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Abstract

There are different aspects that foreign investors take into account when deciding where to invest
their money, among them are location, natural resources, stability, and security. Mexico has been a
country that has received large flows due to its important location and thanks to the natural resources
it has, but unfortunately, insecurity has been a determining factor for these flows to decrease and move
to new places. It should be noted that in the last two decades, insecurity has become a serious problem
for the federal government since the presidency of Vicente Fox, until the current administration. The
purpose of this research is to find out if the perception of insecurity causes less investment attraction.

With data obtained from the Ministry of Economy, we constructed a database that includes the
flows of new investments divided by the 8 regions established by the National Institute of Statistics and
Geography (INEGI), an institutional body in charge of conducting national censuses per year. Once the
percentages of the public safety perception index and investment flows were related, we calculated the
correlation coefficient between the two variables.

This research was constructed based on the public safety perception index developed by the INEGI.
This institution has conducted this survey since 2011 of the population aged 18 years and older by state
between March and April of each year. The years used for the research were from 2019 to 2023, due to
the change of government from that year.

We obtained that the regions with a positive coefficient were the Northeast (0.022753824), West
(0.176961292), North Central (0.348370972), East (0.62473457), Southwest (0.02064411), and
Southeast (0.470923432), so it can be proved that the perception of insecurity influences the reduction
of foreign direct investment flows.

Introduction

Foreign direct investment (FDI) is an essential component of Mexico's economic growth, representing
a key source of capital, technology and job creation. The Ministry of Economy classifies foreign investment
into three main categories: New Investments, Profit Reinvestment and Intercompany Accounts, according
to the type of investment. This classification allows for a more precise analysis of the type of investment
coming into the country, differentiating between those that represent an initial commitment, the expansion
of existing operations and domestic financial transactions between affiliates of international companies.

The study focuses on the relationship between the perception of insecurity in Mexico's states and their
ability to attract foreign direct investment, taking into account data from the National Survey on
Victimisation and Perception of Public Security (ENVIPE) that provides detailed statistics on victimisation
and fear of crime, which allows us to contextualise the perception of insecurity in each state, of the National
Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI) and foreign direct investment statistics provided by the
Ministry of Economy. The period evaluated corresponds to a six-year presidential term of Andrés Manuel
Lopez Obrador which, according to The Economist magazine, due to the increase in violence in the country
and the president's attempts to ‘centralise power in the executive’, has turned the country from a ‘flawed
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democracy’ into a ‘hybrid regime’, a category that falls somewhere between democracy and
authoritarianism.

This combination has influenced security and economic policies, generating diverse perceptions among
citizens and foreign investors alike.

The perception of insecurity in Mexico is a key factor that can directly influence various dimensions of
the economy, including the attraction of foreign investment. This information is valuable for understanding
how insecurity affects both socially and economically, especially in terms of states' ability to attract FDI.

In chapter two we offer a theoretical review to understand the relationship between the perception of
insecurity and foreign investment, it is essential to contextualise both concepts from a theoretical approach.
The perception of insecurity can be defined as the subjective feeling of risk or danger experienced by
individuals in their environment, which is not always aligned with the objective reality of crime. Several
studies have pointed out that this type of perception can influence the behaviour of economic actors,
including investors.

From an economic perspective, foreign direct investment is a key driver of economic growth, as it
represents the inflow of capital and technology, as well as the generation of jobs in host countries. However,
insecurity and crime are factors that can inhibit investment. According to classical economic theory,
investors seek stable and predictable environments to ensure a secure return on their capital. Insecurity
generates additional costs, either in the form of protection measures or direct economic losses, which
reduces the competitiveness of a territory as an investment destination.

In this sense, the present study is based on theories of risk perception and on models of economic
behaviour that link insecurity with investment decisions. It also considers the concept of negative
externalities generated by crime, which affect both the quality of life of the population and the business
environment.

The research methodology is shown later in chapter three, therefore, the methodological approach of
this study is based on a quantitative analysis of data obtained from both the Insecurity Perception Index
(IPI), derived from the ENVIPE, and statistics on foreign direct investment (FDI) in Mexico, provided by
the Ministry of Economy. The data on perception of insecurity were compiled by state, which allowed us
to compare the different regions of the country and their respective capacity to attract foreign investment.

Once the data were obtained, a simple correlation analysis was applied to identify the relationship
between the variables of perception of insecurity and foreign direct investment. This type of analysis allows
us to measure the degree to which both variables are related and whether the perception of insecurity can
negatively influence the arrival of foreign capital.

The methodology included the collection of annual data from both the ENVIPE and the foreign
investment database, covering a five-year period (2019-2023) to provide an updated view of trends.
Correlations were established at the state level, allowing us to analyse the regional impact of the perception
of insecurity on investments. In addition, additional variables that could influence foreign investment, such
as economic growth and available infrastructure in each state, were controlled for.

Finally, chapter four shows the results of the correlation. In those states where the perception of
insecurity is higher, a tendency to receive less foreign direct investment was observed, confirming the
hypothesis that perceived insecurity is a factor that discourages foreign investors.

In particular, states with higher rates of perceived insecurity, such as Guerrero and Michoacan,
presented the lowest rates of foreign investment in the period analysed, while states with lower perceptions
of insecurity, such as Querétaro and Yucatan, experienced a greater attraction of foreign capital.

This analysis suggests that the perception of insecurity not only affects the quality of life of citizens,
but also the economic competitiveness of states, reducing their ability to attract foreign investment. These
findings have important implications for the design of public policies aimed at improving security and
creating a more favourable environment for investment.

Literature review
The term foreign direct investment (FDI) refers to an ownership stake in a foreign company or project
made by an investor, company, or government from another country looking for a lasting presence (Hayes,
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2024). However, since this decision involves a long-term relationship and higher risks for the investor, there
are a number of factors that investors take into account when making their decisions, one of which is the
perception of security offered by the host country but if it has a high level of insecurity, it is likely not to be
chosen as a final destination.

Groznykh, Drapkin and Mariev (2019), argues that countries with more developed institutions are
likely to attract more FDI as opposed to those countries with unfavourable institutional factors for attracting
foreign capital. Thus, institutions can be indicated as quantitative indicators such as number of revolutions,
number of crimes, number of reforms, liberalisation etc. (Bevan et al., 2004).

According to the United Nations Human Settlements Programme, the growing violence and sense of
insecurity faced daily by people living in cities is one of the main challenges in the world. (ONU-Habitat,
2018). UN Secretary-General Antonio Guterres (2024, p.iii) encourages policymakers to prioritise
strengthening investment governance in developing countries. This is why foreign direct investment (FDI)
needs strong governance to attract capital, and public policies on security can play a role in this regard.

One of the effects of insecurity is in the economic sphere, such as the attraction of FDI. Kaukab (2024,
pp- 83-94) mentions that the business environment, security and environmental sustainability are variables
that could negatively affect FDI inflows.

On the contrary, an estimation made by Abu et al (2022) reveals that less corruption, greater security,
large market size, the presence of natural resources and domestic currency depreciation all have long-term
increasing impacts on FDL

In the world, capital flows are attracted by those countries that have the best conditions for investors
and it is understood that there is an international dispute for this capital, therefore, countries have to
improve the determinants to attract it.

Global capital flows are not only defined by the conditions offered by governments but also by the
strategic decisions of corporations. Oman (2000), for example, states that investors first define a list of
essential requirements for countries to be considered, and after filtering them, they look for the ones with
the best conditions, and then contact the governments of those countries. To mitigate the relationship
between FDI and insecurity, governments need to take measures in the areas of security, fiscal policies or
investment incentives.

Country risk is a factor that may well represent the domestic institutional framework of host countries.
The dynamics between political and social actors are important parts in the web of decision variables that
affect firms to invest in foreign economies (Mogrovejo, 2005). Botello and Davila (2015) mention how
security and a strong legal framework in a country are important requirements for investors to attract
investment flows, as well as transparency and rule of law mentioned by ECLAC (Economic Commission
for Latin American and the Caribbean) in its study Foreign Direct Investment in Latin America and the
Caribbean (2024). Busse and Hefeker (2007) and Antonakakis and Tondl (2011) cited in (Giilcti, 2024) also
mention the importance of the rule of law for the reception of foreign direct investment flows.

While insecurity in a country does not contribute to a positive image to attract investment, it will not
be attractive for investors. Volpe and Sztajerowska (2019) discuss the functions and dynamics that take
place for a country to be seen as an attractive destination with a good perception for investors and mention
how the creation of a good national image can help to attract FDI flows.

In addition, the way investors perceive insecurity may depend on several factors, such as their country
of origin, previous experiences and the nature of the investment.

Afriyanto (2017) found that, in Indonesia, for every increase in total crime incidence per 100,000 people
by ten percent, FDI inflow is expected to decrease by approximately 0.95 percent. A high crime incidence
in a region, could lead to that region being undesirable for investment due to its negative image. In general,
the crime rate influences the investment decisions in terms of location.

In the case of Mexico, if the government wants to see a positive result reflected in the Mexican economy,
it will have to consider reducing the perception of insecurity, not to mention reducing crime rates and
placing more emphasis on the former than the latter (Quezada et al, 2018). Therefore, the Mexican
government has an important task to do to become an attractive economy for investment, therefore keeping
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the country risk index at low levels must be one of the priorities in the implementation of policies to attract
FDI (Elizalde et al, 2020).

Robles, Calderén and Magaloni (2013), find that an increase of 10 homicides per 100,000 inhabitants
generates a 0.4 percentage point decrease in the proportion of people who own a business. For this reason,
an increase in the perception of insecurity and the crime rate is considered, which could reduce foreign
direct investment and the number of businesses.

Insecurity in Mexico has been an increasing problem since December 2006, when former president
Felipe Calderon took office, his government deployed an aggressive security policy to fight drug trafficking
organisations in what became known as the Mexican Drug War (Bel and Holst, 2018), causing a country's
negative perception in addition to economic losses.

The INEGI conducts a national survey of business victimisation every year in Mexico called ENVE
(Encuesta Nacional de Victimizacién de Empresas by the acronym in Spanish) carried out by the National
Subsystem of Information on Government, Public Security and Justice Administration (SNIGSPI)), in the
2019 edition the cost of crime for companies was $128.5 US Billion Dollars (current value) equal to 1.2% of
the country’s GDP but in addition, companies spent $755.9 US Billion Dollars on preventive measures such
as insurance contracting, installation of gps tracking devices and cctv.

Firms can be said to self-insure against certain risks. It is likely that some firms have higher costs than
others, for instance as a result of their location in high-risk zones (Briick, Tilman, 2004.)

On the other hand, market-seeking investments are often followed by efficiency-seeking investments,
which seek to rationalise production in order to exploit economies of specialisation through FDI in countries
with lower factor costs relative to their productivity (Mogrovejo, 2005), but if insecurity in Mexico
represents an extra cost for companies, then competitiveness is lost. Cabral, Mollick and Saucedo (2018)
used the premise by Detotto and Otranto (2010) where they discuss how competitiveness in companies is
reduced by crime, causing the reallocation of resources.

Chapa, Ayala and Medellin (2023, pp. 83-99) developed a general equilibrium model for Mexico that
includes the cost faced by firms as a result of crime. The exercise illustrates that there is a significant
insecurity cost faced by firms in Mexico; it represents between 4% and 5% of the total value added.

After seeing and analysing what has been mentioned by the authors on the subject of foreign direct
investment, the perception of insecurity and the determinants for the entry of investment flows, we can
conclude that the greater the perception of insecurity, the lower the FDI in a given country, due to the factors
that investors take into account.

Moreover, FDI can have a positive effect on the reduction of insecurity in the long term as it can
contribute to social and economic stability, creating employment and opportunities that can reduce
insecurity. Another way to reduce insecurity through FDI is through investment in infrastructure.

Research Methodology
New Foreign Direct Investment Flows into Mexico

A database was designed that records the flows of new investments for the 32 states of the Mexican
Republic, focusing on the attraction of capital during the period from 2019 to 2024. Through this analysis,
the states with the highest attraction of new investments were identified, as well as those with lower capital
flows.

Table 3.1 shows that Mexico City, Baja California, Baja California Sur, Nuevo Leén and Jalisco are
among the most outstanding, while Colima, Oaxaca, Durango, Michoacdn, Chihuahua and Sinaloa
presented a lower attraction of new investments in this period. This tool makes it possible to analyse and
compare the behaviour of investments at the state level, facilitating the monitoring of new capital flows in
the country.

Table 3.1 States of the Mexican Republic with the highest and lowest new investments from 2019 to
2024
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STATES 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Aguascalientes 033 36,97 7279 44,88 38.87 C
Baja California 3730 2095 11897 430,86 2264 46,0
Baja California Sur 47209 1.0903 5369 8331 2495
Campeche 1229 1370 61,2 4.5 0.4
Chiapas 61,3 109 949 02 C
Chihuahua -191 4100 5289 -93.4 2512
Coahuila 1793 3555 4731 1755 0.0
Colima 225 3,6 425 23 -20
CDND 1.475.0 3.629.5 7.430.5 11160 56,6
Durango 727 4395 -7 8220 391 0.0
Estado de Méxice 1.102.0 2952 2827 1.003,2 1134 0.0
Guanauato 5139 3104 524,0 638,7 1766 2.8
(GUErrera 83,5 26,2 2499 276 11,2 03
Hidalgo 1891 36,3 210 142 0.0
Jalisco 3142 3544 4373 0963 38,3
MMichoacan 1555 129 Q08,9 139 C
Mhorelos 2802 71 71 C 0.0
MNayarit 1400 1033 1678 111
MNueve Leén 1.099.8 17749 2753 25
Caxaca 342 1106 35,1 3.3
Puebla 416,48 2379 240 0.0
Querétarc 983,86 3339 3154 43,9 22
Cuintana Roo 4082 245 2883 611,58 1271
San Luis Potosi 3721 3074 3332 663,2 997 0.0
Sinaloa 91,5 1709 2399 4493 207 -6.0
Sonora 1252 454 831,0 2012 1234 13,3
Tabasco 2071 3247 1395 1103 147 18
Tamaulipas 3145 2154 7738 4325 16,3 -0,
Tlaxcala 799 704 5.9 149 5.3 0.0
WEracruz 8172 2142 590,2 1470 20 ]
Yucatin 843 304 345 2239 99,2 50,0
Zacatecas 1849 M4 n 341 237 C 0.0
TOTAL 13.5369,1 67421 133422 15.154.3 3.027.3 906,6

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the Mexican Ministry of Economy. The data presented
are in US billion dollars.

Total new investment flows recorded a notable drop in the years 2020, 2023 and 2024. In 2020, the drop
in new investment flows is mainly attributed to the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic. This phenomenon
was not exclusive to Mexico, but had a global impact, affecting the world economy and generating
uncertainty in the markets, resulting in a generalised reduction in international investment. Once the
pandemic was over, it was expected that total investment flows would return to previous levels, however,
the reality was different.

In the years 2023 and 2024, instead of a recovery, a remarkable drop in investments was observed. This
decline was unexpected and raises new questions about the causes behind this decline. This setback in
capital attraction is surprising, inviting further analysis to understand the economic, political or social
factors that could have influenced the reduction in investments during this period.

Security Perception Index in the federal state

In correlation with the analysis of the drop in investment, a database from de Mexico’s government
related to insecurity within Mexico was used, which breaks down the perception of insecurity in each state
of the country. This database provides a detailed analysis of how the perception of insecurity varies among
the different states, which can have a direct impact on the attraction of new investments.
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Table 3.2, in particular, reflects this perception, with an emphasis on the states with the highest and
lowest levels of insecurity. Among the states with the highest perception of insecurity are Michoacan and
Mexico City, which could be negatively affecting their ability to attract investment. On the other hand, states
with lower perceptions of insecurity, such as Yucatan and Baja California Sur, could have a competitive
advantage in attracting capital by offering a more stable and secure environment for investors. This
information is key to understanding how perceived insecurity in each region can influence investment
behaviour.

Table 3.2 Security Perception Index

STATE 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Aguascalientes 564 546 51,5 542 49,7
Baja California 66,4 04,2 05,1 76,1 83,3

Baja California Sur 45,2 337 343 345 334
Campeche 61 36,1 33,2 41 o8l.4
Coahmila de Zaragoza 371 53 334 0.4 441
Colima 77 733 735 33,8 30,9
Chiapas 65,5 67 06,7 726 831
Chihunahua 50,5 75,7 73,6 71,6 781
Ciudad de Meéxico 89,2 35,5 85,3 832 301
Durango 647 343 39,3 36 51,7
Guanajuato 85,8 342 5343 A7 4 32,9
Guerrero 347 353 77,3 738 78,7

Hidalgo 63,5 &6,1 65 63,8 63

Jalisco 77 331 76 791 787

México 53,3 92,4 91,3 90,6 88

Michoacan de Ocampo 802 83 79,5 331 305
Maorelos 5535 373 36,6 36,5 87
Navarit 60,5 324 52,2 334 48,2

MNuevo Ledn 31,7 71,8 61,2 67,9 67
Oaxaca 71,2 733 72,6 712 744
Puebla 877 375 83,6 731 78,3
Querétaro 62 459 377 Jo4d 34,5
Quintana Roo 5321 331 73,8 783 781
San Luis Potosi 776 30,2 81,6 749 76,3

Sinaloa 645 674 60,3 37,2 62,3

Sonora 653 654 76,3 79.6 78,2

Tabasco 20,2 90,1 5345 83 78,2

Tamaulipas 531 795 76,2 751 749

Tlaxcala 694 v 63 60,2 624

Veracruz de Ignacio de la Llave 576 &6l 82,6 50,2 514
Yucatan 37,5 26,6 7.2 30,6 37,5

Zacatecas 30,8 34.5 53,9 Q0,9 91,5

Estados Unidos Mexicanos 739 756 75,6 739 74,6

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica

Total perceptions of security have gradually declined over the years, reflecting a growing sense of
insecurity in various regions of the country. This downward trend suggests that, despite efforts to improve
public safety, citizens continue to perceive a more insecure environment over time. This situation poses a
significant challenge for investment attraction, as a greater perception of insecurity can discourage the
arrival of new capital and negatively affect economic development in different areas of the country.

It is important to note that, despite the general trend, states such as Mexico City and Baja California
Sur have not been affected by the decrease in the perception of security, as they continue to attract high
levels of investment. These states maintain their competitiveness thanks to economic and strategic factors
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that make them attractive to investors. In contrast, Michoacan has been one of the most affected, as it is one
of the states with the lowest investment flows, suggesting that the perception of insecurity could be limiting
its ability to attract capital.

Security Perception Index by Region

From the aforementioned database, a division by regions was made to analyse more specifically the
areas of the country according to their perception of insecurity. This regional approach allows us to identify
with greater precision the geographic areas where the feeling of insecurity is strongest and how it varies
between different parts of Mexico. This detailed analysis is key to better understand the local dynamics that
may be affecting both the quality of life and the ability to attract investment in each region.

The INECGI classifies Mexico into 8 economic regions; in this study only those regions that obtained a
positive coefficient were considered.

Security Perception Index for Northeast Region
The federal states considered in the northeast region are all border states.

NORTHEAST 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Coahuila 57,10 53,00 53,40 50,40 44,10
Nuevo Ledn 81,70 71,90 61,20 67,90 67,00
Tamaulipas 83,10 79,80 76,20 78,10 74,90

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica in percentage terms

In the analysis of the northeast region of the country, Tamaulipas was identified as the state with the
highest perception of insecurity. This high perception could be negatively affecting the region's image and,
consequently, its ability to attract new investment. The analysis of Tamaulipas is crucial, as perceived
security is a determining factor for investors when evaluating the viability of their projects, especially in
strategic sectors in this area of the country.

Security Perception Index for West Region

WEST 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Nayarit 60,50 52,40 52,20 53,40 46,20
Jalisco 77,70 83,10 76,00 79,10 78,70
Colima 77,80 73,30 72,50 85,80 80,90
Michoacan 80,20 83,00 79,50 83,10 80,80

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica in percentage terms

In the analysis of the west region, Jalisco, Colima and Michoacan were identified as having similar
levels of perceived insecurity, making this area one of the most affected in terms of perceived security. With
three of its four states showing comparably high percentages, this region faces a considerable challenge in
attracting investment. The high perception of insecurity in Jalisco, Colima and Michoacdn could be
influencing their capacity for economic growth and competitiveness vis-a-vis other regions of the country.

Security Perception Index for North Center Region

NORTH CENTER 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Zacatecas 80,60 84,80 83,90 90,90 91,90

San Luis Potosi 77,60 80,20 81,60 74,90 76,50
Aguascalientes 56,40 54,60 51,50 54,20 49,70
Guanajuato 88,80 84,20 84,30 87,40 82,90
Querétaro 62,00 48,90 57,70 56,40 54,50
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Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica in percentage terms

In the analysis of the north center region, Zacatecas and Guanajuato stand out as the states with the
highest perception of insecurity. This situation is worrisome, as both states, with emerging economies and
key sectors such as mining and manufacturing, depend on a secure environment to attract and retain
investment. The high perception of insecurity in these states could be affecting their capacity for economic
development, limiting investor confidence and hindering their growth compared to other regions of the
country.

Security Perception Index for East Region

EAST 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Veracruz 87,60 86,10 82,60 80,20 81,40
Puebla 87,70 87,50 85,60 78,10 78,30
Hidalgo 65,50 66,10 65,00 63,80 63,00
Tlaxcala 69,40 67,70 63,00 60,20 62,40

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica in percentage terms

In the analysis of the eastern region, Puebla and Veracruz stand out for having a similar perception of
insecurity. At the beginning of the period, Puebla registered a higher percentage, with a 10% difference
with respect to Veracruz. However, over time, although both states experienced a decrease in this
perception, Puebla showed a more significant drop, ending with a lower percentage than Veracruz. This
decline in the perception of insecurity in Puebla may be a positive sign for attracting investment, although
it still faces significant challenges to maintain this trend. On the other hand, although Veracruz also showed
improvement, its slower rate of decline could continue to affect its ability to compete for capital compared
to other regions.

Security Perception Index for Southwest Region

SOUTHWEST 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Guerrero 84,70 88,50 77,30 73,90 76,70
Oaxaca 71,20 75,30 72,60 71,20 74,40
Chiapas 68,80 67,00 66,70 72,60 68,10

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica in percentage terms

In the analysis of the southwest region, Guerrero stands out as the state with the highest perception of
insecurity. This high sense of insecurity may be seriously affecting its ability to attract investment, as
investors tend to prioritise areas with a more secure and stable environment. Despite its cultural and
touristic richness, Guerrero faces a significant challenge in trying to improve its economic competitiveness
amid this negative perception, which could limit its development and the arrival of new capital.

Security Perception Index for Southeast Region

SOUTHEAST 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Tabasco 90,20 90,10 84,80 85,00 78,20
Campeche 61,00 56,10 53,20 54,10 61,60
Quintana roo 82,10 83,10 75,80 78,30 78,10
Yucatan 37,50 26,60 27,20 30,60 37,80

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica in percentage terms
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In the analysis of the southeast region, Tabasco emerges as the state with the highest perception of
insecurity. This high perception could be impacting its ability to attract new investments, especially in key
sectors such as energy and tourism, which are fundamental for the region's economic development. Despite
its potential, perceived insecurity in Tabasco represents an obstacle to its growth, limiting investment and
development opportunities in the long term.

Once the foreign investment and insecurity perception data were collected, a simple correlation
analysis was applied to identify the relationship between both variables. This approach allowed us to assess
whether there is a direct connection between the perception of insecurity in the states and the ability to

attract foreign investment.

Findings/Results
To obtain the following results, we used a simple correlation taking as matrix one the new investments,

and as matrix two the perception of insecurity considering the period studied (2019 - 2023). Once the
coefficients per year were calculated, an average was made, which gave us a total coefficient for the five

years and per region.

Simple correlation matrix
Simple correlation matrix of the Northeast Region

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
New Perception of [New Perception of | New Perception of [New Perception of | New Perception of
Northeast investments |insecurity  |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity
Coahuila 497.59 57.10 279.32 53.00 358.46 53.40 673.13 50.40 175.52 44.10
Nuevo Leén 1099.76 81.70 572.75 71.90 1774.91 61.20 1325.62 67.90 259.63 67.00
Tamaulipas 314.64 83.10 218.43 79.80 773.55 76.20 632.61 78.10 16.26 74.90
Selinta 0.2485163 0.07121531 0.10847964 0.09871462 -0.4131568
per year
Total
Coefficient 0112275582

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from INEGI and Ministry of Economy, New investments
expressed in US billion dollars and Perception of insecurity expressed in percentage terms.

The Northwest region is one of the regions with the highest incoming new investments due to its
proximity to the United States, in addition to being one of the most important industrial zones in the
country, and according to the coefficient obtained, it can be observed that there is a positive relationship
between the investment flows received and the perception of insecurity, since while the perception

increases, the flows have decreased, especially in the last year studied.

Simple correlation matrix of the West Region

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
New Perception of |New Perception of | New Perception of | New Perception of |[New Perception of
West investments |insecurity investments |insecurity investments |insecurity investments |insecurity investments |insecurity
Nayarit 140.00 60.50 189.93 52.40 105.29 52.20 213.36 53.40 158.00 46.20
Jalisco 514.19 77.70 394.40 83.10 487.45 76.00 819.00 79.10 674.20 78.70
Colima 30.72 77.80 22.50 73.30 3.63 72.50 42.34 85.80 0.95 80.90
Michoacan 198.76 80.20 12.86 83.00 906.95 79.50 9.88 83.10 8.38 80.80
g:f;f:::“‘ 0.23232868 0.03053979 0.63653221 -0.0650754 0.05048114
Total
Coefficient 01763612

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from INEGI and Ministry of Economy, New investments
expressed in US billion dollars and Perception of insecurity expressed in percentage terms.

In the case of the West region, we can observe how new investments in 2022 are lower than in 2023 and
this can be related to the increase in the perception of insecurity from 2021 to 2022. In addition, Jalisco,
Colima and Michoacan are part of the most dangerous states in the country, therefore, we can observe a
positive correlation between new investments and the perception of insecurity.
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Simple correlation matrix of the North-Central Region

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
North - New Perception of | New Perception of |New Perception of |[New Perception of |[New Perception of
Central investments |insecurity  |investments |insecurity investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity
Zacatecas 194.89 80.60 24.62 84.80 34.06 83.90 23.72 90.90 & 91.90
San Luis
Potosi 372.10 77.60 307.38 80.20 353.25 81.60 665.16 74.90 99.69 76.50
Aguascalient
es 59.36 56.4 36.97 54.6 72.79 51.5 44.86 54.2 38.86 49.7
Guanajuato 513.86 88.80 310.41 84.20 526.03 84.30 636.58 87.40 276.58 82.90
Querétaro 663.55 62.00 355.92 48.90 315.45 57.70 107.39 56.40 43.58 54.50
Coettictent 0.22151871 -0.0649181 0.34670426 0.38655379 0.85199618
per year
Total
Coefficient e

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from INEGI and Ministry of Economy, New investments

expressed in US billion dollars and Perception of insecurity expressed in percentage terms.
In the North-Central region, a positive correlation can be observed in almost all the years studied,

except in 2020, which may be related to the pandemic issue. Especially in the year 2023 we can observe the
highest coefficient, which shows the high relationship between the fall of new investments and the

perception of insecurity.

Simple correlation matrix of the East region

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
New Perception of |[New Perception of [New Perception of |[New Perception of | New Perception of

East investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity

Veracruz 617.22 87.60 214.17 86.10 890.24 82.60 147.05 80.20 1.97 81.40

Puebla 416.61 87.70 81.54 87.50 237.95 85.60 277.36 78.10 23.80 78.30

Hidalgo 189.07 65.50 36.53 66.10 21.03 65.00 109.38 63.80 14.23 63.00

Tlaxcala 79.91 69.40 70.43 67.70 9.88 63.00 14.87 60.20 5.26 62.40

g;’f;f;‘f"‘ 0.88642431 0.6717424 0.69270572 0.79540317 0.07739725
g:)t:;ﬁcient 06273457

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from INEGI and Ministry of Economy, New investments

expressed in US billion dollars and Perception of insecurity expressed in percentage terms.
The East region was the one that obtained the highest total coefficient, both in the total coefficient and

in the coefficients per year, with the exception of the year 2023. In the case of Veracruz, it can be observed
that in 2021 it had very high new investments and in the following years a drop is noted, in addition to the
fact that it has a very high percentage of perception of insecurity. In the case of the other states, there is also

a significant drop in new investments in the last year.

Simple correlation matrix of the Southwest Region

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
New Perception of |[New Perception of | New Perception of |[New Perception of | New Perception of
Southwest  |investments [insecurity |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity
Guerrero 65.54 84.70 26.17 88.50 249.91 77.30 27.61 73.90 10.64 76.70
Oaxaca 54.25 71.20 -27.65 75.30 110.62 72.60 72.57 71.20 31.80 74.40
Chiapas 156.24 68.80 61.27 67.00 10.87 66.70 94.91 72.60 0.25 68.10
Costiiclent -0.5336515 -0.2684517 0.98715436 -0.6395207 0.55769013
per year
Total 0644
Coefficient 0206t

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from INEGI and Ministry of Economy, New investments

expressed in US billion dollars and Perception of insecurity expressed in percentage terms.
The states in the Southwest region have the lowest income, except for Guerrero and Oaxaca in 2021. A

high coefficient can be observed in 2021 and 2023, and negative in the other years.
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Simple correlation matrix of the Southeast Region

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
New Perception of |[New Perception of | New Perception of |[New Perception of |New Perception of

Southeast investments |insecurity  |investments |insecurity investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity |investments [insecurity
Tabasco 207.15 90.20 324.72 90.10 159.55 84.80 110.33 85.00 14.62 78.20
Campeche 82.94 61.00 122.88 56.10 137.02 53.20 61.18 54.10 4.27 61.60
Quintana Roo|  408.18 82.10 24.82 83.10 286.26 75.80 310.71 78.30 577.47 78.10
Yucatdn 84.76 37.50 30.38 26.60 84.51 27.20 223.86 30.60 90.15 37.80
§:f;2‘;‘f“‘ 0.68498314 0.57601854 0.69750587 0.01072501 0.38538461

Total

Coefficient Qe

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from INEGI and Ministry of Economy, New investments
expressed in US billion dollars and Perception of insecurity expressed in percentage terms.

The southwest region obtained positive coefficients in all years, in addition to a positive coefficient in
the total coefficient. A drop in investment can be observed in the last year for all states, except for Quintana
Roo.

The results of this correlation offer a clearer vision of how the perception of security can influence
investors' decisions, providing key data for the development of strategies that promote a more attractive
environment for foreign capital.

Discussions and conclusions

One aspect to be discussed in the analysis of the attraction of foreign direct investment in Mexico is
that not all investments are successful or materialise because of insecurity alone. There are other factors that
also play a fundamental role and should be considered as determining variables in the success or failure of
investment projects. These elements, together with insecurity, create a complex environment in which the
attraction of foreign investment does not depend solely on one factor, but on a set of conditions that must
be addressed to improve the business climate and guarantee the success of investments.

The present study, based on the correlation of 6 regions of the country with positive coefficients in 23
states of the Mexican Republic (these states are located in the central north including states in the southeast
of the country) reveals that the perception of insecurity has a significant impact on the attraction of foreign
direct investment. It is clear that international investors look for countries that offer optimal conditions for
investment, however, reality shows that these conditions are not always guaranteed. In particular, security
has become an increasingly important determinant of investment decisions.

In order to improve competitiveness and attract greater flows of foreign capital, it is essential to design
effective public policies and implement a solid legal framework that offers security guarantees for both
companies and investors. The creation of a more secure environment would not only encourage new capital
inflows, but also contribute to the long-term economic stability of the regions most affected by insecurity.

Limitations and direction for future research

Although this study covers a time series of five years, it establishes the basis to continue studying the
phenomenon for longer periods and to include more related and unrelated variables. The selected time
period is relevant because of the change and the type of populist government that began in Mexico in 2019,
which was mainly characterised by the lack of a public security policy.

On the other hand, in the new presidential term that began in October 2024 and ends in September
2030, the same populist party shares the same vision of the country as its predecessor, so it is presumed that
the lack of a security strategy could continue.

Appendix
Table- States of the Mexican Republic with the highest and lowest new investments from 2019 to 2024
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STATES 2023 2024
Aguascalientes 38,87 C
Baja California 1264 46,0
Baja California Sur 8531 2408
Campeche 4,6 04
Chiapas C
Chihuahua 2512
Coahuila 0
Colima . -2,0
CDMD 1.116.0 36.6
Durango 38,1 0.0
Estado de Méxdco 1134 0.0
Guanajuato 1756 28
Guerrero 112 0,3
Hidalgo 142 0.0
Jalisco 5963 38.3
Miichoacan 139 C
Morelos [ 0.0
MNayarit 111
Nuevo Ledn 25
Caxaca 8.3
Puebla 0.0
Querdtaro 22,9
Cuintana Roo 1271
San Luis Fotosi 3074 0.0
Sinaloa 1709 -6.0
Sonwora 45 4 13,3
Tabasco 3247 147 1.8
Tamaulipas 2184 163 -0,6
Tlaxcala 704 5,3 0,0
eracruz 2142 2,0 5
Yucatin 304 99,2 50,0
Zacatecas 246 C 0.0
TOTAL 13.569,1 67421 53422 121543 5.027.3 0455

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the Mexican Ministry of Economy. The data presented
are in US billion dollars.

Table-Security Perception Index

STATE 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Aguascalientes 564 54,6 51,5 54,2 49,7
Baja California 66,4 64,2 65,1 761 65,3

Baja California Sur 452 35,7 343 345 334
Campeche 61 36,1 53,2 341 61,6
Coahuila de Zaragoza 57,1 554 S04 441
Colima 77, 72,5 858 30,8
Chiapas 6535 Z 66,7 724 63,1
Chihuahua 80,8 75,7 736 716 751
Cindad de México 59,2 85,3 85,3 83,2 30,1
Durango 64, 34,3 39,3 36 51,7
Guanajuato 8358 54,2 54,3 574 52,9
Guerrero 547 58,5 773 738 78,7

Hidalgo 63,0 66,1 63 63,8 63

Jalisco 777 551 76 791 757

México 338 02,4 21,3 20,6 88

Michoacdn de Ocampo 50,2 53 79,5 33,1 505
Morelos 833 573 56,6 565 7
Navarit 60,3 514 52,2 534 48,2

Nuevo Ledn 517 71,9 61,2 67,9 67
Oaxaca 71,2 753 726 71,2 744
Puebla 877 57,5 85,6 751 753
Querétaro 62 43,9 57,7 S64 54,5
‘Quintana Roo 821 551 7558 783 751
San Luis Potosi 776 50,2 31,6 74,9 78,5

Sinaloa 64,6 674 60,3 57,2 62,5

Sonora 63,3 654 765 79.6 76,2

Tabasco 90,2 90,1 34,3 55 752

Tamaulipas 33,1 79,5 76,2 751 74,9

Tlaxcala 694 7,7 63 60,2 62

Weracruz de Ignacio de la Llave 376 56,1 32,6 30,2 514
Yucatin 37,5 26,6 27,2 30,6 37,

Zacatecas 80,6 5458 53,9 90,8 91,9

Estados Unidos Mexicanos 759 78,6 756 75,9 746
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Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica

Security Perception Index for Northeast Region

NORTHEAST 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Coahuila 57,10 53,00 53,40 50,40 44,10
Nuevo Ledn 81,70 71,90 61,20 67,90 67,00
Tamaulipas 83,10 79,80 76,20 78,10 74,90

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica in percentage terms

Security Perception Index for West Region

WEST 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Nayarit 60,50 52,40 52,20 53,40 46,20
Jalisco 77,70 83,10 76,00 79,10 78,70
Colima 77,80 73,30 72,50 85,80 80,90
Michoacan 80,20 83,00 79,50 83,10 80,80

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica in percentage terms

Security Perception Index for North Center Region

NORTH CENTER 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Zacatecas 80,60 84,80 83,90 90,90 91,90

San Luis Potosi 77,60 80,20 81,60 74,90 76,50
Aguascalientes 56,40 54,60 51,50 54,20 49,70
Guanajuato 88,80 84,20 84,30 87,40 82,90
Querétaro 62,00 48,90 57,70 56,40 54,50

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica in percentage terms

Security Perception Index for East Region

EAST 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Veracruz 87,60 86,10 82,60 80,20 81,40
Puebla 87,70 87,50 85,60 78,10 78,30
Hidalgo 65,50 66,10 65,00 63,80 63,00
Tlaxcala 69,40 67,70 63,00 60,20 62,40

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica in percentage terms

Security Perception Index for Southwest Region

SOUTHWEST 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Guerrero 84,70 88,50 77,30 73,90 76,70
Oaxaca 71,20 75,30 72,60 71,20 74,40
Chiapas 68,80 67,00 66,70 72,60 68,10

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia
e Informatica in percentage terms
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Security Perception Index for Southeast Region

SOUTHEAST 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Tabasco 90,20 90,10 84,80 85,00 78,20
Campeche 61,00 56,10 53,20 54,10 61,60
Quintana roo 82,10 83,10 75,80 78,30 78,10
Yucatan 37,50 26,60 27,20 30,60 37,80

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from the INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia

e Informatica in percentage terms.

Simple correlation matrix of the Northeast Region

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
New Perception of |[New Perception of | New Perception of | New Perception of | New Perception of
Northeast investments |insecurity  |investments |insecurity  |investments [insecurity |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity
Coahuila 497.59 57.10 279.32 53.00 358.46 53.40 673.13 50.40 175.52 44.10
Nuevo Leon 1099.76 81.70 572.75 71.90 1774.91 61.20 1325.62 67.90 259.63 67.00
Tamaulipas 314.64 83.10 218.43 79.80 773.55 76.20 632.61 78.10 16.26 74.90
Costficlant 0.2485163 0.07121531 0.10847964 0.09871462 -0.4131568
per year
Total
Coefficient 002275952

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from INEGI and Ministry of Economy, New investments
expressed in US billion dollars and Perception of insecurity expressed in percentage terms.

Simple correlation matrix of the West Region

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
New Perception of | New Perception of | New Perception of | New Perception of [ New Perception of
West investments |insecurity investments |insecurity investments |insecurity investments |insecurity investments |insecurity
Nayarit 140.00 60.50 189.93 52.40 105.29 52.20 213.36 53.40 158.00 46.20
Jalisco 514.19 77.70 394.40 83.10 487.45 76.00 819.00 79.10 674.20 78.70
Colima 30.72 77.80 22.50 73.30 3.63 72.50 42.34 85.80 0.95 80.90
Michoacan 198.76 80.20 12.86 83.00 906.95 79.50 9.88 83.10 8.38 80.80
g:fif;‘f"‘ 0.23232868 0.03053979 0.63653221 -0.0650754 0.05048114
Total 4
Coefficient 017696129

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from INEGI and Ministry of Economy, New investments
expressed in US billion dollars and Perception of insecurity expressed in percentage terms.

Simple correlation matrix of the North-Central Region

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
North - New Perception of | New Perception of | New Perception of [New Perception of | New Perception of
Central investments |insecurity  |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity
Zacatecas 194.89 80.60 24.62 84.80 34.06 83.90 23.72 90.90 Cc 91.90
San Luis
Potosi 372.10 77.60 307.38 80.20 353.25 81.60 665.16 74.90 99.69 76.50
Aguascalient
es 59.36 56.4 36.97 54.6 72.79 51.5 44.86 54.2 38.86 49.7
Guanajuato 513.86 88.80 310.41 84.20 526.03 84.30 636.58 87.40 276.58 82.90
Querétaro 663.55 62.00 355.92 48.90 315.45 57.70 107.39 56.40 43.58 54.50
Soelticient 0.22151871 -0.0649181 0.34670426 0.38655379 0.85199618
per year

Total
Coefficient 024837097,

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from INEGI and Ministry of Economy, New investments
expressed in US billion dollars and Perception of insecurity expressed in percentage terms.

Simple correlation matrix of the East region

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
New Perception of |New Perception of | New Perception of | New Perception of | New Perception of
East investments |insecurity investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity |investments |insecurity investments |insecurity
Veracruz 617.22 87.60 214.17 86.10 890.24 82.60 147.05 80.20 1.97 81.40
Puebla 416.61 87.70 81.54 87.50 237.95 85.60 277.36 78.10 23.80 78.30
Hidalgo 189.07 65.50 36.53 66.10 21.03 65.00 109.38 63.80 14.23 63.00
Tlaxcala 79.91 69.40 70.43 67.70 9.88 63.00 14.87 60.20 5.26 62.40
g:f;f;‘f“‘ 0.88642431 0.6717424 0.69270572 0.79540317 0.07739725
Total
Coefficient 62173457
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Source: Prepared by the authors with data from INEGI and Ministry of Economy, New investments

expressed in US billion dollars and Perception of insecurity expressed in percentage terms.

Simple correlation matrix of the Southwest Region

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

Southwest

New
investments

Perception of
insecurity

New
investments

Perception of
insecurity

New
investments

Perception of
insecurity

New
investments

Perception of
insecurity

Perception of
insecurity

New
investments

Guerrero

65.54

84.70

26.17

88.50

249.91

77.30

27.61

73.90

10.64 76.70

Oaxaca

54.25

71.20

-27.65

75.30

110.62

72.60

72.57

71.20

31.80 74.40

Chiapas

156.24

68.80

61.27

67.00

10.87

66.70

94.91

72.60

0.25 68.10

Coefficient
per year

-0.5336515

-0.2684517

0.98715436

-0.6395207

0.55769013

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from INEGI and Ministry of Economy, New investments

Total
Coefficient

0.02064411

expressed in US billion dollars and Perception of insecurity expressed in percentage terms.

Simple correlation matrix of the Southeast Region

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
New Perception of |New Perception of | New Perception of [ New Perception of [ New Perception of

Southeast investments |insecurity investments |insecurity investments |insecurity investments |insecurity investments |insecurity

Tabasco 207.15 90.20 324.72 90.10 159.55 84.80 110.33 85.00 14.62 78.20

Campeche 82.94 61.00 122.88 56.10 137.02 53.20 61.18 54.10 4.27 61.60

Quintana Roo 408.18 82.10 24.82 83.10 286.26 75.80 310.71 78.30 577.47 78.10

Yucatan 84.76 37.50 30.38 26.60 84.51 27.20 223.86 30.60 90.15 37.80

;‘f;f:;‘re"‘ 0.68498314 0.57601854 0.69750587 0.01072501 0.38538461
zl:)t:ilficient OArOsRoea

Source: Prepared by the authors with data from INEGI and Ministry of Economy, New investments
expressed in US billion dollars and Perception of insecurity expressed in percentage terms.

References

ABU, N., STANIEWSKI, M.W., GAMAL, A.AM.,, OB], B. and KARIM, M.Z.A. (n.d.). The long-term response of FDI to
insecurity and corruption: evidence from Nigeria. Forum Scientiae Oeconomia, [online] 10(4).
doi:https:/ /doi.org/10.23762/FSO_VOL10_NO4_1.

Afriyanto, M.M. (2017). The impact of crime on foreign direct investment in Indonesia. Economic Journal of Emerging
Markets, 9(2), pp.189-198. doi:https:/ /doi.org/10.20885/ ejem.vol9.iss2.art8.

Bel, G and Holst, M. (2018). Assessing the Effects of the Mexican Drug War on Economic Growth: An Empirical
Analysis. Southern Economic Journal, 85(1), 276-303

Bevan, A., Estrin, S., Meyer, K. (2004) Foreign investment location and institutional development in transition
economies. International Business Review, 13 (1), 43-64. https:/ /dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2003.05.005

Botello, J.C. and Davila, M. (2015). The new determinant creation theory: a way to attract new foreign direct investment

flows. International Journal of Business and Economic Development, [online] 3(1). Available at:
https:/ /ijbed.org/cdn/article_file/i-7_c-78.pdf [Accessed 10 Oct. 2024].
Briick, Tilman. (2004). An Economic Analysis of Security Policies. Available at:

https:/ /www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/18308/1/ dp456.pdf [Accessed 10 Oct. 2024].

Cabral, R., Mollick, A.V. and Saucedo, E. (2018). FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT IN MEXICO, CRIME, AND
ECONOMIC FORCES. Contemporary Economic Policy, 37(1), pp.68-85. doi:https:/ /doi.org/10.1111/coep.12401.

Chapa Cantt, J.C., Ayala Gaytan, E.A. and Medellin Mendoza, S.E. (2022). The economic costs of insecurity on
businesses in Mexico: A general equilibrium perspective. EconoQuantum, 20(1).
doi:https://doi.org/10.18381/eq.v20i1.7300.

Elizalde Guzmén, H.P., Martinez Damian, M.A., Arana Coronado, J. de J. and Ramirez Guzman, M.E. (2022). Impacto
del riesgo-pais en la inversién extranjera directa en México. Ensayos Revista de Economia, 41(1), pp.1-16.
doi:https://doi.org/10.29105/ensayos41.1-1.

Groznykh, R., Drapkin, I. and Mariev, O. (2019). THE IMPACT OF INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS ON FOREIGN DIRECT
INVESTMENT INFLOWS: CROSS-COUNTRY ANALYSIS. CBU International Conference Proceedings, 7.
doi:https:/ /doi.org/10.12955/cbup.v7.1348.

Giilcti, Y. (2024). DETERMINANTS OF FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT INFLOWS IN THE EUROPEAN UNION

(EU). Inoni University International Journal of Social Sciences (INJJOSS).
doi:https://doi.org/10.54282 /inijoss.1461826.
100

Conference proceedings of the Centre for Business & Economic Research, ICGEEE-2024, 6-7 December


https://doi.org/10.1111/coep.12401
https://doi.org/10.18381/eq.v20i1.7300
https://doi.org/10.29105/ensayos41.1-1
https://doi.org/10.12955/cbup.v7.1348
https://doi.org/10.54282/inijoss.1461826

The Business and Management Review, Volume 15 Number 3 December 2024

Hayes, A. (2024). Foreign Direct Investment (FDI): What It Is, Types, and Examples. [online] Investopedia. Available at:
https:/ /www.investopedia.com/terms/f/fdi.asp.

INEGI, www.inegi.org.mx. (n.d.). Encuesta Nacional de Victimizacion de Empresas (ENVE) 2020. [online] Available at:
https:/ /www.inegi.org.mx/programas/enve/2020/.

Kaukab, M. E. (2024) “Still dirty: the effect of global risks and development on foreign direct investment inflow”,
Business: Theory and Practice, 25(1), pp. 83-94. doi: 10.3846/btp.2024.19193.

Mogrovejo, J. (2005). Factores determinantes de la inversién extranjera directa en algunos paises de Latinoamérica.
Revista  Latinoamericana ~ de  Desarrollo  Econdmico, [online] 5, pp.51-82.  Available at:
http:/ /www.scielo.org.bo/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=52074-
47062005000200003#:~:text=Los %20resultados %20obtenidos %20corroboran %20que,y % 20a %20grandes % 20empr
endimientos %20empresariales % 20privados. [Accessed 10 Oct. 2024].

Oman, C. (2000). Policy Competition for Foreign Direct Investment: A study of Competition among Governments to Attract FDI.
[online] Paris: OECD Publishing. Available at: https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/docserver/9789264181083-
en.pdf?expires=1728541120&id=id &accname=guest&checksum=B334D2223083 ABBBB27367E3E1D5D3FD
[Accessed 9 Oct. 2024].

ONU-Habitat (2020). Violencia e inseguridad en las ciudades. [online] Onu-habitat.org. Available at: https:/ /www.onu-
habitat.org/index.php/ violencia-en-inseguridad-en-las-ciudades.

Quezada, P., Santillan, M., Hinojosa, R. and Rada, ]J. (2019). PERCEPCION DE INSEGURIDAD VERSUS TASA
DELICTIVA; ;QUE AFECTA MAS LA ECONOMIA MEXICANA? Ensayos Revista de Economia, 38(2).
doi:https:/ /doi.org/10.29105/ensayos38.2-3.

Robles, G., Calderén, G. and Magaloni, B. (2024). Las consecuencias econémicas de la violencia del narcotrafico en
Meéxico. Handle.net. [online] doi:hd1:11319/4679.

Robles, G., Calderén, G. and Magaloni, B. (2024). Las consecuencias econémicas de la violencia del narcotrafico en
Meéxico. Handle.net. [online] doi:hdl:11319/4679.

UN and ECLAC (2024). La Inversion Extranjera Directa en América Latina y el Caribe, 2024. [online] Santiago. Available at:
https:/ /www.cepal.org/es/publicaciones/80564-la-inversion-extranjera-directa-america-latina-caribe-2024
[Accessed 10 Oct. 2024].

Volpe Martincus, C. and Sztajerowska, M. (2019). How to Solve the Investment Promotion Puzzle: A Mapping of
Investment Promotion Agencies in Latin America and the Caribbean and OECD Countries.
doi:https:/ /doi.org/10.18235/0001767.

World investment report. (n.d.). Available at: https://unctad.org/system/files/ official-document/wir2024_en.pdf.
(Accessed: 25 September 2024).

Conference proceedings of the Centre for Business & Economic Research, ICGEEE-2024, 6-7 December [t


https://www.investopedia.com/terms/f/fdi.asp
https://www.inegi.org.mx/programas/enve/2020/
https://www.onu-habitat.org/index.php/violencia-en-inseguridad-en-las-ciudades
https://www.onu-habitat.org/index.php/violencia-en-inseguridad-en-las-ciudades
https://doi.org/10.29105/ensayos38.2-3
https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/wir2024_en.pdf

