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1 Introduction

Migration has been one topical issue that has occupied global discussion and at-
tention for a very long time (UNPD 2009). Migration has been part of human
history; people have migrated from one continent to the other, from country to
country or internally, within the same country for many years. For instance, in
2019, international migration stood at 272 million which was 3.5% of the world’s
population (International Organisation for Migration (IOM) (2020). Human mi-
gration includes movement of people over long distances, including refugees, dis-
placed persons, uprooted people, and economic migrants (IOM 2020). People
often migrate for various reasons such as for better livelihoods, greater opportuni-
ties, improved security and to escape violent conflicts/war in their countries (Kallio
2016; UNDP 2009; Oglethorpe et al. 2007).

In Africa, the trend of international migration has not been that different from
the global level. Millions of Africans migrate on daily basis. Earlier attempts to
study migration patterns in Africa have shown a huge wave of human movement
that even exceeded the global average (Russel et al. 1990). Data suggest that inter-
national migration in Africa increased from 15.1 million to 26.6 million between
2009 and 2019 which is a sharp increase (76%) compared to other major regions
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in the world (IOM 2020). This increasing trend of migration in Africa is attributed
to extreme poverty, starvation, violence/civil wars and climate change (Flahaux/De
Haas 2016). Major civil wars in the African continent such as the Rwandan Geno-
cide, Liberian, Libyan and Ivoirian civil wars have resulted in migrations from these
countries to seek refuge in neighbouring countries (Salehyan/Gleditsch 2006) and
across the Mediterranean to Europe.

In the migration literature, the issue of “return migration” is often said to be
the end of the migration cycle (Adepoju 2010). However, evidence suggests that
there can be re-migration, especially back to the host community/country (Hirvo-
nen/Helene 2015), such as in the case of the Liberian refugees in Ghana. Refugees
who are often forced to migrate out of their country of residence as a result of vi-
olent conflict mostly expect that when the war ends, they could return home and
live peacefully with their families and communities. However, this is often not
the case. The return of refugees is often characterised by a lot of challenges as
some are not able to reunite with their family members and settle in their com-
munities. Some also find it very difficult to get jobs after their return to their
original country whilst others even find it difficult to reintegrate because they are
not able to relocate their homes or families or because of loss of culture. Also, the
process of return migration comes with many fears, uncertainties and challenges
(Setrana/Tonah/Asiedu 2018). The process of re-integration for migrants back to
the former host country also comes with challenges such as unemployment, lack of
accommodation and loss of culture. Thus, the processes of repatriation, return and
re-integration for refugees/migrants come with many fears, hopes and experiences.

In Ghana, the Buduburam Refugee Camp was established in 1990 by the
United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) in collaboration with
the Ghanaian Government to provide refuge (food and shelter) for displaced
Liberians who were affected by the civil war in Liberia (Dzeamesi 2008). Ac-
cording to estimates by the Liberian Refugee Welfare Council and the Ghana
Refugee Board, there were about 40,000 Liberians (men, women and children)
residing in Ghana as refugees as of 2005 (Bortu 2009). Since 2003, Liberia has
witnessed relative peace and an end to the war. The country has since held more
than one peaceful democratic election including the 2017 presidential election
where former President Ellen Johnson Sirleaf peacefully transferred power to
George Weah. Following the return to peace in Liberia, the UNHCR launched
a large-scale repatriation programme for the Liberian refugees in Ghana. Under
this repatriation initiative from the host government (the Ghanaian Government)
and UNHCR, about 10,000 Liberian refugees were repatriated to Liberia between
April 2008 and March 2009 (Omata 2011). Again in 2012, a number of Liberian
refugees were repatriated to Liberia.

However, many of the refugees from the Buduburam Refugee Camp that were
repatriated to Liberia could not settle well in communities in their country of
origin. Many of them encountered issues ranging from economic to security chal-
lenges that made life difficult for them after their return. As indicated by Boateng
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and Hilton (2011), refugees returning to Liberia encountered a multitude of social,
economic and psychological problems. According to Boateng and Hilton (2011),
many repatriated refugees go back to countries where peace is fragile, security is
tenuous, and the economy and infrastructure of the homeland are devastated and
therefore have to return irregularly and quickly to ruined homelands and face many
daunting challenges.

In light of the inability of many of the refugees to live in Liberia comfortably
after their repatriation from Ghana many of them returned to the Buduburam
Refugee Camp, (Boateng/Hilton 2011; Omata 2012). But their return to Ghana
was not smooth either. Many of these returned migrants had difficulty in obtaining
places to stay, work permits and jobs in general, coupled with discrimination from
Ghanaian communities around the area. These factors prevented the return mi-
grants from obtaining work in the local community (Hardgrove 2009). Their rein-
tegration into the Ghanaian community thus came with many challenges and fears.
Aside from local integration and repatriation (which in some cases was forced) as
durable solutions, the Liberian refugees’ option of resettlement in a third-country
of refugees’ choice has become difhicult, if not impossible. Even their current sta-
tus as ‘refugees’ is in contention as the host government and UNHCR claim to
have ensured local integration and repatriation with the evocation of the Cessation
Clause. This has led to the Ghanaian Government’s intention to demolish the
Buduburam Refugee Camp because the state claims it is a hub for “criminals and
bad people” and that the status of Liberian refugees has ended (Cessation Clause)
(Adogla-Bessa 2021).

Even though Article 34 of the UN Refugee Convention states that when refugees
voluntarily return to their original home country is not immediately feasible, the
country of Asylum should create temporary conditions for settlement or integra-
tion of the refugees into the community and also ensure their full participation in
its social and economic life, the local integration of Liberian refugees has been chal-
lenging and difficult (Boateng/Hilton 2011). It is in the light of all this that, this
chapter examines the lived experiences, hopes and expectations of return Liberian
refugees in the Buduburam Refugee Camp in Ghana. The chapter further examines
the challenges that the return refugees faced both in their return to their country
of origin (Liberia) and back to Ghana in the process of reintegration.

This chapter proceeds as follows: the first part deals with the introduction. In
the second section, we review literature highlighting theoretical and conceptual
issues underpinning the study. This is followed by a discussion of the methodology
adopted for the study. The next section is dedicated to the results and discussion of
the findings. The final part draws a conclusion and makes some recommendations.
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2 Review of Literature

2.1 Theorising Return Migration

Setrana and Tonah (2016) among many scholars have argued that return migration
is not the end of the migration process as earlier thought. This is because there
has been re-migration after the return. Therefore, the subject of return migration
(including refugees to both origin communities/countries and host countries) has
gained interesting debates and dimensions in the academic literature. Also, return
migration of refugees is not only a difficult aspect of refugee problems but also an
opportunity for countries and communities to receive exiled citizens back into their
communities and countries. While issues of refugees have received research atten-
tion, research on return migration of refugees is yet to receive comparable research
attention (Carling/Mortensen/Wu 2011). Research in the area of return migration
of refugees has focused on initial arrivals of refugees back to origin communities
and the associated challenges. Such return migrations are also usually organized
by the UNHCR and host governments. Hence in theorising the concept within
the framework of refugee return, there is the need to broaden the scope of under-
standing to capture the nuances that general return migration might overlook. The
subject of return migration was first defined by Gmelch (1980), as the movement
of emigrants back to their homeland to resettle. King (1978) also conceptualizes
return migration to mean when people return to their country or region after a
significant period of stay abroad or in another region.

In the view of Khoser (2009), return migration is the return of migrants to their
country of origin sometimes as a fulfilment of original intentions or sometimes as
a consequence of revised intentions. According to the Ghana Statistical Service
(2010), return migrants are persons born at their current place of residence but
who had moved out and lived outside their localities of birth for more than a year
and have returned to their current locality for a year or more or intend to do so.

Return migration of refugees has several issues that demand a review as intended
in this work. The critical areas of attention in the discourse on return migration
of refugees include the economic, psychosocial, cultural and political aspects that
confront refugees. Hirvonen and Helene (2015) note that return migration is in-
fluenced by unsuccessful migration. Explaining that for men, return is linked to
poor job-market outcomes at the migrants destination, and for women, to the
ending of marriages. According to Sabharwal and Varma (2012), return migra-
tion is a process since return migrants embark on the return due to cultural, social,
economic and political factors. Therefore, the decision to return entails both a psy-
chic preparation and availability of financial, cultural, economic as well as political
resources. Cromartie, Von Reichert, and Arthun (2015) emphasize the ability to
secure employment, community assets and family considerations as determinants
of return migrations.



Experiences, Expectations and Challenges of Return 165

Given the general lack of a broad and in-depth theoretical perspective for return
migration, the general migration theories which cover the aspect of return migra-
tion offer a possibility to better understand the magnitude and dynamics of return
migration to places of origin (Schmidthals 2010). Two theories that significantly
explain the context of refugee return migrations in this research are the neo-classical
and the network theories of migration. The Neo-classical perspective argues that
return migration is seen as the outcome of a failed migration experience which did
not yield the expected benefits of migration (Arango 2004). The theory further
espouses that migrants miscalculated their cost of migration and therefore did not
reap the actual benefits of their migration hence compelling them to return (Cas-
tles/Miller 2009). This mirrors the situation of former refugees in the Buduburam
camp in Ghana since evidence indicates that they returned due to their inability to
integrate into their original community and their inability to find jobs. This indi-
cates that they may not have adequate knowledge and information regarding their
destination before their migration. Hence, former refugees miscalculated their cost
and benefits of migration before they embarked on their journeys to their origin
countries.

The network theory of migration defines migrant networks as sets of interper-
sonal ties that connect migrants, non-migrants and former migrants in webs of
kinship, friendship and shared origin (Fussell 2012; Taylor 1986). They can be
considered a form of social capital stretched across migrant space, and therefore fa-
cilitate the likelihood of international movement because they provide information
which lowers the costs and risks of migration (Massey et al. 1998). By providing
information and contacts, they direct migrants to particular destinations where
help regarding accommodation, finding a job, financial assistance and other kinds
of support are available. Hence, migrant networks tend to have a multiplier effect
and perpetuate migration (Arango 2004). This applies to the case of return former
refugees in this study as they could not trace family members upon return to their
origin country and had also lost touch with friends and relatives who could have
helped them to integrate into their origin community. Furthermore, the loss of
culture and their inability to relive the values and customs of their origin commu-
nities rendered them poorly integrated hence their return migration. We concep-
tualise return migration within the network theory of migration. We agree that
networks are important in the return of refugees; refugees need networks of fam-
ily, friends and other people to be able to resettle and reintegrate into the place
of return. The challenges that Liberian refugees face in the course of their return
to both their country of return and back to the host country are partly because of
lack of networks especially in their country of origin (Liberia).
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2.2 Conceptualising Local Integration

Local integration is one of the three durable solutions to refugee problems pro-
posed by the UNHCR. The other two are repatriation and resettlement in a third
country. Therefore, local integration is not new in the literature on forced mi-
gration. The concept has always existed from pre-colonial times, but it was quite
prominent in the 1950s as a major way of resolving the refugee crisis. It was
mostly practiced in a de-facto manner where refugees are locally integrated with-
out any formal process. It takes place primarily at a local level whereby individ-
uals or groups negotiate their belonging to the locality in which they are living
(Hovil 2016). The other aspect, de-jure local integration, is primarily about na-
tional belonging. It is represented by the formal process of obtaining new citizen-
ship and is an overtly political process (Hovil 2016). However, after the dawn of
independence with the creation of nation-states, people who flee into other coun-
tries due to wars and conflicts in their countries were now considered as cross-
border refugees. Countries then adopted a protectionist approach to the refugee
phenomenon in their bit to protect their territories and populations. This made
local integration a formal process necessitating the UNHCR to begin to use it as
one of the durable solutions to solving the refugee problem.

Despite its long history of usage, the term has no universal definition. Several
definitions of the concept exist in the literature. A few of which include the UN-
HCR’s definition which states that local integration is a process by which refugees
legally, economically and socially integrate into the host country, availing them-
selves of the national protection of the host government (UNHCR 2019). Also,
according to Byrne (2013: 51), “local integration is a process by which refugees
acquire and exercise legal rights within the host country, which can include, but
are not limited to citizenship.” Similarly, Valtonen (1999) opines that local integra-
tion is the ability of a refugee to participate fully in economic, socio-cultural and
political spheres in the host country without relinquishing his/her ethno-cultural
identity. In the context of this research, local integration is understood to mean a
multidimensional process enabling refugees to establish economic, social, cultural
and psychosocial relationships needed to maintain life, livelihood and dignity in
a host country after a long period of stay as refugees. The concept of local inte-
gration has been used in several countries with some protracted refugee situations.
For instance, it has been utilised in the case of Mozambican refugees in Malawi
and South Africa (Polzar 2004), as well as Congolese refugees in Angola (Fielden
2008). Similarly, in West Africa, the local integration of Sierra Leonean refugees
in Guinea after the war in Sierra Leone ended in 2021 and Liberian refugees in
Ivory Coast (Harrell-Bond 2002).

From the definitions above, local integration anywhere in the world must ad-
dress three key issues; legal, economic and socio-cultural processes (Crisp 2004).
The legal process is where refugees attain a wider range of rights in the host state.
While the economic process entails establishing sustainable livelihoods and a stan-



Experiences, Expectations and Challenges of Return 167

dard of living comparable to the host community, the socio-cultural process is the
adaptation and acceptance imbibed by refugees that enables them to contribute to
the social life of the host country and live without fear of discrimination (Crisp
2004). For local integration to be successful, there must be a mixture of these
three factors in their right proportions and at the end of the integration process,
refugees should be able to attain citizenship status through naturalisation. That
explains why the 1951 UN Convention on Refugees focuses on the importance
of citizenship in achieving durable solutions. According to Article 34 of the UN
Convention on Refugees, “the contracting states shall as far as possible facilitate
the assimilation and naturalisation of refugees. They shall, in particular, make ev-
ery effort to expedite naturalisation proceedings.” Other scholars, such as Fielden
(2008), have suggested that for local integration to be successful, there must be a
degree of linguistic, ethnic and cultural similarities between the host and refugees
and that the length of time must be long enough. Hence, a protracted refugee
situation is conducive for local integration purposes.

The above explanation of local integration implies that in the case of return
refugees in the Buduburam camp in Ghana, local integration is a viable option
given that they have stayed in the camp for more than two decades and some
de-facto integration has already taken place. They have been given the choice
to either be repatriated, resettled into a third country or locally integrate into
the host country and society. The three durable solutions have all been carried
out in the Buduburam case as some repatriations and resettlements in a third
country have been done (Addo 2016). The residual refugees at the camp opted for
local integration. Within the period of over twenty years, local integration should
have been completed. However, this is not the situation as these former refugees
still face challenges in their quest to locally integrate. Currently, residents at the
camp no longer have refugee status since the Cessation Clause was evoked in 2012.
Therefore, these former refugees ultimately have agreed to local integration though
it is beset with challenges, hence the import of this chapter (Agblorti 2011).

2.3 Challenges of Local Integration into Host Countries

The issue of local integration of refugees has received scholarly attention in the
literature. What remains patchily researched is the context of local integration
and taking into consideration country-specific issues that confront governments
who want to implement local integration as a way of solving refugee problems in
host countries. Local integration usually occurs when refugees seek to attain rights
similar to those enjoyed by the citizens of the country in which they have sought
refuge and where they maintain a positive attachment to the new society as well
as to their original culture and community (Abbasi-Shavazi/Sadeghi 2015; Byrne
2013; Valtonen 1999). The challenges of local integration in Sub-Saharan Africa
mirror similar issues in several parts of the World, such as in Syria, Afghanistan,
Iraq and Yemen. Host countries have pursued different policies towards migrants
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and refugees. Some countries consider migrants as an opportunity for economic
development while others see them as a threat to national security. Refugees, for
many host countries and governments, are seen as temporary guests who will go
back to their home countries in the foreseeable future (Jacobsen 2001).

Contrary to the popular claim that refugees are often not interested in local in-
tegration as a durable solution, research has found that a significant proportion of
refugees consider local integration as a viable solution once it comes with an accept-
able package (Agblorti 2016; Ahimbisibwe/Ingelaere/Vancluysen 2017). Therefore,
the most important aspect of local integration is to look at the key issues that mil-
itate against successful local integration programmes to formulate policies that can
address them. Many Sub-Saharan African countries have poor economies which
make the hosting of refugees challenging as it places pressure on inadequate re-
sources. Although many refugees have dreams of going back to their home coun-
tries, this is often not possible in the short term, particularly where the origin coun-
tries are also not politically stable. This means that in the short to medium-term,
local integration is the viable option for countries to contain refugees. However,
this often comes with a myriad of challenges which is the import of this chapter.

The economic aspect of local integration is arguably the most important part
of achieving a successful local integration programme for refugees. However, ad-
dressing the economic problems of refugees in host communities often comes with
challenges. In the case of the Liberian refugees in Ghana, Amoani (2019) found
that an economic challenge to their local integration is the high standard of liv-
ing and difficulty in getting access to job opportunities in Ghana. Given that the
economic conditions in Ghana are generally difficult, the day-to-day economic sur-
vival of refugees in the Buduburam camp is also affected by the harsh economic
realities of the country. Acheampong (2015) has also indicated that refugees in the
Buduburam camp of Ghana are facing difficulties in accessing the job market and
this situation has made attempts at local integration difficult and problematic. The
refugees have acquired skills including Information and Communication Technol-
ogy (I.C.T, both software and hardware), masonry, baking, beauty care, carpentry
and electrical repairs which can make them employable (UNHCR 2011; Omata
2012). However, practicing these trades is limited only to the camp vicinity as
it is difficult to work outside the camp. This implies that their legal status as
refugees has also imposed restrictions on them which compounds their economic
integration. This explains why Tanle (2013) and Loescher et al. (2008) indicate
that refugees in the camp live with many socio-economic hurdles and the situation
is a rising challenge for the refugee protection regime and local integration.

Similar conditions have been identified by Whitaker (1999) in the case of Somali
refugees in Dar es Salam where the economic challenges in the refugee camp were
related to the increase in the cost of living. Housing became particularly expensive
and the prices of basic items such as meat, salt, soap, and kerosene rose by 100
to 400 percent. Furthermore, Whitaker (1999) in the same research found that
Eritrean refugees in Gofa Mebrat Hail also had limited income-generating business
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activities since their active involvement in business was curtailed by government
policies on refugees in the country. In many countries, refugees do not have the
unrestricted right to work, move freely, own property or access financial services
and are confronted with discrimination and this often makes their local integration
difficult (Zetter/Ruaudel 2016). In such situations, refugees are more likely to lack
the skills, language, social networks and information required in the host labour
market, hence rendering them unemployed (Schuettler/Caron 2020).

Aksoy, Poutvaara and Schikora (2020) in their study of refugees in Germany
pointed to how initial local unemployment shaped the multi-dimensional (eco-
nomic, linguistic, navigational, political, psychological, and social) integration of
refugees in the context of the European refugee crisis. Focusing on refugees who ar-
rived in Germany between 2013 and 2016, Aksoy, Poutvaara and Schikora (2020)
found that their labour market integration faced steep challenges. It was evident
that among refugees aged 18 to 49 who have been in Germany for five years, only
54% of men and 17% of women were in employment. Potter and Phillips (2008)
state that refugees depend largely on incomes received from UNHCR and other
international donors for survival. This implies that they are often unable to gain
employment that allows them to create a decent livelihood for themselves. Accord-
ing to the 2015 Survey of Afghan returnees, around 40 per cent of returnees had a
low level of economic integration and were less able to find a good job or earn
sufficient income (Mohammadi/Abbasi-Shavazi/Sadeghi 2018). Agblorti (2011)
also found that the major challenges facing local integration, particularly in the
Buduburam refugee camp in Ghana, included land and potable water whose use
and access have generated suspicion and mistrust between the refugees and camp
administration on the one hand, and the host population on the other. These is-
sues have not only strained relations between the refugees and their hosts but have
serious implications for the potential acceptance of local integration of the refugees
within the host community. Many of the challenges that impede the successful in-
tegration of the Liberians in Ghana included a high cost of living in Ghana, the
provision and access to social services, economic and related issues such as unem-
ployment and underemployment, security and protection (Hamilton-Kodua 2018).
In a research conducted by Lubkemann (2008), the challenges of local integration
included lack of shelter, no reliable support networks, no marketable livelihood
skills and lack of UNHCR identity cards for refugees. In addition, there are threats
to the physical security of refugees including organised crime, errant military and
police forces, anti-government militants, local populations and the refugee commu-
nity itself. The physical threats to refugees range from theft, assault and domestic
violence to child abuse, rape and human trafficking.
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3 Methodology

This study is exploratory as it seeks to explore the views of return Liberian refugees
on their experiences, expectations (hopes) and challenges in the Buduburam camp.
Methodologically, the researchers used the interpretivist paradigm for the study.
The paradigm helped us to generate meanings from the data collected based on
the views of respondents (Creswell/Poth 2016; Neuman 2000). This enabled us to
delve in-depth into issues of return migration and the reasons, expectations (hopes)
and challenges of refugees in their host community. The data was collected using
in-depth interviews involving the lived experiences of return refugees. The methods
and instruments chosen aided the researchers to seek explanations into the issues
under investigation from the viewpoints of the participants selected for the study.
The interviewees for the study comprised 13 respondents made up of four return
migrants, four refugees who did not migrate, two leaders of the Buduburam refugee
camp and three community residents who are Ghanaians.

The data for the study was collected from the Buduburam refugee camp, in
the Central Region of Ghana. The area is the home of the Liberian refugees in
Ghana and where the return refugees came to settle. Data collection took place
in November 2021 over seven days. The researchers and two field assistants (who
were trained for a day) took part in the data collection for two days and the field
assistants were left to continue with the interviews. The study employed purposive
and snowball sampling techniques in collecting data. Purposive sampling was used
in the selection of community residents and leaders of the refugee group. These
groups were selected to enable us obtain an in-depth understanding of the topic
and also because of their knowledge of the issues being studied. Snowball sampling
was used in sampling return refugees and refugees who did not return. In select-
ing the return refugees, the snowball sampling technique was used to identify one
member of the camp who had returned from Liberia after being repatriated volun-
tarily or forced. The study ensured respondents’ rights of consent, anonymity, and
confidentiality (Neuman 2000; Walliman 2006). We supplemented the primary
data with secondary data from reports, academic journals, publications and media
reports on return migration. The data was transcribed and a thematic analysis was
done.
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4 Results and Discussion

This section presents and discusses the results emphasizing the experiences, hopes
and challenges of return migrants and their quest to locally reintegrate.

4.1 Experiences, Refugees’ Repatriation and Reasons for Return Migration

Escaping the War in Liberia: Experiences of Refugees

The land of Liberia since the arrival of the Americo-Liberians has been a struggle
between indigenous inhabitants and freed slaves from the Americas. These freed
slaves established the political power base of the country and ruled over the indige-
nous population for a long time until the indigenous population started agitating
for their rights (Ellis 2006). However, these early struggles did not create a refugee
problem for Liberia as compared to the civil wars of the 1980 and 1990s. Liberia
has experienced several waves of civil wars starting from the 1980 civil war which
brought Samuel Doe to power and resulted in several deaths sparking the genesis of
Liberia refugeeism. This situation was exacerbated by the 1989 civil war which led
to massive killings creating a huge wave of Liberian refugees to the neighbouring
countries of Ivory Coast, Guinea and Ghana. The country was unstable until 1997
when peace reigned with Charles Taylor as president. But there was yet another
civil war in 2000 which ended in 2003. These incessant civil wars have produced
millions of refugees and Ghana became a destination for over 30,000 refugees since
2002 (UNHCR 2009; Omata 2012).

The nature of Liberian refugee migration to Ghana was varied as it took both
voluntary and involuntary or forced patterns. Voluntary refugee migrations took
the form of organised migrations from Liberia to the host country while invol-
untary migrations took the form of individual decisions to migrate out of war or
conflict zones owing to force or cohesion to leave the country of origin. Refugees
in the Buduburam camp acknowledged the diverse nature of their migrations from
Liberia to neighbouring countries including Ghana. This also includes the routes of
migration which were illegal, and for some, perilous journeys to destination coun-
tries. Experiences of refugee migrations from Liberia involve narrations of perilous
journeys to host countries. As a result, refugees often share daunting and lengthy
stories of their experiences escaping the war and the often bizarre, risky and life-
threatening journeys they embarked on in a quest to survive. A respondent at the
Buduburam camp narrated his journey to Ghana thus:

“I, first of all, went to Guinea around 1996 and came to Ghana in 2003.
When we set off from Guinea, we had food problems, we struggled on the
ship that brought us, two times before we got here. Back in Liberia, we
were forced to leave because my parent didn't want to be a part of the war
so they took us to Guinea. The family is no longer together, my mother



172 Razak Jaha Imoro, Kaderi Noagah Bukari, Richard Ametefe

went to Nigeria, my siblings are also scattered around, and some of them
are in Benin and Senegal.” (Interview with a 40-year-old male respondent)

The above quote depicts the bitter experiences of refugees who lost their social
relations and networks including familial, societal and friendship ties. Family sep-
arations tend to negatively leave a void in their personal growth, economic and
social situations. The narration of the life trajectory of the interviewee vis-a-vis
his current situation of job search, economic hardships, security, problems of local
integration and social imbalances that refugee face also show the changes in the
figurations of network structures of refugees when they flee their homes. Another
returnee narrated his journey from Liberia to Ghana as follows:

“I left Liberia on December 24, 1989, for Ivory Coast before coming to
Ghana. When the war broke out in Liberia, we ran through the bushes
until we reached Ivory Coast. I fled with my family in the night. We were
chased out of Niba county. That was the first county the Charles Taylor
rebels attacked, so we fled to Ivory Coast. I was in Ivory Coast in 2003,
when the war started, I fled to Ghana by boat. I came to Ghana alone; my
brothers were killed in the Ivorian War.” (Interview with a 48-year-old male
returnee)

Fleeing conflict zones is an attempt to escape danger and seek for survival in other
countries. Therefore, the migrations out of Liberia and other neighbouring coun-
tries were driven by the quest for refugees to save their lives. Such migrations were
desperate and did not take care of family relations. Where refugees could migrate
with family members, they did so but it was not a primary motivator for migration.
The quest for survival dominated their migration intentions as exemplified by this
respondent.

“When the first war started in Liberia (1989-1997), I moved to Guinea and
when war also broke out in Guinea (1998-1999), I run to Ivory Coast. I
moved to Ghana when another civil war broke out in Ivory Coast in 2002.
I finally got to the Buduburam camp in 2003. My movement from Liberia
to Guinea, Ivory Coast and finally Ghana is because I was running from the
wars, it's not for pleasure. I was in Danane when rebels started fighting in
Cote D’lIvoire, I couldn’t go back to Liberia because they were also fighting
the third war. So I was forced to come to Ghana for refuge.” (Interview
with 40-year-old female refugee)

The consequences of conflicts of this nature also result in separation, killing of
family members and breakdown in familial networks. In the midst of the war,
some refugees also migrated with their families. This re-echoes the importance of
family relations and connections to refugees. It also demonstrates the bond that
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refugees attach to their families and family life in general. Though many of the
migrations out of Liberia were involuntary, there were also voluntary migrations.
This involved organised migrations by the UNHCR and other international bodies
out of Liberia. This was confirmed by some refugees in the Buduburam refugee
camp.

Repatriation to Liberia and Return Migration of Refugees to Buduburam

The presence of refugees in the Buduburam camp was intended to be temporary
and therefore if conditions in Liberia got better, then the refugees would be repa-
triated. However, to comprehensively deal with the Liberian refugees’ problem in
Ghana the three durable solutions were all explored; repatriation, resettlement in a
third country and local integration. Since 2003 with the signing of the peace agree-
ment and the stepping down of Charles Taylor as president of Liberia, there have
been negotiations and attempts to repatriate Liberians from the Buduburam camp
back to Liberia. This was the result of the Ellen Johnson Sirleaf government’s desire
to rebuild Liberia and therefore there was a national call for all Liberians who were
in exile to return to the country. The first batches of refugees from Buduburam
repatriated to Liberia was between 2004 and 2007 (Agblorti 2011). The repatria-
tions were organised by the UNHCR, the Ghanaian government and the Liberian
government as well as the leadership of the refugees at the camp (UNHCR 2009;
Omata 2012). Again, between 2008 and 2009, UNHCR launched another one-
year repatriation programme for refugees. Due to the persistent repatriation pres-
sure from both national and international refugee regimes, at the beginning of
2011, the total number of registered Liberian refugees in Ghana was reduced to
about 11,000 (UNHCR 2012). A return refugee narrated how the repatriation
was carried out at the time.

“During the regime of President Kufour, Liberians were sent back to Liberia
by force. I was among those who were sent by force. By force because the
government and UNHCR were not willing to take us to America (USA)
where we were interested in settling. When the government was taking us
there, it was difficult. Imagine you coming to Ghana since 1990. So I came
back to the camp after a short stay in Liberia because conditions were bad,
no job, no contacts and relations. Since then I have been doing business to
survive. Ic’s better than Liberia.” (Interview with 48-year-old male returnee)

The interview clearly shows that factors that influenced refugees’ return include
changes in refugees’ family and household networks of interdependencies, especially
economic interdependencies in the place of origin. The repatriated refugee in the
interview above noted that upon his forced return to Liberia, he lost his networks
and contacts with family, relatives and neighbours. The absence of jobs, as well as
security in Liberia, has forced his return to the Buduburam camp. Just like Abbasi-
Shavazi, Sadeghi and Mohammadi (2017) and Boateng and Hilton (2011) found,
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changing structures of networks and the absence of close networks of neighbours,
family, friends and opportunities are driving factors for refugees’ decisions not to
stay in their countries of origin.

Following these large-scale repatriations to Liberia, there has been a phe-
nomenon of return re-migration by some of these refugees back to the Buduburam
camp. For instance, according to the UNHCR, in 2001 alone 150 repatriated
refugees returned to the refugee camp in Ghana and this has since continued.
While many feel they were forced to return to Liberia, others voluntarily returned
due to the economic, social and cultural challenges they faced in Ghana.

Reasons for return Migration to the Buduburam Refugee Camp

The research revealed several reasons adduced by refugees for their return to
Ghana after their repatriation to Liberia. First among them was the perception
of (in)security in Liberia which was related to their personal experiences of the
wars. Refugees had gone through harrowing experiences of witnessing beatings or
killing of relatives. In the case of women, some narrated issues of sexual violence
including rape. Participants also stated that children were molested and some
were kidnapped as child soldiers (see also Podder 2011). These combined effects
created indelible marks of insecurity among some refugees and this meant that
staying in Liberia was practically difficult for such people, hence their decision to
return to the Buduburam camp. A returnee narrated his experiences during the
war and how that influenced his return migration to the camp:

“Due to the conditions under which I left, when I got back to Liberia I
was scared of people that’s why I returned to the Buduburam camp. My
family was persecuted, my father for instance was working with the then
government and he was murdered in the presence of me and my siblings.
He was murdered by the forces of Taylor (MPFL). We got lucky because
while they were executing my father, there was heavy gunfire coming from
the outside. So they thought it was their enemy because there were many
warring factions. So they rushed outside and that gave us the opportunity
to escape in different directions. I managed to run through the bushes, I
was lucky I met an ECOMOG officer who helped me. After explaining my
situation to him, he helped me to board the ship carrying refugees to Ghana
called Bulk Challenge.” (Interview with a 25-year-old male returnee)

In the interview above, the respondent indicates insecurity and the absence of fam-
ily ties as reasons for his migration to Ghana. This highlights the very important
‘factor’ of family and household networks and how their absence affects the inter-
dependencies of migrants, either economically or security-wise. Among refugees in
the Buduburam camp, many were particularly concerned about the risk of perse-
cution in Liberia hence their return to the camp. These refugees noted that they
were not safe in Liberia. This was compounded by the fear of the war and other
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ethnic reprisals which made them feel insecure staying in Liberia, hence their re-
turn to the Buduburam camp. Thus, their security coupled with lack of familial,
clan and societal networks influenced their return. Just like Massey et al. (1998)
assert, one’s social networks facilitate migrants return because networks help mi-
grants navigate economic and security problems and provide support to the return
migrant. Hence, the multiplier effect of networks in migration (Arango 2004).

A second reason why refugees returned to Ghana was the issue of finding accom-
modation and shelter. Finding shelter in the country of origin is a key variable in
the decision of displaced persons to return home (Abbasi-Shavazi/Glazebrook 2006.
In this research, returned refugees complained that the UNHCR and the Liberian
government did not make any accommodation arrangements for the repatriated
refugees except for the stipends they got from the UNHCR upon arrival back in
Liberia and the initial accommodation by the UNHCR upon arrival. For many
refugees, the stipends were used for temporary rents and once the rent expired,
they no longer had anywhere to sleep. Given their low level of skills, many found
it difficult irking a living in Liberia resulting in their return migration. After four-
teen years of a destructive civil war, for many displaced Liberians, their previous
homesteads no longer existed. Because no housing support was provided for re-
turnees either by the Liberian government or by refugee-supporting agencies, all
returnees had to find shelter and those who could not get places of abode decided
to return to their former places of abode including Ghana (cf. Omata 2012). One
returnee narrates her experience:

“Upon arrival in Liberia, we had no house and we didnt know anywhere
to go in Liberia. My father tried to locate one of my auntie’s places but he
couldn’t. Even my parents didn't know the county well again because they
left the place for a long time, 1990. They didn’t know anywhere. So we had
to go back to Ghana after a short stay. The little money that the UNHCR
gave to us had to be used for transportation back to Ghana. To compound
the problem, there was no light. As a result, we couldn’t move freely at
night because we feared for our security. In Liberia, by 7:00pm—8:00pm
everybody was in the room.” (Interview with 27-year-old returnee)

The interview above shows that a key factor for the re-migration of some refugees
from Liberia to Ghana was the lack of familial and other social networks in Liberia.
In particular, refugees emphasized the absence of immediate family members in
Liberia as a major impediment to their repatriation (see also Hovil 2010). In any
migration process, networks serve as a means of risk reduction for migrants and it
is a common strategy for them to create a set of people on whom they can count on
in the destination area (Van Hear 1998: 51). Without access to reliable networks,
refugees in origin country would find it difficult to integrate and navigate the social
milieu in the once culturally familiar environment that they found themselves.
These networks help to ease the pressure of re-assimilating into the community.
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This study found that the return of many refugees to the Buduburam camp after
repatriation was mainly due to the refugees’ lack of familial, friendship ties and
social networks in Liberia. The lack of familial, friendship ties and neighbourhood
social networks is also emphasized by a returnee in the Buduburam camp:

“When we were being sent back, we were wondering how we can survive
because we didn’t have friends, jobs nor connections there. Though someone
like me still had my mother’s relatives back in Liberia, I have never stayed
with them. It was going to be difficult but I had no option. We went by
ship but I already knew what was at stake. While in Liberia it was difficult
to find any job and also not like the way I have it in Ghana. After a year of
stay, I came back to Ghana; that was in 2009.” (Interview with 50-year-old
male returnee)

A major reason why refugees returned from Liberia was because of the economic
situation and lack of jobs back in Liberia. The unavailability of jobs and the na-
ture of economic conditions put repatriated refugees in despair about their future,
hence their reluctance to accept voluntary repatriation to Liberia. The unavailabil-
ity of jobs and lack of economic opportunities and networks that refugees faced in
Liberia is succinctly opined by this returnee:

“I have been to Liberia and over there it’s not easy. Things are hard. The gov-
ernment is not employing too. Its rather unfortunate that President Weah
cannot help us as refugees. So, there are already unemployed people there
and they are struggling. Some have been demonstrating for better living
conditions. Also, the corruption in Liberia is too much, people in power
are abusing their powers and there are no jobs, so I took all this into consid-
eration and decided to come back to Ghana.” (Interview with 40-year-old
male businessman at the camp)

The current socio-economic conditions in Liberia have not improved since the end
of the war. Therefore, the survival and livelihoods of return refugees are still uncer-
tain, hence their return to the Buduburam camp. The situation of the returnees,
according to the interviewee, was compounded by perceptions of corruption and
extreme poverty in Liberia.

5 Hopes and Expectations of Refugees
upon Return to the Buduburam Camp
Another issue worth interrogating in this chapter is the issue of hopes and expecta-

tions among return refugees in the Buduburam camp. Refugees after experiencing
life in Liberia could not cope with the myriad of challenges and problems, hence
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their decision to return to Ghana. Upon return to the Buduburam camp, refugees
had hopes and expectations regarding life back at the camp. There were high hopes
among return refugees of being able to better reintegrate into their host community
given the package of local integration incentives available. Also, they had renewed
hope of making a livelihood in the host community. There were also expectations
of getting chances to resettle in a third country which can make life better for them.
In addition, it was their expectation that the issue of identity and their status as
refugees will be resolved, as well as a good relationship between return refugees
and their host community in Buduburam and the surrounding communities.

The refugees expected that local integration which is one of the durable solutions
available to them would be implemented fully to their benefit in the Buduburam
Camp. This was aimed at getting refugees a better livelihood and also to engage
them in other socio-economic activities. The return refugees were hopeful that the
package of local integration will be implemented to the letter so as to guarantee
them a permanent stay in Ghana. In an interview with one such return refugee,
she narrates that:

“About local integration, they should provide me with proper housing in-
stead of me living here in this wooden dwelling. Also help my girl to enter
the University and my boy to also advance his studies then I will be very
happy because I dont think Europe is the only place where one can make it
in life, Ghana is a very good place to also make it in life.” (Interview with
48-year-old female return refugee)

The local integration package rolled out to refugees included skills training, provi-
sion of health insurance packages and residence permits (Omata 2012). However,
in the view of the return refugees, other aspects of the local integration includ-
ing the provision of decent accommodation, avenues for employment and giving
scholarships to wards and children of refugees were not offered and hence render-
ing their integration incomplete. Therefore, it was the hope of these return refugees
that upon their return, they would be provided with such facilities. Acheampong
(2015) has also indicated that refugees in the Buduburam Camp face difficulties in
accessing the job market and this situation has made attempts at local integration
difficult and problematic. Importantly, another expectation of return refugees was
improvement in their physical security and safety at the camp. The camp is open
with no defining borders. Therefore, movement in and out of the camp is easy
and this exposes camp residents to robberies and attacks by criminals. A return
refugee indicated his hopes and expectations upon return below:

“Initially when I was coming, I was only coming for safety. So, when I
came and I saw that the camp here is not safe, I decided to go back. The
security here is really bad as criminals from other places have come here to
stay and engage in bad things. We are even afraid being here. So security
was important for my return.” (Interview with 40 year-old return refugee)
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One important expectation expressed by return refugees in this research is their
dream to be resettled in a third country. For these return refugees, their chances
of being resettled in a third country are higher in the camp than if they stayed
in Liberia. Resettlement in a third country is one of the durable solutions that
was carried out for some refugees. It involves, the resettlement of refugees to
mostly developed countries. In 2006, 1,467 refugees departed on resettlement
from Ghana to Australia, United States and Canada. As of February 2006, the
UNHCR had processed less than 50 Liberian individuals who had pressing medi-
cal or emergency protection needs for resettlement (Essuman-Johnson 2011). For
many return refugees it would be a way out of their economic woes. The high
expectations by return refugees for resettlement is exemplified by this narration:

“My first expectation before coming to Ghana for the first time was that the
Ghanaian Government would allow us to travel to a third country. This is
because anywhere that you are as a refugee, you get the opportunity to travel
once you are documented as a refugee. It means your country is not safe so
you can have the opportunity to go to a new place and start a new life. So
when I went to Liberia and things were difficult I came back to Ghana still
expecting that there will be an opportunity for me to be resettled in ecither
Australia or Canada.” (Interview with 34-year return refugee)

A key expectation among returned refugees was also to see the final determination
of their identities and status as refugees in Ghana. Following the evocation of the
Cessation Clause in 2012, the Budumburam camp was no longer regarded as a
“refugee camp” and therefore all the refugees became foreign nationals in Ghana.
This meant that the authorities had to properly recognize and profile them as for-
eign nationals. However, profiling these refugees as foreigners was impracticable
because the number of years they had stayed in Ghana qualify them for natural-
ization (Essuman-Johnson 2011). Return refugees were of the opinion that they
should be allowed to participate in the economic activities in Ghana which had
been curtailed by their refugee status. They, however, raised issues concerning their
status as to whether they are still refugees or not. They have been given Liberian
passports valid for two years and their complaint is that after the two years what
becomes of their status? They do not know whether it will be extended or they
will be asked to leave Ghana. Therefore, their expectations are that their status
as refugees have elapsed and the UNHCR should come to their aid. One of the

camp leaders emphasized this in an interview:

“They told us after the cessation clause in 2012, they will locally integrate us
in the Ghanaian community but they havent done so. So I was surprised
when they gave us the ECOWAS passports for Liberia. So even if the pass-
ports expire, we have to go to Liberia ... I am not even saying they should
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give us Ghanaian passports but give us ID cards that can identify us eas-
ily but to give us Liberian passports is a serious challenge for integration.”
(Interview with male camp leader)

Importantly, the legal situation regarding access to land, work permits, residence,
repatriation and also the security situation impinge upon the economic situation
of the return refugees. The contestation of their legal status as refugees affect
their opportunities of local integration and therefore access to land, work permits
and security. In fact, the Ghanaian government and the UNHCR think the legal
status of refugees had been dealt with following the evocation of the Cessation
Clause. Similarly, many Ghanaians consider refugees around the Buduburam camp
as illegal residents, a nuisance and a security threat, hence their refusal to offer
them land and jobs (Agblorti 2016). In spite of the invocation of the Cessation
Clause, return refugees do not clearly understand their status as they still consider
themselves as refugees under the care of UNHCR. The issue of identity and status
of return refugees have remained key issues that refugees expect to be resolved. This
corroborates Acheampong’s (2015) finding that the current status of most refugees
still remains unclear to them despite the invocation of the Cessation Clause.

6 Challenges of Local Integration of Return Refugees

This research revealed that return refugees’ hopes and expectations centered around
the local integration which they claim has not yet been achieved. Data gathered
from return refugees further show that local integration has only been perfunctory.
Efforts at local integration either failed or were faced with several challenges render-
ing local integration a failure. One major challenge return refugees faced is their
poor socio-economic conditions. In 2012 after the Cessation Clause was evoked,
attempts at local integration were made by the UNHCR in collaboration with the
IOM and the Ghana Refugee Board as well as the leadership from the refugees.
This was because at the end of the Cessation Clause the country did not have a
local integration policy for refugees. The local integration package proposed at the
time included: issuance of Liberian passports, two-year residence permits/work per-
mits and National Health Insurance premium for one year (Omata 2012; Agblorti
2011). This was in addition to skills training activities the refugees have benefitted
from to help with their self-reliance.

Socio-economic integration means refugees should be able to have access to basic
necessities of life including education, housing, health, in addition to an economic
livelihood as well as a cordial host-refugee relationship within the camp enclave
and the general society of the host country (Talukder et al. 2021). According
to return refugees, the local integration package was either partially provided or
not available in some cases. This made life difficult and challenging as they were
restricted to just the “camp economy” to make ends meet. One crucial challenge
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to their socio-economic integration is housing. For many of the return refugees,
housing is largely what they have around the camp vicinity which are not well-
constructed. Housing around the camp is mostly made of mud and thatched
buildings and self-constructed dwelling places. The few that can afford blocks and
cement had houses that are roofed with zinc. The poor nature of these houses
and dwelling places makes return refugees live in precarious conditions. A return
refugee described her housing situation:

“Just look at where I am sleeping [pointing at a mud house in a bad shape]
when it rains, we don’t even come out to harvest rain water we just collect
the one flooding our rooms through the leaking roof ... and when you say
you are coming to break it down, what do I have left? You are just killing us;
we cannot fight anybody. Aaah ... it is well.” (Interview with 48-year-old
female return refugee)

Housing can be an important part of a local integration process for refugees in host
countries. This provides a sense of security and comfort for them. The unavailabil-
ity of decent housing for refugees can make their local integration problematic as
they would find other ways of accommodating themselves including sleeping in
places that can make them prone to attacks and for the women, rape and sexual
harassment. Amoani (2019) had earlier found that though refugees received sup-
port from UNHCR, they were still facing challenges in their quest to integrate
locally. These challenges included access to shelter, means of living, job opportuni-
ties, access to education and health care. Also, Hamilton-Kodua (2018) has found
that most of the challenges that impeded the successful local integration of the
Liberian refugees included high cost of living in Ghana, the provision and access
to social services including housing, unemployment and underemployment and
insecurity. The findings from earlier researches (Amoani 2019; Hamilton-Kodua
2018) show that these issues are still persistent among return refugees. Given that
Liberian refugees have stayed in Ghana (Budumburam) for a long period, local in-
tegration for those who opted for it should have been achieved. This explains why
Tanle (2013) and Loescher et al. (2008) indicated that refugees in the camp live
with many socio-economic hurdles which is a persistent challenge for the refugee
protection regime.

While housing is problematic and militate against a successful local integration
process for return refugees, access to health has also been challenging to them.
Since the expiration of the one-year health insurance premium offered to them
as part of the local integration package, return refugees have had to pay cash for
their health needs. Given that many of them are unemployed and underemployed,
getting money to pay for their health needs mostly become a challenge (Amoani
2019; Hamilton-Kodua 2018). In a UNHCR and World Food Program Joint
Assessment Mission Report (2006), it was found that refuges faced difficulties par-
ticularly where they need referral treatment in public hospitals since some hospitals
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request that refugees pay fees as non-Ghanaians. Such fees are usually high and
given that these are refugees who do not have the financial capacity to pay, they suf-
fer the health consequences. This trend of accessing health has not changed since
the return of refugees back to the Buduburam Camp. Even though the Camp
clinic still provides some outpatient services, refugees still need to access health
care outside the camp at a high cost. A return refugee narrated his experience
accessing health care outside the camp:

“I got my NHIS card from Apam and when I went to the Swedru Ah-
madiyya Hospital last month, I had to pay for all my drugs. Immediately
I arrived there I received a text message indicating that I am at the Swedru
Hospital. When I handed over my NHIS card and after all the processes,
they gave me prescription to go outside and buy the drugs. Is the health in-
surance functioning for us as foreigners? The only medicine I received was
paracetamol, the rest, I bought it at a pharmacy.” (Interview with 46-year-
old male return refugee)

Another important aspect of local integration is the security issues that confronted
both refugees and host governments. For instance, a frequent argument made by
host governments is that refugees bring security problems, and therefore it is better
to restrict them to camps where these problems can be controlled (UNHCR 2019).
This often makes local integration difficult as government and local residents fear
possible attacks from refugees due to cases of armed robbery, stealing and other
crimes committed by refugees (Fielden 2008). Petty and organised crimes have
indeed flourished in some refugee hosting areas. These real and perceived security
threats can cause resentment and clashes between locals and refugees, diminishing
chances for successful local integration (Fielden 2008). Among return refugees,
security is a key challenge and to be able to achieve local integration, security,
particularly in the camp, is very paramount. In a document by UNHCR (2003)
titled Camp Security, a report by Surge Protection Project stated that throughout
Greater Accra, Buduburam was becoming known for some criminal activities. In
response, camp residents initiated the neighbourhood watch team to patrol the
camp at night and enhance security. This prompted the UNHCR to support the
efforts of the refugees in ensuring security within the camp by providing logis-
tics and materials to members of the neighbourhood Watch Team. The initiative
from camp residents and supported by the Ghana Police and UNHCR brought
the criminal activities in the camp under control. Data gathered from this study
showed that return refugees complained they often have local security personnel
coming into the camp to search for suspected criminals and they do this at will
and in the process harassing and intimidating them and sometimes beat them up.
The narration of a return refugee exemplifies the security concerns in the camp.

“As for security in the camp, the security is very poor. Anybody can move
in at any time. Some people go and commit crimes outside the camp and
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they run into the camp to hide. We have three entrances to the camp which
are all free entrances. Everybody needs an exit, so when they commit the
crimes outside, they use the camp as an exit point and so at the end of the
day, they link it to the camp residents.” (Interview with 37-year-old male
return refugee)

Opaye (2005) found that inhabitants of refugee camps and surrounding areas suffer
a wide range of security problems, including attacks by external forces, the mili-
tarisation of camps and the breakdown of law and order. Threats to the physical
security of refugees emanate from a variety of sources including organized crime,
errant military and police forces, anti-government militants, local populations and
the refugee community itself. Another lamentation of the security situation is given
by a female return refugee.

“It is not an easy life to live here when you talk about security., This place
is like an open door, anyone can come in unchecked. As a single mother
here, 1 feel vulnerable because anyone can come and attack me and take
advantage of me or my daughter and I cannot defend myself and I dont
have any man to protect me but God has been good. Since they revoked
our refugee status in 2012, the camp has been an open space, you may not
know who is coming in or going out. If someone harasses me or my girl
no one will come and help us.” (Interview with 48-year-old female return

refugee)

The biggest security threat at the time of data collection was the fear that the Gov-
ernment of Ghana was going to demolish the camp because of claims that the camp
is a den of criminals. Camp residents feared this will have serious socio-economic
and security challenges for them since they will be left with no accommodation.
For those who have constructed their places of dwelling, they feared that they will
have nowhere to go. The demolishing of the camp has been announced by the
government of Ghana on several occasions but yet to be carried out. This follows
demands by the Chiefs and residents of Gomoa Fetteh in the Gomoa East District
of the Central Region, who are the custodians of Gomoa Buduburam lands.

The interplay of the search for jobs, security, legal status of refugees, access to
land, work permits, residence and health care/insurance in both the destination
country and the country of return are intricately linked and are the main reasons
for refugees’ return both to their country of origin and the destination country.
Although these factors have been similarly found by several authors (Essuman-
Johnson 2011; Hovil 2010; Omata 2012; Acheampong 2015; Agblorti 2016), this
study found that these factors were interdependent and present in both Liberia
and the Buduburam camp. Interestingly, these factors hinder refugee integration
in the host country (Ghana) and local communities. Social networks (familial,
neighbourhood. friendship ties, etc.) are interlinking factors in all this and play
important roles in the lives of return refugees.
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7 Conclusion

This chapter examined the lived experiences, expectations (hopes) and challenges
of return Liberian refugees to Ghana after their repatriation to Liberia. Liberian
refugees in the Buduburam Camp had to choose between two durable solutions
— repatriation or local integration. Some who opted for repatriation to Liberia
later returned to Ghana as they faced several challenges. Even upon their return
to Ghana, there were several challenges they encountered. The study found that
the experiences of return refugees were inexplicably tied to their challenges before
their return to Ghana and their economic, social and political challenges as return
refugees in Ghana. These experiences are traumatic with challenges of job finding,
loss of culture and concerns about security. Local integration is linked to the
lack of understanding of the refugees about their own status. Also, although their
preferred durable solution is resettlement in a third country, refugees are willing
to accept local integration if measures are put in place, including opportunities
for jobs, housing, health and non-discrimination by Ghanaians and state security
agencies.

From a theoretical lens, our study conceptualises the subject of return refugees
within the neo-classical migration theory as well as the network theory of migra-
tion where we argued that refugees return is linked to already established networks.
The study recommends that the reintegration of refugees into the Ghanaian society
requires concerted efforts of major stakeholders including the UNHCR, the Ghana
Refugee Board, Ministry of Interior, the Ghana Immigration Service and the Gov-
ernment of Liberia through the Liberian Embassy. Resources must be mobilised to
assist return refugees in their reintegration into the host communities. Key issues
of housing, health and jobs need to be provided for refugees. With the demolish-
ing of the camp looming, the predicament of refugees will get worse. Besides, one
major issue confronting local integration of return migrants is the discrimination,
marginalisation and labelling of refugees as criminals and “bad people” by both
state agencies (especially, the Ghanaian security agencies) and Ghanaians resident
in and around the camp. A lot of education and sanctions will be required to
break these prejudices.
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