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Abstract 

Corruption in any form is a serious crime that threatens democracies and governments, 

damages economies, causes devastating inefficiencies, diverts funds away from essential public 

services, and exacerbates inequalities, especially in developing nations. It negatively affects the 

lives and destinies of citizens, public bodies, businesses, governments, and charity organisations. 

Corruption is so infectious that it sometimes affects systems established to enforce the laws and 

control corruption. Indeed, research has shown that criminal justice systems (CJSs) or institutions, 

which are often the last resort for nations and citizens to address crimes that occur in other parts 

of the economy, including corruption, are severely affected by corruption. Corruption has 

attracted substantial academic attention for decades, with several studies reporting that citizens of 

developing countries in Africa and elsewhere perceived their countries’ criminal justice 

institutions (CJIs), especially the police and judiciary, as among the most corrupt public 

institutions. Despite the public perceptions of high corruption in CJSs, its negative consequences, 

and extensive research on general corruption, little research focuses on corruption in CJSs from 

the perspectives of criminal justice officials, and across multiple CJIs simultaneously. This study 

does precisely this. 

The current study uses theories of rational choice, routine activity, and crime pattern and 

situational crime prevention framework to examine various aspects of corruption across multiple 

CJIs in Ghana. Using interview data from 65 criminal justice and anti-corruption officials and 

spontaneous observations across three regions of Ghana, this thesis addresses six research 

questions. These are 1) What is the nature of criminal justice corruption in Ghana; 2) Which 

institutions and processes in Ghana’s CJS are affected by corruption and how; 3) What factors 

account for the occurrence and persistence of corruption in Ghana’s CJS; 4) What measures exist 

for controlling criminal justice corruption in Ghana; 5) Are existing measures to control 

corruption in Ghana’s CJS adequate and effective; and 6) How can Ghana control corruption in 

its CJS effectively? Results from this study demonstrate that participants perceive that: 1) 

corruption concentrates at entry points of Ghana’s CJS and institutions; 2) deficiencies in the 

internal operations of the CJS, institutional (in)actions and lack of guardianship create 
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opportunities and motivations for widespread corruption; and 3) low literacy and a lack of 

awareness among the public about criminal justice operations, procedures and services serve as 

key facilitators of corruption. In addition, criminal justice officials variously explain and justify 

the occurrence and prevalence of corruption in Ghana’s CJS. This thesis makes some significant 

contributions to the corruption literature from the perspectives of opportunity theories and 

organisational context, with important implications for developing evidence-based measures that 

can help to control corruption in Ghana’s CJS. 
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Chapter 1 

1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Corruption in any form is a serious crime that affects citizens, public bodies, businesses, 

governments, and even charity organisations (Tunley et al., 2018). It threatens democracies and 

governments, damages economies, causes devastating inefficiencies, diverts funds away from 

essential public services, and exacerbates inequalities (Fletcher & Herrmann, 2012; Graycar, 

2019; Graycar & Sidebottom, 2012). Consequently, countries establish and task criminal justice 

systems (CJSs) to control corruption by ensuring compliance with laws. However, CJSs and their 

institutions are themselves often affected by corruption. Indeed, several studies have reported 

widespread and increasing public experiences and perceptions of corruption in CJSs, especially 

in developing countries in Africa and elsewhere (see Bratton et al., 2005; GII, 2005, 2007; Pring, 

2015). For instance, a 2019 Transparency International (TI)1 global corruption barometer for 

Africa reported that more than one in two people who contacted the police reported previously 

paying bribes compared to one in four people for all institutions combined (Pring & Vrushi, 2019). 

Meanwhile, corruption in CJSs is detrimental to citizens and governments because CJSs 

symbolise law, legitimacy, the rule of law, and avenues for people to seek justice and address 

grievances, including corruption.  

Despite these concerns, little research has focused on corruption that occurs in criminal 

justice institutions (CJIs), which is referred to in this thesis as ‘criminal justice corruption’. A 

study by TI, for instance, found that only nine per cent of about 4000 books and scholarly articles 

published from 1990 to 1999 with corruption as their theme focused on CJSs (Galtung, 2001, p. 

229). While this study is about two decades old, it is relevant today because there is no evidence 

to the contrary. Indeed, a considerable number of studies on corruption focused primarily on 

general corruption, with criminal justice corruption often forming only a small component via the 

                                                      
1TI is Berlin-based international corruption research, policy advocacy think-tank, and anti-corruption 

nongovernmental organisation, which is prominent in the fight against corruption through its CPI that 

measure perceived prevalence of corruption among public and private organisations in countries.  
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inclusion of few questions on criminal justice corruption (e.g., Tankebe, 2010; Tankebe, 2019; 

Tankebe, Boakye, et al., 2019; Tankebe, Karstedt, et al., 2019; Yeboah, 2016).  

Most of the studies that do focus on corruption in CJSs examine corruption in single CJIs 

instead of across multiple institutions. Such studies include police corruption (e.g., Adisa et al., 

2018; Garduno, 2019; Kutnjak Ivković, 2002; Kutnjak Ivković & Sauerman, 2016; Newburn, 

1999, 2015; Porter, 2013a; Semukhina & Reynolds, 2014; Tankebe, 2010; Tankebe, Boakye, et 

al., 2019), judicial corruption (e.g., Buscaglia, 1996, 1999a, 2001a, 2007; Buscaglia & Dakolias, 

1999a; Cipperly, 2016; DPLF, 2007; GII, 2007; Salihu & Gholami, 2018; Zhilla, 2011) and 

integrity or misconduct of criminal justice officials (CJOs) more generally (e.g., Boateng et al., 

2019; Scharbatke-Church et al., 2016; Scharbatke-Church et al., 2017; UNODC, 2004a). Only a 

few studies examine corruption across multiple institutions in CJSs (e.g., Scharbatke-Church et 

al., 2016; Scharbatke-Church et al., 2017). Scharbatke and colleagues explored how corruption 

functions in criminal justice elements of the police and courts in Northern Uganda and the Central 

African Republic. They examined the perspectives of criminal justice actors, citizens, non-

governmental organisations and implementers or donors. 

Also, while there are public perceptions of high corruption in CJIs (see  CDD-Ghana, 2000; 

Crook, 2004; DLA Piper US LLP, 2008; Uwazie, 2011, 2014), there is little attention to the views 

of CJOs about corruption in their institutions (Breit et al., 2015; Buscaglia & Ratliff, 2000; Hollis, 

2002; Kohalmi & Toth, 2014; Mauro, 2002; Messick & Schütte, 2015; Zhilla, 2011). Undeniably, 

studies that examine corruption in CJSs primarily focus on public perceptions of corruption to the 

neglect of opinions of CJOs themselves (e.g., Scharbatke-Church et al., 2016; Scharbatke-Church 

et al., 2017; Tankebe, 2010). This impacts on measures developed to control corruption in CJSs. 

Again, despite Africa being highly affected by corruption, only a few criminal justice corruption 

studies come from Africa with most of them conducted in Europe, Asia, and America. This lack 

of criminal justice corruption research from Africa and views of CJOs suggests that corruption 

prevention measures implemented in Africa may not be based on appropriate contextual evidence.  

In sum, there is a dearth of studies on corruption across multiple CJIs, of the views of CJOs 

on corruption, and on the nature of criminal justice corruption in Africa generally. This thesis 

aims to address these lacunas by researching criminal justice corruption in an African country, 
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Ghana, examining corruption across multiple CJIs, and is based on voices within the CJS. This 

study aims at understanding the nature, types, concentration, and causes of criminal justice 

corruption from the perception of officials. In addition, it explores integrity systems or measures 

that exist in Ghana for controlling corruption in the CJS and participants’ views of better ways to 

curb criminal justice corruption. Examining perspectives of criminal justice and anti-corruption 

officials about criminal justice corruption may have positive outcomes since interventions can be 

tailored according to participants’ experiences of corruption encountered in their duties. 

Criminal justice corruption in this thesis broadly refers to any form of inappropriate 

influence on or by actors in the CJS that affect impartial justice delivery (Rodriguez et al., 2007).2 

This study only covers CJIs and officials from the first contact with the police to sentencing by 

the courts. The thesis, therefore, excludes prisons and corrections because corruption at those 

institutions is of a different nature. Criminal justice system refers to institutions, such as the 

police, attorney-general (A-G)’s Department, judiciary, and prisons or correction departments, 

through which criminal suspects are processed from arrest through prosecution or trial to 

incarceration. Criminal justice officials in this study refer to judges, prosecution and defence 

lawyers, police officers, auxiliary court officials, and prison officers (Pepys, 2003). Anti-

corruption officials included in the study refer to officers who work in public agencies tasked to 

control or prevent corruption. 

1.2 Context of Study 

As the thesis focuses on corruption in Ghana’s CJS, it is essential to discuss Ghanaian 

society and polity briefly, which may affect the functioning of the CJS generally and criminal 

justice corruption specifically. Ghana is a republic that practices a unicameral democratic 

governance system, with the current democratic era starting in 1992 when the country returned to 

a multi-party democracy after 11 years of military rule under the leadership of former President 

Rawlings. The country has successfully held seven peaceful democratic elections and three 

changes of power between two political parties since 1992, with the eighth scheduled for 

December 2020 (see Asare, 2006; Boafo-Arthur, 2008; Gyimah-Boadi, 2009). Acknowledging 

                                                      
2See chapter two for detailed discussions about definitions of corruption and criminal justice corruption. 
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the country’s democratic success, the World Bank stated: “Ghana has made major strides towards 

consolidating her democratic achievements since her return to a multi-party system more than 

two decades ago” (The World Bank, 2016a, 2019).  

Ghana’s return to democratic governance resulted in economic growth and development, 

which is recognised regionally and internationally. For instance, Ghana was acknowledged by the 

World Bank as the fastest growing economy in the world in 2011, upon discovery and commercial 

exploration of crude oil (see Harding, 2012; Tawiah, 2011). Recently, Ghana’s economic growth 

of 5.6% in 2018 was stated by the World Bank and International Monetary Fund (IMF) as the 

sixth fastest-growing economy in the world and projected to be the fastest-growing economy in 

the world in 2019 with 8.8% growth rate (Fröhlich, 2019; Naidoo & Wallace, 2019). Indeed, the 

World Bank’s declaration of Ghana as the best country to do business in West Africa in 2016 

ahead of Nigeria, the largest African economy (The World Bank, 2016b), was a clear 

demonstration of Ghana’s economic growth since the return to democratic governance. 

The successes of Ghana’s democracy and economic growth has made the country a beacon 

of hope for Africa with her institutions serving as exemplary models in the sub-Saharan African 

region (Abdulai & Crawford, 2010; Mahama, 2013). Prominent world leaders like Barack Obama, 

former President of the United States of America, endorsed and recommended Ghana’s 

democratic governance system and state institutions, including the CJS, as exemplary models that 

other African countries should adopt. During Obama’s visit to Ghana in 2009 and the visit of late 

President Atta Mills of Ghana to the White House in 2012, Obama endorsed Ghana’s democracy 

and recommended it as a model that other African countries should emulate (see Australian 

Broadcasting Corporation, 2009; Karimi, 2012; Reuters, 2012). 

Despite this, there are high levels of public perceptions of corruption in the public sphere, 

at both national and regional levels (see African Peer Review Mechanism, 2005; Amnesty 

International, 2012a, 2012b; DLA Piper US LLP, 2008; UNDP, 2004a; Wood, 2015).3 Ghana, 

                                                      
3Several studies showed that a majority of people in Africa are willing to pay bribes because they perceive 

corruption as widespread, severe and rising (see Ademu, 2013; Azeem et al., 2015; Hardoon & Heinrich, 

2013; Loschky, 2016; Madaha, 2012; Obi & Ugwu, 2012; Oduro, 2005; Oluwabamide, 2013; Onwuka et 

al., 2009; Pring, 2015; TI, 2009a, 2010; Tiky, 2010; Vorster, 2012).  
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similar to most developing countries in Africa and elsewhere, has recorded relatively high 

perceptions of corruption in successive TI Corruption Perception Indexes (CPI) and surveys (see 

Hardoon & Heinrich, 2013; Pring, 2015; TI, 2007, 2009a, 2011, 2015, 2017, 2018b, 2019, 2020a). 

Indeed, Ghana’s CPI scores declined since 2014 when the country recorded its highest ever score 

of 48%, where a higher score means less corruption: 47% in 2015, 43% in 2016, 40% in 2017, 

and 41% in both 2018 and 2019 (TI, 2015, 2017, 2018b, 2019, 2020a). These scores mean that 

Ghana is rated as being more corrupt than in each previous year. At the same time, other African 

countries are improving, resulting in Ghana going down in the continental rankings: 7th, 9th, 13th, 

12th, and 13th least corrupt country in Africa in 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019, respectively 

(TI, 2015, 2017, 2018b, 2019, 2020a). The scores and rankings for 2017, 2018, and 2019 are the 

lowest in Ghana’s CPI rankings since 2012 (Tankebe, Boakye, et al., 2019).  

Apart from TI’s CPI and surveys, other public perceptions surveys in Ghana show that 

corruption is pervasive with public concerns being very high (Afrobarometer, 2017; CDD-Ghana, 

2000). A 2016 poll Gallup, for instance, reported that 91% of Ghanaians viewed corruption as 

widespread in government agencies (Loschky, 2016). The declining scores, rankings, and 

increased public perceptions of corruption are clear indications that despite democratic and 

economic consolidations in Ghana, the country is not doing well in combating corruption. A 

majority of Ghanaians believe that government efforts to combat corruption are weak. According 

to surveys conducted by the Centre for Democratic Development-Ghana (CDD-Ghana) in 2016 

and 2019, 62% and 60% of Ghanaians, respectively, graded government efforts at combating 

corruption poorly (2016; Osse & Norviewu, 2019; see similar results for other Africa countries 

in Pring & Vrushi, 2019). Ghana has a serious corruption problem despite the country’s 

democratic and economic successes since 1992.  

Criminal justice systems are intended to stop crime and corruption, ensure compliance with 

the law, and avenues for citizens to address corruption by bringing corrupt officials to justice. 

However, CJSs are sometimes sources of corruption. Ghana’s CJS is a significant part of the 

corruption problem in the country. Of public institutions such as the police, judiciary, legislature, 

executive, customs, health, and education, the police who are gatekeepers of the CJS and the 

judiciary are among those often perceived as most corrupt (see Bratton et al., 2005; GII, 2005, 
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2007; Pring, 2015). A 2013 TI survey in Ghana with a scale of 1 (not corrupt) to 5 (extremely 

corrupt), for instance, had the police scoring the highest (4.7) and the judiciary third with a score 

of 4.0 (Hardoon & Heinrich, 2013). In this same study, over 75% of Ghanaians perceived the 

Ghana Police Service (GPS) as an institution where most often bribes are paid, which was the 

highest rating (Hardoon & Heinrich, 2013). In 2005, a study by the Ghana Integrity Initiative’s 

(GII), the Ghana Chapter of TI and a non-partisan and non-profit civil organisation, ranked the 

police first and the judiciary as fourth most profoundly affected by corruption among ten public 

institutions in Ghana, including Customs-CEPS, Ministries of Education and Health, among 

others (GII, 2005). Other public opinion surveys and inquiries into corruption in Ghana’s CJS 

recorded similar results (see AfriMAP et al., 2007; Afrobarometer, 2014; Armah-Attoh et al., 

2014; Gyimah-Boadi & Mensah, 2003; Times, 2003).  

Further, there are increasing public perceptions of corruption in Ghana’s CJS, especially 

by the police and judiciary, as shown in Table 1.1.4 As shown, on average, perceptions of 

corruption increased yearly by 2.3% for the police and 4.9% for the judiciary. The extraordinary 

Table 1.1: Corruption Perceptions Trends for the Police and Judiciary 

 Year 

Institution 2002 2005 2008 2012 2014 2017 

Police 79% 81% 86% 94% 89% 92% 

Judiciary 70% 72% 79% 90% 85% 88% 

Source: Afrobarometer (2017) 

increase in 2012 and the decrease in 2014 might be the result of corruption being a significant 

campaign issue in Ghana’s 2012 elections. However, even allowing for the elections, there is a 

clear trend over time towards increasing public perceptions of corruption in the police and 

judiciary. The increased perceptions of corruption in the CJS may lead to citizens loss of trust and 

confidence in the CJS and institutions, which is concerning. 

                                                      
4Afrobarometer is a pan-African non-partisan research network that conducts public attitude surveys across 

African countries on several issues, including corruption and is represented in Ghana by the CDD-Ghana. 
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The problem of corruption in Ghana’s CJS is not a recent phenomenon, as it dates back to 

the colonial and post-colonial eras. For example, President Rawlings, the then leader of the Armed 

Forces Revolutionary Council (AFRC) and Provisional National Defence Council (PNDC) 

military regimes in 1979 and 1981 stated that the country could not trust the regular courts to 

eradicate corruption because judges, judicial staff, and lawyers have monopolised the CJS and 

were corrupt (Gocking, 1996). Indeed, due to widespread corrupt practices, nepotism, and 

inefficiencies in Ghana’s CJS, the PNDC regime introduced Public Tribunals to help administer 

justice after dismissing several judges, police, and prison officers.5 However, by the end of the 

1980s, the Public Tribunals were affected by corruption scandals of their officials and improper 

state intervention in their proceedings (Attafuah, 1993; Gocking, 1996). Scholars attributed 

corruption in the tribunals to inadequate compensation, as board members of the tribunals earned 

forty-six thousand cedis ($1,500) monthly salaries compared to four million cedis ($11,000) 

charged per case by lawyers to represent clients at the tribunals (Gocking, 1996, p. 216). 

Other evidence of criminal justice corruption in Ghana occurs after 1992. In 2006, for 

instance, then Chief Justice of Ghana, Justice George Kingsley Acquaah, publicly complained of 

death threats to him due to his efforts at fighting corruption in the judicial service: “some 

individuals have threatened to kill me and eliminate me from society and are manoeuvring to 

undermine my integrity” (Ghanaian Times, 2006). Dismissal of CJOs occasioned by citizens’ 

complaints of “unlawful arrest and detention”, “misconduct”, “extortion”, “misappropriation of 

exhibits,” “unprofessional handling of cases”, or other corrupt practices, nepotism, and 

inefficiency abound in Ghana post-military regimes (see Anamzoya & Kodjo, 2011; Ghana News 

Agency, 2012; Gocking, 1996; Tankebe, 2013). Citizens’ complaints against the police in two 

years (January 2008 to December 2009) almost doubled from 493 to 864, with 947 police officers 

dismissed for indiscipline or misconduct, including corruption and extortion within three years 

(Anamzoya & Kodjo, 2011; Ghana News Agency, 2012). Also, between 2015 and 2019, President 

Mahama and Akuffo Addo dismissed judges, magistrates and judicial officials captured by an 

investigation into corruption in Ghana’s judiciary by undercover journalists led by Anas 

                                                      
5See Attafuah (1993); Gyandoh Jr (1989); and Gocking (1996) for details on the Public Tribunal system.  
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Aremeyaw Anas (see Allotey, 2016; BBC News, 2015; Frimpong, 2015; Ghana News Agency, 

2016; Oppong, 2015)6. 

The public perceptions of high corruption in Ghana’s CJS can be attributed to several 

factors. These include common beliefs fuelled by media reports that CJOs routinely accept bribes 

in exchange for dropping criminal charges, discharging guilty offenders, rendering favourable 

verdicts to defendants, or facilitating convicted inmates to escape from custodial institutions (see 

Ghana News Agency, 2003; Gobah, 2003; Kofoya-Tetteh, 2002; Times, 2003). Indeed, lawyers, 

litigants, and journalists have made several allegations about CJOs engaging in corruption, which 

have been reiterated by academic studies (e.g., Afrobarometer, 2014; Armah-Attoh, 2015; CDD-

Ghana, 2000; GII, 2007; Hardoon & Heinrich, 2013; Pring, 2015). However, CJOs usually deny 

allegations and reports, citing lack of supporting-evidence, which has been very difficult to obtain 

(see Amidu, 2015; Myjoyonline, 2011; Nkansah, 2011). However, in September 2015, Anas 

Aremeyaw Anas and his team released video evidence that captured 34 judges and magistrates 

and other CJOs accepting payments in the form of money, foodstuff and even sex to manipulate 

outcomes of cases (see Alimi, 2015; Anas Aremeyaw, 2015; Kaledzi, 2015a, 2015b; Mutunga, 

2015; New Crusading Guide, 2015; Owusu, 2015). The exposure attracted the attention of 

international media such as The Guardian, BBC, and Al Jazeera (see Aljazeera, 2015; Darko, 

2015; Mark, 2015).7 

Additionally, scholars suggest that challenges such as delays, disregard for due processes, 

inconsistent judicial decisions and political interference that affects the independence of CJIs and 

officials bedevil the administration of justice in Ghana (Amnesty International, 2012a, 2012b; 

Asante, 1966; DLA Piper US LLP, 2008; UNDP, 2004a; Wood, 2015). These make the legal 

system less efficient, slow, and lacking in consistency and fairness that ultimately make them 

more prone to corruption (Djankov et al., 2003; La Porta et al., 1999). Most citizens interactions 

with CJOs in Ghana involve violations of laws and principles of democratic governance 

                                                      
6Anas Aremeyaw Anas is a Ghanaian award-winning investigative journalist who conducts undercover 

investigations to expose corruption in public and private institutions (Global Legal Insight, 2016). 
7See Aljazeera (2015) for a video of the documentary and subsequent interviews of Anas, and other 

journalists and influential personalities in Ghana. 
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(Loschky, 2016; National African Peer Review Mechanism Governing Council, 2005; Tankebe, 

2013). Some scholars have noted that criminal justice corruption, such as police corruption occurs 

in public view,  as police officers sometimes bargain for bribes when citizens want to escape from 

their transgressions of the laws in the glaring view of the public (Gyimah-Boadi, 2002; Tankebe, 

2010, 2013). This offer Ghanaians a broad range of experiences of criminal justice corruption. 

1.3 Justification of Study 

Ghana is a functioning democracy; however, rampant and unaddressed corruption in the 

CJS can destroy citizens’ trust and confidence in this fundamental institution. As noted by Graycar 

and Prenzler (2013), (in)actions of corrupt CJOs sometimes improperly influence the provision 

of justice services, result in wrongful convictions, false imprisonment or execution of innocent 

persons or acquittal of guilty persons. Also, in rural and peri-urban areas, corruption of CJOs 

reduces the quality and accessibility of justice to ordinary and vulnerable citizens who cannot 

afford to pay bribes (Borkin, 1962; Dankwa, 2004; Messick & Schütte, 2015). Equally, when 

corruption is rampant, criminals can pay the police to ‘look the other way’ during investigations, 

prosecution lawyers or prosecutors to dismiss charges, judges to find them not guilty, or prison 

officials to let them roam free (Messick & Schütte, 2015, p. 1). All these acts associated with 

corruption constitute miscarriages of justice (Ransley, 2002), destroy the very essence of CJSs 

and result in citizens loss of confidence and trust in CJSs. When the legitimacy of CJIs and the 

state are affected, it can lead to high incidences of people taking the law into their hands, such as 

engaging in mob justice or vigilantism (see Gyimah-Boadi & Yakah, 2012; Pepys, 2003). 

Empirical studies are needed to help develop effective anti-corruption measures and policies to 

curb criminal justice corruption in Ghana and reduce its negative consequences.  

Africa of which Ghana is a part is among continents perceived to be severely affected by 

corruption (see Rodriguez et al., 2007). The perceive corruption problem in Africa is exacerbated 

by weak democracies; institutional inefficiencies and ineffectiveness; high poverty levels; 

patrimonialism, and illiteracy. However, it is projected that global business will shift to Africa in 

the 21st and 22nd century, with more potential corruption. Therefore, African countries need 

robust CJSs and institutions that are free from corruption to assist in the fight against corruption 
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and be ready for global business. Research on corruption can help address challenges facing CJSs 

and institutions in Ghana and Africa to make them robust to fight corruption.  

By examining criminal justice corruption from both an organisational and individual 

perspectives, this study will make a substantial contribution to the literature and global corruption 

governance reforms agenda. The views of CJOs on which the study is based are often lacking in 

the literature. This will help us better understand how opportunities are created within CJIs for 

CJOs to engage in corruption and how criminal justice corruption thrives. Understanding the 

perspectives of officials involved in the day-to-day administration of justice will allow for 

developing new evidence-based anti-corruption measures and prompt re-evaluation of existing 

anti-corruption programs and laws. Strategies developed from empirical studies may contribute 

to better ways of controlling corruption, as they are often more applicable and successful during 

implementation. 

1.4 Aims and Objectives  

This study explores criminal justice corruption in Ghana by conducting in-depth qualitative 

interviews with key actors in Ghana’s CJS (i.e. criminal justice and anti-corruption officials). 

Specifically, the study examines the nature, types, prevalence, and causes of corruption as well 

as corruption prevention measures and integrity systems and how to improve corruption control. 

It explores the relations and interactions between and among CJOs and criminal justice users 

(CJUs)8 that create opportunities for corruption to occur. Most importantly, the study extends 

prior research and theory by using the situational crime prevention (SCP) framework and 

opportunity theories of rational choice, routine activity, and crime pattern theories (RCT, RAT, 

and CPT) to examine criminal justice corruption in an African context.  

1.5 Research Questions  

This thesis examines the problem of criminal justice corruption in Ghana in an exploratory 

manner by addressing the following specific research questions: 

1. What is the nature of criminal justice corruption in Ghana?  

                                                      
8Criminal justice users in this thesis refer to complainants, suspects, accused persons, as well as  relatives 

and acquitances of complainants, suspects, and accused persons 
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1a What does corruption mean to criminal justice and anti-corruption officials? 

1b What types or forms of corruption occur in Ghana’s CJS? 

1c How is corruption carried out in Ghana’s CJS? 

2. Which institutions and processes in Ghana’s CJS are affected by corruption and how? 

3. What factors account for the occurrence and persistence of corruption in Ghana’s CJS? 

4. What measures exist for controlling criminal justice corruption in Ghana? 

5. Are existing measures to control corruption in Ghana’s CJS adequate and effective? 

6. How can Ghana control corruption in its CJS effectively?  

1.6 Organisation of Chapters 

The structure of the remaining chapters of the thesis is as follows. Chapter 2 reviews the 

literature on corruption and criminal justice corruption, covering definitions, nature, types, and 

causes. It also maps out components and processes in Ghana’s CJS that may create opportunities 

for corruption, as well as anti-corruption and integrity frameworks that exist in Ghana for 

controlling corruption in the CJS. Chapter 3 discusses relevant theories and frameworks for this 

study, including SCP, RCT, RAT, and CPT and its concepts of crime concentration and hotspots. 

Chapter 4 presents a detailed account of the methods adopted for this thesis, including the research 

strategy, design, setting and population, sampling and sample, data and analysis. The chapter 

concludes by discussing the ethical considerations and challenges and limitations of the data.   

Chapters 5, 6 and 7 present the results of the study. Chapter 5 focuses on how criminal 

justice and anti-corruption officials define or explain corruption and criminal justice corruption. 

It also presents results on the types of corrupt acts that participants described as occurring in 

Ghana’s CJS as well as how both CJOs and CJUs commit criminal justice corruption during 

criminal justice encounters. Chapter 6 looks at the concentration of corruption in CJIs and 

processes and identifies hotspots for corruption. In addition, the chapter presents the results of 

factors participants of this study perceived as causing corruption in Ghana’s CJS. Chapter 7 

presents results on existing anti-corruption and integrity measures, focusing specifically on their 

availability, adequacy and effectiveness. It additionally presents results on participants’ 
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perceptions of how to improve the control of criminal justice corruption. Chapter 8 discusses key 

findings and their policy and practical implications. Chapter 9 presents a conclusion for the whole 

study that highlights some key messages and provides directions for future research.  
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Chapter 2 

2 Review of Literature 

2.1 Introduction  

This chapter reviews the literature on criminal justice corruption specifically and 

corruption more generally to better understand the topic and situate this study in the proper 

context. It builds on the previous chapter, which demonstrated that perceptions of corruption in 

criminal justice systems (CJSs) are high worldwide, with severe negative consequences. It is 

acknowledged that because of the system-wide approach of this study, literature that primarily 

addresses corruption across CJSs are selected and reviewed with only minimal literature on 

the specific segments of the CJS. The literature review demonstrates that research and 

discussions on corruption in CJSs often neglect the organisational context of corruption and the 

views of CJOs themselves. Meanwhile, prevention measures that exclude the organisational 

context and the views of CJOs cannot adequately address the situational aspects of corruption. 

This study will therefore adopt a situational approach to explore corruption from the 

organisational context and stakeholder perspectives, which can help to develop prevention 

measures that can address situations in CJSs and CJIs that allow corruption to occur. 

The first part of this chapter discusses definitions of general corruption and criminal justice 

corruption, highlighting the difficulty of clarifying corruption and criminal justice corruption. 

This part concludes by stating the working definitions of corruption and criminal justice 

corruption in this thesis. The next part discusses evidence of corruption and the sources of this 

evidence, as well as the prevalence of corruption among criminal justice institutions (CJIs) and 

processes. The next discussions focus on the nature and relevant typologies of corruption. The 

next section discusses the causes of criminal justice corruption and maps out conceptual 

frameworks that guide discussions about the causes of corruption in the literature. Following this 

is a discussion of integrity systems and measures for controlling corruption and their limitations. 

The chapter concludes by mapping out structures, stages, and processes of Ghana’s CJS and 

potential areas and opportunities for corruption. This part also discusses available integrity 

systems and anti-corruption frameworks to control criminal justice corruption in Ghana. 
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2.2 Defining Corruption and Criminal Justice Corruption 

Clarifying the concepts of corruption and criminal justice corruption has always been a 

difficult task. This is because corruption is elusive and its meaning depends on the form, type or 

aspect of corruption being discussed, and the academic discipline, time, place or society, and 

cultural context of writers (see Ades & Di Tella, 1995; Collier, 2002; Dimant, 2013; DPLF, 2007; 

Graycar & Sidebottom, 2012). Also, the meaning of corruption depends on actors involved – 

whether private or public – and corrupt acts involved – financial, material or non-material gains 

(Blundo & Olivier de Sardan, 2006; Poeschl et al., 2015). Indeed, Michael Johnston’s (1996) 

observation over two decades ago of there being no universally satisfying ‘one-line definition’ of 

corruption is still applicable today (see Dimant & Schulte, 2016; OECD, 2003). The United 

Nations Convention Against Corruption (UNODC, 2004c) is regarded as the most comprehensive 

and encompassing universal instrument on corruption and bribery (Adeyeye, 2017). However, it 

failed to include an explicit closed definition of corruption (DPLF, 2007), which epitomises the 

difficulty of devising a universal satisfying definition of corruption. 

Notwithstanding, an examination of the corruption literature shows that scholars often use 

corruption to refer to influencing, interfering, or meddling with decisions of officials and using 

positions, power, or authority for ‘undeserved’ personal or institutional gains. Two closely related 

definitions of corruption are most widely used in the literature. The first definition is by 

Transparency International (TI): “the abuse of entrusted power for private gain” (Chêne, 2014; 

TI, 2020b). The second is by The World Bank (1997): “the abuse of public office for private 

gain.” Scholars believe that these definitions emerged from traditional conceptualisations and 

explanations of corruption by earlier political science scholars such as Mcmullan (1961), 

Heidenheimer (1970), Benson (1988), and Tanzi (1994). Those definitions are widely used 

because scholars see them as having broad bases that encompass various corrupt acts that can take 

place in institutions or countries. However, economists have criticised such explanations of 

corruption as not being comprehensive enough to cover corrupt behaviours that occur in private 

spheres or involve motives other than private gains, such as moral ends or institutional gains 

(Hodgson & Jiang, 2007, 2008). Criticisms by economists became stronger after exposures of 

various corruption cases in private international companies, trade unions, and sports (Hodgson & 
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Jiang, 2007). Unfortunately, economists failed to provide a distinct definition of corruption and 

mostly use corruption to mean the “use of public office for private gains” (see Bardhan, 2006).  

The literature usually addresses corruption in CJSs, referred to as criminal justice 

corruption in this thesis, according to specific institutions, such as police corruption, judicial 

corruption, and prosecution corruption. Prosecution corruption refers to where prosecution 

lawyers or police prosecutors perpetrate or benefit from corruption that occurs in a CJS. The 

literature does not adequately address prosecution corruption, with Cowdery (2007) being the 

only exception. According to Cowdery, prosecution corruption occurs when prosecution lawyers 

or police prosecutors select charges that reflect less than the degree of criminality of defendants’ 

conduct, withhold evidence, do not challenge putative defence to an appropriate extent; or weaken 

arguments in favour of conviction or penalty. Prosecution corruption can be in favour of guilty 

defendants who have strong personal interests in evading justice or favour prosecutions through 

improper influence; rewards or threats; partiality on the part of prosecutors; or improper personal 

association with investigators, witnesses or judicial officers (Cowdery, 2007). 

Unlike prosecution corruption, the literature widely captures police and judicial corruption 

with decent definitions and meanings. Judicial corruption as a form of criminal justice corruption 

occurs in judiciaries with judges and auxiliary judicial officials as perpetrators or 

beneficiaries. Scholars often use it to refer to acts or omissions by judicial officers that constitute 

the (mis)use of public authority to obtain improper or illegitimate private benefits for themselves 

or third parties  (Buscaglia, 2001a; Danilet, 2009; DPLF, 2007; Igbanugo, 2013). One of the most 

comprehensive and widely used definitions of judicial corruption is by Rodriguez et al. (2007, p. 

xxii): “any inappropriate influence on the impartiality of judicial process by any actor in the court 

system.” Judicial corruption in this thesis refers to where interested groups, firms, or individuals 

use bribery (financial or material things) or connections to obtain favourable decisions from 

judicial officials; or where judicial officials accept bribes or allow other things to influence them 

to take inappropriate decisions (You & Khagram, 2005).  

Police corruption as a category of criminal justice corruption occurs in the police service 

with police officers as perpetrators or beneficiaries. Police corruption is contextualised by 

scholars to mean acts of misconduct by police officers in the form of selective enforcement or 
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manipulation of rules and conduct of investigation and arrests in exchange of obtaining financial 

benefits or other personal gains (Chêne, 2010). While different scholars across jurisdictions or 

disciplines defined police corruption differently, the most comprehensive and widely used 

definition in police corruption literature is the one by Kutnjak Ivković (2005, p. 549):  

Police corruption is any action or omission, a promise of any action or omission, or any attempt 

of action or omission committed by a police officer or group of police officers, characterised by 

police officers’ misuse of official positions that is motivated, in significant part, by the 

achievement of personal or organisational gain or advantage.  

This definition is a comprehensive representation of what constitutes police corruption, and this 

thesis adopts it as a working definition.  

Criminal justice corruption in this thesis refers to where CJOs’ (mis)use power bestowed 

on them to procure gains for themselves, their institutions, or allies.  The (mis)use of power should 

undermine the rules and procedures for providing justice services, violate principles of 

impartiality of justice proceedings, and result in improper and unfair delivery of justice. This 

thesis adopts a broader working definition to address prevailing theoretical ambiguity and 

definitional problems with criminal justice corruption. Such a  broader definition can easily adjust 

to accommodate instances of incorrect conduct by justice workers involved in decisions that are 

auxiliary to the CJS (see Danilet, 2009). It also covers material gain and benefits of any other 

nature derive from corrupt acts. It encompasses both public and private officials, such as judges, 

police officers, prosecution lawyers, auxiliary court officials, defence lawyers and CJUs.  

Criminal justice corruption occurs in two main ways. First, the (mis)use of abstract 

resources, where CJOs use their positions to shape judgements or otherwise alter outcomes of 

cases by refusing to accept motions or evidence, accept motions or evidence that should not be 

allowed, or lose case files, among others (Hammergren, 2000). Second, the (mis)use of more 

concrete resources allocated to CJIs for their operations for personal or third party benefit 

(Hammergren, 2000). It is where CJSs that control their budgetary resources and appointment 

systems sell appointments or award them to friends, family members, or associates; accept bribes 

to award contracts; or misappropriate funds meant for operations (Hammergren, 2000; Wade, 

1985). This thesis focuses mainly on the operational decision-making and administration of 
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Ghana’s CJS and corruption committed between CJOs and CJUs in regards to the rendering of 

criminal justice services, as opposed to the misuse of concrete resources. 

2.3 Measuring Corruption and Its Prevalence 

Gathering evidence and quantifying actual occurrences of corruption is a difficult task. It 

is often difficult for scholars to experiment or observe corruption because corrupt acts are illegal 

phenomena and clandestine dealings between two or more parties (see Bell et al., 2018; Lord, 

2014, 2017). Public perception surveys are the most prominent measures or evidence of 

corruption and criminal justice corruption. One of the most acclaimed sources of public 

perceptions of corruption worldwide is TI’s surveys and Corruption Perception Index (CPI) 

conducted in over 100 countries each year since 19(e.g., Pring, 2016; TI, 2009a, 2017, 2018a, 

2018b). The latest CPI reports ranked 180 countries and territories using scores of 0 to 100%, 

where a lesser score means high corruption, and a higher score means low corruption, with a 

global average score of only 43% (TI, 2019, 2020a).  Indeed, more than two-thirds of countries 

scored below 50% with a majority making little to no progress in ending corruption, situations 

that contributed to the crisis in democracies around the world (TI, 2019, 2020a).   

In addition to and in partnership with TI, some institutions in Africa and Ghana equally 

measure and produce evidence of perceptions of corruption through public surveys. The 

Afrobarometer, Ghana Integrity Initiative (GII), and the Centre for Democratic Development-

Ghana (CDD-Ghana) are the most prominent ones (e.g., Afrobarometer, 2014; Afrobarometer, 

2015, 2017; Afrobaromter, 2017; Armah-Attoh et al., 2014; GII, 2005, 2015; Gyimah-Boadi & 

Mensah, 2003). Other sources of corruption evidence include inquiries into corruption by 

governments and institutions, such as the Tanzania Presidential Commission of Inquiry into 

Corruption in the Judiciary cited in Jayawickrama (2002, p. 564), the Fitzgerald Commission 

(1989) inquiry into police corruption in Queensland, Australia, and the Parliamentary Sub-

Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs (2003) inquiry into judicial corruption in Ghana.  

Transparency International, through its surveys and CPI, provides one of the most credible 

measures of corruption prevalence around the world. For example, it found in 2012 that on the 

average, one out of four citizens globally paid a bribe to justice institutions, with the police and 
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judiciary seen as the two most bribery-prone among eight services or institutions evaluated 

(Hardoon & Heinrich, 2013). Specifically, the most perceived corrupt and most often bribed 

institution was the police followed by the judiciary with about 31% and 24% of respondents who 

encountered them paying bribes (Hardoon & Heinrich, 2013). Similarly, TI found in 2015 that 

out of six critical public services studied (i.e. police forces, courts, schools, healthcare facilities, 

utility service providers, and government identification services), people who encountered the 

police and courts were the most likely to have paid bribes. For instance, 28% and 27% of citizens 

across Sub-Saharan Africa who encountered a judge or court official and the police, respectively, 

paid bribes compared to public sector services: 19%, 18%, 13%, and 12% for accessing utilities, 

obtaining official documents, accessing schools, and healthcare, respectively (Pring, 2015). Other 

studies have found corruption as prevalent in CJSs compared to other public institutions (e.g.,  

Bratton et al., 2005; GII, 2005, 2007; Pring & Vrushi, 2019; TI Bangladesh, 2005).  

However, the major problem with public perceptions of corruption is that they may not 

necessarily be correct and reliable because they can reflect exaggerated pictures (Jayawickrama, 

2002). Also, studies have shown that ideological bias can affect institutions designing surveys 

and compiling data for polls or studies. Equally, the public can exaggerate corruption in public 

institutions as a way of minimising perceptions of their corrupt behaviours (Kaufmann et al., 

2003). Nonetheless, CJSs, institutions and officials cannot ignore public perceptions of 

corruption, even if the public wrongly believes that CJSs or institutions are corrupt. Instead, 

authorities must investigate, identify and remedy the reasons for such mistaken belief or negative 

perceptions to maintain public acceptance of the moral authority, integrity and powers of CJIs 

and CJOs (Jayawickrama, 2002). Also, measures of corruption prevalence by TI as well as other 

institutions and scholars mainly focus on public perceptions of corruption to the neglect of views 

of CJOs themselves. Such neglect sometimes leads to corruption prevention measures missing 

aspects that are important to ensure effectiveness. Therefore, examining corruption from the 

views of CJOs as critical stakeholders of the CJS is essential to either confirm, contradict, or 

complement reported public perceptions of corruption in CJS. Factoring such views into the 

development of corruption prevention measures may ensure their accuracy and effectiveness. 
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2.4 Nature and Typologies of Corruption 

The nature of corruption concerns the forms in which corruption manifests itself in CJSs. 

Corruption predominantly happens in two different ways: financial payment and influence 

peddling. Financial payment is where citizens give money, items of monetary value or other 

benefits, such as gifts, favours, or promises to officials in exchange for acts or omission in the 

performance of public functions (DPLF, 2007, p. 12). Influence peddling refers to where relatives 

and people in higher authorities compel officials to bend the rules or decisions in favour of 

suspects or accused persons. Although officials influenced by higher authorities may gain some 

favours or advantages such as promotions or increase in compensation later in their careers, 

influence peddling usually occurs without officials necessarily receiving any monetary benefit. 

Acts of corruption, whether monetary or influence peddling, include bribery, theft of public funds, 

extortion, threats, intimidation, abuse of procedures for personal gain, and any inappropriate 

influence on the impartiality of justice processes by actors within a CJS (Madaha, 2012).  

Scholars usually classify corruption into different types, mainly based on the size of 

corruption, actors involved, and the rank of offenders in institutional hierarchies (Ayee, 2000; 

Hellman et al., 2000). For example, based on the size of the gain, corruption could be classified 

into grand and petty as well as ‘black’, ‘grey’, and ‘white’. In terms of the actors involved in 

corruption and offenders’ rank in organisational hierarchies, corruption could be classified into 

operational and administrative corruption. It must be noted that different categories of corruption 

overlap with each other due to the different criteria of classification. The next sections discussed 

the types of corruption that are based on first, the size of corruption and second, actors involved 

and their corresponding ranks in the organisational hierarchies. 

2.4.1 Grand and Petty Corruption 

According to the size of corruption, it could be classified into grand and petty corruption. 

Grand corruption involves malfeasance of considerable magnitude by senior public officials and 

political or business leaders who use their offices or positions to extract extraordinarily large sums 

of money from state coffers or private businesses to become wealthier (Abdulai, 2009; Ariely & 

Uslaner, 2014; Campos & Pradhan, 2007; Jain, 2001). Grand corruption is associated with 

organisational context and pervades the highest levels of government and public institutions with 
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the connivance of leaders or politicians to distort central government functions to embezzle huge 

sums of public funds (Abdulai, 2009; Afesorghor, 2016; Rose-Ackerman, 1999a). It involves the 

shaping of rules themselves by either creating public policy that bestows unauthorised private 

benefits or twisting institutional practices to serve private ends, which requires the participation 

of those who are at or near the apex of political power (Atkinson, 2011; Rose-Ackerman, 1996).9 

Grand corruption is not the focus of this thesis. 

Petty corruption refers to where low-and mid-level public officials, including CJOs, abuse 

discretionary powers entrusted to them to extract small-scale rents from litigants and their 

relatives during interactions (Abdulai, 2009; Afesorghor, 2016; Langseth & Stolpe, 2006). It 

involves the exchange of small amounts of money, the granting of minor favours or the 

employment of friends and relatives in lower positions that do not enrich those who practice it 

(Uslaner, 2008b, 2010). The most common form of petty corruption is bribery – bestowing of any 

benefit initiated by a person who seeks or solicits bribes, or by a person who offers and pays a 

bribe, to improperly or unduly influence actions or decisions (Langseth & Stolpe, 2006; UNODC, 

2004b). There is ‘active’ bribery, where people offer and pay bribes, and ‘passive’ bribery, where 

officials demand or receive bribes (TI, 2007, p. 45). Petty corruption is often attributable to low 

wages, lack of accountability systems, structural factors, and inequitable distribution of wealth 

(Poeschl & Ribeiro, 2012; Riley, 1999). 

Petty corruption or bribery manifests itself in different ways. Examples of petty corruption 

generally include small scale payoffs to doctors for faster services, university professors or 

teachers for better grades, administrators for admission to schools, and other low-level public 

servants to receive services (Ariely & Uslaner, 2014; Uslaner, 2010). TI (2007) identified 

different forms of petty corruption that occur in CJSs around the world, including small-scale 

payoffs to police officers to avoid speeding fines or CJOs to obtain favourable decisions and CJOs 

extorting money for work they should do nonetheless. Others include defence lawyers charging 

additional ‘fees’ to expedite or delay cases, or direct clients to judges known to take bribes for 

                                                      
9See Ademu (2013), Atuobi (2007), Blake and Morris (2009), Lambsdorff (2005), Hossain et al. (2010), 

Huntington (1968), Kawata (2008), Langseth and Stolpe (2006), Madaha (2012), Piattoni (2001), Quiñones 

(2000), Rose-Ackerman (2010), You and Khagram (2005) for more on grand corruption and clientelism. 
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favourable decisions, and judges accepting bribes to delay or accelerate cases, accept or deny 

appeals, influence decisions of other judges, or decide cases in specific ways (TI, 2007).  

Other studies and investigations highlighted several examples of petty corruption or bribery 

in CJSs. These include court clerks demanding or accepting bribes from litigants (both offenders 

and complainants) to open files, destroy case files, or produce copies of judgments. Magistrates 

and prosecutors accepting bribes from accused persons or advocates to grant undeserving court 

injunctions, give preferential judgments or lighter sentences, grant accused persons’ bail, reduce 

sentences, or dismiss cases. To prevent people that lose cases from appealing to higher courts, 

judges refuse to give copies of judgments to losing parties or collude with auctioneers to sell the 

property of losing parties and share the proceeds (Presidential Commission of Inquiry Against 

Corruption in Tanzania cited in Jayawickrama, 2002; Nicholson, 2004).   

Petty corruption sometimes referred to as “honest graft” (see Uslaner, 2010) takes place 

daily at high frequency and in every point of interaction in the CJS in poor or less developed 

countries in Central and Eastern Europe, Africa, Latin and Central America. Studies found that 

petty corruption where people pay bribes to obtain services that they should get free or make 

‘grease payments’ to receive services from CJOs are widespread and more frequent (Idris & 

Salisu, 2016; Riley, 1999; Shah & Schacter, 2004). Studies from India and Bangladesh equally 

reported that there are lengthy adjournments that often force people to pay bribes to speed up 

cases (see Laskar, 2007; TI India, 2007). Also, TI found that defendants or litigants already with 

low opinions of honesty of judges and the judicial processes are far more likely to resort to bribing 

CJOs to achieve or obtain desired outcomes (Rodriguez et al., 2007). Moreover, Mario and Nicole 

(2016) found that prosecution and defence lawyers often have to pay clerks or other officials to 

initiate criminal proceedings or expedite proceedings. Likewise, a 2014 U.S. State Department’s 

Human Rights Report in Haiti cited in Mario and Nicole (2016, pp. 188-189) found bribes as a 

principal factor in decisions of judges to hear cases in the lowest courts. Even some judges and 

prosecutors did not respond to people who could not afford to pay bribes. 

2.4.2 Black, Grey, and White Corruption 

Black, grey, and white corruption are categorisations by Heidenheimer (2002) based on the 

seriousness of corrupt behaviours. ‘Black’ corruption involves acts like bribery or embezzlement, 
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and public officials exchanging money to conclude illegal or immoral businesses. It is the least 

acceptable and almost universally condemned, with people generally wanting perpetrators 

punished. ‘Grey’ corruption involves acts such as patronage or an exchange of favours. It occupies 

an intermediate position and holds as corrupt by some people but not others. People are 

ambivalent and find it difficult to decide whether to or not to punish officials. ‘White’ corruption 

refers to acts like string-pulling, ordinary people asking for or giving small gifts for services. 

These are generally viewed as mildly or “not really” corrupt, widely tolerated, and least worthy 

of condemnation or punishment (see also, Gardiner, 2002; Gibbons, 2014; Poeschl et al., 2015). 

Although all corrupt behaviours deserve punishment, the three categories are flexible because 

punishment varies as one moves from the top to the bottom of the hierarchical scale or from 

traditional to contemporary communities (Heidenheimer, 2002). Practices that are beneficial to 

communities tend to receive less severe condemnation and punishment (Poeschl et al., 2015). 

2.4.3 Administrative and Operational Corruption 

Generally, administrative corruption (see Campos & Bhargava, 2007; You & Khagram, 

2005) refers to “intentional imposition of distortions in the prescribed implementation of existing 

laws, rules, and regulations to provide advantages to either state or non-state actors as a result of 

the illicit and non-transparent provision of private gains to public officials” (The World Bank, 

2000, p. xvii). Here, state agents exploit bureaucratic structures and state power bestowed on them 

to extract benefits or extra-legal transactions in the name of the state (Iyanda, 2012). Criminal 

justice officials tailor and sustain their self-interest, power, status and wealth by evading the law 

and violating formal and informal administrative procedures to institute conditional reciprocity 

between themselves and lawbreakers (Buscaglia, 2001a; Huberts, 1998; Iyanda, 2012; Johannsen 

& Pedersen, 2011). TI distinguished administrative corruption into two types. First, services 

conducted “according-to-rule” where officials receive private gains illegally for doing things that 

the law allows them to do. Second, services conducted “against-the-rule” where officials gain 

private benefit for engaging in prohibited activities (TI Sourcebook cited in Wang, 2001, p. 11).  

Administrative corruption commonly referred to as fraud, waste, or abuse of public 

resources and trust mostly makes up smaller transactions involving low-and mid-level 

government officials (Dorotinsky & Pradhan, 2007; Langseth, 1995; UNODC, 2004b; USAID, 
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2004). Examples include court users paying bribes to administrative employees (e.g., secretaries, 

clerks, archivists, among others), prosecution lawyers, or police officers to perform or not perform 

some tasks. Tasks can include altering of legally-determined treatment of files and documents, 

accelerating or delaying cases by illegally altering the order in which cases should be attended to 

by judges, typing out judgement quickly, carrying files to the next desk, influencing law-

implementing processes or obtaining favourable interpretations of the law (You & Khagram, 

2005). Administrative corruption is distinguishable, independent, and less challenging to specify 

the order of causality or precedent between perpetrators and beneficiaries. Usually, it is attributed 

to specific weaknesses within systems such as lack of accountability, pervasive spread of soft-

state syndrome, rigid bureaucracies, an exclusive process of decision-making in an over-

centralised government, abysmal low pay for civil servants, and lack of stringent and effective 

internal control mechanisms (Jennett et al., 2016; Kpundeh, 1994; TI, 2003, pp. 28-29). 

Operational corruption is abusive practices that are usually part of grand corruption 

schemes where political and substantial economic interests are at stake (Basabe-Serrano, 2015; 

Buscaglia, 2001a). It can involve politically motivated decisions and substantive irregularities 

that affect justice decision-making, where CJOs stand to gain economically and career-wise 

(Buscaglia, 2001a, p. 235). Operational corruption includes instances of fraud, embezzlement, 

court-related political clientelism, politically or financially motivated changes in justice decisions, 

speed money, and extortion. Operational corruption often involves the use of CJOs as means to 

enhance the power-base of politicians or bias decisions in favour of other powerful economic 

interest groups (Langseth & Buscaglia, 2001). Vagueness and contradictions of laws often 

facilitate operational corruption and contribute to fundamental procedural abuse of justice 

discretion because CJOs do not know what law to apply (Rose-Ackerman, 1999a).  

This thesis focuses mainly on petty, grey, white, administrative, and operational corruption 

that usually have low-to middle-level officials as beneficiaries or perpetrators. The review of 

corruption typologies shows that scholars often focus on broad types and forms of corruption 

instead of specific examples of corrupt practices that occur in CJSs. The current study addresses 

this gap by identifying practices described by criminal justice and anti-corruption officials as 
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examples of corruption that occur in Ghana’s CJS. This allows the researcher to create typologies 

of corrupt practices perceived as occurring in Ghana’s CJS.  

2.5 Causes of Criminal Justice Corruption 

This section discusses the causes of criminal justice corruption captured in the corruption 

literature. Causes used in this thesis broadly refer to events or conditions such as loopholes, 

opportunities, and motivations that raise the probability of corrupt behaviours occurring in 

institutions (Gerring, 2005, p. 169). Reviewing the causes of criminal justice corruption will help 

to ascertain and understand better as well as contextualise factors raised by participants in this 

study as contributing to corruption in Ghana’s CJS. This can help to propose measures and 

strategies that may be effective in curbing corruption in Ghana’s CJS (de Graaf, 2007).  

Establishing or explaining corruption-causal relations have been highly contested and 

remains a subject of continuous debate (Mackie, 1985). Indeed, it is often difficult in corruption 

studies to find actual triggers, where a cause always precedes or coincides with an effect (de Graaf 

et al., 2010, p. 15). Even scientific theories of corruption often do not find epistemological and 

ontological traditions of causality (Schinkel, 2004). Consequently, there is no consensus about 

causes of corruption nor a comprehensive systematic manner of classifying factors that explain 

corruption occurrence and persistence (Ayee, 2016; Caiden et al., 2001; Scharbatke-Church et al., 

2017; Wang, 2001). The complex nature of corruption, uniqueness of societies, dynamic nature 

of socio-political and economic interactions in the global community, and different academic 

disciplines’ perceptions of corrupt practices have made it challenging to achieve consensus on the 

causes of corruption (Heywood, 1997; Iyanda, 2012).  

Nonetheless, studies have found correlations between some factors and corruption in CJSs. 

Prominent factors include historical variables such as colonial heritage and source of law (e.g., 

AlHussaini, 2010; Serra, 2006; Treisman, 2000); urbanisation and education (Holbrook & Meier, 

2015); and appointment and promotion of officials to interference and lack of justice 

independence (e.g., Basabe-Serrano, 2015; Dakolias & Thachuk, 2000; Danilet, 2009; DPLF, 

2007; Rose-Ackerman, 1999a; Treisman, 2000). Others include compensation of officials and 

poverty (e.g., Ayee, 2016; Ferraz & Finan, 2009; Gagliarducci & Nannicini, 2013; Van 
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Rijckeghema & Weder, 2001; van Veldhuizen, 2013); organisational and administrative 

structures and procedural patterns (e.g., Ades & Di Tella, 1999; Buscaglia, 1996, 1999a, 2001a, 

2001b; DPLF, 2007; Kohalmi & Toth, 2014; Rose-Ackerman, 1999b, 2002, 2005; Wang, 2001); 

type of political system (e.g., Rose-Ackerman, 1999b, 2005; Serra, 2006; Treisman, 2000); and 

transparency and accountability (e.g., Burger, 2004; Buscaglia, 1999a).  While the literature 

contains several causes of corruption, the ensuing discussions focus on causes that pertain to 

criminal justice corruption. 

2.5.1 Compensation and Resources 

Resourcing of CJSs and compensation of CJOs has some causal relationship with 

corruption. The literature often captures two contradictory findings and arguments about the 

relationship between corruption and compensation of CJOs and resourcing of CJIs. The first 

argument is that adequate and well-distributed budgetary allocation for institutions and 

compensation of CJOs are vital factors that promote the independence of justice institutions and 

officials, stimulate better and more efficient performances and prevent corruption (Igbanugo, 

2013). Several empirical studies found that countries with higher wages for civil servants, 

including CJOs, have lower levels of corruption (e.g., Ferraz & Finan, 2009; Gagliarducci & 

Nannicini, 2013; Van Rijckeghema & Weder, 2001). Along this line, Armantier and Boly (2011) 

and van Veldhuizen (2013) found that raising salaries of government officials, including CJOs, 

reduces the propensity of officials to solicit and accept bribes. Some studies even found that 

increasing the salaries of public anti-corruption enforcers or paying private anti-corruption 

enforcement agencies for performance improve the quality of enforcement and reduce corruption 

(Becker & Stigler, 1974; Buscaglia, 1999a; Klitgaard, 1991).  

Inversely, studies reported that inadequate budgets for CJIs and low compensation of CJOs 

impede justice institutions from attracting well-trained and qualified officials and perpetuate 

dependency and impartiality of CJOs that generate corruption in CJSs (Buscaglia et al., 1995). In 

this regard, Mauro (1997; 1998) argued that corruption is likely to occur in countries where 

government interventions pay civil servants meagre wages. While the security of CJOs’ positions 

and respect of the profession are capable of compensating for the loss of earnings (Laguna, 2011), 

CJOs usually supplement insufficient compensation that cannot provide a secure life for 
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themselves and their families with bribes (Mauro, 1997; 1998). Several empirical studies reported 

inadequate compensation of officials in terms of salaries and allowances as causing corruption 

and criminal justice corruption (e.g., Armantier & Boly, 2011; Ayee, 2016; Becker & Stigler, 

1974; Ferraz & Finan, 2009; Gagliarducci & Nannicini, 2013; Klitgaard, 1991; Mauro, 1998; Van 

Rijckeghema & Weder, 1997, 2001). For instance, a 2016 corruption survey in Ghana by the 

Institute of Economic Affairs (IEA), a Ghanaian public policy institute, reported low salaries of 

Ghanaian public sector workers as among the top three root causes of corruption (Ayee, 2016).   

The second group argues that there exists no or an inverse relationship between corruption 

and CJOs’ compensation. That is, higher salaries and wages do not reduce corruption or even 

increase corruption in some circumstances (e.g. Foltz & Opoku-Agyemang, 2015; La Porta et al., 

1999). For instance, investigating the determinants of quality of governments across different 

countries, La Porta et al. (1999) found that bureaucrats with more power collect both higher 

salaries and more bribes. Similarly, Foltz and Opoku-Agyemang (2015) experimentally measured 

police corruption using long-haul truck-drivers plying between Ghana and Burkina Faso. This 

was after Ghana implemented a salary reform in 2010 known as the ‘Single Spine Salary 

Structure’ (SSSS), which substantially increased salaries of public sector workers, starting with 

police officers whose salaries were at least, doubled.10 They found that increased salaries of 

Ghanaian police officers instead caused them to increase their efforts to get bribes with the value 

of bribes taken increasing by 25 to 28%. 

A fundamental explanation of why higher or increased compensation does not reduce 

corruption or even increase it in some circumstances include increased accountability and change 

in the context and incentives within which civil servants operate not accompanying higher or 

increased compensation for bureaucrats (Burger, 2004; Foltz & Opoku-Agyemang, 2015). 

According to Foltz and Opoku-Agyemang (2015) and Tankebe, Karstedt, et al. (2019), increased 

                                                      
10SSSS is a salary policy implemented by Ghana Government in 2010 to integrate all public sector workers’ 

salaries into a uniform structure to correct disparities and distortions that hitherto existed. The policy was 

to ensure appropriate remuneration for public sector workers and restore equity in public service pay 

administration (see Government of Ghana, 2009). The government and Ghanaians expected the salary 

reforms to lead to a reduction in corruption and inefficiency of public institutions (Owusu, 2010). 
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salaries of officials sometimes result in heightened self-esteem, where officials believed that they 

are worth more than what they used to think of themselves. The same studies suggest that 

increased salaries of officials may result in increased expectations and demands from relations. 

The evidence shows that results on the relationship between corruption and compensation 

of CJOs are inconclusive. It is therefore imperative for the current study to explore the views of 

criminal justice and anti-corruption officials regarding the relationship between criminal justice 

corruption in Ghana and compensation of CJOs. Results of this study in this respect can be very 

vital in terms of not only addressing compensation of CJOs but also determining what 

complementary measures can be adopted as part of compensation policies to ensure that 

institutions effectively and cohesively curb corruption. The results can also help us to accept or 

reject recommendations from prior studies that found contrary or no relationship between 

compensation and corruption. 

2.5.2 Administrative Structures and Procedural Patterns 

Administrative structures and procedural patterns of CJSs sometimes make CJIs or officials 

prone to corruption and its spread (Buscaglia, 1997, 2001a, 2001b; Buscaglia & Dakolias, 1999b; 

Wang, 2001). In this regard, Buscaglia and Dakolias (1999a) found that administrative structures 

of CJIs coupled with procedural complexities and degree of legal discretion, allow CJOs to extract 

illicit fees for services rendered. Similarly, the DPLF (2007) found in Latin America that the 

systems and aspects central to the structure and functioning of CJSs create an environment of 

negative incentives for individuals in the systems to engage in corrupt practices. Likewise, DLA 

Piper US LLP (2008) established that institutional inefficiencies emanating from the 

organisational structures of the courts create corruption in Ghana’s judicial system. Other studies 

found that backlog of cases and outdated legal codes associated with the administration of justice 

create corruption in CJSs (Freedom House, 2015; Mario & Nicole, 2016). 

There are general procedural patterns, including procedural complexities that have been 

found to cause corruption in CJSs. Buscaglia (2001a) identified several substantive organisational 

and procedural factors that provide incentives for corruption and explain the increasing presence 

of corrupt activities and persistent irregularities in Latin American courts. Among the factors 

include internal organisational incentives caused by unchecked abuse of substantive, procedural, 
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and administrative discretion; lack of legal knowledge about prevailing jurisprudence, doctrines, 

laws, and regulations; and increased inconsistencies in the application of jurisprudence by the 

courts due to defective court information systems (Buscaglia, 2001a). Others include antiquated 

or lack of information technology for enhancing the transparency of court proceedings; fewer 

sources of alternative dispute resolution mechanisms reflecting in low price elasticity of court 

services; and the presence of organised crime groups (see Buscaglia, 2001b; Buscaglia & 

Dakolias, 1999a, 1999b). Earlier studies by Buscagalia found that lack of a legal or jurisprudence 

database and computerised case tracking system, which can assist judges and lawyers in 

monitoring decisions and detecting doctrinal inconsistencies by poorly trained judges in an 

overburdened legal system create an environment where the rule of law was not guaranteed 

(Buscaglia, 1996, p. 281).  

One specific procedural factor captured in the literature as causing criminal justice 

corruption is the discretionary power of CJOs over the provision of justice services and abuse of 

discretion in making justice decisions. This is especially the case when low accountability and 

transparency exist (Campos & Pradhan, 2007; Klitgaard, 1988). According to Klitgaard (1991), 

corruption emerges when public officials have non-accountable monopolistic discretionary 

powers to decide who receive goods or services. This is expressed by his famous equation: 

corruption (C) = monopoly (M) + discretion (D) - accountability (A). Discretion typically 

promotes corruption because incentives and opportunities to act corruptly with higher expected 

gains often confront CJOs with discretion over justice services (Fjeldstad, 2005). Studies found 

corruption to be prevalent in Latin and Central America judiciaries because of CJOs absolute 

control over the exercise of judicial powers and enormous margins of discretion in making 

decisions coupled with weak mechanisms for accountability and oversight, including disciplinary 

measures (DPLF, 2007). Other studies found that concentrating discretionary decision-making 

powers in the hands of CJOs with no competition allows them to extract bribes from litigants (see 

Benson, 1988; Danilet, 2009). 

Although research shows that legal cultures that emphasise procedural over substantive 

justice have less corruption (Ades & Di Tella, 1999), procedural patterns and complexities 

sometimes make litigants confuse and prone to corruption. Studies found that complexities of 
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procedural steps create a low level of control, supervision, transparency, and discretion in CJIs 

that are taken advantage of by CJOs to engage in corruption (Buscaglia, 1999a, 1999b; Laguna, 

2011). Instead of simplifying complex procedures to reduce litigants’ confusion, some CJOs take 

advantage of such confusion to engage in corrupt acts. A TI’s report noted that in transitional 

countries where procedural codes are ambiguous, complex, or frequently amended, CJOs often 

exploit the confusion created to extract bribes for their benefits (Rodriguez et al., 2007). Other 

studies found that in procedural complex systems where CJOs exercise so much discretion with 

little to no accountability, poorly trained and low paid justice official sometimes use their 

substantive/procedural discretionary powers to engage in administrative corruption (Amagnya, 

2011; Kohalmi & Toth, 2014; Laguna, 2011). It will be interesting to explore whether institutional 

designs and structures of Ghana’s CJS and the environment in which Ghana’s CJIs exist and 

operate contribute to criminal justice corruption.  

2.5.3 Management of Criminal Justice Institutions and Officials 

Management of criminal justice proceedings and assignment of responsibilities to CJOs 

can determine the level and prevalence of corruption in CJSs (TI, 2007). First, the presence or 

absence of formal guidelines for assigning administrative and operational criminal justice tasks 

and supervision of administrative officials’ performance of tasks determine the level of corruption 

that will occur in CJSs. Buscaglia (2001a), for example, noted that assigning administrative tasks 

without written guidelines coupled with less or no supervision, create an environment where it is 

easier for CJUs and CJOs to engage in corruption. In such circumstances, defence lawyers or 

litigants can pick CJOs to perform unmonitored tasks in exchange for illicit benefits with low 

probabilities of detection and sanctioning.  

Criminal justice systems and procedures that allow a high concentration of tacit and formal 

or informal administrative and jurisdictional roles in the hands of very few unmonitored officials 

produce higher possibilities of corruption occurring (Buscaglia & Dakolias, 1999a; Laguna, 

2011). Buscaglia (2001a, pp. 242-243) found that judges in Latin American jurisdictions were 

responsible for strategic planning, managing promotions and vacations of officials, administering 

resources, controlling budgets, and adjudicating cases. This permitted them to impose tacit 

organisational rules, which allowed corruption to spread in a more relaxed fashion and prevented 
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‘whistle-blowers’ from emerging. Buscaglia (1999a) further noted that administrative structures 

and management of CJIs sometimes create predictability in the allocation of internal 

organisational roles to justice employees. Such predictability often leads to corruption, as CJUs 

and CJOs can make corruption arrangements based on their knowledge of where or whom 

criminal justice responsibilities will be given. The higher concentration of responsibilities, 

predictability in allocating administrative tasks to courts or CJOs, and widespread informal 

allocation of responsibilities enhance the capacity of CJOs, especially clerks, secretaries, and 

auxiliaries justice officials to extract illicit benefits (Buscaglia & Dakolias, 1999b). Exploring 

how Ghana’s CJS allocates cases and administrative tasks and manage justice proceedings and 

what impact such practices have on criminal justice corruption will be valuable. 

Another management aspect that creates corruption in CJSs is the level of communication 

and cooperation between and among different officials and components of CJSs. The level and 

effectiveness of communication between and among CJOs can prevent corruption, as institutions 

and officials will be cautious of possible checks on how they perform their responsibilities. 

However, communication between the police, prosecution divisions, and courts is not always the 

best. For instance, while prosecution divisions in Ghana sometimes face challenges tracking 

dockets from the police, police officers during trials often blame prosecution divisions for failing 

to work on dockets and release them for prosecutions (see Amagnya, 2011; Community Law 

Centre, 2011). There are even situations where police officers claimed that case dockets are still 

with prosecution divisions; meanwhile, the police have already received instructions from the A-

G’s Department. Therefore, it will be worth exploring the level of communication and cooperation 

between and among components of Ghana’s CJS and the effect on criminal justice corruption. 

Supervision and monitoring of CJIs and officials’ operations and activities is a management 

tool that affects criminal justice corruption. Weak internal monitoring structures and irregular 

evaluative measures can result in systems of accountability being inoperative or ineffective that 

can eventually cause corruption (UNODC, 2004a). Empirically, supervision and monitoring 

failures by governments and institutional leaders have been reported by several studies as causing 

corruption (e.g., AfriMAP et al., 2007; Campos & Pradhan, 2007; Hiah, 2019; Human Rights 

Watch, 2010; Kutnjak Ivković, 2003; Macknay, 2013). Some studies pointed out that monitoring 
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and supervision is a critical incentive structure that can alter to influence officials’ decisions to 

act corruptly (Thomas & Meagher, 2004; Villeneuve et al., 2019). Since supervision and 

monitoring failures is a factor that leads to corruption in CJSs, it is essential to examine the level 

of supervision and monitoring in Ghana’s CJS and its effects on criminal justice corruption.  

2.5.4 Transparency and Accountability 

Lack of transparency and accountability of CJOs is another factor that accounts for the 

occurrence and prevalence of corruption in CJSs. Secrecy of justice operations and inadequate 

systems of control within CJSs enable CJOs and special interested groups to engage in corrupt 

practices in confidence that their illicit acts will not be exposed and even punished if exposed 

(Laguna, 2011). Thomas (2011) notes that the extreme security of tenure of office enjoyed by 

judges in South Africa creates an impression of a lack of accountability and causes them to yield 

to temptations of corruption. The African Development Bank (2004, p. 38) observes that lack of 

transparency and accountability in governance, including CJSs and inadequate checks, lead to 

excessive and dangerous corruption. Arguably, lack of transparency and accountability in most 

CJIs in African countries is a significant factor that explains the occurrence and persistence of 

criminal justice corruption (Abdulai, 2009; Szeftel, 1998; United Nations Economic Commission 

for Africa, 2016). This is because the ruling elites with their self-interests have captured 

accountability institutions like legislatures, parliamentary oversight committees, and anti-

corruption agencies and made them incapable of playing any meaningful role in curbing 

corruption (Abdulai, 2009). Therefore, it is necessary to explore the relationship between 

transparency and accountability of CJIs and corruption in Ghana’s CJS. 

2.5.5 Cultural Values and Practices 

Criminal justice institutions, officials, and users mostly exhibit cultural values and 

practices of societies in which they exist and operate (Buttle et al., 2016; Waddington, 1999). It 

is argued that decisions to engage in criminal behaviours like corruption are not only bounded by 

decision-making capacities of individual officials but also the surrounding structures and cultural 

values of institutions and societies, with task environment often the most crucial determinant of 

behaviours (Ostrom et al., 1994; Sherman, 1977). Some scholars noted that regardless of the level 

of education and enlightenment, public officials usually hold the nature of cultural and social 
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values, norms and beliefs internalised during their upbringing firmly, which sometimes 

predispose them to accept bribes or engage in extortions and nepotism in their professional lives 

(Barr & Serra, 2010). Dankwa (2004) in that respect argues that when public officials live in over 

monetised societies (i.e. societies in which materialistic values become dominant features and the 

very concerned is to avoid shame), the combined effects of cultural values, beliefs and practices 

determine their decisions to engage in bribery and corruption.  

Indeed, several empirical studies have found strong links between culture and corruption, 

highlighting specific issues such as generalised trust, religion, family and tribe ties, gifts and gift-

giving practices, and acceptance of hierarchies (e.g., Barr & Serra, 2010; Frank et al., 2011; 

Lambsdorff, 2007; Nye, 1967; Treisman, 2000; Zhilla, 2011). Specifically, studies reported that 

cultural values such as kinship and family ties, caring for extended family and friends, respecting 

the aged and authority, and gift-giving practices are factors that contribute to the occurrence and 

prevalence of corruption in Ghana (Abdulai, 2009; Dankwa, 2004; Tankebe, Karstedt, et al., 

2019). Scholars argue that such Ghanaian cultural practices contribute to corruption by 

predisposing people to it, but no Ghanaian society, system or practice approves corrupt behaviour 

in reality. Formally, Ghanaian CJOs know that corruption is wrong because they are trained in 

the common law tradition that required them to be incorruptible and impartial at all times. The 

government has also established several anti-corruption measures and institutions to control 

corruption. However, in practice, opportunities in the CJS created by the confluence of 

motivations, lack of guardianship, and culture complicate corruption in Ghana’s CJS.  

Even though scholars link gifts and gift-giving practices to corruption, there is no and will 

possibly not be mutual view(s) about gifts and corruption across cultures. Some scholars argue 

that what constitutes bribe or corruption and gift depends on the cultural and historical context 

and varies substantially across countries, societies, and times (Dimant, 2013; Enu-Kwesi, 2014). 

In this regard, Rose-Ackerman (1999a) appropriately noted, “one person’s bribe is another 

person’s gift” (p. 5). Indeed, practices of gift-giving and hospitality are historical and currently 

relevant dominant cultural norms in most countries in Africa, Asia, as well as Latin and Central 

America (Bello, 2014; United Nations Economic Commission for Africa, 2016). In those 

jurisdictions, gifts and hospitality are noble gestures that have special significance and functions 
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of maintaining harmony and responding to the rendering of services based on principles of social 

solidarity and loyalty (Blundo & Olivier de Sardan, 2006; United Nations Economic Commission 

for Africa, 2016, p. 21).  

However, some scholars, especially those with western influences, regard gift-giving 

practices as creating social bonds and reciprocal relationships between gift-givers and gift-

receivers that illuminates and promotes corruption (Smith cited in Dion, 2017; Peltier-Rivest, 

2018). They argue that gifts operate as unspoken social contracts that obligate recipients to 

reciprocate even without prior agreed-upon exchange relationships or request for return favours 

for gifts given (Abdulai, 2009; Bello, 2014; Graycar & Jancsics, 2017; Paciorek, 2017). Zhu et 

al. (2018) in buttressing the preceding argument noted, gift-giving practices promote corruption 

because, by human nature, people are expecting or desired to return favours after being offered 

gifts by others. While these reasons may be convincing, the western world often makes assertions 

and argument without considering or understanding historical antecedents and cultural 

significances of such practices. So, citizens of developing countries tend to interpret western 

assertions and argument as forms of cultural domination or imperialism and attempts to impose 

western values on other countries (see Dahlström, 2009; Schiller, 1976; UNDP, 2004b). 

The discussions suggest that cultural values and practices of societies within which CJIs 

and officials exist and operate and where corruption occurs are crucial to a better understanding 

of corruption. They could encourage corruption and undermine CJIs’ adequate provision of 

criminal justice services, a situation that will be detrimental to justice delivery and the overall 

good of the public. Exploring the cultural environment in which corruption occurs is vital because 

the socio-political and economic origins of corruption and criminal justice corruption can embed 

in culture (Barr & Serra, 2010; Flanary & Watt, 1999). Also, ignoring cultural values and practices 

in developing corruption prevention measures can negatively affect the measures. Therefore, this 

study explores both criminal justice and anti-corruption officials’ views about the contribution of 

Ghanaian cultural norms and practices to criminal justice corruption in Ghana. This is very 

important since most studies that report relationships between culture and corruption focus on 

public perceptions. 
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2.5.6 Individual Comportment and Professionalism 

Personal comportment and professionalism refer to how officials comply with laid down 

rules and procedures of their jobs, which often link to officials’ upbringing, moral character, and 

integrity. Some scholars argued that individuals’ moral judgment play essential roles in their 

engagement in crime like corruption because external behaviours of individuals are often in 

harmony with their social norms, beliefs, or identities (Jaakson et al., 2018; Mishra, 2006; 

Paternoster et al., 2015). That is, behaviours of people are not always instrumental but sometimes 

an “expression of who they are or want to be” (Paternoster et al., 2015, p. 222). Several studies 

reported individual predispositions like weak integrity, moral identity, self-control, empathy and 

low levels of cognitive moral development or diagnosable psychopathology as accountable for 

individuals engagement in corruption (Ashforth et al., 2008; Moore, 2008; Zschoche, 2011). 

Indeed, scholars noted that failure to recognise the moral nature of situations due to moral 

disengagement and routine operation of systematic cognitive biases causes corruption (Ashforth 

et al., 2008). This study assesses whether participants perceive individual CJOs’ upbringing, 

characters, and professional ethics as contributory factors to criminal justice corruption in Ghana.  

2.6 Integrity Systems and Anti-Corruption Measures 

This section discusses laws, institutions, and measures established or recommended for 

curbing corruption in CJS, which are collectively referred to as ‘anti-corruption measures and 

integrity systems’. Countries’ abilities to control corruption, especially those that occur in CJSs, 

determine their level of socio-political, economic, and democratic developments. Indeed, integrity 

systems and anti-corruption measures in countries or institutions usually play vital roles in 

countries efforts to control corruption and ensure effective governance of institutions. They raise 

the level of uprightness, promote adherence to moral and ethical codes, prevent theft of shared 

resources, and ensure administration of justice according to laws in an effective, efficient, and 

transparent manner (Jain, 2011; Søreide, 2016). In CJSs, integrity systems and anti-corruption 

measures guarantee independence, competence, and professionalism of CJOs, and most 

importantly, fairness in justice delivery (Agbele, 2011). Thus, whether corruption occurs, 
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succeeds, or persists depends on the presence, adequacy, and effectiveness of integrity systems 

and anti-corruption measures and institutions (Basabe-Serrano, 2015).  

Due to these vital roles play by integrity systems and anti-corruption measures, countries 

worldwide enact laws and establish institutions and measures to bring officials who engage in 

corruption to justice and control corruption. Systems and measures can be legal, administrative, 

or operational and can be carried out by CJIs themselves, national governmental agencies, and 

non-governmental stakeholders like the media, civil society groups (CSGs) or the international 

community. There has been growing attention and support toward corruption prevention measures 

in CJSs from the international development community. Rousso and Steves (2006) noted that 

measures to strengthen CJIs and officials’ capacities and performances primarily focus on 

integrity and corruption risks issues, such as integrating anti-corruption programs and adopting 

international anti-corruption conventions.  

Also, integrity systems and anti-corruption measures have been critical areas of academic 

interest for decades (Cipperly, 2016; Schütte et al., 2016). Indeed, the corruption literature 

discusses various measures for preventing corruption in CJSs, including ensuring independence, 

transparency, and accountability of institutions or officials, applying the rule of law, providing 

adequate compensation and improved conditions of service, removing monopoly power, and 

strengthening moral values of officials (Campos & Bhargava, 2007; Cipperly, 2016; Pepys, 

2003). Reviewing the integrity systems and anti-corruption measures in the literature in this study 

is essential to understand the presence or absence, (in)adequacy, and (in)effectiveness of the 

systems and measures. It also helps to analyse data in the proper context of the literature that may 

result in worthy corruption prevention recommendations. Although numerous corruption 

prevention measures exist in the literature, this section focuses on only measures and systems 

relevant to this study, classified into three categories: operational, administrative, and legal. 

2.6.1 Operational Measures 

Ensuring transparency and accountability of CJIs and officials’ operations is an essential 

measure for curbing corruption. Transparency ensures accountability as the public can scrutinise 

operations of institutions to detect corrupt acts and bring corrupt officials to justice. In this light, 

Campos and Bhargava (2007) recommended that it is crucial to operationalise general principles 
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of reforms that increase transparency and improve accountability to get a solid practical grip on 

combating corruption and its varied manifestations. Equally, Buscaglia suggested that the best 

measure to control corruption in judiciaries in America is to enhance transparency in the 

enforcement of standards and operations of institutions (Buscaglia, 1999a, 2001a). Other scholars 

suggested that authorities can control corruption by ensuring transparency of criminal justice 

administrative procedures and roles of CJOs, how and where to lodge complaints, and how to 

check less serious but troublesome conducts in administrative procedures (Burger, 2004; Jennett 

et al., 2016; Wallace, 1998). Rousso and Steves (2006) found in post-communist transition 

countries that a prominent anti-corruption activity that strengthens institutional governance and 

accountability was establishing legislative measures.  

Another operational measure that can curb corruption in CJSs is to remove or reduce CJOs 

and institutions’ monopoly over criminal justice services (Villeneuve et al., 2019). Criminal 

justice institutions and officials usually have absolute control and discretion in administering 

justice services, and this usually creates opportunities for corruption (Albanese & Artello, 2019; 

Klitgaard, 1988). Therefore, merely reducing or removing CJOs monopoly over criminal justice 

services takes away some opportunities for them to engage in corruption. Several studies found 

that having alternative mechanisms for resolving disputes such as mediation or arbitration and 

duplicating functions of CJOs reduces or dilutes monopoly power of CJIs and officials over 

justice services to prevent extraction of illicit benefits (Buscaglia, 1999a, 2001a; Campos & 

Bhargava, 2007; Fjeldstad, 2005; Persson et al., 2013). Other studies found that increasing the 

number of CJOs reduces excessive tasks of CJOs and ensures quick solving of cases, which 

demonopolises services and control corruption (Kohalmi & Toth, 2014).  

An important measure that is capable of curbing criminal justice corruption is reducing 

operational and procedural complexities of CJSs and discretionary powers of CJOs. 

Complexities coupled with discretionary powers of CJOs, which correlate with corruption, 

usually characterise operations and procedures of CJIs (see Buscaglia, 2007; Buscaglia & 

Dakolias, 1999a; Voigt, 2007). Therefore, as acknowledged and recommended by Campos and 

Bhargava (2007), reducing operational complexities and discretionary powers of CJOs in 

providing services are measures to curb corruption (see also, Graycar & Masters, 2018; Rose-
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Ackerman, 2010, 2014). Equally, Buscaglia (1999a) proposed that implementing organisational 

reforms that improve administrative procedures, reduce complexities and officials’ degree of 

discretionary power to control decision-making is a great measure to reduce corruption in the 

CJS, especially judiciary (see also, Buscaglia, 1999b; Buscaglia, 2001a, 2001b; Graycar & 

Felson, 2010; Langseth & Buscaglia, 2001; UNODC, 2004b). 

Adopting information and communications technology (ICT) in the administration of 

justice is another crucial operational measure that can curb criminal justice corruption. 

Modernising justice services through ICT and automation expedite procedures, promote 

transparency and accountability, and minimise direct human contacts and interactions in criminal 

justice processes (Schütte et al., 2016; U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Centre, 2016). Also, it helps 

justice institutions to keep various records required by law, makes supervision easier, and provide 

citizens access to justice information such as trial procedures, verdicts and statistics. For instance, 

a digital publication of court decisions online in Indonesia has increased transparency by allowing 

journalists and academics to compare decisions in similar cases and draw attention to 

inconsistencies in verdicts (Schütte et al., 2016). The DPLF (2007) found that it was difficult to 

audit and cross-check courts transactions and identify possible corrupt acts in Honduras because 

the courts did not keep records of cases. Also, using ICT in justice administration allows random 

assignment of cases and judicial responsibilities to CJOs, which reduces arbitrariness associated 

with manual allocations of cases. Though allocating cases using ICT could be prone to 

manipulations, it represents significant progress in justice administration and management as it 

improves general criminal justice operations and administration, personnel management, and 

delivery of services  (see Burger, 2004; DPLF, 2007; Kohalmi & Toth, 2014). These efficiencies 

will most importantly reduce opportunities that allow CJOs to engage in corruption (see DPLF, 

2007; Rose-Ackerman, 1999b, 2002; Rose-Ackerman, 2014).  

2.6.2 Administrative Measures 

The first administrative measure that can reduce or deter corruption is the loss of reputation 

through public naming and shaming of corrupt officials and blacklisting of corrupt companies. 

Several scholars have found or recommended it as a critical measure to reduce or deter corruption 

(e.g., Dal Bó et al., 2007; Jennett et al., 2016; Nkansah, 2011; Pabia, 2013; Porter & Graycar, 
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2016; Singh, 2018; TI, 2009b). For instance, Agbele (2011) claimed that Public Accounts 

Committee of Ghana’s Parliament publicly naming and shaming officials who misappropriate 

funds or fail to follow due processes in financial transactions serves as an essential means of 

tackling corruption. Equally, McPherson and MacSearraigh (2007) discussing how to tackle 

corruption in the petroleum sector recommended naming and shaming of persistent corrupt 

companies as a robust measure. It is argued in this thesis that naming and shaming of individual 

corrupt officials and institutions can be an effective corruption prevention measure, especially in 

developing countries like Ghana, where relationship and kinship networks and reputations are 

stronger and very important. However, naming and shaming corrupt countries through rankings 

such as the TI’s CPI may not be adequate measures to control corruption as they do not provide 

useful policy insights and practical recommendations that can inform institutional reforms to help 

countries stem corruption (United Nations Economic Commission for Africa, 2016).  

Changing moral values and attitudes of CJOs and society is another critical way to tackle 

corruption and prevent its injurious effects on the economic and political growth of countries. 

Societal and individual personal values, attitudes, and ethics are significant incentives for 

engaging in behaviours like corruption (Fein & Weibler, 2014a; Mϋhlenbrock, 1997; Pepys, 2003; 

Wood, 1997). Since unethical behaviour like corruption is often for the benefits of individuals or 

institutions, societies prevent corruption by believing and showing that individual ethics matter 

through rewarding ethical behaviours more than benefits from corrupt behaviours (Jaakson et al., 

2018; Pepys, 2003). Also, societal responses to corruption are the ultimate, and without it, 

corruption is uncontrollable (Pepys, 2003). So, public campaigns that encourage anti-corruption 

reforms that focus on personal ethics and change of governmental and societal values and attitudes 

towards ethical behaviour is a crucial measure to control corruption (Burger, 2004). Even though 

changing moral values and attitudes of individual officials, societies, and even governmental 

institutions is a difficult task to accomplish, they are anti-corruption measures with potentially 

better outcomes. 

Educating CJOs and the public about norms, internal criminal justice operational and 

procedural complexities and laws as well as issues of corruption is essential to ensure effective 

changes to societal and individual values and attitudes. Educating ensure that CJOs and CJUs 
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know about them, which can guide and direct their behaviours to perhaps avoid corruption 

temptations or create a culture of intolerance of corruption in CJIs (Centre for the Independence 

of Judges and Lawyers, 1999; Dankwa, 2004). Burger (2004) noted that effectively training 

officials and educating the public about corruption is a measure that will provide an oversight 

system that may combat corruption. It can create a culture of respect for CJSs and officials, which 

may lead to preventing of corruption. 

An additional measure to adopt to control criminal justice corruption is providing adequate 

compensation and the right conditions of service. Some studies have reported that adequately 

determining salaries and conditions of service of CJOs based on performance standards is an 

effective way to control corruption in CJSs (Buscaglia, 1999a; Campos & Pradhan, 2007). Some 

scholars call for corruption preventive measures to place greater emphasis on paying  CJOs such 

as judges, prosecutors and police officers living wages (Jennett et al., 2016). To this end, Boylan 

(1996) noted that it is difficult for societies to build a sense of integrity, honesty and respect in 

CJSs without providing pay that meets expenses of CJOs. Some scholars argue that an essential 

aspect of controlling corruption through compensation is establishing performance standards for 

CJOs and holding them accountable for not meeting standards (Buscaglia, 1999a; Fjeldstad, 2006; 

Michel, 2009; The World Bank, 2000; UNODC, 2004a, 2004b). This may involve strengthening 

operations of institutions and enhancing the professional reputations of CJSs through training, 

making law enforcement agencies visible, and rewarding officials who meet performance 

standards through increased salaries or promotions (Buscaglia, 1999a; Campos & Pradhan, 2007; 

Dakolias & Thachuk, 2000; Laguna, 2011; Pepys, 2003). 

Another important well-noted measure that can control corruption in CJSs is creating 

stronger CSGs and media (Krambia-Kapardis, 2019; Villeneuve et al., 2019). Burger (2004) 

noted that well-functioning CSGs with opportunities to keep institutions and officials on their toes 

is a crucial measure that can control corruption. Several CSGs around the world and in Ghana 

work towards curbing corruption generally (Ametepe, 2014; Chêne, 2010; Danilet, 2009). An 

active and more robust media constitutes an information channel to citizens in terms of the 

existence of criminal justice corruption and the performance of justice institutions (Basabe-

Serrano, 2015). The media typically provides ample space for exposure of corruption scandals 
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and their resolution by covering proceedings, transparency and reforms activities and disciplinary 

measures (DPLF, 2007). A typical example is Anas-Aremeyaw Anas whose undercover 

investigation in Ghana brought much attention to issues of judicial corruption (see Alimi, 2015; 

Anas Aremeyaw, 2015; Kaledzi, 2015a, 2015b; Mutunga, 2015; New Crusading Guide, 2015; 

Owusu, 2015).11 Several scholarly writings and policy documents regard independent and vibrant 

media and CSGs that keep public officials on their toes as crucial measures for controlling 

corruption (e.g., Abdulai, 2009; African Union, 2003; Burger, 2004; UNODC, 2004c). 

2.6.3 Legal Frameworks as Measures 

Establishing internal disciplinary systems and effectively enforcing them is a legal measure 

that can curb corruption in CJSs. Internal disciplinary actions against CJOs such as investigations 

into illicit enrichment, prosecutions of corrupt officials and special programs for punishing 

corrupt CJOs were measures adopted to control corruption in Central and Latin American 

judiciaries (Cárdenas & Chayer, 2007; DPLF, 2007). In Latin America, agencies and authorities 

responsible for internal and external control of judicial corruption reasonably inferred existence 

of discrepancies in CJOs’ assets, monitored assets disclosures submitted by judicial officials, 

lifted banking secrecy where appropriate, and risk mapped and developed general policies to 

control corruption (DPLF, 2007, p. 50). Other scholars found or recommended internal 

disciplinary measures as essential ways to control corruption in CJSs (see Danilet, 2009; Human 

Rights Watch, 2010; Langseth & Buscaglia, 2001; TI, 2007). Criminal justice systems severely 

and justly imposing penalties for corruption improve democratic controls of criminal justice 

corruption (see Burger, 2004; Punch, 2000). Nonetheless, some scholars argue against internal 

disciplinary systems as means to control corruption, stating that they often do not effectively 

punish corrupt officials or delay in investigating and punishing corrupt officials (e.g., Ede, 2000; 

Pino, 2016; Pogrebin & Atkins, 1976; Uildriks & van Mastrigt, 991). 

Another legal measure for fighting corruption in CJSs is enacting more robust and 

comprehensive laws against corruption (Azeem et al., 2015; Dankwa, 2004). The DPLF (2007) 

                                                      
11Until the Anas’ investigation and subsequent screening of videos and publication of synopses of the 

investigations in newspapers, defence lawyers and litigants’ complaints and allegations of judicial 

corruption in Ghana were always denied and not given much attention. 
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found in Central America that laws with improved definitions of infractions gave rise to 

disciplinary actions against corrupt officials. In that direction, Buscaglia (1999a) recommend 

legal reforms as an action that can reduce criminal justice corruption. Equally, Søreide (2016) 

suggested that legal definitions of corruption should be harmonised and extended to include 

people who condone or benefit indirectly from corruption. She argues further that laws should 

hold people partly responsible for corrupt acts when they have responsibilities to act against 

corruption, and they fail to do so. In this regard, the Due Process of Law Foundation (DPLF) 

recommended elimination of open-ended regulations to ensure that judicial disciplinary regimes 

have democratic principles that prevent arbitrary applications that can potentially threaten the 

independence of judges and cause corruption (DPLF, 2007).  

An essential legal means to combat corruption in CJSs is to involve associations of lawyers 

in developing and implementing anti-corruption strategies. Scholars argue that prosecution or 

defence lawyers play integral parts in the occurrence of criminal justice corruption by acting as 

intermediaries between litigants and CJOs in the commission of corruption in CJSs (Guisse, 1997, 

p. 19; Pepys, 2003). Therefore, including bar associations in anti-corruption efforts can ensure 

that associations enforce internal integrity measures and ethics and pay close attention to conducts 

of lawyers to curb their engagement in corruption (Centre for the Independence of Judges and 

Lawyers, 1999). Supporting this argument, Wallace (1998, p. 346) suggested the establishment 

of ethics courses in law schools, ethics examinations before admissions to bars, and taking of 

ethics courses to maintain licenses to practise as lawyers (see also, Jennett, 2015). Scholars 

suggested that bar associations establish investigative departments to handle complaints against 

lawyers and punish lawyers that act unprofessionally or corruptly and bring the name of legal 

professions into disrepute (Jennett, 2015; Pepys, 2007).  

Bar associations can take to some sanctions to control corruption among lawyers. These 

include disbarring lawyers who engage in unethical conducts such as corruption (Wallace, 1998), 

putting pressure on judges to ensure consistent decisions and rational jurisprudence by reviewing 

and analysing judges’ opinions and decisions, conducting monitoring and surveys of judges’ 

performances. They can also report instances of corruption experienced, witnessed or reasonably 

suspected to appropriate authorities, and explain principles and procedures for handling 
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complaints against justice officials to clients and the public (Dakolias & Thachuk, 2000; Langseth 

& Buscaglia, 2002; Michel, 2009). Bar associations can keep government activities relating to 

justice institutions in check through monitoring and evaluations. The discussions show that 

lawyers play critical roles in the occurrence and sustenance of corruption in CJSs and involving 

bar associations in prevention efforts is an essential way to control corruption in CJSs. 

A pivotal measure that can control corruption in CJSs is the protection of whistleblowers 

or complainants that report corruption cases to authorities in good faith and people who assist in 

corruption investigations and prosecutions. Corrupt officials or their allies sometimes intimidate 

and victimise people who report corrupt acts and assist institutions to investigate and prosecute 

corrupt officials. Protecting genuine whistleblowers against victimisation, intimidation, and 

retaliation is therefore essential in fighting corruption, especially when corrupt people possess 

considerable political, economic, and social powers that can harm victims or witnesses (DPLF, 

2007). The UN buttresses the importance to protect whistleblowers when its anti-corruption 

toolkit provides that to instil trust into whistleblowers and would-be whistleblowers, authorities 

should take all efforts to accord genuine whistleblowers protection (UNODC, 2004b).  

In similar regards, Buscaglia (1996) Mordedzi (2015) and Burger (2004) recommended 

that to control corruption, anti-corruption and justice institutions must provide accessible systems 

and channels through which CSGs and the public can channel public demands to reduce 

corruption in public life and redress corruption grievances. Most importantly, effective laws that 

adequately protect whistleblowers or people who assist institutions in investigating and 

prosecuting corrupt officials should back the systems and channels. Providing accessible systems 

and channels to report and address corruption grievances, ensuring the quality and predictability 

of those reporting systems, and providing protection for whistleblowers assure them of their safety 

and security of jobs. This can encourage people who experience or witness corrupt acts to report 

them to appropriate regulatory authorities or institutions for disciplinary actions to be taken. 

Whereas enhanced reporting of corruption cases can significantly influence corruption levels in 

CJSs, the reverse is also true. A 1997 world development report indicated that countries with 

abuse of human rights and other freedoms due to corruption and inefficiencies within CJSs 
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without mechanisms of reporting and redressing them were incapable of enforcing fundamental 

individual rights (The International Bank for Reconstruction & The World Bank, 1997).  

A conclusive view of this section is that numerous integrity systems and anti-corruption 

measures exist or are recommended for controlling corruption in CJSs. Indeed, significant efforts 

have been made to curb corruption, which are often institutional and based on internal disciplinary 

and external control systems through legal and criminal prosecutions (DPLF, 2007; Pepys, 2003). 

This is because some studies reported that threats or certainty of apprehension, prosecution, 

conviction, and punishment shape corrupt behaviours of people (Pepys, 2003; Tankebe, 2019; 

Tankebe, Karstedt, et al., 2019). Despite the numerous measures to control corruption in the CJS, 

views regarding their adequacy and effectiveness varied among scholars. One group argues that 

authorities do not adequately enforce existing integrity systems and anti-corruption measures to 

control corruption (Burger, 2004; Buscaglia, 1999a; Dankwa, 2004; Udombana, 2003). To them, 

merely enacting laws and criminal codes for punishing corrupt officials; establishing anti-

corruption institutions, external auditing systems for monitoring cases or cash flows within justice 

institutions; developing codes of ethics; and organising training programs for CJOs alone is not 

enough to succeed in the battle to combat corruption. There must be firm commitments to enforce 

adequately anti-corruption laws, institutions, and measures put in place to combat corruption.  

The second group of scholars suggest that implemented anti-corruption agencies and 

measures have failed to curb corruption. For example, TI, in its 2007 Global Corruption Report, 

complained about the inadequate sanctioning of corrupt officials (Rodriguez et al., 2007). This 

was after numerous anti-corruption efforts took place following the discovery of high-level 

corruption cases globally in the early 2000s. Subsequently, several studies reported that little 

evidence exists to show that anti-corruption measures are effective in curbing corruption (e.g., De 

Maria, 2010; Heeks & Mathisen, 2012; Heywood & Johnson, 2017; Johnston, 2017; Krajewska 

& Makowski, 2017; Krambia-Kapardis, 2019; Oduntan, 2017). Some studies even reported that 

places with more anti-corruption measures witness widespread corruption (Kpundeh, 2004; 

Mungiu-Pippidi & Dadašov, 2017; Rousso & Steves, 2006). Also, the development of anti-

corruption measures still lacks rigour and specificity despite substantial efforts by various 

organisations and bodies to curb corruption in CJSs (see Peters, 2010; Shah & Schacter, 2004).  
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The third group of scholars reported that implementing anti-corruption measures has 

successfully reduced corruption in some countries, such as South Korea, Lithuania, Hong Kong, 

Singapore, New South Wales in Australia, Denmark, Finland and New Zealand (e.g., Krambia-

Kapardis, 2019; Min, 2019; Pakstaitis, 2019). These countries were reported as creating strong 

values-based anti-corruption policies and system of rules and regulations that instilled cultures of 

“integrity of purpose” and made compliance-based policies preferred than corruption (see Bies, 

2014; Heywood & Johnson, 2017; Scott & Leung, 2012). The least corrupt countries in the world, 

such as Denmark, Finland, and New Zealand, are reported as instigating social changes through 

engaging broadly with the locality and public regarding how to tackle corruption. That ensured 

openness and transparency of anti-corruption institutions that encouraged citizens’ participation 

and allowed anti-corruption institutions to collaborate with other governance institutions to create 

doctrines of coherence to fostered integrity and legitimacy in the view of all stakeholders 

(Krambia-Kapardis, 2019; Ocheje, 2017). 

2.7 Overview of Ghana’s Criminal Justice System 

While various institutions participate in justice administration in Ghana’s CJS, four of them 

are instrumental. These are the Ghana Police Service (GPS), the Ministry of Justice and Attorney-

General (A-G), the Judicial Service of Ghana, and the Ghana Prisons Service led by an Inspector 

General of Police (IGP), Minister of Justice, Chief Justice, and Director-General of Prisons, 

respectively. The Ministry of Justice and A-G created a Prosecution Division that handles the 

prosecutions of both criminal and civil cases, which is led by a Director of Public Prosecutions 

(DPP). Figure 2.1 presents the principal institutions in Ghana’s CJS and criminal justice processes 

associated with them. As shown, criminal justice administration is a value chain process, which 

comprises three main stages: pre-trial, trial, and post-trial. Processes in the pre-trial include 

investigating, arresting, charging, advising, and initiating prosecution. The GPS and A-G’s 

Department handle pre-trial processes with defence lawyers participating. The trial stage takes 

place in the judiciary, with judges, police officers, prosecution and defence lawyers, and auxiliary 

court officials as participants. Processes in the trial stage include prosecution, adjudication, 

conviction, and sentencing. The last stage is the post-trial handled by prison officers alone, which   
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involves incarceration, training, and rehabilitation. It will not be discussed in details as this study 

excludes it. Litigants go through at least, one of the stages and processes from the first contact to 

incarceration. Each stage and process produces output(s) that feeds into the next stage, which may 

create avenues for corruption to occur or persist (see Huber, 2014; UNODC, 2004a).  

2.7.1 Pre-Trial Stage  

The first pre-trial process is investigating cases and arresting suspects, a duty performed 

by the police. Police stations are entry points to the CJS and places where people report crimes. 

Crimes reported at the police stations are entered into diaries of action, where senior police 

officers review them later to decide whether reported cases have some criminal aspects and the 

next lines of action. Cases deemed to have criminal aspects are assigned to investigators to 

conduct investigations. The Police Headquarters or Bureau of National Investigations may handle 

the investigations of cases that have political and national security implications. When 

investigators gather sufficient evidence that can support cases, the police arrest identified suspects 

with or without warrants, and may or may not grant them bail. As in many countries, the police 

control the entry points to the CJS and exercise discretion in performing their duties of receiving 

complaints, investigating cases, and arresting suspects, which can open avenues for corruption. 

Suspects and their families can induce police officers to stop investigations, arrests, drop cases, 

or delay arrest of suspects. The police can give reasons for any such decision such as suspects not 

identified after investigations; offences committed not being criminal, evidence not sufficient or 

robust to prosecute cases, or still gathering sufficient evidence. 

Preferring charges, advising the police, and initiating prosecutions are three 

interrelated pre-trial processes in Ghana’s CJS, where police officers and prosecution lawyers 

decide whether to charge suspects and initiate prosecutions. Also, prosecution lawyers advise and 

direct the police regarding what to do in challenging and technical cases. Police officers and 

prosecution lawyers exercise vast discretionary powers in all those processes, which can create 

potentials opportunities for corruption. Also, decisions of police officers and prosecution lawyers 

to change or drop charges are often not subjected to any form of review unless appeals are made 

against decisions, or cases are high profile ones with political interest and extensive media 

coverage. Therefore, they can take bribes to prefer wrong charges, change charges, drop cases 
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entirely in favour of parties that pay bribes, or wrongly advise and direct the police, such as 

returning cases for reinvestigation to buy time for accused persons. 

Granting bail is a very crucial pre-trial process in which the police, A-G’s department, 

judiciary, and lawyers participate. Suspects arrested by the police or accused persons before the 

courts can obtain police enquiry or court bail, respectively. When the police arrest people without 

warrant or indictment, the arresting agents must bring suspects before a magistrate or judge, as 

soon as practicable following the arrest or within 48 hours from the time of the arrest or grant 

suspects bail (1992 Constitution, Article 14[3b]). Similarly, when cases get to the courts, accused 

persons that are not on police enquiry bail can make applications for judges to determine whether 

they qualify for court bail, which mostly depends on the magnitude of offences and risks accused 

persons pose to the society. However, research has shown that when cases get to the courts, 

accused persons without lawyers do not even know of their entitlement to bail and mostly do not 

apply for it (Bleasdille, 2013; Ghana News Agency, 2013; Lartey, 1986; Latham & Watkins LLP, 

2015; Poku-Aduhene, 2013).  

Reinforcing the constitutional provision for bail, the Supreme Court of Ghana ruled in the 

case of "Kpebu vs The Attorney General" 2016) that all offences are bailable. Also, bail is a non-

cash or free-of-charge criminal justice service in Ghana (see Annan, 2018; Attu, 2019; Batinge, 

2018; Mensah-Onumah, 2019). One can argue that the provision for bail by the 1992 Constitution 

and the Supreme Court’s ruling is to safeguard suspects and accused persons’ rights. However, 

the same constitution gives extraordinary discretionary powers to police officers, judges, and 

prosecution lawyers regarding the granting of bail. For instance, police officers can keep suspects 

up to 48 hours before granting them bail or sending them to court, and judges can refuse bail 

applications and remand accused persons into custody. Prosecution lawyers or police prosecutors 

also possess absolute discretion whether to allow or oppose bail applications made by accused 

persons. Depending on whether prosecution lawyers or police prosecutors consider offences as 

severe and accused persons as threats to society or not, they may allow or oppose bail applications 

or even request the courts to keep suspects in custody until trials are concluded.   

The processes of granting bail involving police officers, judges, and prosecution and 

defence lawyers can generate opportunities for corruption as bail decisions depend absolutely on 
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discretionary powers of those officials. Also, auxiliary court officials can get avenues to engage 

in corruption regarding bail because they execute bail granted by the courts. So, the level of 

discretionary powers CJOs can exercise when granting bail, coupled with the difficulty of 

supervising and regulating bail decisions and citizens unawareness of their rights to bail make 

bail a potential risk area for corruption in Ghana’s CJS. 

This thesis hypothesises that criminal justice processes and duties of CJOs in the pre-trial 

stages of the CJS are likely to create vast opportunities for corruption. This hypothesis is based 

on the fact that decisions not to investigate cases and arrest suspects, drop cases, or grant police 

enquiry bail are largely unreviewed or unreviewable (Horwitz, 1998). Another reason is the 

expensive cost of acquiring the services of lawyers in Ghana (Aboagye, 2016; Harvey, 2015), 

coupled with low-income levels and high illiteracy. Ghana’s illiteracy rate is about 37% (Ghana 

Statistical Service, 2016a) compared to the world average of 14% (Awudu, 2009; Central 

Intelligence Agency, 2016; The World Bank, 2017). Criminal justice officials can disregard laws 

and keep suspects who fail to pay bribes to secure bail in custody mostly without repercussions. 

Also, they may intentionally make bail conditions difficult so that suspects and their relatives 

have no choice than to negotiate with police officers and pay bribes to get bail conditions reduced. 

Moreover, CJOs can drop charges or release suspects without prosecution and attribute decisions 

to technicalities of the law or insufficient evidence gathered by investigators. These may be 

possible due to low levels of transparency and accountability in justice administration in Ghana. 

2.7.2 Trial Stage 

The trial stage takes places in the judiciary where all CJOs, including auxiliary officials 

and juries, participate. Arraignment is the first trial process where defendants are formally 

informed of charges preferred against them, after which they plead guilty or not guilty to charges. 

Fortunately, Ghana does not currently practice plea-bargaining, where governments and 

defendants may agree to forego trials and have defendants enter guilty pleas (see Ebbe, 1997; 

Newman, 2010; The Guardian, 2010). Plea-bargaining in Ghana’s CJS could lead to more 

corruption due to weak monitoring systems and unreviewable nature of plea-bargaining decisions.  

The next trial process is prosecution and adjudication of cases executed by judges, 

auxiliary court officials, police prosecutors and investigators as well as prosecution and defence 
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lawyers. This process also involves victims and witnesses of crimes testifying. Police prosecutors 

prosecute minor offences known as misdemeanours at the lower courts (Circuit and District 

courts) with police investigators as investigative witnesses. Indictable cases and misdemeanours 

with technicalities, substantial public interest, and political implications are referred to the 

Prosecution Divisions for study and prosecution. Judges and magistrates usually regulate police 

prosecutors and prosecution lawyers during the conduct of prosecutions in the courts. The 

prosecution and adjudication processes and tasks at the trial stage can present opportunities for 

judges, prosecution lawyers, and police investigators and prosecutors to engage in corruption. 

Prosecution lawyers and police prosecutors and investigators, can present weak cases and 

evidence or fail to turn up in court for hearings of cases, which can lead to judges acquitting and 

discharging suspects for ‘want of prosecution’. Prosecutors and investigators sometimes used that 

as tactics to divert attention from their wrongdoing unto judges who acquit suspects. Indeed, the 

media has reported several complaints by victims, defence lawyers and judges about prosecutors 

presenting weak cases in Ghana’s CJS (see  AKAB, 2016; Essel, 2015; Gadugah, 2012; 

Myjoyonline, 2016a, 2016b; Nuamah, 2015). However, no study has empirically established the 

claims, motives of prosecutors and the manners in which prosecuting officials handle cases.  

The last trial process is decision-making, where judges and for some cases, juries decide 

whether the state through prosecuting officials has proven the veracity of charges preferred 

against accused persons beyond a reasonable doubt. Moreover, judges make preliminary 

decisions during trials such as bail or custody, issuing warrants for arrests, making prima facie 

decisions – committing cases to trials. For instance, when prosecutions close their cases, judges 

determine whether there are prima facie cases – meaning, accused persons have cases to answer. 

When there are prima facie cases, defence sides open their cases and adduce evidence to defend 

their cases. Besides, judges or juries make decisions at the end of proceedings as to whether 

defendants are guilty or not guilty of at least one count captured in the indictment. The courts, 

through judges then impose appropriate sentences on offenders found guilty of offences.  

In Ghana’s CJS, there are no probation officers that conduct background investigations 

before sentencing or separate sentencing procedures such as pre-sentence investigation, 

defendant’s right of allocution, and victim impact statement applicable in the USA and most 



50 
 

western jurisdictions (Appiahene-Gyamfi, 1995). Therefore, during trials, prosecuting officials 

present any evidence that is likely to aggravate cases or suspects’ characters like offenders’ prior 

criminal records, personal characteristics, financial conditions, social histories, circumstances 

affecting their behaviours and information regarding the effect of crimes on victims. Equally, 

defence lawyers present any mitigating factors on behalf of accused persons. Judges or juries then 

consider all the variety of information in convicting and sentencing accused persons. Judges may 

sentence offenders to imprisonment, fines, community services or a combination, depending on 

the magnitude and types of offences. Ghana currently does not practice payment of restitution to 

victims, and most sentences are custodial, which results in overcrowding of Ghanaian prisons (see 

Ghana Prisons Service, 2012, 2013).  

The trial stage can present opportunities for corruption, including the making of prima facie 

and interlocutory decisions. Judges can adopt procedures or rules to favour parties who may be 

willing to pay bribes or tilt preliminary decisions (e.g., dismissing cases with no case to answer 

decision when there are cases to answer). Another area of possible corruption in the trial stage is 

the final verdict where judges can tilt verdicts towards any party that can influence them, 

especially in misdemeanours cases handled by only judges. Ghanaian laws provide minimum and 

maximum sentences that can be given by judges but leave actual decisions for judges and 

magistrates to make (see Criminal and Other Offences (Procedure) Act, 1960; Criminal Offences 

Act, 1960). Such sentencing ranges give broad discretion to judges in deciding whether to give 

the minimum or maximum sentences, situations that can open avenues for corruption. Even 

though others may argue that when such decisions happened, appeals processes exist to correct 

them; appeals involve extra time, resources and stress, and there is no guarantee that appeals will 

be successful (Horwitz, 1998). All these may be reduced if authorities in Ghana control avenues 

created for corruption to occur and influence judges’ decision. 

2.8 Frameworks for Preventing Corruption in Ghana’s CJS 

Ghana has put in place many legal and institutional frameworks and reforms to control 

criminal justice corruption and corruption more broadly. For example, Ghana ratified all 

applicable international anti-corruption conventions, including the United Nations Convention 
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Against Corruption and the African Union Convention on Preventing and Combating Corruption 

more than a decade ago (UN Office of Legal Affairs, 2009). In addition, Ghana has enacted 

several laws and established various institutions to work towards curbing corruption and ensure 

the integrity of CJIs and officials. Specific national anti-corruption institutions established include 

the Commission on Human Rights and Administrative Justice (CHRAJ)12; Economic and 

Organised Crime Office (EOCO), formerly known as Serious Fraud Office (SFO); Office of the 

Special Prosecutor (OSP); Auditor-General’s Department, and the CJS itself (see CHRAJ Act, 

1993; Constitution, 1992; Economic and Organised Crime Act, 2010; Office of the Special 

Prosecutor Act, 2017). Apart from the permanent institutions, actions and reforms by 

governments’ ad-hoc committees, non-governmental stakeholders like citizens, the media, CSGs, 

and international community serve as anti-corruption measures (see Chêne, 2010).  

2.8.1 Legal Frameworks 

All measures and institutions in Ghana to control corruption and guarantee the integrity of 

the CJS, institutions and officials, whether governmental or non-governmental, rely on legal 

frameworks to perform their tasks. The most important legal frameworks are the 1992 

Constitution, Criminal Offences Act (1960, hereafter referred to as Act 29),  Courts Act (1993, 

hereafter referred to as Act 459); Public Office Holders Act (1998, hereafter referred to as Act 

550), Judicial Service Act (1960, hereafter referred to as CA 10), and Judicial Service Regulations 

(1963, hereafter referred to as LI 319). Each of these legal frameworks is discussed next. 

The 1992 Constitution is the supreme law of Ghana and the foundation of all other laws 

and institutions. The 1992 Constitution deals with the establishment, composition and functioning 

of criminal justice and anti-corruption institutions. For example, Chapter 18 (i.e. Articles 216 – 

230) deals with the establishment and functions of the CHRAJ. Article 218(a) explicitly provides 

that CHRAJ shall “investigate complaints of violations of fundamental rights and freedoms, 

injustice, corruption, abuse of power, and unfair treatment of any person by a public officer in 

the exercise of his/her official duties” (emphasis by the researcher). Equally, according to Article 

                                                      
12CHRAJ is the primary anti-corruption institution in Ghana provided for by the Constitution (1992) and 

established and operationalised by the CHRAJ Act (1993). 
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218(e), the CHRAJ shall investigate all instances of alleged or suspected corruption and the 

misappropriation of public money by officials and take appropriate steps, including submitting 

reports of such investigations to the A-G and the Auditor-General. Apart from CHRAJ, the 1992 

Constitution contains provisions regarding the establishment, composition, and functions of the 

critical agencies of Ghana’s CJS, such as the police, judiciary, A-G’s department, and prisons. 

These CJIs perform anti-corruption functions such as investigating, prosecuting and adjudicating 

corruption cases, as well as convicting and sentencing corrupt officials.  

In terms of fighting corruption, the 1992 Constitution contains provisions that deal with 

corruption generally and in the CJS. For example, Article 35(8) provides that “the state shall take 

steps to eradicate corrupt practices and the abuse of power.” Articles 284 – 288 creates a code of 

conduct for public officers, including CJOs, to support Article 35(8). Article 284, for instance, 

forbids public officials from putting themselves in positions where their interests conflict or are 

likely to conflict with performing official duties. Equally, Article 286 requires public officials to 

submit to the Auditor-General a written declaration of all assets or liabilities owed by them 

directly or indirectly. Articles 146, 147, 152 and 151 provide for removing justices, judges, 

magistrates and judicial officers from office. According to these articles, justices of superior 

courts, chairman and penal members of regional tribunals, magistrates of lower courts, and 

persons holding judicial office shall be removed from office for ‘stated misbehaviour’, 

incompetence, or on the grounds of inability to perform the functions of their offices arising from 

infirmity of body or mind.  

Another important means of controlling criminal justice corruption is the supervisory and 

appellant jurisdictions of the court system. Articles 129, 131, 132, 133, 137, 140, 141, and 143 of 

the 1992 Constitution and Act 459 provide for supervisory and appellant jurisdictions of the 

courts. These provisions offer avenues for people who are not pleased with decisions of the courts, 

including decisions influenced by corruption, to make appeals for cases to be reviewed by higher 

courts. For instance, Section 31(1) of Act 459 explicitly provides:  

an appellate court on hearing any appeal before it in a criminal case shall allow the appeal if it 

considers that the verdict or conviction or acquittal ought to be set aside on the ground that it is 

unreasonable or cannot be supported having regard to the evidence or that the judgment in question 
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ought to be set aside on the ground of a wrong decision of any question of law or fact or that on 

any ground that there was a miscarriage of justice, and in any other case shall dismiss the appeal.  

The Supreme Court has supervisory jurisdiction over all courts and any adjudicating 

authority in Ghana (see Articles 131&132; Act 459, Sections 4&5). Also, appeals can be made 

directly to the Supreme Court concerning judgments of the Courts of Appeal, the High Courts 

and under certain circumstances, the Judicial Committee of the National House of Chiefs. While 

the Supreme Court has final original and appellant jurisdiction in all matters and is not bound by 

the decision of any court, other superior courts can handle appeals (Article 129; Act 459, Section 

2). For example, the Courts of Appeal is an appellant court and can hear appeals on criminal cases 

from the high courts, regional tribunals, and circuit courts (Articles 137; Act 459, Sections 

11&22). Likewise, the High Courts have appellant and supervisory jurisdiction over all lower 

courts – circuit, district, and juvenile (Articles 140&141, Act 459, Sections 16&21). In addition, 

Section 52 of Act 459 provides that circuit court judges and district court magistrates submit 

monthly summaries of all cases handled to the High Courts for supervision.  

While the provision for magistrates to submit monthly summaries can be a vital tool to 

control corruption in the court system, judges and magistrates do not strictly adhere to it unless 

parties appeal against decisions of lower courts. It is hypothesised in this thesis that non-adherence 

to these supervision procedures contributes to the occurrence and prevalence of corruption in 

lower-level justice institutions. Another drawback is that the 1992 Constitution does not define 

‘stated misbehaviour’, leaving the interpretation to the discretion of committees that institutions 

set up to investigate allegations of misconduct. Committees can interpret stated misconduct 

wrongly due to bias, as justice officials usually comprise a majority of committee members. 

Similarly, the 1992 Constitution has no provisions concerning misconduct of officials from the 

police, A-G’s department, and prisons service. The 1992 Constitution should be amended to 

provide a working definition of ‘stated misbehaviour’, which categorically includes corruption.  

Another vital legal framework that deals with corruption in Ghana and its CJS is Act 29, 

which was enacted in 1960. It has since undergone many amendments with the latest in 1998, 

2007 and 2012 that consolidated all criminal offences in Ghana. Sections 179C, 239-245, 252-

254, and 256 of Act 29 contain offences about public officers, jurors and citizens’ corruption, 
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define corruption, and specify the category of offence corruption belongs. Section 179C inserted 

in 1998 created an offence known as “using public office for profit”. It states that any person who 

while holding a public office corruptly or dishonestly abuses the office for private benefit; or any 

person not holding public office who acts or is found to have acted in collaboration with a person 

holding public office for the latter to corruptly or dishonestly abuse the office for private benefit 

commits an offence. Section 240 also states that a public officer or juror is guilty of corruption if 

s/he directly or indirectly agrees or offers to permit his conduct to be influenced by a gift, promise, 

or prospect of any valuable consideration.13 Equally, a person is guilty of corrupting a public 

officer or juror if s/he endeavours directly or indirectly to influence the conduct of such public 

officer, juror or voter by a gift, promise, or prospect of any valuable consideration (Section 241). 

Section 239 states that any public officer or juror who commits corruption in respect of the duties 

of his/her office and any person who corrupts a public officer or juror in respect of any official 

duties shall be guilty of a misdemeanour. 

Apart from provisions on corruption generally, sections 253 and 254 explicitly deal with 

corruption by judicial officials and jurors. According to section 253, a judicial officer or juror 

who makes or offers to make any agreement with any person regarding a judgment or verdict that 

he will or will not give in any pending or future proceeding is guilty of a misdemeanour unless 

he made it in the due execution of his duties. Similarly, a person is guilty of corruption if s/he 

procures himself or any other person as a juror or endeavours to prevent any other person from 

being a juror in judicial proceeding with a purpose of procuring any undue advantage or 

disadvantage a party to a judicial proceeding (Section 254). 

From the discussions, Act 29 criminalises both active and passive bribery, extortion, wilful 

exploitation of public office and use of public office for private gain, irrespective of the nationality 

of the bribe-payer or bribe-taker. It is an offence and crime for any public officer or private citizen 

to engage in corruption concerning official duties, and irrespective of whether the influence 

actually happens or not, both the offeror and recipient of bribes are liable (see Section 239&242). 

                                                      
13Valuable consideration includes any money, money's worth, or valuable thing, and any office or dignity 

and any forbearance to demand money, or money's worth, or any valuable thing, and any private advantage 

of whatsoever kind (Section 261 of Act 29). 
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Act 29 also makes direct and indirect corruption as well as attempting, preparing or conspiring to 

bribe an official illegal with both agent and principal liable. Another important observation is that 

Act 29 appears to prohibit giving of gifts to public officials or jurors in pursuance of their duties 

(see Section 240). It is vital to examine why the perceptions of high corruption in Ghana’s CJS 

despite these excellent provisions on corruption by Act 29. 

Act 550 passed by the Parliament of Ghana to strengthen Article 286 of the 1992 

Constitution is also a crucial legal framework for controlling corruption. Act 550 applies to all 

public office holders, including judges or magistrates, prosecution lawyers, police prosecutors, 

and other CJOs (see Schedule I[e]). Act 550, similar to Article 286, requires public officials to 

submit written declarations of their assets and liabilities to the Auditor-General before assuming 

office, at the end of every four years if officials still hold public offices, and at the end of public 

officials’ tenures (see 1192 Constitution, Article 286[1-3]; Act 550, Section 1[4]). Any additional 

assets acquired by public officials during their tenure of office that is not from a reasonable 

attributable income, gift, loan, inheritance or any other reasonable source are assumed as acquired 

in contravention with the 1992 Constitution and Act 550 (see Article 286[4]; Section 5).  

When officials acquire assets illegally during public service or refuse to declare their assets, 

the matters are referred to the CHRAJ or Chief Justice, depending on persons who contravene the 

law. The CHRAJ or Chief Justice will then investigate and take actions deemed appropriate, 

including making recommendations to the President of Ghana for necessary and appropriate 

actions to be taken (see Article 287; Act 550, Section 8). Section 9 of Act 550 provides 

punishment for public officials who contravene it. It states “public officials who unlawfully 

acquire assets, defraud the state, knowingly make false declarations of assets and liabilities, evade 

taxes or wilfully and dishonestly or corruptly act in a manner prejudicial to the interest of the 

state, while holding public office, are disqualified from subsequently being appointed to hold 

public office.” This provision disqualifying people who engage in corruption and other related 

forms of misconduct from holding public office is Act 550 most potent weapon against corruption. 

One weakness of Act 550 is that provisions on disqualifying people refer to the ‘interest of 

the state’, which leaves the ‘interest of individuals’ who are mostly and directly affected by 

criminal justice corruption in limbo. Also, lawyers in private practice are key agents and 
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contributors to criminal justice corruption, but Act 550 did not have any provision on them. 

Another major weakness of Act 550 and Article 286 of the 1992 Constitution is that the public or 

interested parties have restricted information and access to declared assets unless courts of 

competent jurisdiction, commissions of inquest or investigations commissioned by CHRAJ 

request them as evidence or directed their release (Section 6). Moreover, provisions of Act 550 

and Article 286 appear as not applicable to CJOs and not working effectively. Most public 

officials in Ghana do not declare their assets before, during, and when leaving public services, 

but people rarely referred officials, particularly CJOs who contravene the law to CHRAJ or the 

Chief Justice. Suggestions by some scholars (e.g., Dankwa, 2004) to allow CJOs to deal with their 

detractors instead of external institutions such as CHRAJ or EOCO to preserve the independence 

of CJOs is convincing. However, doing so affects the enforcement of Article 286 and Act 550 

that require public officials to declare their assets.   

The CA 10 was enacted in the First Republic of Ghana, which has witnessed several 

amendments. It creates the Judicial Service and has provisions regarding its structure, vacancies, 

how to join and leave the service, officials’ conditions of service, how to deal with officials’ 

misconduct, and other matters about the service (see Preamble of CA 10). As envisaged by CA 

10, Ghana enacted LI 319 three years later to supplement and expand on the provisions of CA 

10. The LI 319 covering the same grounds as CA 10 deals with judges of the superior courts and 

other judicial officers, such as judges of the lower courts and administrative officials who play 

very vital roles in administering justice, but are always in the forefront of criminal justice 

corruption. The LI 319 providing legal safeguards for judicial officials, especially lower court 

judges and administrative officials, which the CA 10 did not cover. Such safeguards should be 

appropriate means to prevent them from engaging in corrupt acts (Dankwa, 2004).  

2.8.2 Governmental Institutional Frameworks 

The first institutional framework for controlling corruption generally and corruption in the 

CJS is the CHRAJ. The 1992 Constitution provides that after its commencement, Ghana’s 

Parliament should enact a law to establish the CHRAJ to replace the then ombudsman (see Article 

216). In compliance with the 1992 Constitution, Parliament enacted the CHRAJ Act (1993, 

hereafter referred to as Act 456) in 1993 to establish the CHRAJ. The functions of CHRAJ 
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provided in Article 218a, b, and e of the 1992 Constitution and Sections 7a, e and f of Act 456 

include but not limited to the investigation of: 

(1) complaints of violation of fundamental humans’ rights and freedoms, injustice and corruption, 

abuse of power and unfair treatment of persons by public officers in the exercise of their duties; 

(2) complaints concerning the functioning of the Public Services Commission, the administrative 

organs of the State, the Armed Forces, the Police Service and the Prisons Service in so far as 

complaints related to the failure to achieve a balanced structuring of those services or equal access 

by all to the recruitment of those services or fair administration regarding those services; and 

(3) failure by public officers to comply with the public service code of conduct as well as instances of 

alleged or suspected corruption and the misappropriation of public money by a public official.  

CHRAJ is not just empowered to investigate acts regarding corruption but also has the power to 

grant remedies in respect of such acts or omissions and provide for other related purposes. 

Another point worth noting is that CHRAJ is a quasi-judicial body14 with authority to hold 

hearings, summon witnesses, and produce decisions (1992 Constitution, Article 219; Act 456, 

Section 8). This quasi-judicial power of CHRAJ does not intend to oust the jurisdiction of the 

regular courts in any way (Dankwa, 2004). Witnesses that refuse to appear before CHRAJ after 

being subpoenaed by the commission can be arraigned before the regular courts for contempt, and 

CHRAJ can equally bring actions before the courts to enforce remedies outlined in its decisions 

(Act 456, Section 9). However, CHRAJ cannot investigate or hold hearings regarding any matter 

that is already pending before a regular court (Act 456, Section 8[2a]). The difficulty is that 

although the 1992 Constitution’s definition of public officers under CHRAJ’s mandate includes 

officials of the CJS, whether CHRAJ could investigate any allegations of corruption against those 

members remains unclear and an untested situation (Dankwa, 2004). Again, some argued that 

CHRAJ’s mandate that includes investigating injustice, corruption and violation of human rights 

and freedoms among others is bloated and overstretches CHRAJ’s limited capacity in terms of 

resources and personnel (African Peer Review Mechanism, 2005). 

                                                      
14For a person to a commissioner and deputy commissioner of CHRAJ, s/he must qualify for appointment 

as justice of the Court of Appeal and the High Court, respectively:  they have the same conditions of service 

(1992 Constitution, Article 221&223; Act 456, Section 3&4). 
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Another institutional framework that has a responsibility to control corruption in Ghana’s 

CJS is the EOCO established by the Economic and Organised Crime Act (2010, hereafter referred 

to as Act 804). Act 804 repealed the Serious Fraud Office Act (1993) that established the SFO in 

1993 (see Act 804, Section 1, 76&77). The EOCO expands and continues the work of the SFO, 

which is to investigate and act upon offences that cause severe financial and economic loss to 

Ghana as a state, any state organisation or other institutions in which the state has some financial 

interest (Section 3a). In theory, EOCO’s mandate covers corruption involving criminal justice 

officials. However, in practice, EOCO does not pay attention to criminal justice corruption 

because they perceived it as not causing severe financial loss to the state. It mostly focuses on 

issues of grand corruption. For instance, Justice Emile Short, a former Commissioner of CHRAJ, 

accurately captured: “The SFO (now EOCO) is a specialised organisation that deals with 

economic or white-collar crimes such as fraud regarding banking, accounting, surveying, over-

invoicing, money laundering, capital flight, computer crimes, and stock exchange fraud” (Ghana 

News Agency, 2002).  

As discussed earlier, EOCO’s work sometimes overlaps with CHRAJ which creates 

uncertainties about the appropriate body that should deal with issues of corruption that arise in 

public services, such as the CJS (Dankwa, 2004). The EOCO and CHRAJ hardly deal with issues 

of criminal justice corruption due to concerns of justice and judicial independence. Also, there 

seems to be a conflict between the provisions of the 1992 Constitution that set out avenues to deal 

with criminal justice corruption and the responsibilities assigned to EOCO and CHRAJ, a 

situation that often creates confusion and loopholes for public officials such as CJOs to get away 

with corruption. While Act 804 is one of the latest laws that deal with corruption and fraud, it 

failed to consolidate the various laws on corruption scattered in different statutes. 

The Office of the Special Prosecutor (OSP) is a new anti-corruption institutional 

framework established in 2017 by the Government of Ghana through the Office of the Special 

Prosecutor Act (2017, hereafter referred to as Act 915) to help control corruption. The government 

established the OSP intending to remove institutional bottlenecks that impede the fight against 

corruption, particularly the monopoly of prosecutorial authority by the A-G whom the President 

appoints and sacks. Governance experts always single out the A-G’s monopoly over prosecutorial 
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authority and his/her appointment and dismissal by the President as one of the critical factors that 

prevent the use of law enforcement and prosecution as a credible tool to curb corruption (see 

Memorandum of Act 915). Therefore, the objective of the OSP is to remove that bottleneck of 

monopoly over prosecution by being able to investigate and prosecute cases of corruption and 

corruption-related offences committed in the public sector and recover proceeds of corruption and 

corruption-related offences without obtaining permission from the A-G (Section 2).  

Establishing Act 915 is a significant anti-corruption effort and action by the government 

towards controlling corruption. However, some experts suggest that the creation of the OSP may 

undermine existing bodies and policies that tackle corruption, such as CHRAJ, National Anti-

Corruption Action Plan (NACAP) and EOCO (Gyampo, 2018). Also, while Act 915 is less than 

three years into operation, the OSP is already facing challenges in executing its mandates, 

including logistical and resource constraints, political influences and manipulations and lack of 

support and cooperation from other institutions and the public. The Special Prosecutor made 

countless complaints about disregard of lawful request for information and documents to assist in 

investigating corruption and corruption-related offences and politicians, especially in the current 

government that created the office sabotaging investigations and possible prosecutions of corrupt 

officials (Amidu, 2019; Ghanaian Times, 2019). Challenges already faced by the OSP is not 

surprising because merely introducing an honest leader into a corrupt institution or system always 

leaves the corrupt structure in place, with most reformist only lasting a short time before they get 

removed and the corrupt regained control of the institutions (see Fitzgerald Commission, 1989). 

Another drawback is that the OSP prosecution power is still on the authority of the A-G, which 

means that the A-G can stop any prosecution of a corruption case initiated by the OSP.  

The Judicial and Police Councils are other institutional frameworks with responsibilities 

to control corruption in Ghana’s CJS, especially in the police and judiciary. Article 153 of the 

1992 Constitution created the Judicial Council, which draws its members from people of all works 

of life in Ghana. Key members include the Chief Justice as Chairman, A-G, a Supreme Court 

Justice, a Court of Appeal Justice, a High Court Justice, two representatives of the Ghana Bar 

Association with at least, not less than twelve years’ legal standing, and a representative of the 

lower courts, among others (1992 Constitution, Article 153). Similarly, Article 201 of the 1992 
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Constitution established the Police Council comprising of the Vice-President as chairman, the 

minister responsible for internal affairs, the IGP, the A-G or his representative, a lawyer 

nominated by the Ghana Bar Association, a representative of the Retired Senior Police Officers 

Association, two members each from and outside the Police Service, appointed by the President. 

The Judicial and Police Councils are to assist and work with the Chief Justice and IGP to 

perform their duties of managing the institutions with a vision to ensure efficient and effective 

realisation of justice delivery. They may also recommend to governments necessary reforms to 

improve the level of efficiency in administration the police and judiciary as well as justice. 

Additionally, the councils advise the President, Chief Justice, and IGP on the appointment of 

justices of the superior courts, chairperson and panel members of regional tribunals, judges, and 

magistrates of the lower courts as well as police leadership. Most importantly, the Judicial and 

Police council plays significant and leading roles in any disciplinary action against judicial and 

police officers because their members are mandatorily part of disciplinary committees set up to 

investigate allegations of misconduct against officials, including corruption. The Judicial and 

Police councils established the Judicial Complaints Unit and the Police Intelligence and 

Professional standard (PIPS) Bureau, respectively, where the public makes complaints against 

members of the judiciary and the police that misconduct themselves (Article 154&203). All these 

duties by the Judicial and Police councils if adequately executed can control corruption within the 

judiciary and the police and by extension, the CJS to ensure successful delivering of justice. 

Indeed, they are supposed to take initiatives, in conjunction with the members of the judiciary and 

the police, to identify, evaluate and implement appropriate measures to eliminate factors within 

the institutions that incline judges, judicial officials and police officers to corruption, and to 

mitigate the debilitating effects of judicial corruption (Dankwa, 2004).  

However, there are concerns that Judicial and Police Councils cannot guarantee that people 

who report corruption to committees established by them will not face adverse effects, such as 

retaliation and victimisation. The reasoning is that these committee members often comprised of 

internal officials who will want to protect their colleagues and institutions. Again, the composition 

of the Judicial Council does not include adequate judges, and regulations of judicial conduct do 

not always originate from the Judicial Council but rather Parliament. Significantly, the 
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establishment of the Judicial Complaints Unit and PIPS comprising members of the judiciary and 

the police is contrary to recommendations by the UNODC (2004a, p. 50). The UNODC 

recommends for the establishment in every jurisdiction an institution, independent of the 

judicature itself, to receive, investigate and determine complaints of alleged corruption involving 

judicial officers and court staff. For effectiveness, institutions to control misconduct should 

include serving and past CJOs and possibly have a broader mandate and more general 

responsibility for appointments, education, and actioned recommendation for removal from 

office. One cannot expect an institution in charge of control, investigation and sanctioning of 

CJOs composed by members of that same institution and officials to be independent and provide 

authentic control (Laguna, 2011). 

In addition to enacting laws and establishing anti-corruption institutions, Governments of 

Ghana have established ad-hoc commissions and committees to inquire into corruption scandals 

in the CJS. Efforts to control criminal justice corruption have been at the forefront of politics from 

colonial rule to date. For instance, Ghana witnessed issues of corruption and several fights against 

corruption in the CJS during colonial periods (see Watson Commission Report, 1948) and in the 

First Republic led by President Osagyefo Dr Kwame Nkrumah. Nkrumah instituted various 

commissions to inquire into bribery and corruption at the time, including corruption in the CJS 

(see Dankwa, 2004). Also, during the AFRC and PNDC military regimes headed by former 

President Jerry John Rawlings in the late 1970s and early 1980s, there were different “house 

cleaning” exercises conducted to weed out corruption in public life and the CJS in particular. 

Some of the actions included the dismissal of public officials, including CJOs, and regrettably, 

the killing of three judges (Dankwa, 2004; Gocking, 1996).  

The years under the Fourth Republic saw intensified governmental efforts and actions to 

control corruption. For instance, former President Rawlings continued his fight against 

corruption, especially in the CJS, during his democratic rule as the first President of the Fourth 

Republic from 1993 to 2000. Another most popular effort of fighting corruption was when former 

President John Agyekum Kuffour, the second President of the Fourth Republic, declared a ‘Zero 

Tolerance of Corruption’ during his inaugural speech in January 2001 (Attafuah, 2002; Dankwa, 

2004). To give meaning to the policy, the government instructed the CHRAJ and the then SFO 
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(now EOCO) to investigate and prosecute officials of the previous administration, including 

Kuffour’s first Minister of Youth and Sports (see Attafuah, 2002; BBC News, 2001; Sarpong, 

2001)15. Additionally, President Kuffour’s government conducted a parliamentary inquiry into 

judicial corruption in 2003. However, the efforts by President Kuffour’s government was short-

lived, as corruption engulfed his administration over time (see Adu-Asare, 2006).  

Similarly, the late President John Evans Atta Mills, the third President of Ghana’s Fourth 

Republic, set up the Justice Dordzie Committee to investigate into the circumstances leading to 

1020 grams of cocaine received in a circuit court in Accra as an exhibit becoming washing soda 

(Justice Dordzie Committee, 2012). He established other commissions and sanctioned undercover 

investigations into corruption of public services (Ghana News Agency, 2009; Government of 

Ghana, 2010). John Dramani Mahama, the immediate past President, and the current President, 

Nana Addo Danquah Akuffo Addo, followed the footsteps of their predecessors. President 

Mahama set up several commissions and committees to investigate allegations of corruption 

against public officials (see Citifmonline, 2014; Ferdinand Gunn Committee, 2013; Otor, 2015). 

President Mahama’s government also established a code of conduct for ministers and political 

appointees as well as the NACAP as a means to check public officials’ corruption, including CJOs 

(see Presidency, 2014). The dismissals of judges caught in Anas’ investigations were the main 

direct action regarding the CJS by President Mahama. President Akuffo Addo started his 

corruption prevention efforts by establishing the OSP to investigate and prosecute corrupt public 

officials and politically exposed persons as well as persons in the private sector implicated in the 

commission of corruption (Office of the Special Prosecutor Act, 2017). He also dismissed some 

judges caught in the Anas’ investigation who contested their cases in court and lost. 

2.8.3 Non-Governmental Frameworks 

In Ghana, apart from state-regulated institutions, non-Governmental Organisations 

(NGOs), Civil Society Groups (CSGs), and the Media work as private anti-corruption agencies. 

                                                      
15The Minister of Youth and Sports prosecuted for an alleged act of corruption was from a different political 

party, making most people believe that he was used as a scapegoat by President Kuffour to show his fight 

against corruption (Nana Asante, 2014; Welsing, 2016). Similarly, people believe that President Kuffour 

used the courts to political witch hunt opponents and not to fight corruption (The Herald, 2011). 
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Even though such organisations and societies do not direct their main anti-corruption agendas 

towards the CJS and agencies, their works do cover corruption within the CJS. Such NGOs, 

media, and CSGs include Forum for Governance and Justice; Anas Aremeyaw Anas’ Tiger Eye; 

Centre for Democratic Development-Ghana (CCD-Ghana); Ghana Integrity Initiative (GII); 

Institute of Economic Affairs (IEA). Most of these organisations research areas of corruption 

generally, which sometimes include the CJS and institutions, with recommendations towards 

combating corruption within the CJS. Others such as Anas Aremeyaw Anas’ Tiger Eye conduct 

undercover investigations into corruption within government institutions. One of the recent Tiger 

Eye investigation conducted was the one on corruption in the judiciary released in September 

2015. All these work together as integrity measures to prevent corruption from occurring within 

Ghana and its CJS. 

2.9 Challenges of Anti-Corruption Frameworks in Ghana  

From the discussions above, Ghana appears to have adequate (anti)corruption legal 

provisions, institutions, and measures to deal with corruption generally and in the CJS. Adequacy 

refers to the sufficiency of formal rules and powers to control corruption. Indeed, various 

Governments of Ghana, the media, NGOs, and CSGs have made substantial efforts to strengthen 

legal and institutional frameworks and integrity systems to control corruption. While the efforts 

and actions demonstrate the commitment of the state and the broader Ghanaian society to combat 

corruption, perceptions about corruption in Ghana’s CJS remain high and increasing at alarming 

proportions. The perceptions of high corruption in Ghana’s CJS are probably an indication of the 

difficulty in implementing (anti)corruption laws, measures, and reforms (see Dankwa, 2004). It 

is possibly anti-corruption efforts and reforms are not reaching CJIs and officials to yield the 

desired results, as they are mostly remote from anti-corruption policies due to independence of 

justice institutions (Azeem et al., 2015). Indeed, according to a survey by the CDD-Ghana (2016), 

most Ghanaians are cynical about governments’ commitment to control corruption and the impact 

of anti-corruption actions and reforms: over 6 in 10 Ghanaians graded government efforts to 

combat corruption poorly.  
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Low confidence in efforts by government and other bodies to control corruption in Ghana 

can be attributed to some limitations and drawbacks of integrity systems and anti-corruption laws 

and measures. First, (anti)corruption laws in Ghana are not combined in single legislation but 

scattered across numerous statutes (Dankwa, 2004; Gyimah-Boadi & Asamoah, 2001). The laws 

scattered in different statutes sometimes create uncertainties and loopholes for dishonest people 

to engage in corruption and get away with it. It also makes the fight against corruption very 

difficult, as anti-corruption agencies sometimes do not have a clear distinction of their respective 

mandates due to conflict between laws and mandates. For instance, Article 218 of the 1992 

Constitution and Section 7 of Act 456 established the CHRAJ to investigate all instances of 

alleged or suspected corruption and misappropriation of public money by officials. Concurrently, 

Section 3(a) of Act 804 empowered the EOCO to investigate and prosecute serious offences that 

involve financial or economic loss to the state or any state entity or institution in which the state 

has some financial interest. These provisions overlap and can create conflict between the 

mandates of those institutions, making it difficult to take decisive actions when corruption occurs. 

Another limitation is that while most statutes prescribed penalties and disciplinary 

proceedings and procedures where necessary and practicable, they mention ‘stated misconduct or 

misbehaviour’ and not corruption specifically. According to Section 16 of CA 10, misconduct is 

any act done without reasonable excuse by justice or executive officer that amounts to a failure 

to perform any duty imposed upon him/her properly. Such an act should contravene the 

enactment, be prejudicial to the efficient conduct of services or bring the Judicial Service into 

disrepute. The assumption usually is that corruption, which Act 29 captures as a criminal offence 

(Dankwa, 2004) brings the name of institutions into disrepute and hence, a form of misconduct. 

However, there is still vast ambiguity regarding the difference between misconduct and corruption 

and whether applying laws that did not categorically mention corruption to justice institutions 

will constitute an interference with the independence of justice institutions and officials (see 

Dankwa, 2004). How can authorities maintain a balance between preserving the independence of 

justice institutions and implementing anti-corruption measures to regulate CJOs’ behaviour? 

Furthermore, anti-corruption institutions face challenges, such as logistical, resource, and 

personnel constraints, political manipulations, and lack of support and cooperation from other 
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institutions and the public in executing their mandates. Again, the code of conduct for public 

officers and the laws of Ghana did not categorically forbid the receiving of gifts, which is a very 

contentious issue in Ghana (Adom News, 2016; see Adomonline, 2016; Appiah, 2016; Asante, 

2016; Awuni, 2016; Brako-Powers, 2016; Citifmonline, 2016; Class FM, 2016a, 2016b; 

Gadugah, 2016a, 2016b). However, some people believe that gift-giving and hospitality as 

standard practices in Ghana today significantly contribute to corruption. Another drawback is that 

most anti-corruption measures, reforms and actions in Ghana focus on detecting and punishing 

corrupt officials after corruption has occurred instead of preventing corruption from happening. 

The challenges facing anti-corruption measures and integrity systems in Ghana suggest that the 

country needs to adopt a holistic approach to controlling corruption. Such an approach must be 

based on broad legal and non-legal measures that come from evidence-based research. 
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Chapter 3 

3 Theoretical Frameworks 

3.1 Introduction  

Several theories and frameworks have been and can be applied to examine corruption in 

criminal justice systems (CJSs) or institutions. This chapter discusses the theoretical frameworks 

that underpin this study and how they apply to criminal justice corruption in this thesis. The 

situational crime prevention (SCP), rational choice, routine activity, and crime pattern theories 

(RAT, RCT and CPT) are the specific theoretical frameworks. This thesis uses multiple 

theoretical frameworks because relying on one theoretical framework to address criminal justice 

corruption will be a denial of its complex and context-dependent nature, which can make research 

findings superficial. Many and diverse actors interact in the corruption commission processes and 

carry out different sets and sub-sets of corrupt acts in CJSs (Di Ronco & Lavorgna, 2015; 

Gilmour, 2014; Levi & Lord, 2011). Also, events of criminal justice corruption are embedded in 

context, time, place, culture, and involves interactions within individual, organisational, and 

environmental variables (Mills, 2012). Therefore, adopting an integrated theoretical approach in 

examining criminal justice corruption that considers the prevailing CJS, economic, political, 

cultural and social norms of the society is a useful way to grasp its nature and different dimensions 

comprehensively (Breit et al., 2015; de Graaf, 2007; Lambsdorff, 2007; Meng & Friday, 2010).  

The chapter continues after the introduction by discussing the SCP, which assumes that the 

situational factors are essential for the occurrence and sustenance of crimes such as corruption. 

Next is a discussion of RCT, which argues that people are rational actors who choose to engage 

in crime like corruption based on a calculation of the benefits and risks involved. The third is the 

RAT, which assumes that people who participate in routine activities will engage in crime, 

including corruption, when there is the presence of a motivated offender, a suitable target, and a 

lack of guardianship. The next is a discussion of CPT, which argues that crime is not evenly 

distributed but concentrated within specific places, institutions, and types, and mainly focus on 

crime concentration and hotspots. The final part of this chapter discusses the integration of these 

theoretical frameworks and how they will be applied to criminal justice corruption in this study. 
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3.2 Situational Crime Prevention 

Situational crime prevention (SCP), developed by Clarke (1983), aims to analyse specific 

situations to design and implement prevention techniques. Clarke and Bowers (2017) describe it 

as “the art and science of reducing opportunities for crime” and “almost a synonym for 

opportunity reduction” (p. 109). Its central element is the convergence in space and time of 

immediate situational factors that directly define a crime opportunity or cause crime rather than 

the criminal. Thus, opportunity play a causal role in all types of crimes, including corruption 

(Clarke, 2008, 2017; Ede, 2000).16 The SCP identifies the ‘immediate’ situational causes of crime 

instead of the distant ‘innate’ causes of criminality (Sidebottom, 2010) by breaking crime events 

into progressively smaller conceptual and operational units (Graycar & Sidebottom, 2012). Also, 

SCP requires specificity, calling for a much narrower focus on specific crime problems, which is 

criminal justice corruption in this study. The narrow approach is vital because crime is context-

sensitive with the situational determinants differing from one crime type to another and from one 

place to another. Indeed, different offences are committed by different offenders who harbour 

different motivations and employ different techniques (Sidebottom, 2010). 

The most important part of the SCP framework is the five strategies and 25 techniques 

developed by proponents and subsequent scholars for preventing crimes. The five strategies are 

increasing or changing the efforts needed by offenders to commit crimes, increasing or changing 

the risks associated with committing crimes, reducing or removing rewards from crimes, reducing 

or removing provocations for crimes, and removing or reducing excuses to engage in crimes 

(Centre for Problem-Oriented Policing, N.D.; Clarke, 2017; Clarke & Bowers, 2017; Tunley et 

al., 2018). Each of the strategies comprises five techniques that sum up to the 25 techniques. The 

techniques about increasing the efforts include target hardening, controlling access to facilities, 

screening exits, deflecting offenders, and controlling tools or weapons. In terms of increasing the 

                                                      
16Opportunities are perceived risks, benefits and rewards associated with a criminal act. Crime occurs when 

individuals choose to participate in crime because the expected benefits of doing so, such as monetary and 

psychic rewards, outweigh the risks of failure, also known as the costs (Cornish & Clarke, 1986; Rose-

Ackerman & Søreide, 2011). 
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risks, the techniques are extending guardianship, assisting natural surveillance, reducing 

anonymity, using place managers, and strengthening formal surveillance. The techniques involve 

in reducing rewards for crime are concealing targets, removing targets, identifying property, 

disrupting markets, and denying benefits. To reduce or remove provocations to commit crimes, 

one can reduce frustrations and stress, avoid disputes, reduce temptation and arousal, neutralise 

peer pressure, and discourage imitation. On the part of removing excuses, the techniques include 

setting rules, posting instructions, alerting conscience, assisting compliance, and controlling drugs 

or alcohol.17  

The SCP helps to analyse existing measures to control or prevent corruption and strategies 

that can be taken to prevent corruption in the future. Through the SPC framework, measures to 

control corruption are analysed as to whether they seek to remove or reduce provocations and 

opportunities to engage in corruption, increase the risks of corruption, reduce the rewards from 

corruption, or remove excuses for CJOs to engage in corruption, which may be for the benefit of 

themselves and/or others (Clarke and Eck 2003, p. 78). Anti-corruption measures such as limiting 

the powers of CJOs, supervising and monitoring, and providing and enforcing adequate sanctions 

and penalties are analysed in the SPC strategies of increasing efforts, reducing rewards, 

stimulating consciousness about the high consequential costs and sanctions, including removing 

freedoms, denying careers and recovering proceeds (Clarke 1995).  

The SCP framework is extensively supported through its application in researching various 

crimes. These include terrorism (Clarke & Newman, 2006), sex offending (Akbas, 2009; Wortley 

& Smallbone, 2006), organised crime (Bullock et al., 2010; Graycar & Felson, 2011; von Lampe, 

2011), e-commerce (Newman & Clarke, 2003), and money laundering (Gilmour, 2014, 2016). In 

terms of corruption, including fraud, there is a small literature on the application of situational 

approaches, especially to corruption prevention (Graycar & Masters, 2018; Graycar & 

Sidebottom, 2012; Richardson, 2015; Sidebottom, 2010; Tunley et al., 2018). Meanwhile, 

application of the SCP strategies and techniques has achieved successful prevention results in 

                                                      
17See Centre for Problem-Oriented Policing (N.D.), Clarke (2017), Clarke and Bowers (2017), Freilich and 

Newman (2017), Graycar and Masters (2018), Preaux (2017), and Tunley et al. (2018) for more discussions 

of the strategies and techniques. 
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traditional crimes where conventional approaches that focus on grand initiatives such as 

regulatory, governance, and institutional reforms had failed or achieved little results. As Graycar 

and Sidebottom (2012) argue, researching corruption from the SCP perspective, which considers 

how opportunities in the immediate environment cause corruption, can help to appreciate the 

corruption problem, why it occurs, and how to control or prevent it (also, see Benson & 

Madensen, 2007; Button, 2013; Gorta, 1998; Graycar & Prenzler, 2013). 

Indeed, research has shown that anti-corruption policies that focus on monitoring and 

oversight, e-governance, adequate remuneration, pay-scales disciplinary measures and financial 

sanctions, and changing incentives via training in ethics exploit four strategies of the SCP to 

modify corruption opportunities structures (Graycar & Masters, 2018; Graycar & Sidebottom, 

2012; Sidebottom, 2010; Tunley et al., 2018).  However, a necessary caution that must be taken 

is that while all the five strategies can apply to corruption, some of the 25 techniques, especially 

those that focus on geographical locations or tangible objects may not apply to corruption. The 

SCP framework has its theoretical underpinnings from RCT, RAT, and CPT (see Clarke, 2009; 

Cornish & Clarke, 2011; Felson & Clarke, 1998; von Lampe, 2011) and work well when 

combined with those theories. The next sections discuss each of these three theories and how SCP 

and they can be combined and apply to criminal justice corruption. 

Focusing on events rather than offender characteristics, Gorta (1998) identified six lessons 

from the crime prevention literature, which have implications for better understanding and 

minimising of corruption. A similar argument was made by Ede et al. (2002) for police corruption 

when they analysed police complaint data in Queensland, Australia. They identified series of 

persistent categories of offences – opportunistic thefts, driving under the influence of alcohol, 

assault (while off-duty), and theft from employer – and highlighted the opportunity factors which 

appear conducive to such behaviours and situational techniques that could be implemented to 

reduce them. While Graycar and Villa (2011) and Porter and Graycar (2016) outline situational 

potential in dealing with municipal corruption in New York City, Graycar and Felson (2010) 

examine SCP approaches to corruption in the global timber trade. Sidebottom (2010) also outlines 

ways in which SCP techniques might usefully be applied to corruption in the health sector. 
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3.3 Rational Choice Theory 

Rational choice theory (RCT) offers a view on offenders’ decision-making by assuming 

that offenders make (bounded) rational decisions (criminal involvement decisions and event 

decisions) to commit criminal offences (Cornish & Clarke, 1986). The contemporary RCT is 

traceable to early utilitarian scholars like Cesare Beccaria and Jeremy Bentham, who argued that 

criminal behaviour was the result of a form of “hedonistic calculus” – potential offenders weigh 

the pains and pleasures associated with possible criminal behaviour (Morin, 2014; Rubenser, 

2014). Rational actors make decisions based on traditional root causes of crime, an elaborate 

consideration of short-and long-term benefits and consequences (the reward of getting away with 

a crime or risk of being caught), and specific situational factors (Cornish & Clarke, 2011). People 

commit crimes if the perceived benefits of crime outweigh the costs (Cornish & Clarke, 1986, 

2011), which sometimes include normative considerations of guilt associated with a corrupt 

course of action (Greve et al., 2010). Thus, criminal behaviour is deliberate and purposive to serve 

an offender’s perceived needs or desires – crime benefits the offender in some way that may not 

necessarily be monetary (Clarke & Cornish, 1985; Cornish & Clarke, 1986, 2011).  

The RCT commonly assumes that criminal behaviour is rationally and situational 

determined and criminal actions are tantamount to non-criminal actions (Tompson & Chainey, 

2011). Thus, all human actions are rational to some degree, and all human beings have choices 

and free will to choices, but they are structured or bounded by the characteristics of the situation, 

time, ability, and conditions of imperfect information (Cornish & Clarke, 2011). The RCT has 

been criticised for not taking into account offenders that cannot act rationally in its core 

assumptions of rationality and free will (e.g., minors, people who are mentally challenged, forced 

by economic, social and security issues into crime), inconsistent predictions, post hoc theory 

development, and arbitrary domain restrictions (e.g., Blau, 1997; Etzioni, 1988; Felson, 1986; Green 

& Shapiro, 1994; Hamilton, 2011; Inglehart, 1988; Monroe, 1991; Simon, 1955; Walt, 1999). 

Nevertheless, the RCT has been broadly supported in the literature with its application to research 

in different areas of crime. Examples include exported vehicle thefts (Block, 2012), corporate 

crime (Paternoster & Simpson, 2008), drunk driving (Homel, 2008), gun use in crime (Harding 

(Harding, 2008), political violence (Taylor, 2008),  kidnapping (Marongiu & Clarke, 2008), 
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criminal desistance (Paternoster et al., 2015), and corruption and anti-corruption (Carson, 2014; 

Grimm, 2009; Jaakson et al., 2018; Nane, 2007; von Maravic, 2007).  

This study is concerned with the nexus linking multiple stakeholders in the CJS, including 

CJOs as employees and managers, defence lawyers and their clients as buyers of corruption, and 

anti-corruption institutions and CJOs as guardians and corruption controllers (Monteduro et al., 

2016). Considering criminal justice stakeholders as cost-benefit calculators interacting with one 

another via exchange relationships and behaviours in return for the provision of rewards and 

withholding of punishments, applying the RCT is a proper way to understand the nexus linking 

multiple stakeholders in the CJS to engage in corruption (Palmer, 2012). Importantly, it can help 

to ascertain how the cost of corruption, such as penal, administrative and civil sanctions, and the 

rewards from corruption, including generating resources to support incomes, influences decisions 

of CJOs to engage in corruption (Barr & Serra, 2010; Frank et al., 2011; Rose-Ackerman, 1997a; 

Van Rijckeghema & Weder, 1997, 2001). However, the RCT will offer a better explanation of 

criminal justice corruption when it is integrated with other opportunity theoretical frameworks, 

including the RAT (see Clarke & Felson, 2008). 

Also, the RCT will facilitate an understanding of the motivations of CJOs to engage in 

corrupt behaviours. The individual as a short-term self-interested rational actor will be the unit of 

analysis because rational agents who act when the cost is low with rewards being high commit 

criminal justice corruption. The RCT’s principles allow researchers to address CJOs as bounded 

rational agents, with corruption being the result of involvement and event decisions. Examining 

criminal justice corruption using RCT in this study will allow us to explore and understand the 

involvement decisions that deal with offenders’ criminal career, including initiation, habituation 

and desistance. It will also allow us to examine the event decisions that deal with choices made 

when preparing to carry out and conclude the commission of a corrupt act (Cornish & Clarke, 

2011, p. 27). That is, this study examines the choice individual CJOs make to engage in corruption 

in the CJS. Acknowledging and analysing the rationality of CJOs to engage in corruption can 

allow us to uncover influencing factors that cause corruption to occur in the CJS and develop 

evidence-based preventive measures (see Paternoster & Simpson, 2008). 
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3.4 Routine Activity Theory 

The RAT developed by Cohen and Felson (1979) states that the occurrence of crime always 

depends on the convergence in time and space of three elements: a likely motivated offender, a 

suitable victim or target, and the absence of capable guardianship. Like the SCP discussed earlier, 

it focuses on crime as an event and not the criminal figure, such as the psychological, biological, 

or social factors that motivate a criminal act (Miró, 2014). It seeks to identify, at a macro-level, 

the patterns of criminal activities based on criminal events, the distribution and grouping in space 

and time of the smallest elements that make them up, rather than a search for offenders’ motives 

(Cohen & Felson, 1979). RAT is usually explained through the crime triangle, which identifies 

three elements conducive to a criminal offence: a desire or motivation of a criminal to commit 

a crime, availability of target/victim, and an opportunity for a crime to be committed, the later 

including lack of guardianship over targets. Guardianship and a ‘capable guardian’ are central 

components of the RAT (Leclerc, 2014) and particularly so when applied to study and explain 

corruption in CJSs. This is because guardianship affects the other two elements of the triangle: 

targets and opportunities for crime, with crime more likely to occur when guardianship is absent. 

Guardianship is the ability of a person or an object to act in a supervisory capacity to 

prevent crime from occurring (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Reynald, 2018). A capable guardian 

refers to a person or condition present at a space that can protect a potential victim or target and 

property from crime by directly or indirectly interrupting the commission of a crime (Leclerc, 

2014; Leclerc & Reynald, 2015). Some earlier scholars even argue that the mere visibility or 

proximity of a guardian to an offender can prevent crime without any intervention (Felson, 1995). 

However, later evidence by Reynald (2009) suggests that mere availability or presence of a 

guardian without increased supervision or surveillance over potential crime targets and taking 

active interventions necessary to discourage or disrupt a crime is not enough to ensure effective 

guardianship as a crime control strategy (see also, Felson & Cohen, 1980; Reynald, 2010, 2011a, 

2011b). Indeed, three vital dimensions of guardianship – availability, supervision or monitoring, 

and intervention – are required to prevent the commission of a crime (for explanations of the 

dimensions, see Leclerc & Reynald, 2015).  
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Similar to the two theoretical frameworks discussed, the RAT has been applied in 

researching several areas of crime. Literature shows that RAT has been used to research 

transnational crimes (Bichler & Malm, 2015), crime analysis, investigation and prevention 

(Reynald, 2011b; Rossmo & Summers, 2015; Santos, 2015; Schaefer & Mazerolle, 2017);  arrest 

of offenders and nature of crime rates and distribution (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Drawve et al., 

2017; Drawve et al., 2014; Miethe & Meier, 1994; Miller, 2013), and victimisation risks and 

patterns (Kennedy & Forde, 1990; Miethe & McDowall, 1993; Miethe & Meier, 1994; Miethe et 

al., 1987; Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1998; Sampson & Wooldredge, 1987; Wittebrood & 

Nieuwbeerta, 2000). Other areas are human ecology and crime (Felson & Cohen, 1980), fraud 

(Samonas, 2013), burglary (Cohen & Cantor, 1981),  homicide (Messner & Tardiff, 1985) and 

more recently, internet crimes or cybercrime that occur without direct contact (see Hutchings & 

Hayes, 2009; Kigerl, 2012; Leukfeldt & Yar, 2016; Pratt et al., 2010; Reyns et al., 2011; Yar, 

2005). However, only a few studies have applied a holistic RAT to study corruption, such as its 

application to police corruption and misconduct (Ede, 2000) and minimising or controlling 

corruption (Gorta, 1998; Graycar & Sidebottom, 2012). The low researching of corruption using 

the RAT is surprising since the RAT and the elements of the crime triangle: targets, motivations, 

and opportunities must be present for corruption to occur. 

 The RAT will help to analyse the opportunities for corruption in Ghana’s CJS that are 

facilitated by the routinised nature of criminal justice processes and the presence or lack of proper 

control measures (guardianship). Based on the RAT, criminal justice corruption will be analysed 

from the perspectives of potential offenders’(i.e. CJOs) capacity to commit crimes, suitable 

targets or opportunities (i.e. criminal cases and litigants), and formal or informal controls or 

guardianship (i.e. anti-corruption and integrity measure or policies) (Sidebottom, 2010). Other 

areas to be covered using the RAT is the misalignment of justice institutions’ incentive structures 

and how they motivate CJOs to engage in corruption (Palmer, 2012). This study uses the RAT’s 

problem analysis triangle of offenders, victims, places, and ‘crime controllers or handlers’, 

capable guardians, and place managers to analyse the role of integrity measures and anti-

corruption agencies (Clarke & Eck, 2005; Felson, 1986; Wortley & Townsley, 2016). That is, 

there is an analysis of the responsibilities of corruption controllers in the CJS, such as supervision 
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of potential offenders, potential victims or targets, and places and their ability to perform their 

duties properly and reduce corruption from occurring (see Eck & Weisburd, 1995; Felson, 1995).  

The ability and willingness of controllers to intervene before, during, or after a corruption 

event is a critical dimension of guardianship in the CJS. Nonetheless, except for Hart and Miethe 

(2008), studies of bystander intervention in crime events showed that a vast majority of people 

who are present when a crime incident occurs choose not to intervene, irrespective of the context 

and type of crime witnessed (see Bickman & Green, 1975; Latané & Darley, 1970; Reynald, 

2010; Steffensmeier & Steffensmeier, 1977). The policing literature indicates that due to loyalty 

and tightly woven police subculture, officers keep silent about colleagues’ misconduct, including 

corrupt acts (see Chin & Wells, 1997; Micucci & Gomme, 2005; Skolnick, 2005; Wolfe & 

Piquero, 2011). However, such studies did not extend to other CJOs and officials and institutions 

that the law mandates to prevent, control or combat corruption in CJSs (i.e. ‘official guardians’). 

The RAT will allow this study to consider the ability and willingness of ‘official guardians’, 

criminal justice users, and CJOs themselves to report colleagues who engage in corrupt 

behaviours in CJSs.  

3.5 Crime Pattern Theory 

The CPT put forward by the Brantinghams describes how crimes cluster geographically 

due to offenders paying attention to some places more than others (Brantingham & Brantingham, 

1984). The CPT maintains that crimes occur due to targets being present at areas where offenders 

frequent and search for targets (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993, 2008). Extending CPT, crime 

concentration and hotspots were developed to measure the distribution of crimes across 

geographical locations (Sherman et al., 1989; Wolfgang et al., 1972). The crime concentration 

concept suggests that crime is not uniformly distributed but concentrated in small spaces (hot 

spaces), on particular victims (repeat victimisation), on particular products (hot products), with 

particular institutions and facilities (risky facilities or institutions), and among particular crimes 

(hot crimes) (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1993; Eck et al., 2005; Lee & Eck, 2019; Sherman et 

al., 1989; Weisburd et al., 1992). Crime hotspots refer to spaces, victims, or institutions with a 

high concentration of specific crimes or victimisation (Eck et al., 2005; Sherman & Weisburd, 



75 
 

1995). Cornish (1994a, p. 63) defines hotspots as “areas with the densest clusters of incidents on 

a map, [or] reflect patterns of actual events.” Similarly, (Eck et al., 2005) explained that “a hotspot 

is an area that  has a greater than an average number of criminal or disorder events, or an area 

where people have higher than average risk of victimisation.” 

Criminological scholars traditionally apply the concept of crime concentration or hotspots 

to measure crime distribution across geographical locations or physical spaces (see Clarke & Eck, 

2005; Cornish, 1994a; Eck et al., 2005). This study goes beyond the geographical or physical 

locations traditionally known in the hotspots literature and extends hotspots to measure clusters 

of corrupt activities or corruption vulnerabilities in Criminal justice institutions (CJIs). It focuses 

on the working environment and points of interactions, jobs, positions, sectors, and victims (see 

Porter & Graycar, 2016). The application of the hotspot concept to corruption distribution in 

Ghana’s CJS is justifiable because discussions about hotspots or crime concentration perfectly 

align with the nature of operations, activities, and interactions that occur in the CJS. For instance, 

according to Clarke and Bowers (2017), hotspots result partly from the fact that offenders spend 

much time at specific spaces coupled with ongoing interactions or relationships between victims 

and offenders. The availability of victims promotes crime concentrations because it attracts 

offenders to a spot as it becomes easy for offenders to pick targets and provide greater rewards. 

Likewise, the operations of CJSs are routine with CJOs spending much time working in criminal 

justice processes where they regularly interact with citizens or CJUs who are potential victims. 

Crime concentration or hotspots analysis of traditional crimes has influenced SCP policies 

and programmes with positive outcomes. Crime hotspots studies have successfully explored 

processes that create hotspots and reasons why offenders congregate at particular hotspots, with 

significant policy implications (Clarke & Eck, 2005). For instance, crime prevention of offences 

like burglary, drugs, and other violent crimes through exploration and identification of hotspots, 

for instance, have been very successful (see Johnson & Bowers, 2004; Lavorgna, 2014; Ratcliffe 

et al., 2011). Also, studies of crime hotspots have significant influences on contemporary policing 

(see Sherman, 2002). Despite the benefits of studying crime via hotspots analysis, it uses in non-

geographical centred qualitative studies such as corruption is lacking. Even a few studies that 
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applied the concept of hotspots to corruption, such as Porter and Graycar (2016) and Yeboah 

(2016) did not use primary qualitative corruption data such as interviews. 

This thesis uses the concept of crime concentration to analyse expert views of corruption 

to provide insights and suggest some possible approaches to corruption prevention based on SCP. 

Analysing corruption data through hotspots can allow exploration and analysis of smaller units 

such as the routine activities of CJIs, which are crucial to understanding problems and developing 

effective responses (Block & Block, 1995). Examining inside voices on corruption can allow us 

to determine and map out the CJIs and processes that participants perceive as hotspots for 

corruption and even compare whether some institutions or processes are more corrupt or more 

likely to be corrupt than others. Mapping out the corruption concentrations or hotspots in CJIs 

and processes can allow for lessons learned from the application of SCP to traditional crimes to 

be applied to corruption prevention. Thus, we can identify the exact institutions or processes that 

create opportunities and facilitative conditions for corruption (Broad & Lord, 2018) and develop 

corruption prevention intervention measures to target them. While this study does not examine 

actual corruption occurrences, proximal measures are appropriate or suitable ways of getting to 

know or understand social issues (Ekblom, 1993). Also, this study aims to identify situational, 

opportunistic, collusion, or extortionate structural features or processes in the CJS and institutions 

that promote corruption, with corrupt institutions, events, activities, or types as the units of 

analysis (Porter & Graycar, 2016). 

3.6 Integrated Framework and Its Application to Criminal Justice Corruption 

This study is primarily concerned with opportunities, motivations, and the level of 

guardianship in Ghana’s CJS that may allow CJOs to engage in corruption. Criminal opportunity 

perspective assumes that crime is often opportunistic with criminal behaviours relying on 

conducive atmospheres (see Clarke, 1983, 2009). It hypothesises that corruption will occur, 

persist, and spread when opportunities for officials to engage in corruption exist and widespread, 

which is linked to the availability of targets and lack of guardianship (Clarke & Bowers, 2017). 

A comprehensive analysis of corruption in a CJS should therefore focus on three critical elements: 

motivation, opportunities and guardianship. Each of the discussed theoretical frameworks takes a 
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distinctive approach to crime and corruption and can help with the analysis of the three elements, 

but no single theory can cover all of them. Indeed, it is impossible to comprehensively cover all 

aspects of corruption in CJSs using a single criminological theory because of the interactive nature 

of CJSs and subsystems that work together to create opportunities and motivations for corruption  

(Clammer, 2012; Luo, 2004). 

 As a result, this study adopts an approach that integrates and synthesises different 

components of the SCP, RCT, and RAT to form a ‘MOG-framework’. The MOG framework 

developed from these three different, but interlinked theoretical frameworks focuses on 

motivation, opportunity and guardianship and allows for a very relevant and comprehensive 

analysis of criminal justice corruption in Ghana’ CJS in a complementary, comprehensive and 

original manner. While some studies have used the chosen theoretical frameworks to examine 

corruption in different sectors, including health (Sidebottom, 2010), public procurement (Zanella, 

2013), among others, no known study has combined those theoretical perspectives to look at 

criminal justice corruption. This is perhaps due to challenges scholars face in sufficiently 

integrating and contextualising various theories (Fein & Weibler, 2014b). This thesis overcomes 

such challenges as the theoretical frameworks adopted relate to or emerged from one another.  

It is the motivation, which is an integral part of both the RCT and RAT that incentivises 

and pushes CJOs to engage in corruption by rationally weighing the benefit and cost of corruption. 

So, using motivation by combining the RCT and RAT allows this study to examine why CJOs 

make choices to engage in corruption. Having opportunities to engage in corruption is essential 

before motivated CJOs can calculate the pros and cons of whether to engage in corruption or not. 

Rational CJOs calculating the pros and cons of engaging in corruption consider the availability 

of targets and opportunities for corruption to be committed successfully, which depends on the 

level of guardianship. The level of guardianship is an aspect of the RAT and equally relates to the 

SCP strategies of increased efforts and risks (Clarke, 2009; Graycar & Prenzler, 2013; 

Sidebottom, 2010). By using guardianship in the analysis, it will be possible to examine factors 

that play roles in determining if and when CJOs will resort to corrupt behaviour, including the 

location in the CJS, the structure of CJIs, level of supervision, culture, moral weakness, or 

personality of individuals (Clammer, 2012; Palmer, 2012, p. 38; Zaloznaya, 2012; Zanella, 2013).  
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Using the new framework allows the triangulation of the different theoretical frameworks 

to assess different propositions about incidences and persistence of criminal justice corruption in 

Ghana. This ensures that theoretical frameworks complement the strengths and weaknesses of 

each other in addressing the research questions (see Ratner et al., 1987). The new framework 

allows us to consider motivations, opportunities and guardianship elements that play roles in 

determining corruption in Ghana’s CJS. The study uses the crime concentration and hotspots 

drawn from CPT and a logical extension of the SCP, RCT and RAT (Cornish, 1994b) to analyse 

how corruption occurs in Ghana’s CJS as well as the prevalence or concentration of corruption in 

CJIs and processes in a sequential manner. Analyses of the causes of corruption are supported by 

the RCT’s pros and cons consideration; the RAT’s motivation, targets, and guardianship; and the 

SCP’s opportunities.  

The five strategies of the SCP (i.e. increase efforts and risks, reduce rewards, provocation, 

and excuses) and the guardianship component of the RAT guide the analyses of the integrity 

systems and anti-corruption measures that exist to control corruption in Ghana’s CJS. Those 

analyses focus on the availability, adequacy, and effectiveness of systems and measures for 

supervision and monitoring. This study also explores how SCP can be used to prevent criminal 

justice corruption by determining the immediate features of physical and social environments that 

create opportunities for CJOs to commit corruption. Through the SCP, this study collects and 

analyses data about specific problems in the CJS to tailor suitable approaches to reduce 

opportunities for corruption by manipulating offenders’ perceived risks, efforts, rewards, 

provocations and excuses (Clarke, 1997). 
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Chapter 4 

4 Methodology 

4.1 Introduction 

This study is based on two methodological principles. First, it looks at corruption across 

Ghana’s criminal justice system (CJS) and second, it collects voices from criminal justice officials 

(CJOs) themselves as well as anti-corruption officials. Interviews with criminal justice and anti-

corruption officials who are experts of Ghana’s CJS were conducted to address the thesis research 

questions (see Chapter 1) and help us understand the phenomenon of corruption in Ghana’s CJS. 

The study involved different groups of participants, conducted across different regions and in a 

country where bureaucracy is challenging to navigate. This chapter outlines the overall research 

strategy and design, research setting, target population, and sample. A description of the sampling 

process follows, including access, contact, and sample selection for each group of participants. 

The research instruments, research information sheet, and consent form are presented. The 

process of data collection and analysis are described. Finally, the chapter addresses ethical 

requirements and compliance as well as limitations of the data and study more generally. 

4.2 Research Strategy and Design 

This study explored the perspectives of criminal justice and anti-corruption officials on 

criminal justice corruption in Ghana by employing qualitative methods of interviewing.18 The 

research design targeted different groups of participants in different institutions and across three 

regions of Ghana. This allowed for a collection of high-quality data that provides a more in-depth 

and broader view of corruption in Ghana’s CJS as a ‘localised problem’ (Merriam, 2009). The 

first part of the research was expert interviews with CJOs comprising judges, prosecution and 

defence lawyers, and high-ranking police officers as well as anti-corruption officials who 

investigate corruption cases. Qualitative interviews were conducted with these officials because 

                                                      
18Besides the interviews, the researcher spontaneously observed the working environment and offices of 

participants and took notes about the observation even though this was not a systematic process. The 

spontaneous observations were not a significant data collection tool but only used to confirm or reinforce 

some of the logistical and infrastructural concerns raised by officials. 
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they are high-level professionals with vast experiences and expert knowledge about Ghana’s CJS 

and the problem of corruption (see Bogner et al., 2009). Such expert knowledge and experiences 

are usually obtained through interviews, as demonstrated in prior studies (e.g., DPLF, 2007; GII, 

2007; Li, 2012; UNODC, 2004a). Finally, the small numbers of the groups made them not suitable 

for any meaningful quantitative study.  

4.3 Research Setting 

This study was conducted in Ghana covering three out of the then ten, and now sixteen 

regions. The selected regions included the Greater Accra Region (GAR), Ashanti Region (ASR), 

and Upper East Region (UER) with Accra, Kumasi, and Bolgatanga as regional capitals, 

respectively. Greater Accra Region was selected because it is the national and administrative 

capital of Ghana, with a population of about 4.6 million. The ASR is generally considered the 

largest commercial and business centre in Ghana, with a population of about 5.4 million. The 

UER is one of the less developed and rural regions in Ghana, with a population of about 1.2 

million (Ghana Statistical Service, 2016b). The three regions were selected for the study to 

represent regional urban centres and a very rural area, which is the typical composition of Ghana. 

The population of GAR and ASR are heterogeneous and generally have representations of all 

ethnic, religious, and social groups in the country, as people migrate from all parts of the country 

to live and work there. In contrast, the population of the UER is more homogenous, as they 

predominantly make-up of the indigenes, which is a typical representation of rural areas of Ghana.  

The regions represent variations in crime rates, criminal justice activities, and lifestyles. 

The urban centres of GAR and ASR witness more socio-economic activities that produce more 

crime and hence, have more criminal justice institutions (CJIs) and officials than the rural UER.19 

The Ghana Police Service (GPS) is the starting point of the CJS and the first point of contact for 

citizens that commit crimes or seek justice. It comprises a national police headquarters, 13 

regional police commands subdivided into 51 divisions, 179 districts, and 651 stations with over 

30,000 officers. There were 14 divisions, 42 districts and 110 stations and posts with 3,773 

                                                      
19See  Gizewski and Homer-Dixon (1995) and Glaeser and Sacerdote (1999) for detailed information about 

rural-urban crime dynamics.  
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officers made up of 2,644 males and 1,129 females in GAR. Equally, there were 14 divisions, 41 

districts, and 158 stations with 1,207 officers made up of 918 males and 289 females in ASR. 

Meanwhile, there were only three divisions, 12 districts and 42 stations with 1,256 officers made 

up of 935 males and 321 females in UER (Ghana Police Service, 2017). Despite the police 

headquarters administrative records showing three divisions in the UER, there was actually only 

one division and the regional command. So, in the UER, the division controls three districts while 

the regional command supervises the remaining nine districts.  

Figures from the Prosecution Division show that there were 82 prosecution lawyers or 

prosecutors in the country with GAR, ASR, and UER having 30, 15, and two, respectively. 

Concerning the judiciary, there were 334 courts in Ghana: 92 and 51 courts were located in GAR 

and ASR, respectively, while the UER has only ten courts (Judicial Service of Ghana, 2014).20 

Concerning anti-corruption officials, there were 13 in GAR, 25 in ASR and only 10 in UER. Even 

though figures for lawyers were not readily accessible, similar distributions might pertain across 

those regions. These statistics show that there were more CJIs, officials and perhaps activities in 

GAR and ASR compared to the UER. However, as shown below, the sample includes almost 

equal representation of institutions and officials in the three regions.21  

4.4 Target Population  

The population for this study comprised police officers, judges or magistrates, prosecution 

lawyers or prosecutors, and defence lawyers (i.e. CJOs) as well as officials of the Commission on 

Human Rights and Administrative Justice (CHRAJ) and Economic and Organised Crime Office 

(EOCO) (i.e. anti-corruption officials) working in the selected regions at the time of the study. 

However, to ensure that participants are familiar with relevant issues in the regions, they should 

have been working in the regions for at least three months before the study. The population for 

                                                      
20The 334 courts comprise a Supreme Court, which is the highest court of Ghana; 5 Appeal Courts; 99 High 

Courts; 65 Circuit Courts; and 164 District Courts. They are staffed by 344 judges and magistrates and over 

4,000 auxiliary judicial officials. 
21Selecting the three regions also ensured that the research was completed within the time frame and budget 

as well as maximise the safety of the research team. Ghana is generally safe, but Greater Accra and Ashanti 

being big cities are much safer for the research team. Though the UER is a rural area, the research team 

was safe there because that is their home region. 
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the police included all police officers in the selected regions that met the selection criteria. In 

addition to working in a region for at least three months, police officers should be commissioned 

officers.22 Commissioned officers usually occupy supervisory roles, such as commanders or crime 

officers at the headquarters, regional, divisional, or district commands while non-commissioned 

officers perform everyday police operational functions. However, this included inspectors who 

are non-commissioned officers but may occupy supervisory positions or perform supervision 

roles within divisions, districts, or stations, even though it is mostly under the supervision of 

commissioned officers.  

The population for this research also comprised all prosecution and defence lawyers who 

handled criminal cases in the three selected regions. In Ghana, prosecution and defence lawyers 

can handle criminal or civil cases, or both, depending on the part of the country where they are 

working.23 The population for judges comprised judges and magistrates of the district, circuit, and 

high courts in the selected regions. Judges and magistrates of the three classes of courts formed 

the population of the research because those courts have original jurisdiction in most criminal 

cases and are always the public’s first points of contact with the judicial system. The population 

for anti-corruption officials comprised officers that work with state anti-corruption institutions, 

such as the CHRAJ and EOCO in the selected regions. The CHRAJ and EOCO are anti-corruption 

bodies mandated by law to control corruption by investigating corruption cases involving public 

officials in the country. The inclusion of anti-corruption officials allowed for examining issues of 

integrity and anti-corruption measures or efforts and reforms that affect the CJS and how to 

overcome criminal justice corruption more effectively. 

                                                      
22Commissioned police officers are senior officers who must complete the Police Academy’s courses for 

officers. Non-commissioned police officers are junior police officers ranked from constable to chief 

inspector, who completed only recruitment training courses and not the academy courses. 
23Civil cases handled by prosecution lawyers refer to civil suits against the state or by the state, which have 

no criminal elements. In rural regions like the UER, prosecution lawyers mainly handle both criminal and 

civil cases but in the urban regions of GAR and ASR, prosecution lawyers who handle criminal cases do 

not handle civil cases, as there are separate prosecution lawyers than handle civil cases. 
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4.5 Description of Sample 

Sixty-five (65) interviews were conducted across five institutions – the police, judiciary or 

court, A-G’s Department, CHRAJ, and private lawyers – in the GAR, ASR and UER. Table 4.1 

presents the distribution and characteristics of the sample across regions, officials, and gender.  

Table 4.1: Distribution of Sample 

 Total Sample Greater Accra 

Region (GAR) 

Ashanti Region 

(ASR) 

Upper East 

Region (UER) 

Official M F Total M F Total M F Total M F Total 

Police Officers  19 3 22 6 2 8 7 1 8 6 - 6 

Prosecutors 7 3 10 3 2 5 2 1 3 2 - 2 

Judge/Magistrates 12 3 15 5 1 6 3 2 5 4 - 4 

Defence Lawyers  2 1 3 - - - 2 1 3 - - - 

Anti-Corruption 9 6 15 2 4 6 3 2 5 4 - 4 

Total 49 16 65 16 9 25 17 7 24 16 - 16 

The interviewees comprised 49 (75%) males and 16 (25%) females. The gender distribution 

across officials and regions represent typical distributions of gender in the country and in various 

institutions included in the study concerning work (see Ghana Statistical Service, 2016a). Except 

for defence lawyers, Table 4.1 shows a relatively balanced distribution of the sample across 

groups and regions, with GAR, ASR, and UER contributing 25 (38%), 24 (37%) and 16 (25%) 

participants, respectively. Concerning the officials, police officers, judges, prosecutors, defence 

lawyers, and anti-corruption officials contributed 22 (34%), 15 (23%), 10 (15%), 3 (5%), and 15 

(23%) participants, respectively. This is an indication of a successful sampling process. 

Table 4.2 presents the number of participants contacted and the number and percentage of 

interviews realised by the end of fieldwork for the three regions and across the different officials. 

As shown in Table 4.2, regional response rates ranged from 64% to 80%, averaging 70%, while 

that of the officials ranged from 16% to 94%. The regional response rates ranged from 75% to 

100%, averaging 85% for the police; from 60% to 100%, averaging 71% for prosecutors; from 

67% to 100%, averaging 83% for judges; from 0% to 50%, averaging 16% for defence lawyers.
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Table 4. 2: Participants Contacted and Interviews Realised in Regions and Across Officials 

 Total Greater Accra Region (GAR) Ashanti Region (ASR) Upper East Region (UER) 

Official Contacted Realised (%) Contacted Realised (%) Contacted Realised (%) Contacted Realised (%) 

Police Officers  26 22 (85) 10 8 (80) 8 8 (100) 8 6 (75) 

Prosecutors  14 10 (71) 7 5 (71) 5 3 (60) 2 2 (100) 

Judges/Magistrates 18 15 (83) 6 6 (100) 6 5 (83) 6 4 (67) 

Defence Lawyers  19 3 (16) 10 0 (0) 6 3 (50) 3 0 (0) 

Anti-Corruption  16 15 (94) 6 6 (100) 5 5 (100) 5 4 (80) 

Total 93 65 (70) 39 25 (64) 30 24 (80) 24 16 (67) 
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That of anti-corruption officials ranged from 80% to 100% with an average of 94%. The low 

representation of defence lawyers was because most of them contacted complained of busy 

schedules occasioned by the number of cases they were handling. Also, defence lawyers are in 

private practice and not controlled by any centralised authority that could have encouraged their 

participation in the study. Considering that, most of the defence lawyers contacted for this study 

preferred surveys to complete at their free time instead of granting interviews, it may be useful 

for future studies targeting defence lawyers as participants to consider using surveys instead of 

interviews. Except for defence lawyers, the sample, officials, and regional response rates obtained 

for this study are substantial, given that it required agreement from professionals and experts who 

have busy schedules and are hard to access for research purposes. 

4.6 Access  

Before the researcher conducted interviews for this study, he obtained permission from all 

the institutions covered by the study. These included permission from the GPS for police officers, 

the Ministry of Justice and Attorney-General for prosecution lawyers or prosecutors, Judicial 

Service for judges, and the CHRAJ for anti-corruption officials (see Appendix 1 for letters of 

approval). The researcher submitted separate letters to the offices of the GPS headquarters, the 

Ministry of Justice and Attorney-General, the Chief Justice Secretariat, the headquarters of 

CHRAJ and EOCO to request permission to conduct the study in those institutions. Even though 

the General Legal Council (GLC) and Ghana Bar Association (GBA) have regulatory roles over 

professional activities of all lawyers in the country, lawyers who practice privately do not have 

any institution controlling their use of time. The lack of an organised institutional structure for 

private lawyers meant that the researcher did not make any application for permission to a body 

regarding defence lawyers. The researcher only contacted heads of law firms to seek permission 

to interview lawyers in those firms verbally. 

Except for EOCO, all the institutions approved the applications for permission, even 

though the researcher had to make several contacts ranging from one week to three months (see 

Appendix 2 for application and approval of permission dates). It is important to note that the 

Director-General of Research and Planning at the GPS headquarters initially refused the 
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application for permission, stating that the study was on a sensitive topic: corruption, but the 

researcher eventually overcame this hurdle. The application for permission to EOCO was denied 

after several months of contacts (see Appendix 3 for a letter of refusal). The main explanation for 

denying permission was that the nature of EOCO’s operations is not suitable for research. All 

efforts made to get past that bottleneck or get an explanation of why the operations of EOCO does 

not permit research in the institution did not yield any positive outcome.  

4.7 Contact and Sample Selection 

4.7.1 Police Officers 

After the police headquarters’ approval, the police administration dispatched copies of the 

approval letter to the regional commands, with a copy also given to the researcher to serve as 

evidence during fieldwork. Follow-ups were then made at each regional command to get the 

letters circulated to divisions, districts, and stations, which took between two and four days. Also, 

the researcher obtained a list of divisions with districts and stations at each regional command. 

Divisions and districts were then selected based on their geographical location and how accessible 

they were via public transport. The researcher used geographical locations to ensure that divisions 

selected were not too close to one another. However, access via public transport was a critical 

consideration for selecting divisions, especially in the GAR and ASR, where the researcher relied 

on public transport. Five, six, and three divisions were selected in the GAR, ASR, and UER, 

respectively. At least one district was selected in each selected division, and this resulted in ten, 

eleven, and six districts selected in the GAR, ASR, and UER, respectively.  

Police commanders of selected divisions and districts were approached with the permission 

letter from the police headquarters to seek permission to conduct the study in their divisions and 

districts. The research was permitted by divisions and districts contacted, which might be due to 

the approval by the police headquarters. The researcher then asked commanders of the divisions 

and districts as well as crime officers who were present for their consent to be interviewed.24 

                                                      
24The GPS is divided into regional commands, which are headed by regional commanders. Each regional 

command is divided into divisional and district commands, headed by divisional and district commanders, 

respectively. There are crime officers in each division and district who serve as deputies to the divisional 
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When new interviews in each region did not contain any significant different information, no 

further contacts were made with the remaining crime officers as well as district and divisional 

commanders to participate in the study. The researcher contacted 28 police officers for their 

consent to participate in the study, with 27 consenting and only one in the ASR declining to 

participate. Five of the 27 who consented to participate in the study, two in the GAR and three in 

the UER, could not schedule any time for interviews to take place. By the end of fieldwork, 22 

police officers were interviewed, representing an 85% response rate.  

 Table 4.3 presents the number and percentage of interviews realised in the regions for 

police officers and positions of police officers interviewed. As depicted in Table 4.3, the regional 

response rates ranged from 67% to 89% while officers ranged from 57% to 86%, with an overall 

average of 79%. Commanders’ response rates across all regions, ranged from 75% to 100%, with 

an average of 86% while crime officers ranged from 0% to 100%, with an average of 57%. Out 

of the 18 commanders interviewed, two, six and ten were regional, divisional, and district 

commanders, respectively. The sample comprised Five Assistant/Deputy Superintendent of 

Police, 11 Superintendent of Police, and an Assistant and Deputy Commissioner of Police each. 

Table 4. 3: Distribution of Interviews Realised for Police Officers by Region/Role 

 Total Greater Accra 

Region (GAR) 

Ashanti Region 

(ASR) 

Upper East 

Region (UER) 

Role Realised (%) Realised (%) Realised (%) Realised (%) 

Commanders 18 (86) 7 (100) 5 (83) 6 (75) 

Crime Officers  4 (57) 1 (33) 3 (100) - (0) 

Total 22 (79) 8 (80) 8 (89) 6 (67) 

4.7.2 Prosecution Lawyers or Prosecutors 

After the approval of the request for permission by the Ministry of Justice and Attorney-

General, the secretary directed the researcher to contact the Director of Public Prosecution (DPP), 

                                                      
and district commanders. In addition, crime officers head the divisional and district criminal investigation 

departments and supervise the investigation and preparation of all criminal cases for prosecution. 
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who heads the Prosecution Division and supervises all prosecution lawyers in the country. The 

DPP then issued directives to the regional offices to facilitate the researcher’s access to 

prosecution lawyers. There was no need to select offices in the regions because the Prosecution 

Division has one central office in each region. The DPP was the head in GAR; however, due to 

her busy schedule, she referred the researcher to the most senior prosecution lawyer to facilitate 

access to the prosecution lawyers in the region. In the other regions, the researcher contacted the 

Prosecution Divisions’ heads to facilitate access to the prosecution lawyers.  

 In each region, the researcher obtained the lists of all prosecution lawyers that handled 

criminal cases. However, since it was impossible to determine and locate prosecution lawyers that 

handled criminal cases with certainty using their names on the lists, the regional bosses were 

asked to introduce officers to the researcher (see Atkinson & Flint, 2001). The researcher then 

sought for the consent of the introduced prosecution lawyers to participate in the research, which 

continued in each region until when no significant different information emerged from new 

interviewees. The researcher sought the consent of 14 prosecution lawyers and all consented. 

However, only ten could schedule times for interviews to take place, representing a response rate 

of 71%, with the regional response rates ranging from 60% to 100% (see Table 4.2 above for 

details of regional distribution interviews released for of prosecutors). Four prosecution lawyers, 

two each in the GAR and ASR, although consented to participate in the research, were not able 

to schedule times for interviews to take place. Five, three, and two of the prosecution lawyers 

were from GAR, ASR, and UER, respectively. The ranks of the prosecution lawyers interviewed 

ranged from assistant state attorney to chief state attorney.   

4.7.3 Judges and Magistrates 

Even though the Chief Justice granted the permission to access judges and magistrates one 

week after applying (see Appendix 2), the researcher had to make several contacts at the 

headquarters before getting actual access to judges and magistrates. After the approval, the Chief 

Justice’s Secretariat directed the researcher to contact the Headquarters Registry to issue 

directives to registrars in the various regions to facilitate access to judges and magistrates. The 

researcher then contacted the registrars of the district, circuit and high courts in the GAR, ASR, 

and UER with copies of letters issued by the Headquarters Registry, who facilitated access to 
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judges. Even with the permission letters from the Headquarters Registry, in the ASR and UER, 

the researcher had to contact regional administrators to grant the registrars permission to facilitate 

access to judges and magistrates. The researcher could not access judges and magistrates directly 

without passing through the registrars, who act as gatekeepers. 

The researcher obtained a list of the district, circuit, and high courts that have criminal 

jurisdiction for each selected region at the headquarters of the Judicial Service and then selected 

specific courts in each region. The selection of the courts was guided by location and accessibility 

in terms of transportation. Notably, courts around the city centres were chosen in GAR and ASR 

due to their accessibility via reliable public transport. The towns in the UER were generally far 

from one another with no reliable public transport, and hence, the researcher used private 

transport. The private transport allowed remote areas to be covered and so, varieties of courts 

located in different places were included. The registrars of the various courts introduced the 

researcher to the judges and magistrates whose consent to participate in the study was sought. The 

researcher contacted 18 judges and magistrates, but two judges, one each in ASR and UER 

declined participation. The remaining 16 judges and magistrates consented to participate in the 

study and then scheduled dates for interviews to take place. However, one judge in the UER could 

not make it on the scheduled date for the interview to take place.  

By the end of the fieldwork, the researcher had interviewed 15 judges and magistrates, 

representing an 83% response rate. Table 4.4 presents the regional and court type distribution of 

judges and magistrates contacted and realised. As shown, the overall response rate was 83%. 

Table 4. 4: Distribution of Interviews Realised for Judges across Regions and Courts 

 Total  

 

Greater Accra 

Region (GAR) 

Ashanti Region 

(ASR) 

Upper East 

Region (UER) 

Court Realised (%) Realised (%) Realised (%) Realised (%) 

District Court  6 (100) 2 (100) 2 (100) 2 (100) 

Circuit Court  5 (71) 2 (100) 2 (67) 1 (50) 

High Court 4 (80) 2 (100) 1 (100) 1 (50) 

Total 15 (83) 6 (100) 5 (83) 4 (67) 
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Greater Accra Region recorded a 100% response rate while ASR and UER recorded an 83% and 

67% response rates, respectively. The district court recorded an average response rate of 100% 

while the circuit and high courts recorded average response rates of 71% and 80%, respectively. 

The sample comprised six magistrates, five judges, and four justices. In Ghana, magistrates, who 

comprise of professional magistrates (i.e. lawyers who become magistrates), and career 

magistrates (i.e. people who become magistrates but are not lawyers by training) handled district 

courts, judges handled circuit courts, and justices handled high courts.  

4.7.4 Defence Lawyers 

Following permission by the law firms, the researcher then contacted lawyers in those firms 

for their consent to participate in the study. Also, some lawyers were contacted directly at the 

courts rather than via their law firms. The researcher contacted 19 defence lawyers, whom all 

consented to participate in the study. However, only three lawyers whom all came from the ASR 

were interviewed at the end of the fieldwork, which represents a response rate of 16% (see Table 

4.2). None of the lawyers in GAR and UER who consented could make time for interviews to 

take place. Several attempts by the researcher to schedule times for interviews with them were 

unsuccessful, as they continuously cited busy schedules as reasons. Most of them indicated that 

they preferred a survey to complete at their free times instead of granting a face-to-face interview 

with the researcher. The researcher could not provide lawyers with any survey because the study 

strategy and design did not make provision for a survey for lawyers. Defence lawyers not being 

under an organisational structure that could have encouraged their cooperation in the study could 

account for the challenge in attaining adequate representation. 

4.7.5 Anti-Corruption Officials 

After the approval of permission by the Commissioner of CHRAJ, his secretariat directed 

the researcher to contact the Anti-Corruption unit who then issued letters to the regional offices. 

The researcher obtained the consent of the Director of the Anti-Corruption unit at the headquarters 

and interviewed him. At the regional offices, the researcher contacted regional directors to obtain 

permission to conduct the study in their regions. In addition, the researcher obtained the consent 

of all the three regional directors and interviewed them. The regional directors recommended that 

due to the different mandates of the CHRAJ, the officers that would be appropriate for this study 
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were those who investigate cases, especially corruption cases. However, the researcher could not 

identify investigators who work on corruption cases from the list of officers obtained.  

The researcher, therefore, employed a snowballing method (see  Atkinson & Flint, 2001) 

by asking regional directors to recommend potential participants to him. The researcher then 

contacted the officers recommended by the regional directors to seek their consent to participate 

in the study. That process was repeated until new interviews were not producing any significant 

different responses from interviews already conducted. The researcher contacted 16 officials 

recommended by regional directors, and all of them consented to participate in the study. 

However, 15 could schedule dates for interviews to take place, representing a 94% response rate 

(see Table 4.2 for regional distribution). The sample comprised six, five, and four officials from 

the GAR, ASR, and UER, respectively. The positions of officers ranged from investigators to 

directors, including one director at the headquarters, three regional directors and 11 investigators.  

4.8 Interview Instruments 

This study is based on semi-structured interviews, which is appropriate for expert 

interviews (see Bickman & Rog, 2009). Semi-structured interviews allow an extensive range of 

questions to be asked, with opportunities to ask follow-up questions, when necessary. Thus, the 

interviews did not follow precisely the same path and sequence of questions asked for all 

respondents (Flick, 2002, 2009; Steinar, 1996). Semi-structured interviews also offered 

participants opportunities to expand on questions and topics. The researcher developed separate 

interview schedules for each group, using the same strategy. The broad themes addressed in each 

interview schedule included participants’ demographic information, such as years of service in 

institutions, ranks, and roles. Perceptions about the nature and forms of corruption; prevalence of 

corruption in the CJS and institutions; and suggested causes of corruption were also covered. 

Further, CJOs in each institution were asked about areas of the CJS and processes perceived to 

be prone to corruption and the effects of corruption on justice administration. Finally, anti-

corruption and integrity measures and laws in place, the effectiveness of anti-corruption laws and 

measures and general views of ways to reduce corruption in the CJS were explored. However, 
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specific questions in the interview schedules addressed the nature of corruption in each institution 

and the CJS generally (see Appendices 4 – 8 for interview schedules). 

4.9 Research Information and Consent Form 

A research information sheet and consent form were developed and used in this study. 

These documents covered issues such as the purpose and processes of the study, participants’ 

rights and researcher’s obligations to participants, such as confidentiality and anonymity of 

participants (see Appendix 9 and 10 for details). All participants were provided with the research 

information sheet and consent form mostly on the day the consent was sought, which gave 

participants sufficient time to go through them before interview dates. Before each interview 

started on the agreed dates, the researcher re-explained the purpose of the study to participants 

and assured them that the information they would provide would be confidential and anonymous. 

Also, participants had opportunities to ask questions and clarify any concerns about the study or 

emanating from the research information sheet and consent form. Again, the researcher 

reconfirmed the consent and recording permissions obtained earlier before each interview. 

4.10 Data Collection 

The interviews for this study were conducted from July 2017 to February 2018 with senior 

police officers, prosecution and defence lawyers, judges, and CHRAJ officials. All interviews 

were conducted face-to-face by the researcher and in participants’ offices. Conducting interviews 

at offices of participants provided them with confidence and freedom to share their views 

unencumbered (see Creswell, 2013; Merriam, 2009). English, which is the official language of 

Ghana, was used to conduct all the interviews. As explained earlier, the interviews covered 

various corruption themes within each institution and the broader CJS (see Appendices 4 - 8 for 

interview schedules). Additionally, interviews with defence lawyers covered corruption of 

lawyers and the anti-corruption role of the GBA and GLC towards lawyers. Similarly, the anti-

corruption officials’ interviews covered corruption in the broad CJS under themes discussed 

earlier but also focused on operations of the CHRAJ regarding its anti-corruption mandate.  

All interviews were audio-recorded with the express permission of participants except two 

divisional police commanders in GAR and two judges in AR who declined. In cases where 



93 
 

participants declined audio recording of interviews, the researcher took notes with the express 

permission of participants. The interviews with various participants lasted between 30 and 102 

minutes, with an overall mean time of about 60 minutes. For instance, the duration of the 

interviews for police officers ranged from 35 to 100 minutes, averaging 53 minutes; 34 to 71 

minutes, averaging 60 minutes for prosecution lawyers; 51 to 101 minutes, averaging 75 minutes 

for judges; and 41 to 51 minutes, averaging 45 minutes for defence lawyers. The duration of the 

interviews for anti-corruption officials ranged from 28 to 90 minutes, averaging 56 minutes. The 

most extended interviews came from judges and magistrates. 

It is important to note that this study did not attempt to probe into actual cases of corruption 

in these institutions. Even though participants cited personal or vicarious corruption experienced 

or witnessed in discussions, they were informed not to discuss personal involvement or mention 

names of people involved in corrupt acts. Police officers, judges, and prosecution lawyers (i.e. 

CJOs) generally based their discussions on real corruption cases personally experienced or 

witnessed in the course of their duties. However, anti-corruption officials and defence lawyers 

mainly based their responses on vicarious experiences – cases reported by others to their offices. 

We assume that these experiences and views of participants reflect the prevalence, types, and 

concentration of corruption in the CJS. All corruption measures are based on actual personal 

views and vicarious experiences. This is a common way of researching corruption, as used by TI 

in their CPI as well as several scholars (see Akinlabi, 2017; Boateng, 2015; Boateng & Lu, 2016; 

Tankebe, 2010, 2019; Tankebe & Asif, 2016; Tankebe, Karstedt, et al., 2019). Therefore, 

examining multiple stakeholders of Ghana’s CJS views on corruption in this study is an 

appropriate way of researching corruption occurrence and prevalence. 

4.11 Data Analysis 

To reflect the verbatim speeches of participants and avoid bias associated with transcription 

of selected interviews (see Easton et al., 2000; Schegloff, 1997), all 65 recorded interviews were 

personally transcribed. This ensured reliability, dependability, and trustworthiness of the data and 

results (Stuckey, 2014). The transcribed interviews were then analysed thematically through both 

deductive and inductive coding and analysis approaches (see Braun & Clarke, 2012; Duron, 
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2018). For thematic analysis, the researcher coded and segregated the data by codes into data 

clusters for further analysis and description (Glesne, 2016). A deductive approach to data coding 

and analysis is where the researcher brought a series of concepts, ideas, topics, or themes to the 

data coding and interpreting (Braun & Clarke, 2012). An inductive approach to data coding and 

analysis is where the researcher identify relevant themes embedded in the data systematically and 

naturally instead of imposing themes based on prior assumptions or theories (Akoensi, 2016; 

Braun & Clarke, 2012). Combining deductive and inductive coding allowed the researcher to 

incorporate prior knowledge, concepts and ideas while also exploring emerging ones (Duron, 

2018; Ritchie & Spencer, 1994, 2002).  

The stages of the analysis included familiarisation with transcripts, identification of themes 

or frameworks, indexing or coding, mapping, and interpretation of the results. Before the 

transcription of the interviews, the researcher developed a template in Microsoft word for analyses 

with different categories based on the research questions and framework. The categories included 

‘nature and prevalence of corruption’, ‘areas of the CJS and processes where corruption occurs’, 

‘factors that cause corruption’, ‘integrity and anti-corruption measures’, and ‘how to improve 

corruption control’. During transcription, smaller units of responses from participants were then 

coded into those broad categories (see Bryman, 2015). A codebook was developed after 

familiarisation with the data and initial coding to enable the completion of the final coding. The 

codebook allowed segregation of segments of text and sorting text segments with similar content 

into separate categories to developed themes. Each transcript and responses coded to the broad 

categories in the template were then read again focusing on line by line, sentence level, paragraph 

level, and ‘level of meaning’ (see DeCuir-Gunby et al., 2011, p. 145) to crosscheck initial codes 

developed, develop new ones, and combine or collapse codes.  

Multiple coding was conducted for this study. The first was the initial coding involving the 

manual allocation of excerpts from interview transcripts to the categories described above, which 

happened during and after the transcription of interviews. The second coding involved importing 

all interview transcripts into Nvivo 12 qualitative coding and data management software, where 

primary themes or categories identified through the manual coding were then systematically 

organised. The Nvivo software allowed smaller units of codes to be collapsed and clustered into 
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themes or categories and subthemes according to commonalities. It also allowed for moving codes 

to different or new categories when necessary (see Creswell, 2013). The researcher identified how 

codes, categories, or themes related and connected to the more extensive system of corruption in 

the CJS. Multiple coding methods were adopted as different interviews or parts of the same 

interviews required different coding strategies. During the writing of the results and discussions, 

the researcher continually made references and comparisons to the interview transcripts, and in 

some circumstances, refined themes or developed new themes. To ensure consistency and 

reliability of the results, the coding processes were iterative with several meetings held with the 

supervision team to discuss codes, themes as well as results and discussions to attain a consensus.  

These inductive and reiterative processes and discussion with the supervision team helped to 

ensure that results represent the data and are true to the data as far as possible. 

4.12 Ethical Approval and Code of Practice 

This study was conducted according to the Griffith University Human Research Ethics 

Committee Code of Practice as established by the Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct 

of Research (2007) and the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (2007). 

The Griffith University Ethics Committee has fully approved the study with approval number GU 

Ref No: 2017/451. Equally, all institutions in Ghana that the study covered approved the study 

(see appendix 1). All institutions were assured of the anonymity and confidentiality of the officials 

that will participate in the study. Equally, participants were assured of the confidentiality and 

anonymity of their identities and information they provided for this study. To protect participants 

themselves and other people, the researcher informed participants not to discuss personal 

involvement in corruption or mentioned names of people involved in corrupt acts. Even in cases 

where participants mentioned names of people, places, events, and times that can identify officials 

involved in corruption or participants, such references were expunged from the data.  

There is a potential risk of participants in corruption studies divulging information that 

could impugn their anonymity or divulge potential illegal activities performed by themselves or 

other persons, which may implicate them. So, all the results are de-identified to remove 

information that could identify participants. Also, the researcher informed participants at the 
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beginning of interviews that if any information discussed is directly related to evidence of illegal 

activity, the researcher will protect their identity from necessary authorities, unless ordered by a 

court of competent jurisdiction. Officials were also informed of the opportunity to opt-out of the 

research at any point before completion of fieldwork. All forms of data such as field notes, 

interview recordings and transcripts are securely stored on password-protected memory sticks, 

and computers separate from the university IT system to maintain the confidentiality of the data.  

4.13 Challenges and Limitations of the Study 

The researcher encountered several challenges in researching corruption in Ghana’s CJS. 

A notable one was EOCO’s refusal to grant permission for the researcher to interview its officials 

with the excuse that the institution does not allow research because of the nature of its operations. 

Several efforts to get an explanation of what makes the operations of EOCO not appropriate for 

researchers to study the institution did not yield any substantial result. Even though this outcome 

was unexpected, as EOCO is an anti-corruption institution, it can be assumed that the institution 

does not want its investigations to be public. This challenge did not affect the study because the 

high-quality data obtained from the CHRAJ officials compensated the absence of EOCO officials’ 

views. Next, it took more time than planned to get approvals from and access to some of the 

institutions in Ghana (see Appendix 2). These delays in institutional approvals resulted in an 

extension of fieldwork from the four months initially planned to seven months, which affected 

the thesis completion time. Despite all these challenges, the researcher’s patience and 

perseverance guaranteed the success of data collection and the number of participants interviewed 

and survey realised. The lesson is that patience and perseverance are critical qualities that every 

researcher, especially those researching sensitive topics like corruption, should have. 

This study similar to prior corruption studies in Africa (e.g., GII, 2007; UNODC, 2004a) 

encountered resistance by some officials to participate in the study due to fear of loss of 

employment, victimisation or being blacklisted. For example, two judges and five police officers 

declined to participate in the study, and some officials who consented to participate in the study 

failed to make time for interviews to take place. However, this study did not encounter much 

resistance from individual officials, unlike prior studies. Indeed, a majority of officials contacted 
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consented and participated in the research with an average response rate of about 70% (i.e. 65 out 

of 93 officials contacted participated). The success of accessing officials can be attributable to 

four main reasons, including the researcher’s strong assurances to participants about the 

confidentiality and anonymity of their participation and the potential of the study to help improve 

the CJS of Ghana and possibly Africa and the whole world. Another reason is the goodwill the 

researcher has obtained from conducting other studies in the terrain before the current study. A 

third reason could be showing participants the institutional approvals. All these processes reduced 

challenges of apathy that characterised previous research in Africa (see UNODC, 2004a).  

Despite the high response rates, one concern with this study is respondents’ willingness to 

tell the truth about the nature and prevalence of corruption in their institutions and by their fellow 

CJOs. Since participants are all public officials used to public speaking and representing their 

institutions, how likely is it that they are telling the truth, particularly in the conditions in which 

the interviews were recorded? They may not be as truthful when discussing corruption in their 

own segment of the CJS compared to when they are talking about corruption in the other parts of 

the CJS. This limitation or concern was minimised by triangulating data from different sources 

and direct comparisons among CJIs and CJOs. Also, despite the high response rate, one limitation 

is that the thesis only includes voices of police supervisors. Even though an extensive survey of 

junior police officers (i.e. over 600 respondents) was conducted in the three regions, the results 

are not included in this thesis. Future publications, be it a book or journal articles, will analyse 

the survey data to compare the views of police officers across the police hierarchy. 

Judges, as well as prosecution and defence lawyers, were particularly tricky to interview 

face-to-face due to their busy schedules, technical knowledge, and legal interpretations of 

questions asked. Some of them were very cautious because they thought about the legal 

implications of the information they were providing, as they could divulge incriminating 

information and might being legally held accountable  (see UNODC, 2004a). Before the 

fieldwork, the researcher learned how to interview experts such as police officers, judges, and 

prosecution and defence lawyers and the possible difficulties that can be encountered and how to 

manage them. This helped to manage difficulties of interviewing judges, prosecution and defence 

lawyers. For instance, the researcher has to be very flexible as some interviews were conducted 
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late in the evening between 6 pm and 7 pm. Assurance about confidentiality and anonymity of 

responses also eased fears about being held legally liable for any information provided.  

Defence lawyers were under-represented in this study even though several of them were 

contacted who consented to participate in the study (see section 4.6.3). Defence lawyers 

interviewed may have certain positions they wanted to express. The researcher took several 

precautions to mitigate this limitation and ensure that bias data from the defence lawyers who 

participated in the study did not affect the results of the study. First, transcripts of the three defence 

lawyers’ interviews were subjected to thorough scrutiny to determine whether particular views 

were presented, which was not the case. In addition, the researcher held discussions with the 

supervision team about the inclusion of defence lawyers’ interviews in the results. All the 

measures adopted to address the various limitations make the results of this study robust.   
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Chapter 5 

5 Nature of Corruption: Definition, Types, and Techniques 

5.1 Introduction  

As discussed in Chapter 2, corruption has diverse meanings depending on the context in 

which it occurs, socio-cultural histories, bureaucratic developments, the balance of political and 

economic opportunities and interest groups (Johnston, 1997). It is also of different types and how 

it is committed varies from one person, institution and society to another. It is in this context that 

this chapter sheds light on the nature of criminal justice corruption from the perspectives of 

interviewed criminal justice and anti-corruption officials in Ghana. It does this by exploring what 

corruption means to participants; the kinds of corruption participants cited as occurring in Ghana’s 

criminal justice system (CJS); and how actors in Ghana’s CJS carry out corrupt acts. Achieving 

greater clarity regarding the meaning and types of corruption and tactics used by actors to commit 

corruption will provide a common ground to discuss why the problem occurs and how it can best 

be addressed. Moreover, definitions affect people’s knowledge of corruption policies and the way 

they treat or respond to issues of corruption. 

The structure of this chapter is as follows. After the introduction, Part One analyses 

definitions of corruption, focusing on what shapes criminal justice and anti-corruption officials’ 

perceptions of what is or is not corruption. Part Two analysis discusses forms of corrupt acts 

perceived to occur in the CJS. Part Three focuses on techniques used to commit corrupt acts by 

two groups of actors in the CJS – criminal justice officials (CJOs) on the one hand and criminal 

justice users (CJUs) on the other hand. Criminal justice officials comprise police officers, 

prosecution lawyers, judges, defence lawyers and auxiliary court officials. Criminal justice users 

refer to citizens who access or seek to access criminal justice services from CJOs, including 

complainants, accused persons or suspects and any relations of complainants and accused persons. 

5.2 Defining Corruption: Concepts of Gifts and the ‘Whiteman’ 

The researcher asked participants about what corruption means to them to ascertain 

whether there was any consensus on the meaning of corruption. Most participants’ explanations 

of corruption aligned with definitions or explanations captured in the corruption literature. For 
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example, one investigator with the Commission on Human Rights and Administrative Justice 

(CHRAJ) explained, “Corruption means the abuse of office or power, embezzlement, market 

extortion, bribery, and nepotism” [ACO105]. Another defined corruption as a form of personal 

gain: “Corruption is where you benefit where you are not entitled to benefit at the expense of the 

work you are doing for the state” [ACO201]. One judge definition of corruption relates to 

influence or interference with justice delivery: “Corruption is where public officials allow 

themselves to be influenced by money, material promise, or otherwise in whatever forms that 

induce them to take certain legally impermissible decisions in cases that they handled” [JU205]. 

While most explanations were consistent with the literature, two distinct critical issues emerged 

as significantly influencing participants’ understanding and explanations of corruption: the 

‘Whiteman’ influence and the concept of gifts.  

5.2.1 The ‘Whiteman’ Influence 

This refers to where participants regarded corruption as a (mis)conception and the 

imposition of the Whiteman’s ideals and values, which is referred to as ‘clash of cultural 

principles or values’. While criminological and corruption literature uses the concept of the 

Whiteman (see Akeredolu, 2016; Appiahene-Gyamfi, 1995, 2009; Attafuah, 1993; Brownsberger, 

1983; Ugwu, 2018), its usage in this thesis is because some participants have referred to it. The 

Whiteman influence is where participants believed that corruption is more about the Western 

world or Whiteman’s misunderstanding of the cultures, traditions, and beliefs of developing 

countries such as Ghana (i.e. differences of cultures) and desire to impose their values, ideals, and 

expectations on developing countries (i.e. perceptions of dominant White culture). For instance, 

one judge illustrated this idea when she discussed the translation of Ghanaian cultural practices 

and belief systems into the formal governmental and administrative system in Ghana:  

Are all the perceptions about corruption in Ghana real or there are some cultural practices that we 

have all adhered to for a very long time? Is a person corrupt because the “Whiteman” says that 

when you do a particular thing, it is corruption or it is something that we (Ghanaians) honestly 

believe to be corruption? [JU103]. 

The expression in this quote is not just by her alone as other participants also referred to it. 

Another judge recounted his experience while attending a programme in the United States of 
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America (USA) to demonstrate the misunderstanding of cultures and different interpretation of 

same or similar acts:  

Strangely, we went to the USA … on a US State Department’s sponsored programme, and the 

programme organisers told us that when we buy something, we could give tips between 15 and 20 

%. They were comfortable to say tips and not gifts or corruption, but that will be branded as 

corruption when it is the Ghanaian or African that has done it. That is food-for-thought [JU104]. 

These expressions demonstrate that what is or is not corruption in Ghana and Africa by extension 

cannot be separated from colonial rule and perceptions of western domination. Also, the meaning 

of corruption in the context of Ghana and Africa is still contentious. For one to understand 

corruption in Ghana, the person must factor in cultural values and practices that have been 

suppressed by colonial and western bureaucrats.  

5.2.2 Concept of Gifts 

The second concept that emerged as very important in shaping officials’ perception of what 

is or is not corruption was gifts and the link to Ghanaian culture. A gift is defined by Robinson 

and Davidson (1999, p. 564) as “something given, a present, or the art or process of giving”, 

which may include money, a donation, valuable security, property or an interest in a property, or 

any other advantage given by one person to another.” There were ambiguities and stark variation 

of views among participants regarding a link between gifts, culture, and corruption, with two very 

contrasting views emerging. The first and most widely held view by participants was a belief that 

receiving of gifts and appreciation (i.e. expressing of gratitude), especially after a decision is 

made, is not wrong and should not be deemed as corruption. In this regard, one prosecution 

lawyer, for example, stated, “If at the end of the day, a litigant appreciates whatever you have 

done for him/her and gives you something to thank you for a good job done, I think that one is 

very reasonable and acceptable” [PRO101]. One of the judges gave another typical view by CJOs 

about gifts received after decisions: “Sometimes, you will … give a judgement, and the person 

comes to appreciate you by saying ‘thank you’ with something, and people perceived it as a 

corrupt act, but that is not corruption” [JU101].  

Participants who indicated that gifts were not and should not be corruption advanced two 

main arguments to support their assertions. The first argument was that gift-giving and showing 
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appreciation are an integral part of Ghanaian historical culture and identity that should be 

protected and not demonised. Criminal justice officials, especially judges and police officers, 

were generally of the opinion that gift-giving practice is traditional Ghanaian custom of 

expressing gratitude. One judge gave a typical expression linking gift-giving to Ghanaian culture: 

“Our culture too allows it…that because somebody treats you well, you…can sometimes go and 

thank the person with a gift” [JU101]. Illustrating the same point, another judge said, 

“Customarily and culturally, Ghanaians always want to give something to show appreciation for 

whatever people do for them as a way of showing gratitude” [JU104]. Similarly, a police officer 

remarked, “Ghanaians have this culture of giving money or gifts to police officers patrolling in 

the night, either out of sympathy or in appreciation of police officers efforts…[and] that is not 

corruption” [POL105]. Some CHRAJ officials who were mostly against CJOs acceptance of any 

sort of gifts at any time acknowledged gift-giving as an integral part of Ghanaian culture. Typical 

expressions of CHRAJ officials regarding gifts and culture was given by one CHRAJ officials 

who said, “We offer gifts and appreciation in our Ghanaian cultural or traditional settings” 

[ACO102]. These expressions by officials show that they perhaps know that gift-giving is wrong 

but acceptable behaviour. 

The second argument in support of gifts not being corruption is that gifts or appreciations 

received after CJOs have performed their duties are incapable of influencing their decisions or 

performance of duties. One judge’s expression illustrated this: “Corruption is supposed to 

influence an official’s decision or judgement, but if litigants thank you with money or something 

after [delivering a judgement], that cannot describe that as corruption because it cannot influence 

the decision or judgement” [JU201]. One of the police officers’ assertion represents typical police 

officers responses regarding gifts or appreciations not being able to influence decisions: 

If the police stop a driver on the road whose documents are accurate, yet the driver picks money 

and gives it to police officers; that cannot be corruption because corruption should influence a 

police officer to do something s/he is supposed to do nonetheless or not supposed to do [POL105].  

The contrasting view about the relationship between gift and corruption was that it is wrong 

and hence, corruption for officials who occupy positions of trust and service to accept gifts or 

appreciation. Results show that anti-corruption officials were totally against CJOs receiving any 
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form of gifts and appreciation, whether before, during or after making decisions because they 

were generally of the view that gifts constitute corruption. This CHRAJ official captured typical 

expressions by CHRAJ officials: “[CHRAJ] as an anti-corruption body is saying no to gifts 

[because] people who occupy offices must behave in consonance with their offices” [ACO102]. 

Apart from CHRAJ officials, some few judges, prosecution lawyers, and police officers also 

regarded gifts as corruption. For example, one police officer said, “We perceive some corruption 

in Ghana as gifts, but in reality, all gifts are corruption because human beings by nature always 

want to influence or pave their way … in whatever difficulties they find themselves” [POL208]. 

Further analysis shows that CJOs who regarded gifts as corruption have some level of 

international experiences in the form of foreign education or attending conferences, seminars, 

workshops, and symposia overseas. 

The potential of gifts to influence officials’ duties instantly or in the future was one main 

reason raised to support the objection of gift-giving and gift-taking. On the idea of gifts received 

likely to influence officials’ decisions, one CHRAJ official said, “CJOs must not accept gifts 

because any person who gives you a gift will certainly influence you through that gift” [ACO201]. 

Likewise, one judge remarked, “One thing that I have realised is that when you take a gift, it is a 

bribe because it will influence your decision the next time your deal with that person” [JU202]. 

These assertions are a perfect reflection of typical expressions by officials who believed that gifts 

constitute corruption because of their potential to influence CJOs’ performance of their duties. 

The results also show that even though ordinary gifts may be insufficient grounds of evidence of 

corruption, gifts always have a potentially corrupting influence because people give gifts in 

anticipation of future acts (Paciorek, 2017).  

Officials who were against gift-giving practices, particularly anti-corruption officials 

reported strong dissenting views about gift-giving being an integral part of Ghanaian culture. A 

CHRAJ official recounted her interaction with public officials during an education campaign, 

where she relentlessly refuted claims that gift-giving was part of Ghanaian culture. She stated that 

they were educating public officials in a particular institution about corruption and the need to 

refuse gifts, and the officials were saying it is improper to refuse gifts offered because giving or 

receiving gifts is a Ghanaian culture. She indicated that she disputed their claims and asked them 
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to show her the part of the country’s culture that says people should give, receive, or not refuse 

gifts. She explained further that she does not know where those cultural claims are coming from 

as no Ghanaian culture says refusing a gift is wrong [ACO201]. The conflicting results about 

linking ‘gift-giving and gift-taking’ practices to Ghanaian culture may perhaps indicate that it is 

merely a technique adopted by public officials, including CJOs to neutralise or justify their acts 

of requesting or accepting gifts. 

Another result about the concept of gifts as shaping participants’ understanding and 

definitions of corruption was widespread ‘uncertainty’ surrounding a link between gifts and 

corruption by participants across the different institutions. Both criminal justice and anti-

corruption officials expressed some high degree of ‘uncertainty’ about a connection between 

corruption, culture and gift or appreciation, and if any, when to make such connections. 

Participants expressed the uncertainty with questions such as what is a gift and when should a gift 

be corruption or a “pure or free gift”. Malinoswski (1926, p. 176) defines a “pure or free gift” as 

“an offering for which nothing is given or expected in return or something that is given voluntarily 

without coercion or inducement and without payment in return to show favour toward someone, 

honour an occasion or make a gesture of assistance” (see Laidlaw, 2000). Illustrating uncertainty 

surrounding a link between gifts and corruption, judges, police officers, and prosecution lawyers 

asked that whether gifts or favours given to CJOs by beneficiaries of their decisions long periods 

after CJOs have performed duties or made decisions can be corruption [JU101; JU201; POL105; 

POL107; POL205; POL206; PRO301]. 

In the light of uncertainties surrounding the relationship between gifts or appreciation and 

corruption, officials called for an adequately conceptualised definition of corruption as well as a 

clear distinction of gifts from corruption in the context of cultural and historical developments. 

For example, one judge indicated the need for a standard definition of corruption and a clear 

distinction between gifts and corruption: 

Some acts perceived as corruption to one country or society is sometimes not corrupt acts to 

another even in our Africa society… We, therefore, need to have a clear and standard definition 

of corruption; otherwise, it is difficult to say an act or society is corrupt or not [JU101]. 
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The results and discussions suggest that gifts and gift-giving practice is particularly problematic 

and perhaps contributes to the corruption problem in Ghana and it CJS. More importantly, the 

results demonstrate the need to establish a standard definition of corruption and a clear distinction 

between gift and corruption. 

The relationship between gifts and corruption is not new in the corruption literature. 

However, scholars usually discuss gift-giving or gifts as types of corruption (see Ceresola, 2019; 

DPLF, 2007; Heidenheimer, 2002) or cultural causes of corruption (see Abdulai, 2009; Dankwa, 

2004; Reed, 1996) but exclude it when looking at the meaning of corruption. Even with studies 

that treat gifts as types and causes of corruption, there is no consensus about the relationship 

between a gift and bribe or corruption, which makes exploring their meaning and relationship 

worthy. It is also essential to explore how strong historical culture of gift-giving in Ghana and 

mainly Africa affects perceptions and understanding of corruption. Understanding how a long 

historical culture of gift-giving practices shapes officials understanding and perceptions of 

corruption will help to recommend and develop corruption prevention measures that take into 

account cultural principles. Since the practice of gift-giving strongly links to culture and 

corruption in Ghana, it is essential to explore the effectiveness of gift policies that exist in Ghana 

or criminal justice institutions (CJIs). 

5.2.3 Are Gift Policies in Ghana Effective? 

Scholars argue that corruption sometimes manifests itself through gifts and one of the best 

ways to control corruption is to put in place appropriate gift policies and laws (Smith, 2012 cited 

in Dion, 2017; Peltier-Rivest, 2018). The results of this study show that policies to control gift-

giving and gift-taking exist in Ghana at both national and institutional levels. However, 

participants believed that they are ineffective. Results show that enforcement of gift policies is 

problematic because gift policies at both national and institutional levels do not specify sanctions 

or penalties to be applied when people breach them. To illustrate the ineffectiveness of gift 

policies, one CHRAJ official recounted a corruption allegation made against John Dramani 

Mahama who was the President of Ghana at the time of the allegation:  

[CHRAJ] investigated a corruption allegation made against President John Dramani Mahama at 

the time and established that he breached the country’s gift policy by accepting a Ford expedition 
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vehicle as a gift from a Burkinabe contractor… However, because there is no sanction attach to 

the country’s gift policy, the President breached the gift policy, but no formal punishment was 

applied [ACO103].  

A citizen petitioned the CHRAJ to investigate an allegation of corruption against President 

John Dramani Mahama for accepting a Ford expedition vehicle from a Burkinabe contractor (see 

Awuni, 2016). Even though CHRAJ’s investigations confirmed that the President breached the 

country’s gift policy by accepting the vehicle as a gift, CHRAJ did not apply any sanctions 

because the existing gift policy has no penalty for its breach. The Code of Conduct for Public 

Officers, which is the current national policy or guideline governing gift-giving and gift-taking, 

only states that public officials who receive gifts are to declare the gift(s) and pay the necessary 

tax (Public Services Commission, 2014). Similarly, all other Ghanaian laws that mentioned or 

talked about gifts did not categorically specify any penalty in the event gift policies breach (see 

Constitution, 1992; Public Office Holders Act, 1998). The absence of penalties for gift policies 

means that they are ineffective and not deterrent because the prescription of penalty for an act 

makes it an offence and provide some deterrence effect (Fitzgerald Commission, 1989). 

It emerged that to complement the Code of Conduct for Public Officers, some CJIs 

developed some internal gift policies to manage or control officials’ taking of gift. Illustrating the 

existence of a gift policy in the Prosecutions Division under the A-G’s Department, one of the 

prosecution lawyers stated, “There is what we called a ‘Gift Policy’ in this office … that every 

prosecution lawyer knows of it” [PRO101]. Indeed, all prosecution lawyers interviewed 

acknowledged the existence of the gift policy in the Prosecution Division. That gift policy 

prohibits prosecution lawyers from taking or accepting gifts from anybody who deals with the 

department, and when CJUs offer gifts to prosecution lawyers, they are required to complete gift 

forms, stating reasons for accepting or rejecting the gifts offered. Prosecution lawyers then submit 

the completed forms to the head of department or an ethics officer. If a gift is accepted, it must 

be submitted with a completed form to the head of department or ethics officer who will decide 

how to dispose of a gift. The Prosecution Division’s gift policy intends to bar prosecution lawyers 

from receiving gifts from CJUs as well as prevent prosecution lawyers who receive gifts from 

enjoying the gifts.  
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However, some statements by prosecution lawyers that receiving gifts or appreciation after 

completing jobs are acceptable shows that participants do not support and comply with the gift 

policy. One prosecution lawyer illustratively stated, “If at the end of a case, a litigant appreciates 

whatever a prosecution lawyer has done for him in respect of a case and gives the prosecution 

lawyer something to thank him/her for a good job done, I think that one is very reasonable” 

[PRO101]. Another setback of the Prosecution Division gift policy is that most prosecution 

lawyers interviewed, including those with responsibilities of overseeing the operations of the gift 

policy, were of the view that it is ineffective. One prosecution lawyer, for instance, said: 

The gift policy is ineffective because there is no one to monitor it [and] in fact, I wonder how 

authorities can even monitor it. …[Litigants] can approach me from Monday to Friday [and] 

nobody will know until I come out on my own to fill that gift policy form or even talk about it… 

So, the gift policy is there on paper, but I honestly doubt if it is working [PRO103]. 

The quote shows that the implementation of the gift policy is dependent on prosecution lawyers’ 

voluntary compliance, and it is challenging to monitor prosecution lawyers’ acceptance of gifts. 

5.3 Types of Corruption Occurring in Ghana’s CJS 

As discussed in chapter two, several different typologies of corruption are captured in the 

literature that often depend on whether an author is writing about general corruption, corruption 

in a specific institution, the magnitude of corruption, or actors involved (Ayee, 2000; Hellman et 

al., 2000). Due to types of corruption variations in the literature, this study sought to ascertain 

from criminal justice and anti-corruption officials what types of corrupt practices occur in 

Ghana’s CJS or institutions. Being able to identify and develop typologies of corrupt practices 

that occur in Ghana will allow us to conceptualise corruption in an appropriate, concise, and 

comprehensible manner. Also, both internal and external criminal justice administrators can focus 

their training, supervision, or other corruption prevention strategies on those types of corrupt 

practices to minimise their continue occurrences. There is also a prospect of helping to develop 

prevention strategies that are situational and crime specific to prevent corrupt acts that are more 

similar or concentrated within a category from happening in the future (Poyner, 1986, 1992).  

Meanings and types of corruption are two matters that are closely linked to each other and 

often difficult to distinguish. However, the two concepts are distinguishable from each other. 
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Whereas meanings or definitions of corruption deal with what encompasses corruption, types of 

corruption deal with specific corrupt acts that occur in institutions. Several types of corruption 

were identified from discussions of participants, which were classified into three major themes: 

‘paying undue fees for services’, ‘procedural corruption’, and ‘influence peddling’. It also 

emerged that the corruption types mainly occur due to deficiencies in the CJS, involve monetary 

payments to lower-level officials, and concentrate at the entry points to the CJS and institutions. 

Even though it is possible to classify a type of corruption into different or several themes, the 

current classification in this thesis is sufficient to allow for concise and coherent analysis of results 

that recognise commonalities and differences. 

5.3.1 Paying Undue Fees for Services 

Paying unrequired fees for services used in this thesis refers to where CJUs make undue 

monetary payments to CJOs before they render their core criminal justice duties. Most corrupt 

activities indeed involve CJUs paying money to CJOs but paying unnecessary fees for services is 

considered a type of corruption because services paid for constitute regular duties of CJOs. CJUs 

paying unnecessary fees is sometimes referred to as extortion – coercing persons to pay money 

or provide favours in exchange for performing regular duties (see Garduno, 2019; Poeschl & 

Ribeiro, 2012). However, extortion is much broader than CJOs asking for payment of excessive 

fees. It is possible that CJUs may or may not be legally and procedural entitled to the services 

they pay unnecessary fees to obtain. Participants in this study widely perceived that paying 

unwarranted fees for services occurs in the police, judiciary/court, A-G’s Department, and among 

lawyers. It emerged that paying unnecessary fees for services manifests itself in two main ways: 

paying more than approved fees and paying for free-of-charge services.  

Paying more than approved fees: This is where CJUs willingly or are requested by CJOs 

to pay money above approved fees or approved range of fees for services, also referred to as 

overcharging fees. Some specific category of services by CJIs, especially the judiciary/court and 

the police require citizens or organisations to pay fees to access. Services of the judiciary/court 

such as filing of cases and documents, obtaining letters of administration or affidavits, and 

certification of documents among others required courts users to pay fees approved by the Judicial 

Service. Equally, acquiring criminal record report from the police, and requesting police services 
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for private functions such as the hiring of police musical bands and requesting police for bank 

guard duties are services that citizens or organisations are required to pay money to access. Even 

though lawyers are in private practice and generally can charge a range of fees on their own, the 

General Legal Council (GLC) has approved some ranges of fees within which private lawyers 

must charge their clients.  

Discussions by participants show that auxiliary court officials25 and lawyers sometimes 

make CJUs pay above approved fees or approved range of fees to access paid services. While all 

the different officials covered by the study talked about lawyers charging clients over the 

approved range of fees, only judges discussed overcharging fees by auxiliary court officials. One 

of the judges illustrated how court officials sometimes overcharge fees paid by CJUs: “If the cost 

for filing or registering a document or case with the court is GH¢300, court officials sometimes 

charge GH¢600 where they use GH¢300 to do the official records of the court and keep the excess 

GH¢300 for themselves” [JU304]. Officials adduced real cases of officials engaging in 

overcharging of fees to give validity to their assertions. One came from a CHRAJ official who 

recounted an allegation made to his office by a man who paid money at the court for some services 

but was not given any receipt by the court official. The CHRAJ official indicated that he went 

with the man to see one of the superior judges at the court, who insisted on inspecting the physical 

receipt of payment issued by the court official. So, when the court official brought the receipt to 

the judge, the amount written on the receipt was less than the money the man who made the 

allegation had paid to the court official [ACO303]. 

Defence lawyers were also perceived to be overcharging fees from their clients. All three 

lawyers interviewed acknowledged that some of their colleagues sometimes overcharge fees to 

be paid by their clients. For instance, one lawyer said, “Sometimes, lawyers overcharge litigants 

in terms of fees for counsel and processing documents” [LAW203]. Another lawyer, for example, 

admitted, “I know some [lawyers] in our firm here who overcharge fees even though not huge 

amounts” [LAW202]. One CHRAJ official equally noted, “There are lawyers who overcharge 

                                                      
25The Ghanaian Judicial Service comprises two levels – the members of the Bench, and the administrative 

officials of the service, who are usually referred to as auxiliary court staff. 
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fees” [ACO301]. Illustrating overcharging of fees by lawyers, one judge recounted a case where 

the GLC sanctioned a lawyer who overcharged fees:  

The GLC sanctioned one lawyer for overcharging fees. A client alleged that the lawyer collected 

GH¢50,000 (15,000AUD equivalent) from her as filing fees for a case (i.e. fees to be paid to register 

a case or document in court). However, the client later found that the cost of fees for filing that case 

would not exceed GH¢1,000 (300AUD equivalent), and complained to the GLC. The GLC 

suspended the lawyer's licence as an investigation conducted by the GLC proved the allegation 

against him [JU102]. 

 Results also show that lawyers sometimes extort money from litigants and engage in a 

conflict of interest behaviours or unethical deals. For example, one judge discussing lawyers 

engaging in extortion, conflict of interest behaviours, and unethical deals reported a case where 

the GLC suspended one lawyer for acting in one case for both sides. The lawyer was representing 

one party in the case but went to take money from the opposing party [JU102]. Particularly 

mentioned was the failure of lawyers to release litigants’ judgement proceeds paid to lawyers for 

onward transfer to litigants. As lawyers in private practice can charge a relatively wide range of 

approved fees, overcharging of fees and other unethical behaviours by lawyers may be argued not 

as corruption. However, overcharging fees is unethical behaviour that the legal profession frowns 

upon and even punish and can, therefore, be broadly categorised as corruption. Findings of 

overcharging fees are consistent with Ghana’s Parliament finding that ill-informed clients were 

overcharged to file their cases or documents in court (Parliament of Ghana, 2002). 

Paying CJOs for free-of-charge services: It is where CJUs from both complainants and 

accused persons or suspects’ sides willingly or upon request of CJOs pay money to CJOs to render 

free-of-charge services. This study identified several free-of-charge services under each 

institution covered by the study. These include granting police enquiry bail,26 taking statements 

of cases/complaints, providing medical forms to injured litigants, and arresting suspects and 

investigating cases rendered by the police. The judiciary or courts free-of-charge services include 

typing court documents, hearing and adjudicating cases, making and delivering decisions or 

                                                      
26Police enquiry bail refers to a power given to police officers to release an arrested person from custody, 

especially if it is impossible to bring a person arrested without a warrant before a court within 48 hours. 
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judgement, processing cases for trial, and serving court summons or documents on disputed 

parties. The A-G’s Department services include advising police about criminal cases and 

conducting prosecutions. However, it emerged that sometimes CJUs are requested or freely offer 

to pay money to CJOs to access those free-of-charge services. Paying for free-of-charge services 

as a corruption type can occur in either a single institution (e.g. paying to file or make complaints, 

get suspects arrested or investigations conducted, get court documents typed, and selling medical 

forms) or multiple institutions (e.g. paying for bail, and paying for transport and stationary). 

Paying for bail refers to where participants noted that litigants and their relatives from both 

complainants and suspects’ sides pay money in connection with bail. While the side of accused 

persons or suspects may pay CJOs to obtain bail, the side of complainants may pay CJOs to deny 

granting bail to suspects or accused persons. Results show that paying for bail as a type of 

corruption occurs in all CJIs covered by the study with police officers, judges, auxiliary court 

officials, prosecution lawyers, and lawyers as perpetrators or beneficiaries. For the police, some 

CHRAJ officials noted that when the police arrest suspects to police stations, the police often 

demand money to be paid before bail is granted to them [ACO102; ACO103; ACO301]. 

Buttressing this claim, two CHRAJ officials recalled a case reported to their office by a 

complainant whom the police arrest and compelled him to pay GH¢1,500 (450AUD equivalent) 

before the police granted him bail [ACO201; ACO205].  

One lawyer also recounted her experience at a police station regarding paying money for 

bail: “The police arrested one of my clients, and when I went to get police enquiry bail for him, 

the police demanded that we pay some money before they would allow my client to leave the 

police cell or station” [LAW201]. Similar to the assertions by CHRAJ officials and the lawyer, a 

majority of interviewed police officers (i.e. 20 out of 22) acknowledged that CJUs sometimes pay 

money to police officers to obtain bail. One police commander, for example, gave a typical 

expression by police officers about paying for bail: “Police enquiry bail is supposed to be free, 

but unfortunately, few recalcitrant police officers…take money from people before granting them 

bail” [POL305]. Police officers widespread acknowledgment that CJUs sometimes pay money to 

police officers to obtain bail is a plausible indication that paying for bail is a type of corruption 

that frequently occurs at police stations.  
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Paying for bail was also raised in regards to the judiciary or courts. Most judges claimed 

that auxiliary court officials usually engage in corruption in respect of bail from two angles: taking 

money from CJUs purportedly to influence CJOs to grant bail and taking advantage of bail 

conditions to extract bribes from CJUs. Regarding court officials collecting money apparently to 

influence granting of bail, one judge recalled an incident concerning a case she handled. 

According to her, she refused to grant an accused person bail on one occasion but later became 

aware that one of the registrars had collected GH¢5,000 (1,500AUD equivalent) from that accused 

person allegedly to influence her the judge to grant bail. She became aware of it because the 

accused person confronted the registrar following the judge’s refusal to grant them bail. It was 

after the confrontation by the litigant that the registrar came to the judge’s chamber to beg for 

forgiveness, where she ordered a refund of the money to the accused person [JU205]. Another 

judge recounted a similar situation where a prosecutor complained to him that a complainant was 

upset with the judge’s decision to grant an accused person bail. The reason why the complainant 

was upset was that the judge had allegedly taken GH¢1,000 from the complainant to deny the 

accused person bail. An investigation later revealed that one of the court clerks had taken money 

from the complainant supposedly to be given to the judge to deny the accused person bail, a 

transaction that the judge was not aware of [JU203].  

One judge illustrated how court officials take advantage of bail conditions to extract bribes. 

He explained that judges usually place bail bonds on accused persons when granting bail orders, 

which are usually executed by court officials. A bail bond is a value placed on an accused person 

who is granted bail in court so that if s/he fails to appear to stand trial after bail, the surety will 

pay that value to the court. So, CJUs should not pay the bail bond value stated upfront before 

being released on bail. However, some court officials sometimes make accused persons or 

relations pay amounts stated on bail bonds before accused persons are released. He explained that 

such money paid to court officials is personal use by them [JU302]. Another judge recalled how 

a registrar allowed an accused person granted bail to go without fulfilling all bail conditions:  

I gave an order for bail with conditions that must be satisfied before releasing the accused person, 

but my court registrar released the accused person without satisfying one of the critical conditions. 

So, why will the registrar do that? Even though I do not have evidence to say that corruption 
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occurred, do you think the registrar could have released the accused person who did not fulfil one 

of the bail conditions if a bribe was not paid? [JU105].  

Judges and prosecution lawyers were also part of the bail granting corruption problem at 

the court or judiciary. As one judge remarked, “Sometimes a car will pull up in your house early 

morning…to ‘beg’ (i.e. bribe) you to grant bail in a case that is coming before you that morning” 

[JU201]. Several prosecution lawyers reported of instances where lawyers or CJUs approached 

and offered them money to allow bails for accused persons. Illustrating this point, one prosecution 

lawyer recounted two cases where opposing lawyers attempted to bribe him to allow bail 

applications to go through for their clients. In the first case, the lawyer asked the prosecution 

lawyer to visit the lawyer’s office and take some money to allow bail for the lawyer’s client. In 

the second case, the lawyer promised to give the prosecution lawyer GH¢2,000 (i.e. 20 million 

cedis at the time) if he did not oppose a bail application [PRO101]. 

Assisting in justice delivery: Another type of corruption involving paying for free-of-

charge services occurring in multiple institutions identified was what participants referred to as 

assisting in justice delivery. That is where participants, mainly CJOs, stated that CJUs sometimes 

voluntarily or upon request or coercion by CJOs, provide logistics and resources to assist in the 

execution of criminal justice duties. Importantly of note here is that most police officers 

acknowledged that it is not the responsibility of people reporting cases to the police to provide 

resources or logistics to assist the police in performing their duties. That is, asking people to 

provide resources and logistics is a form of corruption. However, some police officers held the 

view that asking CJUs to provide logistics or resources to assist the police in performing their 

duties are not acts of corruption. This police officer’s expression is a typical example: “There are 

certain conditions that make us…demand or seek assistance unnecessarily from the public that 

we are supposed to protect, but I will not use the word corruption to describe those assistances” 

[POL102]. Assisting in justice delivery is in two main ways: providing transport and stationery. 

Provision of transport refers to where CJUs hire commercial vehicles, use their private 

vehicles, or fuel vehicles of CJIs to transport CJOs to perform their responsibilities or duties. 

Duties of CJOs mentioned as usually requiring provision of transport include making arrests, 

conducting investigations, attending court proceedings and serving legal documents on disputed 
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parties. Police officers, bailiffs, and prosecution lawyers were CJOs cited to be involved as 

perpetrators or beneficiaries when participants talked about the provision of transport. Illustrating 

CJUs providing transport or fuelling vehicles to assist the police in performing their 

responsibilities, a CHRAJ official said, “Due to lack of vehicles or fuel for vehicles (i.e. means 

of transport), the police sometimes ask CJUs to facilitate them to go and arrest suspects” 

[ACO303]. One police officer gave an example of typical expressions by police officers regarding 

the provision of transport or fuel for vehicles, “If a citizen reports a case to a police station and a 

suspect must be arrested immediately [and] there is no vehicle, the policeman will certainly ask 

the complainant to provide means of transport” [POL201]. Some CHRAJ officials equally stated 

that police officers often ask complainants to provide fuel for police vehicles to enable them to 

go and arrest suspects or conduct investigations [ACO103, ACO301].  

Particularly cited in the judiciary concerning the provision of transport were bailiffs who 

sometimes demand or request for transport money from CJUs before serving summons, writs, 

orders or other legal documents on disputed parties. A prosecution lawyer stated this to exemplify, 

“I have heard of people complaining that if you do not give bailiffs some money for transport, 

your documents will not be served on time if served at all” [PRO203]. Participants also cited 

prosecution lawyers as beneficiaries of CJUs providing transport. For example, one prosecution 

lawyer indicated, “Complainants sometimes give prosecution lawyers money to help transport 

them to and from the courts” [PRO101]. It emerged from further scrutiny of the results that 

provision of transport for police officers and bailiffs were significantly different from that of 

prosecution lawyers. Whereas the provision of transport for prosecution lawyers were largely 

voluntary acts by CJUs, police officers and bailiffs often demand or request for transport directly 

or using subtle means.  

Provision of stationery is the other aspect of providing logistics or resources to assist in 

justice delivery. It refers to where CJOs request CJUs to purchase stationery or give money to 

officials to procure stationery to carry out services sought by CJUs. Most police officers 

complained that essential stationery like diaries of action, statement forms, pens, foolscap sheets, 

and papers needed by police officers to perform their duties are often in short supply or completely 

lacking at police stations. Amid this logistical and resource challenges, police officers sometimes 
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ask CJUs to provide stationery to enable them to continue performing their duties of maintaining 

law, order, and security as expected by citizens, government, and even police leadership. A 

majority of police officers discussions show that due to lack of stationery, some people who go 

to police offices to file cases are asked to buy foolscap papers, pens among others to enable police 

officers to write down their statements [POL102, POL202, POL203, PRO201]. For example, one 

crime officer said, “People who go to police charge offices to make complaints sometimes are 

made to buy papers and pens to enable the police to write their statements” [POL102].  

Some identified types of corruption take place in single institutions. For example, paying 

to file complaints, obtain medical forms, and get suspects arrested or investigations conducted 

were corruption types that involve only police work and occur in the police institution. Paying to 

file complaints is closer to providing station but not the same. It refers to where people who go to 

police stations to report cases must pay money to police officers before their complaints are 

accepted and recorded. One of the police officers, for example, stated, “There are some police 

charge offices or stations that when you go even to report a case or make a complaint, they will 

take money from you before you make the complaint” [POL208]. Similarly, one lawyer remarked, 

“corruption in the police happens at the level where people make complaints because the police 

will sometimes tell complainants to ‘put something down’ (i.e. bribes) to energise the police to 

write statements or investigate cases” [LAW202]. 

Paying to obtain medical forms refers to where CJUs injured during crime events pay 

money to police officers to obtain police medical forms to access medical care. One police officer, 

for instance, admitted, “Yeah, some of our men take money before issuing even medical forms to 

people get injured during crime events” [POL208]. Another police officer remarked, “From my 

experience, some police officers ask CJUs to pay money before issuing out medical report forms” 

[POL204]. One senior police officer practically illustrated selling of medical forms by recounting 

his experience as a junior officer:  

When I was a young police officer, I saw some senior police officers selling police medical forms 

to people who reported injuries sustained through violent acts. I remember that I sometimes used 

to type the medical forms with old-fashioned typewriters to give to injured people freely. I 
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generated much hatred from the senior police officers at the time who were selling the medical 

forms by typing and giving out the medical forms free [POL101].  

Paying to get suspects arrested or investigations conducted refers to where police officers 

ask complainants and their relatives to make monetary payments to police officers before they 

can arrest suspects or investigate cases. Payments in this respect usually happen when police 

officers are convinced that there are sufficient grounds for suspects to be arrested or cases to be 

investigated but fail to do so because complainants or their relatives have not made monetary 

payments to induce them. Interviewed police officers acknowledged that some police officers 

sometimes demand or accept money from CJUs before arresting suspects or conducting 

investigations. For example, one police officer said, “I have had people complained to me that the 

police charge them before going to arrest suspects” [POL204]. One divisional police commander 

firmly admitted: “Yeah, some of our men (police officers) take money from people before making 

arrests” [POL208]. Other officials talked about police officers taking bribes before arresting 

suspects or investigating cases. For example, one CHRAJ official cited an incident where armed 

robbers attack her neighbour’s house, and a police officer was demanding GH¢300 from the man 

to investigate the case [ACO106]. From the results, it is clear that paying to get suspects arrested 

or investigations conducted has only complainants as bribe-payers.  

A situation where court officials directly demand payment of money or engage in acts 

intended to frustrate CJUs to pay money to access services that the courts must render free-of-

charge also came up prominently when participants discussed types of corruption. It refers to 

where CJUs sometimes pay judges and auxiliary court officials in connection with registering 

cases at courts, allocating cases to courts, typing court documents (e.g. judgement, court orders, 

warrants, or notice of appearances), serving court documents on parties, placing cases before 

judges for hearing, and making and delivering decisions or judgement. In this regard, one CHRAJ 

official claimed, “If you want a court document to be typed for you and bailiffs to pick files from 

one office to another or serve disputed parties, for instance, you must pay money to the typist and 

bailiffs, respectively” [ACO302]. Confirming CJUs paying for free-of-charge services in the 

judiciary, one judge admitted, “There have been instances where [court officials] demanded 

money from CJUs before rendering services that are free-of-charge” [JU102]. 
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Lawyers reported experiences where court officials have demanded money from them 

before rendering services that should have been free-of-charge. For example, one of the lawyers 

indicated that there had been instances that he went to court and dockets of cases scheduled for 

hearing on those days were not brought to court for the hearings. When he asked why the cases 

were not in court, the court clerks demanded that he pay money before they put the dockets before 

judges. He added that on some occasions, bailiffs who were to serve legal processes on parties to 

cases asked the lawyer for money before serving the documents [LAW203]. Similar to the 

lawyer’s explanation, one prosecution lawyer claimed: 

I have heard of other people who say that they went to the court counter and the clerks did not 

want to do what they are supposed to do unless they ‘tip them’. Some colleagues complained that 

if you do not give the bailiffs some money, your documents would just be lying there while other 

people who [bribe] the bailiffs would have their documents served [PRO203]. 

Results about corruption types in the judiciary or courts show that registrars, computer allocation 

officers, typists, bailiffs,27 court clerks, and judges are beneficiaries or perpetrators. 

5.3.2 Procedural Corruption 

Procedural corruption used in this thesis refers to violation of existing formal criminal 

justice operations and procedures for personal, relational or institutional gain (Aguilera & Vadera, 

2007, p. 441). That refers to where CJOs engage in improper, illegal or unethical behaviours that 

violate their core duties or responsibilities or perform relevant functions or activities improperly 

for personal or institutional gain. Such behaviours do not involve CJOs performing regular duties 

expected of them but when CJOs use their powers to do things that they are not supposed to do 

or not to do things that they are supposed to do. Initiating of procedural corruption may come 

from two standpoints. The first is where CJOs elicit some form of benefits, monetary or otherwise, 

from CJUs for officials’ self or institutional interest. The second is where CJUs offer rewards, 

favours, or promises financial or other advantages to CJOs aimed at influencing them to perform 

functions improperly. Procedural corruption initiated by CJUs is as a predatory means to induce 

CJOs to act illegally (see Scharbatke-Church et al., 2016). Specific procedural corrupt acts 

                                                      
27A bailiff is an officer of the court who is mandated to serve documents of cases registered with the court 

for adjudication and legal processes on disputed parties. 
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identified include sabotaging, discontinuing, diverting, and fast-tracking cases, as well as 

assisting litigants in bribing officials. 

Discontinuing cases: This happens when CJOs accept payment from CJUs to stop legal 

proceedings completely by not arresting offenders or not processing arrested offenders further. 

The police corruption literature refers to this type of corruption as shakedowns of the fix (see 

Knapp Commission, 1972; Roebuck & Barker, 1974). Discontinuing cases was the second most 

discussed type of corruption by participants. Predominantly, participants cited police officers 

working with the Motor Traffic and Transport Unit (commonly referred to as MTTU in Ghana) 

as always demanding or accepting money from motorists who violate traffic regulations. One 

divisional police commander summed up the issue of police officers of the MTTU accepting or 

demanding money not to arrest or prosecute offenders in this acknowledgement. “Yeah, some of 

our men allow wrongdoing to continue by not pursuing cases… Mainly, police officers on the 

roads (i.e. MTTU officers) sometimes accept ‘gifts’ to allow offending motorists go scot-free 

instead of arresting and prosecuting them” [POL208].  

The other aspect of discontinuing cases is where the police arrest suspects, but no further 

processing of cases are undertaken due to influences in the form of monetary payment to CJOs or 

interventions by influential people. One CHRAJ official made this observation to illustrate this 

point: “If you write a statement at the police station and place ‘something’ (i.e. bribe) on top of 

that statement, the matter will not end up in courts” [ACO103]. Another CHRAJ official asserted, 

“We have received many complaints that [police officers] sometimes demand ‘something’ (i.e. 

bribe) so that people arrested are not processed further or arraigned before the courts” [ACO202]. 

One lawyer recounted how some clients of his were brought to court because they failed to pay 

money (i.e. bribes) demanded by prosecution lawyers to set them free. The lawyer claimed that 

other suspects who paid the bribes demanded by the prosecution lawyers were set free [LAW203]. 

Sabotaging cases: This occurs where CJOs arrest offenders and proceed with cases but 

take money from CJUs to ‘destroy’ or ‘spoil’ the cases. This type of corruption is what Roebuck 

and Barker (1974) described as “the fix” in terms of police corruption. Participants across all the 

institutions covered by the study perceived that judges, police officers, and prosecution lawyers 

sometimes destroy cases by conducting improper investigations, preferring wrong charges, or not 
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opposing applications. Participants also cited giving improper advice to the police, wrongly 

amending or dropping charges, conducting improper prosecutions (e.g. presenting weak evidence 

and witnesses at trials), absenteeism (i.e. not reporting to duty or attending court hearings), not 

recording accurate proceedings, and wrong interpretation and application of laws leading to 

wrong judgements. For instance, one judge illustrating typical views about how judges sabotage 

cases said, “Some judges take money from litigants to change or omit some portions of 

submissions that will not favour the people they have taken money from if captured in the record 

of proceedings” [JU203]. 

A CHRAJ official illustratively pointed out that there have been instances where police 

prosecutors and prosecution lawyers conducted prosecutions of watertight cases in some ways 

that allowed litigants with smart opposing lawyers to get away with offences. He claimed that 

some judges have threw out some cases purely due to infuriation over how prosecution lawyers 

or police prosecutors conducted the prosecutions [ACO302]. Illustrating how prosecution lawyers 

can sabotage or destroy cases, one judge said, “Sometimes, when prosecution lawyers have been 

influenced (i.e. bribed) by accused persons, they intentionally omit things that they know may be 

relevant to prove the accused persons’ guilt when making submissions or leading people in 

evidence” [JU203]. Some participants alleged that police prosecutors and prosecution lawyers 

sometimes connive with police investigators to sabotage cases. One prosecution lawyer illustrated 

this point as captured below: 

A prosecution lawyer in ‘messing up’ a case can conspire with an investigator to say that the 

witnesses are not available and efforts to locate them have not been successful. They will 

continually do that until the judge becomes frustrated and discharge the accused person for ‘want 

of prosecution’ [PRO103].  

Some expressions about sabotaging cases demonstrated some levels of frustration on the 

part of CJOs. For instance, judges predominantly expressed frustration about police investigators 

or prosecutors and prosecution lawyers sabotaging cases. One judge’s lamentation captured 

judges’ typical expressions of frustration about sabotaging of cases by police officers or 

prosecution lawyers. “What can judges do if investigators and prosecutors tell [fake stories] that 

do not ground any conviction, … matters are not correctly laid before judges due to prosecution 
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lawyers or police prosecutors’ negligence, or prosecution lawyers decide to ‘mess up’ with 

cases?” [JU105]. Police officers and prosecution lawyers, in contrast, expressed resentments and 

frustrations about judges sabotaging cases. Mainly, police officers believe that they go through a 

lot of difficulties and stress to arrest suspects and conduct investigations only for judges to take 

bribes and sabotage cases. This lamentation by one police officer exemplified such frustrations: 

“Sometimes, police officers will superbly prepare cases without taking money and send the cases 

to court only to be destroyed by judges that preside over cases” [POL101]. Capturing police 

officers frustration and resentment towards judges regarding sabotaging of cases, another police 

officer remarked: 

It is sometimes very frustrating when police officers, with some assistance from the public, go 

through stress to investigate cases, …get enough evidence, and send cases to court only for the 

cases to be thrown out at the end of the day due to small technicalities, usually occasioned by 

‘somethings’ (i.e. corruption) [POL102]. 

Although CJOs can take any of the discussed actions without corruption happening, participants 

were generally of the opinion that influences (i.e. corruption) are mostly brought to bear on CJOs 

in Ghana to take such actions. 

Diverting cases: This occurs where auxiliary court officials take money or favours from 

CJUs to get cases allocated to preferred courts or judges. Acknowledging this phenomenon, one 

judge stated, “For instance, if court officials think that I handle cases that come to my court in 

particular ways, they have ways of influencing the allocations so that certain cases do not come 

to my court” [JU101]. Another judge authoritatively captured diverting cases when he talked 

about a computerised system of allocating cases put in place to check the diverting of cases and 

ultimately, corruption. According to him, court officials have found ways to manipulate the 

computerised system of allocating cases to judges and take money from litigants to get cases 

allocated to particular judges or courts they think would favour litigants [JU102]. Another judge 

speaking about the system of computerised allocation of cases stated, “The people working at the 

allocation unit sometimes intentionally make sure that the computers are not working so that they 

can allocate cases manually and be able to influence the system by diverting cases to preferred 

judges” [JU203].  
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Judges explained that auxiliary court officials divert cases to judges perceived to be faster, 

corrupt and easy to bribe, lenient, and ‘manageable’. They also divert cases away from judges 

perceived to be strict, ‘unmanageable’, incorruptible, challenging to bribe, or slow. For instance, 

one judge said, “People will want to patronise a particular court or judge by diverting cases to 

that court if the judge is perceived as corrupt or as not corrupt but very fair or fast in handling 

cases” [JU205]. Other judges explained how and what court officials usually tell litigants to 

convince them: “auxiliary court staff will say if this case goes to this judge, s/he is very strict” 

[JU105] or “as for this judge, we can go and see him/her and s/he will grant bail” [JU102]. As 

diverting of cases occur in areas where there exist a system of computerised allocation of cases, 

one can deduce that auxiliary court officials will divert cases with impunity in courts or 

jurisdictions that have no computerised allocation systems. 

Fast-tracking cases: Closely linked to diverting cases was fast-tracking of cases, which 

occurs where CJOs take money or favours from CJUs to process cases at earlier dates than cases 

should be processed. That is jumping the queue to have cases processed earlier than they should 

be processed. Some judges reported that auxiliary court officials such as registrars and court clerks 

who prepare cases for trials or court hearings usually orchestrate fast-tracking of cases. For 

example, showing the researcher a list of cases on his table, one judge explained that those cases 

were meant for the following day’s sitting, but the court clerks may add some cases by the 

following day because some people might have just filed and bribed the court officials to fast-

track their cases [JU101]. He went further to recount a real example where a court clerk who 

works in a different court came to him to facilitate the fast-tracking of a case allegedly involving 

the court clerk’s sister. Another judge claimed that “court orders requiring public notification are 

to be displayed publicly for 21 days, but some court officials sometimes collect money from CJUs 

to display the orders for only a few days” [JU304]. Fast-tracking of cases as a type of corruption 

also occurs in the police and A-G’s Department, where police officers and prosecution lawyers 

accept money or favours to fast-track cases. 

Assisting litigants to bribe officials: This occurs where CJOs, particularly auxiliary court 

officials and prosecution and defence lawyers use their positions, access, and working relationship 

with other CJOs to assist or lead CJUs to bribe their colleagues. Per the ethics of most CJOs, they 



122 
 

are supposed to seclude themselves from society and avoid social contact with many people 

because contact with many people can affect decisions of CJOs. Criminal justice officials can be 

biased if persons they have contact with appeared in their institutions in future, and CJOs do not 

know future users of their institutions. Due to the seclusion and difficulties that the public has in 

accessing some CJOs, other CJOs are then relied upon to lead CJUs to access colleagues and 

bribe them. Acknowledging the practice of court officials leading CJUs to bribe judges, one judge 

noted, “It is difficult to access judges privately and so, most people rely on the court officials to 

lead them to the judges to bribe them” [JU303]. Another judge noted, “It is court registrars or 

clerks who usually initiate the bribing processes by leading litigants to judges because when 

judges are appointed, no litigant knows whether the judges take bribes or not” [JU202]. 

Particularly cited perpetrators of this corruption type were defence lawyers. A CHRAJ 

official supported this view when he noted, “Even when litigants have bad cases, some lawyers 

will not tell the litigants that their cases are bad. They will instead ask them to bring money for 

them to go and see a judge, police officer, or prosecution lawyer” [ACO203]. Similarly, a judge 

had this to say about lawyers and their clients bribing CJOs: “I know of instances where lawyers 

are the ones who led their clients to bribe judges” [JU102]. All the lawyers interviewed for this 

study acknowledged that some of their colleagues engage in this type of corruption. For example, 

one of the lawyers claimed that some lawyers bribe judges for litigants or tell their clients to bring 

money for them to go and ‘see’ judges to win cases [LAW202]. On a different level, the same 

lawyer stated that some lawyers collude with opposing lawyers to ‘fix cases’. He recounted an 

instance where an opposing lawyer in a case proposed to let his client pay the full money they 

claimed if only the interviewed lawyer agrees to share some of the claimed money with the 

opposing lawyer. 

5.3.3 Influence-Peddling 

Influence-peddling refers to where CJUs sway criminal justice process or personnel to 

secure benefits or favours for themselves or other persons, possibly in exchange for rewards, using 

relations and acquaintances with alleged or real connections or power. Influence-peddling is 

extensively discussed in the corruption literature, even though sometimes under different names 

and explanations (e.g. African Union, 2003; Choudhry et al., 2014; CICP, 2001; Gibbons, 2014; 
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OECD & ADB, 2006; Poeschl & Ribeiro, 2012).  For example, the United Nations Convention 

Against Corruption refers to influence-peddling as “trading in influence” and defines it as  

The promise, offering or giving to… [or] the solicitation or acceptance by a public official or any 

other person, directly or indirectly, of an undue advantage for himself or herself or another person 

so that the public official or the person abuses his or her real or supposed influence to obtain from 

an administration or public authority of the State Party an undue advantage for the original 

instigator of the act or any other person (UNODC, 2004c, Art. 18).  

Consistent with Tankebe, Karstedt, et al. (2019) finding in Ghana that prospective elites were 

more favourable towards engaging in influence-peddling rather than paying bribes directly, 

discussions by participants in this study show that influence-peddling characterises Ghana’s CJS. 

It manifests itself through favouritism and patronage, cronyism or nepotism systems. 

Favouritism: This refers to where people who encounter the CJS and its personnel 

influence the rendering of services or decisions of CJOs using relations who are either within or 

outside the CJS. Similar to findings by the  DPLF (2007), a broad range of participants in this 

study believed that considerations for engaging in corruption go beyond monetary value to include 

influences using kinship networks, friendships, schoolmates, superior officials, opinion leaders – 

politicians, chiefs, assembly members –, and other ‘powerful’ individuals. This CHRAJ official 

succinctly provided a typical example: “Corruption need not necessarily result in a monetary 

benefit, but can amount to…doing favours for people such as relations or friends” [ACO302]. 

Influence-peddling through favouritism usually does not involves direct payment of money to 

CJOs even though rewards may come in the form of promotions or improving conditions of 

service of officials involved. Using authorities, opinion leaders, and kinship relations to influence 

outcomes of cases in the CJS was perceived as pervasive across all institutions covered by the 

study and appear as becoming almost an acceptable way of life in Ghana. That is because even in 

some communities when CJOs and all other officials in public services fail to assist relatives in 

need, families, communities or villages that those officials come from may not associate with 

them if they get to know of their refusal to help their relatives. 

Patronage, nepotism or cronyism: This also referred to as clientelism occurs where 

people wielding power or authority appoint, recruit or promote their relations, allies, associates, 
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friends, and acquaintances or people who had paid money or given favours into positions of 

authority, including those who are unqualified. That is, patron-client relationship rather than 

meritocracy determines the question of people appointed or promoted to jobs. Results show that 

participants believed that people with appointing authority in Ghana sometimes recruit, appoint 

or promote family members, friends, and allies, who may be unqualified to occupy such positions, 

as CJOs or into higher positions. Even though cronyism may occur in any CJI, participants 

perceived it as predominantly associated with the police compared to the judiciary and A-G’s 

Department. Most police officers acknowledged and illustrated the perception of cronyism 

regarding police recruitment. According to them, politicians have infiltrated the police 

recruitment processes such that the recruitment processes often end up recruiting through 

‘protocol’28 unqualified people and people who have no passion for policing or do not go through 

due processes [POL101, POL103, POL108, POL204, POL303, POL305].  

Like police officers, one judge claimed, “People have employed their favourites in the 

judiciary with some of them not even qualified. We have typists here who cannot operate a 

computer, and sometimes one wonders how and why they were employed” [JU302]. Similarly, a 

CHRAJ official noted, “Most of the time, people are unqualified to be in certain positions, but 

they employ them into wrong places due to politics and other things” [ACO106]. Closely linked 

to recruiting and promoting relations and cronies was a patronage system where citizens pay 

bribes or give favours to appointing or promoting authorities to be recruited into CJIs or gain 

promotions for those already employed. For example, one of the lawyers said, “The way people 

are recruited into CJIs is absurd. For instance, people have to bribe before being recruited as 

police officers” [LAW202]. Interviewed police officers also raised issues regarding how 

recruitment into the police service is stained with corruption, as rampant allegations of people 

paying bribes to be recruited into the service exist. These results are similar to results recorded in 

Indonesia, a developing country like Ghana, by Buttle et al. (2016), Blunt et al. (2012) and 

International Crisis Group (2012). 

                                                      
28‘Protocol’ in Ghana refers to a system where influential people such as politicians, chiefs, opinion leaders 

and higher public servants get people recruited into institutions or promoted to higher positions. 
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It also emerged that patronage system manifests where superior CJOs demand or receive 

bribes from their workforce or personnel who want to obtain benefits or opportunities associated 

with their jobs or positions, including transfer to different stations, districts, or regions. Such 

internal corruption causes or promotes criminal justice corruption because CJOs take or demand 

bribes from the public they encounter to satisfy internal corruption demands or recoup bribes 

already paid to their colleagues. For example, one judge gave a typical situation about how 

internal corruption lead, encourage or promote external corruption through judges’ demanding 

behaviours in the judiciary: 

Some registrars or court officials sometimes engage in corrupt acts to get money to satisfy 

demands of some judges who sometimes ask registrars to take care of judges’ private expenses 

like fuelling vehicles or paying for maintenance works. Why should the judges think that registrars 

should give them money or pay for their expenses, especially when salaries of judges are more 

than that of registrars and other court officials? Where do the judges expect registrars or court 

officials to get such money? [JU302].  

On the part of the police, some police participants accused some police officers working 

with the Police Intelligence and Professional Standards (PIPS) Bureau of engaging in internal 

corruption.29 One police officer recounting her dealings with PIPS made the following claims 

about corruption in PIPS: “We have units like the PIPS to check misconduct of police officers, 

[but] they go around extorting money from defaulters so as not to forward cases of defaulters to 

authorities, with nobody checking PIPS officers” [POL205]. When talking about why corruption 

occurs in the police service, one police commander disclosed the phenomenon of internal police 

corruption: 

Police officers from recruit trainee levels up to certain ranks in the police service usually have to 

contribute money compulsorily to satisfy senior police officers. A typical example is police 

recruits usually contributing money for trainers and administrators at police academies so that the 

trainers and administrators can pass them for graduation. Teaching police recruits from the 

beginning to satisfy senior officers may suggest or send a wrong indication that engaging in corrupt 

                                                      
29 PIPS is a unit created in the police service to deal with complaints of police officers’ misconduct towards 

citizens and other police officers within the police service. Misconduct used in the police service refers to 

any behaviour that violates the ethics, rules, and regulations of the police service, including corruption. 
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behaviour is an acceptable culture in the police [POL107]. 

Likewise, one high-ranking police officer made some stunning revelations about patronage 

in the police service. One of such revelations is where police officers sometimes ‘make 

connections’ (i.e. pay bribes) to get additional uniforms supplied to them. Another was police 

officers transferred to different locations, sometimes paying bribes to drivers of police trucks 

before they transport their possessions to the new destinations. He also explained that according 

to the law governing the police, no police officer should spend more than 5 or 10 years at a station 

or region, respectively. However, some police officers who paid bribes or have senior officers 

supporting them have spent 10 to 20 years in comfortable areas like southern Ghana. Meanwhile, 

police officers in deprived areas like the three hot northern regions have been there for extended 

years without transfers because they do not pay bribes or have any senior officer to help them get 

transfers. Buttressing the claims, he indicated that some police officers have personally told him 

that they paid money to be transferred to particular perceived lucrative units, stations, or regions; 

a situation he believed is real due to available circumstances. He concluded that officers like him 

who will not pay bribes suffer a lot in the police service [POL101]. 

One district police commander inadvertently disclosed acts of police officers offering 

bribes to obtain benefits their jobs or positions entitle them. “A typical routine that happens here 

is that when some of my junior ranked officers want an annual leave or anything, for instance, 

before making the request, they may bring a gift or present like a ‘carton or box of water’ to me” 

[POL107]. Another remarkable result was a revelation that police officers sometimes pay bribes 

to get opportunities to participate in United Nations (UN) Peace Keeping Missions (hereafter 

referred to as UN Mission) that often take place in foreign countries. For example, one regional 

police commander claimed, “I have heard that senior officers pave the way for junior police 

officers to…participate in UN Missions in return for personal rewards or appreciation such as 

monetary payments” [POL305].  

Another police officer illustrating police officers sometimes paying to enjoy benefits 

associated with their jobs in the police pointed out:  

I know police officers who have participated in two, three, or four UN Missions, but I have not 

gotten an opportunity to participate in even one mission in 23 years as a police officer. As to how 
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others got the opportunity more than once and officers like us have not gotten even one opportunity 

for 23 years, hmmm, that is a big issue [POL101].  

The last quote insinuates that police officers who have gotten the opportunity to participate in UN 

Missions more than once could not do so without perhaps paying bribes to get those opportunities. 

Buttressing that insinuation and proving that indeed police officers pay bribes to get opportunities 

to participate in UN Missions, the same police officer reported that “the police administration 

recently dismissed one police inspector from the service for collecting money (i.e. bribes) from 

some police officers to facilitate their participation in UN Peace Keeping Missions” [POL101]. 

5.4 Techniques and Avenues Used to Commit Corruption 

Techniques of committing corruption refer to tactics and means used by both CJOs and 

CJUs to carry out corrupt acts in the CJS. That means the way CJOs present their conduct and 

that of colleagues and CJUs regarding the commission of criminal justice corruption. The focus 

is on the perceptions of officials about how CJOs can extract bribes in daily criminal justice work. 

The difference between techniques and types of corruption is that while types of corruption refer 

to broad corrupt acts occurring in the CJS, techniques focus on specific methods and avenues that 

CJOs use to commit corruption across different institutions or corruption types. Ades and Di Tella 

(1996) recommended that studies examine the tactics involved in committing corrupt acts because 

determining how officials make decisions and commit corruption are essential in determining the 

types and levels of corruption that need addressing and how to address them. Despite this call 

about two decades ago, there is still little scholarly attention on strategies employed to commit 

corruption generally and particularly, criminal justice corruption. Studies that attempted to 

explore techniques involved in committing corrupt acts tend to focus more on causes such as 

opportunities, motivations, and justifications (e.g. Aguilera & Vadera, 2007) instead of how 

officials commit corrupt acts.  

Addressing one of the thesis research questions as well as responding to the call by Ades 

and Di Tella (1996) to examine tactics involved in committing corrupt acts, this study examines 

the dynamic processes and techniques or tactics adopted by both CJOs and CJUs to commit 

corrupt acts in Ghana’s CJS and the various CJIs and processes. It emerged that while performing 

their duties, CJOs adopt several strategies to extract bribes from CJUs and CJUs adopt different 
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strategies to bribe CJOs in pursuing their cases. Specific techniques identified include 

‘intimidation using the law’; ‘threat of delaying cases’ and ‘stealing or losing case dockets’. 

Others are using ‘names of judges’, ‘experience and personal knowledge’, ‘access to judges via 

working relationships’, and ‘influential people, kingship, and familial relations’. These identified 

techniques are categorised into two primary forms: intimidation and threats as well as exploiting 

relationships or lack of awareness. The next sections present detail results from interviews on 

each of the techniques and their meanings.   

5.4.1 Using Intimidation or Threats 

Using intimidation or threats refers to where CJOs rightly and wrongly use the powers and 

authority given to them by laws to frighten CJUs into paying bribes. Extensively, participants 

believed that CJOs’ application of laws and powers sometimes compel CJUs to pay unwarranted 

fees for criminal justice services or to assist CJOs to perform their duties. The results show that 

CJOs intimidate or threaten CJUs to pay bribes through regular application of the laws or 

manipulation of the laws such as arresting people closer to weekends, unlawfully arresting and 

detaining people, and stealing of case files.  

The first specific tactic raised was the regular application of the laws where CJOs, 

especially the police, perform their regular duties in ways that compel or frustrate CJUs to pay 

bribes. That can include duties such as arrest, detention (e.g., 48-hour rule), and prosecution. For 

example, one police officer revealed, “A typical police officer who wants to frighten you into 

coming out involuntarily [to pay bribe] will simply tell you that I have 48 hours within which to 

keep you in custody” [POL204]. According to the Constitution of Ghana, police officers shall not 

keep suspects in police custody beyond 48 hours unless a court ordered the remand of suspects 

(Constitution, 1992). So, police officers usually rely on this 48-hour rule and intentionally keep 

suspects who failed or refused to pay bribes for their release until 48 hours. They sometimes even 

threaten suspects who fail to pay bribes with obtaining court remand orders after the 48 hours.  

Results also show that police officers sometimes adopt tactics to overcome legal provisions 

that require them to treat citizens in fair and just manners. For instance, participants cited police 

officers as sometimes intentionally arresting and detaining people closer to weekends so that they 

can keep suspects until Mondays, the next weekday [POL201; POL207; POL306]. Such arrests 
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or detentions often mean that the only day the police can arraign such people before courts are on 

Mondays, which are more than 48 hours from the time of the arrest. That tactic allows the police 

to surpass the 48-hour rule and legally keep suspects for more than 48 hours before sending them 

to courts or granting them bail. A significant development in this regard worth noting is that the 

Supreme Court of Ghana on 18th December 2019 ruled that weekends and public holidays are 

part of the 48-hour detention period the police have to hold a person without granting bail or 

taking him/her to court ("Kpebu vs The Attorney-General," 2019). It is fair to claim that the 

intention of the Supreme Court’s ruling is perhaps to prevent the police from abusing the 

application of the 48-hour rule regarding arresting and detaining suspects. 

Results also show that the police sometimes apply the laws in subtle ways to intimidate or 

frustrate CJUs to pay bribes or assist them in performing their duties. For example, one police 

officer revealed an operational tactic used by police officers to intimidate or frustrate CJUs subtly 

to extract bribes. “I do not demand money from people who come to my office, but I still get 

whatever I want by just applying the rules in such a way that [CJUs] will chase me with money” 

[POL203]. Besides paying monetary bribes, CJOs sometimes frustrate or intimidate CJUs to assist 

CJOs to perform their duties, especially concerning the provision of transport and stationery. For 

example, one police officer discussing logistical and resource constraints revealed a subtle 

intimidatory tactic sometimes adopted by police officers when he said:  

As for me…, I will just tell litigants or their relations that the vehicle we use for arrest or 

investigation is not there or there is no fuel in the vehicle… A complainant who wants immediate 

action to be taken will tell us that oh I have a car or let me hire a taxi or fuel the vehicle for us to 

go and make the arrest or conduct the investigation [POL203].  

The practice described by the police officer may appear as a standard way of acting in situations 

where there is lack or inadequate resources and logistics. However, further analysis shows that 

because CJUs cannot verify conditions or availability of vehicles in most cases, CJOs instead 

adopt that as a subtle intimidatory and frustrating tactic to extract bribes from CJUs. 

Another perceived intimidatory or threatening technique used by CJOs to extract bribes 

from CJUs was unlawful arrests and detention. It occurs when police officers arrest, detain or 

arraign people before the courts on fabricated or frivolous charges to intimidate, frighten, or 
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frustrate them into paying bribes. A CHRAJ official articulated an example of participants’ 

discussions of this tactic when she said, “Sometimes, [the police] arrest people unlawfully just to 

intimidate them into paying bribes. Personally, the police have arrested me on two occasions for 

alleged violations of traffic rules, but the police fabricated the allegations to intimidate me into 

paying bribes” [ACO105]. A judge similarly stated, “One problem with the police is wrongful 

and frivolous charging of people with criminal offences and arraigning them before the courts 

just to intimidate the people into paying bribes” [JU203]. Some police participants also 

acknowledged that police officers sometimes engage in arbitrary arrest or detention of citizens 

for no offence but to extract bribes from the people arrested or people have paid the police to get 

those people arrested [POL105; POL204; POL205; POL306]. For example, a divisional police 

commander said, “Per our laws, a police officer has much power, like the power to arrest on 

suspicion, with or without a warrant. So, corrupt police officers sometimes arrest people using 

these powers just to induce payment of bribes from them” [POL105].  

These results of police officers using the law and their powers to intimidate and frustrate 

citizens to extract bribes from CJUs are consistent with prior arguments. For instance, several 

scholars have argued that CJOs use of intimidation, threatening, and exploitation of citizens in 

Ghana to extract bribes is very rampant (see Aning, 2002; Appiahene-Gyamfi, 1995, 2002; 

Attafuah, 1993, 2013; Boateng & Darko, 2016; Tankebe, 2008a; Tankebe, 2008b, 2009). 

However, a drawback is that those studies did not empirically measure intimidation and use of 

authority as a technique by CJOs to commit corruption as done in the current study. 

Another identified technique used by CJOs to extract bribes from CJUs was delaying or 

threat of delaying cases. It refers to where participants perceived that all categories of CJOs 

included in this study sometimes delay or threaten to delay cases of CJUs who fail to pay bribes 

or to frustrate CJUs and create an enabling environment to extract bribes from them. This CHRAJ 

investigator accurately captured the views of creating an enabling environment: “When you take 

a case [to court], it is always about unnecessary adjournments just to create an enabling 

environment or situation to enable officials to obtain their interest by extracting bribes from 

litigants” [ACO304]. An experienced CHRAJ official well encapsulated the idea of the threat of 

delaying cases by CJOs when he said, “People often do not want to be delayed. So, if [CJOs] want 
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to engage in corruption, they will find ways of delaying the processes and people will be 

compelled to pay bribes to avoid the delays” [ACO303]. Discussing corruption as a problem in 

the CJS, one judge said, “Police prosecutors sometimes intentionally delay the proceedings to 

either extract bribes or when they have received bribes from one party” [JU202]. 

Participants directed some discussions of delaying cases at how specific CJOs or group of 

CJOs within the CJS use delays or threat of delays to extract bribes. For example, this expression 

by a judge embodied participants’ views regarding how auxiliary court officials delay cases by 

delaying the performance of their duties to frustrate CJUs to pay bribes. “A litigant can make 

several requests for a typed copy of a judgement given by a judge without getting it because a 

typist failed to type it. Such acts sometimes force litigants to give ‘something’ (i.e. bribe) to typists 

to get the judgement typed” [JU106]. Participants consistently reported that bailiffs intentionally 

delay serving of legal documents on disputed parties as means to frustrate and compel CJUs into 

making extra payments or when bribes are not paid to them [JU106; LAW203; PRO203]. About 

prosecution lawyers delaying cases as a means to extract bribes, a judge claimed:  

I am handling a murder case here since 2012 [and] the police said they had sent the case file to the 

A-G’s office for advice. It is now six years from 2012 to 2018, and the advice has not yet come. I 

heard that the complainant’s side has not gone to ‘see’ (i.e. bribe) the prosecution lawyer who is 

supposed to give the advice and that is why the advice has not yet come [JU304].  

Similarly, one police officer captured how police officers delay cases to extract bribes. 

“Police officers sometimes deliberately delayed the release of accused persons or suspects from 

police cells just to inflict pain on them, which will frustrate and force them or their relations to 

pay money (i.e. bribes) to obtain bail” [POL101]. One lawyer equally reported that “when the 

police arrested one of my clients, and I went to the police station to obtain bail for him …the 

police delayed the granting of bail because they wanted us to pay some money to them before 

they would grant the bail” [LAW201]. Equally, participants reported that judges sometimes delay 

trials of cases just to frustrate CJUs, which will result in them paying bribes. Results show that 

CJOs use several techniques to delay the processing of cases to extract bribes from CJUs. These 

include delays in performing duties such as arresting suspects, conducting investigations, taking 

complainants’ statements, processing cases to the next level, or granting bail to qualified suspects 
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or accused persons. Others are unnecessary and frequent adjournment of cases and not performing 

duties on time. 

Stealing and hiding of dockets by auxiliary court officials was another crucial delaying 

technique identified that is worth highlighting. It occurs where auxiliary court officials steal and 

hide case files, evidence or exhibits submitted to the courts aiming to delay or halt processing of 

cases to extract bribes from CJUs. There usually are two motives behind its adoption. The first is 

to steal or hide dockets or evidence to delay cases and frustrate litigants into paying bribes and 

the second is where opposing parties pay bribes to CJOs to steal and hide or destroy dockets to 

frustrate litigants to lose interest in cases and stop pursuing them all together. Indeed, several 

participants stated that auxiliary court officials sometimes steal, hide, or lose case files, evidence 

or exhibits submitted to the courts to extract bribes from CJUs [ACO102; LAW202; LAW203; 

POL102; PRO101]. For instance, one CHRAJ official reported that some lawyers told her about 

opposing parties bribing court officials to steal and hide or destroy dockets for criminal processes 

to start all over again just to delay cases and frustrate CJUs. She claimed that there had been 

instances where lawyers tendered in documents as evidence to the courts that were missing at 

later stages of the trials because opposing lawyers bribed court workers to steal or remove them 

from the dockets [ACO106].  

Judges perceived stealing, hiding and losing of case files in the judiciary as one of the 

strategic techniques auxiliary court staff used to extract bribes from CJUs. For instance, one judge 

said, “There have been instances where [court officials] hide dockets to delay cases and compel 

litigants to pay some money” [JU101]. Another judge talking about how CJUs sometimes are 

forced to pay bribes stated, “A litigant is forced to give ‘something’ (i.e. bribe) because his/her 

case may be due for hearing, but the docket is missing, and the next day too, the docket is still 

missing” [JU106]. The following is a demonstration by one judge of how auxiliary court officials 

use hiding of dockets to extract bribes from CJUs:  

Sometimes, cases are ready or due for hearing, and people will come to court and cannot find the 

case dockets in court, which often is because ‘litigants have not done what they ought to have done 

with court staff’ (i.e. pay bribes to the court staff). Although a case may be due for hearing, if a 

litigant does not pay a bribe to the court staff, they will not find their docket in the court because 
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court officials have hidden it somewhere. People come to court, and the [court staffs] tell them we 

cannot find your dockets unless you do ‘something’ (i.e. pay bribe)” [JU302]. 

Some of the discussions of judges came from actual experiences of stealing, hiding and 

losing of case files and evidence. One judge cited an actual example to demonstrate the reality 

and everyday experiences of missing dockets, evidence, or case documents. “For the past two 

weeks, we have been searching for an Absconding Warrant Form in the registrar’s office to no 

avail. The fact is that somebody has hidden it to prevent us from issuing it against a litigant” 

[JU302]. The same judge reported how a gun that was given to a court registrar to be kept until 

trial so that it can be tendered in court as evidence got missing. The judge stated that there was a 

murder case and the police brought a pistol as the murder weapon during the preliminary trial. 

So, the court handed over the pistol to the court registrar for safekeeping in the court vault so that 

it would be tendered in as evidence during the substantive trial. However, when it was time for 

the gun to be tendered in as evidence in the substantive trial, surprisingly and frustratingly, the 

registrar could not find the gun in the vault [JU302]. 

Judges were very passionate when they discussed hiding or stealing of dockets and 

evidence by auxiliary court officials to extract bribes, which is perhaps due to them encountering 

the practice frequently in their daily works. Stealing, hiding or losing case files and evidence is a 

notable result because of its peculiarity to developing countries such as Ghana. This type of 

corruption is uncommon in developed countries due to advances in technology that allow most 

criminal justice operations and processes to be digitised. In contrast, most criminal justice 

operations in developing countries such as Ghana are not digitised (see Danilet, 2009; 

Hammergren, 2000; Hope, 2016; Michel, 2009; Pepys, 2003; Rodriguez et al., 2007; Schütte & 

Messick, 2015). The non-digitisation of criminal justice operations in developing countries make 

it easy for auxiliary court officials to steal, hide and lose case files. 

5.4.2 Exploiting Relationships and/or Citizens’ Lack of Awareness 

This technique refers to where CJOs perpetrate acts of corruption by taking advantage of 

their working relationships and interactions with their colleagues and CJUs, who are unaware of 

operations and processes of CJIs. Even though exploiting relationships is similar to cronyism 

discussed under types of corruption, exploiting relationships refers to specific techniques rather 
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than the broad category of cronyism. Three specific techniques were identified as associated with 

exploiting relationships or citizens’ lack of awareness: using ‘access to CJUs and CJOs as well as 

working relations with CJOs’, ‘experiences and personal knowledge’, and ‘powerful people, 

kingship and familial relations’. Discussed next are details of these techniques. 

Using Access to CJUs and CJOs as well as Relationships with CJOs refers to where CJOs 

use their access to CJUs and interactions with colleagues occasioned by their duties to convince 

CJUs of their abilities to secure favourable outcomes of cases if CJUs pay bribes. Criminal justice 

officials usually use access to colleagues and working relationships to extract bribes from CJUs 

in two main ways. The first is where CJOs take bribes from CJUs claiming that such bribes will 

be given to colleagues to secure favourable decisions. It is where CJOs, namely auxiliary court 

officials, police officers, and prosecution and defence lawyers mainly use judges’ names to extract 

bribes from CJUs with the pretext that such bribes will be given to judges. Illustrating this 

practice, one judge remarked, “The judicial service staffs are very rich in my estimation because 

they make much money from CJUs using judges’ names” [JU101]. Another judge explaining the 

same phenomenon said, “Your court officers are always going and coming into your chamber, 

and they sometimes collect ‘things’ from CJUs on the pretext to be given to you the judge” 

[JU205]. Another judge claimed that “people think that judges are corrupt because court clerks, 

lawyers or even police officers take money from litigants on the ploy that they are going to give 

them to judges” [JU203]. Supporting the views of judges, one police officer noted, “When police 

prosecutors know that cases have no evidence to yield convictions, they sometimes take money 

from litigants on the pretext of going to give it to judges for favourable decisions” [POL103].  

Judges who raised the issue of CJOs’ using judges’ names to take bribes indicated that 

CJOs often create an impression to CJUs that bribes are meant for judges while judges are 

unaware of such transactions. They noted that even though decisions of judges sometimes 

coincide with discussions between court officials and CJUs, judges are mostly unaware of 

colleagues using their names to extract bribes. The only time judges get to know is when problems 

occur such as court officials failing to deliver promised outcomes to CJUs or some court officials 

not getting their share of corrupt proceeds [JU102, JU203]. One judge in this regard cautioned, 

“A court staff suggesting that a case goes to a particular court may have nothing to do with the 



135 
 

judge because most of the times, judges are unaware of such interactions” [JU102]. One judge 

recalled a case he handled to buttress the point that judges are usually unaware of bribes extracting 

in their names:  

There was one case that I sentenced an accused person to jail…and the accused person’s father 

came to my chamber and asked me why I collected GH¢20 phone credit and two guinea fowls and 

still sentenced his son to jail. Investigations conducted later revealed that one security officer 

collected those items from the man allegedly meant for the judge to acquit his son. However, until 

the man came to complain, I was unaware that a bribe had been taken in my name [JU301]. 

All the judges reported being worried about CJOs soiling their reputations by using their 

names to extract bribes. For example, one judge said, “I am constantly worried whether somebody 

is not out there spoiling my name because people do things and then it is ascribed to you the 

judge” [JU203]. Judges’ indication that they would not even accept bribes taken in their names if 

they were aware coupled with them being worried may be encouraging signs. However, 

statements made by some judges indeed amounted to complaints of judges not benefiting or fully 

benefiting from bribes taken in their names. An example of such depiction is from this judge: 

“Sometimes, [auxiliary court officials] take money saying that they are going to give it to the 

judge [but] they will not give it to the judge, and the judge may not even know” [JU105]. Another 

judge indicated: “There are instances where lawyers make money from their clients in the name 

of judges, but the money never goes to the judges and it happens all the time” [JU203]. Another 

judge unequivocally stated, “Sometimes, officials collect huge sums of money, and yet they give 

judges only about one-third of what they collected and pocket the rest” [JU201]. These 

expressions by judges appear to cast some doubts on expressions of worry and suggestion that 

judges will not accept bribes taken in their names. 

The second form is where CJOs take bribes from CJUs with assurances of influencing the 

decisions of their colleagues by talking to them. It is where court officials take money from CJUs 

pretending that they wield some influences over decisions of colleagues. An important point of 

note is that CJOs claims of wielding influence over colleagues are mostly fake – CJOs pretend to 

have influence. Participants typically explained that court officials sometimes enter judges’ 

chambers to perform official duties but tell CJUs waiting outside that they are entering there to 



136 
 

speak to judges regarding CJUs’ cases. One judge captured typical views regarding court officials 

using access to judges to perpetrate corrupt acts. “Our [court officials] sometimes take money 

from litigants claiming that they came to speak to judges in respect of litigants cases meanwhile 

they only came to the chambers to perform official duties like signing documents” [JU203]. One 

judge demonstrated a perfect scenario of court officials using their access to judges to elicit bribes: 

Since we started this interview, two court staffs have entered this chamber to sign documents, pick 

pending dockets, or even do something else, but these court clerks might have told somebody that 

oh, I am going to speak to the judge about your case. Even though what the court officials came 

here to do has nothing to do with what they might have told the people outside, if they go back to 

tell them that I  spoke to the judge about your case, you do not think the people will believe them. 

Of course, since the people saw them entered this chamber, they will believe them [JU104]. 

Besides auxiliary court officials who use their access and relationship with judges to 

perpetrate corrupt acts, results show that some judges use their access to and relationships with 

court officials to commit corrupt acts. It stems from the fact that judges have difficulty contacting 

CJUs outside courtrooms due to their ethics already discussed. One lawyer perfectly illustrated 

this point when he indicated, “if there is any way judges can be corrupted, it usually goes through 

court clerks, as judges cannot privately contact CJUs outside courtrooms” [LAW203]. Judges 

themselves equally acknowledged the difficulty of contacting CJUs directly, as captured by this 

example from one judge. “For corruption to take place, it is usually court clerks who contact CJUs 

and bring them to judges because a judge sitting in court cannot tell a litigant to come and see 

him/her after the sitting” [JU201]. Another judge equally remarked, “it is usually court clerks or 

registrars who initiate corruption process because when a judge is appointed, none of the litigants 

knows whether the judge takes money (i.e. bribe) or not” [JU202]. This judge gave a typical 

example of how some judges use relations to commit corrupt acts:  

We have some judges that select one person from their court staff or use close persons in town, 

and everybody knows that if they want to get to those judges, go to this man or woman. I knew of 

a judge in Sunyani who was very close to somebody, and everybody knew that you pass through 

that man if you wanted to get near to that judge. Some judges even use their girlfriends [JU201].  

Using Experiences and Personal Knowledge is one of the exploitative techniques identified 

as being used by auxiliary court officials to extract bribes from CJUs. It is where court officials 
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who sit through proceedings of cases can predict possible winning parties and then extract bribes 

from those parties on the pretext of influencing judges’ decisions. Result of the study shows that 

using experiences and personal knowledge is associated with the courts or judiciary only, with 

only judges extensively discussing it. One judge captured court officials typical exploiting their 

experience and knowledge to extract bribes from CJUs: 

Court staffs who sit through trials of cases can charge litigants some money at the end of trials 

purely based on their predictions of where judgement will be in favour. Even though the staffs just 

predicted the outcomes using their experience and knowledge of the court proceedings, they will 

make it look as if they have to influence the judge to give judgement in favour of the parties. I 

must say that their predictions are mostly correct because of their experience, and cases are 

sometimes simply [JU101]. 

A broadly experienced judge expressed a revealing illustration of court officials using their 

experience and knowledge to perpetrate acts of corruption. According to him, court officials who 

get to know decisions of judges through typing of judgements would sometimes go to clients who 

are winning cases to collect money and say that they will speak to judges for favourable decisions. 

He explained that due to this behaviour of court officials, most judges now write and type their 

judgements, so that [court officials] have no idea of their decisions [JU105]. One judge, for 

instance, recounted her anxiety when she could not find one of her undelivered judgement: 

There was some time I could not find one of my yet to be delivered judgement, and I was so 

distressed. I thought my court clerk ‘screwed’ it because [court officials] sometimes take yet to be 

read judgements to see where decisions are favouring and then go to the winning parties to say 

that they can influence judges to decide in their favour [JU103]. 

Using ‘Powerful People’, Kingship and Familial Relations is where people who encounter 

the CJS use relations, including ‘powerful people’ like politicians, chiefs, assembly members, 

opinion leaders; as well as relatives or family members in prominent positions to influence 

decisions of CJOs. Relations do not necessarily need to be working in those institutions handling 

cases but just capable of bringing influence to bear on officials of CJIs handling cases. One police 

officer illustrating this point asserted, “Sometimes, cases are reported to police stations, and 

chiefs, political leaders and other prominent people in the society come to plead, albeit they know 

that what the people have done are criminal” [POL205]. Demonstrating the use of kinship and 
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familial relations to influence CJOs, a CHRAJ official noted, “it might be easy to influence a 

judge through the wife or husband, member of his/her church or fraternity because those people 

are closely related to the judge” [ACO302]. Supporting the proposition by the CHRAJ official, 

one judge indicated, “Sometimes, you might twist evidence to give a favourable decision to a 

person who does not deserve to win a case because the person is related to your wife or is your 

classmate” [JU302]. One judge gave an example of an actual case to demonstrate using relations 

and authorities in the court to influence decisions:  

About two days ago, one court clerk from another court came and asked me to help with her sister’s 

case that was coming to my court. I told her that once she has come to see me, I would see what I 

could do to help her sister [JU101]. 

Results also show that CJUs sometimes use superior officers in CJIs to influence the 

decisions of subordinate officers. One prosecution lawyer in discussing the prevalence of 

corruption in the A-G’s Department demonstrated that point in the following expression. “Even 

our superordinates or ‘political figures’ sometimes order us to stop pursuing cases against their 

relations and acquaintances” [PRO302]. Buttressing using of ‘powerful people’ or superiors to 

influence decisions of CJOs, one prosecution lawyer gave this practical example:  

I handled a case of SIM box fraud or cyber bypass,30 and as I was almost ready to start prosecuting 

the case in court with an 85 to 90 % certainty of a successful prosecution, a deputy A-G called me 

to ask for details of the case. He later requested for the docket, and that ended the case. It is possible 

that the man knew the perpetrators or was interested in the ‘deal’ [PRO201].  

Importantly, CJOs broadly discussed using kinship and familial relations as well as 

‘powerful people’ to commit corruption, ranging from recruiting personnel into CJIs to 

influencing CJOs handling of cases. One prosecution lawyer captured a typical expression of 

using kinship networks to influence justice outcomes. “We are all interrelated with members of 

families, communities, friends, groups and classmates and we will do everything possible to assist 

any relation that comes to you in need of help” [PRO302]. Illustrating the depth of using relations, 

one CHRAJ official recalled using relatives to resolve cases with the police:  

                                                      
30It is a practice whereby people make money by rerouting international calls coming into the country as 

local calls. 
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Some police officer arrested my car some time ago for allegedly violating a traffic regulation and 

took me to the police station. Considering how the case was proceeding at the police station, I 

called my cousin, who was a top police officer to explain the case to him. My cousin came to the 

police station and talked to the arresting police officers, and their boss and they released my car 

and me [ACO105].  

Kinship networks and relations is an essential aspect of the Ghanaian way of living and using 

them in times of need is an integral part of citizens, which is demonstrated in the expressions of 

participants captured. Examination of the results shows that the UER did not report using working 

relationships and access to CJOs to extract bribes. 

5.5 Chapter Summary  

This chapter addressed the nature and types of corruption, as well as how criminal justice 

actors commit corruption in Ghana’s CJS. Five main results stood out in this chapter. These are 

(1) corruption regarded as part of a culture; (2) corruption occurring at entry points to the CJS, 

institutions, and processes; (3) corruption mostly involving lower-level officials; (4) corruption 

occurring in response to deficiencies in CJS, institutions, and processes; (5) corruption being 

primarily monetary; and (6) criminal justice actors using similar tactics to commit corruption. 

These results are significant because knowing how people see their culture differently to others, 

different types of corruption occurring in the CJS and tactics used to commit corruption can help 

us have a better understanding of corruption. That may aid in developing and implementing anti-

corruption or integrity measures. The subsequent paragraphs discuss each of the results in turns. 

The first result focuses on the context of corruption, culture, and historical antecedents 

where criminal justice and anti-corruption officials mainly described corruption as part of a 

culture that is influenced by historical antecedents. Participants’ demonstrated this with 

consistent references to many African proverbs and cultural practices in their discussions. CJOs 

in particular identified a cultural clash between African cultural practices and principles of the 

CJS and corruption, which they saw as a construct by colonial rulers or western powers. The 

results showed that participants’ belief that norms and principles associated with the CJS are 

contrary to the norms associated with Ghanaian and African cultures. Participants epitomised that 

belief when discussions depicted a clash between western perceptions of corruption and a long 
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historical practice of gifts and gift-giving associated with Ghana and most countries in Africa. 

Gifts or gift-giving practices are seen as acknowledging services rendered or simply maintaining 

social solidarity and harmony (see Blundo & Olivier de Sardan, 2006; United Nations Economic 

Commission for Africa, 2016). However, tenets of the CJS frown upon these historical practices 

and cultures as being inconsistent with contemporary notions of corruption.  

The next results concern the types of corruption that occur in Ghana’s CJS. Three main 

corruption types stood out: 1) paying unwarranted fees for services, 2) procedural corruption, and 

3) influence-peddling. One of the most significant results here is that corruption types typically 

relate to the entry points of either the CJS or particular CJIs or processes. For example, the police 

institution is where most corruption types occur because it is the primary gatekeeper to the CJS. 

Paying money to file complaints, obtain medical forms, get suspects arrested, or cases 

investigated mainly relate to criminal justice services that the police provide. Also, paying to 

register cases, get cases allocated to courts, or court documents served on disputed parties are all 

corruption types that relate to criminal justice services at the entry points to the judiciary or court. 

Even corruption types that occur in multiple institutions, such as discontinuing cases, paying for 

bail, and sabotaging cases mostly relate to entry points of institutions in which they occur.  

Corresponding to corruption types typically happening at entry points to the CJS or 

institutions, lower-level officials emerged as mainly the perpetrators. The work of the CJS is such 

that points of entry at the lower levels are places where the public mostly have contact with CJOs, 

and it is at those entry points managed by lower-level officials rather than higher-level officials 

that corruption mainly takes place. In the judiciary, for instance, court users encounter auxiliary 

court officials from the very moment they register cases in the courts, and the encounters are 

regular until the courts finalise the cases. However, due to the courts’ operations and procedures, 

court users hardly encounter judges directly outside of actual trials in the courtrooms. Supporting 

this point is the limited discussion about court users directly influencing or attempting to influence 

judges in regards to the outcomes of cases. 

The fourth significant result from this chapter is that most of the types of corruption relate 

to CJUs desire to overcome deficiencies in CJS, institutions, operations, and procedures. One of 

the critical motivations of CJUs to engage in any corruption is to ‘grease the wheels’ of justice 
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delivery system and quicken the processes. For example, paying unjustified fees for services and 

procedural corruption was perceived to take place more in the police and judiciary than A-G’s 

Department. Such corruption types in the police and judiciary are attributable to deficiencies such 

as delays and weak supervision in those institutions and processes occasioned by the nature of 

work in the police and judiciary that involve many cases. 

A further essential result concerning corruption types is that a majority of them involve 

monetary payments to CJOs. For example, all corruption incidences relating to paying 

unwarranted fees for services and procedural corruption involve some form of monetary payments 

to CJOs to obtain services or quicken justice delivery processes. Consistent with corruption types 

mainly involving monetary payments, CJOs were perceived to ask CJUs to pay fees above 

approved ones or pay fees for criminal justice services that should be free-of-charge. Low 

transparency, coupled with citizens’ lack of awareness about criminal justice services that they 

are or not to pay for as well as the actual fees to pay for allow CJOs to ask for unjustified 

payments. This finding contradicts finding in Ghana by Tankebe, Karstedt, et al. (2019) that 

prospective elites would prefer to engage in influence peddling rather than monetary bribery.  

The sixth main finding from this chapter concerns interactions between actors in the CJS 

and tactics used by them to engage in corruption. Two crucial tactics, namely, intimidation or 

threat and exploiting relationships or lack of awareness, emerged from discussions. Even though 

tactics used by criminal justice actors to commit corruption largely depend on the nature of 

interactions between them, the range of tactics use by CJOs to extract bribes from the public 

mainly comes from the actual procedures and operations of CJIs. Key specific tactics used include 

intimidating using the law, threatening to delay or delaying cases, stealing and hiding case 

dockets, and exploiting relationships and/or access to CJUs and criminal justice colleagues (e.g. 

using names of other CJOs or personal knowledge and experiences of the CJS and processes to 

extract bribes from the public). Criminal justice officials’ lack of awareness about operations and 

processes of CJS emerged as one of the critical factors that allow any technique adopted or 

avenues exploited by CJOs to extract bribes to succeed. An important point of note here is that 

CJOs can use any of the techniques to extract bribes at any CJI and process. 
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A significant result to highlight here is that CJUs are not only victims of corrupt acts 

perpetrated by CJOs, but also actively participate in corruption in Ghana’s CJS. They entice CJOs 

to become corrupt by offering bribes, especially monetary payments to CJOs to quicken justice 

delivery, influence CJOs’ decisions, or access criminal justice services. Also, the public or CJUs 

sometimes threaten and force CJOs with their connections to officials in higher levels of the CJS 

or CJIs and influential people or relatives who do not work in CJS or institutions. That typically 

occurs when CJUs want to obtain favourable outcomes or access criminal justice services 

unjustly. The key finding here is that citizens are active participants of corruption who offer bribes 

to CJOs or exploit their relationships with officialdom to threaten CJOs to obtain better outcomes 

of cases or access services.  
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Chapter 6 

6 Perceptions of Corruption Concentration and Causes 

6.1 Introduction 

Building on the preceding chapter that discussed the nature of corruption, including 

meanings, types and techniques used to commit it, this chapter discusses two main topics. Part 

one addresses perceived corruption concentration or hotspots in Ghana’s criminal justice system 

(CJS) using the crime concentration discussed in Chapter 3. The concept of hotspots used in this 

thesis draws from crime hotspots but does not measure corruption concentration at geographical 

or physical spaces or locations traditionally done in crime hotspots analysis (see Clarke & Eck, 

2005; Cornish, 1994a; Eck et al., 2005). Hotspots of corruption here refer to perceived clusters of 

corrupt activities or corruption vulnerabilities concerning criminal justice institutions (CJIs) and 

processes as well as corruption victimisations (see Porter & Graycar, 2016, p. 6). Part two of the 

chapter addresses factors perceived by participants as causing corruption in Ghana’s CJS. The 

analyses of perceived causes of corruption use the analytical frameworks of opportunities, 

motivations, and guardianship weaknesses. The researcher relied on the theoretical frameworks 

of situational crime prevention (SCP), routine activity and rational choice theories (RAT and 

RCT) discussed in Chapter 3.  

Understanding institutions and processes in the CJS that are high-risk or hotspots for 

corruption as well as reasons accounting for the concentrations of hotspots can be crucial in 

helping to develop anti-corruption measures and policies. Measures and policies developed from 

such understanding may be capable of addressing organisational-, environmental-, and individual-

level factors that allow corruption to occur (see Scharbatke-Church et al., 2016). Even though this 

thesis does not investigate direct causality and CJOs actual participation in corruption, discussions 

of CJOs are likely to be based on personal experiences or witnesses of corrupt acts in the course 

of performing their criminal justice duties. Therefore, exploring views of active criminal justice 

stakeholders on concentrations of corruption in the CJS and factors that cause or promote 

corruption will be a significant first step to developing effective prevention measures.  
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6.2 Analytical Frameworks 

This study needs a comprehensive analytical framework to enable the analyses of 

corruption concentrations or hotspots and causes that involve multiple CJIs and stakeholders 

holistically and effectively. Consequently, the study derived multiple analytical frameworks from 

SCP, RAT, RCT, and crime concentration discussed in Chapter 3. Crime concentration and 

hotspots analysis (Cornish, 1994b; Eck et al., 2005) are applied to analyse the concentration of 

corruption in CJIs and processes. It helps to map out perceived hotspots or high-risk CJIs and 

processes for corruption, which refers to CJIs and processes perceived to be most corrupt or more 

prone to corruption. Three analytical concepts of opportunities, motivations, and guardianship 

weaknesses underpin discussions of the causes of corruption in this chapter and corruption 

prevention measures later in Chapter 7. These concepts emerged from the common underlying 

assumption of SCP, RAT, and RCT: crimes are often opportunistic and depend on the availability 

of motivated offenders and targets under favourable conditions occasioned by lack of 

guardianship (see Aguilera & Vadera, 2007; Kpundeh, 1998). The fundamental concepts of the 

assumption are opportunities, motivations, and guardianship weaknesses. 

Using the concepts or frameworks of opportunities, motivations, and guardianship 

weaknesses to analyse causes and prevention of corruption are essential. First, there is consensus 

that both motivations of individuals and opportunities in the immediate environment of 

individuals have causal influences on crime events (see Bauhr, 2017; Graycar & Sidebottom, 

2012; Porter, 2013b; Rose-Ackerman & Søreide, 2011). Therefore, focusing on opportunities 

created by the larger society and CJIs as well as individual motivations as units of analysis can 

yield significant analytical and preventive benefits. Additionally, using those frameworks will 

allow a better understanding of how CJIs and personnel become corrupt over time, how corruption 

types happen, how individuals link together in corrupt networks, and how corrupt systems sustain 

themselves over time. There will be a proper understanding of the interplay of individual, 

environmental, and organisational forces in the evolution and aetiology of corruption (see 

Ashforth et al., 2008; Graycar & Sidebottom, 2012).  
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6.3 Corruption Concentration in Criminal Justice Institutions 

This section focuses on participants’ perceptions of the concentration of corruption among 

institutions of Ghana’s CJS. That is measured by asking participants about the CJIs they perceived 

as most corrupt or more prone to corruption. A majority of participants believed that corruption 

is a huge problem in Ghana more generally, and all CJIs are susceptible to it. One participant 

illustrated this when he said, “Corruption is a problem in the whole world and no sector in Ghana 

is immune from it” [ACO101]. More analysis of the results, however, revealed that participants 

believed that some CJIs were more corrupt or more prone to corruption than others are. Precisely, 

participants perceived the police service as the most corrupt or more prone to corruption CJI 

followed by the judiciary and the last being the Attorney-General (A-G)’s Department. One judge 

gave a typical remark in regards to the police service being the most corrupt or more prone to 

corruption institution. He said, “The police service is the most corrupt public institution in Ghana 

and police officers themselves know that they are the most corrupt institution” [JU201]. The three 

defence lawyers agreed that corruption was more widespread in the police service than other CJIs, 

which is attributable to the nature of police work [LAW201; LAW202; LAW201]. One CHRAJ 

official claimed, “I know a lot about police officers and lawyers demanding undue money from 

citizens, but the police are the worst culprits” [ACO106] while another said, “The most corrupt 

CJI to focus corruption control efforts on is the police service” [ACO201].  

The results show that most police officers declined to talk about the concentration of 

corruption in CJIs. For example, when police officers were asked about CJIs that they think 

corruption is most prevalent, “no comment” and “no, no, no, I cannot answer that question” were 

some typical responses [e.g., POL104; POL201; POL301]. A majority of police officers who even 

talked about corruption prevalence among CJIs did not mention any particular institution as most 

corrupt or more prone to corruption. Prominently, police officers who mentioned particular 

institutions cited the police service as the most corrupt or more prone to corruption institution. 

One divisional police commander gave a typical example of such responses: “The police service 

is always the number one corrupt institution according to studies, and per my own experience in 

the police service, I agree perfectly with such results” [POL304]. Another police officer said, 

“Corruption is a huge problem in the police service compared to other CJIs” [POL105]. A striking 
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observation during interviews and data analysis that appears to support perceptions of the police 

service being the most corrupt or more prone to corruption institution is that most corruption cases 

against CJOs cited by CHRAJ officials were mostly cases against the police. 

Results show that participants generally perceived the judiciary or court system as the 

second most corrupt or more prone to corruption institution. One lawyer made a typical 

observation: “I think that court clerks are more susceptible or prone to corruption in our CJS after 

the police” [LAW203]. Similarly, a judge noted, “Auxiliary court staff perpetrate a bulk of 

corruption in the judiciary, and they are the second most corrupt officials after police officers” 

[JU203]. It is important to note that a few participants held contrary view to general perceptions 

that the judiciary is the second most corrupt or more prone to corruption CJI. Those participants 

perceived judges and auxiliary court officials (i.e. the judiciary) as the most corrupt or more prone 

to corruption institution and not the police service. For instance, one CHRAJ official talking about 

a CJI that corruption is severe in need of immediate attention stated, “The problem of corruption 

among CJIs is mainly with the courts” [ACO102].  

Participants largely agreed that they do not hear much about prosecution lawyers or the A-

G’s Department concerning corruption. One official of the Commission on Human Rights and 

Administrative Justice (CHRAJ) gave a remark that represents typical views in this regard: “I 

have not heard much corruption issues concerning prosecution lawyers or the A-G’s Department” 

[ACO102]. Participants were however quick to caution that it does not entirely exempt the A-G’s 

Department or prosecution lawyers from corruption, but just that in comparison to other CJIs, the 

magnitude of corruption is less in the A-G’s Department. 

Importantly, participants adduced reasons to support perceptions of the police service being 

the most corrupt or more prone to corruption CJI. While interviewees cited several reasons, three 

were most prominent: commencement of criminal justice processes by the police, police officers 

being everywhere and dealing directly with people daily, and road and traffic management duties 

of police officers. Regarding commencement of criminal justice processes by the police, one 

CHRAJ official said, “The police are the most corrupt CJI because they commence the whole 

criminal justice process and handle all criminal cases reported” [ACO102]. According to one 

CHRAJ official, “The more prone to corruption CJI is the police who are at everywhere and 
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mostly deal with people directly and daily. The police are everywhere on the roads, in offices, at 

homes, and in communities” [ACO103]. One police officer argued that road and traffic 

management duties of police officers are one of the reasons why people regard the police as the 

most corrupt institution. He said, “The police are perceived as the most corrupt institution because 

officers of our Motor Traffic and Transport Unit (MTTU) regularly manage traffic and interact 

with motorists and many people normally see police officers take monies or bribes from 

motorists” [POL103]. 

6.4 Corruption Concentration in Criminal Justice Processes  

This section discusses the perceived concentration of corruption in criminal justice 

processes. Although all criminal justice processes are susceptible to corruption, nine processes 

emerged as the perceived most corrupt or more prone to corruption processes. Table 6.1 presents 

the nine criminal justice processes and the corresponding institutions in which interviewee 

perceived them to occur as well as the number of participants perceiving them as occurring. The 

specific processes include filing cases or complaints, arresting suspects and investigating cases, 

bail granting, traffic management, preferring charges, advising the police, preliminary court 

processing, prosecution or trial, and judgement or decision making. As can be seen in Table 6.1, 

processes belong to pre-trial and trial stages and occur or involve one or multiple institutions. 

Three processes (i.e. bail granting, preliminary court processing, and prosecution or trial) involve 

all four institutions covered by the study. Except for charging, all remaining processes take place 

in only one institution that solely performs tasks. For example, while the judiciary handles 

decision-making or judgement process alone, the police handle traffic management, filing cases, 

or arresting suspects and investigating cases alone. 

The results show that except traffic management and judgement or decision-making that 

lawyers did not talk about, all perceived most corrupt or more prone to corruption processes were 

mentioned by at least, one official in each institution. Quantitative figures depicted in Table 6.1 

show that about three-quarters of participants (N=53 or 82%) spontaneously mentioned bail 

granting as the perceived most corrupt or more prone to corruption process. Qualitatively, this 

CHRAJ official gave a typical observation about bail granting: “The corruption problem occurs  
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institution involved in traffic management and arresting suspects and investigating cases. Figures 

captured in Table 6.1 showed that the top three most perceived corrupt or prone to corruption 

criminal justice processes have the police as either beneficiaries or perpetrators. These results 

perhaps give credibility to results in section 6.2 that singled out the police as the most corrupt or 

more prone to corruption CJI. However, it is also possible that the three processes recorded the 

highest numbers because they are pre-trial criminal justice processes where all cases start and 

perhaps are filtered before moving to other stages. Filtering can reduce the cases available for 

corruption by the time cases progress to later CJIs or processes and hence, reduce corrupt acts in 

later CJIs or processes.  

Preliminary court processing handled and managed by auxiliary court officials recorded 

the highest participants perceiving it as the most corrupt or more prone to corruption process 

ahead of judgement when one considered processes involving the court system alone. This result 

appears to give credence to earlier assertions by judges that auxiliary court officials mostly 

perpetrate corruption in the judiciary. However, it is clear from Table 6.1 that preliminary court 

processing is a pre-trial stage and entry point to the judiciary, which is why it produces more 

corruption than judgement or decision-making process. Preferring charges as well as reviewing 

and advising the police performed mainly by the A-G’s Department are among processes that 

received the least most perceived corrupt or more prone to corruption numbers. These processes 

follow police processes immediately and serve as filtering stages of criminal justice processing, 

where prosecution lawyers and police officers have opportunities and discretion to amend charges 

or drop cases entirely. When officials exercise such discretion, especially without proper 

supervision and accountability mechanisms, corruption can occur (Agbele, 2011; Klitgaard, 1991; 

Rose-Ackerman, 1997b). The low figures recorded for some processes appear to back earlier 

assertions that the A-G’s Department is the least corrupt CJI. 

6.5 The Blame Game 

From the interview data, it became clear that CJOs engage in a ‘blame game’, where 

officials (in the same or different institutions) accuse each other of being the most corrupt 

institution or officials who engage in corruption the most. Whereas police officers perceived the 
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A-G’s Department and the judiciary as the most corrupt or more prone to corruption institutions, 

judges and prosecution lawyers perceived the police as the most corrupt or more prone to 

corruption institution. For example, one police officer stated, “I do not think I will rate the police 

as the number one corrupt institution [because] the courts and other places will come before the 

police” [POL106]. The most common view of judges like other participants even including some 

police officers was that corruption is a very big or worst problem in the police compared to other 

CJIs [JU302; JU202; JU105; JU106]. One judge illustratively said, “The police are the most 

corrupt because they collect bribes in full glare public view and we all see it. Police officers are 

not shy in openly collecting small, small monies (i.e. bribes)” [JU303]. Another judge noted, 

“You do not have much to say about corruption in the A-G’s Department, but the bigger 

corruption problem or challenge is the police” [JU301].  

Results also show that the blame game occurs among different levels of the same 

institutions. Notably, police officers interviewed most often blamed the MTTU of the police for 

the public perception of high corruption of the police service. This police officer gave an example 

of typical statements of police participants: “There is something called the Afrobarometer survey, 

which always classify the police as the most corrupt and it is because of interactions and dealings 

personnel of our MTTU have with motorists in the public view” [POL102]. Similarly, some 

judges blamed auxiliary court officials and some colleague judges for corruption in the judiciary. 

Blaming career magistrates31 and other CJOs for criminal justice corruption, one judge said: 

We have what we called career magistrates, and they are the ones tarnishing judges’ image the most 

when it comes to corruption. For instance, most of the magistrates involved in the Anas investigation 

were career magistrates. Nobody has ever made an allegation of corruption against any of my 

colleague judges to me, but I receive allegations of corruption against auxiliary court staff and police 

prosecutors almost all the time [JU203]. 

The last result here is that CJOs blamed the public for the occurrence of criminal justice 

corruption. One judges demonstrated how CJOs blamed citizens for corruption in the CJS when 

                                                      
31There are two types of magistrates: professional and career magistrates. Professional magistrates are 

lawyers appointed as judges of District Courts while career magistrates are people who are not trained 

lawyers but appointed as magistrates of District Courts.  
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he explained why corruption occurs or is rampant in the CJS. “Persons come to CJOs already with 

gifts meanwhile CJOs are not thinking about being compromised or corrupted, or have not 

requested for any gift” [JU102]. Another judge categorically said, “The public who are 

complaining [about corruption] are the very people who come to corrupt CJOs before CJOs 

receive the corrupt benefits” [JU104]. Similarly, one District Police Commander said, “No 

genuine policeman will arrest you and ask you to bring ‘something’ (i.e. bribe). I believe that it 

is the general public that force or influence the police to take whatever they termed as bribes” 

[POL106]. Next is another emphatic statement blaming the public for corruption in the CJS: 

“Corruption is not committed by the police alone, but it is those who come to the police station 

such as complainants, suspects or witnesses that influence the police to be corrupt” [POL303]. 

6.6 Predictors of Corruption 

This section explores perceived reasons why participants of this study perceived CJIs, 

processes or personnel as most corrupt or more prone to corruption. Precisely, what perceived 

causes or opportunities allow corruption to occur in Ghana’s CJS? Data analysis revealed that 

participants discussed several external and internal interlocking sets of perceived causes of 

criminal justice corruption. External causes refer to societal and individual level conditions that 

allow criminal justice corruption to take place. They exist outside of CJIs, operations, and 

management. Internal causes refer to conditions or situations that exist in or arise from operations 

and management of CJIs that allow corruption to occur. These include institutional systems, 

structures, operations, and managerial or control responsibilities that create opportunities for 

corruption to occur (see McKendall & Wagner III, 1997). This thesis classified causes of 

corruption identified according to the conceptual frameworks of opportunities, motivations, and 

guardianship weakness discussed in section 6.2. That is to manage the multifaceted nature of 

causes and ensure concise and comprehensive discussions of the results.  

6.6.1 Motivations 

Motivations are factors that encourage individual police officers, judges, prosecution and 

defence lawyers, and auxiliary court officials to engage in corruption (Ashforth & Anand, 2003). 

According to RAT and RCT, engaging in criminal acts such as corruption requires motivated 
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offenders who rationally weigh expected advantages against the expected disadvantages of 

engaging in corruption (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Cornish & Clarke, 1986). Applying this 

assumption to criminal justice corruption means that some forms of motivations drive CJOs or 

CJUs to engage in corruption. Results of this study show that some perceived causes of corruption 

discussed by participants can be identified as motivations for CJOs to engage in corruption. 

Specific identified causes are inadequate compensation, commitment to kinship networks and 

relations, materialistic values and orientation, and greed.  

Inadequate compensation refers to where participants talked about the meagre nature of 

incentives or conditions of service of CJOs that make them vulnerable and motivate or push them 

to engage in corruption. Participants used conditions of service or compensation to refer benefits 

or incentives that CJOs by their employment or positions are entitled to get, including salaries, 

allowances (e.g. fuel, rent, transport, clothing, books, and research), safety nets, and retirement 

packages or benefits. One prosecution lawyer, for example, explained conditions of service as 

follows: “When I say conditions of service, it has to do with remuneration, salaries, or any other 

entitlements that may go with positions of justice officials” [PRO103]. About half of the 

participants perceived inadequate compensation or conditions of service of CJOs as a significant 

cause of criminal justice corruption in Ghana. Several participants pointed out that corruption 

occurs mainly because compensation and conditions of service of lower court judges, auxiliary 

court officials, prosecution lawyers, and police officers are inadequate [JU202; JU204; POL203; 

PRO102; PRO104; PRO105; PRO201; PRO202].  

Participants talked about four major interconnected dimensions of inadequate 

compensation that incentivise or motivate CJOs to engage in corruption: low salaries and 

allowances; non-increment of compensation; delays in paying compensation; and absence of 

allowances, safety nets, and retirement benefits. Regarding low salaries and allowances, for 

instance, one judge said, “I normally blame auxiliary court officials’ corruption on their scanty 

salaries and bad conditions of service” [JU106]. Demonstrating how more impoverished 

conditions of service and salaries of court officials can be, one judge lamented, “Realistically, 

how do we expect auxiliary court officials with monthly salaries of about GH¢400 or GH¢500 

(i.e. AUD131 equivalent) to survive in this modern Ghana? How much will transport to and from 
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work alone take, not to talk of rent and food?” [JU203]. The expressions below are examples of 

participants’ views about low salaries and allowances of CJOs as a cause of corruption: 

Corruption occurs in the judiciary because judges at the lower bench do not earn realistic salaries 

[JU104]. Litigants offer bribes to prosecution lawyers because they know that our remuneration is 

not reasonable [PRO302]. We cannot get a hundred per cent corruption-free police service in Ghana 

because salaries are not good, and there are no decent welfare systems [POL203]. Police work is 

tedious, but their remuneration or conditions of service are not the best [ACO103].  

Participants also talked about non-increment of compensation as a cause of corruption, 

which largely accounts for low salaries and allowances. It refers to where authorities do not 

regularly review the compensation of CJOs to meet the increasing cost of living. On this point, 

lower court judges and lower-ranked prosecution lawyers reported not getting salary increment 

for over five years. One judge’s expression was typical of lower court judges’ views. “You would 

not believe it, but the reality is that judges of lower courts (i.e. district and circuit courts) have not 

had any salary increment for the past five years now” [JU102]. One prosecution lawyer similarly 

lamented, “There should be a regular review of conditions of service of prosecution lawyers, but 

nobody seems to care about us because authorities have not reviewed our conditions of service 

for so many years now” [PRO104]. Illustrating non-increment of prosecution lawyers’ 

compensation, some prosecution lawyers reported of embarking on series of strike actions to press 

home their rights of compensation increment [PRO201; PRO202]. Non-increment of 

compensation coupled with the increasing cost of living result in CJOs becoming poor, as most 

of them are not allowed to undertake other economic activities. So, to sustain themselves or escape 

from poverty, CJOs sometimes are motivated to find alternative sources of income, such as 

engaging in corruption. 

Another dimension was delaying in paying compensation, which refers to where authorities 

do not pay compensation approved for CJOs on time. In this regard, one judge remarked, “A 

system that creates and festers corruption is that as we speak now, it takes about 6 to 8 months 

for newly appointed judges to start receiving their salaries. So, how do they expect judges and 

other CJOs to survive in that period without salaries?” [JU102]. Another judge lamented, “Judges 

are entitled to already approved allowances, but authorities often delay the payment of such 
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allowances” [JU104]. One judge supporting the delay in paying compensation stated, “For more 

than six months now, our fuel allowances have not been paid to us” [JU201]. Another judge 

equally stated: 

We are in the tenth month of 2017 as we speak now, but they have not paid us even one-month 

rent allowance for this year. Indeed, our rent allowances for the last quarter of 2016 were just paid 

in May 2017, which suggests that we are unlikely to get anything in 2017. I am supposed to raise 

almost GH¢20,000 (the equivalent of AUD6100) to renew my rent advance, yet they have not paid 

my rent allowance. So, how I am supposed to raise that huge amount of money without the 

payment of my rent allowance? [JU102]. 

Retirement uncertainty refers to where CJOs fear of being unable to take care of themselves 

and their families when they retire due to CJOs not guaranteed of getting any benefits upon 

retirement or retirement packages are just inadequate. On retirement uncertainties, a CHRAJ 

official stated, “police officers engage in corruption because they want to ensure that by the time 

they retire from the service, they can retire peacefully with good financial positions and lifestyles” 

[ACO103]. Some participants observed that usually when CJOs are approaching retirement and 

have not been able to save or invest sufficiently for their retirement, they begin to worry about 

survival and life after retirement. Such uncertainties, worries, and fears then motivate or push 

some officials to begin engaging in corrupt acts to secure better lives after retirement (i.e. build 

houses or save towards their retirements) [ACO106; ACO304; JU101; POL102]. One police 

officer noted: 

I have observed that once police officers are getting closer to retirement, some of them begin to 

think of where to lay their heads after retirement. These fears of uncertainties after retirement 

sometimes push some of them to engage in corruption to better their conditions of living after 

retirement [POL208].  

At the time of this research, prosecution lawyers below the rank of chief attorney were not 

sure whether they have any benefit when they retire. One prosecution lawyer pointed out, “If I 

should retire today, I do not know what retirement benefit I am going home with” [PRO201]. 

According to lower-ranked prosecution lawyers, their pension contributions were supposed to be 

migrated from the government pension scheme to a new pension scheme within a given period 

after the implementation of a 2010 salary reform. The given period elapsed without the migration 
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and the law says that the government can do anything about it when the period elapses without 

the migration. Therefore, all lower ranked prosecution lawyers do not have or know of any 

retirement package they are entitled to receive upon retirement. Critical of note is that prosecution 

lawyers from the rank of chief attorney upwards are equal to High Court Judges and the law about 

migrating retirement or pension contributions of prosecution lawyers did not affect them. 

Therefore, such uncertainties surrounding the retirement benefits of some CJOs motivate some of 

them to engage in corruption during active employment to secure comfortable lives for themselves 

and their families after retirement.  

Criminal justice officials’ desire to meet demands of life or escape from poverty, caused 

by a bad economy, high cost of living and inadequate compensation sometimes serve as 

motivations to CJOs to engage in corruption. Some participants even stated that poverty, the rising 

cost of living, and bad Ghanaian economy as standalone causes of corruption. For example, some 

police officers explained that continuous rising cost of living in Ghana was a key reason why 

some police officers still take bribes despite substantial salary increase in 2010 [e.g. POL102; 

POL201]. Likewise, a CHRAJ official stated, “The reason why CJOs take bribes is due to bad 

economy and disparity between income earned by people and cost of living that is expensive” 

[ACO302]. One lawyer equally said, “Low income that people earn in Ghana compared to a very 

high standard of living are things that encourage corruption” [LAW202]. Another common view 

was that CJOs engage in corruption due to their poverty or poverty of their relations [ACO105; 

JU203; LAW203]. One lawyer, for instance, noted, “Poverty due to poor salaries is one factor 

that pushes justice officials in Ghana to engage in corruption” [LAW203]. Equally, one CHRAJ 

official noted, “Poverty, illiteracy, and lack of awareness are all causes of corruption, but the 

number one cause is poverty caused by poor salaries in Ghana, which do not meet the high cost 

of living” [ACO105].  

All these dimensions of inadequate compensation occasioned by (in)actions of the state or 

CJIs place CJOs in vulnerable situations and temptations that then motivate them to engage in 

corruption. As argued by Tiky (2010), “under conditions of low economic development, public 

officials who are underpaid [become] vulnerable to corruption temptations and will extract bribes 

whenever opportunities arise” (p. 10). One judge cited a colleague’s experience to illustrate how 
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vulnerabilities judges can be. According to the judge, his colleague’s son needed urgent surgery, 

but unfortunately, his colleague did not have money to pay the cost of the surgery. There were no 

health packages for judges and their families to cater for the surgery, and the judge had to go 

round soliciting funds from his colleague judges. Arguing further, he queried, “so, can you 

imagine how vulnerable and perhaps tempted my colleague would have been if CJUs have offered 

him bribes at that time?” [JU203]. One judge said, “When a person exposed to so many 

possibilities of corruption is subjected to so much hardship, as we are experiencing, what else do 

you expect from them than corruption?” [JU102].  

Critical of note is that some participants held contrary views about inadequate 

compensation as a perceived cause of criminal justice corruption. A majority of anti-corruption 

officials, as well as some CJOs, believed that inadequate compensation is not and should never 

be a cause of criminal justice corruption. For example, one CHRAJ official remarked, 

“Previously, [police officers] were said to be corrupt because of poor salaries. However, after 

implementing ‘single spine’, can we still say that corruption happening in the police service now 

is due to salaries not being good?” [ACO201]. Police officers mainly stated that no police officer 

should cite inadequate compensation as a reason for engaging in corruption because salaries of 

police officers are now substantial, following the implementation of the single spine [POL103; 

POL107; POL301]. Some judges and prosecution lawyers, even though few, also disagreed with 

inadequate compensation being a cause of criminal justice corruption. For example, one judge 

said, “People talk of our salaries not being good as a cause of corruption but I disagree because if 

you consider general salary levels in Ghana, judges’ salaries are among the best” [JU302]. A 

prosecution lawyer equally said, “Take home pay of prosecution lawyers is now enough … to 

live comfortably and no prosecution lawyer should engage in corruption because of conditions of 

service” [PRO101]. These results considerably depart from Foltz and Opoku-Agyemang (2015) 

findings that police officers in Ghana increased their demands for bribes after a substantial 

increase in their salaries. Chapter 8 will further discuss inadequate compensation as a cause of 

criminal justice corruption.  

Commitment to kinship networks and other relations is where CJOs who possess strong 

bonds and commitments to kinship networks and other relationships tides are motivated to engage 



157 
 

in corruption by desires to satisfy needs and demands of their relatives or other external 

relations.32 On pressure and demands from relations causing corruption, one CHRAJ official 

stated, “Pressure on working society to cater for needs of relations sometimes brings about 

corruption” [ACO203]. Likewise, a police officer stated, “Pressure on CJOs to acquire properties 

like houses for their families, which are beyond their salaries, may motivate them to accept bribes” 

[POL101]. One prosecution lawyer admitted, “Pressure from families, friends and relations can 

cause a prosecution lawyer who is not forthright with code of ethics to be swayed or persuaded 

to take ‘money’ (i.e. bribe) to bend the rules” [PRO201]. According to one judge, societal 

members and relatives always look up to people within the top brackets of public service for 

assistance, but those officials’ salaries are often insufficient to meet such demands. Therefore, 

CJOs who have desires to satisfy the demands of relatives are then motivated by those desires to 

engage in corruption [JU201]. 

One aspect of commitment to relations networks that emerged is judgementality and 

abusive attitudes towards CJOs who fail to meet the demands of relations. It is where relatives, 

societal members, friends, or colleagues criticise and even abuse CJOs who do not meet demands 

or expectations of relations, especially when failure to meet demands or expectations is a result 

of refusal to engage in corruption. Demonstrating this point, one judge stated, “A court staff told 

me that ‘other court staff think that judges like me who do not take bribes are stupid’... They think 

that we will not be able to meet our commitments to relations or become paupers during 

retirement” [JU203]. Similarly, one police officer noted: 

When a police officer retires and joins a family house for example because s/he could not build a 

house of his own, members of the officer’s family or society will see that police officer as the most 

useless person worldwide. They expect the police officer to have built a house while in active 

service, even if it means engaging in corruption [POL107]. 

Results also show that officials who refused to use corruption to enrich themselves 

sometimes become laughing stocks after their services. For example, one CHRAJ official 

observed, “Society will be judgemental towards you and call you a fool if you have opportunities 

                                                      
32See similar result by Tankebe, Karstedt, et al. (2019) about corruption intentions among prospective elites 

in Ghana. 
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to engage in corruption to make money and you did not do it” [ACO302]. He supported his 

assertion with an example of a government official (District Chief Executive – DCE) who did not 

engage in corruption while in office and became penniless after his party lost an election. People 

laughed at the former DCE whenever they saw him stranded on the roadside with his old car or 

motorbike broken down. Some people even slighted the former DCE for not grabbing much 

money that he could when was the DCE with several opportunities. The CHRAJ official 

concluded that sometimes societal or family members expecting certain things from officials 

when they know very well that salaries of officials cannot support those things sometimes force 

people to become corrupt [ACO302].  

Results and discussions about commitment to kinship networks and other relations show 

that demands and expectations by relatives or friends serve as critical motivations for CJOs to 

engage in corruption. Most importantly, commitments and desires of CJOs to satisfy the needs 

and expectations of relatives or acquaintances coupled with insufficient resources or incomes of 

CJOs to meet demands and expectations exacerbate motivations of CJOs to engage in corruption.  

Materialistic values and orientations as a perceived cause of criminal justice corruption 

relate to commitments to kinship networks and other relations tides. It refers to societal 

‘glorification of wealth’ and expectations of esteem lifestyles from CJOs.33 ‘Glorification of 

wealth’ is when associations of CJOs (e.g. relatives, friends, schoolmates, colleagues, among 

others) adore wealth to the extent that they do not care about sources of wealth. One judge, for 

example, gave a typical remark about the glorification of wealth. He noted, “In Ghana currently, 

we adore wealth irrespective of it source and people sometimes even denigrate incorruptible 

officials who do not own similar properties to that of corrupt officials” [JU303]. A CHRAJ official 

gave another remark about the glorification of wealth: “In Ghana now, people do not care about 

how officials get money” [ACO304]. One police officer similarly noted, “People in Ghana these 

days cherish and put too much value on material things without knowing or even bordering on 

                                                      
33Tankebe, Karstedt, et al. (2019) and Brennan and Pettit (2004) for detail discussions of social esteem, 

status and prestige.   
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finding out the sources of material things” [POL305]. These glorification attitudes towards wealth 

motivate some CJOs to engage in corruption to acquire wealth so that people glorify them. 

An integral part of glorification of wealth is societal expectations of CJOs to live wealthy 

or lavish lifestyles, accompanying by comparisons of wealth and esteem lifestyles of public 

servants. It is where societal or family members compare wealth and luxurious lifestyles of 

officials who come from the same town, family, or profession (i.e. wealth comparison) based on 

their expectations. One judge outraged about expectations on CJOs exclaimed, “There are 

outrageous societal expectations on judges to live affluent lifestyles” [JU203]. Another judge 

remarked, “When I became a judge, I do not blame judges who are corrupt because members of 

society and even your family expect you to live a luxurious lifestyle as a judge” [JU202]. 

According to one CHRAJ official, society or relations always expect officials at particular ages 

or levels of employment to own houses, cars or have children in good schools. Those officials’ 

incomes cannot often meet such expectations. Therefore, some CJOs engage in corruption to meet 

those expectations of society or relations and gain some recognition or respect [ACO304]. One 

judge demonstrating how materialistic orientations motivate officials to engage in corruption said, 

“Public expectations of CJOs to display high standards of living like making huge donations at 

funerals or weddings and CJOs desire to fulfil societal expectations create corruption” [JU201]. 

One of the motivations of CJOs to engage in corruption due to materialistic orientations is 

that some CJOs, if not all, want to make wealth to avoid being denigrated by societal or family 

members, colleagues, or friends. Some hypothetical scenarios given by participants perfectly 

illustrated how expectations and comparison by societal members and relatives stimulate CJOs to 

engage in corruption. One police officer, for example, stated that two people from the same family 

or village might secure public employment simultaneously and one of them will engage in 

corruption to build a house in the village after a short span of working. The entire village or family 

will then say that the officer who has not built a house is a useless person even though they know 

that the officer’s salary alone cannot build a house within that short period. The vilified officer 

may then be motivated by the vilification to use illegitimate or corrupt means to prove to the 

village or family members that s/he is not useless [POL207]. Another police officer gave a church 
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scenario to illustrate how expectations often place on senior public sector workers like CJOs 

sometimes leads to corruption: 

Your church will make you a chairperson during their harvest and thanksgiving service (i.e. 

fundraising event in a church) because you are a senior police officer. You will be expected as a 

chairperson to contribute colossal money during the harvest, and their expectations may be beyond 

your income. However, you as a senior police officer with a high reputation in that church cannot 

just be there without making your presence felt, which might motivate you to engage in corruption 

to meet those expectations and avoid any disgrace [POL102].   

Greed refers to where CJOs or CJUs engage in corruption to satisfy their desires to gain 

illicit advantages or narcissistic fulfilment. About three-quarters of male and female participants, 

criminal justice and anti-corruption officials, perceived greed as a significant factor accounting 

for criminal justice corruption in Ghana. CJUs engage in corruption due to their personal desire 

to escape from sanctions associated with wrongdoings or get cases resolved in their favour at all 

cost, primarily through wrongful means. Participants’ most common explanation offered as a 

reason why citizens offer bribes to CJOs was that CJUs are always greedy and want to win cases 

at all cost. Examples of specific participants’ expressions include the following. “Some clients 

offer bribes to CJOs because of greed, which make them desired to have cases decided in their 

favour” [ACO106]. “Litigants always have their self-interest at heart and want to offer bribes to 

win their cases” [JU103]. “CJUs always attempt to give or offer you ‘something’ (i.e. bribe) to 

help them get their relations as accused persons or suspects freed” [PRO101].  

CJOs were also perceived to sometimes engage in corruption to feed personal desires of 

obtaining insatiable goals, wealth, and social statuses or prestige, or acquiring things that can 

enable them to survive future uncertainties or unpredictability. A majority of participants thought 

that inherent human greed and selfishness is one most compelling reason why CJOs demand or 

accept bribes from CJUs [ACO103; ACO104; ACO204; JU304; POL102]. One CHRAJ official, 

for example, remarked, “If [a judge] engages in corruption, it is because the person is being 

materialistic, greedy, or has a quest for insatiable desires” [ACO103]. A police officer equally 

stated, “The cause of corruption is simply greed and desire for personal gain or enrichment of 

oneself” [POL102]. A significant result here is that greed as a cause of corruption may come from 
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relations and acquaintances of CJOs who desired to see CJOs display visible signs of wealth such 

as beautiful houses, cars, or children attending prestigious schools.  

The discussions demonstrate that greed of CJOs and CJUs or citizens serve as a 

fundamental motivation for engaging in corruption (see Bauhr, 2017). Desires of some CJOs to 

satisfy their greed by making extra wealth motivate or incentivise them to take advantage of their 

positions and power to engage in corrupt acts. The greed of CJUs is a double-edged sword because 

it can create opportunities or suitable environment for CJOs to engage in corruption with ease or 

make CJUs become easy targets for corruption. Greed, such as wanting to escape from 

punishment for wrongdoing, can motivate CJUs to engage in corruption. Results about greed as 

a perceived cause of corruption are consistent with findings of prior studies that explored causes 

of corruption (e.g., Ayee, 2016; Buscaglia et al., 1995; Ekong, 2015; Hope, 2018; Persson et al., 

2013; Poeschl & Ribeiro, 2012).  

6.6.2 Opportunities 

Opportunities refer to conditions or factors at institutional, environmental, or societal levels 

that make a possible course of action like corruption feasible (see Lord et al., 2018; McKendall 

& Wagner III, 1997). The focus of this part is on factors that create either vulnerable or easy 

targets for criminal justice corruption or opportunities that both CJOs and CJUs take advantage 

of to engage in corruption. According to RAT, the occurrence of crime always depends on the 

convergence of three elements in time and space: motivated offender, suitable target or victim, 

and favourable environment or grounds created by the absence of capable guardian (Cohen & 

Felson, 1979). The concept of ‘suitable target or victim’ is central to RAT’s explanation of 

corruption and refers to favourable conditions around a target that allow a corrupt act to occur 

and succeed. Even though societal and institutional rules, values, symbols, myths, and routines 

shape and regulate behaviours of individuals residing in societies or working in institutions, they 

can create avenues for CJOs to engage in corruption (March & Olsen, 1989; Peters, 2010, p. 83).  

This study, therefore, sought to find out if there are factors in Ghanaian societal and 

institutional levels that participants perceived as creating opportunities for criminal justice 

corruption to occur. The results show that participants discussed numerous perceived factors as 

creating opportunities and easy targets for CJOs to engage in corruption in Ghana’s CJS. These 
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factors include cultural norms and practices, the public level of illiteracy and lack of awareness, 

the public expectation of corruption, power and discretion, procedural complexities, delay in 

processing cases, inadequate resourcing of CJIs, and suspicion or distrust between CJOs. The next 

sections discuss each of these factors in details. 

Cultural norms and practices shape characters, attitudes, and behaviours of people and 

are an indispensable aspect of most societies, especially in Africa. However, some studies have 

identified cultural norms, dispositions, and practices to sometimes serve to cause corruption (e.g., 

Barr & Serra, 2010; Collier, 2002; Ikoh, 2018; Kingston, 2005; Pillay, 2014; Zaloznaya, 2012). 

Consistent with prior studies, participants in this study identified some Ghanaian cultural and 

social norms and practices as causing or encouraging both CJOs and CJUs to engage in 

corruption. Three cultural or social norms and practices were outstanding: proverbs or ‘common 

sayings’, communal relationship ties and protectiveness, and showing appreciation.  

Proverbs, adages, philosophical propositions, and idiomatic expressions are integral parts 

of African societies like Ghana and conventional means of expressing cultural norms for centuries 

(see Adinkrah, 2011; Agbota et al., 2015; Bello, 2014; Gedzi, 2009; Mbiti, 2002). However, some 

participants contended that some Ghanaian proverbs or ‘common sayings’ are cultural practices 

that encourage CJUs and CJOs to engage in corruption. Although participants alluded to several 

proverbs and common sayings as encouraging or causing corruption, three were commonly cited. 

First, ‘you cannot go to a chief palace with empty hands’. Second, ‘everyone eats at his/her 

workplace’. Third, ‘when your brother is on top of a mango tree, you do not eat unripe mangoes’. 

The participants' expressions show a belief that proverbs support or encourage CJUs to offer or 

accept to pay bribes and CJOs to expect, demand, or accept bribes from CJUs. 

Next are some quotes from participants that demonstrate the use of proverbs and common 

sayings to support or justify corrupt acts. One judge typically remarked, “Our court staff here 

commonly used a proverb that says ‘Obiaa didi n’adwuma ho’, meaning, ‘everyone eats at his/her 

workplace’, to justify acts of corruption as a usual thing” [JU203]. Other participants explained 

that one proverb says that ‘you cannot go to a chief palace with empty hands’. Therefore, people 

often think that they cannot go to judges, prosecution lawyers, and police officers offices without 

gifts as a cultural way of showing reverence because they equate those CJOs to statuses of chiefs 



163 
 

[ACO304; JU103]. One police officer cited another common Ghanaian proverb that says, ‘when 

your brother is on top of a mango tree, you do not eat unripe mangoes’ as a proverb in Ghanaian 

society that promotes corruption. He explained that people often [mis]interpret this proverb to 

mean that public officials must get their relations or acquaintances employed into institutions, 

even if they do not qualify [POL101].  

However, it appears that the true meanings and intents of proverbs are different from the 

(mis)interpretations often given to them by CJOs and CJUs. Proverbs seem to be deliberately 

(mis)interpreted by CJOs to support or justify their extraction of extra income or by CJUs to 

obtain favourable outcomes. Further scrutiny of results shows that some participants believed that 

most Ghanaian proverbs or ‘common sayings’ rather admonish officials to protect their jobs by 

being professional and diligent when performing their duties. One prosecution lawyer claimed 

that many officials just (mis)interpret and (mis)apply proverbs or ‘common sayings’ to justify or 

normalise their selfish and greedy interest or corrupt acts because proverbs rather admonish 

officials to avoid vices at their workplace. He explained further that a proverb that says ‘everyone 

eats at his/her workplace’ means that people should value and protect their works, and discharge 

their duties with the highest level of professionalism because the work provides their source of 

livelihood. However, some officials often misconstrue that proverb to mean that they should make 

extra income from their work through all means, including engaging in corruption [ACO202]. 

Communal culture or relationship ties and protectiveness was another cultural practice 

perceived as a cause of corruption. It is where participants believed that people always want to 

protect their relatives and acquaintances who contravene the law from being punished. 

Participants attributed this protectiveness attitude to stable communal cultures and relationship 

ties (e.g. familial, clanship, kinship, friendship, schoolmates, or collegial), which are integral parts 

of Ghanaian communities. Illustratively, one judge remarked, “If somebody does a wrong thing 

and is arrested, …his/her relatives, pastor, imam, chiefs or politicians from his village will go and 

beg for him/her to be pardoned. This is because our society is very communal where everyone 

knows everybody” [JU203]. One lawyer noted that everybody talks about an African culture of 

brotherhood, family and helping one another, and hence, they do not see some acts as corruption 

because to them, they are only assisting a brother or friend in need [LAW202]. Talking about an 
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emergence of a culture of communal feeling and willingness to help or protect relations in Ghana, 

one CHRAJ official noted:  

We have developed a spirit or culture of ‘weism’ (i.e. communal feeling) that appears to be born 

out of our tradition. So, even if people are in the wrong like engaged in corruption, people in 

positions of authority often do not want to do anything to put people they know or relate to in 

‘trouble’ due to that weism spirit [ACO205].  

Participants even complained that communal culture and attitudes of protectiveness 

sometimes become very entrenched that officials who refused or failed to bend the rules to help 

relations in need are branded as wicked people. One prosecution lawyer, for example, remarked, 

“Our communal culture is one of the sources of corruption that we experience now. For instance, 

when your brother is in need, and you fail to assist him, your family members and other people 

will brand you as a wicked person” [PRO302]. Similarly, a police officer noted: 

The problem of corruption in Ghana is due to cultural and social values. People usually bring 

issues of culture and families when they do not want officials to enforce the laws, and tag officials 

who ignore them and enforce the laws as wicked people [POL305].  

Communal culture and protectiveness of Ghanaians serve as an enabling atmosphere or 

environment for corruption to occur or persist on two different levels. The first is where CJOs 

who engage in corruption to favour relations and society are backed by their societies when 

caught. The second is that societies do not condemn corrupt acts perpetrated by CJOs because 

they align with their view of protectiveness or communal culture. 

Finally, showing appreciation emerged as a cultural practice believed to cause criminal 

justice corruption. Even though most CJOs thought that showing appreciation, gratitude, and 

hospitality is not corruption (see chapter five), CJOs mostly believed that showing appreciation 

creates avenues for corruption to occur. Indeed, almost two-thirds of participants talked about 

showing appreciation or ‘thank you’ as a Ghanaian cultural practice that causes or promotes 

criminal justice corruption. For example, one judge noted, “People who engage in corruption just 

take advantage of Ghanaians’ culture of wanting to show appreciation for whatever has been done 

for them” [JU104]. Another judge demonstrating the culture of showing appreciation or gratitude 

recounted a personal experience where he acquitted and discharged an accused person in a case. 
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He reported that a week after his decision, the accused person’s lawyer came to his office with an 

‘envelope’ to say ‘thank you’ [JU201]. Continuous showing of appreciation by citizens to CJOs 

for service render can eventually make showing appreciation a prerequisite by CJOs to do their 

work or for obtaining services. Demonstrating how showing appreciation or gratitude creates 

corruption in this way, a police commander noted: 

Ghanaians attitudes or practices of showing appreciation overtime can make police officers [and 

other CJOs] feel some form of entitlement to an appreciation for services rendered, even including 

services that CJUs have paid fees. We have instances where officials in charge of services who 

felt entitled to appreciation deliberately delay people who do not show ‘appreciation’ [POL105]. 

Illiteracy and lack of awareness are where participants perceived citizens’ lack of 

knowledge and understanding of operations and processes of CJIs and laws more generally as a 

cause of corruption. This was mainly attributed to illiteracy. Lack of awareness of CJUs may 

make them become vulnerable or easy targets for corruption which serve as opportunities for 

CJOs to demand bribes or deceive CJUs into paying unwarranted fees. A wide range of 

participants stated that criminal justice corruption occurs due to high level of illiteracy and lack 

of awareness of citizens about operations and processes that take place in various CJIs [e.g., 

ACO102; ACO105; JU202; JU205; LAW203; POL201, PRO202]. For example, one judge stated, 

“I have noticed that corruption occurs in our courts because some people do not understand the 

court processes” [JU202]. One prosecution lawyer equally said, “Some CJUs offer or pay bribes 

to CJOs because they are ignorant (unaware) of laws and criminal justice operations and 

procedures” [PRO301]. A police officer also stated, “Police officers sometimes misinterpret and 

misapply laws and processes to extort money from citizens who are ignorant (unaware) about 

laws and police operational processes” [POL302].  

It emerged that due to illiteracy and lack of awareness, CJUs sometimes participate in 

corrupt acts without even knowing that they have committed corrupt acts. They think such acts 

are part of routine criminal justice processes. In this regard, one CHRAJ official noted, “Due to 

illiteracy and ignorance (lack of awareness), CJUs sometimes bribe or corrupt CJOs thinking that 

it is a normal part of criminal justice processes” [ACO105]. Another CHRAJ official illustrated 

citizens’ lack of awareness and illiteracy as a cause of corruption in this statement. “Some citizens 
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usually think that paying undue fees demanded by CJOs are part of the normal processes of CJS 

because they are not educated and do not know about corruption or its criminal status” [ACO106]. 

While illiteracy was a primary reason cited for citizens’ lack of awareness about laws, criminal 

justice operations and processes, some participants indicated that even educated people 

sometimes are uninformed about criminal justice processes. For example, a CHRAJ official 

claimed, “Even educated people who are supposed to be enlightened sometimes are not much 

abreast with criminal justice processes and engage in corrupt acts without knowing that those acts 

constitute corruption” [ACO304]. Results and discussions here show that lack of awareness of 

criminal justice operations and procedures and laws more generally is perceived as causes of 

criminal justice corruption in Ghana. 

The public’s expectation of corruption is where participants in this study reported that 

citizens expect their encounters with CJIs and CJOs to involve paying bribes. Such expectations 

and preparedness of citizens to pay bribes are attributable to some cultural norms and practices in 

the country as well as perceptions of corruption being endemic or normalised in the country (i.e. 

external normalisation of corruption) or CJIs (i.e. internal normalisation of corruption). One 

CHRAJ official, for example, stated, “Corruption has been normalised and rationalised in this 

country by some people, which is forcing citizens to engage in corruption” [ACO102]. To 

illustrate how corruption has become normalised in Ghana, another CHRAJ official recounted 

how staffs of a public hospital she attended openly engaged in corruption when she was paying 

for services rendered. Concluding her recount, she said, “Corruption is widespread in all Ghanaian 

systems, and sadly, citizens appear to have accepted it because these days, people engage in 

corruption publicly without feeling any guilt of it being a wrong thing” [ACO104]. One 

prosecution lawyer also remarked, “Corruption appears institutionalised in Ghana and citizens 

seem to have accepted it. People are so used to corruption that it does not seem evil as we want 

people to see it: in fact, it seems normal when people see others engaging in corrupt acts these 

days” [PRO202]. Results discussed suggest that the public perception of corruption as normalised 

in Ghana’s CJS makes citizens expect encounters with CJSs, institutions or officials to involve 

demands and payment of bribes. 
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Results further show that due to the normalisation of corruption in all Ghanaian sectors, 

the public does not just expect corruption during encounters with CJS, but regard corruption as 

an acceptable way of life. It is where citizens start to believe that engaging in corruption or paying 

bribes is the best way to get things done in the public sector, including the CJS. Indeed, many 

participants in this study stated that people believed that corruption in Ghana has gotten to the 

extent that citizens can hardly get justice served without paying bribes. One judge illustrated this 

point when he said, “We seem to have strong thinking among the larger public that you cannot 

get justice until you compromise or grease somebody’s palms in the CJS” [JU102]. Due to such 

thinking, many citizens willingly offer bribes to CJOs, which entice them to commit corrupt acts. 

In this regard, a majority of judges stated that when cases even go through normal trials and 

verdicts are delivered; almost all winning parties attempt to come back and show judges some 

form of appreciation. That happens because CJUs believed that corruption has become normalised 

and endemic in Ghana to the extent that it is not possible to win cases without greasing CJOs’ 

palms. Therefore, for them to win cases, they need to show some form of appreciation to 

adjudicating judges or magistrates. 

Both internal and external normalisation of corruption resulting in the public expecting to 

pay bribes during encounters with CJOs exacerbates the problem of corruption in Ghana’s CJS 

from different angles. On the part of citizens, they may willingly offer bribes to CJOs, which 

serve as sources of temptations to CJOs. Additionally, citizens may fail to resist corruption 

attempts by CJOs or accept to pay bribes and victims or witnesses of corruption are likely not to 

take action against corrupt officials. Also, CJOs may think that citizens ought to pay bribes to 

obtain criminal justice services and regard their interactions with citizens as opportunities to 

perpetrate corrupt acts (see Ashforth & Anand, 2003; Scharbatke-Church et al., 2016). The 

normalisation of corruption can also result in rationalisation and justification of corruption by 

both CJOs and CJUs as a standard and acceptable way of life. All these will make corruption 

becomes the only way to get (in)justice served, which will make CJUs become vulnerable and 

easy targets for corruption.  

Although participants discussed the normalisation of corruption as a cause of corruption to 

be a broader Ghanaian system problem, they particularly cited the police service as an institution 
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where corruption appears highly normalised or institutionalised. Buttressing institutionalisation 

of corruption in the police service, some participants, for example, claimed that low-ranking 

police officers always share corrupt proceeds extracted from citizens with senior officers 

[ACO103; ACO302]. Precisely, one CHRAJ investigator remarked, “MTTU officers on our roads 

who extract bribes from motorist usually bribe their superiors before they select them for such 

road duties. We have heard police officers say that they will not be selected for road duties next 

time if they do not share corrupt proceeds with superiors” [ACO105]. Some police officers’ 

remarks buttressed assertions of other officials that corruption is highly normalised or 

institutionalised in the police service. For example, one police officer said: 

Some commanders or superior officers expect a share of bribes from their subordinates. There 

have been instances that we sent dockets to superior officers who asked us why there is ‘nothing’ 

(i.e. bribe) on top of the dockets? If not from corruption, where do those superiors expect 

subordinates to get ‘something’ and put on top of dockets? [POL205]. 

Discussions about the normalisation of corruption in the police are not surprising because extant 

literature shows that police cultures support misconduct or normalise deviance (see Aultman, 

1976; Bahn, 1975; Bleakley, 2020; Coleman, 1987; den Nieuwenboer & Kaptein, 2008; 

Fitzgerald Commission, 1989; Fleming & Lafferty, 2000; Knapp Commission, 1972; Reiner, 

2010; Sherman, 1985; Skolnick, 1966).  

Discretionary powers confer on CJOs is essential as it helps them to perform their criminal 

justice duties appropriately. However, CJOs sometimes use or exploit their authorities and 

discretionary powers to engage in corruption, especially in jurisdictions where the exercise of 

discretionary power and authority is generally unaccountable  (see, Buscaglia, 2001a; Graycar & 

Felson, 2010; Jain, 2001; Klitgaard, 1988; Rose-Ackerman, 1978, 2010). Consistent with prior 

studies, a majority of participants in this study stated that CJOs’ enormous discretionary powers 

over criminal justice services and decisions sometimes are exercised (un)favourably to obtain 

bribes. One CHRAJ official complained about discretionary power as a source of corruption when 

she noted, “In a jurisdiction where police officers can arrest people with so much discretion of 

whether to take them to police stations, charge them, or confiscate their drivers’ licences; police 
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officers could easily ask for bribes to let people go without charges” [ACO102]. Another CHRAJ 

official said, “Corruption thrives where CJOs exercise discretion in deciding cases” [ACO102].  

One result of discretionary power or authority as a source of corruption is a submission that 

CJOs sometimes even use laws established for the protection of citizens against abuses to commit 

corrupt acts. For instance, a ‘48-hour rule’ provided in Ghana’s Constitution to protect criminal 

suspects from abuse by police officers emerged as one of the critical sources of police corruption. 

According to Article 14(3) of Ghana’s Constitution (1992), a person arrested, restricted, or 

detained in the execution of a court order; or upon reasonable suspicion of committing or being 

about to commit a criminal offence under laws of Ghana; shall be brought before a court within 

forty-eight [48] hours after an arrest, restriction, or detention, if not released. The ‘48-hour rule’ 

clearly prohibits police officers from detaining suspects in custody beyond 48 hours without a 

lawful court order. However, ironically, participants extensively cited that 48-hour rule as 

providing one of the most significant opportunities for police to engage in corruption.  

Some statements illustrate participants’ views of how the 48-hour rule sometimes creates 

opportunities for corruption to occur. One police officer, for instance, noted, “The police usually 

have 48 hours to work on criminal cases, but this often pushes relations of suspects to entice 

police officers with ‘something’ (i.e. bribe) to fast-track cases and release their relatives” 

[POL202]. The police officer’s expression suggests that CJUs are those who push police officers 

into corruption due to the 48-hour rule. Further analysis, however, shows that police officers 

typically use the 48-hour rule together with their discretionary powers of detention, prosecution, 

and granting police enquiry bail to coerce, frustrate and compel CJUs to accept or offer to pay 

bribes. For example, one CHRAJ official captured typical views in this regard: “If the police arrest 

you and you do not pay money (i.e. bribe) for your bail, they sometimes intentionally keep you 

for 48 hours before sending you to court” [ACO303]. One judge also noted, “The police 

sometimes invite people over minor offences or flimsy suspicions and use their power of detention 

and the 48-hour rule to put fear into citizens to pay bribes” [JU106].  

Similarly, judges’ decision-making or judgement involved an enormous exercise of 

discretionary power that sometimes allows corruption to occur. One judge illustrating discretion 

available to judges, for example, noted, “Sentences delivered by judges have options that give 
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lean ways (i.e. discretion) to judges, and they sometimes abuse this discretion to extract bribes” 

[JU301]. One judge showed the amount of discretionary powers judges possess in the following 

expression. “I intentionally delayed granting bail to an accused person so that he knows that even 

if lawyers charge so much money, they do not have any power to grant bail except a judge” 

[JU101]. This quote suggests that the judge exercise that discretionary power to show the amount 

of power he has, which is likely not to be necessarily based on legal principles. That act by the 

judge shows that judges and other CJOs can exercise discretion in similar ways for corrupt 

purposes. Criminal justice users can appeal against decisions of judges influenced by corruption; 

however, expensive cost of appeals and low incomes levels make this avenue hardly probable. 

Prosecution lawyers also exercise discretion in advising police about criminal cases; 

changing, amending and dropping charges; entering nolle-prosequi; opposing bail applications, 

and initiating prosecution of cases. Exercise of discretion in all these roles provides avenues for 

prosecution lawyers to engage in corruption. Supporting this argument, one CHRAJ official said, 

“The area of advice by prosecution lawyers, where they have so much discretion once they receive 

and study dockets, is where I can say that corruption thrives” [ACO102]. One prosecution lawyer 

acknowledged the potential for prosecution lawyers to engage in corruption in exercising their 

discretionary powers. According to him, “The initial stages where prosecution lawyers exercise 

discretionary powers whether or not to advise against prosecution, change or amend charges, or 

oppose bail applications always provide most opportunities for some prosecution lawyers to cash 

in by engaging in corruption [PRO103]. The results discussed demonstrated that criminal justice 

corruption is more likely to occur when people’s fates depend on CJOs’ exercise of discretion. 

Procedural complexities refer to the multidimensional operations and procedures involve 

in handling cases in CJIs. Consistent with prior studies (e.g.,  Buscaglia, 2001a, 2007; Campos & 

Pradhan, 2007; Oberoi, 2013; Voigt, 2007), many participants in this study perceived procedural 

complexities in Ghana’s CJIs as creating or promoting corruption. One judge gave this typical 

expression about procedural complexities as a cause of corruption: “Corruption occurs in the 

courts due to complex processes, which are sometimes not explained properly to litigants by 

judges, interpreters, or court workers” [JU202]. Another judge observed, “Litigants often go 

through cumbersome formalities or procedures in the court with several systemic bottlenecks that 
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frustrate them and breed corruption” [JU102]. One judge said, “People use corruption to 

manoeuvre through a CJS that is complex and not straightforward” [JU101]. Complex procedures 

or bureaucracies of the CJS are perceived to cause corruption because CJOs intentionally make 

processes very complicated or manipulate processes to extract bribes or exploit complexities for 

corruption considerations. Also, CJOs can easily hide corrupt acts in complex procedures that 

will make them difficult or impossible to detect. More importantly, CJUs engage in corruption to 

escape or avoid frustrating complexities of CJSs.34  

Complexities of criminal justice processes allow auxiliary court officials to exploit CJUs 

who usually cannot afford the services of lawyers. Accused persons in criminal cases often need 

to contract defence lawyers to represent them and help them navigate the complexities associated 

with criminal justice operations and procedures. However, due to the fees charged by lawyers 

coupled with low incomes levels, most accused persons are unable to contract the services of 

lawyers. They instead depend on auxiliary court officials to assist them in processing cases, which 

then create opportunities for court officials to engage in corruption by exploiting CJUs. 

Illustrating this situation, one judge noted, “Most litigants do not have lawyers and rely on our 

auxiliary court officials to help them prepare their documents. This allows our court staff to 

demand or take huge undue money (i.e. bribes) from litigants” [JU205]. Results discussed here 

suggest that complex procedures by themselves mostly do not cause corruption. However, they 

demand that CJUs obtain justice services through the assistance of CJOs, who then take advantage 

of such requests for assistance to perpetrate corrupt acts. Even though procedural complexities 

exist in all CJIs, it appears it is more associated with the court system as judges mostly raised 

procedural complexities as a cause of corruption. 

Participants raised delay in processing cases as another factor that cause of corruption in 

Ghana’s CJS. It refers to where citizens who encounter CJIs for alleged contravention of the laws 

spend so much time going to get cases resolved through regular criminal justice channels. Indeed, 

delay in processing cases as a cause of corruption is inseparable from procedural complexities 

                                                      
34See Scharbatke-Church et al. (2017) and CDD-Ghana (2000) for similar results recorded in Central 

African Republic and Ghana, respectively. 
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because the complex criminal justice processes coupled with slowness of justice delivery that act 

to cause delays in the processing of cases. A majority of participants from all institutions covered 

by the study believed that Ghana’s CJS is very slow and characterised by delays in processing 

cases, especially felony cases. The delays considerably create opportunities for CJOs to engage 

in corruption or motivate CJUs to bribe CJOs to escape the delays. Several expressions by 

participants demonstrate that delays in processing cases cause corruption. For instance, one 

CHRAJ official noted, “The court system is so hectic because when you send cases to court, it is 

always about adjournments, which frustrates CJUs and create avenues for officials to extract 

bribes” [ACO301]. Likewise, a police officer alleged, “due to deliberate delays to extract bribes, 

court cases that should be concluded within one or two weeks sometimes take six months or more 

to be concluded” [POL103]. One police officer addressing why CJUs offer bribes to police 

officers remarked, “Delays in the CJS normally make people think that they will avoid long legal 

processes that waste time if police officers accept bribes” [POL104].  

It emerged that it sometimes even cost CJUs more resources to go through appropriate legal 

processes to obtain justice than to pay bribes to CJOs to settle cases outside of legal processes. 

Some participants used scenarios to demonstrate how delays in processing cases cause CJUs more 

resources than paying bribes. For example, a CHARJ official noted, “You will waste a lot of time 

and money going through justice processes to get cases resolved than just ‘settling’ them with 

arresting officials” [ACO301]. Another CHRAJ official remarked, “A driver will offer 

‘something’ (i.e. bribe) to an officer to get back his/her confiscated licence within the shortest 

possible time instead of taking more than six months of legal processes to get it back. That will 

save him/her both time and money that s/she would have spent on legal processes” [ACO202]. 

Due to waste of time and money associated with going through due legal processes, even judges 

who are custodians of the law and believed to wield so much power subscribed to settling cases 

without going through due processes. One judge typically said, “If a police officer arrests me for 

a traffic violation, it is better to give the officer GH¢50 and continue my trip than to go to waste 

two or three days and much money going to court” [JU101]. 

Similarly, one police commander stated, “If I crossed a red light and it takes over three or 

four court adjournments to get the matter resolved, I will resolve it with the police immediately 
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than waste time and money on legal processes” [POL207]. To show how time-consuming and 

costly going through due legal processes can sometimes become, one judge recalled a case that 

he handled that lasted for almost forty years: 

Adjudication of cases in the CJS could take many years and cost much money. For instance, I 

handled a land case at Cape Coast that lasted for almost forty years by the time I delivered 

judgement. I think that the plaintiffs already filed that case at the court before I went to class one, 

and before I completed high school, the plaintiffs have closed their case. However, the case went 

forth and back between the Court of Appeal and High Court until I went there to meet it and finally 

delivered judgement [JU106]. 

Delay in processing cases in Ghana’s CJS can cause corruption from different dimensions. 

First, CJOs knowing that delays characterise the criminal justice operations and processes can 

intentionally create red tapes to delay the processing of cases to create opportunities to extract 

bribes from CJUs to expedite processes (see Buscaglia & Dakolias, 1999a). Also, delays in 

processing cases can make CJUs willing to do anything possible to avoid delays or fast-track 

cases – get ahead of queues, including offering or paying bribes to CJOs (see de Graaf et al., 

2010). Delays in processing cases can provide incentives or motivations for CJUs to engage in 

corruption (Rose-Ackerman, 1996). However, it fits more into the concept of opportunities 

because it makes CJUs vulnerable and easy targets for corruption that creates opportunities for 

CJOs to engage in corruption. 

Inadequate resourcing of CJIs refers to where participants perceived CJOs to engage in 

corruption due to inadequate or complete lack of resources or logistics needed to perform their 

duties in CJIs. According to participants, due to logistical or resource constraints, CJOs are 

sometimes compelled to ask CJUs to provide money to buy office supplies, fuel for vehicles, or 

maintain equipment and vehicles to enable CJOs to perform their duties. This expression by one 

prosecution lawyer is typical of prosecution lawyers in this regard: “Our ‘headache’ in the A-G’s 

Department and a significant reason why corruption occurs or will occur here is insufficient 

logistics” [PRO103]. Likewise, one judge stated, “Logistical [challenges] is one of the biggest 

problems in the judiciary, which sometimes make room for corruption to occur” [JU303]. One 

police commander inadvertently confirmed, “When people expect you to do your work as a 
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commander without all the needed resources, you sometimes gloss over ‘certain things or actions’ 

by officers to get needed resources to do your work” [POL202].  

Results show that owing to logistical or resource constraints, “predatory policing with a 

twist” or “institutionalised noble cause corruption” exists in Ghana (Buttle et al., 2016, p. 450) 

(e.g. lack of stationery, vehicles, or fuel for vehicles).35 It is where police leadership expect, ask 

or even exert pressure on frontline police officers to generate funds through other means such as 

corruption to support operations of police departments. That is often done for the benefit of 

broader groups or police organisations (see Buttle et al., 2016; Newburn, 1999; Punch, 2000). 

Illustrating this situation is a remark from one police officer: “Police authorities provide only 13 

litres of fuel for a whole week but still expect commanders to get the work done successfully. 

How can work be done effectively in such circumstance if leadership do not expect us to generate 

resources elsewhere?” [POL204]. Some means by which frontline police officers can generate 

extra or needed resources is to ask the public to assist them by providing resources or take bribes 

to be used to purchase resources. In this regard, one police officer remarked, “If there is no fuel 

in a patrol vehicle, but the police need to get work done, a duty officer will have to look for money 

anyhow to get fuel into the vehicle” [POL203]. These results suggest that some CJOs engage in 

what the corruption literature described as “noble cause corruption” – corruption for a greater 

good of society or an institution (see Miller, 1996). These results suggest that private gains are 

not always the motivation for CJOs susceptibility to or participation in corruption, but perhaps 

for institutional and ‘public’ gain or benefit. 

Another result about logistical or resource constraints is inadequate or inferior police 

uniforms supplied by the police administration. Results show that police officers sometimes 

purchase supplementary uniforms with personal resources to look sharp and professional for 

police duties because uniforms supplied by the police administration are either inadequate or 

inferior and get spoil after some washing. Police officers buying additional uniforms with 

personal resources may be harmless practices that should not have any effect on corruption. 

However, the results of this study show that participants believed that some police officers commit 

                                                      
35Predatory policing with a twist extends predatory policing described by the Knapp Commission (1972). 
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corrupt acts to either raise money to buy extra uniforms or recoup resources already used to 

acquire extra uniforms. One police commander’s admission is a typical example. “If I have to buy 

additional uniforms with my money because uniforms are supplied once a year and get faded after 

once or twice washing, I will look elsewhere for more resources to buy extra uniforms” [POL103]. 

An absence of a uniform shop managed by the police, where police officers can go to buy 

extra uniforms, has compounded the problem with police uniforms. Even though there is a Police 

Uniform Department in the GPS, as stated by Boyuo (2012), there is no police operated storehouse 

where police officers can go there to buy extra uniforms. Therefore, any police officer who wants 

an extra uniform must ask other police officers until s/he gets someone who has an extra uniform 

to sell. The alternative is for police officers to buy material in an open market and sew into 

uniforms. Buying uniforms from other police officers with spare ones can be a source of 

manipulation and corruption. For instance, officers in charge of distributing uniforms may want 

to make extra income by distributing more than the required numbers to their friends, conspirators 

or cronies so that extra uniforms can be sold later to officers who need additional uniforms.  

Other logistical or resource constraints perceived as causing or sustaining criminal justice 

corruption was lack of accommodation and vehicles for CJOs’ formal use. Most senior public 

officials in Ghana are entitled to state-provided accommodation and vehicles or equivalent 

allowances in place of state-provided accommodation and vehicles. These provisions are 

supposed to give officials peace of mind and motivate them to perform their duties effectively. 

However, the results of this study show that lack of or delays in providing CJOs with their official 

accommodation and vehicles act to cause or sustain corruption instead of motivating them. One 

judge provides a typical lamentation in this regard:  

It takes about a year for newly appointed judges to get their official cars; meanwhile, judges are 

not entitled to transport allowances within this period. So, how do newly appointed judges 

transport themselves to and from work, especially as the nature of work of judges is such that they 

cannot go to work in ‘trotro’ (i.e. privately owned minibuses that operate as public transport )? 

How much would it cost them to hire taxis to and from work every day for one year, and how will 

they finance it, if not by engaging in corruption? [JU102].   
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Among the different CJOs covered by the study, police officers predominantly cited 

resource and logistical constraints as a source of corruption. The possible reason why police 

officers predominantly raised the issues of logistics and resources is that the numerous cases 

emanating from the gatekeeping role of the police perhaps require more resources than other CJIs. 

In another light, most officials from the Upper East Region (UER), especially prosecution lawyers 

and police officers raised resource and logistical constraints, such as deplorable working 

environment and inadequate vehicles and stationery as reasons why CJOs engage in corruption. 

The rural nature of the UER can be a contributory factor to why logistical and resource constraints 

are a significant problem in the region. 

Logistical or resource constraints cause criminal justice corruption by creating 

opportunities where CJUs can provide needed logistics or resources and gain some influence over 

CJSs and CJOs. Demonstrating this point, one judge noted, “Bad conditions of work or lack of 

logistics like computers, air-conditioners, fans, and even paper create opportunities for people to 

provide logistics or resources to CJIs. Such people then gain influence over CJOs that sometimes 

leads to corruption” [JU104]. Another judge recounted two occasions where a defence lawyer 

provided curtains for his chamber and CJUs contributed money to purchase electricity for the 

court’s operation. Concluding his recount, he said, “All those things are corruption or create room 

for officials to engage in some of these corrupt practices” [JU303]. A key issue here is that there 

is always unspoken expectations of favours in return for assisting CJIs or personnel, which are 

often not mandatory (Armantier & Boly, 2011; Tanzi, 1998). However, such expectations arise 

naturally from the concept of reciprocity – natural inclinations of human beings to favour people 

in return for their generosity (see de Graaf et al., 2010). One police commander illustrated the 

concept of reciprocity when she remarked, “If you are in a position to help a person who has 

helped you previously, you cannot say no because you naturally owe that person for having 

assisted you previously” [POL103].  

What also emerged is that reciprocal influences of CJSs and officials by people that assist 

CJIs with logistics or resources are generally subtle. This expression by a police commander 

regarding a breakdown of their patrol vehicle captured a typical example of subtle influence 

through assisting CJIs or officials:  
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Right now, our district service vehicle is broken down, but the police service workshop does not 

have parts to fix it. We are currently soliciting funds from citizens and institutions to be able to fix 

it, and if a philanthropist assists us to fix the vehicle and police officers arrest that person tomorrow 

for committing a crime, you do not think I will favour that person? I will undoubtedly favour that 

person because s/he has assisted me previously and as a human being with a conscience, I have a 

moral obligation to reciprocate his/her generosity [POL103]. 

The results show that CJOs desires to continue operations of institutions in the midst of inadequate 

of resources and logistics push them to generate resources or logistics needed to continue the 

operations of institutions or performance of duties (see Jansen, 2008 for similar arguments).  

Suspicion or distrust between CJOs: This refers to where participants in this study 

believed that CJOs engage in corruption based on perceptions that CJOs in other institutions or 

their institutions engage in corruption in respect of criminal cases. It emerged that a majority of 

police officers believed that even if they efficiently execute their responsibilities without engaging 

in corruption, prosecution lawyers, judges, or court staff would take or accept bribes and allow 

criminal suspects to go scot-free. Illustrating this view, a police officer alleged, “The police have 

prepared cases very nicely without taking money (i.e. bribes) and sent them to courts where sitting 

judges took bribes and destroyed the cases” [POL101]. Another police commander remarked, “If 

a police officer senses that a judge, prosecution lawyer, or court clerk will collect bribe and 

destroy a case when it goes to the next criminal justice stages, why will the police officer not take 

the bribe instead?” [POL105]. Likewise, another police officer queried:  

Why will I not take the money and grant somebody bail myself if I have the capacity as a police 

officer? Why should I send that person to court for a judge who plays no role at the difficult stages 

of the case to grant bail and take some money (i.e. bribe) nonetheless?” [POL105].   

In contrast to suspicions by police officers, judges believed that most cases forwarded by 

the police or prosecution lawyers to next CJIs are usually due to CJUs not paying bribes or 

pressure mounted by complainants. One judge claimed that most cases that come to court are 

cases that could not be ‘settled’ at police stations or A-G’s Department because CJUs fail to pay 

bribes. He alleged further that police officers sometimes engage in corrupt acts using names of 

judges and prosecution lawyers’ before cases even get to A-G’s Department or courts. Explaining 
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further, he indicated that they had gotten several reports about police investigators threatening 

CJUs when investigating cases to pay bribes allegedly meant for judges to avoid jails when cases 

get to the courts. He concluded that cases of people who are unable to meet the demands of police 

officers are the ones that mostly come to court [JU301]. Demonstrating suspicion or distrust of 

the police on a different level, another judge said: 

Sometimes, the same police officer will prosecute two people for similar offences and make 

convincing submissions in respect of one person and weak submissions for the other. You can 

sometimes deduce from the submissions as a judge that if a complainant has not perhaps pressured 

the police, they would have probably discontinued the case involving one person [JU101].  

Similarly, another judge recounted a real incident that happened at his previous court to 

illustrate suspicion of police officers. According to him, the police at Bawku undertook a sting 

operation at a nearby village where people allegedly cultivated India herm (i.e. marijuana) and 

arrested many suspects who were requested to be remanded into custody by his court. However, 

at the next hearing date, the police asked the judge to release some of the suspects alleged not to 

be part of the people cultivating the India herm but mistakenly arrested. Unlucky for the police; 

an itinerant Christian preacher wrongly arrested with the village people revealed to the court 

actions of the police after the court remanded the suspects into custody. The preacher told the 

court that when the court remanded the suspects into custody, the police came to the prison to 

demand money (i.e. bribes) from each suspect and all those who either paid or arranged to pay 

demanded bribes are those the police want the court to release. Those who could not or refused 

to pay bribes demanded are those to remain in custody [JU302].  

Prosecution lawyers also expressed their version of suspicion or distrust towards judges 

and police officers. Several statements from prosecution lawyers illustrate their views on 

suspicion of judges. For example, one prosecution lawyer stated, “There are many cases that 

people report to the police that do not even come up to the A-G’s Department nor go to the court, 

which is sometimes due to corruption by police officers” [PRO203]. Another prosecution lawyer 

remarked, “from the way some cases brought here by the police are investigated, you can see that 

the investigators just…took ‘something’ (i.e. bribe) from accused persons and decided to help 

them” [PRO301]. Also, one prosecution lawyer said, “As prosecution lawyers, final verdicts of 
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cases sometimes go otherwise, and you immediately think that perhaps some corruption has taken 

place. Sometimes when you investigate, it turns out to be true that corruption has occurred” 

[PRO101]. One prosecution lawyer cited an actual case handled by a colleague where a judge 

took a bribe to decide the case against the prosecution lawyer’s side to buttress suspicion against 

judges by prosecution lawyers:   

One of our colleagues handled a case where a judge gave them a specific date and time to deliver 

the final verdict. However, when my colleague got to the court on the scheduled date and time, 

the judge had delivered the verdict earlier against our colleague’s case. When we all heard about 

this usual happening, we were astonished, and suspected corruption might have taken place. True 

to our suspicion, that case was among cases influenced by Anas’ team to sway decisions of judges, 

when the judicial corruption exposure by Anas came out [PRO101]. 

Perceived suspicion or distrust was not only between CJOs from different institutions but 

also between different stages or departments of the same institutions. For instance, one district 

police commander accused other police officers in this remarked. “The poor and innocent who 

have nothing to pay bribes always suffer from police punishment because police officers always 

charge and prosecute poor and innocent people while rich people pay their ways out” [POL103]. 

Talking about superiors engaging in corrupt acts involving cases subordinates handle, one 

prosecution lawyer noted, “Even the superordinates at times call you to stop doing a case that you 

have enough evidence to get the person convicted. …Such acts by superordinates sometimes serve 

as examples or excuses for subordinates to also engage in corruption” [JU302]. One judge noted 

that he could easily recognise that some judgments are affected by extenuating factors. He 

explained that sometimes judges accurately analyse the law but finally arrive at lame and impotent 

conclusions that suggest something has gone wrong. He concluded that sometimes it is easy to 

see that a judgement is not sound, and checks behind the scenes usually show that corruption has 

taken place [JU201]. 

Critical of note is that only one anti-corruption official and one defence lawyer’s 

discussions relate to suspicion or distrust as a cause of corruption. On the part of the defence 

lawyer, he claimed discussions with some of their clients suggest that suspects who failed to pay 

bribes demanded by prosecution lawyers and/or police prosecutors are often those that are brought 
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to court, but suspects who pay bribes demanded are often allowed to go scot-free [LAW203]. The 

anti-corruption official noted that there is often suspicion or distrust and non-cooperation between 

CJIs and officials that lead to corruption [ACO102]. From discussions and quotes about suspicion 

or distrust between CJOs, it is clear that suspicion or distrust was a trade-off between and among 

officials of the central CJIs of the police, judiciary, and A-G’s Department. Suspicion or distrust 

between CJOs aligns with the blame game discussed in Section 6.5 in this chapter. 

6.6.3 Guardianship Weaknesses 

Guardianship refers to both internal and external processes of managing and controlling 

operations of CJIs and behaviours of CJOs through rules and regulations. Human beings with 

power and authority are naturally likely to abuse power or authority for personal or institutional 

benefits if left unchecked or unmanaged by strict enforcement of rules and regulations (see Peters, 

2010). That is the level of guardianship determines whether officials will engage in criminal 

behaviour like corruption or not because officials will always consider consequences of their 

actions, such as possibilities of detection, apprehension, and conviction as well as certainty and 

severity of sanctions or punishment (Carson, 2014). When consequences of people’s actions are 

guaranteed, high, and severe due to robust guardianship mechanisms, there is less likelihood of 

people committing corruption and vice versa (Graycar, 2019; Porter & Graycar, 2016). The role 

of guardianship in ensuring transparency and accountability that ultimately prevent or control 

corruption occurrence is, therefore, indispensable.  

This section explores the perceived causes of corruption that emanates from or relates to 

the level of guardianship over CJIs and officials in Ghana’s CJS. Specifically, discussions focus 

on managerial and regulatory lapses in CJIs and operations that create opportunities for CJOs to 

engage in corruption. There is an overlap between guardianship weaknesses and opportunities 

because all guardianship weaknesses ultimately create opportunities for CJOs to take advantage 

of and engage in corruption. Five perceived causes of criminal justice corruption as relating to 

managerial and regulatory deficiencies or guardianship weaknesses emerged. These include 

‘ineffective supervision and monitoring’, ‘non-reporting of corruption’, lack of transparency and 

accountability, ‘isolating CJOs from public accesses’, and ‘lack of self-control and professional 

comportment’. 
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Ineffective supervision and monitoring of operations of CJIs and activities of CJOs can 

provide incentives for CJOs not to comply with rules, regulations, and ethical standards. 

Participants in this study believed that corruption occurs in Ghana’s CJS due to deficiencies in 

supervision and monitoring of CJOs’ activities. It is where authorities do not strictly monitor and 

supervise activities of CJOs because they do not take supervision and monitoring seriously, 

guardians are absent, or actions of CJOs are remote from supervision and monitoring. In this 

regard, one CHRAJ investigator stated, “CJOs take bribes due to total lack of monitoring. For 

instance, there is nothing put in place to monitor what police officers do on the streets or roads” 

[ACO301]. Another CHRAJ official presented a widely held view about monitoring and 

supervision failures in the police. She said, “Rampant allegations of junior police officers sharing 

bribes with their superiors suggest that monitoring and supervision is a big problem in the police: 

it appears nobody is monitoring anyone” [ACO102]. Those quotes show that discussions on 

supervision and monitoring failures or deficiencies focused more on the police than other CJIs, 

which is attributable to the nature of police operations.  

It was not only the other officials that perceived monitoring and supervision as a problem 

in the police. All interviewed police officers occupied supervisory positions and overwhelmingly 

acknowledged ineffective supervision and monitoring of police officers’ engagements with 

citizens as a cause of corruption. One police commander gave a typical expression: “If police 

officers are corrupt, it must be due to lack of supervision on their bosses’ part. If superiors monitor 

and supervise their subordinates effectively, corruption in the police will drastically reduce, if not 

completely prevented” [POL104]. Another police officer stated, “There is some laxity in 

supervision by lower-level police leaders who for some time now have relegated their 

responsibilities of monitoring and supervision to PIPS. Unfortunately, PIPS is located at the 

police headquarters and two regions only” [POL101]. Supporting the lack of adequate supervision 

causing corruption, another police commander stated, “Lack of adequate supervision account for 

some corruption we see in the police. For instance, if a junior officer is handling a case, and you 

do not pay particular attention to it, the officer can easily engage in corruption” [POL105].  

Some participants made up of predominantly judges raised ineffective monitoring and 

supervision of the judiciary as causing corruption. For example, discussing why corruption occurs 
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in the judiciary, one judge claimed, “A [computerised] system of allocating cases to judges has 

been put in place in the judiciary to control corruption by preventing ‘case shopping’. However, 

this system is promoting so much corruption because there is no adequate supervision or 

monitoring of cases allocated to judges” [JU102]. Indeed, several complaints by judges about the 

inequitable allocation of cases through the computerised system seem to support assertions 

concerning the lack of supervision over processes of allocating cases. One CHRAJ investigator 

commented on the lack of supervision in the court system when he stated, “Corruption will 

certainly occur in a court system like ours where people pay money for services without getting 

receipts, and nobody supervises and monitors such activities or persons” [ACO301]. 

Corroborating ineffective monitoring and supervision in the courts, one judge observed, “Since I 

started working with the judiciary in 2012, I realised that auditing and monitoring are weak. In a 

whole year, auditors will only come to audit once towards the end of each year” [JU304].  

Another supervision and monitoring failure in the judiciary was a disclosure by judges that 

administrative arrangements, operations of the court system, and nature of judges’ work does not 

allow judges to supervise and monitor activities of court staff who work directly in the courts. 

One judge illustrating this point indicated, “Corruption in the judiciary starts from the registration 

of cases in court, which is an administrative process that judges have no supervisory roles over 

it” [JU102]. According to another judge, judges are unable to appraise court officials working 

under them due to improper administrative arrangements by the Judicial Service as a civil service, 

especially regarding monitoring, supervision, and performance management. He noted further 

that a judge should ideally appraise his/her court officials, but administrative arrangements 

assigned that responsibility to registrars who do not work directly with court officials [JU105]. 

One judge also explained how operations of the judiciary make it difficult for judges to monitor 

and supervise work of court officials. “Judges are unable to see, hear, or know about interactions 

that happen between court officials and clients because most judges work in chambers when they 

are not sitting in court or go home immediately after closing from sittings” [JU203].  

 Judges raised issuance of letters of administration (LA) to CJUs by registrars without 

recourse to courts to illustrate how operations of the judiciary make it challenging to monitor and 

supervise auxiliary court officials. One judge illustrated this phenomenon when he explained that 
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operations of the court are such that judges grant LAs in courts but are not required to sign 

physical LA certificates issued to CJUs. Registrars alone sign physical LA certificates. Registrars 

usually take advantage of judges not signing actual LA certificates to issue them without recourse 

to courts, which have gone on for a very long time without judges’ knowledge [JU302]. That was 

not just a perception as investigations in one of the regions covered by this study confirmed that 

registrars have been issuing LA certificates to citizens without recourse to the courts. One judge 

disclosed, “We investigated about the issuance of LA certificates without recourse to the court, 

and the results were terrible. On one instance, we discovered that one registrar alone issued more 

than 100 LA certificates that way” [JU302]. Endorsing issuance of LA certificates without 

recourse to the courts, another judge in the same region of the investigation said, “One registrar 

of my court granted an LA certificate without my notice some time ago. Fortunately for me, the 

bank manager called me to ascertain whether I truly granted that LA because the amount was 

above the district court’s financial jurisdiction” [JU304].  

Except ineffective monitoring of a gift policy discussed in chapter five, participants did not 

perceive supervision and monitoring failure as a significant issue in the A-G’s Department. 

Indeed, all prosecution lawyers interviewed reported of the existence of strict monitoring, 

supervision, and coordination culture in the A-G’s Department that makes it difficult for officials 

to engage in corrupt acts. One prosecution lawyer captured typical prosecution lawyers’ views 

regarding monitoring and supervision. He stated that it is hard for a prosecution lawyer to engage 

in corruption in the A-G’s Department because there exist a strict monitoring and supervision 

system. Decisions of prosecution lawyers to review charges, advise police officers about cases 

and conduct trials are not individual decisions because there are always about two to three other 

people who supervise and review work of prosecution lawyers. Prosecution lawyers always need 

to justify their works to superiors who may agree or disagree with them. When superiors disagree 

with prosecution lawyers’ views, the two discussed issues until they reach consensus before 

taking actions. He again stated that superiors might not be in court when prosecution lawyers 

conduct trials, but at the end of each court day, they update their superiors about what transpired 

in court and discuss directions of future actions [PRO202]. 
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Ineffective supervision and monitoring mean that CJOs do not strictly adhere to established 

legal mechanisms and procedures in CJIs. Not complying with laws coupled with ineffective 

supervision may allow CJOs to engage in corruption, as there is no possibility of detection not to 

talk of apprehension and sanction. The results on ineffective monitoring and supervision as a 

cause of corruption give credence to Graycar and Sidebottom (2012) argument that even when 

organisations provide legal mechanisms, officials can still engage in corruption due to non-strict 

adherence to legal mechanisms through active and inadequate supervision. The results suggest 

that ensuring competent supervision and monitoring of actions of CJOs is very important to 

control corruption in CJSs.  

Low transparency and accountability prevent operations and activities of CJIs and 

decisions of CJOs from being subjected to public scrutiny (see Bauhr & Grimes, 2017; Brunetti 

& Weder, 2003; Gentzkow et al., 2006; Kaufmann & Bellver, 2005; Reinikka & Svensson, 2006). 

When operations of CJSs or institutions are secretive or not transparent, coupled with ineffective 

accountability systems, they create opportunities that make it easier for CJOs to engage in 

corruption. Also, CJOs can easily hide corrupt acts from detection and perhaps punishment of 

corrupt officials (see Taylor & Torsello, 2015; Uslaner, 2008a). The results of this study show 

that a majority of participants perceived secrecy of operations of CJIs and improper systems of 

accountability to cause corruption in Ghana’s CJS. Except for lawyers, at least, a participant in 

each institution covered by this study perceived secrecy or low transparency of CJIs’ operations 

and ineffective systems of accountability to create opportunities for corruption or promote it.  

One CHRAJ official illustrating low transparency and accountability as a cause of 

corruption said, “Corruption occurs in the CJS because we do not have proper systems of 

accountability and transparency in place” [ACO102]. Likewise, a police commander reflecting 

on causes of corruption queried, “When [police recruits] graduate, will they find themselves in 

proper systems where there are good accommodations, sufficient resources, and adequate salaries 

or their supervisors have high integrity?” [POL303]. A judge also stated, “The systems and kinds 

of justice we are delivering is improper, and so, litigants come to court with inbuilt assumptions 

that they must surely [pay bribes] to win their cases” [JU201]. Regarding lack of transparency, 

one judge said, “Our CJS is too closed and shredded in secrecy, which is festering corruption” 
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[JU205]. The results presented show that there is a low level of transparency, coupled with 

ineffective systems of accountability, which causes criminal justice corruption in Ghana. 

It emerged that uncertainties about outcomes of cases due to low transparency and 

improper accountability mechanisms play critical roles in producing corruption. Supporting this 

point was one judge who noted, “[CJUs] are tempted to engage in corruption [because] everything 

in the CJS is not transparent or shielded in secrecy. Nobody knows what will happen to him/her 

next [or] how even to access basic criminal justice services” [JU303]. Likewise, one prosecution 

lawyer illustratively noted, “[Both CJOs and CJUs] exploit human elements in the CJS to engage 

in corruption. This is because the systems are improper, not transparent and unaccountable to the 

extent that CJUs who even have good cases cannot guarantee positive outcomes” [PRO203]. 

While it is customary for CJUs to be uncertain about outcomes of cases that go through CJSs and 

processes, lack of proper systems of accountability and transparency of CJIs and processes 

exacerbate such uncertainties. Such uncertainties, therefore, generate opportunities for CJOs to 

extract bribes as well as push CJUs to offer or accept to pay bribes. 

Participants also raised secrecy or non-transparency of punishment given to corrupt CJOs 

as a factor that causes or promotes criminal justice corruption in Ghana. It causes or promoted 

corruption by discouraging people from making complaints against corrupt officials because there 

is an impression that nothing useful comes out from any complaint filed. Participants extensively 

claimed that the public and sometimes even victims or witnesses who report corrupt acts are 

mostly unaware of punishment meted out to CJOs who are found guilty of corruption, especially 

in internal disciplinary processes. Acknowledging the phenomenon of secrecy surrounding the 

punishment of CJOs, one police officer said:  

The public usually thinks that authorities do not punish officials who engage in corruption because 

the public is often unaware of internal disciplinary processes, decisions, and sanctions meted out 

to corrupt officials. For example, when a police officer engages in corruption, the investigation, 

trial, and sanctions are administrative, and often stay within the police service without the public 

knowing of decisions” [POL201].  

One judge startlingly argued that maintaining secrecy over the punishment of corrupt CJOs 

is sometimes necessary to protect the credibility and integrity of institutions and ensure public 
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trust and confidence in institutions. He argued that constantly releasing information about few 

officials punished for corruption into the public domain might result in credibility crisis for 

institutions. Thus, citizens can mistakenly base on a few corrupt officials released to conclude 

that an entire CJS or institution is very corrupt [JU203]. Despite this contrary view, there was 

overwhelming evidence that improper systems of accountability and low transparency is a 

significant factor that causes corruption in Ghana’s CJS. These findings of low or lack of 

transparency and improper system are consistent with several prior studies that have highlighted 

lack of transparency and accountability as a cause of corruption (e.g., Bauhr, 2017; Pillay, 2014; 

United Nations Economic Commission for Africa, 2016).  

Non-reporting of corruption cases is where victims or witnesses of corrupt acts fail to 

report them to appropriate establishments for necessary investigations and disciplinary actions to 

be taken against culprits. Active public cooperation with disciplinary institutions or units is a form 

of individual guardianship that can act to reduce or prevent corruption. Guardianship from an 

individual level may involve reporting corruption cases to establishments and assisting 

disciplinary institutions or units in investigating and sanctioning culprits found guilty of engaging 

in corruption. As applicable for other forms of criminal conducts, the flow of information about 

corrupt acts to disciplinary institutions and willingness to serve as witnesses in criminal 

prosecutions of corruption cases may be an effective response to corruption (Tankebe, 2019). 

Conversely, non-reporting of corruption cases to disciplinary establishments can negatively affect 

implementation and application of laws, measures, and sanctions that can control corruption. 

Thus, non-reporting of corruption cases affects guardianship roles of both internal and external 

disciplinary institutions. Without public cooperation and reporting of corruption cases to 

appropriate establishments, some corruption transactions might remain undetected, which may 

allow corrupt officials to continue their offending and may even encourage non-corrupt officials 

to engage in corruption.  

Anti-corruption institutions like CHRAJ are mandated to investigate corruption cases that 

occur in any public institution, including CJIs, and recommend appropriate sanctions for officials 

found culpable (see CHRAJ Act, 1993; Constitution, 1992). However, results reveal that reporting 

of corruption cases involving CJOs to the primary anti-corruption institution in Ghana like 
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CHRAJ is virtually non-existent, due to some reasons addressed in later paragraphs. Indeed, a 

majority of CHRAJ officials stated that people do not regularly report corruption cases involving 

CJOs to their offices. One CHRAJ official illustratively noted, “People do not report nor assist 

CHRAJ and other anti-corruption agencies to conduct a proper investigation into corruption 

issues, and these attitudes tend to encourage others to engage in corrupt acts” [ACO205]. Some 

participants stated that when one considers all corruption cases reported to CHRAJ, corruption 

cases generally and those involving CJOs is the least reported or the worse non-reported cases. A 

long-serving CHRAJ investigator demonstrated the low reporting of corruption cases involving 

CJOs. He stated, “As far as my working life with CHRAJ is concerned [i.e. 16 years], I cannot 

point out even one corruption case that we have investigated against somebody from the judiciary, 

police, prisons, or A-G’s Department” [ACO304].  

In addition to CHRAJ officials, some other participants extensively cited victims and 

witnesses not reporting corruption cases to appropriate establishments as one of the major factors 

that encourage criminal justice corruption to occur and persist. Some expressions represent typical 

views of participants about non-reporting of corrupt acts or officials. Two prominent ones were 

“People do not gather the courage to report corrupt acts by CJOs to disciplinary bodies” [JU201] 

and “People in our part of this world are not ready to come out to report and give evidence about 

corrupt acts” [JU301]. Buttressing the point that citizens do not report corrupt acts or officials, a 

prosecution lawyer stated, “I have not heard of any reported or investigated corruption case 

against prosecution lawyers” [PRO202]. Equally, two police commanders expressed similar 

views about the non-reporting of corruption. “I have not had any report of bribery incident against 

any of my men, but this does not mean corruption does not happen” [POL105]. “I am yet to have 

somebody report that a police officer in my district has taken money that breaches the ethics of 

our profession” [JU204]. 

It is essential to understand why some victims or witnesses to corruption might not report 

corrupt acts to establishments or cooperate with disciplinary bodies regarding the investigation 

and prosecution of corruption cases. That is particularly so considering that many socio-political 

and economic harms are attributable to corruption. This study identified some reasons attributed 

to why victims and witnesses of corruption do not report corrupt acts or officials to both internal 
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and external disciplinary bodies for investigation and sanctioning of culprits. The first reason 

cited by participants was victimisation, intimidation, or sidelining. It is where people are 

victimised, intimidated, or sidelined for reporting corrupt acts or fear that they will be victimised, 

intimidated, or sidelined by corrupt officials or their allies if they report corrupt acts. In this 

regard, a CHRAJ official observed, “People are not reporting corruption cases involving CJOs 

due to fear of intimidation by officials engaged in corrupt acts or their associates” [ACO302]. 

Likewise, one prosecution lawyer noted, “some officials may not want to report corruption cases, 

especially when persons engaged in corrupt acts are their superiors due to the possibility of losing 

their jobs, victimisation, intimidation or sidelining” [PRO202]. A judge similarly noted, “So many 

cases are protected in some institutions [because] when you want to create a perfect society by 

reporting; you will be sidelined such that it becomes difficult for you to do your work” [JU101].  

Participants gave instances where anti-corruption officials and bosses’ leaked identities of 

whistleblowers to alleged corrupt officials resulting in victimisation or intimidation of 

complainants. Some participants indicated that anti-corruption officials, who receive complaints 

or superiors of complainants who receive copies of complaints during investigations sometimes 

leak identities of complainants to reported corrupt officials who victimise or intimidate 

complainants [ACO303; JU205; LAW202]. One judge in that vein noted, “If officials mistreat 

people and they report cases, persons they lodge complaints with sometimes call those who names 

come up to inform them of complaints and even disclose identities of complainants who are then 

victimised” [JU205]. Some CHRAJ investigators reported cases of actual victimisation received 

by CHRAJ where whistleblowers were being victimised or intimidated for reporting corrupt acts 

going on in their institutions. One CHRAJ official stated, “A staff of Audit Service came here as 

a whistleblower to report a corruption case occurring in that institution but later on, the boss 

disclosed the complainant’s information and identity to the corrupt officer who was victimising 

the complainant” [ACO106]. These examples show that victimisation and intimidation of people 

who report corrupt officials are real. 

Another reason identified as to why people do not report corrupt acts or officials was 

empathy towards alleged corrupt officials and their families. It is where victims or witnesses of 

corrupt acts are not willing to report corrupt acts or officials because they are concerned about 
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corrupt officials losing their jobs and livelihood, which may have significant consequences or 

repercussions for themselves and their families. One police commander, for instance, indicated, 

“People sometimes do not report corruption cases because they see the amount paid as bribes as 

not much that an officer should lose his/her job and source of livelihood. For example, people 

believe that a police officer losing his/her job because of only GH¢1.00 bribe paid is unfair” 

[POL204]. Likewise, a judge recalled an incident of an alleged corrupt act involving one of his 

court workers:  

The number one issue affecting the reporting of corrupt acts or officials is the daily bread of corrupt 

officials and family. For instance, I heard that other staff begged a litigant who threatened to 

inform me about a corrupt act committed by one of my court staff not to report the case to me 

because I will get the person dismissed, and the person will lose the livelihood. Even a judge who 

witnessed the incident…refused to tell me the court staff involved because he also felt that if he 

tells me, I will take it up and the person will lose the daily bread [JU203]. 

An additional reason cited by participants as accounting for why victims are not reporting 

corruption cases is a legal provision in Ghana’s Criminal Offences Act (1960). According to 

section 239 of the Criminal Offences Act (1960), both bribe-givers and bribe-takers are guilty of 

the same offence because they have all committed corrupt acts. Some participants were of the 

view that this law does not encourage people who willingly participate in corrupt acts to report 

them because even if they come forward to report, they will be equally guilty of engaging in 

corruption. Participants mostly noted that most givers and receivers of bribes willingly participate 

in corrupt acts and are happy to either get away with wrongdoings or get an extra income. So, 

none of them will be willing to report corrupt acts because after all, both giver and taker are guilty 

of the same offence [POL150; POL108; POL205]. One police officer, for instance, remarked, 

“One reason why corruption cases do not come out or get reported is that corruption always…has 

two or more people with a common agenda who will all be guilty if caught” [POL105]. 

The difficulty of proving corruption cases is the final reason identified as raised by 

participants for non-reporting of corrupt acts allowing for criminal justice corruption to flourish. 

Difficulties discussed by participants come from two angles. First, the clandestine nature of 

corrupt acts coupled with both givers and receivers being guilty of the same offence serves as an 
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obstacle to investigating and gathering evidence to prosecute alleged corrupt officials 

successfully. Illustrating this point, one CHRAJ official noted, “It is often very challenging to 

prove corruption cases or combat corruption due to corruption cases happening secretively mostly 

between just two people” [ACO302]. One judge equally said, “It is a bit difficult dealing with 

corruption cases or controlling corruption as corruption itself is very amorphous or lacks shape” 

[JU102]. The second angle is victims or witnesses often unable to identify actual bribe-takers 

during investigations. Illustrating this point, one CHRAJ official noted, “Corruption allegations 

are often difficult to deal with because there is often no concrete evidence. People who make 

corruption allegations often fail to show evidence during investigations” [ACO101].  

Isolating CJOs from the public emerged as one of the significant cause of corruption. 

Criminal justice officials in common law jurisdictions are required mainly by ethics to seclude 

themselves from the public by avoiding many social contacts with citizens and sometimes even 

family members. This ethical requirement is present in Ghana’s CJS, as several participants 

reported of isolation from the public. For example, some judges expressed the following: “You 

are supposed to live a secluded life as a judge by not mixing up with people unnecessarily” 

[JU106]. “As a judge, you are expected to live a certain lonely lifestyle” [JU202]. “Judges are 

supposed to do their work as a catholic priest by not entertaining people privately” [JU101]. Due 

to the sensitive nature of CJOs’ work, their isolation from public access is often a universal ethical 

requirement and indeed, a noble and essential idea that ensures fairness. Considering that CJOs 

are not able to determine future users of their institutions, isolation of officials is typically a means 

to prevent the likelihood of bias when people CJOs have interactions access their services (see 

Cipperly, 2016). However, some participants in this study contended that isolating CJOs from the 

public, especially judges and prosecution lawyers causes or promotes criminal justice corruption.  

Isolating CJOs from the public affects the level of guardianship that can be provided over 

criminal justice operations and activities of CJOs and create opportunities for corruption. First, 

isolating CJOs from public access negatively affect social networks of CJOs that may allow 

corruption occurs. “Being a judge is a very lonely vocation [because] you are isolated and even 

cut off from your friends” [JU205]. “I have even personally thought of resigning a couple of times 

due to isolation because I was freer and had social networks when I was in private practice” 
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[JU203]. Those are some few examples of complaints by participants about isolation from public 

access affecting their social networks, which can create barriers to informal guardianship. 

Detachment and attachment theories noted that people’s morals, values, and principles are often 

influenced and reinforced by their social networks who usually act as social and moral guardians 

(see Deaux & Martin, 2003; Hitlin & Pinkston, 2013; Hoffmann, 2014; Thornberry, 1987). Thus, 

social networks of CJOs such as family members, friends, schoolmates, among others, may help 

to control CJOs’ corruption inclinations. Therefore, isolating CJOs from social networks means 

that social networks of CJOs may not know about corrupt acts of CJOs and intervene – provide 

informal moral guardianship. Isolating CJOs from social networks not only leave them lonely but 

also weakens reinforcement of principles, morals, or values that social networks may provide that 

predispose CJOs to corruption. 

Another angle is that isolating CJOs from public access and social networks affect the level 

of formal guardianship that isolated CJOs can provide over activities of their colleagues. It refers 

to where isolated CJOs cannot act as formal guardians to other CJOs because the public cannot 

access CJOs to report corrupt behaviours of their colleagues for formal disciplinary actions to be 

taken against them. Most judges noted that isolating judges from society affects their abilities to 

control corruption through monitoring and supervision of court officials. For instance, CJUs 

cannot easily access judges privately to report court officials’ corrupt acts or demands for bribes 

in the name of judges. For example, one judge noted, “The seclusion of judges from society allows 

court officials to engage in corrupt acts without judges knowing about them” [JU101]. Another 

judge gave typical expressions of judges about the isolation of judges causing corruption: 

Many corrupt undertakings between court staffs and litigants do not come to the attention of judges 

unless somebody reports a case. However, due to the isolation of judges from the public, litigants 

often do not get opportunities to report actual or attempted corrupt acts to judges, mainly when 

judges’ names are used [JU302]. 

Results show that isolating CJOs from public access do not only leave officials lonely but also 

affects the level of guardianship on isolated CJOs by their social networks as well as the level of 

guardianship that isolated CJOs can place on their colleagues. The deficiencies in the level of 

guardianship then create opportunities for CJOs to engage in corruption. 
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The next angle of how isolating CJOs from public access causes corruption is that it creates 

opportunities for other CJOs to engage in corruption due to inability of CJUs to access CJOs 

privately. Due to inabilities of the public to access CJOs such as judges privately occasioned by 

isolation of CJOs from the public, CJUs sometimes try to access and influence CJOs through 

colleagues. For example, results show that court users always try to access and influence judges 

through auxiliary court officials who are accessible to the public. One judge illustratively 

explained that some litigants contact court officials in attempts to access and influence judges 

because isolation of judges from the public makes litigants unable to access judges privately. 

Most litigants even believe whatever court officials say about judges, including demanding and 

taking bribes in judges’ names since litigants always see court officials accessing judges [JU203].  

Isolating CJOs from public involves prohibiting CJOs from undertaking certain legitimate 

economic activities to generate extra income to support inadequate compensation. Banning police 

officers, prosecution lawyers, and judges from engaging in some economic ventures may be a 

universal practice to prevent biases; however, some participants in this study believed that barring 

CJOs from extra-economic activities is a form of isolation that causes corruption. They argued 

that due to inadequate compensation and low incomes (see details under motivations), CJOs 

engaging in economic ventures other than their main jobs will help generate extra resources to 

support them. However, due to ethical requirements for CJOs to be secluded from the public, this 

is not possible on most occasions. One prosecution lawyer, for instance, stated, “A cause of 

corruption is not allowing prosecution lawyers to do any other work in addition to handling cases 

for the state to generate extra income to support their poor salaries” [PRO105]. Responding to a 

question about why corruption occurs in Ghana’s CJS, one judge similarly lamented, “Apart from 

our main court work, judges cannot do any other work to raise extra incomes” [JU101].  

Judges teaching at universities could improve judges’ knowledge as well as the quality of 

lawyers and other legal officers that will ultimately work in the CJS. It could also allow judges to 

raise legitimate extra incomes to support their inadequate salaries and resources. However, results 

show that Ghana’s Judicial Service or Council has banned judges from teaching at any university, 

claiming that it does not allow judges to concentrate on their jobs. One judge visibly angry 

remarked, “Even if you have a PhD as a judge now, you are not allowed to teach at any university. 
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Some judges with PhDs currently want to take up part-time teaching positions at universities but 

have been refused by the Judicial Council” [JU203]. One judge described banning judges from 

teaching at universities as an ‘insane’ reactionary decision:  

Quite recently, the Judicial Council issued a circular that no high or lower court judge should teach 

at law faculties or schools because it is preventing judges from concentrating on their jobs. I did 

not expect that circular from the Judicial Council because some judges were making legitimate 

extra money or allowances to supplement their income by teaching. That circular was a very 

reactionary and ‘insane’ decision by the Judicial Council [JU201]. 

Isolating CJOs from the public and banning CJOs from engaging in some economic 

activities appears to be based on excellent intentions or reasons. These include preventing biases 

of CJOs when they handle cases of associated of their economic activities and eliminate conflict 

of interest situations that CJOs might find themselves in when cases come before them due to 

engaging in extra economic activities. Results of this study, however, show that even though such 

requirements and decisions may have good intentions, they appear to be creating unintended 

consequences of corruption by affecting the level of guardianship.  

Low self-control and professional comportment: According to theories of control, 

personality characteristics and professional attitudes of officials affect and determine their 

behaviour in organisations, including decisions to engage in misconduct like corruption (see 

Beaver et al., 2009; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Reisig et al., 2004; Reisig et al., 2011; Wikström 

et al., 2012; Wolfe, 2011). This study therefore analyses the data to examine whether participants 

raise personality characteristics and professional attitudes of CJOs as causes of corruption. The 

results show that participants believed that CJOs’ unprofessional attitudes and lack of self-control, 

referred to in this study as self-guardianship, cause criminal justice corruption in Ghana. Lack of 

self-guardianship refers to officials’ lack of integrity, discipline, values, morals, beliefs, and 

professionalism. For example, responding to why CJOs engage in corruption, one CHRAJ official 

said, “It is lack of integrity that brings about corruption…because a person of integrity will be 

guided strictly by rules and regulations governing his/her office and will not engage in corruption” 

[ACO102]. A police commander similarly remarked, “There are no challenges in the police 

institution that predisposes people to corruption; it is just their bad attitudes and characters” 
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[POL207]. A prosecution lawyer also noted, “Corruption is about individual principles because 

there are many people who work under the same conditions but are not compromising themselves 

as others” [PRO103]. 

It also emerged from the results that lack of professionalism and self-guardianship make 

CJOs receptive to bribes or corruption. For example, some participants stated that some CJOs are 

receptive to corruption by being willing to demand or accept bribes from CJUs [ACO104; 

POL101]. CJOs’ receptiveness of corruption ultimately leads to more corruption, as CJUs’ 

successes in bribing officials serve to encourage the continuous offering of bribes to CJOs. On 

this point, one prosecution lawyer stated, “Some people prior successes in bribing CJOs 

encourage others also to offer bribes. If there was zero tolerance for corruption in the CJIs, I do 

not think people will continue to offer bribes or the number of bribes offered will reduce” 

[PRO103]. Lack of self-guardianship and unprofessional attitudes of CJOs may act to neutralise 

their guilt feelings, allow them to continue engaging in corruption, and even lead them to 

rationalise or justify their involvement in corruption (see Anand et al., 2005; Anand et al., 2004; 

Loli, 2017; Sykes & Matza, 1957; Zhilla, 2011).  

6.7 Chapter Summary 

Chapter 6 addressed the research questions of which institutions and processes in Ghana’s 

CJS are affected by corruption and how and what factors account for the occurrence and 

persistence of corruption in Ghana’s CJS. This was done using crime concentration and 

integration of opportunity theories. Three main results emerged in this chapter. These include 

participants describing several perceived causes of corruption; the police service and bail granting 

perceived as institution and process, respectively, in which corruption highly concentrate in 

Ghana’s CJS; and CJOs blaming others for levels of corruption in Ghana’s CJS.  The subsequent 

paragraphs summarised each of this result. 

The first result concerns interviewees’ perceptions of why corruption occurs in Ghana’s 

CJS. This study based on opportunity theories of SCP, RAT and RCT discussed in chapter three 

to systematically and analytically categorised interviewees’ discussion of causes of criminal 

justice corruption into opportunities, motivations, and guardianship weaknesses. Table 6.2 
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presents a summary of results under each of the frameworks of opportunities, motivations, and 

guardianship weaknesses. Even though Table 6.2 shows seven opportunities compare to five 

motivations and guardianship weaknesses each, it emerged that the numbers of officials who 

talked about each of them were almost the same. For examples, while 64 or 98% of participants 

talked about opportunities for criminal justice corruption, 61 or 94% and 57 or 88% of 

participants, respectively, talked about motivations and guardianship weaknesses, as predictors 

of criminal justice corruption. It is evident from the figures stated that the numbers of officials 

that discussed each framework are not substantially different from each other. 

Table 6.2 depicts seven opportunities for corruption, but the most perceived ones were 

cultural norms and practices, illiteracy and lack of awareness of the public, suspicion or distrust 

between CJOs, delay in processing cases, and discretionary power and authority. A key finding 

here is that opportunities that connect directly to internal criminal justice operations and 

procedures, such as discretionary power and authority, procedural complexities, and delay in 

processing cases make CJUs vulnerable and easy targets for corruption. Also, illiteracy and lack 

of awareness of criminal justice operations and procedures is not a criminal justice procedure but 

emerged as one of the most significant enablers that relate to the criminal justice operation and 

procedures that facilitate corruption occurrence and success. Illiterate and uninformed citizens are 

often not cognizant of criminal justice operations and procedures and hence, do not demand 

required actions from CJOs or take action against CJOs who engage in corruption. That creates 

opportunities that make it easier for CJOs to become corrupt. Critical of note is that while 

illiteracy and lack of awareness of the public is a factor that relates to operations and procedures 

of CJS, it is entirely outside the remit and capacity of the CJS to change it. The only role CJOs 

can play is to simplify operations and procedures of the CJS for illiterate and uninformed citizens. 

Out of five motivations shown in Table 6.2, the primary motivations based on how 

participants perceived them as causes of corruption are inadequate compensation, greed, 

commitment to kinship and relations networks, and materialistic values and orientation. All the 

motivations relate to a ‘need’ on the part of criminal justice actors to engage in corruption for 

themselves, relatives, cronies, communities, societies, or institutions. This finding is consistent 

with results that show that prospective elites in Ghana were willing to engage in corruption on 
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Table 6.2: Predictors of Corruption in Ghana’s CJS: Opportunities, Motivations, and Guardianship Weaknesses 

Opportunities Motivations Guardianship Weaknesses 

Cultural Norms and Practices Inadequate Compensation Ineffective Supervision and Monitoring 

Illiteracy and Lack of awareness of Public Commitment to Kinship and other Relations Non-Reporting of Corruption 

Suspicion and Distrust between CJOs Greed Weak Self-Guardianship  

Delay in Processing Cases Materialistic Values and Orientation Isolation of CJOs from Public 

Discretionary Power and Authority Inadequate Resourcing of CJS or Institutions Low Transparency and Accountability 

Procedural Complexities   

Public Expectation of Corruption (Normalisation)   
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behalf of their friends and/or relations (Tankebe, Karstedt, et al., 2019). A finding worth 

highlighting is that despite an experimental study by Foltz and Opoku-Agyemang (2015) 

reporting that an increase in salaries of police officers in Ghana resulted in a corresponding 

increase in demands for bribes, inadequate compensation emerged in this study as the most cited 

factor that motivates CJOs to engage in corruption. Another vital point to highlight is that 

motivations focus on non-operational conditions and situations of CJIs, societies, or individuals 

that provide incentives for people to engage in corruption rather than operational procedures of 

CJIs. For example, whereas inadequate compensation and resourcing of institutions concern CJIs 

and government failure to provide adequate compensation and resources, commitment to kinship 

and relations networks are about societal values or practices. In contrast, greed and materialistic 

values concern individual desires. 

While Table 6.2 depicts five guardianship weaknesses, participants perceived weak self-

guardianship, non-reporting of corruption, low transparency and accountability, and ineffective 

supervision and monitoring as foremost guardianship weaknesses. An essential aspect of the 

results here is that all the major stakeholders of the CJS, such as government, CJIs and officials, 

anti-corruption bodies, and citizens contribute to guardianship weaknesses identified. For 

instance, ineffective supervision and monitoring are about lapses of external anti-corruption 

institutions and internal systems of control in CJIs. The isolation of CJOs from the public concerns 

(in)actions by government and CJIs. Weak self-guardianship deals with lapses of individual CJOs 

while non-reporting of corruption deals with the failure of the public, especially victims and 

witnesses of corruption to report corrupt officials to appropriate authorities for necessary penal 

actions. Most importantly, this study found that guardianship weaknesses result in the 

unlikelihood of detection, apprehension, and punishment, which eventually create opportunities 

for corruption to occur. 

All the discussed opportunities, motivations, and guardianship weaknesses work together 

to create a concentration of corruption at specific areas in the CJS, which is the focus of the second 

key results. Participants overwhelmingly cited the police institution as the most corrupt or more 

prone to corruption CJI, followed by the judiciary and lastly, the A-G’s Department. The level of 

interactions between citizens and CJOs, level of guardianship, availability of opportunities, and 
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motivations of criminal justice actors fundamentally explained these results. The first is 

interactions between criminal justice actors and opportunities for corruption that are created by 

those interactions. For example, the police as a gateway or entry point to the CJS means that they 

interact with so many citizens, which creates more opportunities for police officers to engage in 

corruption. That is in sharp contrast to the A-G’s Department and judiciary situated in later parts 

of the CJS and only received cases after the police have filtered them, which reduces opportunities 

available for corruption to occur.  

Also, the level of oversight or supervision at each CJI can affect the concentration of 

corruption. The police as a gateway to the CJS receive numerous cases that perhaps make 

supervision and oversight difficult, thereby allowing police officers to engage in corruption easily. 

Filtering of cases by the police will mean that the A-G’s Department and judiciary receive and 

handle a small number of cases, which may allow for better supervision. Better supervision will 

make engaging in corruption difficult for officials in institutions at later parts of the CJS. Besides, 

the number of officials involved in cases perhaps increases as cases progress to the A-G’s 

Department and the judiciary. The increased number of officials will make it difficult for 

corruption to take place because operations and procedures become more bureaucratic, controlled, 

supervised and less dependent on close relationships.  

Criminal justice officials’ perceived knowledge of areas in the CJS where corruption 

concentrates leads them to engage in a blame game. It is where CJOs in discussing corruption 

concentration among CJIs pointed accusing figures at each other as well as the public for 

occurrences of corruption in the CJS. Whereas police officers generally blamed judges, 

prosecution lawyers and auxiliary court officials for levels of corruption in Ghana’s CJS, both 

judges and prosecution lawyers mainly blamed police officers as being responsible for levels of 

corruption in the CJS. Defence lawyers and anti-corruption officials could be regarded as neutrals 

in terms of corruption concentration because they do not belong to any of the police, judiciary, or 

A-G’s Department. What stood out is that defence lawyers were neutral in their discussions of 

corruption concentration among CJIs, but anti-corruption officials chiefly pointed to the police as 

the most corrupt or more prone to corruption CJI. Another significant result here is that CJOs, 
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particularly judges and police officers blamed the public, colonial rule and western powers for 

occurrences and the levels of corruption in Ghana’s CJS.   

Regarding the concentration of corruption among criminal justice processes, nine 

processes emerged as perceived hotspots or high-risk areas where criminal justice actors engage 

or are highly tempted to engage in corruption (see Table 6.1). The main perceived hotspots or 

high-risk areas, however, were bail granting, traffic management, and arresting and investigating. 

It is worth highlighting that the most perceived hotspots or high-risk areas are mainly criminal 

justice processes at the pre-trial stage rather than the trial stage. For example, pre-trial processes 

such as bail granting, traffic management, arresting and investigating, and preliminary court 

processing received higher numbers compared to trial processes such as prosecuting and 

judgement or decision-making. The pre-trial processes are the most perceived hotspots, which is 

probably due to them serving as gateways to the CJS that filters cases before they move to the 

trial stage and processes. Filtering processes at the pre-trial stage create more avenues for 

corruption to occur but also reduce the number of cases that move to trial, which then reduces 

opportunities for corruption at trial processes.  
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Chapter 7 

7 Appraisals of Integrity Systems and Anti-Corruption Measures 

7.1 Introduction 

Criminal justice institutions and officials (CJIs and CJOs) play vital roles in countries by 

enforcing laws against people who commit crimes and ensuring compliance with laws. In 

performing these tasks, CJIs and CJOs must be kept in check to ensure that they maintain a high 

level of independence, competence and professionalism (see Agbele, 2011). Therefore, countries 

and institutions put in place laws, measures, and integrity systems to regulate the operations of 

CJIs and CJOs’ behaviours. This refers to as guardianship and integral part of the RAT and crime 

triangle. This chapter addresses Research Questions 4, 5 and 6 (see Chapter 1). It focuses on the 

laws, integrity systems, and anti-corruption measures in Ghana for controlling criminal justice 

corruption as well as proposals made by participants that can improve integrity systems or control 

criminal justice corruption. As outlined in Chapter 6 (see Section 6.2), this chapter uses the 

situational crime prevention (SCP) strategies and guardianship from the RAT to examine the 

measures for controlling corruption in Ghana’s criminal justice system (CJS). There are two 

stages in establishing successful guardianship: (1) agencies need to be established to perform the 

functions of controlling corruption, which is a necessary but not sufficient condition, and in 

addition, (2) such agencies need to be effective.  

Therefore, this chapter focuses on the availability, adequacy, and effectiveness or otherwise 

of anti-corruption and integrity measures available in Ghana’s CJS as identified and discussed by 

participants. Several integrity systems and anti-corruption measures emerged from participants’ 

discussions. These include legal (anti)corruption measures, anti-corruption agencies and 

disciplinary units; sanctions; modification of operations; operational checks, education and 

sensitisation of citizens and CJOs, and scrutiny by civil society groups (CSGs), the media, and 

non-governmental organisations (NGOs). These measures may fit into one of two broad 

categories: formal or informal. Formal measures are institutional mandated and operated systems 

for controlling or preventing corruption under the control and management of government or CJIs. 

Informal measures are actions or initiatives adopted by CJOs themselves or private persons or 
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institutions to control corruption. They are independent of the management and control of the 

state and CJIs.  

Aside from formal and informal, integrity systems and anti-corruption measures could be 

systematised into proactive and reactive ones or internal and external ones. Whereas proactive 

corruption prevention measures or systems are actions taken to prevent corrupt acts from 

occurring in the first place, reactive corruption control measures are actions motivated by or taken 

in response to corrupt acts that have already taken place  (Lejins, 1967; Welsh & Farrington, 

2012). Reactive measures focus more on controlling corruption by punishing corrupt officials, 

which can deter corrupt officials themselves from committing corruption again or potential 

corrupt officials from engaging in corruption. Internal ones are the integrity systems and anti-

corruption measures that the CJIs and CJOs themselves operate and manage. In contrast, external 

ones refer to those systems and measures that governmental institutions outside of the CJS and 

private persons and institutions operate and manage. The participants’ proposals to prevent 

corruption are analysed in the context of the SCP framework by grouping participants’ proposals 

according to the SCP strategies and techniques. 

7.2 Legal (Anti-)Corruption Measures  

Availability: Legal (anti-)corruption measures refer to laws, rules, regulations, and ethics 

as well as integrity systems put in place to control corruption. Ades and Di Tella (1996) described 

that as the lawyer’s approach to control or prevent corruption where the focus is on reforming the 

entire legal system to increase the probability of detection, apprehension, prosecution, conviction, 

and punishment for malfeasance (see Ades & Di Tella, 1999). Legal measures are formal 

measures that could be internal or external to CJIs. Participants’ discussions about demonstrated 

that there exist legal measures to control corruption in Ghana’s CJS and institutions. Participants 

identified and discussed several (anti-)corruption laws, including the 1992 Constitution, Criminal 

and Other Offences Act, Public Officers Assets Declaration Act, Whistleblower Act, Commission 

on Human Rights and Administrative Justice (CHRAJ) Act, Economic and Organised Crime 

Office (EOCO) Act, Office of Special Prosecutor (OSP) Act. All these laws have been discussed 

in details in section 2.7 in Chapter 2.  
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Adequacy: Regarding the adequacy of legal (anti-)corruption measures, participants were 

generally of the view that sufficient legal measures exist in Ghana that can control corruption 

more generally and that of criminal justice corruption. Statements like “all the fine anti-corruption 

laws are there in this country” [ACO302]; “Ghana is a country of laws” [ACO304]; or “as for the 

laws, we do not lack them as a country” [JU103; POL101] are examples of widespread 

expressions that demonstrate views about the adequacy of legal measures. Indeed, Ghana has 

numerous laws and some of the best legal measures in Africa for controlling corruption, whether 

generally or in CJIs (see details of laws in section 2.7). In addition, Ghana has ratified vital 

international anti-corruption protocols applicable to the country, such as the United Nations 

Convention Against Corruption in 2005 and the African Union Convention on Preventing and 

Combating Corruption in 2007 (see African Union, 2018; UNODC, 2019).  

Effectiveness: Further analysis shows that most participants, criminal justice and anti-

corruption officials alike, believed that the problem with combating corruption in Ghana or its 

CJS is not about the availability and adequacy of legal measures. Instead, the problem is about 

ineffective enforcement of existing legal (anti-)corruption measures. Participants generally noted 

that anti-corruption laws or measures in Ghana are not working effectively to control corruption 

due to weak, lenient or non-enforcement. Illustrating this point, one judge said, “[anti-corruption] 

laws in Ghana are good, but they are not working because we are not implementing them” 

[JU101]. Similarly, a prosecution lawyer remarked, “The missing link in the country’s quest to 

control corruption is our unwillingness to enforce [anti-corruption] laws” [PRO302]. 

Acknowledging challenges with implementation of anti-corruption laws, a police commander 

commented, “I think it is not a question of getting new laws in the country but effective 

implementation of existing laws” [POL105]. A CHRAJ investigator gave this expression, which 

was a typical view, “Ghana has a code of conduct about not engaging in corruption, but authorities 

often do nothing to people caught engaging in corruption” [ACO104].  

Results also show that authorities do not effectively implement laws and measures. For 

example, one lawyer talking about (in)effectiveness of Ghana’s anti-corruption laws and 

measures said, “Hmmm, I think there are a lot of anti-corruption laws and measures to control 

corruption in Ghana, but they are not being implemented effectively” [LAW203]. This judge’s 
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expression is an example of how judges’ generally talked about ineffectiveness of anti-corruption 

laws and measures: “Anti-corruption laws or measures are there in Ghana, but the problem is their 

implementation” [JU101]. Bemoaning ineffective implementation of anti-corruption laws and 

measures, a CHRAJ official said, “As for the laws, they are there, and I must say that we have 

good laws in this country, but the enforcement of the laws is the problem” [ACO102]. 

Demonstrating ineffective implementation of anti-corruption laws or measure in Ghana, another 

CHRAJ official talked about people being afraid to commit crimes like corruption in advanced 

countries because the ‘law works as a police officer on the street’, unlike Ghana where there are 

brilliant laws, but they do not work [ACO205]. 

Some participants’ described frustration and anger due to the level of ineffectiveness in the 

implementation of legal mechanisms and anti-corruption measures in the country. This summary 

from one judge depicts typical perceptions about the ineffectiveness of legal mechanisms and 

anti-corruption measures. He indicated that Ghana as a country is quick to pass laws and make 

noise about them but lacks far behind with implementation or actualisation of the laws. Indeed, 

Ghana has many laws, ethical standards, UN conventions and international best practices that are 

not implemented effectively due to lack of ‘political will’ [JU105]. Similarly, another judge 

talking about (in)effectiveness of anti-corruption laws and measures angrily quizzed “Does 

anything works in this country? If authorities apprehend corrupt officials, people go and beg for 

the culprits to be set free” [JU202]. Pointed out equally is another judge who said, “We do not 

lack laws to control corruption in this country but a lack of ‘political will’ to enforce or implement 

laws is always our problem” [JU103]. Another judge denoted that “the effectiveness of laws is 

enforcement, but our laws are not being enforced effectively due to friends, families, and chiefs 

who intervene when people engage in corruption” [JU204]. 

7.3 Anti-Corruption Agencies and Internal Disciplinary Units 

Availability: The use of anti-corruption agencies refers to national institutions, while 

disciplinary units refer to internal committees set up to control or prevent corruption from 

occurring in CJIs. They are formal measures that could be internal or external to CJIs. Participants 

cited national-level anti-corruption institutions, bodies, or committees as a corruption control or 
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prevention measure. Specific external anti-corruption institutions in Ghana participants discussed 

included the CHRAJ, EOCO, Auditor General’s Office, and OSP. Participants also rightly 

acknowledged CJIs such as the police, A-G’s Department, judiciary, and prisons as anti-

corruption agencies. Like legal measures, Chapter 2 discussed details of all the cited anti-

corruption agencies or institutions. The Government of Ghana established the Office of the 

Special Prosecutor (OSP) in 2017 to tackle grand or political corruption in the country (see Office 

of the Special Prosecutor Act, 2017). What is unique about this new office is that it has 

prosecution powers, which existing anti-corruption institutions do not have. The government 

established this office at the time when the fieldwork of this study was taking place.   

All CJIs covered by the study have put in place internal units to regulate activities of CJOs 

and take disciplinary actions against officials who engage in corruption. The units receive and 

investigate complaints or allegations of corruption against CJOs and punish officials found guilty 

of corruption. Internal disciplinary units discussed by participants included the Police Intelligence 

and Professional Standards (PIPS) Bureau, the Complaints Unit in the judiciary, and the 

Disciplinary Committee in the A-G’s Department. PIPS is an administrative unit created in 2005 

as part of the police structure with the responsibility to ensure that police officers adhere to the 

police code of conduct and to combat corruption, indiscipline, and professional indiscretion. It 

receives complaints or allegations of misconduct against police officers from the public and 

conduct internal investigations into such complaints and punish officers found guilty (AfriMAP 

et al., 2007; Gyimah-Boadi & Borbbey, 2012). Some expressions by participants demonstrate the 

existence and role of PIPS in controlling corruption in the police. For instance, one CHRAJ 

official stated, “The police have an internal arrangement called PIPS where citizens can report 

police officers who extorted money from them, and such police officers will be investigated and 

sanctioned if found guilty” [ACO102]. One judge equally stated, “I know that the police have 

introduced PIPS as a way of stemming corruption” [JU104].  

Almost all police officers interviewed acknowledged the existence of PIPS as a unit in the 

police in charge of receiving and investigating allegations of corruption against police officers 

and sanctioning those found guilty. One police officer’s remark about PIPS is next:  

PIPS is an anti-corruption directorate of the police that receives allegations of misconduct like 
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corruption and conduct investigations as well as monitor operations of all police officers. The new 

police administration is taking steps to expand PIPS’ operations by recruiting more officers so that 

they can effectively monitor police officers’ corruption and unprofessional attitude [POL101].  

In Addition to PIPS, police officers mentioned other forms of disciplinary actions taken by 

superior police officers right from the police stations through to the regional commands. For 

instance, one Divisional Police Commander remarked, “Everybody straightens up so as not to 

incur the wrath of senior officers at the stations, district, divisional, or regional offices because at 

our level too, we take disciplinary actions against subordinates that act wrongly” [POL202].   

Participants reported of the existence of a Complaints Unit and Disciplinary Committee 

established in the judiciary and A-G’s Department, respectively, to receive and investigate 

corruption allegations against judicial officers, judges, and prosecution lawyers. The units or 

committees administer internal administrative sanctions or punishment to officials found guilty 

of engaging in corruption. One judge, for example, reported, “One of the measures to control 

corruption in the judiciary is a Complaints Unit put in place so that if anybody has any issue 

regarding a judicial official engaging in corruption, the person can make a complaint to it” 

[JU101]. Another judge noted, “There is a Judicial Council as well as Complaints Unit where 

litigants can petition about the misconduct of judges and judicial officials, including corruption, 

and disciplinary measures will be instituted” [JU102]. Similarly, a prosecution lawyer indicated, 

“we have allowed the public to petition the Disciplinary Committee in the A-G’s office if someone 

acts outside of their bonds” [PRO203]. Additionally, the General Legal Council (GLC)36 control 

judges and prosecution and defence lawyers and sanction them if there is any misconduct.  

Effectiveness: Despite the existence of external anti-corruption institutions and 

disciplinary or complaints units in various CJIs, a significant number of participants were of the 

view that they have been unsuccessful in controlling or preventing corruption. One judge 

discussing (in)effectiveness of anti-corruption agencies and disciplinary units stated, “The 

internal Complaints Unit in the judiciary has been the system to fight corruption all these years, 

but it has not been able to achieve the desired results” [JU102]. Another judge said, “The 

                                                      
36The GLC is a body that regulates the legal profession in Ghana and oversees the operations and conduct 
of all lawyers, whether in private practice or public legal service. 
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Complaints Unit in the judiciary is not effective, and it cannot arrest the corruption situation 

entirely” [JU201]. Likewise, one CHRAJ official said, “a focus on the Special Prosecutor’s Office 

cannot be a panacea to all our corruption problems in this country because prior anti-corruption 

institutions and disciplinary units have been ineffective” [ACO103]. A substantial number of 

participants, especially police officers, acknowledged that PIPS exists in the police service as an 

anti-corruption unit. However, a good number of police officers complained that due to 

inadequate personnel, logistics, and expertise; PIPS has not been effective in controlling 

corruption [POL101; POL107; POL202; POL204; POL205; POL303].  

Most police officers who complained about the ineffectiveness of PIPS indicated that some 

police officers working at PIPS were themselves engaged in corrupt acts. For example, while 

talking about anti-corruption measures in the police; one police officer who had personal 

experience dealing with PIPS angrily stated that PIPS is not working effectively because officers 

at PIPS themselves are corrupt. She reported a case of misconduct of a police officer to PIPS, but 

officers at PIPS did not work on the case because she did not bribe them to facilitate whatever 

she wanted. She categorically stated, “the officers at PIPS were expecting me to bring something 

(i.e. bribe) to them before they could work on my case” [POL205]. Interviewed police officers 

distrusting the work of PIPS seem reasonable due to PIPS being an internal unit in the police 

administrative structure and managed by active police officers without any external 

representation. This arrangement has high potentials to affect PIPS efficiency and effectiveness 

as police officers working at PIPS are likely to be influenced or affected by police corruption, 

which is regarded as pervasive in Ghana (see Tankebe, 2010).   

7.4 Sanctions for Corrupt Officials  

Availability: Sanctions refer to consequences for engaging in corruption, which generally 

accompany laws and anti-corruption measures. Sanctions are an essential part of corruption 

control because whether corruption will occur or persist depends on the availability, adequacy, 

and effectiveness of sanctions. When formal sanctions by government and professional agencies 

for corruption are not implemented effectively, inadequate, lenient or not deterrent enough, they 

allow corruption to thrive. This is because it becomes economically rational to engage in 
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corruption as it pays (see Braithwaite, 1989; Carson, 2014; Leaf et al., 2002). Participants in this 

study discussed various sanctions, penalties, or punishment administered to corrupt public 

officials, including CJOs. Internal disciplinary units in CJIs or national anti-corruption institutions 

could administer sanctions. 

Regarding internal sanctions, participants talked about administrative inquiries that refer 

to internal investigations and trials of CJOs who have misconducted themselves or corruption 

allegations made against them. Resultant consequences or penalties for officials found guilty in 

such administrative inquiries include dismissals, transfers, reduction in ranks or demotions, 

suspensions or interdictions, and verbal reprimands. One police officer illustrating sanctioning 

within the police pointed out, “Police personnel who are reported or caught engaging in corrupt 

acts are investigated and trialled internally, where culprits are most often reduced in ranks, 

removed from the service with or without benefits or dismissed out-right” [POL105]. Similarly, 

one CHRAJ official observed, “Punishment for judges is clear in that those found guilty of 

engaging in corruption are sacked” [ACO102]. Supporting the CHRAJ official’s assertion, one 

judge stated, “officials who are found culpable of corruption face either dismissal with or without 

benefits, suspension, or interdiction” [JU301]. Internal sanctions or punishments stated exist in 

all CJIs covered by the study. 

Besides internal sanctions, participants also talked about external sanctions, penalty, or 

punishment, with the most prominent one being criminal prosecutions of corrupt officials. 

Consequences of criminal prosecutions are jail sentences or imprisonment, fines, paying back 

corrupt proceeds with or without interest, or confiscation of property acquired through corrupt 

acts. Regarding criminal prosecutions, one police commander, for example, stated, “In addition 

to administrative actions, [officials] can also be prosecuted and jailed when they misconduct 

themselves, like engaging in corruption” [POL105]. Likewise, one judge noted, “If citizens report 

somebody for engaging in corruption and the person is investigated and found culpable, sanctions 

will be applied, including the prosecution of the person by the police” [JU104]. Regarding results 

of criminal prosecution of corruption cases, a CHRAJ official stated, “When you are found guilty 

of corruption by the court, you can be jailed for up to 25 years” [ACO105]. Another CHRAJ 

official noted, “The Criminal Code classifies corruption as a misdemeanour and people can attract 
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a period of a jail sentence for having committed corrupt acts” [ACO304]. One lawyer similarly 

indicated, “Whenever any official is guilty of corruption, the official is sanctioned, including 

prosecution and imprisonment” [LAW203]. 

Concerning external sanctions, investigations into corrupt acts, recommendations for 

sanctioning, and criminal prosecutions with attendant consequences were crucial penalties, 

sanctions, or punishment discussed by participants. In regards to criminal prosecution and 

penalties, sanctions, or punishment, some judges indicated that they were unable to pronounce 

their colleagues guilty of corruption and impose prison sentences even when provided with 

sufficient evidence. One judge, for example, said, “I would not like to handle cases of corruption 

involving judges colleagues in my court because it will be challenging for me to convict my 

colleagues and put them in prison or incarcerate them” [JU201]. Such officials indicated that they 

were somewhat prepared to pronounce their colleagues guilty in internal administrative inquiries 

and recommend their dismissals from the service but not to imprison them. “Rather, if I am made 

a member of an administrative committee to investigate a colleague for corruption, I can 

administratively recommend that s/he has been found guilty of corruption and should be 

dismissed” [JU201]. Secondly, some officials were oblivious of penalties, sanctions, or 

punishment for engaging in corruption meted out to corrupt officials from their institution or 

available sanctions. For instance, one prosecution lawyer stated, “We are not privy to what kind 

of punitive measures authorities impose on prosecution lawyers that have been found guilty of 

corruption” [PRO201]. Likewise, one judge stated, “I am unaware of the full sanctions available 

for corrupt judges or judicial officials” [JU105]. 

Adequacy: Despite the availability of several internal and external sanctions for corrupt 

CJOs, there were stark variations of views regarding their adequacy. One group of participants 

believed that existing sanctions administered to corrupt CJOs are inadequate, lenient, and not 

deterrent enough, whereas another group believed sanctions are sufficient, harsh, and deterrent 

enough. This expression by one CHRAJ official illustrates typical perceptions about the 

inadequacy of sanctions: “Sanctions for corrupt justice officials are insufficient and not deterrent 

enough” [ACO104]. Similarly, one judge said, “I do not think that the punitive measures are 

adequate because there are so many corrupt acts that go unpunished in this country” [JU302]. One 
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judge talking specifically about court officials, for instance, stated, “Punishment for auxiliary 

court officials is insufficient compared to judges. Auxiliary officials found guilty of serious 

corrupt acts are sometimes only transferred to different courts while authorities dismiss judges 

for merely communicating with litigants outside the courtrooms” [JU203].  

Discussing adequacy and effectiveness of sanctions, one of the prosecution lawyers said, 

“Sentencing corrupt officials into prison is inadequate and not deterrent because corrupt officials 

come out of prison after their sentences to enjoy the corrupt proceeds. We must make sure that 

corrupt officials pay back corrupt proceeds with interest” [PRO302]. According to some CHRAJ 

investigators, sanctioning corrupt officials rather appears to cause or encourage corruption instead 

of deterring officials from engaging in corruption because sanctions not adequate and deterrent 

enough. That is because corruption cases are mostly treated as criminal matters by authorities 

with jail terms being the sentences for officials found guilty and not confiscation of corrupt 

proceeds. That allows corrupt officials to come from prison to enjoy those corrupt proceeds, 

making it appears like there are no sanctions for corrupt officials [ACO102; ACO103; ACO204].  

Regarding the group that believed that sanctions for corrupt officials are adequate, harsh 

and deterrent enough, one judge talking about the adequacy of sanctions, for instance, noted, 

“Even though sanctions or punishment are administered on a case by case basis, they are adequate 

and fair” [JU101]. One prosecution lawyer likewise noted, “Sanctions are more than enough 

because apart from being put before courts, people sometimes are made to pay back corrupt 

proceeds with interest in addition to being punished by the courts” [PRO302]. Talking about the 

Anas’ exposure and the sanctions meted out to judges, one judge lamented, “The disciplinary 

measures or sanctions meted out to judges captured in the Anas’ exposure, for instance, were 

uniform, excessive, and unfair to some judges” [JU201]. This last quote suggests that some 

participants thought that sanctions for corrupt CJOs are not just adequate but sometimes very 

excessive. That view contrast with those participants who believed that punishment or sanctions 

are insufficient, lenient, and not deterrent enough. 

Effectiveness: Irrespective of the numerous internal and external sanctions that exist for 

corrupt CJOs, a majority of participants were of the view that sanctions for corruption are 

ineffectively administered. One prosecution lawyer in this regard remarked, “Corruption occurs 
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in the CJS because people engage in corruption and are not punished adequately, if punished at 

all, due to our unwillingness as a country to (…) apply the necessary sanctions” [PRO302]. Some 

participants demonstrating the ineffectiveness level of sanctions alleged that corrupt officials 

sometimes bribe CJOs to obtain lenient sanctions or avoid sanctioning all together when they are 

being prosecuted. This CHRAJ investigator gave a typical illustration: “Corrupt officials may not 

escape sanctioning, but they often bribe judges to obtain reduced sentences, let us say two years 

or six months instead of 25 years maximum prison term” [ACO105]. Likewise, one judge said, 

“Until the Anas’ exposure, sanctioning of judges was not common. Indeed, I did not know of 

judges being found criminally guilty of corrupting themselves and sanctioned as corruption was 

always handled as an internal matter that attracts only internal administrative sanctions” [JU102].  

On the point of lenient sanctions, one lawyer captured typical perceptions about the 

leniency of sanctions: “Corruption happens daily within our CJS without the culprits being 

caught, and even the few ones caught have not been sanctioned adequately” [LAW203]. Again, 

a judge recounted a case of alleged corruption involving one of his court official who used his 

name to collect a bribe from a client. The clerk claimed the judge requested the money before 

releasing a docket for proceedings to be typed for the client. According to the judge, when he 

heard about it and asked the clerk, and she denied it, he just warned her to be very careful [JU101]. 

Likewise, a police officer recounted a corruption case that she handled in her previous position 

as a station officer and how she resolved it. In that case, some police officers took money from 

some remand prisoners purportedly to be given to a judge to grant bail, and the issue came to her 

attention, where she asked the police officers to return the money to the remand prisoners. She 

concluded her recount by saying, “since the police officers involved were some of our own, after 

returning the money to the prisoners, I only warned them not to do that again” [POL205]. The 

last two examples, many of which abound in participants discussions showed how lenient 

application of sanctions against corrupt CJOs could be. 

7.5 Operational Checks 

Availability: A critical measure raised by participants was internal systems of operational 

checks emanating from CJIs operations or legal frameworks. It is a form of internal monitoring 
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and supervision mechanism used by CJIs to control the operations of institutions and activities of 

officials. Setting up effective institutional systems of monitoring, supervision and evaluation (i.e. 

operational checks) can control or prevent corruption by making bribe-paying or corruption more 

dangerous due to the potential of detention, apprehension, and punishment (Olken, 2007; 

Tankebe, Karstedt, et al., 2019). It emerged that most CJIs covered by the study have set up 

systems of monitoring, supervision, and evaluation that enable superiors to review works of 

officials and operations of institutions continually. One prosecution lawyer, for example, 

remarked, “There are systems in the A-G’s Department, judiciary, and police where superiors 

review works of officers and systems of documentation where people can trace cases handled by 

officers” [PRO203]. Operational checks also include real monitoring, supervision and evaluation 

of CJOs’ work. One judge illustrated this when he stated, “Judges are given targets (e.g. write at 

least, ten judgements every month and dispose of as many cases as possible) which are being 

monitored monthly” [JU101]. 

On an institutional level, it emerged that the Prosecution Division of the A-G’s Department 

seems to have a stringent checking system. All prosecution lawyers interviewed talked about the 

existence of an uncompromising level of vetting with the A-G’s Department. A summary from 

some prosecution lawyers illustrates the strict checking system operating in the Prosecution 

Division. They indicated that it is challenging for a prosecution lawyer in the Prosecution Division 

to do something s/he is not supposed to do because decisions to review charges, advice on dockets, 

or conduct prosecutions in court are not individual prosecution lawyers’ decisions. According to 

them, there is a system where two or three superiors, such as group leaders or Director of Public 

Prosecution (DPP) must vet advice and decisions of prosecution lawyers before they go out. 

Prosecution lawyers must continuously justify their decisions to superiors who may disagree with 

their point of view, and in such situations, some consensus has to be reached, and changes made 

before advice is sent out [e.g. PRO203; PRO202]. This summary suggests that prosecution 

lawyers do not get to do things without any oversight or checks. Results show that interviewed 

police officers did not talk about operational checks as a corruption control measure in the police. 

Judges talked about the appeal processes in the courts as an operational check system that 

serves to control corruption in the judiciary. One judge illustrated this point by stating,  “Even if 
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a judge sitting on a case, for one reason or another like corruption does not rule or adjudge fairly 

in favour of a litigant, there are appeal systems that the person can go forward to appeal the 

decision” [JU205]. The appeal system of the court may be a great source of checking corrupt acts 

because supervisory and appellant judges can reverse judgements of lower judges when there are 

clear demonstrations of extenuating factors influencing judgements or decisions. The challenge, 

however, is that even if there is clear evidence or suggestions that corrupt activities have affected 

the judgement of junior judges, superior judges cannot reprimand the junior judges through the 

appeal processes. Illustrating this limitation, one judge noted, “You can only reverse a judgement 

as an appellant judge [but] per the court system. You cannot reprimand a judge in your judgement 

because you have not investigated the case to obtain evidence that a judge collected ‘anything’ 

(i.e. bribe)” [JU302]. Judges explained that per laws governing operations of the court system or 

judiciary, the only thing an appellant judge can do is to reverse the decision but cannot reprimand 

a judge who has been corrupted in his/her decision. 

Results show that administrators and superiors in some CJIs sometimes go beyond 

operational checks and standard monitoring, supervision and evaluation to conduct investigations 

to uncover corruption that ultimately reduces corruption. For example, one of the judges explained 

that at the time of this study, the judiciary was conducting a pilot monitoring and evaluation 

programme. With the programme, research officers visit various courts to interview court users 

about courts services, attitudes of judicial officials, such as judges and court officials and their 

engagement in corruption [JU205]. Another judge providing a practical case of monitoring and 

supervision reported that he uncovered several corrupt acts after investigating rumours about 

some court officials engaging in corruption regarding the issuance of Letters of Administration 

(LA). He said the results were so bad that their headquarters has to take over and handle their 

cases [JU302]. Likewise, one police commander disclosed some monitoring and supervision 

tactics adopted by the police administration to prevent or control corruption:  

In the past, the police administration has contracted some organisations to video record police 

officers of the Motor Traffic and Transport Unit (MTTU) who were collecting money from 
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motorists. Also, the police sometimes conduct in house ‘sting operations’37  to arrest police officers 

that demand or solicit money (i.e. bribes) from citizens [POL105].  

Effectiveness: Further analysis of the results shows that most participants perceived 

supervision, monitoring, and evaluations, including operational checks, to be ineffective. An 

illustrative quote from one judge said, “There is a Monitoring Unit in the judiciary, but it is not 

well done due to difficulty of monitoring court officials” [JU302]. Similarly, a police commander 

complained: “Normal monitoring in the police is ineffective because the same PIPS officers 

investigating corrupt acts also conduct the regular monitoring, which is due to an inadequate 

number of officers at PIPS” [POL101]. Illustrating the issue of ineffective monitoring and 

supervision, some participants even accused officers in charge of supervision, monitoring, and 

evaluations of engaging in corruption themselves. For example, one police officer alleged, 

“People put out there to supervise and check misconducts like corruption are not committed. They 

go around taking monies and other things (i.e. bribes) themselves as nobody supervises them” 

[POL205]. Allegations about monitoring and evaluation officers’ engaging in corruption were 

more prominent with the police compared to the judiciary and the Prosecutions Division of the 

A-G’s Department. 

7.6 Modification of Operations 

Availability: Modification of operations referring to changes in procedures of criminal 

justice and anti-corruption institutions was an anti-corruption or integrity measure identified as 

discussed by participants. About one-third of participants made expressions that address changes 

in operations of either the overall CJS or specific CJIs. For instance, one prosecution lawyer 

remarked, “I am aware that the whole CJS, including the police, judiciary, A-G’s Department, 

and prisons are going paperless in their operations to ensure effective monitoring that will control 

corruption” [PRO202]. Participants stated that several operational changes were taking place in 

the police, but most noticeable ones are ‘withdrawal of MTTU officers from the road’ and 

                                                      
37This is where police leadership record serial numbers of money before offering them to police officers 

that are demanding or soliciting money (i.e. bribes) from clients. We then arrest police officers when they 

accept the money with the serial numbers serving as evidence during investigations and disciplinary actions 

against officers.  



214 
 

‘Transformation Agenda’. Police officers reported that the police administration was withdrawing 

or reducing the number of officers in charge of traffic management to reduce opportunities or 

provocation for police officers to engage in corruption. The basis of that action is a belief that a 

significant volume of police corruption comes from the operations of MTTU officers. Illustrating 

this point, one police officer said: 

[The police] are now adopting new strategies to manage traffic regulations because we have 

realised that most of our corruption issues come from the MTTU. So, people will perhaps notice 

that they do not see much MTTU operations on the road these days” [POL204].  

Another modification measure most police officers believed as capable of controlling or 

preventing corruption in the police was the Inspector General of Police's (IGP) initiated 

‘transformation agenda for the police’. It is where the then IGP put in place a program to transform 

the police, including commencement of an ‘electronic policing’ (hereafter referred to as E-

Policing). A majority of police officers interviewed indicated that the IGP has started 

implementing a transformation agenda, which will help to control corruption in the police. They 

talked about transforming police operations into a paperless work, a measure that some police 

stations were piloting as at the time of this study [POL102; POL202]. Police officers were 

optimistic that with a paperless system of police operations throughout Ghana, it would remove 

opportunities and excuses that allow corruption to occur. They predicted that there would be 

minimal or no corruption because when people go to police stations to make complaints, nobody 

will ask them to give money to buy paper or pen to write down statements. 

Concerning the judiciary, participants discussed several operational changes, with 

‘hardening recruitment processes for judges’, ‘payment of fees at banks’, ‘recording of court 

proceedings in record books instead of dockets’, ‘computerised system of allocating cases’, and 

‘automation of all courts and electronic justice system’ being the most prominent ones. On 

hardening recruitment processes for judges, one prosecution lawyer said, “I know authorities have 

added extra measures for vetting persons who apply to become members of the bench (i.e. judges 

or magistrates) by doing more thorough background and integrity checks” [PRO203]. Buttressing 

the hardened recruitment processes, most judges interviewed described very rigorous and 

toughened processes that they have to go through to become judges. The processes include 
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completing application forms; screening of applications with background, integrity, and security 

checks by the Judicial Council of Ghana and Ghana Bar Association (GBA); taking written 

examinations, and attending interviews. Stiffening recruitment processes is a corruption 

prevention measure because it ensures that judges eventually recruited into the judiciary are 

people with high moral character and integrity who can resist corruption, even if tempted. This 

measure fits into the SCP technique of increasing both the effort and risk (see Tunley et al., 2018). 

Another operational change prominently discussed as a crucial anti-corruption measure 

was the payment of fees at banks instead of to court officials. One judge, for instance, stated, 

“One of the measures to control corruption is that if you are filing any court process now, you 

must pay the filing fees at the bank and bring a receipt to the court before processing of the case” 

[JU101]. One lawyer talking about (in)effectiveness of anti-corruption measures stated, “Payment 

of court fees directly to banks… has been with us for quite some time now, and it has been very 

effective in stamping out some corruption” [LAW203]. Previously, fees for court services were 

paid directly to court officials at the courts, which created massive avenues for auxiliary court 

officials to charge unwarranted fees from litigants. So, payment of fees at banks is an anti-

corruption measure as it has taken away the opportunities that court officials were taking 

advantage of to engage in corruption by charging unjustified fees. This result corresponds to the 

SCP techniques of removing targets and reducing provocation (see Tunley et al., 2018). 

The recording of court proceedings in books instead of dockets as was done previously was 

another operational change raised by participants as an anti-corruption measure. This measure 

prevents the situation where court officials steal dockets or lose proceedings and evidence to delay 

cases or frustrate criminal justice users (CJUs) to extract bribes. One judge while talking about 

the (im)possibility of court officials to steal or hide dockets to delay cases, for instance, said, 

“Previously, we wrote court proceedings in the dockets. However, now we record all proceedings 

and evidence tendered to the court in this big record book” (interviewee pointed to a book on his 

table) [JU101].  

Another change in operations of the court discussed was a computerised system of 

allocating cases to judges (referred to as E-Distribution hereafter). It refers to where judicial 

officials use a randomised computer system to assign cases to judges. The Judicial Service 
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introduced it as a corruption prevention measure aimed at preventing ‘case shopping’ by CJUs. 

Case shopping refers to where CJUs choose preferred judges or courts for their cases to be 

assigned. One judge illustratively stated, “A computerise allocation system was introduced by the 

just outgone Chief Justice to curtail instances of corruption by preventing people from engineering 

cases to particular courts, as was done formerly with manual allocations” [JU102]. However, 

some participants, especially judges, stated that the E-Distribution of cases was ineffective 

because the auxiliary court or judicial officials have found ways to compromise the system and 

still manipulate the distribution of cases. For example, one judge noted, “The E-Distribution exists 

in name but not working effectively because people still pay to have particular cases sent to their 

desire courts or judges” [JU205].  

One judge demonstrated how logistical and resource constraints had affected the 

effectiveness of the E-Distribution system. “A computerise system of allocating cases to judges 

to control or prevent ‘case shopping’ does not currently cover all courts and it is not being 

implemented effectively in the courts it covers due to logistical and resource challenges” [JU203]. 

One lawyer raised some expectations and reservations about the (in)effectiveness of the E-

Distribution system. He said, “The E-Distribution system is quite recent, and I have not seen any 

problem with it yet. However, we pray and look forward to it being a perfect system that can 

control corruption and not corrupted itself” [LAW203]. As at the time of this study, the 

computerised system of allocating cases to judges was operational in Greater Accra and Ashanti 

regions but not that of the Upper East Region (UER). Break down and absence of computers were 

reasons cited as to why the computerised allocation of cases is not operational in the UER. The 

researcher observed that there was even no automation of the two High Courts in the UER like 

those in GAR and AR, not to talk of the circuit and district courts. 

Another operational measure discussed by participants was an implementation of an 

electronic justice system by the judiciary (hereafter referred to as E-Justice). It is a system where 

people can file cases and documents as well as attend court proceedings from wherever they reside 

without being physically present in the courts. In this regard, one judge who was a member of the 

Judicial Council made some disclosures regarding the E-Justice system. He indicated that the 

Judicial Council and the Judicial Service are working on an E-Justice system. According to him, 
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the E-Justice system will allow people living in different parts of Ghana like Tamale or outside 

Ghana like America or Australia to attend court proceedings without necessarily travelling to 

Ghana or Accra. Participants were optimistic that full implementation of the E-Justice system 

would allow people living elsewhere to use electronic systems and communication, such as 

Skype, WhatsApp, and Facebook, among others, to file cases or documents and attend court 

[JU104]. Buttressing the point on the E-Justice system, one police officer noted, “The Judicial 

Service has started changing their system of operations by digitising the registration of cases and 

their assignment to courts, with the Chief Justice able to track the progress of cases” [POL102].  

To ensure the effective operation of the E-justice system, participants indicated that judicial 

authorities had initiated a programme to automate the operations of all courts in the country, 

especially the lower courts that handle the majority of cases. One of the judges, for instance, 

stated, “the Chief Justice has decided to introduce technology in the lower courts – district and 

circuit courts –, which handle about 70-90 % of cases with about 80 % of Ghanaians accessing 

justice through these lower courts” [JU104]. An expression by one of the prosecution lawyer 

illustratively captured operational modification of the A-G’s Department.  

Traditionally, the police investigate cases, put dockets together, and then bring dockets to the 

prosecution lawyers to go through and advise them or conduct prosecutions in court. However, 

prosecution lawyers now work closely with the police during investigations. Currently, the 

moment the police get reports of offences and investigations begin; the police call the A-G’s 

Department to work with investigators from the very beginning until the completion of 

investigators’ jobs. Now, prosecution lawyers can liaise with accused persons and complainants 

to know when investigators are going to take statements and get copies of statements taken by 

investigators. All these processes make it becomes tough for just one person to compromise (i.e. 

corrupt) him/herself because there are so many people (i.e. investigators’ bosses, prosecution 

lawyers and DPP) interested and monitoring investigations [PRO202].  

Another noticeable change in operations extensively discussed, notably by CHRAJ 

officials was strengthening of CHRAJ’s anti-corruption mandate. This strengthening now allows 

CHRAJ to initiate investigations into corruption cases without any need of a complaint from an 

identifiable person. One CHRAJ official exemplary stated, “The state has strengthened the power 

and mandate of CHRAJ such that CHRAJ can now investigate corruption cases without 
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complaints unlike in the past where there must be a complaint before CHRAJ can conduct 

investigations” [ACO302]. Previously, there was too much ambiguity about CHRAJ’s power to 

initiate investigations into corruption cases without complaints from identifiable persons. 

However, in a case of "The Republic vs High Court (Fast Track Division) Accra; Ex parte CHRAJ 

(Richard Anane Interested Party)" 2007-2008), the Supreme Court of Ghana, which is the final 

appellate court in the country, clarified and strengthened CHRAJ’s investigative powers and 

mandate. Interpreting an article in Ghana’s Constitution about CHRAJ’s powers, the court states, 

“Based on article 218(e) of the Constitution (1992), CHRAJ has the power to initiate and conduct 

investigations into any case that falls under any of its three core mandates without a formal 

complaint from an identifiable person.” 

7.7 Education and Sensitisation of Citizens and CJOs 

A significant anti-corruption and integrity measure extensively discussed by participants 

across all institutions was education and sensitisation of citizens and CJOs about corruption. This 

measure is both formal and informal as well as internal and external. The first part of education 

and sensitisation focuses on making citizens aware of criminal justice processes and the need and 

ways to avoid corruption within CJIs. One CHRAJ official illustratively remarked, “Educating 

and sensitising citizens and officials about corruption and its evils is one of the surest measures 

to control or prevent corruption. CHRAJ is currently doing it in communities and public 

institutions” [ACO104]. One judge similarly stated, “We go out to do outreach programmes to 

teach people about the court processes and encourage them not to give money (i.e. bribes) to 

justice officials because justice is not for sale” [JU104]. Some participants noted that CJIs 

sometimes print wristbands or put up posters around the institutions directing litigants about the 

justice processes and the need not to pay bribes to CJOs. Inscriptions usually say ‘Justice is not 

for sale’, ‘do not bribe a judge/police’, ‘I do not take bribe’, or ‘do not pay money for bail’ [JU104; 

POL207; POL301]. Some police officers equally discussed educating and sensitising the public 

about police operations, how to deal with the police or avoid corrupting police officers as essential 

anti-corruption measures [e.g. POL107; POL204; POL301].  
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The second part focuses on educating and sensitising CJOs about corruption, including its 

consequences and ways of avoiding it. One judge pointed out: “at almost every judges’ gathering 

or forum, the GBA does awareness or education about corruption and inform judges of 

happenings in other places and methods used by auxiliary court officials to engage in corruption” 

[JU203]. Similarly, the next summary captures one lawyer’s illustration of the education of 

judicial officials. He indicated that the new Chief Justice is doing very well to stamp out 

corruption since her appointment as she goes to the courts in the various regions to meet court 

officials, clerks, and judges. She educates them about issues of corruption and advises them on 

the need to avoid it because judicial officials who engage in corruption will attract severe 

sanctions [LAW203]. Most police participants were in supervisory positions and reported of 

educating, sensitising, and advising their subordinates about corruption and the need to avoid it. 

One police commander stated, “I always educate and advise officers under me against indulging 

in corruption, especially during welfare meetings or ‘briefing’38” [POL105]. Likewise, others 

were “I always advise my subordinates to protect their jobs or profession by doing the right thing 

and avoid engaging in corruption” [POL202]. “Using my own experiences and the consequences 

of misconduct like corruption, I coach or talk to officers directly under me about how they should 

go about their duties daily and avoid corruption” [POL205]. 

7.8 Media, Civil Society Groups and the Public 

An essential form of informal measure for controlling corruption that gained prominence 

in discussions was independent media, CSGs, and public monitoring or investigations. A 

prominently future media role in controlling corruption was the Anas’ exposure type of 

investigation. One CHRAJ official illustratively stated, “I am very, very elated by Anas’ exposure, 

which has helped the fight against corruption in the CJS. We need more of such investigations 

because it is one of the best ways to control or prevent corruption” [ACO304]. Judges generally 

acknowledged that the Anas’ exposure had been a great lesson, as most of them are now more 

                                                      
38Welfare meetings are monthly meetings organise in each police station, district, division, and regional 

offices to confer with officers and discuss welfare and operational challenges and needs. ‘Briefing’ is where 

superior police officers meet junior officers to inform them about tasks they will perform during 

assignments or operations before police officers undertake any operational assignment or regular duties.  
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careful about whom what they do as judges, whether in public or private [JU104; JU201; JU204; 

JU205]. On the role of the media, one prosecution lawyer remarked, “You know in this era, we 

have our media also watching keenly everything that we do. For instance, when the A-G’s 

Department loses one case, the media will say oh, the people at the A-G are corrupt or 

incompetent” [PRO202].  

Linked to media scrutiny were discussions about a system of monitoring of CJOs’ activities 

by citizens and CSGs. Most participants talked about citizens’ video recording of CJOs’ 

misconduct during performances of their duties and posting of such videos on social media as 

serving to check CJOs’ corruption. Interviewees also highlighted monitoring and researching of 

activities of CJOs by CSGs and policy think tanks as a practice that is putting CJOs on their toes 

when it comes to issues of corruption. Monitoring CJOs activities and operations of CJIs by the 

media, CSGs, local and international branches of policy think tanks, and citizens can enhance 

transparency in operations of CJIs, which is capable of uncovering corrupt acts and preventing 

corruption. Scrutinising of CJOs’ activities by the media, CSGs and vigilant citizens can make 

the public aware of corrupt acts, increase the risk of corrupt acts being exposed and push anti-

corruption institutions and governments to hold corrupt CJOs accountable (see Brunetti & Weder, 

2003; Gentzkow et al., 2006; Kobonbaev, 2008). 

7.9 Personal Prevention Strategies 

‘Personal prevention strategies’ is a concept which developed after data analysis, which 

refers to measures or initiatives informally adopted by CJOs on their own to control or prevent 

corruption. These measures have been put in place to control corruption through CJOs own 

exercise of sound judgement. These measures are outside of the control and management of the 

state and CJIs. It emerged that participants’ discussions of personal-prevention strategies relate to 

only judges, which is due to the sensitive nature of the work of judges in comparison to other 

CJOs. The first personal-prevention strategy mostly discussed was ‘not allowing private access 

to judges outside of the courts’ normal operational processes’. In this regard, one CHRAJ official 

pointed out: 

I knew of some judges who warned their court staff not to give their contact numbers and addresses 

to strangers nor lead anybody to their houses. Some judges even told the whole court about CJUs 
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that came to their houses and asked the CJUs to tell them what they wanted in their houses. Most 

CJUs did not dare go to the houses of those judges due to such actions [ACO201].  

Buttressing the observation made by the CHRAJ official, one judge illustratively stated, “I 

have instructed that nobody (i.e. court officials) should disclose my contact number to anybody 

or lead anybody to my house without my consent. Indeed, none of the court officials, not even 

my court clerk, knows my house” [JU205]. Also very prominent in judges’ discussions of how 

they control corruption on their own was not allowing CJUs, court officers, lawyers, and 

prosecution lawyers to access judges’ chambers privately. One judge, for example, said, “Unless 

we are trialling a case in chambers, no one can come to this chamber without the court officials 

escorting the person. I will not entertain anybody who comes here alone” [JU104]. Similarly, 

another judge said: “When I was appointed and brought to this court, I held a meeting with my 

court officials to inform them know that corruption will happen in my court and nobody should 

even try it here” [JU202]. Another judge equally said:  

I try to reduce some corruption attempts and so, immediately I close or finish court sitting for the 

day, I pack my books into my car, and I am gone home. I do not want to sit here for someone even 

to say that I want to come and see the judge. Also, as a general rule, no court staff knows my 

house, even my clerk does not know my house, and I do not see anybody in my chamber unless 

the person is with the other party to a case [JU203]. 

To avoid court officials leading people to houses of judges, most judges indicated that they had 

warned court officials not to lead people to them and in most cases; court officials do not even 

know their houses. Not allowing citizens, particularly CJUs to have unrestricted private access to 

judges is a prevention measure as the practice results in target hardening – increasing efforts, 

reducing provocations, and removing excuses (see Clarke & Bowers, 2017; Preaux, 2017).   

Another self-prevention strategy talked about by participants was personal education and 

advising of CJUs about how to handle their cases and warning them about people requesting for 

money in judges’ names or to render criminal justice services. One judge in this regard remarked, 

“The things I do on my own to prevent corruption is to explain in open court about how the court 

system works and warn CJUs not to pay bribes to access criminal justice services or in the name 

of judges” [JU101]. Likewise, another judge stated, “I speak to CJUs in open court as a judge 
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from time to time by warning them not to pay money to officials who request money from them, 

especially in the name of judges” [JU104]. Going further the judge stated, “I even tell CJUs that 

if anybody takes money from them to come and see me, please go and collect your money and if 

you are having difficulty, report to the police or court” [JU104]. Educating, advising and warning 

CJUs of corrupt tendencies and behaviour in the CJS was widespread in judges’ discussions with 

about two-thirds of judges citing it as a measure they informally adopt towards preventing 

corruption. Educating CJUs will enlighten them, and make them demand the right things from 

CJOs, which increases the risk of corruption, reduces provocations, and removes excuses. 

An additional strategy was being vigilant and exercising some extra monitoring of court 

officials works. One judge recalled a land case that he adjudicated and when the court officials 

prepared the final writ of possession, the judge detected that the land in question changed from 

0.192 acres to 41 acres. The bailiff who brought the writ of possession in an attempt to convince 

the judge that the case was in respect of 41 acres land, said that he saw the 41 acres somewhere 

in the docket. The judge did not sign the writ of possession prepared because he remembered the 

case very well and the size of land in contention. He noted that if he was not vigilant by reading 

through the whole writ, he would have signed a writ of possession for 41 acres of land instead of 

0.192 acres adjudicated throughout the whole processes of the case [JU101]. In another breadth, 

the same judge indicated: “Before I sit on cases, I check through the receipts of payment submitted 

and stamps of the designated bank that litigants are supposed to make payment to certify that 

litigants paid all fees at the appropriate banks” [JU101]. 

Another self-initiated strategy by judges to control corruption was typing their own 

judgements. Operationally, court clerks (i.e. typists) stationed at courts has the obligations to type 

judgment made by judges. However, through typing of judgement, court officials get to know the 

decisions of judges, and then go to collect money from the sides that judgement is favouring on 

the pretext that they will influence the judges for favourable decisions. One judges talked about 

systems established to control corruption and stated:  

I write and type my rulings on my laptop so that the court staff do not know of what is going to 

come out or the decision to go and ask litigants to them money to influence the judgement. 

Previously, the court officials type the judgements, so, sometimes they even know the decision, 
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and so, they can go to the winning client and say I will speak to the judge meanwhile it is because 

they have seen the judgement [JU105]. 

Judges writing and typing their judgements take away the avenue that court officials previously 

take advantage of to engage in corruption. It is important to note that not all judges reported typing 

their judgements as a corruption prevention measure despite its potential to reduce corruption 

opportunities and prevent or reduce corruption ultimately. 

7.10 Proposals to Improve Corruption Control  

Scholars often base their recommendations for improving or addressing social phenomena 

on their analysis and interpretation of results without acknowledgment of suggestions by 

participants. However, research has shown that when solutions for solving social or crime 

problems emerged from proposals by the main stakeholders, there are better implementation 

outcomes (see Deverka et al., 2012). This study, therefore, asked participants to suggest measures 

they think could improve anti-corruption or integrity measures that can advance control or 

prevention of criminal justice corruption. Participants made a broad range of proposals that they 

believed can help prevent or control criminal justice corruption in Ghana. Proposals made are 

either internal or external and align with or address the motivational, opportunistic (easy targets) 

and guardianship causes of corruption discussed in Chapter 6.  

External proposals are suggestions for addressing corruption or improving anti-corruption 

and integrity measures from outside of CJS or institutions. These include proposals relating to 

compensation and economy; culture, mindsets and attitudes; as well as resources and logistics. 

Internal proposals, on the other hand, are propositions for addressing criminal justice corruption 

or improving anti-corruption and integrity measures that exist within CJIs or system. These 

include proposals relating to recruitment and training of personnel – employment standards and 

procedures –, institutional cooperation, and implementing research outcomes. Largely, 

participants believed that there is no single comprehensive solution to the corruption problem. So, 

the country must adopt comprehensive and complete sets of approaches that address most, if not 

all, categories of causes of corruption discussed in Chapter 6 to control or prevent corruption.  

Strengthen legal (anti-)corruption measures: Participants made some proposals as to 

how to improve legal measures to control corruption effectively. Two key proposals emerged 
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from participants’ discussions: enactment of new laws and stringent adherence and 

implementation of laws. Enactment of new laws refers to where participants proposed that the 

country make changes to its anti-corruption laws to meet changing trends and international 

standards of controlling corruption. In this regard, one CHRAJ official said, “in our fight against 

corruption, we should review and change existing laws to meet changing systems and 

international standards” [ACO203]. Likewise, one judge advocated, “We need to take a holistic 

look at anti-corruption laws and try to fine-tune them so that we have one strong anti-corruption 

legislation that can apply across the board” [JU102]. One lawyer equally submitted, “if I am to 

control people from engaging in corrupt acts, I will establish clear guidelines on what constitutes 

corruption in our CJS and spell out deterrent sanctions for engaging in corruption” [LAW203].  

Apart from calls for changes to anti-corruption laws generally, police officers called for 

changes to laws governing the appointment of police leadership to make them independent from 

the control of politicians. Many police officers proposed an amendment of Ghana’s Constitution 

to allow elections of IGPs by police officers instead of the President appointing them as is the 

case now [e.g., POL101; POL203; POL208; POL304]. An alternative suggestion made was that 

in the absence of police officers electing IGPs, the state must put in place a fixed tenure of office 

for the position of IGP like the Chief Justice and Commissioner of CHRAJ [POL108; POL304]. 

Another key proposal made by police officers was to update and commence operation of a law 

legislated to empower the police to issue spot fines for traffic offences. Police officers believed 

that when the implementation of spot fines starts, police corruption would significantly reduce or 

eradicated because MTTU officers mostly carried out police corruption.  

The second proposal was where participants recommended strict implementation or 

adherence to anti-corruption measures and legal mechanisms. The opinion that authorities do not 

strictly or effectively enforce or implement existing laws and measures underpinned that 

recommendation. One CHRAJ official, for example, stated, “There are codes of ethics prescribed 

for civil and public officers, including police officers, prosecution lawyers, judges and other 

judicial officers but we need to ensure strict adherence to the ethical standards to control 

corruption” [ACO103]. Talking about controlling corruption using legal mechanisms, one judge 

stated, “We must adhere to the laws and code of ethics to control corruption” [JU104]. Another 
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judge equally said, “The bar for judicial service staff must be raised in terms of adherence to legal 

mechanisms because as gatekeepers of the judiciary, they have frequent contacts with CJUs and 

can easily be corrupted” [JU105]. Speaking about how to control or prevent corruption in the 

police, one police officer said, “To control corruption, police officers should be made to 

understand that the objective of the police service is to protect citizens. We must ensure that 

officers adhere to objectives and regulations of the police” [POL101]. Results show that 

participants believed that people adherence to legal mechanisms depends on having adequate laws 

and measures as well as ensuring strict implementation of the laws and measures.  

Improve anti-Corruption agencies and disciplinary units: Participants who thought that 

anti-corruption agencies or institutions were unable to exercise their mandates effectively due to 

deficiencies proposed for the strengthening of anti-corruption agencies or institutions and 

encouraging reporting of corrupt acts. The results show that three critical areas need 

strengthening: legal frameworks (i.e. mandates or powers), resources and logistics, and competent 

personnel. Although all the three areas in need of attention are vital, participants, especially 

CHRAJ officials, ordered legal frameworks first followed by resources or logistics and finally 

personnel. Participants advocated prominently about giving anti-corruption agencies or 

institutions like CHRAJ power to prosecute cases investigated by their officials. One CHRAJ 

official talking about what the state can do to enable CHRAJ effectively prevent corruption stated, 

“Essentially, CHRAJ must be given the power to prosecute cases that it investigates” [ACO102]. 

Another CHRAJ official noted, “If the CHRAJ were clothed with powers to prosecute or make 

final recommendations for corrupt persons to pay back corrupt proceeds, our fight against 

corruption would have been easier and more effective” [ACO303]. Talking about what the 

country can do differently to control corruption in the CJS, one police officer said, “I think 

authorities should make sure anti-corruption institutions are legally empowered to handle or 

enforce anti-corruption laws and matters” [POL306]. 

Participants advocated strongly for the provision of adequate logistics and resources for 

anti-corruption agencies to enable them to control corruption effectively. A CHRAJ official 

talking about what should be improved at CHRAJ to effectively control or prevent corruption 

stated, “Anti-corruption institutions and officials engaged to combat corruption must be provided 
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with sufficient resources and logistics to enable them to do their work” [ACO102]. All CHRAJ 

officials who believed that lack of logistics and resources is a severe hindrance to the general 

operations of CHRAJ, particularly its anti-corruption mandate captured this view in their 

responses. Insufficient resources and logistics make it practically difficult for CHRAJ to exercise 

its anti-corruption mandate properly, which is the most difficult and expensive among CHRAJ’s 

mandates. Talking about the establishment of the new OSP, one prosecution lawyer advocated 

that the country should instead channel resources, logistics, and personnel meant for the OSP to 

institutions that are already fighting corruption (e.g. A-G’s Department and CHRAJ). He argued 

that this would augment their resources, logistics, expertise, and work delivering capacity to 

enable them to work efficiently and effectively [PRO201].  

Apart from providing adequate logistics and resources, both CJOs and anti-corruption 

officials proposed improving conditions of service of officials charged with responsibilities to 

prevent or control criminal justice corruption as well as their training and development. For 

example, a police officer advocated, “To control corruption in the police, we need to empower 

and resource PIPS as the only anti-corruption unit in the police as well as train or retrain and 

motivate officers at PIPS so that they will not become corrupt themselves” [POL101]. A CHRAJ 

official talking about what should be improved at CHRAJ to control or prevent corruption 

forcefully stated, “To control corruption, then persons engaged in combating corruption must be 

well paid” [ACO102]. Likewise, one CHRAJ official persuasively argued and advocated: 

If somebody is carrying an ‘empty stomach’ yourself or there is no peace in your own house, how 

can you be committed to fighting an issue in another person’s family or house? Therefore, if we 

are to succeed in combating corruption, we must give serious attention to conditions of service or 

welfare of those who have responsibilities of enforcing the laws and fighting corruption in our 

country or society [ACO304]. 

A prominent proposal associated with anti-corruption institutions identified was 

‘encouraging reporting of corrupt acts’ through amendment of some laws. Participants were of 

the firm belief that there is a high possibility of preventing corruption if victims or witnesses of 

corrupt acts are encouraged to report corrupt acts to external anti-corruption institutions or internal 

disciplinary units. Reporting will allow for investigations of alleged corrupt officials and 
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sanctioning of culprits based on legal mechanisms. Specifically, some participants advocated for 

the amendment of laws that require people reporting corrupt acts to provide their identities and 

detailed information. One judge illustratively advocated, “We should put in place certain 

structures to enable anybody mistreated while using the court system…to immediately complain 

online so that somebody gets to know and takes it up” [JU205]. One lawyer similarly advocated: 

People are afraid to report corrupt acts because the Ghanaian system is so corrupt that corrupt 

people or their allies will crucify anybody that report corruption like Jesus Christ. When people 

report corrupt acts, they can lose their income, jobs, and lives or lives of relatives because corrupt 

people will target them or their relatives for reporting them. So, if there was a way to make a 

corruption complaint with all the backing evidence without presenting one’s name or identity, then 

many people will come forward to report corrupt acts [LAW202]. 

Strictly enforce sanctions against corrupt officials: Based on the concerns raised 

regarding adequacy and effectiveness of sanctions, participants made some proposals that can 

help improve the situations. The researcher identified two prominent proposals: ‘Expanding or 

improving sanctions, penalties or punishment’ and ‘stringent adherence to and implementation 

of sanctions or punishment’. Participants who were of the view that available for corrupt CJOs 

and CJUs are inadequate or not deterrent enough suggested ‘expanding sanctions, penalties, or 

punishment’. Advocating for more sanctions, one CHRAJ official said, “We should make laws to 

enable us to retrieve and confiscate all properties of corrupt officials beyond prosecuting and 

imprisoning them, as it is challenging to differentiate between genuine properties and corrupt 

ones” [ACO203]. Equally, another CHRAJ investigator proposed, “If authorities increase the 

punishment for engaging in corruption to let us say 25 years imprisonment, it will perhaps deter 

people from engaging in it because they will see that corruption is a serious issue” [ACO105]. A 

lawyer similarly made the following suggestion:  

If we clearly spelt out sanctions for corruption to those who administer justice (i.e. CJOs) and they 

are well or commonly known or judicial notice is taken of them by all CJOs and CJUs, I believe 

it will go a long way to curb corruption in our CJS. When everybody knows that these sanctions 

would apply if anyone engages in corruption, people will be more cautious [LAW203].  

Featured prominently in suggestions for preventing or controlling corruption was proposals 

for ‘stricter implementation and adherence to existing sanctions’ by participants who believed 
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that punishment or sanctions were not strictly adhered to as well as enforced or implemented 

effectively. For example, one judge stated, “We must adhere to and focus on sanctioning bribe-

givers so that CJUs will know that they will be sanctioned for even attempting to bribe officials” 

[JU104]. Some CHRAJ officials equally advocated that “people who engage in corruption (i.e. 

both bribe-givers and bribe-receivers) must be punished or convicted to deter other people from 

engaging in corruption” [ACO105; ACO104]. Likewise, one lawyer said, “If there is any way a 

judge can be corrupted, most of the time, it goes through a court clerk, investigator or prosecution 

lawyer. So, one way to curb or stamp out corruption effectively is sanctioning investigators, 

prosecution lawyers and court clerks regularly” [LAW203]. Judges notably advocated for 

stringent enforcement of complaint systems and computer allocation systems in the judiciary to 

curb corruption. The judiciary acting with certainty and ensuring that judges and court officials 

found to have corrupted themselves do not just submit to lenient internal disciplinary measures 

but are dismissed, sacked, demoted or prosecuted also featured prominently in judges interviews 

[e.g. JU101; JU102; JU105; JU201]. 

One police officer talking about controlling corruption in the entire CJS, especially in the 

police suggested, “When people deserve to be punished, they must be adequately punished, which 

will help to reduce or bring down corruption” [POL204]. On how to approach the control of 

corruption in the police or CJS differently, one police commander talked about being stringent 

with sanctions or punishment citing an example of a tactic used by a previous IGP to handle issues 

of corruption and misconduct.  

During the time of one of our previous IGPs, the strategy was that when there is a report that a 

police officer has done something wrong, the first thing was to interdict the police officer. Such 

interdiction alone organises the police officer involved, to begin with, and the police officer will 

not even want his/her name to appear somewhere let alone, reported to authorities by the time the 

interdiction ceases. So, if we act on corruption allegations like that IGP, people will sit up, and 

corruption will be minimised [POL207]. 

Other expressions on what the country can do to control corruption were that authorities must 

enforce all anti-corruption laws and apply sanctions irrespective of whoever is involved. 
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Moreover, people who engage in corruption must face justice without interference, with 

punishment for corrupt CJOs and CJUs being deterrent [POL301; POL306; PRO301; PRO302]. 

Ensure proper operational checks: One proposition of internal measure believed as 

capable of reducing opportunities for corruption in CJIs and operations is improving and ensuring 

proper monitoring and supervision as well as operational checks. Participants strongly and 

extensively advocated that effective monitoring and supervision of CJOs has the potential to 

reduce prospects for criminal justice corruption significantly. One CHRAJ official, for example, 

stated, “To be able to combat corruption, we must put in place proper checks and balances to 

avoid a situation where the system itself gives avenues for corruption” [ACO102]. Another 

CHRAJ official advocated, “Government should hold all institutions involved in our fight against 

corruption accountable by putting in place better monitoring and evaluation systems to detect and 

immediately address loopholes or lapses and improve the system” [ACO205]. Talking about how 

to improve corruption prevention, one judge stated, “We must make sure there is strict and 

constant monitoring and supervision of CJOs with performance management systems for 

supervisors, which can alert people that they can be caught taking bribes at any time” [JU205].  

Police officers likewise advocated for the police administration to take issues of 

supervision at the various levels seriously if they are to control corruption in the police. They 

argued that if police officers’ activities and actions were well supervised, monitored, and 

controlled; police corruption would reduce, if not eradicated [POL101; POL104]. One of the 

judges who talked about a pilot monitoring research investigation ongoing in the judiciary at the 

time of this study advocated for it to be implemented nationwide as a measure to control 

corruption [JU205]. As part of efforts to ensure proper monitoring and supervision, some 

participants proposed the installation of closed-circuit television (CCTV) cameras at CJIs. This 

judge’s proposal clearly illustrated this point: “Cameras should be fixed around all parts of the 

courts where everything said and done is video and audio recorded by the cameras so that people 

may be more careful or stop engaging in corruption” [JU203].  

The judge went further to suggest that after installing the CCTV cameras, people of 

integrity should be engaged to operate, manage, and control the cameras and recordings and to go 

through them whenever a complaint is made” [JU203]. Likewise, one police officer stated, “It is 
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difficult for the police to effectively monitor activities of officers on the ground unless we get 

CCTV cameras. We will be able to even review CCTV recordings at later times when the need 

arises” [POL208]. Another judge supporting the installation of CCTV cameras at CJIs said:  

Court officials can do many things even standing anywhere around the court premises. So, I think 

there should be CCTV cameras at certain places in the courtroom, and almost everywhere around 

the premises so that whenever there are any suspicious movements by judicial or court officials, 

the camera recordings must be reviewed [JU205]. 

All these discussions about operational checks by participants show that when CJIs adopt 

stringent checks of institutional operations and activities of CJOs (i.e. provide effective 

guardianship), then corruption can be controlled or reduced. 

Modify operations of CJIs: Participants proposed a modification of CJIs’ operations to 

improve the CJS. Talking about different ways to control corruption in the judiciary, a judge 

suggested, “I will put in place measures to modify the system into paperless or electronic 

processes. This will insulate litigants from getting too much exposure or access to the officials 

who will take advantage of them to engage in corruption” [JU102]. Another judge advocated, 

“We must introduce technology or automation in the lower courts to speed up cases and prevent 

corruption that is occasioned by huge workload and delays associated with the lower courts that 

handle about 90% of criminal cases” [JU104]. To control or prevent corruption, one police officer 

admonished the country to take a retrospective evaluation of her institutions and systems and how 

they work to make necessary positive changes to the structures, operations or how to do things 

[POL102]. Likewise, one CHRAJ official said, “automation of the operations of the courts and 

the police is the surest way to control or reduce corruption effectively” [ACO102]. Participants’ 

proposals about modification of operations of CJIs generally focus on introducing technology to 

remove or reduce human contacts in the criminal justice process that often create avenues for 

corruption to occur. 

Another vital modification of operations that participants proposed was making operations 

of CJIs very open and transparent. Some judges illustrated this suggestion when they proposed 

that CJIs must ensure transparency in everything that they do. For example, two judges advocated 

that the courts must display fees at vantage points so that the public or litigants will know how 
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much to pay for justice services [JU204; JU205]. Similarly, one CHRAJ official suggested, “The 

fight against corruption will succeed, and people will be unable to take money from clients if 

there are proper and transparent disciplinary procedures so that corrupt officers reported or caught 

are dealt with publicly” [ACO104]. Some police officers equally advocated for the police to 

operate a very transparent system and make their relationships and dealings with the public 

transparent to increase confidence in the police and hence, reduce corruption [POL107; POL306]. 

Scrutinise operations of CJIs: Participants proposed for continuous and effective 

monitoring of CJOs’ activities by the media, CSGs, and public. Illustrating this suggestion, one 

CHRAJ official stated, “I think the media can help control corruption by scrutinising corruption 

cases reported to anti-corruption institutions or prosecuted in the courts. Such scrutiny can put 

some form of pressure on institutions and personnel to do the right things” [ACO205]. Some 

participants even called for the adoption of the Anas investigative style as a national anti-

corruption measure in the country quest to control or prevent corruption. One of the judges 

sarcastically advocated, “I wish we engage Anas to work everywhere and catch corrupt officials 

on video” [JU205]. Likewise, one lawyer said, “We need to get Anas to conduct undercover 

investigations in other CJIs or areas like police investigations and prosecutions” [LAW203]. On 

the part of the public, one police officer suggested, “We can control corruption if we have a well 

enlighten public who can stand up for what is right, not comprising themselves and monitoring 

activities of CJOs” [POL204]. 

Increase compensation and improve economy: This proposal concerns improving CJOs’ 

conditions of service as well as the overall economy of the country, which can increase individual 

CJOs income and ultimately reduces economic motivations for corruption. A majority of 

participants across the various institutions studied thought that improving the country’s economy 

and CJOs’ conditions of service, especially compensation will certainly reduce criminal justice 

corruption, as most CJOs engage in corruption due to increasing cost of living and economic 

hardships. One judge illustrating this point said, “For some of this corruption to stop, the 

government should make salaries of CJOs realistic while balancing the country’s economy 

financially so that people’s security of life during and after work (i.e. retirement) can be 
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guaranteed” [JU101]. Likewise, one prosecution lawyer proposed, “We should take good care of 

people occupying positions of trust financially if we are to control corruption” [PRO302].  

On improving CJOs’ conditions of service in terms of retirement packages, one police 

officer advocated for the government to ensure that CJOs like police officers have access to 

houses at the end of their services. He suggested that this should be done through monthly 

deductions from salaries of CJOs starting from the time they join institutions [POL208]. One 

judge equally stated, “If the country wants to combat corruption, the state must improve 

conditions of service of judges, who are not allowed to do any other work due to conflict of 

interest issues and have no other sources of income” [JU203]. Even when anti-corruption officials 

and lawyers, who are not mainstream officials of the CJS, talked about how to control or prevent 

corruption in the CJS, improving CJOs conditions of service and economy was prominent. One 

CHRAJ official, for example, stated, “The conditions of service of CJOs should be looked at 

critically to make the institutions conducive and comfortable so that officials will not feel like 

betraying the trust of the institutions” [ACO103]. Similarly, one lawyer said, “I believe that if 

CJOs’ salaries are enhanced, a majority of them will not engage in corruption” [LAW203].  

One judge advocated that for some upward review of public sector workers’ salaries and 

wages to commensurate with that increasing cost of living. This was premised on the fact that 

there is daily increasing cost of almost everything (e.g. petrol, school fees, university forms, 

transport fares, among others). The government must ensure officials get ‘living wages’ – salaries, 

allowances and other benefits that are on par with increment in goods and services [JU304]. 

Participants also prominently advocated for improving conditions of service of auxiliary judicial 

officials. One judge, for instance, said, “If we are to control corruption in the judiciary, the 

conditions of services of court staff must be put in a respectable state or provided with some safety 

nets” [JU203]. Probably demonstrating CJOs level of concern or frustration when it comes to 

poor conditions of service or compensation, some judges asked the researcher to speak with 

authorities about improving the conditions of service for judges and judicial officials if the 

country wants to control corruption [JU202; JU204; JU303]. Increasing compensation of CJOs 

and improving the economy means that there will be an increase in the income levels of CJOs. 

That may eventually increase the risk and reduce the rewards of engaging in corruption because 
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CJOs will stand to lose a lot when caught engaging in corruption. Thus, the economic motivations 

of CJOs to engage in corruption caused by poor conditions of service or low compensation will 

reduce and hence, corruption. 

Financial training and education of CJOs to be able to manage and live within their income 

or resources was a proposal made by participants that closely linked to improving conditions of 

service and economy. It refers to where participants talked about conducting financial education 

programmes for CJOs that teach and encourage them to live within their resources or income. For 

example, a police officer remarked, “Authorities need to educate CJOs about finances and how 

to manage expenses so that they do not exceed what they receive as salaries and allowances” 

[POL101]. Admonishing CJOs to manage and live within their means or incomes, one CHRAJ 

official stated, “Upon choosing or agreeing to work in institutions for agreed salaries, officials 

must manage and live within their incomes or means and not take advantage of the system to 

engage in corruption” [ACO201]. Likewise, one judge advocated, “CJOs just have to do an 

opportunity cost with their income and to accept and live within their means because salaries, 

wages, commissions or conditions of service are always poor everywhere” [JU105]. Interviewed 

police officers also raised an issue of police officers living within their means, especially after 

that the introduction of the Single Spine, which substantially increased police officers’ salaries. 

They called on police officers to appreciate their conditions of service and manage their salaries 

so that they do not end up engaging in corruption [POL103; POL205]. It is essential to say that 

unless there is a strong commitment to providing financial education to CJOs, this proposal by 

participants will be difficult to implement. 

Change culture, mindsets and attitudes: Another prominent proposal for controlling or 

preventing corruption was changing some societal, social, and cultural norms and practices as 

well as mindsets and attitudes of both citizens and CJOs via education and sensitisation. It has 

the potential to make it hard for corrupt officials to access easy targets or block opportunities for 

corruption. Almost all participants believed that changing some cultural practices, mindset, and 

attitudes of Ghanaian citizens and CJOs that cause corruption (see chapter six for details) is one 

of the best ways to prevent corruption. Illustrating this point, one high-ranking CHRAJ official 

noted, “Corruption will reduce if we change some of our attitudes and cultures as Ghanaians, like 
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taking a stance that we will not take gifts for instance, whether before or after performing our 

duties” [ACO201]. One judge similarly noted, “The cause of corruption in Ghana is a mental and 

cultural issue, and we need to change our thinking and cultural sayings like ‘you do not go to an 

elder or chief palace empty-handed’” [JU102]. Likewise, one police officer said, “If I were to 

control corruption as an IGP, character or attitudinal change training for all police officers at all 

levels to help change our attitudes would be one of the things to focus on” [POL101].  

A critical aspect about changing the culture, mindsets, and attitudes advocated by 

participants was continuous education and sensitisation of both citizens and CJOs. Participants 

proposed for a continuous and increase education of citizens and CJOs about corruption that can 

reduce, if not eradicate, corruption in the CJS [e.g. ACO103; JU104; POL101; POL102; 

PRO202]. Indeed, public education and campaigns that highlight and sensitise citizens about the 

political and economic costs of corruption, the hotspots of corruption, and how to avoid corruption 

hotspots have the potential to prevent corruption. That is, citizens will know the real impact of 

corruption on themselves and the development of the country. 

Provide adequate resources and logistics: Another external proposal made by 

participants to prevent or control corruption was the provision of adequate or sufficient resources 

and logistics to ensure effective and efficient operations of CJIs or personnel without engaging in 

corruption. While talking about controlling corruption in the judiciary and CJS mainly, one judge 

demonstrated this point, “If the Judicial Service or country wants to tackle corruption, from my 

perspective, the topmost priority is to address logistical constraints of institutions, which will stop 

some of the petty corruption” [JU303]. A police officer equally said, “The only solution to the 

corruption problem is the adequacy of logistics and resources because if the government provides 

the requisite logistics and resources, corruption can be reduced by 90 to 95 %” [POL203]. One 

prosecution lawyer also said, “If our staff numbers are strengthened and equipped with adequate 

resources and logistics, it will also help in the fight against corruption” [PRO202]. Another 

prosecution lawyer stated, “If public officers are encouraged to do their work by supplying them 

with all the needed logistics and resources, corruption will be controlled significantly” [PRO301]. 

The premise of this proposal was the view that criminal justice agencies or institutions and their 

personnel sometimes engage in corruption not to benefit themselves but to supplement 
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insufficient logistics and resources. Therefore, providing adequate logistics and resources will 

eliminate that motivation and opportunity for CJOs to engage in corruption. 

Tighten employment standards and procedures: Tightening employment standards and 

procedures refer to where participants believed that reviewing and strengthening employment 

standards and procedures would ensure that qualified and competent personnel are attracted and 

recruited into CJIs. Participants grounded that proposal on concerns that low qualify officials are 

the ones who mostly engage in corruption. One prosecution lawyer demonstrating this point 

advocated that authorities should holistically look at people employ into positions of trust to 

ascertain whether they are qualified, have integrity and capable of performing their duties without 

engaging in corruption. He argued that extraneous issues, such as being members of family, 

village, or party, or schoolmates, should not be the basis of employing people into public 

institutions [PRO302]. A police officer equally stated, “We need to look at how people are being 

recruited into the police service and CJS largely and ensure that people we enlist as police officers 

or CJOs have the right moral attitude to handle their responsibilities” [POL102]. Some judges 

also noted that to be able to control or prevent corruption, the Judicial Service must recruit 

qualified and competent auxiliary officials who can perform their duties professionally and 

effectively [e.g. JU104; JU105; JU203; JU204; JU205; JU302]. Likewise, one judge advocated 

for the A-G’s Department to employ and train competent officials, resourced and equipped them 

to properly investigate and fish out necessary information or evidence about corruption for 

successful prosecutions [JU205]. 

Improve institutional cooperation: Most participants strongly proposed proper and 

effective institutional cooperation as one of the surest ways to control or prevent criminal justice 

corruption. It refers to where participants admonished criminal justice and anti-corruption 

institutions to collaborate, support and be open to one another, which will close loopholes that 

create opportunities for corruption to occur. One CHRAJ investigator illustratively suggested, 

“Anti-corruption institutions and personnel must be ready to cooperate and start from where 

another person or institution ends because we will not succeed in the fight against corruption 

without collaboration or cooperation” [ACO304]. Similarly, a prosecution lawyer reported on 



236 
 

how the A-G’s Department is now trying to collaborate with the police in the area of 

investigations that can help improve their work as well as control or prevent corruption.  

The police usually do investigations and build dockets that are then brought to the A-G’s 

Department for prosecution lawyer to study and go to court for prosecution. Now, prosecution 

lawyers want to work closely with the police from the very moment a person makes a report of an 

offence and investigation begins. That collaboration can control or prevent corruption, as it will 

make it very difficult to compromise one person since there will be different interested people (e.g. 

prosecution lawyers and DPP) monitoring investigators work in addition to their bosses [PRO202].  

Implement research outcomes: Another important proposal made by participants was 

advocacy for implementation of research outcomes. Some participants were of the view that CJIs 

and country need to pay particular attention to research outcomes or recommendations and 

implement them, as they have the highest potential to help control or prevent corruption. One 

judge strongly argued that corruption is low in advanced countries because they implement and 

follow through investigation reports and research findings, unlike Ghana, where investigative 

reports and research recommendations gather dust on shelves. The judge then advocated for 

Ghana to follow the footsteps of advanced countries and implement findings of research and 

investigations if the country wants to control or prevent corruption [JU201]. Another judge 

advocated, “Any government that wants to fight corruption must get experts to research on 

corruption and then stringently implement the research outcomes” [JU205].  

According to one police officer, if he was the IGP or has the power to effect change on 

corruption control or prevention, the first thing he will do is to set up a committee to research and 

identify problems or challenges that cause corruption in the police as an institution. Such a 

committee will then come out with solutions from different and appropriate angles that the 

government can do to motivate police officers to desist or discourage them from engaging in 

corruption [POL103]. Turning attention to the potential impact or otherwise of the current study, 

some participants expressed the desire and hoped to see the outcomes of the study implemented 

by the country and CJIs covered by the study. For example, one police officer said, “I think the 

outcome of the research you are conducting will help the police and the general public to control 
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corruption in the CJS. The most important thing is for the police and country must embrace and 

implement its outcomes after completion” [POL301].  

One judge who was very cynical about the impact of this study remarked, “The research 

you are conducting is vital and can bring about good results, but it might even end up on the 

shelves after you complete your PhD” [JU101]. He noted further that if the country and CJIs want 

to fight corruption, then they should implement findings from studies such as this one, as it is one 

of the cheapest and fastest ways to obtain data on a problem [JU101]. Criminal justice officials 

suggesting the implementation of research outcomes as a way to control corruption is very 

refreshing. Any research on corruption aims to impact policies by ensuring that policymakers do 

not ignore issues of corruption but take steps to control it (see Kobonbaev, 2008).  

7.11 Prevention Strategies According to SCP Framework 

The results discussed in the preceding sections showed that participants talked about a broad range 

of existing anti-corruption measures and integrity systems as well as proposals to improve 

corruption control. The range of measures and proposals are categorised into five strategies using 

the SCP perspective discussed in Chapters 3 and 6. These include increasing or changing efforts 

needed to act corruptly, and risks of engaging in corruption, reducing or removing rewards of 

corruption, the provocation to act corruptly, and excuses to engage in corruption (see Clarke, 

2017; Clarke & Bowers, 2017; Tunley et al., 2018). Table 7.1 summarises the chapter results 

according to the five SCP strategies developed by Cornish and Clarke (2003). This study 

demonstrated that systemic and localised opportunities, motivations, and guardianship 

weaknesses in Ghana’s CJS facilitate corruption. Essentially, framing corruption prevention 

proposals and measures consistent with the SCP strategies can help to target prevention measures 

at modifying or reducing motivations, guardianship weaknesses, and opportunities (see Graycar 

& Masters, 2018; Graycar & Sidebottom, 2012; Porter & Graycar, 2016). 

Corruption prevention measures captured in Table 7.1 that can increase or change efforts 

needed by CJOs to act corruptly address two techniques of the SCP: target hardening and 

controlling access to facilities. For example, a measure such as educating the public about the 

need not to pay money for some services could harden targets by ensuring that they are not readily  
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Table 7.1: Participants’ Proposals to Improve Corruption Control 

Measures Situational Crime Prevention Strategies 

Change/Increase Efforts Change/Increase Risks Reduce Rewards Reduce Provocation Remove Excuses 

Internal 

Modify Operations 1. Computerise allocation 

of cases to courts/judges 

2. Automate courts and 

use electronic systems to 

administer justice 

1. Install CCTV at major 

CJIs 

2. Rally cooperation 

among institutions 

1. Paying fees at the bank 

2. Write proceedings of 

courts in books instead of 

dockets 

1. Reduce MTTU 

officers on the roads 

1. Promote teamwork 

among institutions and 

officials of the CJS 

Operational Checks (i.e. 

Supervision & 

Monitoring) 

1. Conduct regular and 

adequate supervision of 

activities of CJOs 

2. Institute operational 

integrity systems and 

checks 

1. Make CJS and 

processes more 

transparent and 

accountable  

2. Appraise activities 

and decisions of CJOs 

3. Assess CJOs’ risks 

1. Monitor activities of 

CJOs that can disrupt 

markets, detect and 

sanction corrupt CJOs 

2. Make it easy to appeal 

court decisions 

1. Segregate roles in 

CJS or institutions to 

reduce monopoly  

 

1. Conduct strict 

checks that can make 

CJOs careful of how to 

conduct themselves 

Disciplinary Units 1. Create strong and well-

resourced  internal 

disciplinary units 

1. Improve monitoring 

of activities of  CJOs 

1. Improve internal 

sanctioning of CJOs 

 1. Strengthen internal 

disciplinary units 

Tighten Employment 

Standards and Procedures 

1. Strict scrutiny of 

applicants to reduce 

potential unethical staff 

accessing the CJS 

1. Periodically assess 

risk and test the integrity 

of CJOs 

1. Create the possibility of 

sanctioning CJOs 
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External 

Education of Public 1. Educate the public not 

to pay for free services 

and exact fees to be paid 

for services 

1. Educate the public on 

whistleblowing and 

where to report corrupt 

acts 

1. Make access to CJS 

and services more 

accessible and educate the 

public about it 

1. Educate the public 

not to offer CJOs 

bribes 

1. Educate the public 

on the negative 

consequences of 

corruption 

Anti-Corruption Agencies 1. Create stronger and 

well-resourced anti-

corruption and 

disciplinary agencies 

2. Improve monitoring of 

CJS and CJOs’ activities 

1. Strengthen anti-

corruption agencies to 

extend formal 

surveillance and 

increase the risk of 

detection 

1. Improve probing of 

corruption allegations and 

penalise culprits 

2. Mandate anti-

corruption agencies to 

prosecute corruption cases 

1. Provide adequate 

resources to anti-

corruption agencies 

2. Pay anti-

corruption officials 

ample compensation 

1. Strengthen 

mandates or powers of 

anti-corruption units 

2. Train staff properly  

3. Pay adequate 

compensation 

Change Culture and 

Attitude 

1. People must change 

their attitude towards 

corruption  

1. Create a culture 

where people “detest” 

corruption 

1. Change the culture of 

shielding CJOs from 

punitive actions 

1. Change the culture 

and attitudes to stop 

public offering bribes 

1. Cultural/attitudinal 

change will alert the 

conscience of people 

Personal Prevention 

Strategies 

1. CJOs not allowing 

private access of CJUs 

2. Superiors supervise 

subordinates activities 

3. Judges houses 

unknown to staff 

1. Encourage CJOs to 

report corrupt acts to 

appropriate authorities 

2. Link promotions of 

CJOs to comportment  

3. Vigilance of CJOs 

1. CJOs avoid putting 

themselves at risk of 

corruption 

2. CJOs refuse bribes 

offered by CJUs 

1. Judges must write 

and type their 

judgements 

2. Judges prevent 

staff from accessing 

free chambers  

1. Superiors advise 

and caution juniors 

about corruption and 

consequences 

2. Advise and warn 

CJUs not to pay bribes 

Strengthen and 

Implement Laws 

1. Enact adequate laws to 

increase efforts by CJOs 

to evade laws and engage 

in corrupt 

1. Ensure laws cover 

every possible corrupt 

act and a wide range of 

sanctions 

1. Make ample laws to 

increase the risk of 

detection and sanction 

1. Implement laws 

strictly to avoid 

CJOs imitating 

corrupt ones 

1. Set out clear rules  

and reinforce rules 

2. Make corruption 

laws known to CJOs 
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Provide Adequate 

Resources and 

Compensation 

 1. Pay adequate 

compensation and CJOs 

risk losing much 

through corruption 

1. Pay adequate 

compensation so that the 

benefits of corruption are 

less than compensation 

1. Provide adequate 

resources to CJS  

2. Pay  CJOs ample 

compensation  

1. Pay adequate 

compensation  

2. Provide adequate 

resources to CJS 

Strengthen and Apply 

Sanctions 

 1. Set deterrent 

sanctions for corrupt 

behaviours 

2. Include a wide range 

of sanctions  

1. Prosecute CJOs  

2. Confiscate proceeds 

3. Dismiss corrupt CJOs 

and deny their end of 

service benefits 

1. Punish corrupt 

behaviour harshly 

and publish a list of 

sanctioned CJOs to 

discourage imitation 

 

Public Scrutiny 1. Media vigilance and 

publicity on corruption 

2. Citizens and CSGs 

scrutiny of CJOs’ 

activities 

1. Promote firm public 

surveillance to increase 

the risk of detection and 

arrest 

1. Detection, arrest and 

sanctioning of CJOs due 

to relentless public 

scrutiny 

 

  

Implement Research 

Outcomes 

1. Implement research 

findings on target 

hardening 

1. Implement research 

results that extend 

guardianship and 

increase detection risk 

1. Implement research 

proposals that ensure 

proper sanctioning of 

CJOs 

  

Source: Adapted from Cornish and Clarke (2003); Clarke and Bowers (2017); Tunley et al. (2018) 
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susceptible to corruption. Likewise, tightening employment standards and procedures through 

strict scrutiny of applicants and employing applicants with strong integrity can prevent potential 

unethical officials from being employed in CJIs. That will result in controlling access to facilities 

as unethical people who will engage in corruption upon employment are denied access to CJIs. 

Strategies for increasing risks of committing corruption could address all five SCP techniques of 

extending guardianship, assisting in surveillance, reducing anonymity, using place managers, 

and strengthening formal surveillance. For example, modifying operations of CJIs through 

installing CCTV cameras to monitor activities of CJOs is about the use of place managers but 

also extends guardianship. Equally, public scrutiny and strengthening anti-corruption and 

disciplinary bodies will provide and improve natural and formal surveillance.  

About strategies for reducing rewards from corruption, measures address fundamental SCP 

techniques such as denying benefits from corruption, removing and concealing targets and 

disrupting markets. For example, a strict application of penalties and confiscation of corrupt 

proceeds will deny CJOs the benefits of corrupt actions. Also, making access to criminal justice 

services easier and effectively educating the public about such access or modifying operations of 

CJIs such as paying fees directly at the bank instead of courts where auxiliary courts can remove 

targets from corrupt CJOs. Likewise, CJOs adopting personal prevention strategies of not putting 

themselves at risk of corruption and strict supervision and monitoring of CJOs activities will both 

conceal targets and disrupt markets. 

About reducing provocations to behave corruptly, attention is on reducing frustrations, 

stress, temptation, and arousal of CJOs as well as discouraging imitation. For example, paying 

CJOs adequate compensation will reduce frustration and stress caused by inadequate incomes 

while educating the public not to offer bribes will reduce temptation and arousal caused by bribes 

offered. Ensuring certainty of punishment, harshly punishing corrupt CJOs and publishing results 

of sanctions are approaches that can discourage imitation and possibly deter others. A recent study 

in Ghana found that certainty of punishment has a more deterrent negative impact on prospective 

elites’ intentions to engage in corruption  (Tankebe, Karstedt, et al., 2019). 

Finally, regarding SCP strategies for removing excuses that CJOs can give for engaging in 

corruption, the focus is on setting and clarifying rules, alerting conscience and assisting 
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compliance. An example of setting and clarifying rules is the strengthening and reinforcing of 

existing laws and sanctions, coupled with a strict application and implementation. Provision of 

adequate resources for criminal justice and anti-corruption institutions may assist with 

compliance to rules and procedures of the CJS. Finally, educating the public about the 

consequences of corruption and promoting institutional cooperation can alert the conscience of 

the public and CJOs to issues of corruption. Such alertness may elicit CJOs compliance to rules 

and avoidance of corruption as well as citizens’ resistance of corruption and taking actions against 

corrupt officials. 

7.12 Chapter Summary 

This chapter aimed to identify anti-corruption and integrity measures existing in Ghana to 

control criminal justice corruption as well as interviewees’ views on how to improve corruption 

prevention or control. Participants in this study discussed a wide variety of existing integrity 

systems and anti-corruption measures as well as made vital proposals that can improve control or 

prevention of criminal justice corruption in Ghana. Results ranged from both institutional to 

national and formal to informal. In addition, they aligned with techniques and strategies of the 

SCP, as depicted in Table 7.1 above, and the guardianship component of the RAT. Two significant 

findings emerged in this chapter regarding officials’ discussions of existing integrity systems and 

anti-corruption measures. The nature of integrity systems or anti-corruption measures is either 

anticipatory or reactionary. Whereas anticipatory corruption prevention measures or systems are 

actions taken in expectation of corrupt acts occurring, reactionary corruption controlling measures 

are actions motivated by or taken in response to corrupt acts that have already taken place  (Lejins, 

1967; Welsh & Farrington, 2012). Anticipatory measures focus more on preventing corruption 

from happening in the first place. In contrast, reactionary measures focus more on controlling 

corruption by punishing corrupt officials, which will deter them or potential corrupt officials from 

engaging in corruption. Most importantly, both anticipatory and reactionary corruption prevention 

measures aim to prevent occurrences of future corrupt acts, termed as “pure” prevention (Welsh 

& Farrington, 2012, p. 4).  
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A majority of integrity systems and anti-corruption measures discussed focus on preventing 

corruption from occurring in the first place. Such measures aim to either inhibit CJOs from 

committing corruption or persuade CJOs to reject corruption. Examples of inhibiting measures 

include laws and sanctions while persuasion measures include the provision of adequate 

incentives or support systems for CJOs and resources for operations of institutions. Also, 

operational checks in the form of supervision and monitoring; personal prevention strategies; 

educating the public and modifying operations can mainly inhibit corruption commission. They 

do this by extending guardianship or hardening targets that increase risks of corruption and efforts 

needed to engage in corruption. Conversely, providing adequate compensation and resources are 

capable of persuading CJOs to avoid corruption by reducing motivations for corruption, rewards 

of corruption and provocations (i.e. frustration and stress) that lead to corruption. The ultimate 

aim and probable outcome of these measures are to prevent corruption from occurring in the first 

place rather than responding to it after it has happened. It also became clear that measures that 

seek to or are capable of incentivising and persuading CJOs to avoid corruption are mainly 

monetary benefits to CJOs or resources for CJIs and officials to perform their duties. 

The second result concerns measures that focus on controlling corruption after it has 

occurred possibly through deterrence. These measures usually are in response to corruption that 

has already occurred and more focused on punishing people who engaged in corruption to serve 

as deterrence to corrupt or potential corrupt CJOs but also sometimes as a form of retribution. 

Only two measures (i.e. strengthening and implementing both legal mechanisms and sanctions) 

focus on punishing CJOs who engage in corruption that possibly has a direct deterrent effect. For 

example, strengthening and implementing legal mechanisms is a measure that is capable of 

removing excuses for engaging in corruption by alerting the conscience of both CJOs and citizens 

about the consequences of punishment. Likewise, strengthening and applying sanctions is about 

deterring corrupt or potential corrupt officials by increasing risks and reducing rewards of 

corruption through sanctioning officials found guilty of engaging in corruption.  

Controlling or preventing corruption through deterrence is dependent on the certainty and 

severity of sanctions – availability, adequacy, and effective enforcement of integrity systems and 

anti-corruption measures (see Tankebe, Karstedt, et al., 2019). A majority of participants agreed 
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that anti-corruption agencies, internal disciplinary units, and legal mechanisms were adequate. It 

was substantially different regarding adequacy and effectiveness of sanctions, with stark variation 

in views. For example, few CJOs believed that sanctions were more than adequate. In contrast, 

anti-corruption officials and a majority of CJOs advocated for the creation of more and deterrent 

sanctions for corrupt officials because they were of the view that sanctions for corrupt CJOs were 

inadequate. On the effectiveness of anti-corruption and integrity measures, there was wide-

ranging consensus that anti-corruption and integrity measures, especially sanctions and anti-

corruption laws, are not implemented or enforced effectively and hence, not deterrent enough. 

Similarly, participants indicated that anti-corruption institutions and bodies are not effective in 

implementing anti-corruption measures. Political interferences that do not allow institutions to 

work independently and ‘lack of political will’ to implement measures were critical reasons cited 

for the ineffectiveness of anti-corruption bodies and measures. 
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Chapter 8 

8 Discussion  

8.1 Introduction 

The overall objective of this thesis is to examine the problem of corruption in Ghana’s 

criminal justice system (CJS) through the lens of different stakeholders. The study uses the 

frameworks of situational crime prevention (SCP) and rational choice, routine activity, and crime 

pattern theories (RCT, RAT and CPT) to examine corruption in Ghana’s CJS in a comprehensive 

manner. The results presented in earlier chapters and findings to be discussed in this chapter 

reflect diverse expert voices from Ghana’s CJS and the Commission on Human Rights and 

Administrative Justice (CHRAJ), who spoke about corruption based on their experiences, whether 

direct or vicarious. This chapter discusses three critical groups of findings arising from earlier 

chapters and their implications for policy and practice.  

The three critical findings are; first, entry points to Ghana’s CJS are a substantial source of 

corruption. Bail processing, public expectations of corruption, and citizens’ illiteracy and lack of 

awareness about the CJS interact to trigger corrupt acts at these entry points. Second, CJOs exploit 

deficiencies in the internal processes of the CJS to engage in corruption. Procedural complexities, 

the exercise of discretionary powers, inadequate resourcing and logistics and lack of guardianship 

are the critical deficiencies that contribute to corruption. Third, CJOs’ explanations of why 

corruption occurs in Ghana’s CJS indicate blame games and justifications of corruption. 

Participants’ explanations and discussions fall under four main concepts: ‘suspicion-based 

corruption’, ‘corruption quantum comparison’, ‘face-saving’ justifications’ and ‘inadequate 

compensation’. Based on these findings, the chapter then proposes practical and policy reform 

recommendations on how to curb corruption in Ghana. Indeed, the results provide new insights 

to help develop evidence-based interventions for reducing corruption in Ghana, which perhaps 

have implications for other African jurisdictions.  

8.2 Hotspots for Corruption: Entry Points to the CJS 

While corruption occurs at all stages, this study shows that entry points to the CJS are 

significant spaces or sites that facilitate corruption. The entry points are spaces where motivations, 
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opportunities and lack of guardianship coincide when the public and the CJS or officials meet to 

pursue different interests (i.e. the public wants justice delivered quickly while the CJOs want 

money). Although interests of the public and CJOs are mostly different, bribes and corrupt 

exchanges usually bring together these various interests as each side stands to get some form of 

benefit. Also, the entry points are often associated with many deficiencies, as they are handled 

mainly by lower-level officials who are not highly proficient and challenging to regulate and 

supervise. These points are explored below.  

Consistent with Kutnjak Ivkovic’s (2002) recognition that bail decisions are one of the 

crucial stages in the CJS (p. 91), bail emerged as one of the most critical interactions points 

between the public and the CJS that allows corruption to occur. Although as discussed in chapter 

2, all offences in Ghana are now bailable and free-of-charge (see section 2.8.1), this study found 

that citizens often pay bribes to CJOs for bail, and those who fail to pay bribes can be detained 

for extended periods. Indeed, bail processing emerged as the most frequently and consistently 

perceived hotspot of corruption while paying for bail was the most corruption type (see details in 

sections 5.3.1 and 6.4). This result is consistent with prior studies (e.g., Commonwealth Human 

Rights Initiative, 2007; Global Legal Insight, 2016; Parliamentary Sub-Committee on Legal and 

Constitutional Affairs, 2003; Pepys, 2003; Presidential Commission on Corruption, 1996; 

Scharbatke-Church et al., 2016).  

While several reasons account for why bail processing emerged as so vulnerable to 

corruption, two are essential. First, bail occurs at the lower levels of the CJS where there is little 

oversight over how CJOs use discretion. There is inadequate supervision of bail processes and 

decision-making in Ghana’s CJS because bail occurs at the lower levels of the CJS, involves 

various institutions, and lacks specific guidelines. Apart from a few provisions in Ghana’s 

Constitution (1992) and Criminal and Other Offences (Procedure) Act (1960) on bail, there are 

no established guidelines to regulate bail processing and ensure proper supervision. Most 

importantly, bail decisions occur at lower levels of the CJS (i.e. pre-trial stages and early parts of 

trials), which sometimes make them remote from supervision and review by other institutions, 

especially in common law jurisdictions like Ghana (see Horwitz, 1998). Even though there are 

avenues in Ghana to address incorrect bail decisions, including court appeal processes, people 



247 
 

rarely utilise them due to cost and lack of awareness. Improperly regulated and unsupervised bail 

processes occasioned by an absence of specific guidelines, the exercise of broad and unrestricted 

discretion in bail processing, and limited transparency and accountability systems in Ghana allow 

CJOs to engage in corruption.  

Second, bail decisions affect accused persons’ freedom, and the desire to get out of custody 

through bail can provide strong incentives for criminal justice users (CJUs) to offer to pay bribes 

to CJOs in return for bail. It can equally provide opportunities for CJOs to demand bribes from 

CJUs in return for bail. For example, CJOs can extract bribes by making-up cases to arrest and 

detain people arbitrarily (see Agbiboa, 2015), threatening people with imprisonment (see Human 

Rights Watch, 2010; United State Department of State, 2019), or subjecting suspects to inhumane 

treatment (see Aborisade & Oni, 2019; Dayil & Sjoberg, 2010; Human Rights Watch, 2010; 

United State Department of State, 2017, 2018, 2019). The public level of illiteracy and lack of 

awareness about operations of the CJS enormously facilitate the vulnerability of the bail process 

to corruption. 

Citizens’ expectation of paying bribes during encounters with criminal justice institutions 

(CJIs) explains why the entry points to the CJS are spaces that enable corruption to occur. 

According to the participants, many people pursuing (in)justice at the entry points to the CJS 

expect to pay bribes to lower-level officials with whom they interact with, which is attributable 

to three main reasons. First, the CJS has a reputation for being corrupt: many people perceive 

corruption as normalised and pervasive in Ghana’s CJS. So, citizens get to know from others, 

such as friends and networks that they need to pay bribes to CJOs to obtain (in)justice or access 

criminal justice services. Second, the public also expects their encounters with the CJS to involve 

corruption because widespread corruption characterises their encounters with other state agencies 

more generally. Third, corruption enables the public to achieve their interests in the CJS and 

hence, the public always wants corruption and willingly push CJOs to engage in corruption. Some 

Ghanaian cultural norms and practices, such as gift-giving, proverbs or common sayings, showing 

‘appreciation’ and protecting communal relations (see details in sections 5.2.2, and 6.6.2) appear 

to support the outlined reasons. However, other results in this study and prior studies elsewhere 

(see Anand et al., 2005; Ashforth & Anand, 2003; Ferreyra, 2017) suggest that it is the routinised 
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and institutionalised operations of the CJS that contribute to normalise corruption in institutions 

and intensify citizens’ expectations to pay bribes during encounters with the CJS.  

The normalisation of corruption resulting in citizens’ expectations to pay bribes to CJOs 

can produce consequences, such as building a “corruption spiral”, making corruption become a 

“survival strategy” (Hiah, 2019, p. 1), and distracting corruption prevention efforts. When citizens 

expect to pay bribes during encounters with officials due to perceived normalisation of corruption 

coupled with cultural norms and practices that support paying bribes, citizens may regard 

corruption as an acceptable way of life and indeed, a “survival strategy” (Hiah, 2019, p. 1). That 

may mean that citizens are less likely to resist corruption attempts by CJOs or may willingly offer 

bribes to CJOs to access services or obtain (in)justice, which further creates opportunities for 

CJOs to engage in corruption easily. A ‘corruption spiral’ develops when citizens and CJOs find 

resources through corruption to replace bribes paid, pay bribes demanded from them, or in 

anticipation of paying bribes. For citizens, it could be to access criminal justice services, and for 

CJOs, it could be for recruitment, promotions or continued employment (den Nieuwenboer & 

Kaptein, 2008; Enu-Kwesi, 2014). Finally, the public expecting to pay bribes to CJOs may also 

make efforts to control corruption challenging as CJOs may resist or fail to recognise corruption 

prevention measures because they do not perceive corruption as a problem in their institutions.39 

The public lack of awareness about criminal justice services, operations and processes is 

another essential factor that facilitates corruption in any part of Ghana’s CJS, especially at the 

entry points. Technicalities and complexities that characterise criminal justice procedures and 

processes make them inaccessible and difficult to understand from common perspectives and 

perceptions of justice (Bierschenk, 2008). It is in this light that the code of conduct for CJOs 

mentioned that they should guide CJUs through criminal justice processes and make the 

operations, services and fees clear to CJUs as much as possible (see Judicial Service of Ghana, 

2005a, 2005b). However, this study found that CJOs sometimes intentionally capitalise on 

citizens’ lack of information and awareness about the CJS to perpetrate corrupt acts instead of 

                                                      
39Public officials such as CJOs can resist or fail to recognise corruption prevention measures or efforts in 

several different ways (see Ashforth & Anand, 2003; Berman et al., 2002; Haddad & Barrett, 2002; Miceli 

& Near, 1992; Prabowo & Cooper, 2016). 
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informing or guiding them through processes and services. Also, results showed that citizens’ 

lack of information and awareness about criminal justice services and operations sometimes make 

them offer money to or pay bribes demanded by CJOs thinking that those payments are part of 

normal processes of the CJS or required by the CJS. Such offerings of money or payments of 

bribes to CJOs entice them to engage in corruption but most importantly, make CJUs become 

vulnerable and easy targets for bribery.  

The study found that the public lack of awareness about criminal justice services, 

operations and processes is partly fuelled by general illiteracy. According to a 2015 Labour Force 

Report by the Ghana Statistical Service (2016a), 37% of Ghanaians aged 11 years and older are 

uneducated in terms of numeracy and literacy or not literate. This sizeable number of illiterate 

people in Ghana makes it easy for CJOs to exploit people who encounter the CJS. The level of 

illiteracy affects people’s knowledge and understanding of criminal justice services, operations 

and processes that are often technical and complex, which ultimately facilitates corruption 

occurrence in the CJS. Citizens’ illiteracy and lack of awareness as a cause of corruption have 

been noted in the literature as far back as the 1960s and 1970s (see Nye, 1967; Rose-Ackerman, 

1978). However, earlier scholars were optimistic that education and technology would advance 

over time and reduce corruption occasioned by illiteracy and lack of awareness. While literacy 

rates and technology have improved or advanced perhaps beyond expectations since the 1970s, 

expectations and optimism of earlier scholars, have not materialised yet, especially in developing 

countries such as Ghana. This study and prior studies in developing countries in recent times (e.g., 

Pillay, 2014; Scharbatke-Church et al., 2016; Scharbatke-Church et al., 2017) still found illiteracy 

and lack of awareness as significant factors that contribute to corruption.  

This result suggests that advances in technology and formal education do not necessarily 

translate into understanding criminal justice operations and legal processes and is perhaps not a 

necessary precondition to teach citizens about criminal justice operations and corruption. It is 

argued that even if people have no formal numeracy or literacy to be able to read signs, it is 

possible to achieve understanding and awareness of criminal justice operations and processes 

through videos and other pictorial educational campaigns. So, while efforts to build general 

literacy and numeracy in Ghana continued, it is still essential to increase understanding of the CJS 
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through ways that do not necessarily require formal education of citizens in numeracy and 

literacy. When citizens become aware of operations of CJSs or have information about services 

to pay or not to pay for and the fees involved, they can distinguish between demands for genuine 

and corrupt payments. This will enhance their abilities to play a guardianship role against 

corruption by being vigilant, avoid corruption hotspots, or resist corruption demands by CJOs.  

8.3 Corruption Opportunities: Deficiencies in Internal Operations of the CJS 

In this research, participants discussed two critical factors about the internal operations of 

Ghana’s CJS that create opportunities for corruption to occur: operational deficiencies and 

deficiencies in guardianship and monitoring. Concerning operational deficiencies, the first 

finding is that CJOs extract bribes by exploiting existing deficiencies in the operations of CJIs. 

Deficiencies include procedural complexities coupled with discretionary powers exercise by 

CJOs in handling criminal cases, weak filing system and slowness of the CJS that leads to 

procedural delays. For instance, CJOs use or hide behind procedural complexities and exercise of 

discretionary powers to intimidate or frustrate CJUs to pay bribes through unjustly and 

oppressively charging them or refusing to charge suspects, deliberately refraining from 

prosecuting suspects or making unjust judgements. Criminal justice officials also hide corrupt 

acts in complex procedures that make it difficult to detect and punish corrupt officials and take 

preventive measures (see Graycar & Felson, 2010).  

Auxiliary court officials equally engage in corruption due to complex procedures in the 

CJS. Complex procedures coupled with illiteracy and lack of awareness often necessitate that 

CJUs obtain the services of lawyers to handle cases. However, huge costs of contracting lawyers 

amid low-income levels make it difficult and sometimes impossible for CJUs to afford the 

services of lawyers. Consequently, most CJUs rely on lower-level court officials to assist them in 

processing cases or manoeuvring complex processes. Criminal justice users request for help from 

auxiliary court officials then opens up opportunities that auxiliary court officials exploit to extract 

bribes or extort money from CJUs, mostly without possibilities of monitoring, supervision and 

detection. The finding discussed demonstrates that complex procedures in Ghana’s CJS create 

opportunities for CJOs to misapply their discretionary powers and extract bribes from CJUs. 
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The slowness of criminal justice processes leading to procedural delays is a real deficiency 

in the operations of the CJS that create opportunities for corruption. This study suggests that 

Ghana’s CJS is characterised by slowness and delays that increase the financial and time cost 

associated with pursuing justice through legal procedures. This deficiency of delays in processing 

cases, which is attributable to complex and slow procedures and CJOs’ arbitrary exercise of 

discretionary powers, make it difficult for citizens to obtain criminal justice services or justice 

through conventional legal means. It also increases financial and other costs of justice, such as 

time spent pursuing justice legally. Such difficulties and increased costs incentivise and push 

citizens to use bribes to ‘grease the wheels’ of justice, speed up delayed and cumbersome criminal 

justice processes or access difficult to obtain criminal justice services. The motivations for 

citizens to use bribes are because it mostly cost less to pay bribes to CJOs to settle cases than to 

pursue them through legal procedures. Thus, paying bribes serve the interests of both citizens and 

CJOs. Whereas citizens obtain criminal justice services and more quickly at a reduced cost, CJOs 

resolve cases quickly to attend to other cases and get extra resources to supplement low incomes. 

Another operational deficiency that emerged as accounting for corruption in Ghana’s CJS 

is inadequate or lack of resources and logistics. According to participants, CJIs face operational 

funding shortfalls and logistical inadequacies, such as inadequate stationery, operational vehicles 

and fuel, uniforms for police officers, and accommodation as well as lack of resources to repair 

broken-down vehicles. These constraints lead to corruption because CJOs ask CJUs to provide 

resources or logistics that are lacking to assist CJOs to perform their duties of appropriately and 

effectively administering justice. Participants even stated that CJOs being able to perform their 

duties sometimes depend entirely on resources gained from CJUs. Meanwhile, the practice in 

Ghana according to constitutional provisions and operational guidelines of the CJS is that the state 

and not litigants or CJUs funds all justice administration and provision of security, except few 

services that required payment of fees. Therefore, asking CJUs for assistance constitutes a form 

of corruption, which is not for the personal benefit of CJOs but that of their institutions. Even 

though issues of resources and logistics causing corruption may appear minor or trivial, such 

negligible acts combine to generate substantial amounts of corruption in CJSs that indeed affect 

justice administration and citizens’ trust and confidence in CJSs. 
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In addition to actual existing operational deficiencies, CJOs sometimes intentionally create 

deficiencies, pretend there are deficiencies, or manipulate regular criminal justice operations and 

procedures to extract bribes from CJUs. For instance, it is a fact that poor filing and record keeping 

is a deficiency in Ghana’s CJS. However, it is lower-level officials’ unrestricted access to poorly 

filed cases and records that create opportunities for some of them who intentionally steal, hide, or 

destroy case files to extract bribes from CJUs. So, while poor filing is a deficiency in the CJS that 

allows unrestricted and unsupervised access to case files, it does not create opportunities for 

corruption by itself. Indeed, unless lower-level official act upon weak filing system by 

intentionally stealing, hiding or destroying case files or evidence or pretend that they cannot find 

case files for court proceedings, there will not be opportunities for corruption. An example of 

CJOs manipulating the internal operations to extract bribes is when auxiliary court officials, 

police officers, prosecution and defence lawyers extract bribes from CJUs on the pretext that 

judges request for such bribes. 

The discussions showed that while actual operations of CJIs and associated problems 

produce avenues or opportunities that CJOs capitalise on to engage in corruption, CJUs efforts to 

manage the deficiencies in the CJS make them become vulnerable and easy targets for corruption. 

Criminal justice operations include both administrative and substantive processes. Administrative 

is where lower-level officials perform secretarial functions, such as registering case files in court, 

preparing cases for trials, serving documents on parties and typing decisions. Substantive 

processes refer to where higher-level officials adjudicate and make decisions about cases. The 

results of this study suggest that it is essential to focus on corruption at the lower-levels because 

they make up the most significant part of the corruption problem. 

Deficiency in guardianship, such as internal controls and anti-corruption measures, is the 

second essential factor that affects the internal operations of the CJS and creates opportunities for 

corruption to happen. Guardianship in CJSs can help to identify hotspots spaces in CJSs for 

corruption and supervise them, identify corrupt acts and discipline officials involved, or identify 

loopholes in existing corruption prevention measures and modify them or create new ones. 

However, this study found that guardianship in CJIs in Ghana was lacking. Even in some 

circumstances, activities of CJIs and officials were remote from supervision, or there were simply 
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no capable guardians to monitor or supervise activities.  Meanwhile, operations of CJIs, the 

exercise of discretionary powers and specialised knowledge of CJOs always produce 

opportunities for corruption once there is lack of appropriate and effective internal guardianship 

such as operational checks, supervision and monitoring of CJOs’ activities and decisions 

(Macknay, 2013; UNODC, 2003). Indeed, participants in this study pointed out that officials in 

Ghana’s CJS capitalise on deficiencies in guardianship (i.e. ambiguities and loopholes in 

administrative management, monitoring, supervision and control of CJOs’ activities) to engage 

in corruption. 

Ineffective anti-corruption measures are another leg of deficiency in guardianship that 

creates opportunities for corruption. While results showed that Ghana had made sufficient efforts 

to tackle corruption in the CJS by enacting laws and establishing various integrity systems as well 

as anti-corruption institutions and measures, the systems and measures are ineffective. On paper, 

Ghana’s formal integrity systems and (anti)corruption laws and measures can perhaps be 

described as one of the best in Africa. Nevertheless, setbacks such as ineffective implementation 

have made them not effective in curbing corruption. Indeed, the results of this study showed that 

there is weak or lack of investigation and punishment of corrupt officials in Ghana’s CJS. Even 

when investigations confirmed allegations of corruption against CJOs, they are only dismissed, 

asked to resign, or refund proceeds from corruption instead of attracting criminal prosecution, 

conviction, imprisonment, and confiscation of properties (see Abdulai, 2009; Adomonline, 2015; 

BBC News, 2015; Frimpong, 2015; Oppong, 2015).  

This study identified several factors that are responsible for deficiencies in guardianship, 

such as ineffective integrity systems and anti-corruption measures and inadequate supervision and 

monitoring. Two most important reasons accounting for deficiencies in guardianship are that 

reporting of corruption cases does not work, and anti-corruption measures mainly focus on legal 

remedies. The results showed that legal measures and government-controlled institutions 

dominant corruption prevention measures and efforts in Ghana. Meanwhile, scholars argue that 

legal measures have not been effective in curbing corruption or even produce unintended 

consequences of exacerbating or generating more corruption in some circumstances. The other 

critical reason is that reporting of corruption cases by the public and CJOs does not work, as 
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demonstrated with the gift policy in the Prosecution Division of the A-G’s Department (see 

section 5.2.3 and 6.6.3 for detailed explanations and reasons why reporting does not work). High 

statuses of CJOs, corruption cases mostly lacking direct victims, cooperative nature of corruption, 

anti-corruption measures being illegitimate or discharge unfairly, or people implementing anti-

corruption measures being corrupt themselves also hamper the investigation of corruption 

allegations against CJOs and application of appropriate sanctions.  

Inadequate and ineffective anti-corruption measures as well as internal operational checks, 

monitoring and supervision in Ghana’s CJS indicate weak institutional administrative procedures 

and governmental commitment to combating corruption. Weak commitments to controlling 

corruption in Ghana are concerning because they create a “permissive ethical climate” at the 

societal and organisational levels that makes corruption a low-risk venture (Ashforth & Anand, 

2003, p. 5). That results in widespread corruption as CJOs become embolden to demand or accept 

more bribes when others do not face severe consequences for engaging in corruption (see Houqe 

et al., 2020; Scharbatke-Church et al., 2017). Widespread corruption then flows on into citizens’ 

perceptions that corruption is becoming normalised in the CJS and the only way to get (in)justice 

is to expect to pay bribes during encounters with CJIs and officials. Recent studies by Tankebe, 

Karstedt, et al. (2019) and Tankebe (2019) suggesting that ensuring certainty of detection and 

punishment can generate deterrent effects on both corrupt and potentially corrupt officials 

provides an optimistic view of this finding. That is, Ghana can adopt measures to improve 

detection, apprehension, prosecution, and punishment of officials who engaged in corruption, 

which will demonstrate to the public and CJOs that corruption is an unacceptable phenomenon, 

and perhaps leads to a reduction in corruption in Ghana’s CJS.40   

The results also show that guardianship in the form of anti-corruption measures, 

supervision, and monitoring play an essential role in the occurrence and sustenance of criminal 

justice corruption in Ghana. More importantly, they suggest that supervisors are self-aware of the 

                                                      
40Krambia-Kapardis (2019) ) recommended that a successful way to achieve a reduction in corruption is to 

have robust support from bi-partisan political and other relevant domestic agencies, adequate funding, 

competent management, independence, adequate training and specialisation, public trust, and preparedness 

to implement needed anti-corruption measures. 
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challenges enough that some may well listen to suggestions for reforms or be willing to change 

things. These findings also show that institutional- and individual-level guardianship link to each 

other, which suggests that there might not be many opportunities for individual-level guardianship 

deficiencies if there is a better institutional-level guardianship. The conclusion drawn here is that 

internal institutional guardianship in the form of monitoring and supervision over operations of 

CJIs and activities of CJOs, as well as the application of appropriate and necessary punishment, 

are fundamental aspects of controlling corruption in Ghana’s CJS. Scholars and authorities of 

anti-corruption and CJIs, therefore, need to focus much attention on them. 

One of the most significant findings from this study is that the idea of curbing corruption 

by asking CJOs to distance themselves from the public is counter-productive, with an unexpected 

outcome, namely less guardianship. It is an ethical requirement in Ghana, similar to most common 

law countries, that CJOs distance themselves from the public in terms of having social relations 

beyond family members (Judicial Service of Ghana, 2005a). This requirement mostly applies to 

CJOs, who occupied higher-level positions and exercise discretion in making life-changing 

decisions, such as judges and prosecution lawyers. The intentions behind this ethical requirement 

are to remove officials from corruption temptations by the public or prevent biases towards social 

networks of officials when performing official duties. Indeed, these are good intentions that have 

been held to be accurate and supported strongly by criminologists for many decades (see Cipperly, 

2016; Jennett et al., 2016; Langseth & Stolpe, 2001). However, this study has found that isolating 

CJOs from the public instead of curbing corruption affects the level of guardianship and produces 

unintended consequences, such as creating opportunities and incentives for corruption to occur. 

This finding challenges the long-held propositions and arguments that isolating officials from the 

public prevent misconduct, such as corruption. 

Isolating CJOs from the public is a perfect demonstration of the role of guardianship in 

determining whether CJOs can pursue personal interests in CJSs. Isolating CJOs from the public 

affects the level of guardianship from two critical angles. The first is that it reduces the social 

networks of higher-level officials, which then affects the level of guardianship social networks 

can provide over actions of higher-level officials. Higher-level officials who isolate themselves 

from the public and work environment may become corrupt because moral guardianship from 
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social networks is absent or they stop taking notice of the consequences of their actions (see 

Carter, 1984; den Nieuwenboer & Kaptein, 2008; Forsberg & Severinsson, 2013; Hollis, 2002; 

Wood, 1997).  

The second dimension is that higher-level officials who could serve as guardians to lower-

level officials are unable to do so because isolation takes them out of any guardianship roles. 

When higher-level officials distance themselves from the public and work environment, they lose 

the guardianship role they can play over activities of lower-level officials in the criminal justice 

operations and processes. That reduction in guardianship opens up spaces for specific activities 

at the lower-levels that create or increase opportunities for lower-level officials to extract bribes 

from citizens. For example, until cases come to the courts for adjudication, judges never know 

about cases or the kinds of interactions that take place between lower-level officials and citizens 

during filing and allocating of cases to the courts at the entry points to the judiciary and the CJS. 

Meanwhile, lower-level officials at such stages or during such interactions sometimes take bribes 

allegedly to be given to judges, to act as intermediaries between CJUs and judges, or allocate 

cases to specific judges, without judges knowing about such bribes.  

Also, lower-level officials are usually confident that bribes taken using judges’ names will 

not get to the attention of judges. This is because it is difficult or perhaps impossible for citizens 

to access judges to report corrupt acts perpetrated by lower-level officials due to the isolation of 

judges from the public. This result is notable because it is in the attempt by higher-level CJOs to 

reduce corruption by distancing themselves from the public that results in deficiencies in 

guardianship that creates opportunities for corruption take place. The result raises critical new 

lines of thinking and further research on the effect isolating officials from the public has on 

guardianship and ultimately public officials’ misconduct generally and corruption precisely. 

The ineffectiveness of measures to tackle corruption in Ghana and guardianship over 

criminal justice operations can be attributed to the fact that even the best crime control 

mechanisms have problems keeping the ball rolling after initial enthusiasm associated with the 

establishment of new control mechanisms (Mollen Commission, 1994). This is because the zeal 

to keep on the same topic tends to decrease and eventually, make the systems become (much) 
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less effective after the initial enthusiasm that follows the establishment of a new control 

mechanism. The challenge is how Ghana can keep the momentum around systems and 

measures established to control corruption to ensure their effectiveness. Further research is 

needed to offer possible solutions to help Ghana to ‘keep the ball rolling’ on integrity systems 

and anti-corruption measures but also to ensure that they are effective in controlling or 

preventing corruption. 

8.4 Explanations, Neutralisations and Justifications of Corruption   

The results here focus on CJOs’ views and justifications of what goes on in the system in 

which they work when it comes to issues of corruption. According to the results, CJOs offered a 

range of views and explanations about the occurrence and existence of criminal justice corruption. 

Such explanations often tend to bolsters themselves against threats to their own moral identities 

from corrupt actions or serve to neutralise, justify and legitimise corrupt actions in the context of  

Sykes and Matza (1957) and Ashforth and Anand (2003) explanations of neutralisation 

techniques. Based on the views and explanations of participants, four major categories of 

explanations, neutralisation, and justifications emerged. These are ‘suspicion-based corruption’, 

‘corruption quantum comparison’, ‘face-saving justifications’, and ‘inadequate compensation’. 

The researcher developed the term ‘suspicion-based corruption’, which refers to situations 

where CJOs engage in corruption based on suspicion that CJOs in their institutions or other 

institutions engage or will engage in corruption even if they do their work without engaging in 

corruption. It often arises from a type of ‘blame game’ where CJOs accused others in their or 

other institutions for the occurrence of corruption. For example, whereas judges and prosecution 

lawyers blamed police officers for the prevalence of corruption in the CJS, police officers blamed 

judges and prosecution lawyers for corruption that happens in the CJS. In addition to blaming 

other institutions for the prevalence of corruption, CJOs also blamed some departments or 

categories of officials within their institutions for causing corruption. For example, police officers 

blamed the motor traffic and transport unit (MTTU) for the level of corruption in the police 

institution and judges blamed auxiliary court officials and career magistrates for corruption that 

occurs in the judiciary.  
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These blame games, where CJOs are in states of denial about what goes on in their sections 

or institutions, sometimes progress to the extent that CJOs engage in corruption based on the 

perceived belief that other CJOs engage or are likely to engage in corruption elsewhere. That is, 

CJOs see others engaging in corruption and start to think that they will lose out if they do not also 

engage in corruption. This concept is what behavioural economics and network theory called 

“information cascades” – people make their decisions based on the observation of choices of 

others while ignoring getting more information or their personal knowledge (Çelen & Kariv, 

2004; Palmer, 2019). Applying ‘information cascades’ means that other CJOs see their 

colleagues’ engagement in corruption as rational decisions and then use the information to also 

engage in the same or similar corrupt acts. Such actions can become processes for spreading and 

diffusing corruption across all parts of the CJS and primarily account for the widespread 

corruption in the CJS. Suspicion or distrust between CJOs, resulting in ‘suspicion-based 

corruption’ is one of the new insight that emerged from this study.  

Criminal justice officials also explained and justified corruption in the CJS by blaming 

other systems or institutions in the broader Ghanaian society. They indicated that corruption 

happening in other institutions in Ghana often drives CJOs to engage in corruption. What the 

researcher refers to as ‘corruption quantum comparison’ for instance, characterises police officers 

discussions of corruption prevalence or concentration among CJIs. It is where police officers 

downplay the magnitude and impact of police corruption by claiming that the value of bribes 

taken by police officers are insignificant when compared to the quantum of bribes taken by 

officials in other public institutions. They particularly cited this in attempts to debunk the 

established perception that the Ghana Police Service (GPS) is the most corrupt public institution 

in Ghana. Equally, judges and prosecutions lawyers claimed that corruption happening in their 

institution is less compare to the police institution because several survey reports cited the police 

as the most corrupt public institution. By either blaming somebody else as causing corruption or 

society as making it okay may suggest that CJOs are not ready to accept the responsibility for 

corruption in their institutions. That can have severe implications for corruption and corruption 

prevention efforts. 
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Corruption quantum comparison can lead to norm evolution in the CJS. If elites think the 

values of bribes taking place in their institutions are not much compared to the value of bribes 

taken by officials in other institutions, then that can trickle down to lower-level officials – ‘a flow-

on effect’. Even though a flow-on effect can explain cultural norms and expectations regarding 

corruption, it is imperative to note that the flow-on-effect is different from cultural expectations 

that everybody should participate in corruption. What happens here is that higher-level officials 

start to justify their actions, and by so doing, there is a flow-on effect where officials at the lower-

levels begin to copy actions of higher-level officials. The corruption quantum comparison’s 

ability to have a flow-on effect appears to negate interviewed police officers’ denials of corruption 

as a part of police culture and condemnations of corruption by the lower-level police officers. 

This finding may as well indicate the difficulty police leadership in Ghana has in controlling 

police officers corrupt activities. That is, perceptions by police officers that extensive corruption 

occurs in other institutions or parts of the economy make it difficult for police leaders to convince 

subordinates not to engage in corruption. Corruption quantum comparison, which deals with 

comparing the expected revenues from corruption, is another new insight from this study.  

The blame game resulting in suspicion-based corruption and corruption quantum 

comparisons perhaps account for the non-cooperation among and between CJIs, departments, 

officials, and other agencies recorded in this study. The work of CJSs and anti-corruption 

institutions involved a chain of events, and their practical operations often require that institutions 

cooperate and work in tandem with one another. When one institution or official finishes 

processing a case, other institutions or officials must take up the next steps. So, non-cooperation 

caused by blame games and corruption quantum comparison can be detrimental to justice 

administration because anti-corruption and CJIs cannot succeed without cooperation or 

collaboration from other institutions. Blame games and corruption quantum comparison can be 

severe roadblocks to addressing corruption, as CJIs and officials may fail to acknowledge 

corruption as a problem in their institutions in need of remedy (see Knapp Commission, 1972). 

The study also established that CJOs engaged in ‘face-saving’ explanations and 

justifications of corruption using what the broader criminological literature referred to as the 

“rotten apple theory” (see Knapp Commission, 1972; Newburn, 1999; Sherman, 1978; Tankebe, 
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2010). That is where CJOs suggest that only a few recalcitrant officers, who elude control systems 

to seek personal interests, commit corruption in CJIs. For example, police officers claimed that 

corruption in the police institution is attributable to few recalcitrant police officers and not 

authorised by superiors or acceptable police culture, as perceived by many Ghanaians (see 

Boateng & Darko, 2016; Tankebe, 2010). The rotten apple theory is a common approach used by 

administrators and leaders of institutions to explain corruption and other misconducts (see Wood, 

1997). However, the rotten apple theory’s explanation of corruption has been discredited, and 

there is evidence of pervasive and systemic corruption worldwide (see Knapp Commission, 1972; 

Lobnikar & Meško, 2015; Punch, 2000, 2009; Punch & Gilmour, 2010; Sherman, 1978; Tankebe, 

2010; Wood, 1997).  

The researcher regards CJOs’ explanations of corruption via the rotten apple theory as 

forms of ‘face-saving’ justifications and techniques of normalising corruption in the CJS because 

the results of this study proved that corruption in Ghana’s CJS is not about a few rotten apples 

but a systemic problem. Indeed, extensive opportunities (e.g. procedural complexities, delays, 

discretionary powers), lack of guardianship (e.g. low transparency and accountability, ineffective 

anti-corruption measures, supervision and monitoring), and motivations (e.g. inadequate 

compensation, resources and logistics) in Ghana’s CJS create pervasive corruption. A situational 

approach suggests that corruption is the result not of criminals lacking a moral compass or with 

nefarious motivations, but rather the product of rational actors acting within a system of pervasive 

corruption where cultural considerations, opportunities, lack of guardianship, and institutionally 

created motivations coincide. Therefore, while corruption in Ghana’s CJS is indeed normalised 

and pervasive, interviewed judges, police officers, and prosecution lawyers, who occupied higher-

level supervisory positions, attributed corruption to only a few rotten apples in efforts to save the 

reputations of themselves, colleagues, institutions, and the CJS. 

It can be inferred from this finding that senior officials in Ghana’s CJS may be misguided 

to think that the way to fix corruption in the CJS is to find the few rotten apples and dismiss or 

prosecute them. While this may be one way of addressing corruption in CJIs in Ghana, the 

evidence from this study suggests the contrary. The results of this study suggest that the 

appropriate approach to fixing corruption in Ghana’s CJS will be to identify and address the 
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institutional procedures that produce hotspots for corruption as well as the most significant 

opportunities, motivations, and guardianship loopholes in the CJS. This is because criminal 

justice corruption in Ghana has been demonstrated to be pervasive and concentrated at specific 

stages or processes caused by institutional generated motivations, opportunities, and lack of 

guardianship. 

Inadequate compensation emerged as one of the essential explanations of corruption 

occurrence in Ghana’s CJS. According to participants of this study, one of the significant reasons 

why corruption occurs in Ghana’s CJS is the payment of insufficient compensation to CJOs. 

Specifically, they talked about inadequate salaries and allowances partly occasioned by long 

periods of non-increment of compensation, delay in payment of compensation, absence of social 

safety nets, and retirement uncertainties (see details in section 6.6.1, Chapter 6). In the present 

situation in Ghana, participants of this study have some justifications for citing inadequate 

compensation as a reason why corruption occurs in Ghana’s CJS because the levels of salaries 

are still lower than economic realities. Even after the salary restructuring in 2010 and a substantial 

increase in salaries of public sector workers, including CJOs, monthly salaries and incomes of 

most workers are not enough to cater for their expenses in a month. Indeed, salaries of Ghanaian 

public sector workers are lower than some Sub-Saharan Africa countries that are at the same level 

of economic growth with Ghana or even lower. For example, Ghana’s average monthly minimum 

wage of $469 in 2017 was far lower than similar lower-middle-income economies such as Senegal 

($983), Kenya ($979), Swaziland ($815), and even Tanzania ($624), which was a lower-income 

economy (Bhorat et al., 2017). Such evidence show why irrespective of the 2010 salary 

restructuring, inadequate compensation of CJOs still emerged as a crucial explanation of why 

corruption occurs and is prevalent in Ghana’s CJS.  

Nonetheless, it is also fair to argue that CJOs’ explanations of corruption in Ghana’s CJS 

through inadequate compensation constitute shifting the blame for corruption onto forces outside 

the CJS (i.e. the government) over which CJIs and officials do not have any control. That 

argument is valid considering that studies after the 2010 salary restructuring reported that the 

substantial increase in salaries of public sector workers did not reduce corruption, but instead 

resulted in an increased in corruption in some circumstances (e.g., Foltz & Opoku-Agyemang, 
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2015; Tankebe, Karstedt, et al., 2019). Another reason supporting the notion of shifting the blame 

is that some participants in this study firmly acknowledged that CJOs, especially higher-level 

officials, receive one of the best compensation in Ghana. Those participants categorically stated 

that no higher-level CJOs should use inadequate compensation as a valid excuse for engaging in 

corruption. Shifting the blame for corruption to other officials, institutions, or factors that officials 

cannot or do not control can be described as techniques of neutralisation, which has been 

explicitly established in the corruption literature (see Anand et al., 2004; Ashforth & Anand, 2003; 

Coleman, 1987). 

8.5 The Way Forward for Policy and Practice 

Based on the discussions above, this section draws out some policy lessons and 

recommendations on the areas and things authorities should focus on in terms of reforms at the 

national, regional, and institutional levels to help control corruption in Ghana’s CJS. The results 

suggest that corruption prevention models in countries are not all the same and there need to be 

individualised models that draw on common understandings of corruption but apply in the 

cultural, historical, and economic context of a specific jurisdiction. It is acknowledged that the 

participants in this study proposed some perspectives on how to control corruption in Ghana’s 

CJS. Chapter 7 comprehensively discussed these proposals using the SCP framework and 

strategies. However, proposals made by participants, especially CJOs, could be self-serving or 

narrowly conceived because they do not have an overall picture of the corruption problem to 

understand what works and does not work. Based on a holistic assessment of the corruption 

problem in Ghana’s CJS by this study, I present policy recommendations of areas in Ghana’s CJS 

that reforms can be focused on to curb corruption.  

Making cultural changes is a common suggestion in the literature, which is valid for Ghana 

because the results showed a range of cultural considerations and explanations of corruption as 

well as clashed between the formal CJS and culture. Ghana must put in place long-term systematic 

initiatives and commitments toward grassroots social changes in the political, economic, and 

cultural values of Ghanaian society and public institutions (see Arellano Gault, 2017; Ashforth & 

Anand, 2003; Rose-Ackerman, 2014; Ross, 1977). Such measures can change cultural norms and 
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practices that promote corruption as well as denormalise corruption or its perception in Ghana’s 

CJS in the long-term. However, cultural norms and practices are not amenable to short- to 

medium-term changes through policy or regulation because they are slow, laborious and take a 

long time to change, involve other structural changes, and there is no evidence of what works and 

what works effectively.  

Considering that it is challenging to change cultural norms and practices, the situational 

crime prevention (SCP) framework adopted for this study has something to offer, as demonstrated 

in other areas of crime prevention (e.g., Johnson & Bowers, 2004; Lavorgna, 2014; Ratcliffe et 

al., 2011). Accordingly, the recommendations focus on how to manipulate the environment of 

Ghana’s CJS that allow corruption to happen, which is the main principle of SCP (see Clarke, 

1983, 2017; Clarke & Bowers, 2017). These include monitoring entry points to the CJS, 

establishing guidelines for bail processing, strengthening internal operations of CJIs and 

guardianship, reviewing CJOs’ code of conduct, and providing adequate resources and 

compensation. This study researched various opinions of officials that work in Ghana’s CJS in an 

original way and hence, can make policy recommendations about manipulating the environment 

of Ghana’s CJS for the public as bribe-payers and CJOs as bribe-takers.  

Monitor entry points to the CJS: A vital measure to curb corruption is ensuring consistent 

and effective monitoring of activities of CJIs and officials at the entry points to the CJS, which is 

one of the most important spaces that produce hotspots for corruption. To ensure that monitoring 

entry points of the CJS becomes an effective means to curb corruption, there is the need to provide 

consistent specialised and tailored education and information to a considerable number of 

illiterate people who get in touch with the CJS at the entry points. One possible way to educate 

CJUs is for all CJIs to establish dedicated information desks where citizens can obtain information 

about how the CJS works, the kinds of treatment to expect from the CJS, what services to pay and 

not to pay for and the required fees. In addition, there should be public awareness campaigns that 

focus on the negative consequences of corruption and critical areas in the CJS that are vulnerable 

to corruption or hotspots for corruption (e.g. bail processes).  

Given the problem of relatively high illiteracy level in Ghana – 37% according to the Ghana 

Statistical Service (2016a) –, public campaigns should use multiple delivery methods such as 
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putting up pictorial signs and posters at premises of CJIs, videos, and verbal communication 

through commonly spoken Ghanaian languages. Consistent and intensified education of the 

public through appropriate methods will ensure that citizens become aware of operations of CJS, 

such as what services to pay and not to pay for and how much, and negative consequences of 

corruption. Citizens equipped with such information will remove excuses of not knowing what to 

pay for and how much to pay as well as make citizens be in stronger positions to resist corruption 

attempts by CJOs. The potential of reducing extra costs of justice occasioned by corruption can 

motivate citizens armed with information to challenge or resist CJOs attempts to extract extra 

incomes via corrupt acts. While monitoring entry points to the CJS is very important to curbing 

corruption in Ghana’s CJS, educating and sensitising the public is an essential accompanying 

measure that will ensure its success.  

Establish guidelines for bail processing: The results of this study suggest that Ghana 

needs to put in place guidelines to govern the processing of bail and CJOs code of conduct during 

the bail processing. Establishing guidelines is critical because Ghana has no dedicated guidelines 

on bail processing except a few provisions in the Constitution (1992) and the Criminal and Other 

Offences (Procedure) Act (1960). Putting in place such guidelines will allow for easy monitoring 

and review of bail processing and processes to help identify and remedy loopholes that allow 

corruption to occur. On establishing guidelines for bail, Ghana could learn lessons from Kenya 

who established the Bail and Bond Policy Guidelines to address issues of excuses and procedural 

lapses regarding bail granting, which were similar to Ghana’s current situation (The Republic of 

Kenya, 2015). The two countries are common law jurisdictions that have some similarities and 

long-standing bilateral relations and share some laws previously.  

In addition to developing the guidelines, authorities should make copies available to all 

CJOs whose duties involve working on bail. That will ensure that CJOs are conversant with the 

guidelines and do not give excuses when there is non-compliance. Additionally, the code of 

conduct and procedures in the guidelines should be simplified and made very transparent, while 

ensuring adequate education of the public on the guidelines and code of conduct. Making the bail 

guidelines and code of conduct easy to understand, available to CJOs and the public, and 

educating citizens about them will harden citizens as targets for corruption in terms of bail 
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processing. It will also increase risks of engaging in corruption and efforts needed by CJOs to 

engage in corruption regarding bail granting and ultimately reduce corruption in CJIs. Finally, 

internal supervisors and external bodies’ should ensure frequent custody and court visits, 

inspections, and reviews of case files to monitor CJIs and officials’ compliance with the bail 

guidelines and code of conduct. 

Strengthen internal operations of CJIs: CJIs should put in place stricter and effective 

operational checks, monitoring, and supervision of activities CJOs to strengthen their internal 

operations and control deficiencies that create opportunities for corruption. One crucial way to 

ensure stricter supervision to strengthen the internal operations of the CJS is to train responsible 

senior officers to act as supervisors and mentor subordinates on how to exercise discretionary 

powers without engaging in corruption. Also, encouraging the media, civil society societies 

(CSGs), and the public to informally scrutinise operations of CJIs and officials will be an effective 

way to strengthen operations and control corruption. Ensuring stricter and effective internal 

operational checks, monitoring, and supervision, as well as external scrutiny of operations of CJIs, 

may effectively address corruption opportunities created by internal operations and deficiencies 

of Ghana’s CJS. This is particularly so since external measures, such as improving compensation 

and establishing external oversight agencies, have not been very successful in curbing corruption 

in CJSs (see Foltz & Opoku-Agyemang, 2015).  

Another essential way to strengthen the internal operations of the CJS is to digitise criminal 

justice operations. That is where authorities need to adopt technological innovations such as 

electronic case and personnel management system in the operations and management of CJIs. 

Precisely, the state should acquire and implement a comprehensive electronic case and personal 

management system that allows for electronic case registering, processing, and tracking, among 

others. The electronic system should be able to connect all CJIs on a single platform so that there 

can be collaboration when working on cases. Electronic case management systems can allow CJIs 

to fast-track the processing of cases. The courts will be able to accept online case registrations, 

update case files electronically, register decisions of prosecutions to launch criminal proceedings, 

search and download case documents and decisions, and provide access to filed documents online 

(see Jennett et al., 2016). These can reduce delays in processing cases, complex procedures, level 
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of human contacts and secrecy and opaqueness in criminal justice operations and processes that 

create opportunities and incentives for corruption. 

A well-organised electronic case and personnel management system can allow for adequate 

and improved supervision and monitoring of operations and activities of CJIs and officials. It can 

improve monitoring and tracking of case files, the progress of cases and internal management of 

CJIs and personnel that ensures procedural transparency and accountability. All these can address 

deficiencies such as stealing, hiding, destroying or losing of case files or evidence as well as 

reduce other avenues for corruption thereby reducing occurrences of criminal justice corruption 

(see Cipperly, 2016; Jennett et al., 2016; Langseth & Stolpe, 2001). The consequences from all 

these will be the removal of CJUs as targets, excuses, and provocations for corruption as well as 

ensure that CJOs are circumspect in exercising authority and discretionary powers.  

Another essential digital measure is for the government and the police administration to 

procure and deploy police body-worn cameras in the medium-to-long-term period for the traffic 

police (i.e. MTTU), which this study identified as a hotspot space for corruption in the police. 

Deploying body-worn cameras can ensure that police leadership can easily monitor activities of 

police officers on the beat to address deficiencies associated with such operations. It can also 

provide evidence of police officers’ encounters and interactions with citizens that can allow for 

easy investigation of suspicious dealings and allegations of misconduct that will ensure that 

culprits are appropriately disciplined. Such actions can create transparency, accountability and 

certainty of detection, apprehension and punishment, with a consistently negative impact on 

people engaging in corruption (see Ariel et al., 2015; Huff et al., 2018; Jennings et al., 2014; 

Jennings et al., 2017; Jennings et al., 2015; Tankebe, 2019; Tankebe, Karstedt, et al., 2019).  

  Strengthen guardianship: The public needs to be sensitised and educated on corruption 

reporting, including where and how to report corruption cases and most importantly, available 

protection for victims, witnesses and whistleblowers who reveal corrupt practices. In this regard, 

Ghana enacted a Whistleblower Act in 2006; however, its implementation has not been successful 

as people are unaware of how the law works and do not trust anti-corruption institutions to conceal 

their identities and protect them against retaliation and victimisation (Mordedzi, 2015). As shown 

in this and prior studies, this has resulted in low reporting of corruption cases, especially when 
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CJOs are involved. Ghana needs to establish credible corruption reporting mechanisms that 

strictly conceal identities of corruption whistleblowers and protect them from retaliation and 

victimisation. In addition, institutions such as CHRAJ, the National Commission on Civic 

Education (NCCE), the media and CSGs need to embark on public education and sensitisation 

about the nature and operations of the Whistleblower Act (2006). Education should emphasis 

more on the protections the Act provides for citizens who report corruption cases to appropriate 

anti-corruption institutions as well as what to do if CJOs engage in corruption, and appropriate 

authorities and places to report corruption cases. This may encourage people to report corruption 

cases experienced or witnessed in institutions or during encounters with CJOs. Encouraging 

reporting of corruption can ensure that corrupt officials receive appropriate and necessary 

punishment that is capable of deterring corrupt and potential corrupt officials. 

Review criminal justice officials’ code of conduct: A policy recommendation to deal 

with the unintended consequence of isolating CJOs from the public is for Ghana to adopt measures 

that allow CJOs to interact with the public. However, at the same time, such measures must ensure 

that CJOs foster loyalty to principles rather than loyalty to social networks and groups that 

promote corruption. Additionally, Ghanaian authorities should give CJOs, especially younger and 

inexperienced ones, practical education on how to remove themselves from isolating situations 

where temptations to succumb to corruption might prove irresistible (see Widner, 2001). 

Authorities should establish support and mentoring networks where judges that have proven to 

be principled become mentors (see Hollis, 2002). Again, since judges themselves are already 

adopting self-imposed techniques to reduce corruption (see section 7.2.8); the Judicial Council 

can educate judges on how to navigate isolation without engaging in corruption. An important 

measure here is to make judges responsible for the conduct of officials in their courts by putting 

in place policies where judges take over supervision and performance assessment of their court 

officials from court registrars, which is the current practice. The Judicial Service of Ghana can do 

this by working closely with judges in terms of monitoring and educating judicial officials. 

Proper allocation and utilisation of resources: The Government of Ghana needs to 

provide more funding to CJIs to reduce their resources and logistical constraints. In addition, CJIs 

themselves need to develop systems to prioritise the allocation of resources and monitor resources 
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allocation and utilisation. Prioritising allocation of resource will ensure that enough resources are 

available to provide adequate petty stationery such as papers, pens, and station diaries. Besides 

allocating resources, to achieve effective and efficient utilisation of resources, CJIs need to 

monitor where resources go and how CJOs utilise resources to ensure that allocated resources and 

logistics are used for the intended purposes. While lack of stationery, vehicles, and fuel seem 

trivial, attention to them in terms of the flow of resources can be an essential and integral parts of 

curbing corruption.   
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Chapter 9 

9 Conclusion and Directions for Future Research 

9.1 Conclusion 

The chapter highlights some concluding messages drawn from the entire study and 

provides directions for future research. This thesis explored the problem of corruption in Ghana’s 

criminal justice system (CJS), focusing primarily on the exchange of favours and petty money 

between citizens and criminal justice officials (CJOs). The thesis specifically explored the 

following: nature, types, and predictors of corruption; hotspots of corruption in the CJS; 

techniques of committing corruption; integrity systems and anti-corruption measures; and how to 

improve corruption control. After discussing the literature and identifying some gaps and 

limitations of prior studies, the study collected various expert voices from criminal justice and 

anti-corruption officials. The study then applied opportunity theories of situational crime 

prevention, routine activity and rational choice theories as well as crime concentration and 

hotspots drawn from crime pattern theory to analyse and discuss results in an original way.  

This study enhances a better understanding of criminal justice corruption holistically by 

examining corruption in an African and organisational context, as well as based on multiple voices 

within a CJS and conducted across multiple criminal justice institutions (CJIs) instead of a single 

one. The study contributes to theory and literature by using crime concentration and hotspots, 

which is traditionally associated with geographic locations, to map out criminal justice processes 

perceived to be high-risk areas or hotspots for corruption. This step can spur further application 

of hotspots in grey areas that do not fit into geographic locations that are traditionally associated 

with the application of hotspots in criminological research. 

This study established an overarching view of corruption in Ghana’s CJS that moves away 

from individualised explanations, such as blame game and few rotten apples, to a comprehensive 

and systematic view of institutional motivations, opportunities, and lack of guardianship that 

allow corruption to occur. Indeed, the primary sources of corruption established are opportunities, 

motivations, and guardianship weaknesses associated with entry points to the CJS and 

deficiencies in internal operations of the CJS, which mostly go beyond individual dispositions 
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and controls. This study suggests that entry points to the CJS, as the meeting points between the 

public and the CJS, and internal criminal justice operations and deficiencies are the most 

important places to focus on when looking at or addressing criminal justice corruption in Ghana. 

This study has demonstrated that criminal justice corruption generates and thrives in social 

relations and interactions between the public and CJOs in the context of the CJS and society.  

This study provides new insights that can help to develop evidence-based interventions for 

curbing corruption. Identifying entry points of the CJS and institutions as hotspots where 

corruption is more likely to occur and concentrate, and categorising what participants’ described 

as causes of corruption into opportunities, motivations, and guardianship weaknesses mean that 

evidence-based corruption prevention measures can be developed to target those specific issues 

or areas of the CJS. This study challenges the portrayal of citizens in the literature often as victims 

of corruption that are at the mercies of public officials, which can have far-reaching policy 

implications. Establishing that the Ghanaian public actively participates in corruption through the 

voluntary offering of bribes to CJOs or using connections with officialdom and relatives to force 

CJOs to engage in corruption suggests that corruption prevention measures should not focus on 

CJOs only. Policies should also focus on discouraging citizens from offering bribes to CJOs or 

using connections to force CJOs to engage corrupt behaviours as well as encouraging them to 

resist bribes demanded by officials. 

Overall, corruption in Ghana’s CJS serves different purposes for different actors and 

elements in the CJS. Ordinary citizens use corruption as a means to ‘grease the wheels’ of justice, 

access criminal justice services, protect themselves, or manipulate the system to advance their 

secret agendas while elitist citizens use corruption to maintain power, positions, and dominance. 

CJOs predominantly use corruption as a means to pay for institutional operational expenses, 

generate resources for personal survival, buttress against present and future uncertainties, signal 

power or prestige, and feed greed. Individual behavioural factors, environmental dynamics, 

cultural norms and practices, and historical precursors remain essential factors that affect citizens’ 

understanding, explanations, and response to corruption in Ghana. Therefore, their consideration 

when developing and implementing corruption prevention measures and strategies are vital to 

ensure that citizens regard and embrace policies as home-grown ones instead of foreign 
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impositions. Most importantly, this study has proven that the CJS’ entry points and deficiencies 

in the internal operations of the CJS are essential determinants of criminal justice corruption in 

Ghana. Therefore, focusing on conditions that create opportunities, motivations, and guardianship 

weaknesses at the entry points and internal operations of the CJS for corruption to occur can lead 

to evidence-based solutions for curbing corruption in Ghana’s CJS. 

9.2 Directions for Future Research 

This section highlights important directions for future research that emerged from this 

study. First, considering the broader focus of this study and the significant results achieved, it will 

be beneficial to do further research with lawyers, as their voices were under-represented in this 

study (see details in section 4.12, Chapter 4). This study created a unique and significant data set 

with high-quality analyses and discussions of results and findings that systematically assess the 

internal structures and operations of Ghana’s CJS that allow corruption to occur. A  variety of 

experts’ views from criminal justice and anti-corruption officials were concurrently explored to 

give representations of different angles and establish well-researched empirical findings that 

provide valuable and new insights on criminal justice corruption in a multiple institutional, 

African, and organisational contexts. However, defence lawyers were underrepresented, which 

was due to their busy schedules that made interviews not an appropriate data collection tool. Any 

future research with lawyers as participants in Ghana and perhaps elsewhere should consider 

using surveys instead of interviews, as most lawyers contacted for this study preferred surveys 

that they could complete themselves at their free times. 

Another area of future research is to examine what kinds of impacts reforms implemented 

have on the larger CJS and corruption specifically. That is important to do because improving 

CJSs such as bail reforms, digitisation of operations, among others in countries usually do not 

directly or only target corruption but have broader impacts on the entire CJSs. Such studies should 

also look at what kind of reforms we can undertake in CJSs to nonetheless, make our system much 

better than it was before as well as reduce opportunities for corruption. Concerning reforms in the 

CJS, it will also be valuable for future research to look at how perceptions about the Whiteman 

relate to and affect corruption prevention reforms that emanate or adopted from western 
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jurisdictions. It will also be beneficial to examine what traditional justice delivers or does not 

deliver in terms of curbing criminal justice corruption. 

As the current study looked at the views of CJOs only, it will be valuable for future research 

to look at views of users of the CJS. Such studies should particularly examine criminal justice 

users' interests, interactions with the CJS or officials, and views about corruption in the CJS. An 

equally close area of future research will be to examine junior police officers’ views on corruption 

in the CJS to ascertain whether differences exist between them and senior police officers covered 

in this study. Junior police officers interact with citizens directly and regularly and are more likely 

to have direct and regular experiences of corruption compare to senior police officers. Examining 

their views in future studies may add different dimensions and perspectives to corruption in the 

CJS, perhaps strengthen the current results, and enhance our understanding. In this regard, the 

researcher surveyed over 600 junior police officers as part of this study, but due to time 

constraints, the current study did not include the results. This additional data set will provide a 

foundation for postdoctoral research and publications. The survey data will also allow a 

systematic comparison of results across the three regions covered by this study. 

Some of the findings that contradicted or challenged results in prior studies and existing 

arguments present future research opportunities. First, more studies that are experimental should 

be undertaken in future to examine the link between compensation and corruption to bring 

certainty to conflicting results and endless debate. Second, future studies need to ascertain 

whether officials have limits of quantum of gifts, beyond which they will change their stances 

and regard gifts as unacceptable or not. Even though the results of this study provide a significant 

step towards unravelling the relationship between gifts and corruption, this study did not explore 

whether CJOs have a limit to gifts they consider acceptable. Such information in future studies 

will improve our understanding of the relationship and role of gifts in shaping people’s views 

about corruption. Finally, future studies should explore more about the impact isolating CJOs 

from the public has on guardianship and the opportunities it creates for corruption to occur.  
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Appendix 2: Request for Permission and Approval Dates 

Institution Request Date Decision Decision Date 

Judicial Service of Ghana 21st July 2017 Approved 25th July 2017 

Ghana Police Service 21st July 2017 Approved 19th September 2017 

Ministry of Justice and A-G 31st July 2017 Approved 17th October 2017 

Commission on Human Rights and 

Administrative Justice (CHRAJ) 

21st July 2017 Approved 18th September 2017 

Economic and Organised Crime Office 21st July 2017 Not Approved 12th October 2017 

Lawyers No Request Not Applicable Not Applicable 
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Appendix 4: Interview Guide for Police Officers 

Section A: Participant Background 

This first section will focus on yourself and experiences as a police officer 

1. Could you please introduce yourself, your position, and your rise to the current position? 

2. What does your work entail as a divisional/district police commander or crime officer? 

3. How frequently do your duties involve the handling of criminal cases? 

Section B: Nature and Prevalence of Corruption in the Police Service 

This section focuses on the nature and prevalence of corruption in the Police Service 

4. What does corruption mean to you as a police officer? 

5. Do you think corruption is a big problem in the Police Service, why/why not? 

6. How prevalent would you say is the issue of corruption in the Police Service? 

7. How would you rate corruption among problems/challenges facing the Police Service? 

8. Have you heard of a police officer accused of corruption before?  

9. Have you worked on corruption cases involving police officers? 

10. Can you explain the processes of dealing with an accusation of corruption against a police 

officer and your views of the process? 

11. What would you describe as typical cases of corruption that occur in the Police Service? 

12. Which areas/parts in the handling of criminal cases by the Police do you think corruption 

occurs most (i.e. investigation, arrest, bail, charging and prosecution)?  

13. How do you feel when police officers are caught engaging in corruption? 

Section C: Causes of Corruption 

In this section, we will focus on why corruption occurs or may occur in the Police Service 

14. Why do you think litigants and their relatives offer bribes to Police Officers? 

15. Why do you think some Police Officers accept and sometimes demand bribes from litigants 

and their relatives? 

16. Do you think there are circumstances within the Police Service that create opportunities for 

corruption to occur? 
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17. Do you think there are situations/circumstances outside the Police Service that give rise to 

corruption by police officers? 

18. What will be your most serious cause(s) of corruption in the Police Service? 

Section E: Prevention – Integrity Mechanisms and Anti-Corruption Measures 

In this section, we will focus on your views about controlling corruption in the Police Service  

19. What kind of corruption prevention measures or integrity mechanisms exist in the Police? 

20. Have you encountered any of the measures and integrity mechanisms that you have discussed 

and in what capacity? 

21. Are there any recent measures by the Police Service to control or minimise corruption? 

22. Do you think anti-corruption laws and measures are working and effective in controlling 

corruption in the Police Service? 

23. What do you think is lacking/missing in efforts to control corruption in the Police Service? 

24. What will you do differently to control or prevent corruption in the Police Service? 

25. Do you think sanctions/punishment for corrupt police officers are adequate, working, and 

effective in controlling corruption? 

26. What do you suggest should be done in terms of sanctions/punishment for police officers? 

Section C: Corruption in the Criminal Justice System (CJS) 

This section focuses on the prevalence of corruption in the CJS more generally 

27. Do you think corruption is a big problem in the whole CJS of Ghana, why/why not? 

28. Are the causes of corruption in other CJIs similar to the causes of corruption in the police 

service? 

29. Which areas/parts in the handling of criminal cases do you think corruption occur most?  

(a) Police: investigation, arrest, bail, charging and prosecution;  

(b) Prosecution: Review of Cases; advice and direction to the police and prosecution;  

(c) Judiciary/Courts: Preparation of Cases for Trial; Directing Court Proceedings; Primae Facie 

Decision; Conviction and Sentencing 
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30. Which among the CJIs of Police, Judiciary, Lawyers, and Prosecution Division/A-G 

Department do you think is most corrupt and why? 

31. Lawyers in private practice are allowed to charge fees within some range, why do you think 

some lawyers engage in corruption? 

32. As a police officer, is there difficulty in investigating corrupt justice officials? 

33. What would you say are the effects or impacts of criminal justice corruption on the 

administration of justice in Ghana?  

34. What are your views on the new Special Prosecutor’s Bill and office created? 

35. Is there anything further you would like to add or any thoughts you may wish to contribute 

before we finish this interview?  
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Appendix 5: Interview Guide for Prosecution Lawyers or State Attorneys 

Section A: Participant Background 

This first section focuses on yourself and experiences as a prosecution lawyer/state attorney 

1. Could you please introduce yourself, your position and your career development so far? 

2. What does your work as a state attorney entail? 

3. How frequently do you handle criminal cases as a state attorney? 

Section B: Nature and Prevalence of Corruption in the Prosecution Division 

This section focuses on corruption in your institution, the Prosecution Division 

4. What does corruption mean to you as a state attorney or prosecution lawyer? 

5. Do you think corruption is a big problem in the Prosecution Division? Why/why not? 

6. How prevalent or extensive would you say is issues of corruption in the Prosecution Division? 

7. How would you rate corruption among problems/challenges facing the Prosecution Division? 

8. Have you heard of people accusing State Attorneys of corruption?  

9. Have you worked on corruption cases involving State Attorneys? 

10. Can you explain the processes of dealing with an accusation of corruption against state 

attorneys and your views of the process? 

11. What would you describe as typical cases of corruption that occur in the Prosecution 

Division/A-G Department or State Attorneys may commit? 

12. Which areas/parts in the handling of criminal cases by the Prosecution Division do you think 

corruption occur most (i.e. reviewing of Charges, Advice and Direction to Police & Conducting 

of Prosecutions)?  

13. How do you feel when State Attorneys are found engaging in corruption? 

Section C: Causes of Corruption 

In this section, we will focus on why corruption occurs in the Prosecution Division 

14. Why do you think litigants and their relatives offer bribes to State Attorneys or Prosecutors? 

15. Why do you think some State Attorneys or Prosecutors accept and sometimes demand bribes 

from litigants and their relatives? 
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16. Do you think there are circumstances within the Prosecution Division/A-G Department that 

create opportunities for corruption to occur? 

17. Do you think there are situations/circumstances outside of the Prosecution Division/A-G’s 

Department that give rise to corruption of State Attorneys? 

Section D: Prevention – Integrity Mechanism and Anti-Corruption Measures 

In this section, we will focus on your views about controlling corruption in the Prosecution Division 

18. What kind of corruption prevention measures or integrity systems exist in the Prosecution 

Division 

19. Have you encountered any of the measures and integrity mechanisms that you have discussed 

and in what capacity? 

20. Are there any recent measures by the Prosecution Division/A-G Department to control or 

minimise corruption? 

21. Do you think anti-corruption laws and measures are working and effective in controlling 

corruption in the Prosecution Division/A-G’s Department, why? 

22. What do you think is lacking or missing in terms of efforts to control corruption in the 

Prosecution Division/A-G Department? 

23. What will you do differently regarding controlling or preventing corruption in the Prosecution 

Division/A-G Department? 

24. Do you think sanctions/punishment for corrupt State Attorneys are adequate, working, and 

effective in controlling corruption? 

25. What do you suggest should be done in terms of sanctions/punishment for State Attorneys? 

26. As a State Attorney, is it challenging to pursue corruption cases against justice officials, why? 

Section E: Corruption in the Criminal Justice System (CJS) 

This section focuses on the prevalence of corruption in the CJS generally, and its various components 

27. Do you think corruption is a big problem in the whole CJS of Ghana, why/why not? 

28. Are the causes of corruption in other institutions in the CJS similar to the causes of corruption 

in the Prosecution Division/A-G Department or among State Attorneys? 
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29. Which areas/parts in the handling of criminal cases do you think corruption occur most?  

(a) Police: investigation, arrest, bail, charging and prosecution;  

(b) Prosecution: Review of Cases; advice and direction to the police and prosecution;  

(c) Judiciary/Courts: Preparation of Cases for Trial; Directing Court Proceedings; Primae Facie 

Decision; Conviction and Sentencing 

30. Which among the CJIs of Police, Judiciary, Lawyers, and Prosecution Division/A-G 

Department do you think is most corrupt and why? 

31. Lawyers in private practice are allowed to charge fees within some range, why do you think 

some lawyers engage in corruption? 

32. What would you say are the effects or impacts of corruption in the CJS on the administration 

of justice in Ghana?  

33. What are your views on the new Special Prosecutor’s Bill and office created? 

34. Is there anything further you would like to add or any thoughts you may wish to contribute 

before we finish this interview?  
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Appendix 6: Interview Guide for Defence Lawyers 

Section A: Background Information 

The first section focuses on yourself and experience as a defence lawyer 

1. Can you please briefly introduce yourself and tell me about your career development? 

2. How frequently do you handle criminal cases? 

Section B: Legal Profession and Corruption 

This section looks at the legal profession and the issue of corruption among lawyers 

3. As a lawyer, what does corruption mean to you? 

4. Do you think lawyers are susceptible to corruption, why/why not? 

5. Would you say corruption is a problem among lawyers in Ghana, why/why not? 

6. What are typical cases of corruption that lawyers engage in or may engage in? 

7. Why do you think some lawyers engage in corruption? 

8. It is argued that litigants and their lawyers and relatives cause corruption by offering bribes to 

justice officials. What is your view of such an argument? 

9. Where does dealing with corruption risks rank in the priorities of your law firm? 

10. Does your law firm have a clear and specific anti-corruption policy? 

Section C: Ghana Bar Association (GBA) and General Legal Council (GLC) 

This section focuses on the role of the GBA and the GLC in controlling corruption among lawyers 

11. What is the role or function of the GBA and the GLC? 

12. Does the GBA rules or guidelines have provisions on corruption?  

13. Do the GLC guidelines address issues of corruption among lawyers? 

14. Does the GBA organise training programmes for lawyers, especially on corruption? 

15. Can the GBA sanctions lawyers who engage in corrupt practices? 

16. What do you think about sanctions/punishment for corrupt lawyers by the GLC? 

Section D: Criminal Justice System (CJS) and Corruption 

This section focuses on corruption in the CJS broadly and the various components 
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17. Do you think corruption is a big problem in the broad CJS of Ghana, why/why not? 

18. How would you rate corruption among problems/challenges facing the CJS? 

19. Have you come across corruption cases involving justice officials, and how did it happen? 

20. What typical cases of corruption in the CJS that you encounter or know about as a lawyer? 

21. Which areas/parts in the handling of criminal cases do you think corruption occur most? 

(a) Police: investigation, arrest, bail, charging and prosecution;  

(b) Prosecution: Review of Cases; advice and direction to the police and prosecution;  

(c) Judiciary/Courts: Preparation of Cases for Trial; Directing Court Proceedings; Primae Facie 

Decision; Conviction and Sentencing 

22. Having dealt with the Police, Judiciary, Lawyers, & Prosecution Division/A-G’s Department, 

which of them do you think is more prone to corruption, why? 

23. Despite various anti-corruption efforts made over the years, do you think corruption in the 

CJS is persistent compared to other areas, why? 

Section D: Causes of Corruption 

In this section, we will focus on why corruption occurs in the various components of the CJS 

24. Why do you think litigants and their relatives offer bribes to criminal justice officials? 

25. Why do you think criminal justice officials accept or sometimes demand bribes from litigants 

and their relatives? 

26. What do you think makes corruption persist in the CJS despite various anti-corruption efforts 

made over the years? 

27. What do your colleague lawyers say about why corruption occurs in the CJS? 

Section E: Integrity Mechanism and Anti-Corruption Measures – Corruption Prevention 

We will focus on your views about preventing or controlling criminal justice corruption 

28. What anti-corruption legal frameworks and integrity mechanisms for controlling criminal 

justice corruption are you aware of?  

29. Which anti-corruption laws do you think are essential or working well in controlling criminal 

justice corruption, and why? 
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30. Are there recent measures taken to prevent or control criminal justice corruption?  

31. Are you satisfied with how corruption cases of criminal justice personnel have been handled 

previously? Why/why not? 

32. What do you think of sanctions/punishment for corrupt criminal justice officials generally; 

are they adequate and effective? 

33. What do you suggest the country should generally do to prevent criminal justice corruption? 

34. What would you say are the effects or impacts of criminal justice corruption on the 

administration of justice in Ghana?  

35. What is your view on the new Special Prosecutor’s Bill and office created? 

36. Is there anything further you would like to add or any thoughts you may wish to contribute 

before we finish this interview?  
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Appendix 7: Interview Guide for Judges 

Section A: Participant Background 

This first section will focus on yourself and experiences as a judge 

1. Could you please introduce yourself, position, and how you rose to that position? 

2. What does your work as a judge entails? 

3. How frequently do you handle criminal cases as a judge? 

Section B: Nature and Prevalence of Corruption in the Judiciary or Court System 

This section focuses on corruption in your institution, the Judiciary/Court System 

4. What does corruption mean to you as a judge? 

5. Do you think corruption is a big problem in the Judiciary/Court System, why/why not? 

6. How prevalent would you say is the issue of corruption in the Judiciary/Court System? 

7. How would you rate corruption among problems/challenges facing the Judiciary? 

8. Have you heard of people accusing judges of corruption?  

9. Have you worked on corruption cases involving judges and other judicial officials? 

10. Can you explain the processes of dealing with allegations of corruption against judges and 

judicial staff and your views of the process? 

11. What would you describe as typical cases of corruption that occur in the Judiciary? 

12. Which areas/parts in the handling of criminal cases by the Judiciary do you think corruption 

occurs most (i.e. Preparation of Cases for Trial; Directing Court Proceedings; Primae Facie 

Decision; Conviction & Sentencing Decisions)?  

13. How do you feel when you know that judges engage in corruption? 

Section C: Causes of Corruption 

In this section, we will focus on why corruption occurs or may occur in the judiciary/court 

14. Why do you think litigants and their relatives offer bribes to judges and other judicial staff? 

15. Why do you think some judges and judicial staff accept or sometimes demand bribes from 

litigants and their relatives? 
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16. Are there circumstances/situations within the Judiciary that create opportunities for corruption 

to occur? 

17. Are there situations/circumstances outside the Judiciary that give rise to corruption by judges 

and other judicial staff? 

Section E: Prevention – Integrity Mechanism and Anti-Corruption Measures 

In this section, we will focus on your views about controlling corruption in the judiciary/court 

18. What kind of corruption control measures or integrity mechanisms exist in the judiciary? 

19. Have you encountered any of the measures and integrity mechanisms that you have discussed 

and in what capacity? 

20. Are there recent measures by the judiciary to control corruption after Anas exposure? 

21. Do you think anti-corruption laws and measures are working and effective in controlling 

corruption in the Judiciary, why? 

22. What do you think is lacking/missing in the efforts to control corruption in the judiciary? 

23. What will you do differently regarding controlling corruption in the judiciary? 

24. Are sanctions/punishment for corrupt judges and judicial officials are adequate, working, and 

effective in controlling corruption in the judiciary? 

25. What do you suggest should be done in terms of sanctions/punishment for judicial officials? 

Section C: Corruption in the Criminal Justice System (CJS) 

This section focuses on the prevalence of corruption in the CJS broadly 

26. Do you think corruption is a big problem in the whole CJS of Ghana, why/why not? 

27. Are causes of corruption in other CJIs similar to the causes of corruption in the Judiciary? 

29. Which areas/parts in the handling of criminal cases do you think corruption occur most? 

(a) Police: investigation, arrest, bail, charging and prosecution;  

(b) Prosecution: Review of Cases; advice and direction to the police and prosecution;  

(c) Judiciary/Courts: Preparation of Cases for Trial; Directing Court Proceedings; Primae Facie 

Decision; Conviction and Sentencing. 
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30. Which among the CJIs (i.e. Police, Judiciary, Lawyers, and Prosecution Division/A-G 

Department) do you think is most corrupt and why? 

31. Lawyers in private practice are allowed to charge some range of fees. Why do you think some 

lawyers engage in corruption? 

32. As a judge, is there difficulty in adjudicating cases of corrupt criminal justice officials? 

33. What would you say are the effects or impacts of criminal justice corruption on the 

administration of justice in Ghana? 

34. What is your view on the new Special Prosecutor’s Bill and office created? 

35. Is there anything further you would like to add or any thoughts you may wish to contribute 

before we finish this interview?  
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Appendix 8: Interview Guide for Anti-Corruption Officers 

Section A: Participant Background 

This first section will focus on yourself and experiences as an anti-corruption officer 

1. Could you please introduce yourself, your position, and how you rose to that position? 

2. What does your work as an anti-corruption official and your position entail? 

Section B: Nature of Corruption and CHRAJ’s Anti-Corruption Mandate 

This section looks at the operation of your institution in terms of its anti-corruption mandate 

3. What does corruption mean to you? 

4. Are corruption cases reported to your office involve criminal justice personnel? 

5. How frequently do cases involving criminal justice officials reported to your office? 

6. How does your institution get to know about corruption cases involving criminal justice 

officials or who reports corruption cases to your institution? 

7. How do you or your institution work through corruption cases involving justice officials’? 

8. Is it challenging to pursue corruption cases against criminal justice officials in your work? 

9. What do you think should be improved in your organisation to control corruption effectively? 

Section C: Corruption in the Criminal Justice System (CJS) 

This section focuses on the prevalence of corruption in the CJS generally, and its various components 

10. Do you think corruption is a big problem in the CJS of Ghana, why/why not? 

11. How prevalent or extensive would you say is the issue of corruption in Ghana’s CJS? 

12. What are the type of cases or the mode of the complaints that you have received? 

 13. How would you rate corruption among problems/challenges facing Ghana’s CJS? 

14. Which areas/parts in the handling of criminal cases do you think corruption occur most? 

(a) Police: investigation, arrest, bail, charging and prosecution;  

(b) Prosecution: Review of Cases; advice and direction to the police and prosecution;  

(c) Judiciary/Courts: Preparation of Cases for Trial; Directing Court Proceedings; Primae Facie 

Decision; Conviction and Sentencing. 
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15. Which among the CJIs (i.e. Police, Judiciary, Lawyers, and Prosecution Division/A-G 

Department) do you think is more prone to corruption, why? 

16. Do you think corruption in the CJS is persistent compared to other areas, why? 

Section D: Causes of Corruption 

In this section, we will focus on why corruption occurs in the different components of the CJS 

17. Why do you think litigants and their relatives offer bribes to criminal justice officials? 

18. Why do you think criminal justice officials sometimes accept and demand bribes from litigants 

and their relatives? 

19. Why do you think corruption occurs in the following institutions? 

(a) Police Service    (b) Judiciary or Court System    (c) Prosecution Division (d) Lawyers 

20. Are there circumstances within the CJIs that create avenues for corruption to occur? 

21. Are there circumstances external to the CJIs that also creates corruption in the CJS? 

22. What do you say about the argument by criminal justice officials that bribes are offered to 

justice officials by litigants and their relatives? 

Section E: Prevention – Integrity Mechanism and Anti-Corruption Measures 

In this section, we will focus on your views about prevention or controlling corruption in the CJS 

23. Are you aware of integrity mechanisms or measures to control corruption in the CJS? 

23. Are there anti-corruption legal frameworks that are important for your work as an anti-

corruption official? 

24. Do you think integrity mechanisms or anti-corruption measures are adequate to deal with 

issues of corruption the CJS? 

 25. Are there integrity mechanisms or anti-corruption laws that are working well in controlling 

corruption in the CJS? 

26. Are there integrity mechanisms or anti-corruption laws that are not working well? 

27. Are sanctions/punishment for criminal justice officials adequate, working, and effective? 

28. What do you suggest should be done regarding sanctions/punishment for justice officials? 

29. What else do you think we can generally do to prevent or control corruption in CJS? 
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30. What would you say are the effects or impacts of corruption in the CJS to the administration 

of justice in Ghana?  

31. What is your view on this Special Prosecutor’s Bill and office created? 

32.  Is there anything further you would like to add or any thoughts you may wish to contribute 

before we finish this interview? 
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Appendix 9: Interview Research Information Sheet 

A Research of Justice-Sector Corruption in Ghana (GU Ref No: 2017/451) 

INTERVIEW RESEARCH INFORMATION SHEET 

Who is conducting the research? 

Moses Agaawena Amagnya (PhD Candidate) 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Griffith University 

Contact Telephone:  +61459961844 

Contact Email: moses.amagnya@griffithuni.edu.au 

Professor Janet Ransley (Supervision Team Leader) 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Griffith University 

Contact Telephone: +6173735 5612 

Contact Email: j.ransley@griffith.edu.au 

Why is the research being conducted? 

The research forms a component of Moses Agaawena Amagnya’s academic program for 

completion of a Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) degree. Over the years, there have been complaints 

of high and increasing public perceptions that Ghana’s criminal justice system (CJS) and officials 

are corrupt. The investigation of corruption in the judiciary by Anas Aremeyaw Anas, an 

investigative journalist, which videos were released in 2015 has compounded public perceptions 

of corruption in the CJS. However, studies that involve officials of the CJS and anti-corruption 

agencies with oversight over the CJS have not been academically undertaken. The purpose of this 

research is to document and empirically explore the issue of justice-sector corruption from the 

perspectives of criminal justice and anti-corruption officials. Principally, it seeks to understand 

the viewpoint of these stakeholders, which may vary from results of public perception studies.  In 

doing so, it will provide an opportunity for justice and anti-corruption officials alike to record 

their perspectives in a safe non-judgemental way where anonymity and confidentiality are 

guaranteed.  The collected data will not be attributed to any individual, nor will any participant 

be identified.  The aggregated comments and opinions will be incorporated into the final research 

findings and feedback to the CJIs in the form of an executive summary, which may inform future 

policy considerations and directions. 

What you will be asked to do 

You will be asked to participate in a one-to-one interview of approximately an hour’s duration 

with a Griffith University researcher. The research will interview you on a convenient date, time 

and venue of your choosing.  Your personal views are vital to us, and we would like to hear from 

you about justice-sector corruption. You will be asked to provide your opinions about justice-

sector corruption, the causes, and integrity measures and how it could be controlled. You will 

also be asked about any examples of justice-sector corruption, which you have become 

aware of; however, you will not be asked to provide names or any other identifiable 

particulars of individuals involved. Note and be informed that this research does not intend 
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to discuss the illegal activity of any specific participants or third parties, and no such 

discussion should occur during the interview. Any examples provided will only be used to 

illustrate the occurrence and prevalence of justice-sector corruption or otherwise. 

Why have you been chosen as a potential participant? 

You have been selected because your role indicates you are an important stakeholder in the CJS.  

If you are a justice official, it is because you are involved in the direct administration of justice.  

If you are an anti-corruption official external to the CJS, then it is that your role directly impacts 

on issues surrounding justice-sector corruption.  As such, your opinions and experiences are of 

great importance to this research, and we are presenting you with an opportunity to participate so 

that a broad selection of stakeholder views can be canvassed and recorded. 

Your confidentiality 

No report from this research will directly identify anybody as participants. For all participants, 

only some demographic identifiable information will be collected – your gender, marital status, 

age, highest educational qualification, religion, year of joining the service, and current rank 

(where applicable).  If not a member of the CJS, then your stakeholder interest will be recorded. 

This information will be used to provide a perspective on how key themes gain prominence based 

on a stakeholder’s position relative to the corruption in the CJS. Information you provide during 

the interview will not be directly attributed to you in any reports arising from this research. The 

research will report general themes of opinion but may use quotations to illustrate points of view. 

Quotations will only be attributed to the roles mentioned above and not to individuals. Any 

information in quotations that could be identifiable will be changed or removed.  In the case of 

serving justice officials, your institution will not be informed that you participated in the research 

but are aware of the conduct of the research. Also, your responses will not be made available to 

any member of your institution. The research subject to your approval will include an audio 

recording of your participation. That is, with your consent, the interview will be audio 

recorded for accuracy of reporting. The researcher will transcribe audio recordings and 

anonymised them as much as possible. As required by Griffith University, all research data 

(interviews, interview transcripts and analysis) will be retained in a locked cabinet, and a 

password protected electronic file as well as at Griffith University for five years and if 

publications from the research attract interest. 
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Risks to you 

We do not foresee any direct risks as a consequence of your participation because the research is 

not an investigation into any specific wrongdoing by members of the justice sector. Instead, it is 

an attempt to accomplish two primary objectives. First, to validate the findings from earlier 

studies regarding the root causes of justice-sector corruption. Second, to identify possible 

strategies to minimize justice-sector corruption. Where respondents may provide information that 

may be construed as evidence of misconduct, complete anonymity will be maintained and 

identifying details changed or removed.  Although an outline of the described conduct may be 

included in the final research findings, your institution’s management, your institution’s Ethical 

Standards Committee, or anti-corruption agencies will not have access to your identifiable details 

and no report will identify participants personally as an interviewee.  However, there is a risk that 

a quotation referring to an issue could make you identifiable to co-workers, supervisors, or 

members of the public.  When examples are quoted in the research, identifiable information will 

be changed to protect your identities, such as the location of the incident, persons involved, or the 

details of the issue that are sufficiently distinct to make you identifiable.   

Your participation is voluntary 

You can decline to answer questions and can withdraw from the research at any time up to the 

point of publication. Your involvement will have no impact upon your relationship with the CJS, 

your institution or Griffith University.  

The expected benefits of the research 

This research presents a significant opportunity to explore the nature and causes of justice-sector 

corruption and how to prevent it from the perspectives of the direct stakeholders of the CJS of 

Ghana. 

Questions/further information 

If you have any further questions please contact Moses Agaawena Amagnya (tel: +61459961844 

or +233243382499; email: moses.amagnya@griffithuni.edu.au) or the supervisors: Prof. Janet 

Ransley (tel.: +617373 55612; email: j.ransley@griffith.edu.au); Prof. Susanne Karstedt (tel.: +61 

7 37356976; email: s.karstedt@griffith.edu.au); Dr Keiran Hardy (tel.: +61 7 5552 7426; email: 

k.hardy@griffith.edu.au). 
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The ethical conduct of this research 

This research is conducted per the Australia National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research.  If participants have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the 

research project, they should contact the Manager, Research Ethics on +61737354375 or research-

ethics@griffith.edu.au, reference number GU Ref No: 2017/451. 

Feedback 

The results from this research will be published as a PhD thesis, academic journal articles, 

conference presentations, and an executive summary paper for CJIs in Ghana. Also, subject to the 

availability of funding, seminars will be organised for criminal justice personnel and anti-

corruption officials in Ghana. If you wish to receive a results summary personally (expected 

2018), please provide your email in the consent form. 

Disclosure 

The Research Investigator, Mr Moses Agaawena Amagnya, is a banker with Multi Credit Savings 

and Loans Limited, Ghana, who has taken a leave of absence to undertake this research.  

Immediately before the leave, Moses was a Senior Branch Manager.   

Privacy Statement 

The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and use of your identified personal 

information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties 

without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority 

requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research purposes and 

publications; however, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further information 

consult the University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-

publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan or telephone +61737354375. This research has been 

approved by the Griffith University Human Ethics Committee (GU Ref No: 2017/451).  
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Appendix 10: Interview Consent Form 

A Research of Justice-Sector Corruption in Ghana (GU Ref No: 2017/451) 

Researcher Team 

Moses Agaawena Amagnya (PhD Candidate) 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice  

Griffith University 

Contact Telephone: +61459961844 

Contact Email: moses.amagnya@griffithuni.edu.au 

Professor Janet Ransley (Senior Investigator) 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Griffith University 

Contact Telephone: +6173735 5612 

Contact Email: j.ransley@griffith.edu.au 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package: 

● I understand that my involvement in this research will include the completion of an 
interview about justice-sector corruption in Ghana; 

● I understand the risks involved and have all questions answered to my satisfaction; 

● I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary and I am free to 
withdraw at any time up to the point of publication, without explanation or penalty; 

● I understand that there will be no direct benefit of my participation in this research; 

● I understand that Griffith University will retain the interview transcripts and analysis 
after the completion of the research or for as long as interest and discussion on the 
topic persist following publication; 

● I understand that the research will include audio recording or notes taking of my 
participation; 

● I understand that my personal information that could identify me will be removed or 
de-identified in reporting the results as well as publications or presentations resulting 
from this research; 

● I understand that if I have any additional questions, I can contact the research team; 

● I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University 
Human Research Ethics Committee on 3735 4375 (or research-
ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the project 
(GU Ref No: 2017/451). 

● I agree that the information I provide and what I say in the interview can be used 
anonymously in publications and reporting of the results 

● Signing below confirms I have read and understood the information sheet and consent 
form, agree to take part in the research and the use of the information I provide. 

Name 
 
 

Signature 
 
 Date:    /    /20 

If you wish to receive summary results (expected 2018), please provide your email below. 

Email: …………………………………………………………………………………  




