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ABSTRACT

Purpose- With the globalization race gaining momentum after 1980, investments in developing countries increased significantly with the
removal of obstacles to capital flows. With the effect of the globalization phenomenon in the world economy, developing countries have
sought to meet the capitals they need with foreign investments. Until the 1980s, foreign direct investments were subject to serious
restrictions. The priority of foreign direct investment was South Korea and Brazil in the early days. These two countries were followed by
many emergency countries with development potential, and Turkey was trying to be included in this group. In the early 2000s, the biggest
factor behind China's huge growth was the directing of foreign investments to China. In this study, inflation rate, unemployment rate and
the index of industrial production, foreign direct investment coming to Brasil, China, South Korea and Turkey are examined on whether this
is effective.

Methodology- The data used in statistical tests are foreign direct investments, inflation, unemployment and the industrial production index,
which has the largest share in GDP and allows interpretation without GDP being announced. All monthly data used in the tests are gathered
from the Reuters, Bloomberg, UCTAD and the World Bank that covers periods from January 2012 to December 2020. Initially, unit root tests
were performed to determine whether the data was stable.There are 3 basic critical points to understand whether unit root tests are
stationary or not. After that, the VAR model has been applied. But before that coordinates all selected variables together and examines the
integrity of the system, it is required to determine the appropriate lag length in order to make assumptions correct. The are five most
common methods for determining lag lengths. In order to understand whether there is a long-term relationship between variables or not
that are determined to be stationary, Johansen Cointegration test has been applied. Trace Statistics and the Max-Eigenvalue statistics were
used in this test. And also impulse-response functions are obtained. Variance decomposition investigates which percentage of the change in
a variable is caused by itself and which percentage is caused by other variables.

Findings- All data have been converted into percentages by taking changes compared to the previous month. It has been modeled by getting
the absolute values and logarithms of the data. For all 4 countries the series are found out to be stationary at level. ADF unit root test
performed, then the appropriate length level determined. According to LR Test Statistics, Final Prediction Error, Akaike Information Criteria,
Hannan-Quinn Information Criteria and Schwarz Information Criteria, the appropriate lang length appears as 1. According to the
cointegration test result, cointegration was determined between all countries and all data. Impulse response graphs were indicated that all
variables respond in a reducing way to decreasing shocks occurred in each indicator. Shocks have lost their effect on average in 4-5 months.
According to the variance decomposition results, variables were the power of explanation over each other.

Conclusion- In the Brasil, China, South Korea and Turkish economy, it is seen that there is a close relationship between foreign direct
investment and economic growth indicators inflation, unemployment, industrial production index in the long term. According to the output
of analyses, it is necessary to create the appropriate physical environment for increasing foreign capital investments, to ensure domestic
economic, political and legal stability, to make arrangements that encourage foreign capital. Especially, a policy should be followed to
decrease inflation and unemployment rates, which are indicators of economic growth and GDP should be risen by increasing industrial
production. Coming from the foreign investments should become from the type of foreign direct investment and it should be supplied that
these investments both create new markets and new employment areas by establishing a new facility.
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