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Abstract – Security has worried authorities and civil society in recent years. 

Different substrata of society have different perceptions about security. This 

document explores the reliability and validity of an instrument that measures 

the perception of security in undergraduate students by reviewing seven 

dimensions: territorial, national, public (government), human, public (self-

protection), private and internet. Consequently, fit and residual valuesallowed 

us to accept the null hypothesis of a significant relationship between the 

theoretical dimensions with respect to the weighted factors. 

Keywords : Reliability of the instrument, Validity of the instrument, 

Perception of security. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The history of public safety is vast and varied, reflecting the evolution of societies over time (Shearing 

& Stenning, 1983). Since ancient civilizations such as the Sumerian, Egyptian, Greek and Roman, there 

have been incipient forms of public security (Gurinskaya& Nalla, 2020). Cities had guards to maintain 

order and protect citizens (Saxby, 2015). Under feudalism, public security was mainly in the hands of 

feudal lords and their knights, although cities began to organize local systems of surveillance and 

protection (Macaulay, 2005). With the rise of nation states, more organized security forces were 

established (Paek et al., 2022). For example, in England, the London Metropolitan Police was founded 

in 1829 by Sir Robert Peel, considered the first modern police force. 

Public security became professionalized and expanded considerably around the world (Terpstra, 2009). 

Police functions diversified to range from crime prevention to emergency response and traffic 

management (Hay, 2007). Public safety encompasses a wide range of activities, including law 

enforcement, disaster management, cybersecurity, and counterterrorism (Bonner, 2014). There have 

been significant technological advances that have transformed security strategies, such as the use of 

surveillance cameras, advanced communication systems and data analysis (Tassabehji, Elliman & 

Mellor, 2007). Public security has evolved from simple structures in ancient civilizations to complex 

modern organizations that face increasingly sophisticated challenges in a globalized and 

technologically advanced world (see Table 1). 
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Table 1. Comparison of security systems 

Security Type Description Examples 

Territorial Security Protection of borders and territories 

against external threats. 

Armed forces, patrols borders. 

National security Safeguarding national interests and 

defense against internal and external 

threats. 

Intelligence agencies, national 

defense. 

Security Public Maintenance of public order and crime 

prevention at the local level. 

Local police, firedepartments. 

Security Citizen Protection of the rights and well-being of 

citizens in their daily lives. 

Community safety policies, 

crime prevention programs. 

Security Private Security services provided by non-

governmental entities. 

Privatesecuritycompanies, 

bodyguards. 

Security Cybernetics Protection of systems, networks and data 

against digital threats. 

Computer security equipment, 

antivirus software. 

Theories of public security focus on understanding how the protection of the population is managed and 

ensured at the local or national level (Clotfelter, 1978). It focuses on modifying the physical and social 

environment to reduce criminal opportunities (Boyer & Van Slyke, 2019). It proposes strategies such as 

safe environmental design and public space management to deter crime. Based on the idea that severe 

penalties and the certainty of capture deter individuals from committing crimes. It focuses on 

strengthening law enforcement capabilities and increasing risk perceptions among potential criminals. 

Examines how police strategies and tactics influence crime prevention and perceptions of safety. It 

focuses on the professionalization of law enforcement and improving the relationship with the 

community. Promotes collaboration between police and the community to identify local problems and 

develop joint solutions. 

Public safety seeks to strengthen trust and cooperation between residents and law enforcement 

(Valkenburg, 2017). Like the concept of human security internationally, it broadens the focus of public 

security beyond crime to include aspects such as the economic, social and environmental security of 

individuals in the community. Explores how the cognitive and information limitations of actors 

involved in public safety affect decision-making and policy implementation. Proposes adaptive and 

pragmatic approaches. These theories offer diverse perspectives on how to understand and address 

public safety challenges, from crime prevention to risk management and promoting community safety. 

Each provides conceptual tools and practical strategies to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of 

security policies and practices at the local or national level. 

Table 2. Comparison of public security theories 

Theory Description Main Concepts Application Examples 

Prevention 

Situational 

Modifies the physical and 

social environment to 

reduce criminal 

opportunities. 

Safe environmental 

design, public space 

management 

Improving safety in urban areas 

through street lighting and 

design. 

Deterrence Theory Emphasizes severe 

penalties and high certainty 

Deference, perception of 

criminal risk 

Strict law enforcement policies 

and deterrent criminal 
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of capture to deter crime. sentences. 

Theory of Police 

Effectiveness 

Examines how police 

strategies and tactics 

prevent crime and improve 

safety. 

"Zero tolerance" policy, 

focus on violent crime 

Implementation of evidence-

based strategies by law 

enforcement agencies. 

Approach 

Community 

Promotes collaboration 

between police and 

community to solve safety 

problems. 

Communityparticipation, 

strengtheningrelationship

s 

Community policing programs 

and joint patrolling with 

residents. 

Human Security 

Theory (applied 

locally) 

Expands public safety to 

include economic, social, 

and environmental well-

being. 

Multidimensional 

security, needs basic 

Local policies for 

comprehensive social 

development and reduction of 

inequalities. 

Theory of Limited 

Rationality 

Considers cognitive and 

information limitations in 

security decision making. 

Adaptability, learning 

organizational 

Training police officers in 

flexible response to changing 

situations. 

Security, in several countries, has suffered a lack or absence, particularly when it comes to government 

participation. As mentioned by Molina-Ruiz et al., (2017), public security can be understood as the 

work of the State to protect and safeguard its population from internal dangers or threats. In Latin 

American countries, public security is perceived as absent, due to the large amount of journalistic 

coverage that exposes this lack. 

In the case of Mexico, a greater amount of red notice coverage appears in the news every day, which 

shows a violent face of the country (Molina-Ruiz et al., 2017). The objective of this work is to establish 

the reliability and validity of an instrument that measures the perception of security in: Territorial 

security; National security; Public security (State as attorney general); human security; Public security 

(Self-protection); Private security; and, Internet perception of security, scope. 

Public safety protection events occur around the world that pose a threat to personal and property safety 

and national security (Wu et al., 2016). Mexico's security problems are similar in many ways to the 

general context of Latin America (Romero, Magaloni and Díaz- Cayeros, 2016). However, Mexico has 

a particular influence from organized crime due to the levels of consumption of illegal things in the US 

market (Molina-Ruiz et al., 2017). 

As mentioned by Aguilera-García & Uribe-Arzate (2014), it has traditionally been understood as the 

function of the State that consists of protecting its citizens from illegal attacks (or crimes against) their 

property, their physical integrity, their sexual freedom and their sexual freedom. soon. In Chianca -

Dantas (2015), the meaning of public custody is inferred as the safety of people. In Khalili - Dehdezi& 

Qaleh-Sardi (2016) 4 specific characteristics of public custody are presented: inherence, inseparability, 

comprehensiveness and focus on justice. 

In Hernando (1999), it is stated that the perception of our reality is subjective, and that the perception of 

our world depends on our particular living conditions. The perception of reality operates from a higher 

order, from a mesosystem that would include both (perception and reality), and in which each one 

appears as elements and not as closed and independent units (Nescolarde - Selva, Usó-Doménech& 

Gash, 2014). The notion that what we see may not be what really exists, has disturbed and tormented 

[...] (Lotto, 2017), the entire population in each sector, class or role of our society (Molina-Ruiz et al, 

2017). Different sectors of the population would have different perceptions of security. 

It can also be mentioned that the cultural stigma in the country also affects and promotes the lack of 

public protection, due to the general way of thinking of the Mexican population, which, compared to 
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other cultures, seems slow and with little interest. develop in academic, professional, social aspects, 

among others (Molina-Ruiz et al., 2017). The administration of public security is the implementation of 

public policies that justify the orientation of the State in the prevention of crime and the administration 

of justice, but only the distrust of citizens towards government action is evidenced in a growing 

perception of insecurity reported in Literature. in seven dimensions: territorial, national, public 

(government), human, public (self-protection), private and Internet. 

As Molina-Ruiz (2015) mentions, Mexico can be seen from diverse areas such as economic, historical 

or social. In that sense, there are other subfields (or subscales in the social field) such as health, public 

safety, education, environmental awareness, among others. As mentioned above, different sectors of the 

population have different perceptions of social subspheres (or subscales). In the case of Bachelor's 

students, given that their academic training provides the possibility of generating critical thinking, this 

sector of the population can generate a solid perception of a factor that affects the context of society. 

METHOD 

The experimental design consists of a non-experimental, exploratory and cross-sectional study. 

Formulation rounds on the question: what are the factors that underlie the measurement of the 

perception of security in its various forms? The null hypothesis was raised as: the theoretical 

relationships between security perceptions are consistent with the observed data. An alternative 

hypothesis was also proposed: the theoretical relationships between security perceptions are different 

from the observed data. 

The sample was carried out with a non-random selection of 320 students from a public university in the 

State of Mexico. 44% are women and 66% men. 

50% of the respondents are under 18 years old (M = 17.29 and SD = 1.24), 40% are between 18 and 22 

years old (M = 20.14 and SD = 2.36) and 10 % are over 22 years old (M = 23.25 and SD = 4.36). 

30% earn less than 3'500 pesos (M=3'200 and SD=123.25), 25% between 3'500 and 7'000 monthly 

(M=5'467 and SD=345.25) and 45% earn more than 7,000 per month (M = 8,913 and SD = 135.47). 

An insecurity perception scale was constructed that includes 28 perception items regarding security: 

territorial, national, public (government), human, public (self-protection), private and internet. 

Territorial security perception subscale. It refers to the expectations about the State as the ruler of 

public peace. It includes four items that respond with any of the six response options: 0 = "not at all 

likely" to 5 = "very likely." 

National security perception subscale. It refers to expectations regarding the State as prosecutor of 

crimes against democracy, national identity or the interests of the population. It includes four items that 

respond with any of the six response options: 0 = "not at all likely" to 5 = "very likely." 

Public safety perception subscale. Expectations regarding the State as Attorney General. It includes 

four items that are answered with any of the six response options: 0 = "not at all likely" to 5 = "very 

likely." 

Human safety perception subscale. It refers to the expectations generated by crime prevention policies, 

the administration of justice and the promotion of social peace. It includes four items that respond with 

any of the six response options: 0 = "not at all likely" to 5 = "very likely." 

Citizen security perception subscale. It refers to the expectations that citizens generate from distrust and 

alienation of the State with its security institutions, while interest focuses on civil remedies for self-

protection. It includes four items that respond with any of the six response options: 0 = "not at all 

likely" to 5 = "very likely." 

Private security perception subscale. It refers to the expectations of civil society generated from the 

State as incapable of preventing crime and combating corruption. It includes four items that are 

answered with any of the six response options: 0 = "not at all likely" to 5 = "very likely." 
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Subscale Perception of security of Internet users. It refers to the expectations that Internet users 

consider generated from state espionage in their search for information, selection of content and 

dissemination of topics. It includes four items that are answered with any of the six response options; 0 

= "not at all likely" to 5 = "very likely." 

The Delphi technique was used to establish the homogeneity of the concepts in the items. We examined 

the exhibit in the lobby of his university library. The data were processed with the Statistical Analysis 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) and Structural Analysis of Moments (AMOS). Versions 18.0. 

Reliability was estimated with Cronbach's alpha, Bartlett's validity test, KMO and factor weight. 

Cronbach's alpha was estimated to establish the internal consistency of the general scale and the 

subscales. The Bootstrap parameter was calculated to establish sampling when it is not possible to fully 

use the data and only part of the distribution is used. Adequacy and sphericity were calculated with the 

Kayser Meyer Olkin parameters and the Bartlett test. An exploratory factor analysis was performed 

with obliquity criteria and promax rotation of the principal axes. The hypothesis test was carried out 

with the estimation of the adjustment and residual parameters. 

Internal consistency, according to data collection and analysis, in the global scale and the subscales are 

discrete because it shows the differences between the study contexts in which security was 

conceptualized. 

RESULTS 

The analysis of the adequacy of the instrument to the sample size is sufficient (see Table 3). That is, the 

instrument barely meets this requirement to be able to carry out its validity. 

Table 3. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Test 

  MSA 

Overall MSA 
 
0.422 
 

Status 
 
0.927 
 

Security 
 
0.654 
 

Hygiene 
 
0.339 
 

Sanitization 
 
0.142 
 

Infrastructure 
 
0.322 
 

Protection 
 
0.280 
 

Policies 
 
0.325 
 

Anxiety 
 
0.530 
 

Denial 
 
0.397 
 

Emotion 
 
0.542 
 

Mindset 
 
0.287 
 

Isolation 
 
0.282 
 

Coexistence 
 
0.287 
 

Belonging 
 
0.386 
 

Interaction 
 
0.254 
 

Support 
 
0.363 
 

Need 
 
0.534 
 

Quality 
 
0.426 
 

Access 
 
0.540 
 

Preparation 
 
0.787 
 

Virtuality 
 
0.752 
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Table 3. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Test 

  MSA 

Communication 
 
0.782 
 

Satisfaction 
 
0.858 
 

Worry 
 
0.771 
 

Recommendation 
 
0.778 
 

Expression 
 
0.758 
 

Trust 
 
0.745 
 

The exploratory factor analysis of principal axes with promax rotation suggests the establishment of 

eight factors that reflect the security construct (see Table 4). The results show five for the first factor, 

five for the second, four for the third, three for the fourth, two for the fifth, two for the sixth, two for the 

seventh and two for the eighth factor. 

            Table 4. Factor Loadings 

  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor 8 Uniqueness 

               Preparation 
 
0.804 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.088 

 
Communication 

 
0.984 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.085 

 
Virtuality 

 
0.889 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.216 

 
Worry 

 
0.683 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.409 

 
Recommendation 

 
0.470 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.290 

 
Belonging 

 
  

 
0.912 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.185 

 
Anxiety 

 
  

 
0.895 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.154 

 
Need 

 
  

 
0.868 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.134 

 
Infrastructure 

 
  

 
0.840 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.348 

 
Status 

 
  

 
0.408 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.608 

 
Isolation 

 
  

 
  

 
0.342 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.004 

 
Mindset 

 
  

 
  

 
0.328 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.014 

 
Hygiene 

 
  

 
  

 
0.300 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.039 

 
Satisfaction 

 
  

 
  

 
0.430 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.309 

 
Quality 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
1,010 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.009 

 
Denial 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.986 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.085 

 
Expression 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.515 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.649 

 
Interaction 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.437 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.012 

 
Protection 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.971 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.054 

 
Support 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.938 

 
  

 
  

 
0.019 

 
Policies 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.927 

 
  

 
  

 
0.092 

 
Access 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.998 

 
  

 
0.069 

 
Emotion 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.947 

 
  

 
0.164 

 
Sanitization 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.902 

 
0.378 

 
Coexistence 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.839 

 
0.136 

 
Security 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.751 

 
Trust 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
0.655 

 
Note. Applied rotation method is promax . 
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The rotation analysis explains the percentage of variance (see Table 5). The first factor explained 19%, 

the second explained 17%, the third was close to 12%, the fourth was close to 8%, the fifth 6%, the 

sixth 5%, the seventh 5%. and the eighth 4%. 

Table 5. Factor Characteristics 

 
Unrotatedsolution Rotatedsolution 

 
Eigenvalues SumSq . Loadings Proportionvar . Cumulative SumSq . Loadings Proportionvar . Cumulative 

Factor 1 
 
5,407 

 
5,198 

 
0.193 

 
0.193 

 
3,619 

 
0.134 

 
0.134 

 
Factor 2 

 
4,742 

 
4,595 

 
0.170 

 
0.363 

 
3,592 

 
0.133 

 
0.267 

 
Factor 3 

 
3,367 

 
3,232 

 
0.120 

 
0.482 

 
3,491 

 
0.129 

 
0.396 

 
Factor 4 

 
2,376 

 
2,258 

 
0.084 

 
0.566 

 
2,452 

 
0.091 

 
0.487 

 
Factor 5 

 
1,832 

 
1,646 

 
0.061 

 
0.627 

 
2,130 

 
0.079 

 
0.566 

 
Factor 6 

 
1,711 

 
1,575 

 
0.058 

 
0.685 

 
2,061 

 
0.076 

 
0.642 

 
Factor 7 

 
1,685 

 
1,458 

 
0.054 

 
0.739 

 
1,877 

 
0.070 

 
0.712 

 
Factor 8 

 
1,345 

 
1,084 

 
0.040 

 
0.779 

 
1,824 

 
0.068 

 
0.779 

 
The correlation analysis indicates the degree of multicollinearity (see Table 6). Values close to zero are 

seen that show reflective relationships between the factors with respect to the security construct. 

Table 6. Factor Correlations 

  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor 8 

Factor 1 
 
1,000 

 
0.218 

 
-0.190 

 
0.271 

 
-0.040 

 
-0.112 

 
-0.221 

 
0.270 

 
Factor 2 

 
0.218 

 
1,000 

 
0.034 

 
0.224 

 
0.195 

 
0.207 

 
-0.178 

 
0.475 

 
Factor 3 

 
-0.190 

 
0.034 

 
1,000 

 
-0.212 

 
0.396 

 
0.019 

 
0.056 

 
0.056 

 
Factor 4 

 
0.271 

 
0.224 

 
-0.212 

 
1,000 

 
-0.085 

 
0.169 

 
-0.148 

 
0.278 

 
Factor 5 

 
-0.040 

 
0.195 

 
0.396 

 
-0.085 

 
1,000 

 
0.051 

 
-0.062 

 
0.046 

 
Factor 6 

 
-0.112 

 
0.207 

 
0.019 

 
0.169 

 
0.051 

 
1,000 

 
0.170 

 
-0.065 

 
Factor 7 

 
-0.221 

 
-0.178 

 
0.056 

 
-0.148 

 
-0.062 

 
0.170 

 
1,000 

 
-0.152 

 
Factor 8 

 
0.270 

 
0.475 

 
0.056 

 
0.278 

 
0.046 

 
-0.065 

 
-0.152 

 
1,000 

 
The residual analysis indicates multicollinearity between the items (see Table 7). The correlations 

between the indicators suggest reflective relationships with the factors and the security construct. 

Table 7. Residual Matrix 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Ele

ven 
12 13 14 

fift

ee

n 

16 17 18 19 

tw

ent

y 

twe

nty-

one 

22 23 24 25 26 27 

Status 
 

0.

60

8 
 

0.

08

2 
 

-

0.

02

2 

 

-

0.

11

1 

 

-

0.

10

2 

 

0.

02

5 
 

0.

01

2 
 

-

0.

01

2 

 

-

0.

02

5 

 

0.

00

8 
 

-

0.

00

5 

 

0.

01

7 
 

0.

02

5 
 

-

0.

04

4 

 

0.

00

4 
 

0.

03

3 
 

0.

06

2 
 

-

0.

00

6 

 

0.

02

3 
 

0.

00

4 
 

0.0

27  

-

0.

03

5 

 

0.

00

9 
 

-

0.

05

5 

 

-

0.

01

6 

 

0.

03

9 
 

-

0.

06

2 

 

Securi

ty  

0.

08

2 
 

0.

75

1 
 

0.

04

1 
 

-

0.

02

4 

 

0.

03

0 
 

0.

02

5 
 

-

0.

00

2 

 

0.

00

9 
 

-

0.

03

2 

 

-

0.

00

0 

 

0.

03

1 
 

0.

01

9 
 

-

0.

08

1 

 

0.

00

9 
 

0.

03

5 
 

-

0.

00

7 

 

-

0.

02

6 

 

-

0.

04

0 

 

0.

00

5 
 

-

0.

12

0 

 

-

0.0

94 
 

-

0.

08

8 

 

-

0.

09

8 

 

0.

07

2 
 

-

0.

12

8 

 

0.

00

4 
 

0.

08

4 
 

Hygie

ne  

-

0.

02
 

0.

04

1 
 

0.

03

9 
 

-

0.

00
 

0.

01

5 
 

0.

00

4 
 

0.

00

7 
 

-

0.

00
 

-

0.

00
 

0.

00

6 
 

0.

01

7 
 

0.

00

6 
 

-

0.

02
 

0.

00

5 
 

0.

00

4 
 

0.

00

8 
 

-

0.

02
 

-

0.

00
 

0.

00

2 
 

-

0.

00
 

-

0.0

06 
 

-

0.

00
 

-

0.

02
 

-

0.

01
 

-

0.

01
 

0.

01

0 
 

-

0.

00
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Table 7. Residual Matrix 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Ele

ven 
12 13 14 

fift

ee

n 

16 17 18 19 

tw

ent

y 

twe

nty-

one 

22 23 24 25 26 27 

2 8 2 1 5 3 3 5 3 4 4 9 5 

Saniti

zation  

-

0.

11

1 

 

-

0.

02

4 

 

-

0.

00

8 

 

0.

37

8 
 

0.

05

1 
 

-

0.

03

6 

 

-

0.

00

2 

 

0.

04

0 
 

0.

04

9 
 

-

0.

02

3 

 

-

0.

00

7 

 

-

0.

02

4 

 

0.

10

7 
 

0.

00

7 
 

-

0.

01

7 

 

-

0.

04

2 

 

-

0.

01

9 

 

0.

02

9 
 

-

0.

00

8 

 

0.

04

4 
 

0.0

23  

0.

07

0 
 

0.

05

5 
 

-

0.

00

1 

 

0.

05

0 
 

-

0.

10

6 

 

0.

01

6 
 

Infras

tructu

re 
 

-

0.

10

2 

 

0.

03

0 
 

0.

01

5 
 

0.

05

1 
 

0.

34

8 
 

-

0.

01

4 

 

-

0.

00

2 

 

-

0.

01

7 

 

0.

01

5 
 

-

0.

01

6 

 

-

0.

00

1 

 

-

0.

02

0 

 

-

0.

03

0 

 

0.

19

5 
 

-

0.

01

3 

 

-

0.

02

5 

 

-

0.

06

6 

 

0.

01

7 
 

-

0.

02

7 

 

-

0.

00

5 

 

-

0.0

54 
 

0.

03

1 
 

-

0.

00

3 

 

-

0.

00

8 

 

-

0.

01

3 

 

-

0.

06

2 

 

0.

08

6 
 

Protec

tion  

0.

02

5 
 

0.

02

5 
 

0.
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Coexistence 
 
0.025 
 
-0.081 
 
-0.025 
 
0.107 
 
-0.030 
 
-0.008 
 
-0.032 
 
-0.015 
 
0.004 
 
-0.013 
 
-0.028 
 
-0.010 
 
0.136 
 
0.029 
 
-0.032 
 
0.001 
 
0.044 
 
0.024 
 
-0.006 
 
0.043 
 
0.030 
 
0.031 
 
0.065 
 
0.031 
 
0.082 
 
-0.004 
 
-0.016 
 

Belonging 
 
-0.044 
 
0.009 
 
0.005 
 
0.007 
 
0.195 
 
-0.015 
 
-0.016 
 
-0.052 
 
0.013 
 
-0.015 
 
-0.010 
 
-0.013 
 
0.029 
 
0.185 
 
-0.017 
 
-0.006 
 
-0.061 
 
0.010 
 
-0.027 
 
-0.005 
 
-0.049 
 
0.020 
 
0.007 
 
0.001 
 
-0.006 
 
-0.020 
 
0.072 
 

Interaction 
 
0.004 
 
0.035 
 
0.004 
 
-0.017 
 
-0.013 
 
0.015 
 
0.016 
 
0.003 
 
-0.003 
 
0.013 
 
0.010 
 
0.009 
 
-0.032 
 
-0.017 
 
0.012 
 
0.010 
 
0.001 
 
-0.011 
 
0.004 
 
-0.015 
 
-0.007 
 
-0.015 
 
-0.014 
 
-0.013 
 
-0.027 
 
0.022 
 
-0.022 
 

Support 
 
0.033 
 
-0.007 
 
0.008 
 
-0.042 
 
-0.025 
 
0.018 
 
0.019 
 
-0.015 
 
-0.017 
 
0.010 
 
0.004 
 
0.007 
 
0.001 
 
-0.006 
 
0.010 
 
0.019 
 
0.001 
 
-0.004 
 
0.001 
 
-0.008 
 
0.012 
 
-0.018 
 
-0.024 
 
-0.020 
 
-0.029 
 
0.029 
 
0.003 
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Table 7. Residual Matrix 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Ele

ven 
12 13 14 

fift

ee

n 

16 17 18 19 

tw

ent

y 

twe

nty-

one 

22 23 24 25 26 27 

Need 
 
0.062 
 
-0.026 
 
-0.023 
 
-0.019 
 
-0.066 
 
0.003 
 
-0.008 
 
0.080 
 
-0.018 
 
0.004 
 
-0.007 
 
0.006 
 
0.044 
 
-0.061 
 
0.001 
 
0.001 
 
0.134 
 
-0.010 
 
0.010 
 
0.001 
 
0.019 
 
-0.011 
 
0.027 
 
0.030 
 
0.047 
 
0.031 
 
-0.044 
 

Quality 
 
-0.006 
 
-0.040 
 
-0.003 
 
0.029 
 
0.017 
 
-0.008 
 
-0.011 
 
-0.008 
 
0.031 
 
-0.010 
 
-0.006 
 
-0.008 
 
0.024 
 
0.010 
 
-0.011 
 
-0.004 
 
-0.010 
 
0.009 
 
-0.001 
 
0.037 
 
0.035 
 
0.030 
 
0.019 
 
-0.003 
 
0.029 
 
-0.018 
 
0.004 
 

Access 
 
0.023 
 
0.005 
 
0.002 
 
-0.008 
 
-0.027 
 
0.002 
 
0.004 
 
0.012 
 
0.001 
 
0.013 
 
0.004 
 
0.004 
 
-0.006 
 
-0.027 
 
0.004 
 
0.001 
 
0.010 
 
-0.001 
 
0.069 
 
0.005 
 
0.026 
 
0.001 
 
-0.008 
 
-0.003 
 
-0.001 
 
-0.006 
 
-0.021 
 

preparation 
 
0.004 
 
-0.120 
 
-0.005 
 
0.044 
 
-0.005 
 
-0.020 
 
0.002 
 
0.008 
 
0.040 
 
-0.009 
 
-0.005 
 
-0.008 
 
0.043 
 
-0.005 
 
-0.015 
 
-0.008 
 
0.001 
 
0.037 
 
0.005 
 
0.088 
 
0.015 
 
0.037 
 
0.027 
 
0.005 
 
0.027 
 
-0.072 
 
-0.051 
 

Virtuality 
 
0.027 
 
-0.094 
 
-0.006 
 
0.023 
 
-0.054 
 
-0.003 
 
0.011 
 
0.015 
 
0.032 
 
-0.005 
 
-0.002 
 
0.003 
 
0.030 
 
-0.049 
 
-0.007 
 
0.012 
 
0.019 
 
0.035 
 
0.026 
 
0.015 
 
0.216 
 
-0.007 
 
-0.022 
 
-0.031 
 
0.060 
 
-0.057 
 
-0.109 
 

Communication 
 
-0.035 
 
-0.088 
 
-0.003 
 
0.070 
 
0.031 
 
-0.021 
 
-0.006 
 
0.007 
 
0.039 
 
-0.016 
 
-0.005 
 
-0.012 
 
0.031 
 
0.020 
 
-0.015 
 
-0.018 
 
-0.011 
 
0.030 
 
0.001 
 
0.037 
 
-0.007 
 
0.085 
 
0.026 
 
0.027 
 
0.031 
 
-0.064 
 
-0.012 
 

Satisfaction 
 
0.009 
 
-0.098 
 
-0.024 
 
0.055 
 
-0.003 
 
-0.010 
 
-0.026 
 
0.008 
 
0.016 
 
-0.024 
 
-0.018 
 
-0.013 
 
0.065 
 
0.007 
 
-0.014 
 
-0.024 
 
0.027 
 
0.019 
 
-0.008 
 
0.027 
 
-0.022 
 
0.026 
 
0.309 
 
0.008 
 
0.118 
 
-0.068 
 
0.015 
 

Worry 
 
-0.055 
 
0.072 
 
-0.014 
 
-0.001 
 
-0.008 
 
-0.009 
 
-0.014 
 
0.027 
 
-0.002 
 
-0.016 
 
-0.014 
 
-0.014 
 
0.031 
 
0.001 
 
-0.013 
 
-0.020 
 
0.030 
 
-0.003 
 
-0.003 
 
0.005 
 
-0.031 
 
0.027 
 
0.008 
 
0.409 
 
0.084 
 
-0.043 
 
0.008 
 

Recommendation 
 
-0.016 
 
-0.128 
 
-0.019 
 
0.050 
 
-0.013 
 
-0.021 
 
-0.029 
 
0.040 
 
0.031 
 
-0.020 
 
-0.017 
 
-0.012 
 
0.082 
 
-0.006 
 
-0.027 
 
-0.029 
 
0.047 
 
0.029 
 
-0.001 
 
0.027 
 
0.060 
 
0.031 
 
0.118 
 
0.084 
 
0.290 
 
-0.074 
 
0.011 
 

Expression 
 
0.039 
 
0.004 
 
0.010 
 
-0.106 
 
-0.062 
 
0.039 
 
0.016 
 
-0.017 
 
-0.016 
 
0.027 
 
0.011 
 
0.024 
 
-0.004 
 
-0.020 
 
0.022 
 
0.029 
 
0.031 
 
-0.018 
 
-0.006 
 
-0.072 
 
-0.057 
 
-0.064 
 
-0.068 
 
-0.043 
 
-0.074 
 
0.649 
 
-0.005 
 

Trust 
 
-0.062 
 
0.084 
 
-0.005 
 
0.016 
 
0.086 
 
-0.021 
 
-0.002 
 
-0.041 
 
0.003 
 
-0.007 
 
-0.014 
 
-0.018 
 
-0.016 
 
0.072 
 
-0.022 
 
0.003 
 
-0.044 
 
0.004 
 
-0.021 
 
-0.051 
 
-0.109 
 
-0.012 
 
0.015 
 
0.008 
 
0.011 
 
-0.005 
 
0.655 
 

The parallel analysis suggests the allowable number of factors in the model (see Table 8). A maximum 

of eight factors are seen that demonstrate the specification of the model. That is, the number of factors 

is not greater than the number of relationships between the factors and the construct. 

Table 8. ParallelAnalysis 

  Real data componenteigenvalues Simulated data meanseigenvalues 

Factor 1* 
 
5,407 

 
1,654 
 

Factor 2* 
 
4,742 

 
1,548 
 

Factor 3* 
 
3,367 

 
1,473 
 

Factor 4* 
 
2,376 

 
1,413 
 

Factor 5* 
 
1,832 

 
1,354 
 

Factor 6* 
 
1,711 

 
1,297 
 

Factor 7* 
 
1,685 

 
1,250 
 

Factor 8* 
 
1,345 

 
1,210 
 

Factor 9 
 
0.955 

 
1,161 
 

Factor 10 
 
0.850 

 
1,124 
 

Factor 11 
 
0.607 

 
1,084 
 

Factor 12 
 
0.532 

 
1,046 
 

Factor 13 
 
0.423 

 
1,010 
 

Factor 14 
 
0.287 

 
0.968 
 

Factor 15 
 
0.221 

 
0.934 
 

Factor 16 
 
0.164 

 
0.898 
 

Factor 17 
 
0.132 

 
0.867 
 

Factor 18 
 
0.110 

 
0.832 
 

Factor 19 
 
0.080 

 
0.797 
 

Factor 20 
 
0.052 

 
0.766 
 

Factor 21 
 
0.043 

 
0.732 
 

Factor 22 
 
0.037 

 
0.692 
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Table 8. ParallelAnalysis 

  Real data componenteigenvalues Simulated data meanseigenvalues 

Factor 23 
 
0.019 

 
0.658 
 

Factor 24 
 
0.012 

 
0.614 
 

Factor 25 
 
0.007 

 
0.585 
 

Factor 26 
 
0.005 

 
0.543 
 

Factor 27 
 
0.000 

 
0.492 
 

Note. '*' = Factor should be retained. Results from PC-based parallel analysis. 

The adjustment and residual parameters [X2 = 3052.071 (163 df ) p = 0.001; CFI = 0.717; TLI = 0.365; 

RMSEA = 0.267]suggest the non-rejection of the hypothesis related to the significant differences 

between the theoretical relationships with respect to the relationships observed in the present work. 

DISCUSSION 

The contribution of this work to the state of the art lies in the establishment of a model of relationships 

reflective of security. The results show the prevalence of three factors that explained 61% of the total 

variance. 

The analysis of eigenvalues suggests the maximum number of permissible factors for the system of 

reflective relationships between the construct, its dimensions and indicators. The results suggest three 

predominant factors alluding to public, citizen and private security which explained the total variance. 

Structural analysis suggests indirect and direct, negative and positive, spurious or significant 

relationships between factors and indicators. The findings demonstrate the prevalence of three factors 

related to public, citizen and private security. Furthermore, the relationships between the factors and 

indicators are direct, positive and significant except for the relationship between the third factor and 

indicator 3. 

The literature on security and the public covers a wide range of topics and perspectives. Public key 

steganography with active attacks highlights the importance of secure communication methods 

(Moreira, Cardoso & Nalla, 2015). The security of electronic systems and computer networks 

emphasizes the need for solid cybersecurity measures in the digital age (Noaks, 2008). Private security, 

corporate investigation and European military services shape collective security and the structuring of 

the public sphere (Gasper & Gómez, 2015). The challenges and increasing costs associated with 

improving national security emphasize the complexities and failures of achieving absolute security. 

Public and private security, particularly in the context of the security ensemble highlights the changing 

patterns of security governance (Shearing & Stenning, 1981). A smart security system for women's 

safety in public places creates a 100% safe environment through innovative security measures (Ungar, 

2007). The State of Public Infrastructure as a Service Cloud Security highlights both established best 

practices and areas of innovation in cloud security mechanisms (Henderson, 1987). Covert security 

with public verifiability emphasizes the importance of faster, more agile and simpler security protocols 

(Dickinson, 2013). A comprehensive evaluation prototype of the security model for databases in public 

organizations mitigates cyber-attacks, using blockchain technology and security algorithms to improve 

data protection (Knop, 2008). Overall, the review of security and public literature highlights the 

changing nature of security challenges and the innovative approaches adopted to address them in 

various contexts. 

In this work, it was found that public security is associated with citizen security and both with private 

security. In that sense, the state of the art and the observations of this work agree in the analysis of a 

comprehensive structure of public security with private security and cybersecurity. Therefore, the 

exploration of cybersecurity is recognized as limits to increase the percentage of the total variance 
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explained. The study of cybersecurity is recommended to establish the axes of discussion in the 

research agenda. 

CONCLUSION 

In Mexico, the interpretation or idea that the country lacks security is common. This lack of protection 

is influenced by the presence of organized crime, the illegal trade in drugs and weapons and the 

corruption available in each branch of the government, among the main aspects. The correlations of 

reliability and validity when the unit shows that there are other dimensions linked to the construct. In 

this sense, the inclusion of self-control explains the effects of state propaganda on crime prevention, 

law enforcement, and peace education on the lifestyles of civilian sectors. The contribution of this study 

refers to the reliability and validity of an instrument that measured dimensions of security: territorial, 

national, human, public, private and digital. 
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Annex: Questionnaire to Measure Public Safety 

Instructions: Please answer each question based on your experience and perception in the community. 

1. Demographic Data 

- Age: __________ 

- Gender: __________ 

- Education level: __________ 

- Residence area: __________ 

 

2. Perception of Personal Security 

- How do you feel about your personal safety in your community? 

- Very unsafe / Unsafe / Neutral / Safe / Very safe 

3. Perception of Safety in the Community 

-How do you perceive general safety in your community? 

- Very unsafe / Unsafe / Neutral / Safe / Very safe 

4. Experience with Crime 

- Have you been a victim of any crime in the last 12 months? 

- But 

- If yes, what type of crime(s) have you experienced? (Check all that apply) 

- Heist 

- Assault 

- Vandalism 

- Other (specify): __________ 

-How would you rate the authorities' response to crime? (on a scale of 1 to 5) 

- 1 (Very unsatisfactory) / 2 / 3 (Neutral) / 4 / 5 (Very satisfactory) 

5. Access and Quality of Security Services 

- How would you rate the accessibility to emergency services (police, fire, ambulance) in your 

community? 

- Very limited / Limited / Acceptable / Good / Excellent 

- How would you rate the quality of justice services in your community? (e.g. response times, case 

resolution) 

- Very low / Low / Moderate / High / Very high 

6. Perception of the Police and other Security Institutions 

- How do you evaluate the effectiveness of local police in preventing and resolving security problems? 

- Very low / Low / Moderate / High / Very high 

- Do you feel that the police work collaboratively with the community to address safety issues? 

- Very little / Little / Neutral / A lot / A lot 

7. Social and Community Factors 

- How do factors such as lighting, maintenance of public spaces and community activities affect your 

perception of security? 

- Negatively / Neutral / Positively 

8. General Satisfaction with Public Safety 

- In general, how would you rate public safety in your community? 

- Very unsatisfactory / Unsatisfactory / Neutral / Satisfactory / Very satisfactory 

 


