COOPERATION WITH THE POLICE AGAINST CORRUPTION:
EXPLORING THE ROLES OF LEGITIMACY, DETERRENCE AND COLLECTIVE ACTION THEORIES

ABSTRACT 

[bookmark: _GoBack]In explaining public willingness to cooperate with the police, researchers have disproportionally emphasised legitimacy. Deterrence is presumed to be irrelevant; where it is considered, the approach appears perfunctory. Using survey data from 530 young adults in Ghana, this study examines the relative importance of deterrence and legitimacy perceptions in shaping willingness to report corruption transactions to the police. The results show that perceptions of legitimacy do not affect the young adults’ willingness to report corruption to the police. The most important and consistent predictors of willingness to report corruption to the police are deterrence-based; perceptions, specifically, of the certainty of being apprehended for engaging in corrupt transactions, of the severity of sanctions against such transactions, and of the cooperative intentions of other citizens. Deterrence proved particularly salient among those who claimed ignorance of where to report corrupt transactions. 
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INTRODUCTION

The philosopher Bernard Williams (2005: 3) argued that, for any social group, the “‘first’ political question” was how that society could establish and maintain “order, protection, safety, trust, and the conditions of cooperation”. For him, this was a perennial question, such that an adequate response to it was a necessary condition for broaching other questions. The sociologist Dennis Wrong (1994: 36) made a similar point when he claimed that all societies faced “a genuinely trans-historical problem” which required “the secure establishment of cooperative social relations making possible the pursuit of collective goals” to achieve them. The notion of “cooperative social relations” can be understood in two ways: generalized cooperation among citizens, and institutional or vertical cooperation as in support by citizens for legal institutions. As students of the problem of disorder, criminologists have sought to understand the conditions that make for citizens’ actual or intended cooperation with legal institutions, especially the police (for example, Tankebe, Reisig and Wang 2016; Jackson et al 2012; Sunshine and Tyler 2003).
People cooperate with police for a variety of reasons. These can broadly be grouped into two main categories: normative (legitimacy) and instrumental or prudential (deterrence). Although not unknown to the criminology of law-breaking (for example, Hirschi 1969), legitimacy skirted criminology until the decisive contribution by Tyler, initially with Why People Obey the Law (Tyler, 1990). Legitimacy emerged as a corrective to the dominance of the approach to law-breaking based on deterrence, with its emphasis on the (bounded) rationality of criminal behaviour. However, legitimacy research sets its sights beyond law-breaking or compliance; it is also interested, and in ways that deterrence scholarship is not, in the conditions under which citizens voluntarily cooperate with the police. Consequently, starting with Tyler’s ground-breaking series of studies, a large body of evidence has accrued to demonstrate the importance of legitimacy in people’s intentions to supply information about crime to the police (Slocum and Wiley 2018; Jackson et al 2012; Murphy and Cherney 2012). 
If deterrence research has marginalised normative mechanisms such as legitimacy in studies of criminal behaviour, legitimacy research appears similarly to have marginalized deterrence in its quest to explain public cooperation with legal authorities. Only a handful of studies include measures of deterrence (e.g. Sunshine and Tyler 2003; Tankebe 2009). However, these studies use less robust measures, raising the question whether any lack of deterrence effects is an artefact of poor measurement. Other studies, such as Tyler, Schulhofer and Huq’s (2010) “deterrence and legitimacy effects on counter-terrorism policing” did not explicitly measure two of the traditional elements of deterrence – namely ‘certainty’ and ‘severity’. Thus, the claim remains to be explored whether “by any reckoning, deterrence (of whatever manifestation) cannot generate what is arguably the lifeblood of police work, namely, the willingness on the part of citizens to volunteer information about crime and order issues in their local communities” (Tankebe 2013: 104). The current study attempts to extend the criminology of prosociality – that is, the study of the processes of cooperative relations with criminal justice agencies – by exploring the relative influence of legitimacy and deterrence upon intentions to supply information about any form of corrupt transactions to the police. 
Corruption describes “behaviour which deviates from the formal duties of a public role because of private-regarding (personal, close family, private clique), pecuniary or status gains; or violates rules against the exercise of certain types of private regarding influence” (Nye 1967: 419; see also Lambsdorff 2007). It is a global problem, with well-documented evidence of its nature and effects upon human rights, the rule of law and economic development (Mungiu-Pippidi 2015; Olken and Pande 2012). In a 2017 report, the United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime identified corruption as a key concern in organised crime and terrorism. As is widely acknowledged, the success of counter-corruption efforts depends critically on the willingness of citizens to report corrupt transactions to law enforcement organisations. Anti-corruption agencies, such as Transparency International, see young adults as having a vital role in tackling corruption, and various efforts are being made to encourage their involvement (see Transparency International 2018). 
The current study is based on survey data from a sample of 530 young adults drawn from a cohort of final-year university students at a large public university in Ghana. Its members were shortly due to begin national service across the private and public sectors. This made them an interesting group to study since they might go on to encounter various forms of corrupt transactions and would have to decide whether to report those transactions to the police or to other investigative agencies. The rest of the article is organised as follows: we begin with theoretical explorations and an account of hypotheses about potential predictors of willingness to cooperate with the police. After that, we describe the methods of the study, followed by a report of the findings from multivariate data analysis. Finally, we explore the implications and limitations of our findings. 
FRAMING COOPERATIVE INTENTIONS AND LEGITIMACY 
The legitimacy of the police service is an important topic in government. The main theoretical grounds underpinning its importance were set out by Max Weber (1922/1978), who explained, first, that the State was best defined as the political entity that claims a monopoly on the right to decide who might use legitimate force within a given territory; and, second, that legitimate rule provided a more stable basis for social order than attempting to rule simply by force or the threat of force. It follows from these propositions that, in modern states, on a day-to-day basis the police are in the front line of the maintenance of social order, and also that legitimacy is central to their mandate. It is, therefore, not surprising that, in situations where social order is apparently seriously jeopardised (e.g. by terrorist threats) or temporarily breakdown (e.g. during riots), police-public relations are very often a central issue.
Legitimacy theory is founded on a view of human actors as “norm-users, whose interactions with each other depend on mutually recognizable patterns that can be articulated in terms of right versus wrong conduct, or of what one ought to do in a certain setting” (MacCormick 2017: 20). Consequently, an attempt to explain the interactions between legal authorities necessarily involves a consideration of the normative status of those authorities (Beetham 1991). Furthermore, Beetham (2013: 19) defines legitimacy as “power that is acknowledged as rightful by relevant agents, who include power holders and their staff, those subject to the power and third parties whose support or recognition may help confirm it”. From the standpoint of audiences of power, police legitimacy encapsulates their views about whether police power is morally right or not. Police legitimacy is conditional; thus, police officers can, over time, lose recognition of their right to power if they behave in a manner inappropriate to the position of authority that they hold (Bottoms and Tankebe 2012). 
In their theory of legitimacy, Bottoms and Tankebe (2012, 2017) proposed four dimensions of the public perception of legitimacy: distributive justice, effectiveness, lawfulness, and procedural justice. In the present study, we focus on the last three of those dimensions. Effectiveness concerns the ability of legal institutions to fulfil their mandate to establish social order. Thus, Coicaud (2002) argues that every claim to legitimate power requires actual or attempted satisfaction of societal needs, in whatever way these needs might be defined. Beetham makes a similar point with the observation that legitimacy requires “both a morally authoritative source for government and an ability to satisfy the ends which justify its enormous concentration of power” (Beetham, 1991: 137). There is evidence to show that perceptions of police effectiveness can affect people’s willingness to support the police. In a study of 374 citizens in Accra (Ghana), Tankebe (2009) found that police effectiveness was the key factor predicting cooperative intentions. When Sunshine and Tyler (2003) analyzed data from 586 residents of New York (USA), they found a positive association between police effectiveness and people’s cooperative intentions. Drawing on data from England and Wales, Jackson et al (2012) found that effectiveness was associated with enhanced cooperative intentions. Using data from London (UK), Tankebe (2013) found that perceived police effectiveness reduced the likelihood of cooperation with police among non-victims of crime but that it had the opposite effect among those who were victims. In Australia, when Sargeant, Murphy and Cherney (2014) analysed data from a community survey, they found police performance to be key to nurturing cooperative intentions. Reisig and colleagues reported that, in Slovenia, perceived police effectiveness increased general cooperative intentions, although not intentions to report bribery by government officials (Reisig, Tankebe and Mesko 2012). However, when Peiffer and Alvarez (2016) analyzed data from 71 countries they found that perceptions of government effectiveness in tackling corruption were positively associated with people’s willingness to report corrupt transactions to the authorities. On the basis of these findings, we hypothesize thus: 
H1A: The more that young adults believe the police are effective in dealing with corruption, the greater their intention to cooperate with the police. 
‘Procedural justice’ is defined as “the fairness of the processes through which the police make decisions and exercise authority” (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003: 514). It has a number of key dimensions, namely voice/participation, impartiality, trustworthy motives, and respectful treatment. The ‘voice’ dimension captures the extent to which officers present opportunities for civilian inputs in decision-making by listening (attentively) to what those civilians have to say (Tyler 1990: 116). Impartiality – mischaracterized in the literature as ‘neutrality’ – denotes the absence of bias or discrimination in decision-making. The notion of ‘trustworthy motives’ refers to “inferences about the intentions behind actions, intentions that flow from a person’s unobservable motivations and character” (Tyler and Huo 2002: 61). Finally, ‘respect’ focuses on police courtesy and recognition of civilians’ basic rights. Bottoms and Tankebe (2012: 145) describe this component as the “more personal” of the elements, focused on “whether the decision-maker treats the subject in a true sense as a human being, with needs for dignity, privacy, respect for his or her moments of weakness, and so on”.  
A large body of evidence shows the importance of procedural justice in shaping public cooperation with the police. Using data from London, Jackson and colleagues (2012) found positive links between perceptions of procedural justice and cooperative intentions. When Slocum and Wiley (2018) analyzed data from 3245 young people in seven cities in the United States, they reported that poor treatment by the police reduced the likelihood of reporting crime (see also Sargeant, Murphy and Cherney 2014). Similar evidence has emerged beyond the global north: Sun and colleagues found that, among a sample of city-dwellers in China, procedural justice was associated with a greater willingness to cooperate with the police (Sun et al 2018). Kochel, Parks and Mastrofski (2013) reported similar findings when their study in Trinidad and Tobago showed that, among a sample of 280 crime victims, perceptions of fair treatment by officers increased the likelihood that victims would report crimes to the police. Drawing on survey data from 289 students in Jamaica, Reisig and Lloyd (2009) found that procedural justice predicted students’ willingness to help the police fight crime in their local communities. Although some studies have found no or even negative procedural justice effects upon behaviour and intentions (Augustyn 2015; Tsushima and Hamai 2015; Tankebe 2009; Murphy and Cherney 2012), the overall conclusion from the evidence is that people respond according to their perceptions of process: their cooperative intentions hinge on judgments about process fairness. On the basis of this conclusion, we test the hypothesis that:  
H1B: The more that young adults believe police treat citizens procedurally fairly, the greater their intention to cooperate with the police. 
Both Beetham (1991) and Coicaud (2002) identified ‘lawfulness’ as a key dimension of legitimacy attributions. For Beetham (1991), lawfulness is “the first and most basic level of legitimacy”. It describes not only the legal source of power, but also the extent to which those in authority such as police officers act in accordance with established rules (Beetham, 1991: 16). In the context of criminal justice, Bottoms and Tankebe (2012: 137-8) identify it as a source of legitimate power; they argue, following Aristotle’s negative approach, that “one can quickly appreciate the importance of legality by considering how blatant illegality can diminish perceived legitimacy”. Police corruption in everyday transactions with civilians, including demands for bribes or the nepotistic exercise of discretionary authority, are prime examples. Illegality by power-holders is corrosive of the rule of law, thereby vitiating the grounds on which legitimate authority is claimed. Mathiesen (1965) showed, from his study in a Norwegian prison, that perceived illegality can attract censure from power-audiences as they seek to point out to power-holders the inherent contradictions between claims and behaviour.
Given this, people who have experienced police corruption – whether personal or vicarious – might decline to cooperate with legal authorities. Using survey data from a survey of 374 citizens of Accra (Ghana), Tankebe (2009) found no evidence that experiences of police corruption influenced intentions to cooperate with the police. Evidence from studies of “legal cynicism” – that is, “a cultural frame in which people perceive the law as illegitimate, unresponsive, and ill equipped to ensure public safety” (Kirk and Papachristos 2011: 1190) – show that people with doubts about police legality might be reluctant to support the police. When Desmond, Papachristos and Kirk (2016) analyzed 22,200 service calls from Milwaukee they discovered that exposure to alleged police unlawful use of force can “powerfully suppress one of the most basic forms of civic engagement: calling 911 for matters of personal and public safety”. There is also evidence to show that perceived or actual police illegality undermines citizens’ willingness to rely on the police for crime prevention (Tankebe and Asif 2016). However, when Tyler, Fagan and Geller (2014) examined survey data from 1261 young people exposed to police stop-and-frisks they found that perceived legality of actions did not predict willingness to cooperate with the police.
H1C: The more that young adults experience police unlawfulness, the less willing they will be to cooperate with the police. 

DETERRENCE
The foundation of deterrence is a view of humans as rational actors. However, rational choice theorists now concede that decision-making requires only “bounded rationality”, according to which actors search for relevant information within their environments and make decisions once they are satisfied with the adequacy of the information they have gathered (Gigerenzer and Selten 2002). From a criminological perspective, rational choice theory finds expressions in deterrence; that is, the attempt to induce behaviour through a threat of sanctions (Bottoms and von Hirsch 2012; Nagin 2013). Central to deterrence is the assumption that a person will:

comply with the rules only to the extent that his [sic] own goals are better served by compliance than by disobedience ... The fear of sanctions operates to internalize the requirements of social order in the individual’s reasonings about the most effective means to attain personal ends (Unger 1977: 26).

Deterrence encompasses three key elements: certainty of punishment, which concerns the probability of being apprehended and punished for criminal conduct, severity of punishment, which is applied upon conviction, and celerity, which refers to the swift response to lawbreaking. For criminologists, deterrence is a theory of criminal decision-choices, and a large body of evidence consistently shows that perceived certainty of detection and punishment has greater effects upon conduct than the severity of sanctions (Pratt et al 2006; Nagin 2013; Piquero et al 2011). In the specific context of corruption, there is evidence that certainty of detection reduces the incidence of corrupt exchanges (Olken 2007). 
Until now, the potential influence of deterrence upon prosocial behaviour, such as cooperation with the police, has not been systematically explored. It appears to be an unstated assumption that rational-prudential reasons are insufficient to explain such behaviour (see, for example, Tankebe 2013). Yet, as Unger (1977: 25) argues, “[t]he idea of self-interest may be enlarged to include an altruistic concern for the welfare of others as long as the ultimate basis of this choice is one’s own will, even if what one wants is that other get what they want.” Hechter and Kanazawa (1997: 194) make a similar point when they claim that “rational choice theories do not necessarily assume that individuals are selfish agents. These theories can postulate any individual values at all, not excluding complete altruism”. Both in altruism and cooperation with police, people choose causes of action for the benefit of individuals or the collective, sometimes at a risk to themselves. 
Consequently, these claims about rational choice considerations are potentially important for efforts to explain prosocial behaviours such as decisions to cooperate with the police. If a police agency has a reputation for detecting and arresting corrupt officials, some citizens might be more likely to supply information to that agency in the expectation that such information would be used effectively. This logic appears to have informed Sunshine and Tyler’s (2003) exploration of the influence of the perceived certainty of being apprehended and punished for law-breaking on cooperative intentions among a sample of 586 New Yorkers. They found no certainty effects before the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001; however, after the attacks the perception of certainty had a significant influence on cooperative intentions. Similarly, Tankebe (2009) reported that perceptions of certainty did not predict people’s willingness to cooperate with the police in Ghana in tackling street-level crimes. However, among a sample of 1,251 people in Japan, Tsushima and Hamai (2015) found that perceptions of the risk of being apprehended and punished predicted cooperative intentions. Consequently, we test the following hypotheses: 
H2A: The greater the perceived risks of detection for corrupt behaviour (certainty), the greater the intention to cooperate in corruption prevention. 
Unlike certainty, the effects of perceived sanction severity on cooperative intentions remains unexamined. However, as indicated above, meta-analytical reviews show that the impact of severity of punishment on the likelihood of criminal behaviour is weak or negligible. An exception is noted by Pratt and colleagues (2008): studies of intention based on student samples and those exploring the effects on white-collar crimes. Their review found that such studies tended to show strong mean effects of severity on white-collar criminal behaviour (Pratt et al 2008: 381-2). Consequently, and given the nature of our sample, we hypothesise thus:
H2B: The greater the perceived severity of punishment for corruption, the greater the intention to cooperate in corruption prevention.
Rational choice theorists have also explored the role of institutional arrangements, especially their influence on “strategic interactions”, according to which “an actor’s behavior is likely to be driven […] by a strategic calculus”, a calculus that is “deeply affected by the actor’s expectations about how others are likely to behave as well” (Taylor and Hall 1996: 945). This innovation in rational choice theorising has immense implications for the empirical analysis of cooperative intentions. Cooperation is an example of a ‘social dilemma’ because it represents a “situation in which individuals make independent choices in an interdependent situation” (Ostrom 1997: 3). In such situations, people have to choose whether to contribute to a collective good, but their individual strategic calculus hinges on what they believe others (within the reference group) are wont to do (Bicchieri and Ganegoda 2017). 
	Similarly, it has been claimed that support for the reform of corruption is contingent on beliefs about other people’s cooperative intentions. Thus, in interviews with research participants in Uganda and Kenya, the investigators Persson, Rothstein and Teorell (2013: 458) reported a participant as saying: “Everybody does it, so whether it is bad or good everybody does it anyway. Am I the one who is going to change the world? Those are the kind of things you see in the behavior of people”. Although not specifically concerned with corruption, the 2008 study of norm violations by Keizer, Lindenberg, and Steg offers some insight. Following a field experiment, they reported that people tended to violate a norm if they saw others engaged in norm violation. Similarly, some criminologists have explored the influence of perceived collective efficacy – “social cohesion among neighbors combined with their willingness to intervene on behalf of the common good” (Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls 1998: 918) – on cooperative intentions. Kochel (2018) analysed data from community surveys and found that people who perceived greater collective efficacy were more willing to cooperate with the police. Consequently, it is expected that people’s willingness to act against corruption – such as reporting corrupt transactions to law enforcement authorities – will depend on their perceptions that others are willing to act accordingly.
	H2C: The more that young adults believe other actors will engage in anti-corruption 	actions, the greater their intention to cooperate in corruption prevention. 


CORRUPTION IN GHANA: A BRIEF BACKGROUND 
Ghana, formerly the Gold Coast, was a British colony until March 1957. Expectations of a stable and economically equitable country at the dawn of political independence were soon to give way to disruptive politics, involving military interventions that started in February 1966. Military rule in the West African country was punctuated by brief episodes of democratic governance in 1969-1972 and 1979-1981 until the return to multi-party democratic governance in 1993. Since the transition, it has developed a reputation for being one of Africa’s most promising democracies, although there are increasing concerns about the strength of the rule of law (see, World Justice Project, 2019).
	Corruption is a criminal offence in Ghana (see Criminal Offence Act, 1960), but it remains a stable feature of public life. It was a legitimation tool for military juntas, as they promised but failed to curtail public-sector corruption (Assimeng 1999). Under democratic governance it has performed a double function: in the hands of opposition political parties, accusations of corruption feature prominently in counter-legitimacy narratives as they seek to discredit incumbents to win political power. Incumbent governments strategically disclose alleged corrupt transactions by their predecessors as they attempt to explain away economic difficulties. Consequently, this permits a view of anti-corruption rhetoric in Ghana as an instrument in political psych-ops.
When asked about their views of corruption in 2017, 55.5% of 2400 Ghanaians believed the levels of corruption had remained stable or worsened over the previous year (Afrobarometer 2017). This was an improvement on the 2015 perceptual level of 83.8 percent (Afrobarometer 2015). Although trend analysis in ‘corruption rate’ is problematic (see Anechiarico and Jacobs 1996: xiv), public perceptions appear linked to disclosures of high-profile corruption transactions. These have come from two principal sources: the first is investigative journalism. Various public officials, including judges and magistrates, football officials, civil servants, and political appointees have been secretly video-recorded engaged in bribery transactions (Myjoyonline.com 2019; Daily Graphic 2015). These have often generated much public outrage, sometimes resulting in punitive actions against the offending officials, resulting in dismissals (Myjoyonline.com 2015). The other source of corruption information is official reports by Ghana’s Auditor General. These regularly show evidence of the nature and extent of procurement corruption by public officials. The corruption here takes the form of inflated contracts, fabricated invoices to deceive auditors, and nepotistic decision-making, such as the award of contracts to relatives and friends.
Ghana’s anti-corruption architecture comprises such agencies as the police service, the Commission on Human Rights and Administrative, the Economic and Organised Crime Office, the Bureau of National Investigations, and, more recently, the Official of Special Prosecutor. A national strategy, known as the National Anti-Corruption Action Plan, came into force in 2015 but remains largely dormant. However, and as it is true for other forms of criminal conduct, effective response requires active public cooperation such as the flow of information about corrupt transactions to these agencies and a willingness to serve as witnesses in criminal prosecutions. Yet, such cooperation cannot be taken for granted. Results from the 2017 Afrobarometer survey also revealed that 60.9 percent of the Ghanaians interviewed believed that people who reported corruption risked retaliation. This was a significant increase compared to 2015 when 25.4 percent indicated similar reasons for non-reporting of corruption (Afrobarometer 2015), Without public cooperation with the authorities, such as the police, some corruption transactions might remain undetected, allowing corrupt officials to persist in their offending. Consequently, understanding why some people might risk cooperation is an urgent task given the manifold social harms attributed to corruption. That is the task of the current study. 

DATA AND METHODS
The study used cross-sectional survey data derived from a strategic sample of university students at one of the major public universities in Ghana. The in-class surveys were administered between February and March 2016 to final-year students from core courses in Business and Sociology. On average, the survey took about 33 minutes to complete. In all, 574 students were invited to take part in the study; of these, 530 responded, resulting in a response rate of 92.3 per cent. Participants were aged between 19 and 30 years, with a mean age of 22 years; 47.5 per cent were female, and 59.5 per cent had previously been in employment. When asked if they knew where to report corruption by a public official, only 24.5 percent replied that they did. 
The sample came neither from a randomised selection of universities in Ghana nor from a randomised selection of students in a single university. The findings therefore face the limitation of generalisability. However, there is a long tradition of using student samples in criminological analyses, and these have led to important advances in knowledge. A notable example is the widely-cited study by Nagin and Paternoster (1993) of rational choice and individual differences in offending (more recently, see Thomas et al 2018). Studies of cooperative intentions have also employed similar samples, which have produced useful insights into what matters to some young people when they consider support for the police (for example, Maguire, Lowrey and Johnson 2017; Reisig, Mays, Telep 2018). Yet, the views and preferences of people with university education cannot be assumed to reflect those of people of dissimilar backgrounds. This is an important limitation in considering the findings reported below. 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE 
Cooperation with police. We measured cooperative intentions with six items (See Appendix A). Each item asked research participants how likely they would be to report each of the following to the police: (1) “Imagine you had evidence that a civil servant took bribes to make a decision in someone’s favour”; (2) “Imagine you had evidence that a company paid bribes to obtain a contract”; (3) “Imagine you had evidence that someone paid a bribe to a police officer in order to avoid prosecution”; (4) “Let’s consider a situation in which you had evidence that a tax official took bribes from a company in exchange for reducing the company’s tax liabilities.”; (5) “Imagine you knew someone paid a bribe to a judge to obtain a favourable decision”; and (6) ) “Imagine you saw someone pay a bribe to a police officer”. Each was measured on a four-point scale, which ranged from “0 = Not at all likely” to “4 = Very likely”. “Cooperation with police” is a summation score of responses to the six questions (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.89), with higher scores indicating a greater willingness to cooperate with the police against corruption. 
KEY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
Deterrence. We measured two elements of deterrence, certainty and severity. ‘Certainty’ was operationalized using six items, which assessed participants’ views about the risk that a person would be apprehended when involved in corruption, including for example: (1) “If a civil servant accepts bribes to make a decision in someone’s favour”; (2) “If a person pays a bribe to a police officer to avoid arrest”; (3) “If a person uses friendships or family connections with a public official to obtain a contract”. The response to each question ranged from “0 = No risk at all” to “3 = A very great risk.” ‘Certainty’ is a summation score of responses to the six items (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.90), with higher scores indicating a greater risk of being apprehended when engaging in corruption. ‘Perceived severity’ was measured with four indicators adapted from Grasmick and Bryjak (1980), including the following: (1) “How much of a problem would it cause in the life of someone caught and punished for using friends or relatives to obtain a contract?”; and (2) “How much of a problem would it cause in the life of someone caught and punished for paying bribes?” This was measured on a four-point scale, ranging from “0 = No a problem at all” to “3 = A very big problem”. ‘Severity’ is a summation score of responses to the four questions (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.83), with higher scores indicating perceptions of greater severity of punishment for corruption. 
Cooperation by others. This is our operationalization of collective action theory, which suggests that actions against corruption are likely to depend on how individuals perceive others’ cooperative intentions. It is measured with a single item: “How likely is it that most Ghanaians will report a corrupt police officer to the Ghana Police Service?” This was measured on a five-point scale, ranging from “0 = Not at all likely” to “4 = Very Likely”, with higher scores indicating perceptions of greater likelihood of cooperation by other citizens. 
Effectiveness. We measured effectiveness with four items: (1) “How good a job are the police doing in preventing bribery among officers?”; (ii) “How good a job are the police doing in punishing officers caught taking bribes?”; (3) “How good a job are the police doing to show it is interested in fighting police corruption?”; and (4) “Overall, how do you rate the performance of the police in preventing police corruption?” This was measured on a five-point scale, ranging from “0 = Very poor” to “4 = Very good”. ‘Effectiveness’ is a summation score of responses to the four questions (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.93), with higher scores indicating perceptions of greater effectiveness in tackling corruption. 
Procedural Justice. Perceptions of procedural justice were measured with five items: (1) “Police officers care for the well-being of the people they deal with”; (2) “Police officers treat people with respect”; (3) “Police officers treat people fairly”; (4) “Police officers make sure people receive fair decisions”; and (5) “Police officers take time to listen to people.” The ‘procedural justice’ scale was created by summing all five items (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.82), with higher scores indicating perceptions of greater police procedural justice.
Unlawfulness.[footnoteRef:1] We measured police unlawfulness using three items that captured experiences with corruption. The first is direct experience of police bribery, which is derived from the following item: “Have you ever paid a bribe to a police officer?”  (0 = never paid a bribe, 1 = has paid a bribe). Second, vicarious experience of police bribery was elicited from responses to the question: “Has a member of your family or a friend ever paid a bribe to a police officer?” (0 = no, 1 = yes). Finally, vicarious experience of nepotism was derived from the following item: “Has any member of your family or any of your friends ever used their relationship with a public official to obtain a decision in their favour? (0 = no, 1 = yes). The unlawfulness index was created by summing responses to these three items (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.59).  [1:  The items operationalising this variable are open to a different interpretation: they could be as measuring self-reported corrupt behaviours by the study participants and their communities. However, what is of importance for our current purposes is how the fact of experiencing such transactions might influence willingness to report corrupt transactions to the police. ] 

CONTROL VARIABLES
We included several variables to control for potential confounds. These included age, sex (0 = male, 1 = female), employment status (0 = never been employed, 1 = previously employed, either part-time or full-time), subject studies (Business = 0; Sociology = 1). We further controlled for participants’ knowledge of where to report corruption by a public official (No = 0; Yes = 1). Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations for each of the study variables. The key substantive variables were constructed by using principal component factor analysis; factor loadings are listed in Appendix A. 
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ANALYTICAL STRATEGY 
The aim of the present study is to estimate the relative effects of deterrence and perceptions of legitimacy upon the intentions of young adults to cooperate with the police in tackling corruption. Our data-analytical strategy has two steps: first, we explore bivariate correlations between each of our substantive independent variables (perceived certainty and severity; perceived cooperative intentions of others; police effectiveness, lawfulness and procedural justice) and the dependent variable (cooperative intentions). Second, we use ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models to estimate the influence of these independent variables on the dependent variable. The analysis here takes two forms: an initial consideration of the full sample, followed by sub-group analysis comparing the effects of the independent variables across contexts of self-reported ignorance and knowledge on how to report corrupt transactions. Prior to estimating the regression models, we performed a series of diagnostics to ensure that our model estimates were unbiased and efficient. In particular, we conducted diagnostics to ensure that there was no multicollinearity in our analyses. The results of variance inflation factors indicated that collinearity was not problematic.
FINDINGS
Table 2 presents results of bivariate correlations between the substantive variables. The two strongest correlates of cooperative intentions were the certainty of detecting corruption (r = .351, p < .01) and the cooperative intentions of fellow citizens (r = .205, p < .01). Perceived severity of punishment was also positively and significantly related to cooperative intentions (r = .114, p < .01). Among the dimensions of legitimacy, only police illegality correlated with cooperative intentions (r = -.132, p < .01); neither effectiveness nor procedural justice was a significant correlate. 
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The results of ordinary least squares regression are presented in Tables 3 and 4. Starting with Table 3, Model 1 explores the effects of basic demographic variables and legitimacy on cooperative intentions. A review of the model indicates that personal characteristics played no meaningful role in the young adults’ intentions to cooperate against corruption. The only exception was age, which was positively associated with intentions to cooperate with the police. While the positive effects of age on cooperative intentions against corruption conflict with findings from prior studies (Peiffer and Alvarez 2016; Bauhr 2017) they are consistent with those on general cooperative intentions (for example, Murphy and Cherney 2012; Sun et al 2018). Among the three legitimacy dimensions investigated here, only experience of police unlawfulness predicted cooperative intentions; the association was negative and statistically significant, suggesting that unlawfulness inhibits willingness to cooperate with the police in fighting corruption. Contrary to expectations, perceived police procedural justice did not predict cooperative intentions. Neither did perceived police effectiveness predict such intentions, a finding consistent with that reported by Reisig, Tankebe and Mesko (2012). 
In Model 2, we examined separately the role of deterrence, specifically certainty, severity and the cooperative intentions of others. We found that perceived certainty of detection for corruption was positively and significantly associated with the willingness of participants to cooperate with the police. Further, perceptions of the cooperative intentions of others increased participants’ own intentions to cooperate, providing support for the collective action perspective. However, and contrary to hypothesis 2B, perceptions of the severity of corruption sanctions did not show any association with cooperative intentions. Consistent with Model 1, with an increase in age the willingness to cooperate with legal authorities in tackling corruption also increases. Finally, in Model 3, we explored simultaneously the effects of legitimacy and deterrence upon cooperative intentions. Experiences of police unlawfulness continued to show significant and negative influence on cooperative intentions; notably, however, the effects appeared weaker. Procedural justice and effectiveness remained irrelevant to cooperative intentions. Further, the effects reported for certainty and cooperation by others did not change. This model accounted for 16.5 per cent of the variance in cooperative intentions. 

	Table 3



Empirical analysis of the conditions that make for cooperative behaviour has investigated the possibility of domain dependence, such as victimization versus non-victimization (Tankebe 2013; Murphy and Barkworth 2014), weak versus strong ties to society (Murphy and Cherney 2012), and neighbourhood comparisons (Jackson et al 2012). Common to these studies is the assumption that people know how to cooperate, an assumption that is defeasible. Accordingly, we investigated the possibility that the correlates of cooperative intentions vary across domains of knowledge versus ignorance of how to cooperate.[footnoteRef:2] Table 4 splits the sample into those who claimed knowledge of where to report corruption and those who did not make that claim. Whether a person knew where to report corruption by public officials or not, the perception of certainty of being apprehended when engaging in corrupt transaction was found to increase the willingness to cooperate with the police. However, deterrence appeared particularly important for those who claimed not to know where to report corruption. For this group, perceived certainty ( = .320 p < .001), severity of corruption sanctions ( = .196 p < .001), and cooperative intentions of others ( = .100 p < .05), all increased the participant’s own willingness to cooperate with the authorities. We also found that, among those who did not know where to report corruption, cooperative intentions increase with age. However, for both sub-groups, we found no evidence of legitimacy effects on cooperative intentions; indeed, the effects of unlawfulness reported for the full sample were not found in the sub-groups.  [2:  The survey question did not offer study participants options of agencies from which to choose answers that might be accurate or otherwise. On the contrary, participants only indicated ‘no’ or ‘yes’ to knowing where to report corruption by a public official. Consequently, any possibility of compromising the stability of the difference between the two sub-groups is removed.  ] 


	Table 4



DISCUSSION
A number of important findings emerged from the analyses. First, the most important finding concerns the importance of deterrence as an explanation of cooperative intentions. As hypothesized (H2A and H2C), among all participants, cooperative intentions depended on perceptions of the certainty of apprehension for corrupt behavior. The results conflict with those reported by studies in non-corruption contexts (Tankebe 2009; Sunshine and Tyler 2003) but were consistent with those reported by Tsushima and Hamai (2015). More generally, the results are consistent with evidence from deterrence research into the influence of certainty upon behavioural intentions (Klepper and Nagin 1989; Nagin and Paternoster 1993). The results imply that police departments can influence the strategic choices that young adults are likely to make when confronted with information about corrupt transactions. Police can influence people’s prosocial propensities by creating and communicating enhanced risks of apprehension for engaging in corrupt behaviour. 
We also found evidence that the application of a collective-action-problem hypothesis to cooperative behaviour is warranted. The young adults in the study imagined themselves to be cooperating with the police in fighting corruption under conditions in which they perceived that other citizens were similarly predisposed to cooperate. This is an important finding. It suggests that, contrary to the current criminological approach to cooperative behaviour, such behaviour depends on people’s empirical expectations. Bicchieri and Xiao (2009: 192) explain that such expectations may arise from “past observations of conformity or its consequences, on indirect knowledge or even on projection, as when we think our own behavior is representative of what most other people would do in similar circumstances”. Although some have questioned the ethics of such contingent behaviour (see Taleb 2018), this finding implies a potentially crucial role for institutions in shaping cooperative behaviours. According to Taylor and Hall (1996), cooperative actions require institutional arrangements that encourage complementary behaviour by others. The authors claim that:
Institutions structure such interactions, by affecting the range and sequence of alternatives on the choice-agenda or by providing information and enforcement mechanisms that reduce uncertainty about the corresponding behavior of others and allow ‘gains from exchange,’ thereby leading actors toward particular calculations and potentially better social outcomes (Hall and Taylor 1996: 945). 

We also investigated the possibility that the influences of legitimacy and deterrence were domain-specific, as domains of social knowledge or ignorance about how to cooperate. We found that deterrence drives cooperative behaviour under conditions of uncertain knowledge on how to cooperate. It appears that, when uncertain how to report corrupt behaviour, people were more careful to avoid a potentially detrimental backlash for reporting. The backlash can take the form of violent retaliation; but it can also mean stigma and shame for those informing on corrupt transactions (de Sardan 1999). Consequently, potential collaborators with the police would seek assurances about institutional reputation for apprehending corrupt individuals. Deterrence researchers write that “because individuals are boundedly rational, they do not calculate a complete set of strategies for every situation they face” (Ostrom 1997: 9). Potential offenders search for relevant information and act accordingly. It is possible that potential collaborators engage in boundedly rational decisions that might mirror what Gigerenzer and Selten (2002: 8) outlined. That is, first search for information, both about the reputation of the police to deter corruption and about prosocial tendencies among other citizens; second, terminate the search once satisfied with the information acquired; finally, decide whether or not to cooperate. The findings presented above show that information which might aid such decisions will relate to certainty of detection, severity of punishment, and the cooperative intentions of others. 
Finally, we found that legitimacy theory may have limited applicability to certain forms of cooperative intentions. We examined three dimensions of legitimacy, namely procedural justice, effectiveness, and unlawfulness. According to Tyler’s model of procedural justice, judgments about the fairness of police processes—defined as encompassing both the quality of decision-making and the quality of interpersonal treatment—shape people’s intentions to cooperate with legal authorities. A large body of evidence has accrued in support of the model (e.g. Sunshine and Tyler 2003; Jackson et al 2012). However, the findings from our data conflict with those findings: perceived procedural justice appeared irrelevant to intentions to cooperate with police to fight corruption. Nor, contrary to H1A, did perceived police effectiveness appear to be relevant, although some studies have found it to be important for generating cooperation with the police (e.g. Tankebe 2009). We found that only experiences of police unlawfulness were associated with intentions to cooperate with the police’s fight against corruption. When the police abuse established rules in the form of corrupt exchanges, they could be denied the lifeblood of police work: the voluntary flow of information from the public. Legitimacy researchers do not claim that any of its dimensions (for example, procedural justice) explain cooperative intentions across all domains. Thus, what we are able to conclude from our study is that, in the domain of support for the police to tackle corruption, we found no evidence that legitimacy is the decisive factor for the young adults surveyed. 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE STUDIES
The study is not without limitations. First, our data came from cross-sectional survey. It is, therefore, unclear how propensities towards cooperative relations with the police change over time. Future studies adopting a developmental perspective to these propensities could make important contributions to our knowledge. According to Laub (2004: 4), life-course perspectives in criminology focus on “continuity, change, especially turning points, age, period and cohort effects, and both internal and external forces that may shape life-course developments”. However, insights from these perspectives have arisen entirely from studies of criminal behaviour. Studies of cooperative intentions should explore the potential application of these perspectives in understanding between-individual and within-individual differences in decisions to report crimes to the police and to serve as witnesses and juries. Adopting a life-course approach can also allow researchers to identify and investigate “turning points” that encourage or inhibit cooperative behaviours. 
Next, there is a longstanding recognition that propensities do not always translate into actual behaviour. Much insight has emerged from criminological studies focused on intentions (Klepper and Nagin 1989; Wikström et al 2012). Yet future studies in criminology of prosociality that use data on actual cooperative behaviour could improve our understanding of the relative importance of deterrence and perceptions of legitimacy. Third, our study uses data from a convenience sample of final-year university students. We had argued that university students might be particularly suitable for studies of corruption. However, precisely because of their educational background and the cultural capital they command, the findings reported here cannot be assumed to apply to sections of Ghanaian society without similar educational and cultural resources.  Future studies using more robust samples to test the relative influence of deterrence and legitimacy on cooperative intentions are required to address this problem of generalisability. 





















REFERENCES 
Afrobaromter (2017) ‘Ordinary People can report corruption without fear’. Available at http://afrobarometer.org/online-data-analysis/analyse-online [Accessed 2 April 2019]

Afrobaromter (2015) ‘Ordinary People can report corruption without fear’. Available at http://afrobarometer.org/online-data-analysis/analyse-online [Accessed 2 April 2019]

Anechiarico, F., & Jacobs, J. B. (1998). The pursuit of absolute integrity: How corruption control makes government ineffective. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Assimeng, J. M. (1999). Social structure of Ghana: A study in persistence and change. Accra: Ghana Publishing Corporation.
Bauhr, M. (2017). ‘Need or greed? Conditions for collective action against corruption.’ Governance 30: 561-581.
Beek, J. (2017). ‘Money, morals and law: The legitimacy of police traffic checks in Ghana.’ In Beek, J, M. Göpfert, O. Owen, and J. Steinberg, eds. Police in Africa: The street level view. Oxford: Oxford University Press
Beetham, D. (1991). The Legitimation of Power. London: Macmillan. 
Bicchieri, C., and Xiao, E. (2009), ‘Do the right thing: but only if others do so.’ Journal of Behavioral Decision Making 22: 191-208
Bottoms, AE., and Tankebe, J. (2012). ‘Beyond procedural justice: A dialogic approach to legitimacy in criminal justice.’ Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology 102:119–70 
Bottoms, AE., and Tankebe, J. (2017). ‘Police Legitimacy and the Authority of the State.’ In Du Bois-Pedain, Antje, Magnus Ulväng, and Petter Asp, eds. Criminal Law and the Authority of the State. Oxford: Bloomsbury Publishing
Bottoms, AE., and von Hirsch, A. (2012). ‘The Crime-Preventive Impact of Penal Sanctions.’ In Cane, Peter, and Herbert Kritzer, eds. The Oxford Handbook of Empirical Legal Research. Oxford: Oxford University Press 
Coicaud, J-M. (2002). Legitimacy and Politics: A Contribution to the Study of Political Right and Political Responsibility. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Daily Graphic (2015) How we nabbed over 180 corrupt Judges and Judicial Staff – Anas Aremeyaw. Available at https://www.graphic.com.gh/features/features/how-we-nabbed-over-180-corrupt-judges-and-judicial-staff-anas-aremeyaw.html [Accessed 2 April 2019]
De Sardan, J.P.O. (1999). ‘A moral economy of corruption in Africa?’ The Journal of Modern African Studies 37: 25-52.
Decker, S., Wright, R., and Logie, R. (1993). ‘Perceptual deterrence among active residential burglars: A Research Note’. Criminology 31: 135-147.
Desmond, M., Papachristos,AV., and Kirk, DS. (2016). ‘Police violence and citizen crime reporting in the black community.’ American Sociological Review 81: 857-876
Gigerenzer, G., and Selten, R. (2002). ‘Rethinking Rationality.’ In Gigerenzer, G, and R. Selten, eds. Bounded rationality: The Adaptive Toolbox. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press
Grasmick, H. G., and Bryjak. G. J. (1980). ‘The deterrent effect of perceived severity of punishment.’ Social Forces 59: 471-491.
Hall, P. A., and Taylor, R. C. (1996). ‘Political Science and the Three New Institutionalisms.’ Political Studies 44: 936-5
Hechter, M., and Kanazawa, S. (1997). ‘Sociological Rational Choice Theory’, Annual Review of Sociology 23: 191-214.
Jackson, J., Bradford, B., Stanko, B., and Hohl, K. (2012). Just Authority? Trust in the Police in England and Wales. London: Routledge
Keizer, K., Lindenberg, S., and Steg, L. (2008). ‘The Spreading of Disorder’, Science 322: 1681-1685.
Kirk, D. S., and Papachristos, A.V. (2011). ‘Cultural mechanisms and the persistence of neighborhood violence.’ American Journal of Sociology 116: 1190-1233.
Klepper, S., and Nagin, D.S. (1989). ‘The Deterrent Effect of Perceived Certainty and Severity of Punishment Revisited.’ Criminology 27: 721-746
Kochel, T. R. (2018). ‘Police legitimacy and resident cooperation in crime hotspots: effects of victimisation risk and collective efficacy’, Policing and Society, 28: 251-270,
Kochel, Tammy Rinehart, Roger Parks, and Stephen D. Mastrofski. 2013. Examining police effectiveness as a precursor to legitimacy and cooperation with police. Justice Quarterly 30: 895-925.
Lambsdorff, J. G. (2007). The Institutional Economics of Corruption and Reform: Theory, Evidence and Policy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Laub, J. H. (2004). ‘The Life Course of Criminology in the United States: The American Society of Criminology 2003 Presidential address.’ Criminology 42: 1-26.
MacCormick, N. (2007). Institutions of Law. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Maguire, E. R., Lowrey, B. V., and Johnson, D. (2017). ‘Evaluating the relative impact of positive and negative encounters with police: A randomized experiment.’ Journal of experimental criminology, 13(3): 367-391. 
Mathiesen, T. (2012). The Defences of the Weak: A Sociological Study of a Norwegian correctional institution. London: Routledge
Mungiu-Pippidi, A. (2015). The Quest for Good Governance. How Societies Develop Control of Corruption. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Murphy, K, and Cherney, A. (2011). ‘Understanding cooperation with police in a diverse society’, British Journal of Criminology 52: 181-201.
Murphy, K., and Barkworth, J. (2014). ‘Victim willingness to report crime to police: Does procedural justice or outcome matter most?’ Victims & Offenders 9: 178-204
Myjoyonline.com (2015) Full list of Dismissed Judges. Available at https://www.myjoyonline.com/news/2015/December-8th/full-list-of-dismissed-judges.php [Accessed 2 April 2019]
Myjoyonline.com (2019) Government Officials Caught in Anas’ (sic) Latest Galamsey Expose. Available at https://www.myjoyonline.com/news/2019/February-27th/government-officials-fingered-in-anas-latest-galamsey-expos.php [Accessed 2 April 2019]
Nagin, D. S. (2013). ‘Deterrence in the twenty-first century.’ In Crime and Justice: Review of Research, ed. Michael H. Tonry. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press 
Nagin, D. S. and Paternoster, R. (1993). ‘Enduring Individual Differences and Rational Choice Theories of Crime’. Law and Society Review 27: 467–496 
Nye, J. S. (1967). Corruption and Political Development: A Cost-Benefit Analysis. The American Political Science Review, 61(2), 417–427
Odartey-Wellington, F, Anas, A. A, and Boamah, P. (2017). ‘“Ghana in the Eyes of God”: Media ecology and the Anas journalistic investigation of Ghana’s judiciary.’ Journal of Applied Journalism & Media Studies 6: 293-313
Olken, B. A. (2007). ‘Monitoring corruption: evidence from a field experiment in Indonesia.’ Journal of political Economy 115: 200-249
Olken, B. A., & Pande, R. (2012). ‘Corruption in developing countries.’ Annual Review of Economics 4: 479-509.
Ostrom, E. (1997). ‘A Behavioral approach to the rational choice theory of collective action: Presidential address, American Political Science Association’, American Political Science Review 92: 1-22.
Peiffer, C., and Alvarez, L. (2016). ‘Who Will Be the ‘Principled-Principals’? Perceptions of Corruption and Willingness to Engage in Anticorruption Activism,’ Governance 29: 351–36
Persson, A., Rothstein, B., and Teorell, J. (2013). ‘Why anticorruption reforms fail—systemic corruption as a collective action problem’, Governance 26: 449-471
Piquero, A. R., Paternoster, R., Pogarsky, G., and Loughran, T. (2011). ‘Elaborating the individual difference component in deterrence theory.’ Annual Review of Law and Social Science 7: 335-360.
Pratt, T. C., Cullen, F.T, Blevins, K.R, Daigle, L.E.., and Madensen, T.D. (2008). ‘The empirical status of deterrence theory: A meta-analysis.’ Taking stock: The status of criminological theory 15: 367-396.
Reisig, M. D., and Lloyd, C. (2009). ‘Procedural justice, police legitimacy, and helping the police fight crime: Results from a survey of Jamaican adolescents’, Police Quarterly 12: 42-62.
Reisig, M. D., Mays, R. D., & Telep, C. W. (2018). ‘The effects of procedural injustice during police–citizen encounters: a factorial vignette study’. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 14(1), 49-58 
Reisig, M. D., Tankebe, J., and Mesko, G. (2012). ‘Procedural justice, police legitimacy, and public cooperation with the police among young Slovene adults.’ Journal of Criminology and Security 14: 147–64. 
Sampson, R. J., Raudenbush, S.W., and Earls, F. (1998). ‘Neighborhoods and violent crime: A multilevel study of collective efficacy’, Science 277: 918-924.
Sargeant, E, Murphy, K., and Cherney, A. (2014). ‘Ethnicity, trust and cooperation with police: Testing the dominance of the process-based model.’ European Journal of Criminology 11: 500-524.
Slocum, L. A., and Wiley, S.A. (2018). ‘“Experience of the Expected?” Race and Ethnicity Differences in the Effects of Police Contact on Youth’, Criminology 56: 402-432.
Sun, I. Y., Wu, Y., Hu, R., and Farmer. A. K. (2018). ‘Procedural Justice, Legitimacy, and Public Cooperation with Police: Does Western Wisdom Hold in China?’, Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 54: 454-478
Sunshine, J., and Tyler, T. R. (2003). ‘The role of procedural justice and legitimacy in shaping public support for policing.’ Law & Society Review, 37(3): 513-548
Taleb, N. N. (2018). Skin in the Game: Hidden Asymmetries in Daily Life. London: Allen Lane
Tankebe, J, and Asif, M (2016). ‘Police legitimacy and support for vigilante violence in Pakistan’, International Journal of Comparative and Applied Criminal Justice 40: 343-362.
Tankebe, J. (2009). ‘Public cooperation with the police in Ghana: Does procedural fairness matter?’, Criminology 47: 1265-1293.
Tankebe, J. (2013). ‘Viewing things differently: The dimensions of public perceptions of police legitimacy’, Criminology 51: 103–135 
Tankebe, J., Reisig, M. D., AND Wang, X. (2016). ‘A multidimensional model of police legitimacy: A cross-cultural assessment’, Law and Human Behavior, 40(1), 11 – 22.
Thomas, K. J., Hamilton, B.C., and Loughran, T. A. (2018). ‘Testing the transitivity of reported risk perceptions: Evidence of coherent arbitrariness.’ Criminology 56: 59-86.
Transparency International (2018) ‘15 Ways Young People Can Fight Corruption.’ Available at https://www.transparency.org/news/feature/15_ways_young_people_can_fight_corruption [Accessed 30 December 2018]
Tsushima, M., and Hamai, K. (2015). ‘Public cooperation with the police in Japan: Testing the legitimacy model’, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice 31: 212-228.
Tyler, T. R. (1990). Why People Obey the Law. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
Tyler, T. R. (2003). ‘Procedural justice, legitimacy, and the effective rule of law.’ In Crime and Justice: Review of Research, ed. Michael H. Tonry. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press 
Tyler, T. R., and Huo, Y. (2002). Trust in the Law. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 
Tyler, T. R., Fagan, J., and Geller, A. (2014). ‘Street stops and police legitimacy: Teachable moments in young urban men's legal socialization’, Journal of Empirical Legal Studies 11: 751-785.
Tyler, T. R., Schulhofer, S., and Huq, A. (2010). ‘Legitimacy and deterrence effects in counter-terrorism policing: A study of Muslim Americans’, Law & Society Review 44: 365–402. 
Unger, R. M. (1977). Law in modern society. New York: Simon and Schuster
Weber, M. (1922/1978). Economy and Society: an outline of interpretative sociology,       	edited by G. Roth and G. Wittich, tr, E. Fischoff. Berkeley, CA: University of 	California Press. 
Williams, B. A. O. (2005). In the beginning was the deed: Realism and moralism in political argument. Princeton: Princeton University Press
World Justice Project (2019) Rule of Law Index, 2019. Available at https://worldjusticeproject.org/sites/default/files/documents/WJP-ROLI-2019-Single%20Page%20View-Reduced_0.pdf [Accessed  2 April 2019]
Wrong, D. (1994). The Problem of Order: What Unites and Divides Society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 






Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Research Variables 
	
	valid n
	Mean/
Percent
	SD
	Min
	Max

	Dependent Variables 
	
	
	
	
	

	Cooperative Intentions  
	526
	1.590
	1.023
	0
	4

	Independent Variables 
	
	
	
	
	

	Effectiveness 
	523
	3.048
	.900
	0
	4

	Procedural Justice
	517
	1.403
	.679
	0
	4

	Unlawfulness  
	515
	.463
	.345
	0
	1

	Certainty 
	526
	1.729
	.790
	0
	3

	Severity 
	524
	1.615
	.715
	0
	3

	Cooperation by others 
	516
	1.339
	1.039
	0
	4

	Control Variables 
	
	
	
	
	

	Class (Sociology)
	530
	31.3%
	
	0
	1

	Age
	525
	22.589
	1.80
	19
	30

	Sex (female)
	530
	47.5%
	
	1
	2

	Employment (Yes)
	528
	59.5%
	
	0
	1

	Reporting Knowledge 
	525
	24.5%
	
	0
	1







Table 2: Bivariate Correlations between Key Research Variables
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	1. Cooperative Intentions  
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Effectiveness 
	-.019
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Procedural Justice
	.063
	-.234**
	1.00
	
	
	
	

	4. Unlawfulness  
	-.132**
	.053
	-.060
	1.00
	
	
	

	5. Certainty 
	.351**
	-.030
	.004
	-.100*
	1.00
	
	

	6. Severity 
	.114**
	-.019
	.061
	-.049
	.222**
	1.00
	

	7. Cooperation by others 
	.205**
	-.179**
	.280**
	-.035
	.084
	.086
	1.00


Note: N = 513 – 526; *p <.05, **p <.01
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Table 3: OLS Regression of Cooperative Intentions on Perceived Legitimacy and Deterrence 
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	
	b
	SE
	
	b
	SE
	
	b
	SE
	

	Class
	 –.012
	.097
	–.005
	–.020
	.090
	–.009
	–.017
	.090
	–.008

	Age
	.129
	.040
	.148**
	.135
	.037
	.155***
	.133
	.037
	.153***

	Sex
	.086
	.094
	.042
	.079
	.086
	.039
	.052
	.087
	.025

	Employment 
	–.027
	.093
	–.013
	–.048
	.085
	–.023
	–.032
	.086
	–.015

	Reporting Knowledge 
	.069
	.106
	.029
	.049
	.098
	.021
	.051
	.098
	.022

	Legitimacy 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Effectiveness 
	.005
	.052
	.004
	---
	---
	---
	.041
	.048
	.036

	Procedural justice
	.078
	.068
	.052
	---
	---
	---
	.010
	.065
	.007

	Unlawfulness
	–.369
	.132
	–.124**
	---
	---
	---
	–.268
	.122
	–.090*

	Deterrence 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Certainty 
	---
	---
	---
	.425
	.054
	.328***
	.416
	.054
	.321***

	Severity 
	---
	---
	---
	.053
	.060
	.037
	.050
	.060
	.035

	Cooperation by others
	---
	---
	---
	.170
	.040
	.172****
	.171
	.042
	.173***

	F-statistic 
	
	
	2.777*
	
	
	13.574***
	
	
	10.410***

	Adjusted R2
	
	
	2.7%
	
	
	16.5%
	
	
	16.9%

	N
	
	
	509
	
	
	509
	
	
	509



























Table 4: OLS Regression of Cooperative Intentions on Legitimacy and Deterrence according to Knowledge of How to Cooperative
	
	Ignorance
	Knowledge

	
	b
	SE
	
	b
	SE
	

	Class
	–.009
	.103
	–.004
	.021
	.192
	.010

	Age
	.128
	.044
	.140**
	.092
	.069
	.118

	Sex
	.090
	.097
	.045
	.021
	.198
	.010

	Employment 
	.046
	.096
	.023
	–.247
	.188
	–.115

	Legitimacy 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Effectiveness 
	.060
	.055
	.053
	–.054
	.097
	–.049

	Procedural justice
	.024
	.075
	.016
	–.031
	.132
	–.021

	Unlawfulness
	–.214
	.138
	–.073
	–.426
	.265
	.110

	Deterrence 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Certainty 
	.410
	.062
	.320***
	.420
	.113
	.326***

	Severity 
	.141
	.068
	.100*
	–.250
	.130
	–.171

	Cooperation by others
	.196
	.048
	.196***
	.102
	.087
	.109

	F-statistic 
	
	
	10.180***
	
	
	2.599**

	Adjusted R2
	
	
	19.4%
	
	
	11.4%

	N
	
	
	381
	
	
	124





















