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1. Introduction 

The challenge posed by climate change and the alarming degradation of the environment has 
led countries around the world to reconsider the ways in which they can ensure sustainable 
development, improve the standard of living and the well-being of citizens. As for centuries, 
economic development was based on increasing energy production and consumption, with-
out taking too much into account the effects of pollution cause by the use of fossil fuels, 
the traditional energy system proved to be necessary to be reformed into a decarbonized 
system, fit for the 21st century, focusing now on developing renewable energy and increasing 
energy efficiency.

Romania needs not only to adopt the energy and climate targets set by transposing 
them into national legislation and in the form of strategies, policies and measures, which 
take into account the country specification, but also to monitor and report on the progress 
made, demonstrating its concern for achieving them within the assumed timeframe. This fact 
requires changes of the national energy mix, by expanding the share of clean energy sources 
and reducing polluting ones, without this endangering energy security. 

Thus, according the 2025–2030 Integrated National Energy and Climate Plan of Romania 
(European Commission, 2024), the energy from renewable sources in gross final consump-
tion of energy reached 6,096 ktoe out of a total of 25,254 ktoe in 2022 and 6,919 ktoe out 
of a total of 24,636 ktoe in 2023. Projection shows that the share of energy from renewable 
sources in gross final consumption of energy was 24.1% in 2022 and is expected to increase 
to 31% in 2025, reaching the assumed target of at least 38.3% in 2030 due to wind and solar 
energy generation capacities, along with heat pumps for heating and cooling.

Progress has also been made on greenhouse gas emissions. Romania follows a downward 
trend with values that have decreased from 230,408 kt CO2-eq in 1990 to 63,249 kt CO2-eq 
in 2022, achieving by 2022 85% of its 2030 target for net GHG emission reduction. 

The statistical data on Romania’s energy mix (National Institute for Statistics – Romania, 
n.d.) reflect important changes at the level of primary energy sources, by decreasing the 
proportion of coal from 23.89% in 1992 to 8.06% in 2022, of natural gases from 41.06% to 
27.17%, simultaneously with an increase in the proportion of hydroelectric, nuclear and en-
ergy from unconventional sources as geothermal or wave energy.

Because it is considered important not only the achievement of the assumed targets 
concerning the proportion of renewable energy in gross final energy consumption and its 
structure by types of energy sources, but also the consequences on sustainable development, 
this paper intends to examine the contribution made by renewable and non-renewable pri-
mary energy consumptions per capita (REC, respectively NREC) on the economic growth of 
Romania over 33 years (1990–2022). The contribution of gross fixed capital formation per 
capita (GFCF) to real GDP per capita (RGDP) evolution is also taken into account.

Since the transition to sustainable development models considers the energy component, 
it is required to investigate the role played by it in as many geographical contexts as possible, 
or type of consumers (Oprea et al., 2018). Thus, this study achieves not only a completion of 
the existing literature related to the role played by non-renewable and renewable energy in 
sustainable development, but also the highlighting of the link between them.

The present research is also necessary in light of the fact that Romania is among the 
European Union states with significant gaps to close in transitioning to a more sustainable 
energy production and consumption model, compared to the leading countries in Northern 
Europe and even those from Western European countries (Popescu et al., 2022), thus proving 
more vulnerable in the low-carbon energy transition (Niță et al., 2024; Voicu-Dorobanțu et al., 
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2021). Therefore, knowing the current situation has the role of helping decision-makers in 
determining the efficient way forward.

The body of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 discusses the literature review. 
Section 3 presents the data and econometric models used whilst Section 4 covers the pres-
entation of results, followed in Section 5 which contains the best performing model and the 
study of the technical efficiency. Section 6 contain the discussions of the empirical findings. 
The study conclusion is presented in the final, along with the perceived limitations of the 
study.

2. Literature review

It is justified for research to investigate the type of relation between renewable energy con-
sumption, non-renewable energy consumption and economic growth and the intensity of 
this link, given that clean energy sources are expected to meet energy needs that support 
economic growth and to address issues related to preventing environmental degradation. 
Over the past two decades, the study of the relationship between GDP and energy (both 
renewable and non-renewable) has expanded significantly (Mirziyoyeva & Salahodjaev, 2023); 
the researchers’ concerns are related to revealing the existence of a unidirectional or bi-di-
rectional link, short-run or long-run causality between those variables, as well as revealing 
the intensity of this relation. 

The studies reported mixed results (AIKhars et al., 2020). Thus, while some studies high-
lighted a bidirectional causality between economic growth, renewable and non-renewable 
energy consumption (Atta Mills et al., 2020; Azam et al., 2021), other studies only revealed the 
presence of unidirectional causality running from output to renewable energy consumption 
(Ben Mbarek et al., 2018; Ocal & Aslan, 2013) or the other way round, running from renewable 
energy to gross domestic product (Deka et al., 2023; Liu, 2022; Gyimah et al., 2022; Formánek, 
2020). Other studies even indicated the absence of causal relationships between output and 
renewable energy consumption (Ali et al., 2022; Li & Leung, 2021; Ozcan & Ozturk, 2019).

Regarding highlighting a unidirectional causality of renewable and non-renewable energy 
production and consumption on economic growth, again the findings are inconclusive, al-
though most of them show a positive relationship between the production and consumption 
of renewable and non-renewable energy and economic growth (Espoir et al., 2023; Bouygh-
rissi et al., 2021; Okumus et al., 2021). For Ali et al. (2022) the empirical outcomes show that 
economic growth is substantially influenced by both clean and non-clean energy consump-
tion. This time, a negative effect on the economic growth due to the increase in renewable 
energy consumption is indicated in the research conducted by Magazzino and Brady (2018), 
by Venkatraja (2019) or by Dogan (2015).

The neutrality hypothesis is also confirmed by several studies on countries like Africa 
(Banday & Aneja, 2020; İnal et al., 2022) or seven OECD countries in Europe (Li & Leung, 
2021); the outcomes are not likely to lead the authors to recommend encouraging the use 
of renewable energy as a means to foster economic growth.

In terms of highlighting the relationship between energy and economic growth in the case 
of Romania, previous studies have either highlighted a lack of causality between renewable 
energy and gross domestic product (Simionescu et al., 2019; Sahlian et al., 2021; Marinaș 
et al., 2018), or the existence of a positive linkage between fossil fuel consumption, alternative 
and nuclear energy, and economic growth, while “renewable energy usage has an adversative 
relationship with economic growth” (Rehman et. al., 2022). 
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By using linear regression, Aceleanu et al. (2018) highlighted a strong positive inter-
dependence between energy consumption from renewable sources and GDP per capita in 
predominantly rural areas, the results obtained leading the authors to conclusion that sun, 
wind and water represent sources of renewable energy that can be the basis of ensuring a 
sustainable development of a Romanian rural space. Still a positive influence exerted by the 
consumption of renewable energy on real GDP per capita is demonstrated by the research 
carried out by Mohammadi et al. (2023) or by Doran et al. (2023).

3. Methodology of the research

The current research analyses the influence that renewable and non-renewable primary ener-
gy consumption per capita and gross fixed capital formation per capita have on the real GDP 
per capita in Romania, based on two models approximated by a CES-type function. 

The analysis is carried out from two perspectives, one in which the CES function incorpo-
rates technical progress, and the other where the CES function is without technical progress, 
the applied procedure being the TRANSLOG representation (Logarithmic Transcendental). 

To analyze the evolution and influence of the three variables on the economic growth, 
various criteria are used to measure the performances of the two models.

3.1. Data and sources

The current research uses Romania’s annual time series data, from 1990 to 2022 to deter-
mine the effect of renewable and non-renewable primary energy consumption per capita, 
and gross fixed capital formation per capita on economic growth, measured by real GDP per 
capita. 

Table 1. Variable description and data source

Index Variables Measurement Data source

The dependent variable

RDGP Real Gross Domestic Product 
per capita

thousand lei per capita
(constant prices) World Bank (n.d.)

The independent variables

GFCF Gross fixed capital formation 
per capita

thousand lei per capita
(constant prices) World Bank (n.d.) 

REC Renewable primary energy 
consumption per capita thousands kWh per capita Ritchie et al. (2020)

NREC Non-renewable primary energy 
consumption per capita thousands kWh per capita Ritchie and Rosado (2020)

Data series have been extracted in the case of RGDP and GFCF from World Bank (n.d.), and 
in the case of REC and NREC from Our World in Data (Ritchie et al., 2020; Ritchie & Rosado, 
2020) as given in Table 1. In order to transform the data series of the variables mentioned 
above, per capita, they were related to the number of the population in Romania for the 
analyzed period.

In order to give a general outlook on the level of the four analyzed variables, Figure 1 
shows the time variations of these. It can be noticed that all variables have a sinuous evolution. 
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While RGDP, GFCF and REC are on an upward trend, NREC has a downward trend. Even 
though Romania holds the last place in the European Union in terms of RGDP, it experienced 
a period of growth during the analyzed period, except the years 1991, 1992, 1997–1999, 2009, 
2010 and 2020, reaching a maximum of 25,93 thousand lei per capita in 2022 (according to 
World Bank, n.d.). Similarly, GFCF recorded a constant upward evolution, reaching a level of 
7.35 thousand lei per inhabitant in 2018, only to decrease by approximately 33% in the fol-
lowing year, the increase being resumed with small fluctuations starting from 2011 reaching 
a level of 8 thousand lei per capita in 2022.

If we consider REC, fluctuations in the size of the values are very frequent (even from 
one year to the next), but reporting the values from the ends of the analysis interval can 
lead to the theory that it increased during the analyzed period. Regarding NREC, there is an 
alternation of periods of decrease with periods of increase, but even in this case, the trend 
can be seen as decreasing.

3.2. Proposed estimation framework

In this study we analyze the relation between real GDP per capita, dependent variable as 
proxy for economic growth, and three independent variables, namely gross fixed capital 
formation per capita, renewable and non-renewable primary energy consumption per capita.

The modelling is done through a CES type function and takes into account the following 
two situations:

 ■ the CES function is without technical progress;
 ■ the CES function incorporates technical progress (the time variable appears explicitly 
in the model).

3.2.1. Defining the approximate model by a CES production function

The nonlinear model represented by a CES-type production function (in generalized form), 
defined by means of n independent (exogenous) variables has the following expression 
(Kmenta, 1967):
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Figure 1. Time series trend of the variables (1990–2022) (source: authors’ compilation from 
World Bank n.d.; Ritchie et al., 2020; Ritchie & Rosado, 2020)
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where Yt is the output variable, a > 0 is the efficiency parameter of the production process, 
)1,x∈ − ∞  is a substitution parameter of the factors participating in the production process, 

Xt are the exogenous variables that have significance as factors of production, µ represents 
the degree of homogeneity and acts as a scale parameter for the process. Also, et is the re-
sidual variable and 

1
1

n
kk=

β =∑ , kβ are the model parameters.
The case in which m = 1 is a restrictive one studied by (Blackorby & Russel, 1989). If the 

production process depends on two factors of production, the CES production function first 
proposed by (Arrow et al., 1961) is obtained. Also, if the substitution parameter x = 0 the 
model represented by the Cobb-Douglas production function is obtained (which is a particu-
lar case of the model represented by the CES function). The parameters of the model defined 
in relation (1) have the properties (Stoicuța & Stoicuța, 2015).

The elasticity of substitution s (the constant), is determined with the help of the substi-
tution parameter x:

 

1
1

s =
+ x

. (2) 

1. The return to scale m depends on the value of the parameter x. Therefore, we have 
three situations:

 ■ If m < 1, the CES production function has decreasing returns to scale;
 ■ If m = 1, the production function is with constant yield to scale;
 ■ If m > 1, the production function is with increasing returns to scale.

2. Considering the case where m = 1, we have the cases:
 ■ If x → 0, then s = 1; in this case the Cobb-Douglas production function is obtained (a 
particular case of the CES function);

 ■ If x → ∞, then s → 0; in this case leading to the Leontief function (perfect comple-
mentarity of production factors).

 ■ The CES production function defined in relation (1) is homogeneous of degree m if the 
following equality occurs:

 ( ) ( )1 2 1 2, , ..., , , ..., , 0k kF X X X F X X Xmλ λ λ = λ λ > . (3) 

If m = 1 (i.e., the production function is of constant yield), the CES production function is 
homogeneous of the first degree.

In the study carried out in this article, the non-linear model represented by the CES func-
tion without technical progress (called Model 1) is defined in the following relation:
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where RGDPt is real Gross Domestic Product per capita and it is the dependent variable, also 
GFCFt gross fixed capital formation per capita, RECt the consumption of renewable primary 
energy per capita, NRECt the consumption of non-renewable primary energy per capita, are 
the three independent variables involved in the model, et is the residual variable that has the 
normal distribution 2(0, )N es .

If the function incorporates technical progress (the time variable appears explicitly in the 
model), the nonlinear model represented by the CES function with technical progress (called 
Model 2) is defined in the following relation:
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where c represents the technical progress.

3.2.2. The TRANSLOG approximation of the three-input CES function

Since the nonlinear CES function cannot be analytically linearized, in this study we will use 
the TRANSLOG (logarithmic transcendental) approximation. The TRANSLOG function has been 
widely used for empirical economic research after being introduced by Christensen et al. 
(1973). 

Starting from the work proposed by (Kmenta, 1967), in which the author presents a line-
arized form of the two-input CES function, by applying Taylor’s formula (and keeping only the 
first two terms from the development), in 2004, Hoff presents a model in which he used the 
TRANSLOG method for one output and four inputs of the CES function, for 156 observations 
(monthly data). 

In the general case, the TRANSLOG method applied for a CES function of the form (1), 
has the following representation.

 1 1 1
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for which the parameters are subject to the following conditions (Hoff, 2002):

 I. k ka = mβ ; (7)

 II. 
1

n

k
k=

a = m∑ ; (8)

 III. 
1 2 2

1 1

22n
ij jjii

k n n
i j k i j i k i j k j

k k

= ≠

= =

a aa
a = = = x

a a
a a − a a a − a

∑
∑ ∑

 or 

 ( , ) ( , )

22

1 1

jjii
ij i j k k

j ik i j k i j

≠

≠ ≠

− a− a
a = =

a a
+ +

a a∑ ∑
, (9) 

where , 1,k k na =  are linear coefficients which in the model act as elasticities.
In this article, the TRANSLOG method of approximating the CES function represented in 

Model 1 (in the case where we have one output and three inputs), has the following rep-
resentation:

 

( ) ( ) ( )
1 2 3

2 2 2
11 22 33

12 13 23

ln ln ln ln ln

ln ln ln
ln ln ln ln ln ln

t t t t

t t t

t t t t t t t

RGDP a GFCF REC NREC

GFCF REC NREC
GFCF REC GFCF NREC REC NREC

= + a + a + a +

a + a + a +

a ⋅ + a ⋅ + a ⋅ + e ,
 (10)

where 
3

1

, , 1,3, , 1,ij ji k
k

i j t T
=

a = a ∀ = a = m =∑ .

Regarding Model 2, the TRANSLOG approximation of the CES function with technical 
progress has the following representation:
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According to Arrow et al. (1961), the parameter 0 lnaa =  is the efficiency parameter, the 
parameters a1, a2, a3 are the distribution parameters (scale), and the parameters a11, a22, 
a33, a12, a13, a23 are the substitution parameters.

4. Results

4.1. Statistical analysis

Table 2 presents the values of the descriptive indicators specific to the variables analyzed. 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of variables (source: author’s computation from Eviews 10 Output)

RGDP GFCF REC NREC

Max. 25.93000 8.020000 3.830000 30.72000
Min. 8.630000 1.110000 1.480000 15.03000
Std. Dev. 5.407095 2.231604 0.725935 3.364552
Prob. 0.259127 0.205341 0.263147 0.000001
Obs. 33 33 33 33

The maximum and minimum values of RGDP range between 8.63 thousand lei and 
25.93 thousand lei, while GFCF ranges between 1.11 thousand lei and 8.02 thousand lei. On 
the other hand, the values for REC range between 1.48 thousand kWh and 3.83 thousand 
kWh, indicating a relatively narrow range of variation in renewable primary energy consump-
tion per capita. The standard deviation for RGDP is 5.407, suggesting significant variability in 
the data regarding real gross domestic product per capita. The standard deviation for REC is 
0.725, suggesting moderate variability in the data. To determine the direction of association 
between the variables, a correlation analysis will be performed (Table 3).

Table 3. Correlation matrix of the variables

Sample: 1990 2022

Included observations: 33

 RGDP GFCF REC NREC

RGDP 1.000
GFCF 0.962 1.000
REC 0.853 0.779 1.000
NREC –0.643 –0.646 –0.708 1.000
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As can be seen, the first two independent variables are positively correlated with the 
RGDP, the correlation between them being very strong, the Poisson ratio has the value 0.962 
in the case of GFCF and strong in the case of REC (0.853). NREC is inversely correlated with 
RGDP, the correlation being of medium intensity (–0.643).

4.2. Unit roots and granger causality 

To ensure the results obtained from modeling are accurate and reliable, it is necessary to 
verify the stationarity of the analyzed variables. For this, we will first determine the order of 
integration of each data series by applying the Argument Dickey-Fuller (ADF) test and the 
Phillips-Perron (PP) test in both the constant and linear trend cases. The results obtained 
using the EViews program are included in the Table 4.

Table 4. The results obtained for the unit root test

Constant Constant. Linear Trend

 Variables ADF PP ADF PP

lnRGDP –4.4005 (1) *** –4.6436 (3) *** –4.2576 (1) ** –4.3567 (3) **

D (lnRGDP) –6.4325 (1) *** –8.2464 (3) *** –6.4205 (1) *** –8.8037(3) ***

lnGFCF –4.4510 (1) ** –5.7022 (3) *** –4.3869 (1) ** –6.3462 (3) ***

D (lnGFCF) –5.8148 (1) ** –15.0592 (3) *** –5.6942 (1) *** –14.3181 (3) ***

lnREC –7.0140 (1) *** –9.5052 (3) *** –6.8913 (1) *** –9.2543 (3) ***

D (lnREC) –6.8054 (1) *** –25.3656 (3) *** –6.6882 (1) *** –30.9183 (3) ***

lnNREC –4.9636 (1) *** –6.7720 (3) *** –4.7728 (1) ** –6.2612 (3) ***

D (lnNREC) –4.3969 (1) ** –12.2815 (3) *** –4.4123 (1) ** –18.2609 (3) ***

Notes: ***, ** symbolized the significance at 1% level, the significance at 5% level. The tests are applied for 1st difference 
and Schwarz Info criterion. The parentheses () denote the optimal lag length and bandwidth.

Analyzing the results obtained above, we can conclude that for both ADF (Constant) and 
PP (Constant) tests, the null hypothesis is rejected, i.e., all the variables analyzed for Romania 
are stationary at the significance threshold of 1% and 5%, which means they do not have a 
unit root. This suggests that all variables are stationary at the first order I (1) difference. We 
can draw the same conclusion for the differentiated series of the analyzed variables, they 
are stationary at the significance threshold of 1%, respectively 5% for the differentiated var-
iables D (lnGFCF) and D (lnNREC).

 If the linear trend is also considered, all the variables analyzed for Romania are stationary 
at the significance threshold of 1%, respectively 5% (lnRGDP), which means that they do not 
have a unit root in the case of applying the PP test. In the case of the ADF test, the variable 
lnREC, respectively the differentiated variables D (lnGFCF) and D (lnREC) are stationary of or-
der I (1), at the significance threshold of 1%, and the others are stationary of order I (1) for a 
threshold of 5% significance. Keeping the above in mind, we can next analyze whether there is 
a short-term causal relationship between the dependent variable and the three independent 
variables. For this we will apply the Pairwise Granger causality test (Table 5). This is useful to 
understand the dynamics and interdependencies between the independent variables that play 
the role of production factors in the CES model to be applied.
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Table 5. Pairwise Granger causality tests

Sample: 1990 2022 Lags: 2

Null Hypothesis: Obs F-Statistic Prob.

lnRGDP does not Granger Cause lnGFCF
31

2.17788 0.1335
lnGFCF does not Granger Cause lnRGDP 2.21944 0.1288
lnRGDP does not Granger Cause lnNREC

31
2.50202 0.1014

lnNREC does not Granger Cause lnRGDP 3.72542 0.0378
lnRGDP does not Granger Cause lnREC

31
1.96084 0.1610

lnREC does not Granger Cause lnRGDP 0.57812 0.5680

Following the application of this test, we can conclude that only lnNREC has a causal 
relationship with lnRGDP in Romania. In the case of the other input variables, lnGFCF and 
lnREC, they do not show significant causal relationships, for any of the directions, with 
lnRGDP.

4.3. Estimation of CES models

The parameters of the two models, defined in relations (7) and (8) are estimated by the 
least squares method, the optimization method used is Gauss-Newton, the Marquardt steps 
(Gauss-Newton/Marquardt steps), convergence tolerance 0.0001. The Eviews 10.1 programs 
was used to estimate the parameters. The outcome can be seen in Table 6.

Table 6. The values of the coefficients of the two models

Dependent variable: LNRGDP- Model 1 Dependent variable: LNRGDP-Model 2

Coeff. Std. Err. t-Stat. Prob. Coeff. Std. Err. t-Stat. Prob.

a0 23.474** 9.2029 2.5506 0.017 a0 –46.103*** 12.642 –3.6466 0.001
a1 2.4856*** 0.7393 3.3618 0.002 a1 0.8178* 0.5317 1.5381 0.138
a2 –9.3477** 3.4488 –2.7104 0.012 a2 –2.2244* 2.4277 –1.9162 0.369
a3 –12.699** 5.3410 –2.3776 0.026 a3 –4.5576* 3.5606 –1.2799 0.213
a11 –0.0719* 0.0499 –1.4407 0.163 a11 0.0108* 0.0337 1.3212 0.511
a22 0.3914* 0.4362 1.8973 0.378 a22 0.0099* 0.2771 1.0359 0.471
a33 1.8870** 0.7722 2.4433 0.022 a33 0.7931* 0.5099 1.5552 0.134
a12 0.4371** 0.2311 1.8913 0.071 a12 0.1473* 0.1506 1.9782 0.338
a13 –0.744*** 0.2131 –3.4947 0.002 a13 –0.251* 0.1542 –1.6344 0.116
a23 2.8344** 1.0105 2.8050 0.010 a23 0.7021* 0.7148 1.9821 0.336
– – – – – c 0.0274*** 0.0044 6.1648 0.000

Note: ***, ** and * symbolized the significance at 1% level, the significance at 5% level and the significance at 10%.

Analyzing the values of the parameters of the two models (which have the role of elas-
ticities), we notice that the increase in REC by one percent, will lead to a decrease in RGDP 
by 9.34% (Model 1), respectively by 2.22% (Model 2), when the other independent variables 
are constant. 

Also, the increase in NREC by 1% will lead to a decrease in RGDP by 12.69% (Model 1) 
and 4.55% (Model 2), respectively, when the other independent variables are constant. On the 
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other hand, a 1% increase in GFCF is associated with a 2.48% (Model 1) and 0.81% (Model 2) 
increase in RGDP, respectively. Also, the influence exerted by the linear trend given by the 
time variable on the RGDP in Romania (Model 2) is insignificant, contributing to an increase 
of only 0.027%.

Also, Table 6 includes the values of the t-Student statistic, which is applied to test the 
significance of the parameters of the two analyzed models. Thus, the estimators of the two 
models can be considered significantly different from zero. 

To validate the two models, from a statistical point of view, they must satisfy a number 
of assumptions. In order to check these assumptions, Table 7 shows the calculated values 
of those indicators that show us if the models analyzed above work well, based on which 
forecasts can be made later.

Table 7. Test results applied to the two models

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

R2 0.989990 0.996330 Mean dependent var 2.650127 2.650127
Adjusted R2 0.986073 0.994662 S.D. dependent var 0.357993 0.357993
S.E. of regression 0.042247 0.026156 Akaike info criterion –3.245517 –4.188306
Sum squared resid 0.041051 0.015051 Schwarz criterion –2.792030 –3.689470
Log likelihood 63.55103 80.10705 Hannan-Quinn criter. –3.092932 –4.020463
F-Statistic 252.7516 597.2727 Durbin-Watson stat 2.072628 2.170138
Prob(F-Statistic) 0.000000 0.000000 Jarque-Berra 1.071258 2.703782

Analyzing the data obtained in the table above, we can conclude that both models give 
very good results. If we compare the value of the adjusted determination ratio (relative indi-
cator for measuring the strength of the link between the variables) it is observed that in the 
case of Model 2, it is higher, which tells us that the variables in the model together explain 
99.63% of the total variation in growth economic per capita during the study period. 

4.4. Robustness tests

To ensure the validity and reliability of the obtained results, we applied a series of robustness 
tests. To observe whether at the level of the two models there is at least one input variable 
that influences the behavior of the output variable, the F test is used (Table 7). 

Following the analysis, we can say that all the input variables have a significant influence 
on the output variable in the case of both analyzed models. The Jarque-Bera test is applied 
to check whether the residuals of the two models are normally distributed.

 Comparing the values of this statistic to the critical value of the statistic 2
3,0.05 7.815χ = for 

a significance threshold 5%a =  and three degrees of freedom, respectively 2
4,0.05 9.488χ = , 

for a significance threshold 5%a =  and four degrees of freedom, it is observed that the 
inequality 2JB < χ  is checked for both models.

In order to detect heteroscedasticity, the Breusch-Pagan-Godfrey test is applied through 
statistic 2LM n R= ⋅ , the value of which is 3.89 (Model 1), respectively 0.75 (Model 2). 

By checking the inequality 2LM < χ
 
for a significance threshold by 5% and three, respec-

tively, four degrees of freedom, it is observed that the variance of the residual is constant 
within both analyzed models. 
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To check if there is an autocorrelation effect between the variables observed in the two 
models, the Q-Statistic correlogram is performed (Figure 2).

As can be seen, the residual series for the two models are not affected by the autocorrela-
tion phenomenon. This hypothesis can also be verified by the Durbin-Watson statistic, whose 
value can be found in Table 6 for both models. An important problem faced by multivariable 
models is the presence of multicollinearity at the level of exogenous variables. To check if 
there is multicollinearity between the variables analyzed in this study, the variance inflation 
factor analysis is applied. Table 8 shows the values of the inflation factor calculated for both 
analyzed models.

Table 8. Variance inflation factors

Model 1 Model 2

Variable Coeff. variance Variable Coeff. variance

a0 4.69517 a0 1.8403
a1 0.54666 a1 0.28271
a2 1.89431 a2 5.89416
a3 2.52694 a3 1.67838
a11 0.00249 a11 0.00113
a22 0.19034 a22 0.07678
a33 0.59643 a33 0.26009
a12 0.05343 a12 0.02269
a13 0.04542 a13 0.02379
a23 1.02113 a23 0.51103
– – c 1.99E-05

It is appreciated that a value greater than five of the inflation factors signals the presence 
of the multicollinearity phenomenon. As all the values are lower than five, we can say that 
none of the models presents the phenomenon of multicollinearity.

To verify the stability of the parameters of the two analyzed models, the Cumulative Sum 
test (CUSUM) is used. By applying this test, the presence of outliers within the data series is 
also emphasized and the structural breaks within these series are highlighted. Figure 3 shows 
the CUSUM test for both Model 1 and Model 2.

Figure 2. Q-statistic correlogram (left Model 1, right Model 2)
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Since the 5% line lies within the upper and lower bounds, we can say that the parameter 
estimates of the two models are stable.

5. Choosing the best performing model

In order to choose which of the two models performs better, a series of indicators is calcu-
lated. Thus, in Table 9, the values of the standard deviation, the average linear deviation, the 
Bias proportion, and the coefficient of variation for both models are calculated with the help 
of the Eviews 10.1 program.

Table 9. Descriptive indicators for measuring the quality of models

Model 1 Model 2

Root mean squared error 0.035 0.021
Mean absolute error 0.030 0.016
Mean absolute procent error 1.148 0.618
Theil inequality coefficient 0.006 0.003
Bias proportion 0.000 0.000
Variance proportion 0.002 0.0009

The best performing model is the one for which the values of the indicators entered in 
Table 8 are lower (closer to zero). Therefore, it can be easily seen that the second model gives 
better results than the first model (the one without technical progress).

The same conclusion is reached if we analyse the values of the three criteria that are 
based on information theory (Akaike, Schwarz and Hannan-Quinn). In the case of model 2, 
the values of the three criteria are lower, therefore the model in which technical progress is 
also taken into account gives better results. If we employ the actual values and the values 
adjusted by the CES functions with and without technical progress, we will reach the same 
conclusion (Figure 4). Also, the errors between the real values   and the values   estimated by 
the two models are highlighted for the last three years.

It can be seen that the curve represented by Model 2 is almost confused with the curve 
given by the real values of lnRGDP. In conclusion, we recommend that Model 2 be used for 
forecasting, the one in which the linear trend of RGDP is taken into account. To interpret the 
results obtained by applying the CES function without technical progress (Model 1) and with 
technical progress (Model 2), we will determine the parameters of the CES function, defined 
in relations (4) and (5), by using relations (7)–(9) (Table 10).
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Figure 3. CUSUMSQ test to check the stability of the parameters of the two models  
(left Model 1, right Model 2)
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Figure 4. Representation of real values of RGDP in Romania in logarithmic terms (blue), values 
adjusted by the CES function without trend (red) and values adjusted by the CES function with 
trend (green)

Table 10. Parameter estimation by the three-input CES function

Parameters Values model 1 Values model 2

a 9.47** 219.49 10−⋅ ***

β1 –0.127** –0.137***

β2 0.478** 0.373***

β3 0.649** 0.764***

x 1.155** 0.678**

Note: ***, ** indicates that the parameter is significantly different from zero at the 1% level, and at the 5% level.

Following the results obtained, the value of the scale parameter is lower than the unity, 
in both cases, this highlighting the fact that the CES-type production function has decreasing 
returns to scale, i.e., a specified increase in GFCF, of REC and NREC, leads to an increase in 
RGDP in a smaller proportion. Practically, the economic growth per capita in Romania, effect 
of the evolution of the three variables, is inefficient. In another train of thoughts, the overall 
efficiency of the factors observed in this study is positive in both cases analyzed. The substi-
tution parameter x of the factors participating in the analyzed process is greater than one in 
the first model and less than zero in the second model.

The elasticity of factor substitution is greater than zero in both cases analyzed. So, for 
Model 1: s = 0.464 and for Model 2: s = 0.596. In both models, the elasticity of substitution 
is less than unity, which reflects the absence of large productivity differences between the 
three factors of production analyzed. To better understand the robustness of the results, we 
will measure the technical efficiency of the inputs, more specifically GFCF, REC and NREC, 
relative to output, which is RGDP.

Even if the analysis is carried out only for Romania, for this we will apply an SFA model 
(Stochastic Frontier Analysis), which is an econometric model that separates technical inef-
ficiency from random shocks. This model is useful for assessing how efficiently inputs are 
used relative to lnRGDP. For a CES function using the TRANSLOG method, the SFA model is 
defined by the relation:

 

( ) ( ) ( )
1 2 3

2 2 2
11 22 33

12 13 23

ln ln ln ln ln

ln ln ln
ln ln ln ln ln ln

t t t t

t t t

t t t t t t t t

RGDP a GFCF REC NREC

GFCF REC NREC
GFCF REC GFCF NREC REC NREC v u

= + a + a + a +

a + a + a +

a ⋅ + a ⋅ + a ⋅ + − ,
 (12)
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where vt represents the random error (capturing random shocks) and are assumed to be nor-
mally distributed with mean zero and variance 2

vs , and ut represents the technical inefficiency 
error (capturing inefficiencies in the use of resources) and are assumed normally distributed 
with mean µ and variance 2

us .
The values of the parameters of the SFA model were estimated using the least squares 

method and can be found in the Table 11. The results were processed in the Matlab program 
(Nguyen et al., 2022). Technical efficiency is calculated with the relation:

 
tu

tTE e−= . (13)

If ut = 0 și TEt = 1, the models output equals maximum yield and is in the state of effi-
ciency. If ut > 0 and 0 < TEt < 1 it indicates that the output is less than the maximum output 
and exists in the state of inefficiency.

Table 11. Results of estimation of the Stochastic Frontier Analysis (SFA) (source: authors’ 
computation from Matlab)

Dependent variable: lnRGDP

Variable Coeff. Std. Error t-Statistic Prob. 

a0 6.5071** 11.4309 0.5692 0.0574
a1 3.6093*** 0.8501 4.2456 0.0009
a2 –9.841*** 3.1947 –3.0805 0.0054
a3 –1.3192* 7.1138 –0.1854 0.0854
a11 –0.0264* 0.0505 –0.5232 0.0606
a22 0.2737** 0.4066 0.6730 0.0507
a33 –0.0247* 1.118 –0.0220 0.0982
a12 0.4335* 0.2136 2.0295 0.0546
a13 –1.172*** 0.2754 –4.2569 0.0003
a23 3.090*** 0.9409 3.2842 0.0034

Note: ***, ** and * symbolized the significance at 1% level, the significance at 5% level and the significance at 10%.

Figures 5 shows the evolution over time of technical efficiency. Most observations record 
values   equal to unity, indicating an efficient use of resources.

Figure 5. The evolution of technical efficiency in Romania
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Logging observations with values   less than 1 suggests technical inefficiency. For example, 
the observation with the technical efficiency of 0.9333 is one of the most inefficient in the 
data set (1995). In the case of Romania, these inefficiencies can be caused by factors such 
as insufficiently developed infrastructure, low level of investment in modern technologies, 
ineffective management or limited access to finance.

6. Discussions

Starting from the inconsistency of the existing results in the specialized literature that analyz-
ed the contribution of renewable and non-renewable primary energy consumption, and of the 
gross capital formation to the economic growth, the current study is aimed to examine the 
nature of this relationship in the case of Romania over a period of 33 years (1990–2022). For 
this, it is used an econometric model based on a CES function, followed by an analysis of the 
unit roots and causality test. The analysis of the correlation and a verification of the stability 
of the parameters of the two models based on the Cumulative Sum test, allowed to high-
light a negative contribution of renewable and non-renewable primary energy consumption 
on economic growth, while the gross capital formation contributes positively to economic 
growth. A similar approach aimed at investigating the consumption of different types of 
energy on Romania’s economic growth belongs to Rehman et al. (2022). While the analysis 
period overlaps the one considered in the present study and the investigation method differs, 
but the results obtained confirm the present outcomes.

Previously, Sahlian et al. (2021) point out that in the short term “the dynamics of re-
newable energy consumption and gross domestic product are independent”. Additionally, 
Simionescu et al. (2019) argue that the lack of causality is due to low levels of energy pro-
duction from RES unable to ensure long-run economic welfare. In this case, the argument 
underlying the manifestation of such a relationship may be the low level of renewable energy 
consumption, which induces a negative effect on economic growth (Chen et al., 2020; Wang 
& Wang, 2020), this effect becoming positive only when a certain level of threshold is reached 
by renewable energy consumption (Amri, 2017).

As in this case, Emir and Bekun (2019) identified a causal relationship between renewable 
energy consumption and economic growth in Romania in research carried out during the 
period between 1990 and 2014. However, the results obtained are in contradiction with those 
of the present study.

If one considers the findings related to the negative impact of NREC on RGDP with 12.69% 
Model 1 and 4.55% Model 2, similar results were obtained by Yang et al. (2022) in an analysis 
of nine Eastern African nations between 1980 and 2017 or by Awodumi and Adewuyi (2020), 
in the case of Nigeria or Bouyghrissi et al. (2021) for Morocco. The authors stating that the 
outcomes were justified by this country’s dependence on energy imports. For Wang et al. 
(2022), analysis of the effect generated by fossil fuel energy usage on GDP in Pakistan leads 
them to conclude that although at first the increase in consumption causes a rise in the level 
of output per capita, continued reliance on fossil fuel energy eventually begins to harm per 
capita output in the long term.

Even if the outcomes confirm the existence of a negative influence exerted by REC and 
NREC on RGDP (9.34% Model 1, and 2.22% Model 2), we consider that it is likely to reveal 
low levels of consumption unable to influence economic growth. Against the background 
of the already proven advantages of the green economy, we believe that, under these 
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circumstances, decision-makers’ efforts must continue to foster the expansion of renewable 
energy consumption, thus contributing to an efficient management of energy and environ-
mental policies, economic growth and development.

7. Conclusions

There is no doubt that sustaining economic growth is conditional on energy consumption. 
Even if we are currently witnessing greater or smaller changes in the energy mix of the world’s 
states, amidst an increasing importance paid to environmental protection, energy generation 
and consumption remain priorities, the current challenges being related to the way they are 
provided from clean or unclean energy sources.

Considering that renewable resources have been accepted as a solution in ensuring en-
ergy supply related to global/national/regional sustainable development, the focus of both 
researchers and governments and institutions has been aimed at managing climate change 
towards finding the most efficient ways to stimulate and ensure the production of renew-
able energy, as well as shaping economic and individual behaviors in order to increase the 
consumption of renewable energy. Romania is one of the countries which has developed 
and implemented a series of regulations designed to support the gradual transition from 
fossil fuel-based energy production and consumption to green energy, without ensuring 
environmental protection at the expense of economic growth. Although, being on an upward 
trend, the renewable energy consumption does not yet have the ʹpowerʹ to take over the 
“attributions” that belonged to the non-renewable energy consumption in ensuring economic 
growth, so the concerns of the policy makers must focus not only on changing consump-
tion patterns and continuing the decrease non-renewable energy consumption, but also on 
reaching levels of renewable energy consumption capable of favorably impacting GDP growth 
per capita.

The current study is based on these coordinates which are capable of offering evidence 
on the impact of GFCF, REC and NREC on the economic growth in Romania over 33 years 
(1990–2022), highlighting the significant and positive contribution of capital formation, but 
also the low levels of renewable energy consumption, i.e., non-renewables, unable to gen-
erate GDP growth. The results of the study thus lead to the recommendation addressed to 
policy makers to consider adopting strategies aimed at increasing energy efficiency, imple-
menting energy saving projects and stimulating renewable energy consumption. 

A limitation of this study derives from the consideration of the impact of the REC and 
NREC on economic growth only with regard to Romania. Due to the fact that the results ob-
tained are confirmed and at the same time refuted by a series of other researches that had 
either the same subject of analysis or the same country, the authors consider the prospect 
of broadening the research in terms of expanding the number of countries observed. Obvi-
ously, analyzing only the contribution of REC and NREC and GFCF to economic growth are 
considered limitations of the study. Another limitation concerns the investigation method 
so that for future research, authors consider choosing different methods and econometric 
models to analyze causality between variables, in order to get additional information which 
confirms or contradicts the present results.



Journal of Business Economics and Management, 2025, 26(2), 444–464 461

Author contributions 

DN and NS conceived the study and were responsible for the design and development of 
the data analysis. NS was responsible for data collection and analysis. DN and NS were re-
sponsible for data interpretation. ND wrote the first draft of the article. All authors read and 
approved the final manuscript.

Disclosure statement 

Authors do not have any competing financial, professional, or personal interests from other 
parties.

References

Aceleanu, M. I., Șerban, A. C., Țîrcă, D. M., & Badea, L. (2018). The rural sustainable development through 
renewable energy. The case of Romania. Technological and Economic Development of Economy, 24(4), 
1408–1434. https://doi.org/10.3846/20294913.2017.1303650

Ali, A., Radulescu, M., Lorente, D. B., & Hoang, V.-N. V. (2022). An analysis of the impact of clean and non-
clean energy consumption on economic growth and carbon emission: Evidence from PIMC countries. 
Environmental Science Pollution Research, 29(15), 51442–51455. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-022-19284-x

AIKhars, M., Miah, F., Qudrat-Ullah, H., & Kayal, A. (2020). A systematic review of the relationship between 
energy consumption and economic growth in GCC countries. Sustainability, 12(9), Article 3845. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093845

Amri, F. (2017). The relationship amongst energy consumption (renewable and non-renewable), and GDP 
in Algeria. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 76, 62–71. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.03.029

Arrow, K. J., Chenery, H. B., Minhas, B. S., & Solow, R. M. (1961). Capital-labor substitution and economic 
efficiency. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 43(3), 225–250. https://doi.org/10.2307/1927286

Atta Mills, E. F. E., Zeng, K., & Baafi, M. A. (2020). The economy-energy-environment Nexus in IMF’s 
Top 2 biggest economies: A TY approach. Journal of Business Economics and Management, 21(1), 1–22. 
https://doi.org/10.3846/jbem.2019.11321

Azam, A., Rafiq, M., Shafique, M., Zhang, H., Ateeq, M., & Yuan, J. (2021). Analyzing the relationship 
between economic growth and electricity consumption from renewable and non-renewable sources: 
Fresh evidence from newly industrialized countries. Sustainable Energy Technologies and Assessments, 
44, Article 100991. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seta.2021.100991

Awodumi, O. B., & Adewuyi, A. O. (2020). The role of non-renewable energy consumption in economic 
growth and carbon emission: Evidence from oil producing economies in Africa. Energy Strategy Re-
views, 27, Article 100434. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esr.2019.100434

Banday, U. J., & Aneja, R. (2020). Renewable and non-renewable energy consumption, economic growth 
and carbon emission in BRICS: Evidence from bootstrap panel causality. International Journal of Energy 
Sector Management, 14(1), 248–260. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJESM-02-2019-0007

Ben Mbarek, M., Saidi, K., & Amamri, M. (2018). The relationship between pollutant emissions, renewable 
energy, nuclear energy and GDP: Empirical evidence from 18 developed and developing countries. 
International Journal of Sustainable Energy, 37(6), 597–615. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14786451.2017.1332060

Blackorby, C., & Russel, R. (1989). Will the real elasticity of substitution please stand up (A comparison of 
the Allan/Uzawa and Morishima elasticities). The American Economic Review, 79(4), 882–888. 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1827940

https://doi.org/10.3846/20294913.2017.1303650
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-022-19284-x
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093845
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.03.029
https://doi.org/10.2307/1927286
https://doi.org/10.3846/jbem.2019.11321
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seta.2021.100991
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esr.2019.100434
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJESM-02-2019-0007
https://doi.org/10.1080/14786451.2017.1332060
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1827940


462 D. Niță, N. Stoicuța. The impact of energy consumption on economic growth: application of CES function for Romania

Bouyghrissi, S., Berjaoui, A., & Khanniba, M. (2021). The nexus between renewable energy consumption 
and economic growth in Morocco. Environmental Science and Pollution Research International, 28(5), 
5693–5703. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-020-10773-5

Chen, C., Pinar, M., & Stengos, T. (2020). Renewable energy consumption and economic growth nexus: 
Evidence from a threshold model. Energy Policy, 139, Article 111295. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2020.111295

Christensen, L. R., Jorgenson, D. W., & Lau, L. J. (1973). Transcendental logarithmic production frontiers. 
The Review of Economics and Statistics, 55(1), 28–45. https://doi.org/10.2307/1927992

Deka, A., Ozdeser, H., & Seraj, M. (2023). The impact of primary energy supply, effective capital and 
renewable energy on economic growth in the EU-27 countries. A dynamic panel GMM analysis. Re-
newable Energy, 219(26), Article 119450. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2023.119450

Dogan, E. (2015). The relationship between economic growth and electricity consumption from renew-
able and non-renewable sources: A study of Turkey. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 52, 
534–546. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.07.130

Doran, M. D., Poenaru, M. M., Zaharia, A. L., Vătavu, S., & Lobonț, O. R. (2023). Fiscal policy, growth, 
financial development and renewable energy in Romania: An autoregressive distributed lag model 
with evidence for growth hypothesis. Energies, 16(1), Article 70. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/en16010070

Emir, F., & Bekun, F. V. (2019). Energy intensity, carbon emissions, renewable energy, and economic 
growth nexus: New insights from Romania. Energy & Environment, 30(3), 427–443.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958305X18793108

Espoir, D. K., Sunge, R., & Bannor, F. (2023). Economic growth, renewable and nonrenewable electric-
ity consumption: Fresh evidence from a panel sample of African countries. Energy Nexus, 9, Article 
100165. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nexus.2022.100165

European Commission. (2024). Integrated national energy and climate plan of Romania 2025–2030 Update. 
https://commission.europa.eu/publications/romania-final-updated-necp-2021-2030-submitted-2024_en

Formánek, T. (2020). Semiparametric spatio-temporal analysis of regional GDP growth with respect to 
renewable energy consumption levels. Applied Stochastic Models in Business and Industry, 36(1), 145–
158. https://doi.org/10.1002/asmb.2445

Gyimah, J., Yao, X., Tachega, M. A., Sam Hayford, I., & Opoku-Mensah, E. (2022). Renewable energy con-
sumption and economic growth: New evidence from Ghana. Energy, 248, Article 123559. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2022.123559

Hoff, A. (2002). The TRANSLOG approximation of the constant elasticity of substitution production function 
with more than two input variables (FOI Working Paper, No. 14). Fødevareøkonomisk Institut. 
https://curis.ku.dk/ws/files/135535225/14.pdf.pdf

Hoff, A. (2004). The linear approximation of the CES function with n input variables. Marine Resource 
Economics, 19(3), 295–306. https://doi.org/10.1086/mre.19.3.42629436

İnal, V., Addi, H. M., Çakmak, E. E., Torusdağ, M., & Çalışkan, M. (2022). The nexus between renewable en-
ergy, CO2 emissions, and economic growth: Empirical evidence from African oil-producing countries. 
Energy Reports, 8(1), 1634–1643. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.egyr.2021.12.051

Kmenta, J. (1967). On estimation of the CES production function. International Economic Review, 8(2), 
180–189. https://doi.org/10.2307/2525600

Li, R., & Leung, G. C. K. (2021). The relationship between energy prices, economic growth and renewable 
energy consumption: Evidence from Europe. Energy Reports, 7, 1712–1719. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.egyr.2021.03.030

Liu, C. (2022). Empirical analysis of the relationship between renewable energy consumption and econom-
ic growth based on the Grey Markov model. Journal of Mathematics, 2022, Article 5679696. 
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/5679696

Magazzino, C. & Brady, G. L. (2018). The relationship among renewable energy, economic growth, labor 
and capital formation in Italy. Rivista di Studi Sulla Sostenibilità, (1), 35–48. 
https://doi.org/10.3280/RISS2018-001005

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-020-10773-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2020.111295
https://doi.org/10.2307/1927992
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2023.119450
https://doi.org/10.3390/en16010070
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958305X18793108
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nexus.2022.100165
https://commission.europa.eu/publications/romania-final-updated-necp-2021-2030-submitted-2024_en
https://doi.org/10.1002/asmb.2445
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2022.123559
https://curis.ku.dk/ws/files/135535225/14.pdf.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1086/mre.19.3.42629436
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.egyr.2021.12.051
https://doi.org/10.2307/2525600
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.egyr.2021.03.030
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/5679696
https://ideas.repec.org/a/fan/rissri/vhtml10.3280-riss2018-001005.html
https://ideas.repec.org/a/fan/rissri/vhtml10.3280-riss2018-001005.html
https://doi.org/10.3280/RISS2018-001005


Journal of Business Economics and Management, 2025, 26(2), 444–464 463

Marinaș, M.-C., Dinu, M., Socol, A.-G., & Socol, C. (2018). Renewable energy consumption and economic 
growth. Causality relationship in Central and Eastern European countries. PLoS ONE 13(10), Article 
e0202951. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0202951

Mirziyoyeva, Z., & Salahodjaev, R. (2023). Renewable energy, GDP and CO2 emissions in high-globalized 
countries. Frontiers in Energy Research, 11, Article 1123269. https://doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2023.1123269

Mohammadi, H., Saghaian, S., & Zandi Dareh Gharibi, B. (2023). Renewable and non-renewable energy 
consumption and its impact on economic growth. Sustainability 15(4), Article 3822. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15043822

National Institute for Statistics – Romania. (n.d.) Tempo online – statistical data. 
http://statistici.insse.ro:8077/tempo-online/#/pages/tables/insse-table 

Nguyen, B. H., Sickles, R. C., & Zelenyuk, V. (2022). Efficiency analysis with stochastic frontier models us-
ing popular statistical softwares. In D. Chotikapanich, A. N. Rambaldi, & N. Rohde (Eds.), Advances in 
economic measurement (pp. 129–171). Palgrave. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-19-2023-3_3

Niță, D., Stoicuța, N, Nițescu, A., Dobre-Baron, O., & Isac, C. (2024). Constructing a quantification tool of 
the progress towards the green economy: Aggregation perspective. Equilibrium. Quarterly Journal of 
Economics and Economic Policy, 19(4), 1139–1184. https://doi.org/10.24136/eq.3336

Ocal, O., & Aslan, A. (2013). Renewable energy consumption–economic growth nexus in Turkey. Renew-
able and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 28, 494–499. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2013.08.036

Okumus, I., Guzel, A. E., & Destek, M. A. (2021). Renewable, non-renewable energy consumption and 
economic growth nexus in G7: Fresh evidence from CS-ARDL. Environmental Science Pollution Re-
search, 28(1), 56595–56605. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-021-14618-7

Oprea, S.-V., Pîrjan, A., Căruțașu, G., Petroșanu, D.-M., Bâra, A., Stănică, J.-L., & Coculescu, C. (2018). De-
veloping a mixed neural network approach to forecast the residential electricity consumption based 
on sensor recorded data. Sensors, 18(5), Article 1443. https://doi.org/10.3390/s18051443

Ozcan, B., & Ozturk, I. (2019). Renewable energy consumption-economic growth nexus in emerging 
countries: A bootstrap panel causality test. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 104, 30–37. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2019.01.020

Popescu, M.-F., Constantin, M., & Chiripuci, B. C. (2022). Transition to a sustainable energy production and 
consumption model – mapping the patterns of success. Journal of Business Economics and Manage-
ment, 23(4), 915–936. https://doi.org/10.3846/jbem.2022.17022

Rehman, A., Radulescu, M., Cismaş, L. M., Cismaş, C.-M., Chandio, A. A., & Simoni, S. (2022). Renewable 
energy, urbanization, fossil fuel consumption, and economic growth dilemma in Romania: Examining 
the short- and long-term impact. Energies, 15(19), Article 7180. https://doi.org/10.3390/en15197180

Ritchie, H., Rosado, P., & Roser, M. (2020). Energy production and consumption. Our World in Data. 
https://ourworldindata.org/energy-production-consumption

Ritchie, H., & Rosado, P. (2020). Energy mix. Our World in Data. https://ourworldindata.org/energy-mix
Sahlian, D. N., Popa, A. F., & Creţu, R. F. (2021). Does the increase in renewable energy influence GDP 

growth? An EU-28 analysis. Energies, 14(16), Article 4762. https://doi.org/10.3390/en14164762
Simionescu, M., Bilan, Y., Krajňáková, E., Štreimikienė, D., & Gędek, S. (2019). Renewable energy in the 

electricity sector and GDP per capita in the European Union. Energies, 12(13), Article 2520. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/en12132520

Stoicuța, N. E., & Stoicuţa, O. (2015). Comparative analysis of estimation methods for CES production 
function. Annals of the University of Petrosani, Economics, 15(2), 167–180. 
https://www.upet.ro/annals/economics/pdf/2015/part2/Stoicuta%20_Stoicuta.pdf

Voicu-Dorobanțu, R., Volintiru, C., Popescu, M.-F., Nerău, V., & Ștefan, G. (2021). Tackling complexity of 
the just transition in the EU: Evidence from Romania. Energies, 14(5), Article 1509. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/en14051509

Venkatraja, B. (2019). Does renewable energy affect economic growth? Evidence from panel data esti-
mation of BRIC countries. International Journal of Sustainable Development & World Ecology, 27(2), 
107–113. https://doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2019.1679274

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0202951
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2023.1123269
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15043822
http://statistici.insse.ro:8077/tempo-online/#/pages/tables/insse-table
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-19-2023-3_3
https://doi.org/10.24136/eq.3336
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2013.08.036
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-021-14618-7
https://doi.org/10.3390/s18051443
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2019.01.020
https://doi.org/10.3846/jbem.2022.17022
https://doi.org/10.3390/en15197180
https://ourworldindata.org/energy-production-consumption
https://ourworldindata.org/energy-mix
https://doi.org/10.3390/en14164762
https://doi.org/10.3390/en12132520
https://www.upet.ro/annals/economics/pdf/2015/part2/Stoicuta _Stoicuta.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/en14051509
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2019.1679274


464 D. Niță, N. Stoicuța. The impact of energy consumption on economic growth: application of CES function for Romania

Wang, J., Hassan, M. S., Alharthi, M., Arshed, N., Hanif, I., & Saeed, M. I. (2022). Inspecting non-linear 
behavior of aggregated and disaggregated renewable and non-renewable energy consumption on 
GDP per capita in Pakistan. Energy Strategy Reviews, 39, Article 100772. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esr.2021.100772

Wang, Q., & Wang, L. (2020). Renewable energy consumption and economic growth in OECD countries: 
A nonlinear panel data analysis. Energy, 207, Article 118200. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2020.118200

World Bank. (n.d.). GDP per capita (constant LCU) Romania. https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.
PCAP.KN?locations=RO 

Yang, C., Namahoro, J. P., Wu, Q., & Su, H. (2022). Renewable and non-renewable energy consumption 
on economic growth: Evidence from asymmetric analysis across countries connected to Eastern Africa 
power pool. Sustainability, 14(24), Article 16735. https://doi.org/10.3390/su142416735

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.esr.2021.100772
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2020.118200
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.KN?locations=RO
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.KN?locations=RO
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142416735

