Test: A test that ascertains the existence or otherwise of a long-run co-integration among the variables.
3. Hausman Specification Test: The Hausman test is conducted to ascertain whether to run fixed or random effects. A rejection of the null hypothesis H0 at 5% level of significance will mean the fixed effect model is the most appropriate; and vice versa.

3.6 Hypotheses Testing
In line with the research objectives, the following hypotheses were tested:
· H01: 	Domestic investment has no significant effect on economic growth in West African countries,
· H02: 	Foreign direct investment inflow has no significant effect on economic growth in West African countries.
· H03: 	Outflow of foreign direct investment has no significant effect on economic growth in West African countries.
· H04: 	Insecurity has no significant effect on economic growth in West African countries.
4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1 Data Analysis
Table 1 reports the results of the unit test using the panel unit root test. The test is summarized thus:
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4.1.1 Panel Unit Root Test
[bookmark: _Toc187316577][bookmark: _Toc195026735]Table 1: LLC Panel unit root test [p-value in parenthesis]
	Variables
	LLC test statistic
	
	

	
	@Level
	@First Difference
	Order of Stationarity
	Decision

	GDP
	-0.56732
[0.4567]
	-6.23455
[0.0000]*
	I(1)
	Stationary at 1st difference

	DINV
	-0.67480
[0.1126]
	-4.22561
[0.0000]*
	I(1)
	Stationary at 1st difference

	IFDI
	-1.55678
[0.0660]
	-6.08655
[0.0000]*
	I(1)
	Stationary at 1st difference

	OFDI
	-0.45677
[0.2267]
	-5.88643
[0.0013]*
	I(1)
	Stationary at 1st difference

	ISCI
	1.45599
[0.8278]
	-4.88523
[0.0000]*
	I(1)
	Stationary at 1st difference


Note: Probabilities are in block parenthesis.
* indicates significance at 5% level
Source: (Author’s computation)

The hypothesis for the panel unit root test above is given as:
H0: The data is not stationary (has unit root).
H1: The data is stationary (has no unit root).
The panel unit root test above shows that all the variables are I(1). Specifically, gross domestic product, domestic investment (DINV), inward foreign direct investment (IFDI), outward foreign direct investment (OFDI) and insecurity index are all stationary after first differencing which meant that their order of stationary are represented as I(1). The stationarity test above shows that the statistical properties of the data do not vary over time. This means that the investment variables (foreign and domestic) can be used to forecast future economic growth in the selected West African countries. The stationarity of the cross-sectional data permits the study to estimate Random Effect (RE) model based on the outcome of the Hausman specification test (Egbulonu, 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc195026736]4.1.2 Cross Section Dependence Test
If the estimated data exhibits cross-sectional dependency, there's a chance that the panel estimation and the prediction that results might be weak (Sadorsky, 2014). This necessitates the use of the Pesaran's (2004) CD test to check for cross-sectional dependency (CD). The following is the null and alternate hypothesis:
H0: There is cross-section independence 
H1: There is cross-section dependence. 
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Table 2: Cross-Sectional Dependence Test 
	Test
	Pesaran CD Statistic
	d.f.
	p-value

	GDP
	13.467534
	5
	0.0000

	DINV
	9.654766
	5
	0.0000

	IFDI
	8.672313
	5
	0.0000

	OFDI
	11.557541
	5
	0.0000

	ISCI
	9.446711
	5
	0.0000


Source: (Author’s computation)
There is significant evidence to reject the null hypothesis of cross-section independence for the panel data residuals. What this implies is that the cross-sectional data are dependent on each other meaning that the investment policies in one of the West African country will affect a neighbouring country and so on. In other words, there is cross-section dependence (correlation) in the data (Sadorsky, 2014). This also justifies the choice of the countries from the ECOWAS sub-region.
[bookmark: _Toc195026738]4.1.3 Panel Co-integration and Hausman Test
The alternate hypothesis for the long-run co-integrating relationship makes the assumption that there is co-integration among the variables, whereas the null hypothesis posits that there is no long run relationship. The Hausman specification implies that the fixed effect model is acceptable for estimating the relationship, but the null hypothesis for the model selection criteria is that the random effect model is appropriate. The table below provides an overview of these two tests:
[bookmark: _Toc187316581][bookmark: _Toc195026739]

Table 3: Panel co-integration and Hausman test
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Test Summary
	Chi-Sq. Statistic
	Chi-Sq. d.f.
	Prob. 

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Cross-section random (Hausman test)
	33.102
	4
	0.0034

	
	
	
	

	Kao Residual Cointegration Test
	
	
	

	Panel ADF-Stat.
	-2.3327
	
	0.0179

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Source: (Author’s computation)
The tests above show the cointegration and Hausman test results. The null hypotheses for the cross section Hausman specification test is rejected since the p-value 0.0034 is less than 0.05 critical value. The implication is that the model favours the random effect model. In other words, the estimated effect of investment on growth of the selected West African countries can take random values based on the peculiarity of the economy of the country.
On the other hand, we find that there is a long-term relationship between investment and economic growth in the selected West African countries since the p-value of the panel ADF stat. test (0.0179) is less than 0.05 critical value. Thus, investments have long run implications on economic growth of countries in the ECOWAS sub-region.

4.1.4 Estimation of the Panel Regression (Random Effect)
[bookmark: _Toc187316583][bookmark: _Toc195026741]Table 4: Random Effect Model
	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-statistic
	Prob.

	C
	2.775145
	0.210460
	13.18609
	0.0000

	DINV
	0.024843
	0.002514
	9.881862
	0.0071

	IFDI
	-0.130412
	0.040967
	-3.183314
	0.0020

	OFDI
	0.003202
	0.009503
	0.336928
	0.7369

	ISCI
	-0.008884
	0.001028
	-8.642023
	0.0319

	
	Effects Specification
	
	

	Cross-section random (dummy variables)
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.960077
	F-statistic
	20.11326

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.890432
	Prob(F-statistic)
	0.000000

	Durbin-Watson stat
	1.996534
	
	


Source: (Author’s computation)

The random effect specification shows that domestic investment exerts positive and significant effect on economic growth of the selected West African countries to the tune of 0.0248 units. This increase in gross domestic product (economic growth) occasioned by increased domestic investment in the selected countries explains the real impact of domestic investment as a vital tool for economic growth in the ECOWAS sub-region. 
Inward foreign direct investment (IFDI) exerted negative and significant effect on growth of the economies of the selected countries in the sub-region. This means that inward foreign direct investment decreases economic growth in the ECOWAS sub-region by 0.1304 units. This result implies that change in inward foreign direct investment accounts for a significant decrease in economic growth in the economy of the sub-region. It also implies insufficient inward foreign direct investment which is needed to propel long term economic growth.
Outward foreign direct investment showed positive but insignificant effect on the GDP of the countries decreasing it by 0.0032. The positive but insignificant effect of outward foreign direct investment implies that citizens of countries in the ECOWAS sub-region have been engrossed in travels overseas and have been establishing investment ventures outside of their economy thereby leading to outflow of foreign direct investment. The potential effect is slowing down of economic growth due to consequential effect of job losses. 
Furthermore, the model estimates reveals negative effect of insecurity index on gross domestic product of the selected countries. The coefficient for insecurity index is -0.0089 and this means that for every unit change in insecurity index, the economy of the selected countries falls significantly by 0.0089 units. This is a direct consequence of increased insecurity occasioned by upsurge of terrorism and conflict in many parts of the countries selected.
The positive coefficient of the intercept (2.7751) is an indication that economic growth increases when investment variables used in the model are held constant at zero. This underlines the fact that there are other variables which may have been impacting on the economies of the selected countries but these variables are not captured in the model. They are therefore taken care of by the stochastic error term. 
[bookmark: _Toc195026742] Individual Analysis of Countries
This sub-section estimates the effect of the investment variables on economic growth of the selected countries. This individual country analysis is aimed at providing support to the general findings and also analysing the individual country characteristics with a view to assisting in policy formulation at country level. Table 5 below summarizes the finding: 
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Table 5: Summary of the Country-Specific Analysis
	Nigeria
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	C
	-2.888980
	1.472749
	-0.196162
	0.8454

	DINV
	1.027430
	0.149148
	6.888649
	0.0000

	IFDI
	-8.192608
	8.303647
	-0.986628
	0.3292

	OFDI
	-5.041925
	6.373409
	-0.791088
	0.4331

	ISCI
	6.945395
	2.536401
	2.738288
	0.0089

	
	
	
	
	

	Ghana
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	DINV
	0.261649
	0.001425
	183.6362
	0.0000

	IFDI
	0.231834
	0.202704
	1.143707
	0.7439

	OFDI
	0.505801
	0.484416
	1.044146
	0.2186

	ISCI
	1.040756
	0.006701
	155.3162
	0.0000

	C
	3.149477
	0.299540
	10.51438*
	0.0000

	Liberia
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	DINV
	10.95544
	4.137470
	2.647860
	0.0175

	IFDI
	4.851353
	1.788296
	2.712835
	0.0154

	OFDI
	-3.793557
	1.435857
	-2.642017
	0.0178

	ISCI
	-84.37654
	31.55636
	-2.673836
	0.0166

	C
	4.295110
	3.542385
	1.212491
	0.2351

	
	
	 
	
	

	
The Gambia
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	DINV
	1.027430
	0.149148
	6.888649
	0.0000

	IFDI
	-8.192608
	8.303647
	-0.986628
	0.3292

	OFDI
	-5.041925
	6.373409
	-0.791088
	0.4331

	ISCI
	6.945395
	2.536401
	2.738288
	0.0089

	C
	-2.888980
	1.472749
	-0.196162
	0.8454

	
	
	
	
	

	

Sierra Leone
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	DINV
	0.082632
	0.024467
	3.377254
	0.0026

	IFDI
	0.050448
	0.024034
	2.099004
	0.0470

	OFDI
	0.154242
	0.082282
	1.874546
	0.0736

	ISCI
	-0.139468
	0.059295
	-2.352106
	0.0276

	C
	0.148665
	0.040143
	3.703391
	0.0012

	
	
	
	
	


Source: (Author’s computation)
Individual country analysis from the result above shows that domestic investment for Nigeria and Ghana have positive effect on the respective countries’ economic growth (GDP). There is a projected 1.0274 and 0.2616 units, increase in GDP as a result of changes in domestic investment in the respective countries (Nigeria and Ghana). For Liberia, The Gambia and Sierra Leone, their domestic investment was insufficient leading to the negative effect on the countries’ economic growth. 
While inward FDI negatively affected economic growth of Nigeria and The Gambia, inward FDI exerted positive effects on the economies of Ghana, Liberia and Sierra Leone. However, outward FDI negatively affected the economies of the selected West African countries. Expectedly, insecurity index decreased economic growth of the selected countries which implies heightened security tension which has hampered FDI inflow leading to reduced economic growth. 
In order to conclude the analysis from this sub-section, we can observe that the investment variables of the selected countries have not been very well deserving of being rated as satisfactory since investment exerted varying effects on the countries’ GDP. Inward FDI is being propelled by Ghana, Liberia and Sierra Leone. The outward flow of FDI was found to have negative consequences on the economies of countries in the ECOWAS sub-region. The negative effect of insecurity for the whole countries poses serious policy implication for investments in Nigeria which shall be discussed later.

 DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
The analysis found that domestic investment positively and significantly affected economic growth in the selected ECOWAS countries (Nigeria, Ghana, Liberia, Sierra Leone and The Gambia). This means that domestic investment has encouraged the productive sector of the economy and has helped to propel economic growth. The above finding is partly in tandem with those of Bakari and Weriemmi (2022), who found positive implication of domestic investment on economic growth of Arab Countries although the implication is on the short-run basis. According to their findings, domestic investment has no relationship with economic growth in the long-run which negates the findings of the present study. The study by Alfa and Garba (2012) working on the subject in the Nigerian economy perfectly aligns with the finding made on the study.
The study also found negative effect of inward foreign direct investment on growth of the selected West African countries. The negative effect of inward FDI was found to be significant. This is an unusual relationship since inward FDI is generally considered to be a driver of economic growth of any country or any region. Having negative effect on growth implies that investment is not contributing to increased production or productivity and that there is ineffective utilization of foreign direct investment in growing all economic units of the country. The above finding disagrees with those of Gohou and Soumare (2012) who examined the impact of foreign direct investment inflows on welfare measures across African regions. Their results showed a positive and strongly significant relationship between FDI net inflows and poverty reduction (measure of economic growth) at the aggregate level of Africa as a whole, but the magnitude varies depending on the region. More so, while the relationship between FDI and poverty reduction is positive and significant for economic communities in Central and East Africa, it is found as insignificant in Northern and Southern Africa. Furthermore, the relationship was found to be ambiguous in West Africa. Hence, FDI has greater impact on welfare in poorer countries than in wealthier countries. For country specific studies, Benedict and Bismark (2022) found positive effects of FDI inflows on the Ghanaian economy while Nya’akunat and Ezekiel (2021) found positive effect of inward FDI on growth of the Gambian economy. The study by Lawal and Victor (2015) found a positive but insignificant relationship between inward foreign direct investment and economic growth in the Nigerian economy.
Further analysis revealed that outward foreign direct investment increased the economy of West African countries but the increase was not significant. This signifies a situation where investments made by domestic companies in foreign countries contribute to the overall growth of the economies of the West African countries but the contribution is not statistically significant. Perhaps, this may be adduced to the positive but insufficient returns on investment, technology transfer effect and access to resources and markets that boost interdependence and trade. Studies with similar findings include Macheru (2023), Kumar and Singhal (2022), Amin, Anwar and Liu (2020).Thus, the positive effect of outward FDI supports previous findings and shows positive trend of trade and development in West African countries.
There was negative trend of GDP in the selected ECOWAS countries occasioned by changes in the insecurity index. This situation has impeded growth of countries in the ECOWAS region. As stated by Mahmoodi and Mahmoodi (2016), insecurity poses serious threat to cross-border trade but the most serious consequence is discouragement of foreign investors. Insecurity in West African region encompasses factors like political instability, terrorism and crime and these negative externalities to foreign investment poses risk and uncertainty that deters investors (Amin, Anwar & Liu, 2020).
Individual country analysis revealed that the investment performance of the selected countries has not been very well deserving of being rated as satisfactory since the variables have varying effects on the countries’ GDP. While only domestic investment contributed positively and significantly to growth in Nigeria and Ghana, inward FDI for Nigeria and The Gambia contributed negatively to economic growth of the countries. However, outward FDI and insecurity both have negative effect on the individual countries’ economic growth.
Further analysis of the model showed that there was close movement of the fitted and actual regression lines which implied that the expected effect of investment on economic growth of the selected ECOWAS countries was close to reality based on the given data. The investment variables jointly accounted for up to 89.04% of the changes in economic growth of the selected ECOWAS countries. This is an indication that the combination of foreign and domestic investment variables gave high probability of semblance to real-life scenario and as such the model formulated in this study can serve as a policy document to track economic progress of ECOWAS countries.

5. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Some key findings were made and they are summarized in line with the specific objectives of the study as follows:
· There was significant positive relationship between domestic investment and growth of the economies of selected countries in the West African region.
· Inward foreign direct investment flow has a significantly negative effect on economic growth of the selected West African countries.
· Outward foreign direct investment flow had positive but insignificant effect on the economies of selected West African countries.
· Insecurity significantly decreased foreign direct investment inflow and outflow and this translated to significant decrease in economic growth of the selected countries. 
Additionally, individual country analysis revealed that domestic investment contributed positively and significantly to economic growth in Nigeria and Ghana. Inward FDI for Nigeria and The Gambia contributed negatively to economic growth of the countries. However, outward FDI and insecurity both have negative effect on the individual countries’ economic growth. Ghana had the most positive effect as the country recorded positive trends in their domestic investment and inward foreign investment which exerted positive effects on the country’s economic growth.

6. CONCLUSION
This study investigated the nexus between investment and economic growth of select West African countries using Nigeria, Ghana, Gambia, Sierra Leone and Liberia as case studies. The conclusion emanating from the data analysis is that domestic investment in the selected countries has been appreciable and has increased the economy of the countries. However, inward foreign direct investment decreased GDP growth and the decrease was significant. Outward FDI of the selected countries jointly increased their economies but the increase was not significant. The positive domestic investment recorded was largely driven by Nigeria and Ghana while Ghana had the most profitable foreign direct investment profile amongst the selected countries. Expectedly, insecurity has decreasing effect on foreign direct investment inflow and outflow of the countries contributing to negative trend in the countries’ economic growth.
7. RECOMMENDATION
On the way forward the study recommends that efforts should be made by the respective governments in the West African region to make their domestic economies attractive to foreign investors. The negative trend of inward FDI shows an unattractive domestic investment environment. The countries should come together to improve common infrastructure and accelerate industrialization. In order to boost outward flow of FDI from West African countries, there is need for the countries to leverage on regional trade agreements in order to facilitate cross-border investments. Domestic investment should be further enhanced by encouraging sound financial systems, streamlining regulations and promoting good governance. These are positive externalities that can further drive domestic investment and promote economic growth of West African countries.  Countries in the West African region should work together to entrench security measures that will encourage inflow of foreign investors into the region. Formation of common security forces and promoting democratic principles are keys to achieving this.
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	Panel unit root test: Summary 
	

	Series:  GDP
	
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:05
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Exogenous variables: Individual effects

	User-specified lags: 1
	
	

	Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

	Balanced observations for each test 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Cross-
	

	Method
	Statistic
	Prob.**
	sections
	Obs

	Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process) 

	Levin, Lin & Chu t*
	 0.56732
	 0.4567
	 5
	 192

	
	
	
	
	

	Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process) 

	Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat 
	 2.21443
	 0.9866
	 5
	 192

	ADF - Fisher Chi-square
	 4.88694
	 0.9616
	 5
	 192

	PP - Fisher Chi-square
	 7.17061
	 0.8461
	 5
	 198

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi

	        -square distribution. All other tests assume asymptotic normality.

	
Panel unit root test: Summary 
	

	Series:  D(GDP)
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:05
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Exogenous variables: Individual effects

	User-specified lags: 1
	
	

	Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

	Balanced observations for each test 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Cross-
	

	Method
	Statistic
	Prob.**
	sections
	Obs

	Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process) 

	Levin, Lin & Chu t*
	-6.23455
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	
	
	
	
	

	Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process) 

	Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat 
	-7.01785
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	ADF - Fisher Chi-square
	 70.1548
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	PP - Fisher Chi-square
	 115.101
	 0.0000
	 5
	 192

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi

	        -square distribution. All other tests assume asymptotic normality.

	


















Panel unit root test: Summary 
	

	Series:  DINV
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:05
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Exogenous variables: Individual effects

	User-specified lags: 1
	
	

	Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

	Balanced observations for each test 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Cross-
	

	Method
	Statistic
	Prob.**
	sections
	Obs

	Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process) 

	Levin, Lin & Chu t*
	-0.67480
	 0.1126
	 5
	 192

	
	
	
	
	

	Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process) 

	Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat 
	-1.77489
	 0.0380
	 5
	 192

	ADF - Fisher Chi-square
	 18.5868
	 0.0990
	 5
	 192

	PP - Fisher Chi-square
	 26.4065
	 0.0094
	 5
	 198

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi

	        -square distribution. All other tests assume asymptotic normality.

	
Panel unit root test: Summary 
	

	Series:  D(DINV)
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:05
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Exogenous variables: Individual effects

	User-specified lags: 1
	
	

	Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

	Balanced observations for each test 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Cross-
	

	Method
	Statistic
	Prob.**
	sections
	Obs

	Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process) 

	Levin, Lin & Chu t*
	-4.22561
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	
	
	
	
	

	Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process) 

	Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat 
	-8.05109
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	ADF - Fisher Chi-square
	 82.0985
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	PP - Fisher Chi-square
	 145.618
	 0.0000
	 5
	 192

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi

	        -square distribution. All other tests assume asymptotic normality.












	Panel unit root test: Summary 
	

	Series:  IFDI
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:06
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Exogenous variables: Individual effects

	User-specified lags: 1
	
	

	Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

	Balanced observations for each test 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Cross-
	

	Method
	Statistic
	Prob.**
	sections
	Obs

	Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process) 

	Levin, Lin & Chu t*
	-1.55678
	 0.0660
	 5
	 192

	
	
	
	
	

	Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process) 

	Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat 
	 0.50191
	 0.6921
	 5
	 192

	ADF - Fisher Chi-square
	 7.52680
	 0.8209
	 5
	 192

	PP - Fisher Chi-square
	 17.9902
	 0.1160
	 5
	 198

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi

	        -square distribution. All other tests assume asymptotic normality.

	
Panel unit root test: Summary 
	

	Series:  D(IFDI)
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:06
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Exogenous variables: Individual effects

	User-specified lags: 1
	
	

	Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

	Balanced observations for each test 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Cross-
	

	Method
	Statistic
	Prob.**
	sections
	Obs

	Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process) 

	Levin, Lin & Chu t*
	-6.08655
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	
	
	
	
	

	Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process) 

	Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat 
	-6.88423
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	ADF - Fisher Chi-square
	 68.9377
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	PP - Fisher Chi-square
	 78.2605
	 0.0000
	 5
	 192

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi

	        -square distribution. All other tests assume asymptotic normality.












	Panel unit root test: Summary 
	

	Series:  OFDI
	
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:06
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Exogenous variables: Individual effects

	User-specified lags: 1
	
	

	Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

	Balanced observations for each test 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Cross-
	

	Method
	Statistic
	Prob.**
	sections
	Obs

	Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process) 

	Levin, Lin & Chu t*
	-0.45677
	 0.2267
	 5
	 192

	
	
	
	
	

	Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process) 

	Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat 
	-0.05336
	 0.4787
	 5
	 192

	ADF - Fisher Chi-square
	 11.5872
	 0.4794
	 5
	 192

	PP - Fisher Chi-square
	 29.0176
	 0.0039
	 5
	 198

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi

	        -square distribution. All other tests assume asymptotic normality.

	
Panel unit root test: Summary 
	

	Series:  D(OFDI)
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:07
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Exogenous variables: Individual effects

	User-specified lags: 1
	
	

	Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

	Balanced observations for each test 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Cross-
	

	Method
	Statistic
	Prob.**
	sections
	Obs

	Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process) 

	Levin, Lin & Chu t*
	-5.88643
	 0.0013
	 5
	 186

	
	
	
	
	

	Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process) 

	Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat 
	-9.12571
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	ADF - Fisher Chi-square
	 93.2215
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	PP - Fisher Chi-square
	 161.283
	 0.0000
	 5
	 192

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi

	        -square distribution. All other tests assume asymptotic normality.












	Panel unit root test: Summary 
	

	Series:  ISCI
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:07
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Exogenous variables: Individual effects

	User-specified lags: 1
	
	

	Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

	Balanced observations for each test 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Cross-
	

	Method
	Statistic
	Prob.**
	sections
	Obs

	Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process) 

	Levin, Lin & Chu t*
	 1.45599
	 0.8278
	 5
	 192

	
	
	
	
	

	Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process) 

	Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat 
	 1.44264
	 0.9254
	 5
	 192

	ADF - Fisher Chi-square
	 6.39474
	 0.8949
	 5
	 192

	PP - Fisher Chi-square
	 5.29386
	 0.9474
	 5
	 198

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi

	        -square distribution. All other tests assume asymptotic normality.

	
Panel unit root test: Summary 
	

	Series:  D(ISCI)
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:07
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Exogenous variables: Individual effects

	User-specified lags: 1
	
	

	Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

	Balanced observations for each test 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Cross-
	

	Method
	Statistic
	Prob.**
	sections
	Obs

	Null: Unit root (assumes common unit root process) 

	Levin, Lin & Chu t*
	-4.88523
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	
	
	
	
	

	Null: Unit root (assumes individual unit root process) 

	Im, Pesaran and Shin W-stat 
	-5.87701
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	ADF - Fisher Chi-square
	 57.3868
	 0.0000
	 5
	 186

	PP - Fisher Chi-square
	 102.129
	 0.0000
	 5
	 192

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	** Probabilities for Fisher tests are computed using an asymptotic Chi

	        -square distribution. All other tests assume asymptotic normality.






















	Dependent Variable: GDP
	
	

	Method: Panel EGLS (Cross-section random effects)

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:08
	
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Periods included: 34
	
	

	Cross-sections included: 5
	
	

	Total panel (balanced) observations: 204
	

	Swamy and Arora estimator of component variances

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	C
	2.775145
	0.210460
	13.18609
	0.0000

	DINV
	0.024843
	0.002514
	9.881862
	0.0071

	IFDI
	-0.130412
	0.040967
	-3.183314
	0.0020

	OFDI
	0.003202
	0.009503
	0.336928
	0.7369

	ISCI
	-0.008884
	0.001028
	-8.642023
	0.0319

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Effects Specification
	
	

	
	
	
	S.D.  
	Rho  

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Cross-section random
	0.418073
	0.3338

	Idiosyncratic random
	0.590664
	0.6662

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Weighted Statistics
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.960077
	    Mean dependent var
	5.279440

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.890432
	    S.D. dependent var
	1.151369

	S.E. of regression
	0.874432
	    Sum squared resid
	152.1616

	F-statistic
	38.23584
	    Durbin-Watson stat
	0.194366

	Prob(F-statistic)
	0.000000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Unweighted Statistics
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.073095
	    Mean dependent var
	22.41956

	Sum squared resid
	882.0377
	    Durbin-Watson stat
	1.996534

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
















	Correlated Random Effects - Hausman Test
	

	Equation: Untitled
	
	

	Test cross-section random effects
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Test Summary
	Chi-Sq. Statistic
	Chi-Sq. d.f.
	Prob. 

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Cross-section random
	33.102448
	4
	0.0000

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Cross-section random effects test comparisons:

	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Fixed  
	Random 
	Var(Diff.) 
	Prob. 

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	DINV
	0.312416
	0.541451
	0.000872
	0.0000

	IFDI
	0.311219
	0.309062
	0.001876
	0.9603

	OFDI
	0.446143
	0.191542
	0.000732
	0.0000

	ISCI
	-0.189633
	0.496857
	0.003626
	0.0000

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Cross-section random effects test equation:
	

	Dependent Variable: GDP
	
	

	Method: Panel Least Squares
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:08
	
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Periods included: 34
	
	

	Cross-sections included: 5
	
	

	Total panel (balanced) observations: 204
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	C
	2.775145
	0.210460
	13.18609
	0.0000

	DINV
	0.024843
	0.002514
	9.881862
	0.0071

	IFDI
	-0.130412
	0.040967
	-3.183314
	0.0020

	OFDI
	0.003202
	0.009503
	0.336928
	0.7369

	ISCI
	-0.008884
	0.001028
	-8.642023
	0.0319

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Effects Specification
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Cross-section fixed (dummy variables)
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.960077
	    Mean dependent var
	22.41956

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.890432
	    S.D. dependent var
	2.165100

	S.E. of regression
	0.590664
	    Akaike info criterion
	1.832638

	Sum squared resid
	67.68344
	    Schwarz criterion
	1.995291

	Log likelihood
	-176.9291
	    Hannan-Quinn criter.
	1.898434

	F-statistic
	28.15047
	    Durbin-Watson stat
	1.996534

	Prob(F-statistic)
	0.000000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	









Fixed Effects

	Dependent Variable: GDP
	
	

	Method: Panel Least Squares
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:09
	
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Periods included: 34
	
	

	Cross-sections included: 5
	
	

	Total panel (balanced) observations: 204
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	C
	17.39221
	2.177384
	7.987662
	0.0000

	DINV
	0.312416
	0.121484
	2.571663
	0.0109

	IFDI
	0.311219
	0.058534
	5.316863
	0.0000

	OFDI
	0.446143
	0.035669
	12.50798
	0.0000

	ISCI
	-0.189633
	0.095194
	-1.992071
	0.0478

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Effects Specification
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Cross-section fixed (dummy variables)
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.928874
	    Mean dependent var
	22.41956

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.925574
	    S.D. dependent var
	2.165100

	S.E. of regression
	0.590664
	    Akaike info criterion
	1.832638

	Sum squared resid
	67.68344
	    Schwarz criterion
	1.995291

	Log likelihood
	-176.9291
	    Hannan-Quinn criter.
	1.898434

	F-statistic
	281.5047
	    Durbin-Watson stat
	0.722420

	Prob(F-statistic)
	0.000000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


















	Cross-Section Dependence Test
	

	Series: GDP
	
	

	Null hypothesis: No cross-section dependence (correlation)

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Periods included: 34
	

	Cross-sections included: 5
	

	Total panel observations: 204
	

	Note: non-zero cross-section means detected in data

	Cross-section means were removed during computation of correlations

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Test
	Statistic  
	d.f.  
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Breusch-Pagan LM
	378.7522
	5
	0.0000

	Pesaran scaled LM
	65.31631
	
	0.0000

	Bias-corrected scaled LM
	65.22540
	
	0.0000

	Pesaran CD
	13.467534
	
	0.0000

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	




	Cross-Section Dependence Test
	

	Series: DINV
	
	

	Null hypothesis: No cross-section dependence (correlation)

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Periods included: 34
	

	Cross-sections included: 5
	

	Total panel observations: 204
	

	Note: non-zero cross-section means detected in data

	Cross-section means were removed during computation of correlations

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Test
	Statistic  
	d.f.  
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Breusch-Pagan LM
	50.33209
	5
	0.0000

	Pesaran scaled LM
	5.355282
	
	0.0000

	Bias-corrected scaled LM
	5.264373
	
	0.0000

	Pesaran CD
	9.654766
	
	0.0099

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	




	Cross-Section Dependence Test
	

	Series: IFDI
	
	

	Null hypothesis: No cross-section dependence (correlation)

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Periods included: 34
	

	Cross-sections included: 5
	

	Total panel observations: 204
	

	Note: non-zero cross-section means detected in data

	Cross-section means were removed during computation of correlations

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Test
	Statistic  
	d.f.  
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Breusch-Pagan LM
	429.3098
	5
	0.0000

	Pesaran scaled LM
	74.54683
	
	0.0000

	Bias-corrected scaled LM
	74.45592
	
	0.0000

	Pesaran CD
	8.672313
	
	0.0000

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	






	Cross-Section Dependence Test
	

	Series: OFDI
	
	

	Null hypothesis: No cross-section dependence (correlation)

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Periods included: 34
	

	Cross-sections included: 5
	

	Total panel observations: 204
	

	Note: non-zero cross-section means detected in data

	Cross-section means were removed during computation of correlations

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Test
	Statistic  
	d.f.  
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Breusch-Pagan LM
	233.6624
	5
	0.0000

	Pesaran scaled LM
	38.82666
	
	0.0000

	Bias-corrected scaled LM
	38.73575
	
	0.0000

	Pesaran CD
	11.55754
	
	0.0000

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	




	Cross-Section Dependence Test
	

	Series: ISCI
	
	

	Null hypothesis: No cross-section dependence (correlation)

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Periods included: 34
	

	Cross-sections included: 5
	

	Total panel observations: 204
	

	Note: non-zero cross-section means detected in data

	Cross-section means were removed during computation of correlations

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Test
	Statistic  
	d.f.  
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Breusch-Pagan LM
	136.5367
	5
	0.0000

	Pesaran scaled LM
	21.09402
	
	0.0000

	Bias-corrected scaled LM
	21.00311
	
	0.0000

	Pesaran CD
	9.446711
	
	0.0000

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
















	Kao Residual Cointegration Test
	

	Series: GDP DINV IFDI OFDI ISCI 
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:14
	
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Included observations: 204
	
	

	Null Hypothesis: No cointegration
	

	Trend assumption: No deterministic trend
	

	User-specified lag length: 1
	
	

	Newey-West automatic bandwidth selection and Bartlett kernel

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	t-Statistic
	Prob.

	ADF
	
	
	-2.459905
	 0.0069

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Residual variance
	4.111478
	

	HAC variance
	
	 0.079796
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Augmented Dickey-Fuller Test Equation
	

	Dependent Variable: D(RESID)
	
	

	Method: Least Squares
	
	

	Date: 01/03/25   Time: 07:14
	
	

	Sample (adjusted): 1992 2024
	
	

	Included observations: 192 after adjustments
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	RESID(-1)
	-0.301257
	0.057931
	-5.200259
	0.0000

	D(RESID(-1))
	-0.336522
	0.064962
	-5.180259
	0.0000

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.319947
	    Mean dependent var
	0.004907

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.316368
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.495830

	S.E. of regression
	0.409963
	    Akaike info criterion
	1.064860

	Sum squared resid
	31.93316
	    Schwarz criterion
	1.098792

	Log likelihood
	-100.2266
	    Hannan-Quinn criter.
	1.078603

	Durbin-Watson stat
	1.979679
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	













Nigeria
	Dependent Variable: GDP
	
	

	Method: Least Squares
	
	

	Date: 02/02/25   Time: 17:18
	
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Included observations: 34
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	C
	-2.888980
	1.472749
	-0.196162
	0.8454

	DINV
	1.027430
	0.149148
	6.888649
	0.0000

	IFDI
	-8.192608
	8.303647
	-0.986628
	0.3292

	OFDI
	-5.041925
	6.373409
	-0.791088
	0.4331

	ISCI
	6.945395
	2.536401
	2.738288
	0.0089

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.757819
	    Mean dependent var
	25.85033

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.724415
	    S.D. dependent var
	1.013989

	S.E. of regression
	0.532306
	    Akaike info criterion
	1.711855

	Sum squared resid
	8.217127
	    Schwarz criterion
	1.936320

	Log likelihood
	-24.10153
	    Hannan-Quinn criter.
	1.788404

	F-statistic
	22.68634
	    Durbin-Watson stat
	0.403853

	Prob(F-statistic)
	0.000000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	




Sierra Leone

	Dependent Variable: GDP
	
	

	Method: Least Squares
	
	

	Date: 02/02/25   Time: 17:20
	
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Included observations: 34
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	DINV
	0.082632
	0.024467
	3.377254
	0.0026

	IFDI
	0.050448
	0.024034
	2.099004
	0.0470

	OFDI
	0.154242
	0.082282
	1.874546
	0.0736

	ISCI
	-0.139468
	0.059295
	-2.352106
	0.0276

	C
	0.148665
	0.040143
	3.703391
	0.0012

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.999706
	    Mean dependent var
	21.33154

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.999665
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.738795

	S.E. of regression
	0.013513
	    Akaike info criterion
	-5.635260

	Sum squared resid
	0.005296
	    Schwarz criterion
	-5.410795

	Log likelihood
	100.7994
	    Hannan-Quinn criter.
	-5.558711

	F-statistic
	24652.67
	    Durbin-Watson stat
	2.338705

	Prob(F-statistic)
	0.000000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	







Ghana

	Dependent Variable: GDP
	
	

	Method: Least Squares
	
	

	Date: 02/02/25   Time: 17:21
	
	

	Sample: 1990 2024
	
	

	Included observations: 34
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	DINV
	0.261649
	0.001425
	183.6362
	0.0000

	IFDI
	0.231834
	0.202704
	1.143707
	0.7439

	OFDI
	0.505801
	0.484416
	1.044146
	0.2186

	ISCI
	1.040756
	0.006701
	155.3162
	0.0000

	C
	3.149477
	0.299540
	10.51438*
	0.0000

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.949411
	    Mean dependent var
	23.66689

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.942433
	    S.D. dependent var
	1.050177

	S.E. of regression
	0.251970
	    Akaike info criterion
	0.216040

	Sum squared resid
	1.841179
	    Schwarz criterion
	0.440505

	Log likelihood
	1.327316
	    Hannan-Quinn criter.
	0.292589

	F-statistic
	136.0615
	    Durbin-Watson stat
	0.776482

	Prob(F-statistic)
	0.000000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	




The Gambia

	Dependent Variable: GDP
	
	

	Method: Least Squares
	
	

	Date: 02/02/25   Time: 17:23
	
	

	Sample: 1990 2023
	
	

	Included observations: 34
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	DINV
	1.027430
	0.149148
	6.888649
	0.0000

	IFDI
	-8.192608
	8.303647
	-0.986628
	0.3292

	OFDI
	-5.041925
	6.373409
	-0.791088
	0.4331

	ISCI
	6.945395
	2.536401
	2.738288
	0.0089

	C
	-2.888980
	1.472749
	-0.196162
	0.8454

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.873254
	    Mean dependent var
	20.80170

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.836753
	    S.D. dependent var
	0.462427

	S.E. of regression
	5.01E-09
	    Akaike info criterion
	-35.25157

	Sum squared resid
	7.27E-16
	    Schwarz criterion
	-35.02710

	Log likelihood
	604.2767
	    Hannan-Quinn criter.
	-35.17502

	F-statistic
	7.032416
	    Durbin-Watson stat
	2.263817

	Prob(F-statistic)
	0.000000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	






Liberia

	Dependent Variable: GDP
	
	

	Method: Least Squares
	
	

	Date: 02/02/25   Time: 17:24
	
	

	Sample: 1990 2023
	
	

	Included observations: 34
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Std. Error
	t-Statistic
	Prob.  

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	DINV
	10.95544
	4.137470
	2.647860
	0.0175

	IFDI
	4.851353
	1.788296
	2.712835
	0.0154

	OFDI
	-3.793557
	1.435857
	-2.642017
	0.0178

	ISCI
	-84.37654
	31.55636
	-2.673836
	0.0166

	C
	4.295110
	3.542385
	1.212491
	0.2351

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.664532
	    Mean dependent var
	20.38952

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.568065
	    S.D. dependent var
	1.910290

	S.E. of regression
	4.10E-09
	    Akaike info criterion
	-35.65041

	Sum squared resid
	4.88E-16
	    Schwarz criterion
	-35.42595

	Log likelihood
	611.0571
	    Hannan-Quinn criter.
	-35.57387

	F-statistic
	1.794568
	    Durbin-Watson stat
	2.005071

	Prob(F-statistic)
	0.000000
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



















SION
This study investigated the recorded was large driven by Nigeria and Ghana while Ghana had the most investment profile amongst the selected countries. Expectedly, insecurity has decreasing effect on foreign direct investment inflow and outflow of the countries contributing to negative trend in the countries’ economic growth.












  


 














