Appendix A: Factor Loadings and Descriptive Statistics of Items for the Independent Scales/Variables 
	
	M
	SD
	Min
	Max
	Factor Loadings

	(a) Economic Factor (α = .65; M = 12.75)

	1. Pressure from friends and families
	3.13
	1.33
	1
	5
	.627

	2. Police officers fear of poverty after retirement
	2.80
	1.43
	1
	5
	.532

	3. Greed of police officers
	3.42
	1.31
	1
	5
	.474

	4. Low salaries of police officers
	3.38
	1.47
	1
	5
	.317

	(b) Institutional (In)action (( α = .83; M = 26.89)

	1. Lenient punishment of corrupt police officers
	2.31
	1.23
	1
	5
	.737

	2. Improper training of police officers
	2.27
	1.28
	1
	5
	.732

	3. Police authorities don’t take reported corrupt acts of officers seriously
	2.31
	1.20
	1
	5
	.721

	4. Low ethical standards and guidance in the police service
	2.63
	1.18
	1
	5
	.666

	5. Police officers often decide cases without direct supervision
	2.30
	1.19
	1
	5
	.657

	6. Low risk of police officers being caught
	2.63
	1.18
	1
	5
	.586

	7. Too little transparency and accountability of the police to the public
	2.87
	1.25
	1
	5
	.568

	8. Police officers expected to share bribes with superiors after road checkpoints/barrier duties
	3.36
	1.40
	1
	5
	.529

	9. Police officers unwilling to report corrupt behaviours of colleagues
	3.00
	1.32
	1
	5
	.448

	10. Superior police officers are often bad examples
	2.91
	1.34
	1
	5
	.386

	(c) Attitudes Toward  Corruption ( α = .77; M = 21.44)

	1. Politicians in Ghana are corrupt
	3.94
	1.19
	1
	5
	.700

	2. Powerful People exert pressure on police officers
	3.79
	1.30
	1
	5
	.648

	3. Some Ghanaian cultural practices  promote corruption (e.g., gift-giving, caring for extended family members, etc.) 
	3.35
	1.36
	1
	5
	.622

	4. Paying and taking bribes is common in Ghana (everybody does it)
	3.39
	1.39
	1
	5
	.589

	5. Appointment of Police leaders by Politicians
	3.92
	1.37
	1
	5
	.557

	6. Police officers’ frequent contact with citizens
	3.01
	1.32
	1
	5
	.452

	(d) Corruption by Justice Actors (α = .93;  M = 37.43)

	1. Judges take bribes to give people light sentences.
	2.68
	1.20
	1
	5
	.753

	2. Lawyers offer money to justice officials on behalf of their clients for favourable decisions.
	2.82
	1.25
	1
	5
	.751

	3. Judges sometimes acquit suspects because money is paid or promised to be paid to them.
	2.59
	1.15
	1
	5
	.738

	4. Prosecutors don’t prosecute some cases because of bribery.
	2.33
	1.24
	1
	5
	.686

	5. Lawyers fail to properly defend clients when opposing parties pay or promise to pay money to them.
	2.77
	1.17
	1
	5
	.680

	6. Prosecutors fail to prosecute cases against family members/friends of justice officials/influential persons.
	2.42
	1.20
	1
	5
	.661

	7. Judges give light sentences to family members/friends of justice officials/influential persons.
	2.77
	1.19
	1
	5
	.658

	8. Prosecutors put up weak cases in court because of bribery.
	2.37
	1.21
	1
	5
	.630

	9. Suspects offer money to justice officials (e.g., judges, clerks, etc.) to facilitate their cases.
	2.76
	1.26
	1
	5
	.612

	10. Suspects use their relationships with influential persons to stop cases against them.
	3.07
	1.31
	1
	5
	.557

	11. Police officers do nothing about unlawful behaviours when money is paid or promised.
	2.30
	1.21
	1
	5
	.536

	12. Police officers at road checkpoints/barriers accept money from commercial drivers who violate the law.
	3.12
	1.28
	1
	5
	.406

	13. Police officers fail to pursue cases involving persons who are related to ‘Powerful People’
	2.84
	1.44
	1
	5
	.394

	14. Police officers at road checkpoints/barriers demand money from commercial drivers who violate the law.
	2.65
	1.32
	1
	5
	.338


The four components explain a total variance of 54.05%.
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .95
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity: Approx. Chi-Square = 9183.50 df = 561 sig. < .001
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalisation (which converged in four iterations)
Note: only factor scores ≥ 0.30 are presented
